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—_— 2523 course whlch~const1tuted_the_second_phase_oi_a new

. . X . i

ABSTRACT

o

This study examlned an experimental course, EduPra.

.four-part-teaCher educat1on program in Alberta.‘The purpose
of the course was ‘to provide student teachers w1th a- general
background and a gradual 1ntroductlon to teach1ng The

course had two- components, a pract1cum component and. a
: R T . N o
methods component o o ' L g ./

- Data were gathered from 9 faculty consultants, 16 - .

—

“student teachers and 16 cooperatlng teachers pr1mar11y by

~

fmeans of pre- and post questlonnalres adm1nlstered to: the

‘-student teachers and cooperatlng teachers, by 1nterv1ews

g
\ AU

'_conducted w1thfstudent>teachers,'cooperatlng teachers, and

faculty consultants~ ‘and by ‘in- school act1v1ty sheets
v'completed by ‘the student teachers. ' f N .l:\-.h SR .
Overall the course was: well rece;ved Both-student'

=teachers and cooperatlng teachers felt that the exper1ence:7
. {}" h
,,prov1ded a good background for future pract1ca. All the'

3; student teachers recommended that the course be requ1red fbr fﬂ:

_all future secondary educatlon students. b

N

The 1n school sectlon of the course was very well

'precelved by both the student teachers and cooperatlng

- e ek
teachers. Most student teachers experlenced a gradual e
. S~ S
'1ntroduct10n to teachlng, W1th a good deal of observatwon ;
1f'early in the pract1cum Wthh was gradually replaced w1th Coee W

ﬂfteachlng dutles. Student teachers were generally pleased
. ﬂ‘

. w1th the1r school placement (subject areas and cooperatlng
. . . S A” e v

lV “_:,: '. R o ‘,’ : :' o “I'V’.

L

- ¥ga
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‘teachers) and'felt‘that the evaluation SCheme~(the'

A1n school portlon of the grade be1ng prov1ded by the
-————m———cooperat1ng—teachers alone)—WaS—fa1rs—Cooperat1ng~teachers,—~~—-———
however, preferred that a- un1ver51ty faculty consultant d" “
share evaluatlon respon51b111tles. The most 51gn1f1cant
problem was that the schedule (two half days per week) was ,a'l »é;
not well 1ntegrated w1th the school t1metab1es,»and .
‘ consequently student teachers could not experlenqe mUCh.hl
cont1nu1ty with a glven class. The student teachers also-‘"”“'
felt that they would llke to teach more, but thlS was not ’
compat1ble1w1th the program objectlves. . .
In1t1a11y, both cooperatlng teachers and student
teachers*had reservatlons about the course manual. After
"_readlng the manual xmost cooperatlng teachers began to see
o its value, although many suggested revisions to 1t. Student ;,.
teachers, on the other hand, generally did not apprec1ate
the manual perhaps because most had put llttle effort 1nto
"'completlng the act1v1t1es in it. ,~.f S '- ‘ 7—, |
.-The methods class -was; not well received"by most students
Many compla1ned that the three hour class was too long |
Quest1onna1res revealed that many d1d not read the course
text and handouts' students were often absent from class. On .‘ -
the other hand _all part1c1pants (students, ooperat1ng S h

iy teachersj and faculty consultants) approved of the toplcs

covere n.the course, and the students felt ‘that the

evaluat1on of their performance in the course was fa1r ' e
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I. INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY '

The purpose of thlS study was to descrlbe the or1g1n,"

development and._ evaluatlon of an. exper1mental course,j,

Educat1onal Practlcum 252 (Ed Pra. 252) ThlS course was -

‘foffered on an exper1mental ba51s to 16 volunteer student

gteachers enrolled 1n Secondary Educatlon at the Un1ver51ty

of Alberta dur1ng the w1nter term 1979 and con51sted of two - -

‘/parts;// three-houp per week un1ver51ty class‘and a two half

. day per week in~ school experlence.g

The study sought answers to the questlon "What are the

most and least valuable learnlng experlences 1n the-

in- school and in= class sectlons of the pract1cum7" The study s

'iexamlned the value ‘of the course objectlves and evaluated

~,'the student teachers act1v1 ies to. determlne Wthh

:act1v1t1es should be added laugmented d1m1nlshed or

“deleted. The type of ass1stance cooperat1ng teachers_

trequ1red was’ also determlned

Informatlon reported in the study was gathered

' prlmarlly by questlonnalres,‘1nterv1ews,‘and act1v1ty sheet

'checkllsts.f .determine- the part1c1pants 1n1t1al

"perceptlons of\the course. and the1r backgrounds for

fy
N

,part1c1pat1ng in the course, a quest1onna1re was glven to

j.

rboth the student teachers and cooperatlng teachers prlor to

the beg1nn1ng of the course._A bost questlonnalre was used

,to determ;ne how well the ore determlned course objectlves



- were met"and‘what material shonld be'added to'or~de1eted

from the course. Interv1ews w1th each part1c1pant were held

twice out;ng the course to assess the part1c1pants v1ews of

the course as 1t was progresszng’ Other relevant 1nformat10n

was collected_bymjnterylewrng_the~jacultymconsultantsF_many; ______

v

of " whom were»members of the Phase II Plannlng Commlttee, he‘

steerlng commlttee for the experlmental course. Act1v1ty
sheet checkllsts were used tc>mon1tor ‘the’ actlwltles the

"student teachers were engaged 1n'dur1ng‘the program.

»

o

jﬁ Questxéns Asked by the Study\

Spec1f1c questlons asked 1ncluded
1. -From therstudent teachers ‘and/cooperatlng teachers'
p01nts of v1ew, what 1s the 1mportance of be1ng

“~

_yknowledgeable in thefolloulnq areas.‘a: what teachlng

. R L 4

is, b. classroom management, c. }nterpersonal
commﬁnieation'skillsrand group proeesses;fd;fmaintaining.

. discipline;‘e;‘instruétionai-teChniques'andhstrategies;‘
£. questlonlng strategles and technlques, g. chrricﬁiumd

plannlng,vh; assessment and evaluatlon of students, and

i, pe r_teaChlng?l

’2;‘5Frem'thei5tudent teathers and’ cooperatlng teachers

-poin s’of<view what 1s the 1mportance of the followlng
in-s hool act1v1t1es' a.'1nformal dlscu551on w1th the
;cla sroom'teacher, b,-1nformal dlSCUSSlOD w1th other

bte chers in the school c.‘observ1ng a’ varlety of

':‘cl:sses,_d examlnlng school mater1als and plans and
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g materlals of the teachers/{ e.‘exam1n1ng s@hdent written

ST y {

work and examlnatlons f£. helplng the classroom teacher

f w1th admlnlstratlve tasks g teach1ng 1nd1v1dua1
5
"students, h teachrng small groups,f teachlng whole

“

~“"c:lasses—’and—‘j—--'t:alklng to—admlnlstrators?

3. From the student teathers and cooperatlng teachers
' l
.
evaluatlon of the-student“teacher for the in- school

&

p01nts of v1ew, vhat is an appropnlate form of -

; .

exper1ence7'

4. From the student teachers and cooperat1ng teachers
p01nts of v1ew, how ;mportant are the course objectzves
‘and -how well were the objectlves ach1eved7:

h5. What type of ass1stance dia the cooperatlng teachers

3 v

requ1re from the Un1vers1ty of . Alberta’-”'
\ ' P '
B. The Course: Ed Pra. 252
Aspects of the course wh1ch 1ncluded 1ts h1story,
deVelopment ob3ect1ves,,f1nal form and part1c1pants are.

d1scussed below.

:l; Ratlonale and Hlstory of Ed. Pra e252,
In February, 1977 the three un1vers1t1es in Alberta
f.”oresented a pff)osal to .the Government of Alberta requeStlng

‘that a thlrteen Jeek f1eld experlence be a requ1rement for’h
;the B.Ed. degree (Proposal 1977)..Accord1ng to Ratsoy,
hBabcock and Caldwell (1978): "The.proposalfrepresented the
‘culmlnat1on of four years of dlscu551on regardlng the need

<

~forjchange“1n~the existing program of teacherkeducat1on

g



(p.1).

b Prior‘to the proposal for extended practicum Youpg
- (1973) noted that :the ATA carried'out two research projects

~ each entitled "Teachers Evaluatlon of The1r Preparatlon

o"\

f—for—Teachlng——(196t—and—4971
the most frequent suggestlon for improvement ofrteacher‘
dpreparatlon was the establ1shment of a program that would :
result in more classroom exper1ence (pp 7; 2) .
- As well as the ATA recommendatlon regard1ng more
classroom experlence, the Undergraduate Studles Rev151on"
::Comm1ttee (USRC -1977) also recommended that the Faculty of

Educatlon.

_uRequlre that all ‘K to 12 teacher preparatlon programs
include a mlnlmum of thlrteen weeks of field exper1ences
_dlstrlbuted over more than one year of the student s
'program (p.” 8) Lo : :

. In Nay of 1977 the government responded and a mlnlsterlal
statement was released wh1ch descrlbed a new pol1cy for
,future teacher educatlon programs 1n Alberta. It stated

=) that:' .
: IR
Beglnnlng thlS fall the un1vers1t1es will 1ntroduce
~a valuable program of practlcal classroom experlence
- equrvalent to thirteen' full weeks field training for
- ‘Bachelor of Education Degree student$. This will
"~ .more than double the field experience presently -
provided.. By 1981 . successful completlon of .an
extended practicum will be a reqguirement for
profess1onal cert1f1cat1on (p. 1) o
o Ny . .
After th1s development it remalned.for the universities to

revise the1r teacher educat1on pgogramsV1n order to meet
thlS requ1rement. Shortly after the release of the':

\ - W
vy .
NN



m1n1ster1al statement the Division of Fleld Experlences at

“the Un1ver51ty of Alberta prepared a document entltled
"Educat1on Pract1cum° 1977/78 and Beyond"v(1977). This
document descr1bed as a "working guide, " outlined'the}
practlcum experlencesnln Phases_lﬂ_ll,_lll,_and Iv,_not1ng
that the f1rst three phases were to be compulsory for all:
L.educatlon students, whlle Phase IV was to be optional
‘(Educatlon Practlcum. 1977/78 and)Beyond 1977) Phase I of
the new pract1cum program allowed for the "students to be in
the school ﬁor the equ1va1ent of one week" (Education .

" Pract1cum' 1977/78 and Beyond, 1977) Regard1ng Phases ‘11

o and III the document recommended that' "IL total Phases II%:
and I1I- should requ1re a mlnlmum of 12 weeks of field f.t'
related exper1ences (p.: 5) The - secondary route program was |
: des1gned to have the: Phase IT port1on con51st of - fourﬂweeks
of - fleld experlences and the Phase III portion cons1st of
e1ght weeks. Ihe entlre pgogram was to con51st of 13 weeks
of-student teachlng. 3 -

. This study wasrc0ncerned with the‘ekperimental.course
developed for the- Phase I1 requ1rement of . the new: program."“-
Prlor tofthe‘new program, the student: teaching experlence
con51sted of only the elght ‘week profe551onal term for most
'sub]ect areas ;n the Department of Secondary Educat1on.‘The
document "Educatron Practicum: 1977/78 and Beyond" (1977)
spec1f1es that the purpose of the Phase IT experlence'

v
P
G

'.;;.ﬁoula be'to‘have students beComevaware of
through'analysis and appllcation,~some of the



- crucial factors.in teaching and learning and to
.continue to expand the instructional role :0of the
student. teachers. Experiences designed to o
fulfill this purpose should complement and lead

into the experiences provided in courses offered:

in other components of the teacher education

program. This phase would also serve as a.

screen1ng function with successful completion of
Phase II requ1red for entry to Phase III (p.6).

—In" addltlon to descrlblng‘the purpOSe of PhaSe 11, the

document also describes what ‘the Phase II experlences should

be:l

Phase II experiences should provide the student
with full-time school experiences in a suitable
block or blocks of time. This phase should be

- companion to.university course work or . .
activities which focus upon certain features

. common to instruction in a wide varlety of
settings such as Classroom Management,
~Discipline, Mot1vat10n, Planning, and others

. (p. 6) LT R

The companlon course of the Education Pract1cum was - _ 3

. } g

suggested later in 1978 by another commlttee. The commlttee
on Basic SklllS and Kno;iedge (CBSK) recommended that two
Education Curr1cu1um anﬁ;Instructron (Ed.CIl courses’(Ed;CI
XXX and‘iYZ)‘be'made common to currioulum departments”ih'the
‘A'Faculty of-Education{(CBSK- 1978). 1The experlmental course
.be1ng evaluated here is the Ed CI course xxx and 1ts partner
Ed.Pra. 252. The other Ed I course, xvz, at that tlme '
”rema1ned to be developed but has since:. been developed and
-15'part of'Phase III’of the'overalluprogram;‘Itmshould be
anoted that the document "Educatlon Practlcum- 1977/78'and

' Prior to .the 1dent1f1catlon of the course, Ed. CI XXX by
the CBSK (1978) .the USRC (1977) had recommended that: 9»,A
~core of basic 'skills and knowledge be identified and - '
'organ1zed in Faculty courses and that these experlences be

common to every program of teacher preparat1on (p 7)



Beyond" applles to all departments within the Faculty of
: Educatlon. However, the course be1ng evaluated is a |
respon51b1l1ty of the Department of Secondary Educatlon
.only. Therefore,.the experlmental course wh1ch is to be

evaluated is a cémblnatlon of practlcum and Ed CI xxx The

practicum had 1tS or1gln in the contractual agreement w1th>‘f

the government to 1ncrease the student teachlng\experlence'
to 13 weeks, while theEd CI ‘part was ‘the result of a'7:
.recommendatlon of the CBSK report Wthh was. rev1ewed by‘the
Faculty of Educatlon Counc11 and accepted | | |

- The exper1mental course (Ed Pra 252) was a 6 cred1tt
course whlch was offered at the Unlver51ty of Alberta durlng
futerm 11, January to Aprll 1979 It was developed to
~

supplement the present teacher educatlon program. When

_1mplemented the course added an add1t1onal four weeks of :

B 1

student teachlng to the" pre ex1st1ng program of f1e1d
.experlences. Now the ent1re practlce teachlng Pngram for.gh'

educatlon students 1ncludes 13 weeks of student teachlng As:

noted above, the Ed Pra.-252 course was developed 1n

_response to a government suggestlon and to the CBSK report s

'recommendat1on. Its successor (ed. CI 352 3 credlts, and the"
y.companlon practlcum, Ed Pra. 353, 3 credlts ) became
’fpcompulsory for all B Ed graduates-ln'l981”
SR The purpose of the experlmental program outl1ned abovel"
":was twofold Flrst the exper1mental program 'was an. attempt

'to determlne what type of- content should be 1ncluded 1n the'

f1nal ver51on to be 1mplemented in. the 1979~ 80 term. Second

o



f1t was an attempt to determlne what types of in- school
'.act1v1t1es would be most approprlate for the f1eld

experlence of the prospectlve teacherL

2. Development of the Course

The 1n unlver51ty phase of the course was develope&

wlth the help of two Secondary Educatlon Practlcum |
’1Assoc1ates.2 They were partly respon51ble for the selectlon
,tof the currlculum content and act1v1t1es to be 1nc1uded in-
vthe course. A\steerlng comm1ttee known as the Phase II-V
:Plannlng Commlttee, comprlsed of three academ1c staff
Chalrman of the Under- Graduate Coordlnatlng Comlttee,’andlh
;1the Assoc1ate Chalrman of the Department of Secondary '
Educatlon gu1ded the Practlcum Assoc1ates by holdlng
-frequent meetlngs to rev1ew and modlfy the1r proposals

f}regardlng content and act1v1t1es (Educatlon Practlcum

Bulletln, #2 1978) The commlttee and the assoc1ates were fff

rfrespon51ble for the flnal form of the course to be 5

: -1mp1emented 1n the 1979 80 term.»The manual for the course,

“ . the course content and the 1n school act1v1t1es had all

' been dlscussed and rev1sed at the varlous meet1ngs. As well

‘\

r_some 1nput was. obtalned by a questlonnalre and an 1nterv1ewf

"admlnlstered to all members of the Department of Secondary

'Educatlon. Slnce thlS partlcular course would eventually be3:f

.2 Practlcum Assoc1ates are school teachers who are seconded

from school dlStrlCtS, generally for a period of one year.tzn-'

~ As the, name 1mp11es,'they are respon51ble for -

‘ .practlcum related activities. The Practicum Assoc1ate for -
- Ed.Pra. 252 1nstructed the experlmental course under the
..d1rect10n of Dr.- K G Jacknlcke.f- PR :
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taught by all staff of Secondary Educatlon “this inputqwas

ffdeemed crucial. Early mod1f1fat1on whlch occurred was, 1n

"part based on the react1ons of the staf‘ ‘to the. proposed

s

'vcontent of the exper1menta1 course. Another agency d1rectly

-l

™.

y1nvolved w1th the development of th1s course was the large-

Practlcum Commlttee establlshed 1n 1977 (Jackson, 1977)
:'Thls commlttee was fuxther subd1v1ded 1nto a smaller'
vcommlttee wh1ch gas respon51b1e for formulat1ng Phase II

jgu1de11nes Accord1ng to Ratsoy, Babcock and Caldwell (1978)‘

,'Expectat1ons for accompllshments in. 1978/79 vere ..

~.largely concerned with extending the work of o
1977/78 including preparation of Phase II S

..guidelines and prellmlnary work on. Phases III v
and v (p 56) .. ~ : -

- N

: "Phase Spec1f1c Gu1de11nes (Fleld Serv1ces, 1978) had been_
‘developed by the Educatlon Pdactlcum Commlttee jUSt prlor to
: flmplementatlon of the pllot pro;ect. Although the Phase II,f

-'Comm1ttee was unable to con51der the gu1de11nes dlrectly

o dur1ng the development of the course, 1nd1rectly they had

"recelved feedback from the practlcum commlttee v1a one of

u“'the comm1ttee members who was a member of both commlttees..f'

»

o This member kept the Phase II Commlttee 1nformed of the"

}iplans regarding«the development of the Phase II
Agu1de11nes..The Phase II Cbmmlttee rev1ewed the gu1de11nes
‘ in more deta11 wh1le the course yas belng p1loted |
"‘3 Ob]ectlves | . e

The follow1ng objectlves“are from the "Educatlon

Practlcum 252 Interlm Manual (Experlmental Program) : _
-1978 79 R - EEN L S

f\:-b'f,j'. o ",3'_ . ’}j" f_ffuL\;;
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'a. A close integration of theory and practice will be
' maintained wherever possible with a view. to ;
~examining theory and practice as differing aspects
of the same thing. It is hoped that students will
develop for themselves an understanding that there
. is a reciprocal arrangement be theory and
-practice, and that one always/affects the other.
Both on-campus and in-school/activities will be used
to help students experie this integration. '

"= b. Emphasis is placed upon khe development in the .
o student teacher, through analysis and application,
of specific skills and techniques related to
teaching and learning, as well as o
social-professional interaction.

¢, In keeping with the belief that students -should be
introduced to the complexities of teaching on a.
gradual basis, students should.move:from -
participation in teaching/learning situations
characterized initially by brief lessons or
components of lessons,’small groups of learners,
less frequent and complex responsibilities, and a
high degree of support in planning; to participation
in teaching/learning situations that involve longer
~lessons with larger, and/or more numerous groups,- :
- with a greater degree of responsibility for planning:
- and organization. As well, students should move from’
. the development, application, -and analysis of. simple -
" teachinglskills and methodologies to more complex
and sophisticated teaching skills and methodologies.,

d. Pedagogy, the principles and methods of teaching,
are combined with -many other aspects of stchool life
~and are fundamental to our notion of being educated.
| There are a variety of pedadogical styles, each with ==
- its own set of underlying.assumptions, which need to
'be examined. - K T S - o

~e. Students should be provided with an opportunity to
-+~ reflect upon their own assumptions and beliefs about
C learning,- children's intellectual status, teaching"
style, and curricula, 'in order for them to begin’
development of their own pedagogical style (p.1).

:fg; Final Course

" The experimental course consisted of two parts, an, . -
in-school experience and a university class which ran

coﬁdufrently,bThéiih—schobl"expefienée.consisted of two half

e



days'per‘week for approximately 10 weeks® and was~designed
0 acqualnt the student teacher with classroom technlques,

: malnly through obsetvutlon, and to develop to a minimum -

degree some SklllS of teach1ng It was in this course that

the student teacher was given his’ f1rst opportunlty to

teach but th1s waszonly to a minor degree. For example, the

eacher was expected to assist the teacher w1th
///jin nlstratlve dut1es, such as taklng attendance. He was'
also. expected to do some 1nd1v1dual tutorlng and- some
. teach1ng of small groups. The whole experlence culmlnated in
the student teacher teach1ng 51ngle lessons to an ent1re .
class. Lo ‘pl "'f“ - R ._W’”'d' f”'/f
. The un1ver51ty class wh1ch was held three hours per
y day, one day per weekI dealt with the theory and content of
the. course, peer teachlng, and dlSCUSSlOﬂ of problems the
student teacher encountered at the school
Arr ngements were made by the Commlttee to hold four
1n serv1ce se551ons for the cooperat1ng teachers.'The 1ntent
of the 1n serv1ce se551ons was to prov1de 1nformatlon to the
cooperatlng teachers concern1ng what was expected them in
‘thls course and to obtaln feedback 1nformat10n from them
regard1ng the act1v1tes that the students were 1nvolved 1n.lh
The commlttee planned to use this feedback for future |

3 The length: of the program varies dependlng upon whether
the EAd.CI portion or the practicum portion is being ,
discussed. The E4.CI class was designed to run 14-weeks,

' including examination. week. Such weeks’ as the first three
-weeks and the last-week of term, the schools' spring break,

~ and teachers' convention meant that some student teachers S
. were in’ the schools as few as elght weeks. '

I,
[

@'
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revision. of the course. As well, ‘it was planned that the ~
commlttee members themselves become d1rectly 1nvolved w1th

the in- school act1v1t1es. Most members of the comm1ttee

v1s1ted some schools and observed student teacher

act1v1t1es. The commlttee used 1ts 1nformatlon for rev151on
of the course while 1t was in operatlon. The two. practlcum
assoc1ates also v151ted the student teachers and made
i’day to- day rev1szons in the course content. | '

It should be noted that the - Phase II experlmental
‘course, Ed Pra.»252 dlffered from the Phase II courses,
.Ed.CI" 352 and Ed Pra. 353,1wh1ch were offered in 1979 80.
“(that 1s, the term followlng the experzmental course) Thel
exper1mental course, Ed. Pra.v252 ‘was’ ‘a six cred1t course‘
held for one semester. The situation: 1n 1979 80 was. somewhati
.dlfferent. The student teachers took two courses, each three'
,credlts,'one of wh1ch was E4. CI 352 and represented the_‘
“heory and content portlon ‘of the exper1mental course. ‘This
course ran for two weeks of 1ntense un1ver51ty classes. The'
second course, Ed Pra._353 (Teach1ng in the Secondary -

' School) represented the. in- school portlon of the

S

"bexperlmental course. The student teacher was ‘in’ the schools

F,full days for four weeks, whlch is markedly d1fferent from -
tbéthe amount of t1me the student teacher spent 1n the schools’
durlng the experlmental course.fThe student teachers
Th_nvolved in the follow1ng year's program attended a: half day
callback se551on dur1ng the practlcum, whereas callbacks,

ol .

were not held for the Ed Pra. 252 To be noted as well was.



‘the fact that the student teachers registered according to

subject area’ speczallzamlon and clusters of subject areas,

~

which was not the case for the exper1mental course.
. \

A, further change 1h format was. 1ntroduced in. 1980~ 81

'The Ed.CI 352 courSe ran\for the f1rst‘10 weeks of the term
(2 classes of 2 hours duratlon per week plus 3
‘m1cro teachlng laboratorres held on Fridays)’ followed by a

,-’)

" four- week 1n school pfactlcum._Student teachers vere brought
back two halﬁ da}S‘durwng the four week practlcum for
~callback se551ons. Th1s format is the one currently belno
«1used for the Phase 11 Program | |

5. Part1c1pants 1n the P1lot PrOJect )

Slxteen student teachers were 1nvolved 1n thes

\

‘:exper1mental course. All of the student teachers had
ﬂcompleted the Phase I course, Ed.Pra.- 251 ("An Introductlon'
'to the- School “ Educatlon Practlcum Bullet1n, #2 '1978)-
‘Accordlng to. the Educat1on Practlcum Handbook (1978 79,
‘th1s course. | |
| ...Involves ‘the student one half day per week
- for ten weeks in the school in a teacher
‘a551stance ‘and@ observation  role and one half day”
- per week in a. semlnar on campus (p.5): .
_Accordlng to the Educatlon Practlcum Bulletln # 1¥1978)
:“Students w1ll be a551gned to elther one, or at the most
”ptwo, teachers in: the1r chosen subject area for the entlre
“term" (p 3). Therefore, the part1c1pants 1ncluded the

' fstudent teachers, cooperatlng teachers, the 1nstructors of

'the course, and some members of the Phase II Plannlng
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-Comm1ttee. It should be’ noted that the student populat1on

was - comprlsed of student teachers volunteerlng to take the

‘.experlmental course. The student teachers represented a w1de

"‘var1ety of majors 51nce there was no request by the

.

department w1th reference to subject: area spec1allzat10n.
’h;The course was of a general nature.
yC Assumptlons and L1m1tat10ns of the Study

Thls study made two general assumptlons and has two '
11m1tat10ns..,'ﬂ‘ s |

l; Assumptlons'

\The two assumptlons are
a. fThe study assumed that the responses the subjects
- .made to.the interviews and questlonnalres were-"’
-~ accurate. Since the-interviews were verified,
noted above, the .information’ gathered should be
representatlve of the . respondent’'s feellngs on the
topics. Some questlons on the guestionnaires were
verified by Cross- checklng 1nformat10n from the;-.'
-‘1nterv1ews.,- ' o Lo : - } . :
b. - That the general objectlves and intent of the :
S unlver51ty course and practicum experience.would be:
similar - in future years,: Although, as noted above, '

N

‘future coursés were more oSubject-area- -clustered than

- ~the experimental course,.lt was assumed’ that the

general objectives and: intent. of the course: would C

rema1n much the same. .

-.24 ﬁimitatlons

&

’h The two 11m1tat10ns of the study are

a}-:Formal generallzablllty of the results was. S
L compromised by the fact that the 'samples used in. the
' course were not random samples,” but volunteer '
.subjects. However, as noted above, there was no-
- _-reason to suspect that ‘the samples used in the .
experiment were markedly different from secondary
educatlon student teachers 'in general :
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b. The experlmental course, as noted above,‘1ncluded
students from alkl dlsc1p11nes, while the course
which ran the" follow1gg ear was intended to be more
subject-area clustere lthough this may have
changed some of the activities in the course or ,
changed .certain emphases, as noted above, it was not*.
expected that the general’ objéctlves and' intent .of [
- the course would- change substantially beyond the -

suggestlons 1ncluded in this . evaluat1on.

'TD Organ1zat10n of the Study | .
The elght chapters of the the51s d1scuss the.l
lbackground procedures, and results of thlS 1nvestlgat1on~
, Chapter 1 prov1des a general 1ntroductlon and overv1ew‘f~g‘
of the study It presents the problem questlons to be asked N
-bytthe.study,-a;de5cr1ptlon‘of Ed;Pra, 252 ﬁwh;ch_lncludes
4!the'hlstory,:objectives,‘participants,land development‘ofv
‘the course) and assumptlons and 11m1tat10ns of the study
g Chapter 11 brlefly dlscusses research related to thls;f’
"study The re\1ew of. the research 1ncludes recent theorles o
uon methods of evaluatlon, prev1ous Educat1on Practlcum |
: surveys, quest1onna1re consgructlon, and 1nterv1ew'
'7Ttechn1ques. , L R N _
| Chapter III descr1bes the samples of the study,rthei

“_procedures used for data collectlon (wh1ch 1ncluded

‘,itquest1onna1res, 1nterv1ews, and checkllsts) addltlonal

7sources of 1nformat1on, and ‘the methods of analys1s of the

[

' data. ' R
Chapters IV to VII report the f1nd1ngs of the study.“'
Chapter IV The Manual |

Chapter v, The In school Experlence,.'rh
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Chapter VI,~The‘Edfci'Course;“énd .
Chapter VII Supplementary Data. ,’
Chapter VIII presents a summary of the results of the

study, a. llst of recommendatlons, and a dlscu551on sect1on

'v1n whlch the researcher presents a number ot op1n10ns and

B feellngs regardlng the: overall study.
v ’ : /R 0

;
I'4



11, RELATED RESEARCH

l\'

Rev1ew of the research on educatlonal evaluatlon
, v ¥ :

reveals the ex1stence of a contlnuum extending between two
-‘Amajor methods, quant1tat1ve and qualltat1ve. The .
Tffquant1tat1ve metho\L\when used exclu51ve1y, has been
cr1t1c1zed for om1tt1ng 51gn1f1cant 1nformatlon. Examlnatlon
of- prev1ous practlcum evaluatlons carrled out- at the

hUnlver51ty of Alberta and a survey admlnlstered to

v

NA-unlver51ty professors revealed that quest10nna1res were the

' prlmary data gather1ng methods used in these studles. The
Ecurrent evaluat1on, however,-used technlques from bolh the
,;quant1tat1ve and qualltatlve models"hence, thlS chapter

~dlscu55es and examlnes the 11terature 1n the follow1ng

'areas;

"1"a."recent theorles of evaluat1on _>

b, prev1ous practlcum evaluat1ons at - the Un1ver51ty of
S Alberta ' : : ‘

e, EQ. CI top1c survey results g

,‘d.'ithe advantages, dlsadvantages,'and constructlon of
‘ questlonnalres : . . _

' e.‘itypes of 1nterv1ews (structured and unstructured)

-;f;;jmethods of conductlng 1nterv1ews.

17
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A. Review of Recent Theorles on Methods :of Evaluatlon
Research on educational program evaluatlon suggests two
'common hethods of evaluatlon, trad1t1onal evaluatlon models

which are based almost exc1u51ve1y on quest10nna1res and

——~standard12ed testst—and—modeis u91ng methods—from

anthropology and soc1ology, often termed phenomenolog1cal
models, which are basdd on part1c1pant observatlon and
11nterv1ews. Patton (1975), Pohland (1972) Werner . (1978)
pand wllson (1976) have outllned and dlscussed ‘the two

approaches. ThlS evaluatlon used the flndlngs of the above

f
!

Vresearchers as the ba51s for the types of evaluatlon S

_actav;tles;usedpfor the ;nterv1ews5conducted durlng the

course.
S Trad1t10na1 models of evaluatlon have been cr1t1c1zed 4
: both because they attempt to quantlfy human act1v1ty in
"terms of natural sc1ence .and because they are too narrow and
-consequently om1t 1mportant 1nformat10n.‘Patton (1975)
'suggests that the dom1nant parad1gm 'in evaluatlon has been
vthe natural ‘science model and suggests that one of. the -
’11m1tat10ns of thlS parad1gm is
'...the very domlnance of the Sc1ent1f1c Method 1n
.evaluation research appears to have cut off the-f
‘great majority of 1its practitioners from serious
sl con51derat10n of .any alternative research. parad1gm.;
The label 'research' has come to mean the equ1valent_

~ “of employing the Scientific Method--of worklng o
: w1th1n the domlnant paradlgm. e : S

o Instead Patton feels that evaluatlon shou;d rely on'
f1eld technlques from an anthropologlcal rather than'
. natural science tradltlon, techniques su®h as
part1c1pant observat1on, ‘in-depth interviewing, "

~

~.
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' deta1led descr1pt1on, and qual1tat1ve f1eld notes
(p 8)/# -

Pohland (1972) suggests that the ba51s of the
trad1t1onal evaluat1on model 1s natural1sm but feeIS'that

'evaluation;should be based on "idealism." Naturalism, he

a
#

__;_says;_is_behayjoristic¢_gperational,'and quantitative, but ;
| 'idealism bases the'source of knowledge‘in experience (p.5).
.“He guotes Bruyn (1963) ‘who says that the 1deal1st1c ‘
,tradltlon empha51zes_ inner perspect1ve" while the
naturalistic model,emphas1zes,~outer perspectlve . Accurategn
evaluation, ohland suggests, can come only from |
understandlng the. 1nner perspectlve | |
wllson (1976) feels that tradltlonal models of
Q‘evaluat1on are too structured and that they are de51gned to
change peoples behav1or rather than to assess 1t ~He
cr1t1c1zes trad1t1ona1 models of" evaluatlon because they
deoend :upon operational deflnltlons, employ research
de51gns and statistical technlques, and possess an
interest in control and certalnty for the sake of
eff1c1ency (p..26) ,
wllson proposes 1nstead a broader approach calledv
meta level study, wh1ch he feels goes beyond the surface
aspects evaluated by trad1t1onal models
) wllson d15t1ngu1shes between et1c vlewpoints~(those“
' of out51ders) and em1c" v1ewpo1nts (those of part1c1pants)
.and suggests that these v1ewp01nts d15t1ngu1sh between two
purposes of" evaluat1on. The "etic! <v1ewp01nt he suggests,
‘ views educatlon as "a process of changlng the way people

v

behaye (p 68) wh11e,'1n WllSOﬂ s- words:
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The -emic~evaluative approach views education as a
process by which people construct social reality. It
assumes that- people give meaning tq the events they
have experienced .in the classroom situation. - -
'Emic-evaluative 1nqu1ry seeks to understand the

. descriptions people give to their interpretations of
the educational phenomena they*have experlenced (p.
68 o .

-mxr

A practlcal example, whlch 1ncludes the two types of

,evaluat1on wllson dlscusses 1s the British Columbla Soc1al

Stud1es Assessment 1977 Summary R;port. Thls evaluatlon was

"“Evaluatlon from the Out51ders and Ins1ders Perspect1ves.

‘ Aokl, Langford; Wllllams and Wllson (1977) say

Typlcally, the evaluators stance 1n doing an -

T

assessment is-that-of 'an outsider' looking on'..J."‘

- To complement this view, we employed technlques to

approach the 'insiders' world...(pp 7,8).
o

‘Werner (1978) exam1nes evaluatlon from the perspectlve
of the evaluator and outllnes three perspect1ves, each of
'whlch y1elds a dlfferent type ‘of. 1nformatlon. The.-A
tradltlonalrmodel, accordlng to Werner an ends means model
-evaluates the-outcomes in terms of.spec1f1ed goals:

' This perspect1ve of evaluat1on as Judglng the _ .
relationship between the means and ends of a program
‘not onl\ dominates the literature, but also is - :
. 'associated with. soph1st1cated models for gu1d1ng
‘;research (p. 94). : o .
Heﬂangests thatﬂ-s1tuat1onal"—and~“oritica1“ perspectives o
can add 1nformatlon not gathered by the trad1t1onal model
vThe 51tuat1onal perspectlve "shows a. cond/rn w1th the .
percept1ons wh1ch people have of the program and therefore
‘ evaluators judge a program "on the 51tuat10nal meanlng and
relevances wh1ch 1t may- have in the exper1ence of the

various. part1c1pants." The cr1t1cal" perspect1ve, on the

' oo
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other hand focuse& on the foundat1ons of .a program and
’ <
_ therefore the evaluator s task is uncoverlng and judglng
the‘most ba51c factors of a program whlch genera11" remaln

h1dden, and therefore uvguestloned by part1c1pants.f Werner

.;f_»angues,whowever, _that_. all three have _value;

All three of these perspectlves are approprlate datum

-and methodology...not one of them is 'right' or wrong

- Rather, each is appropriate for different purposes... As
such, we cannot aTrgue for the use of any one perspectlve‘

, -alone, but. for. the combined use of all three in program

‘*evaluatlon (p.- 96) : .

- The ma1n cr1t1c1sm of the trad1t10nal methods of
evaluatlon then, seems to be tnat when a partlcular method
1s used exclu51vely, 1mportant 1nformat10n wh1ch could g1ve
the evaluator a better understandlng of-the-thlng be1ng

' evaluated is often omltted Recent theorlsts suggest that
there are dlmen51ons of human act1v1ty not con51dered by
tradltlonal models of evaluatlon. The proposed study
attempted to overcome some of the problems with tradltlonal
evaluatlon models by conductlng non structured 1nterv1ews

‘w1th each student teacher twlce, w1th three cooperatlng‘

-teachers three t1mes,_w1th n1ne secondary educatlon methods{
professors (1nclud1ng the two 1nstructors of the course) |

.once, and w1th the Ass1stant Dean of Practlcum once durlng

vbthe 12 week p1lot pro;ect ‘Semi- structured 1nterv1ews were:

conducted over the telephone w1th all the cooperatlng

teachers tw1ce dur1ng the program.:

.
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B. Prev1ous Practlcum/Evaluatlons at the Unlver51ty of

»

-Alberta

Prev1ous evaluat1ons of educat1on practltums at the

Unlver51ty of Alberta have been conducted us1ng e1ther the_

v-questlonnalre or the 1nterv1ew technlques of data gatherlng.r

Four reports deal1ng w1th evaluatlon of practlcum programs"

cat the Un1ver51ty of Alberta durlng the 1977 78 year,‘ used -
'questlonnalres almost exclu51vely. These studles, however sd o
:dealt w1th large sample groups. For example,'the three B

thaculty of Educatlon Program Evaluatlon reports 1nvolved 279?

;students, 322 cooperatlng teachers,i131 faculty consultants

b»and 51 admlnlstrators. Young s master s study (1973) “on’ thef“

other hand used a m1xture of questlonna1res and 1nterv1ews.

'“-He gave a f1nal questlonnalre to the 31 teachers and 31

x_students in the pract1cum (he felt that 1nterv1ews were not

_Fea51ble) but 1nterv1ewed the 19 school pr1nc1palﬁ rather

.H'than glv1ng them questlonnalres. These were sem1 structured

’”1nterv1ews. Superlntendents wvere- glven a. l1st of questlons R

._fto answer w1th the optlon of dlscuss1ng them when the f'

'.quest1onna1res were to be plcked up.r_l

:”“a. Evaluat1on of the Educatlon Pract1cum Program

11977—1978 Faculty of Education Program: ‘Evaluation Report
"~ Number- b. Organizational Effectiveness in.the: Educatlon

Practlcum Program 1977-13978, Faculty of Education Program .

“Evaluation Report, Number 2-, 1978; c. Education Practicum - S
AEvaluat1on ‘Summary Report, 1977 1978 Faculty of Eddcatlon,[" -
Program Evaluation Report, Number 3 , 1978; and d.. . & =

-~ Biological Science . Integrated ProgramL 1977 1978 An

: Evaluatlon Report

Petet
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C. A SurveyfAdministered to-Secondary Educationl

v Lo
'Methods qufessors .Prior to the Exper1mental Course.

Dur1ng the f1nal plannlng stages of the experlmental

‘course evaluated in the current study, one of the

11nstructors of Ed Pra.»251, sent all-secondary education,

_ 'methods professors a questlonna1re asklng them to approve or. -

'.dlsapprove of toplcs5 wh1ch would be 1ncluded as content for'7

'fthe forthcomlng exper1mental Ed CI course. When the

d questlonnalres were p1cked up, the 1nstructor brlefly

,;dLSCUSSEd them w1th each professor. Interestlngly,:“h
:results of thls survey were very 51m1lar to those reported
:3by the student teachers and cooperatlng teachers in the |
‘-l!;current study The results of quest1onna1res admlnlstered to,lz
:istudent teachers and cooperatldg teachers are dlscussed in-

'5f'Chapters IV to VII of thlS study

. Results of the faculty survey (Spltz, 1978) 1nd1cated
that the professors in general felt that all the suggested : |

\top1cs were 1mportant enough to be 1ncluded 1n the Ed CI

- course.~However,-some toplcs were v1ewed more favourably

'uthan others and m1nor reservatlons were expressed about some”

*,of the toplcs. The majorlty of theareservatlons suggested o

chat 1t would ‘be somewhat premature to dlSCUSS some top1cs

f1n depth 1n thlS course (Spltz, 1978) end that they could be*

lthough the" top1cs on. the facﬁlty survey were not worded f'

_-,exactly the 'same' as'the topics ¢n the student teacher and - S
: cooperatlng teacher questlonnaltes ‘in‘the current study, the . -
. “same general areas of material .were included in ‘both'the -
- survey and questlonna1res. ‘The toplc observ1ng teachlng,
" however, was included on the faculty survey.but not on the

student teacher and cooperatlng teacher questlonnalres..



dealt w1th better in the next. course, Phase‘III; Some.-
_professors also felt that reteachlng mlght be neceSSary for
some toplcsa Spec1f1c tOplCS which appeared to be v1ewed
‘very favorably (pp 2) included peer teaching, classropm '

n )

teach1ng w1th strong empha51s on plannlng and analys1s,

-classroom management ma1nta1n1ng dlsc1pl1ne and
- commun1cat1on in - the classroom. The toplc,‘"What Teach1ng
,Is".and two aspects of the larger toplc “Communlcatlon
(spec1f1cally "Communlcatlon 1n*the School™ and
"Commun1cat10n in the Communlty ) were con51dered somewhat
:premature for 1nclu51on in Ed. Pra. 252 (Sp1tz, p 2) The
'-rtwo communlcatlon topics - were the least accepted of all the
'f}top1cs w1th 47 percent and 40 percent of the respondents 1n
'favor of each spec1f1c toplc, 20 percent and 27 percent
popposed and 33 percent not respondlng. .The ent1re top1c.on

-commun1cat10n was controver51al For example, 32 percent of

g.the professors suggested that "V1ews of Commun1cat1on"

W o

fshould not be 1ncluded in the course but 68 percent felt

lthat 1t should accordlng to Sp1tz, (1978 p 2). Several
ptstaff m@mbers suggested that th1s was a very 1mportant and
‘:,worthwhlle toplc, but was very d1ff1cult to teach _All of

“the professors who responded agreed that "Instrnctlonal ¢

"ﬁTechn1ques and "Evaluatlng Methods should be 1ncluded as! v.;“f

ftlpart of - the course content The extent and manner 1n wh1ch
‘_the subtoplcs of "Instructlonal Technlques would be

_presented however, appeared to be a condérn. Professors

' ,also felt that attentlon to general ‘non- sped?flc methods of
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‘ testlng should be d1scussed (p.1). The majority of the

un1ver51ty professors also agreed (67 percent in favor- to 20

percent opposed) with the 1nclu51on of the. toplc "Plannlng

for Instructlon Sp1tz suggests that "the ‘somewhat lower‘
percentage of aggreement...seems to be explained by the

concern of having to reteach thls area in the subject area

-

//.Ed CI course,-(p;I). She-also conéludes'that there_ls

ev1dence to indicate: o ,

o ) v : U

. A major concern about the need to section the ‘course

~ into 'Major/Mlnor groups. of students. Most felt'
that the majority of topics could be handled more
-effectively, more realistically from & spec1f1c,'
‘subject area rather than a general framework '

In add1t1on to sectlonlng ... 50me respondents
favoured a:'modular' approach to 1nstruct10n in the
- coursg, (Spltz, p 3 1978) )

The suggestlon that the new program could be better taught .

&

from a spec1f1c subject area contrasts sharply w1th the

'-~ba ic 1dea‘of the'program recommended by-two unlver51ty,

A

comm1ttees~ to ‘have a general course prlor to taklng
spec1f1t subject area methods courses and prlor to an

1h¢ense student teach1ng experlence. ThlS ralses the
B ’ &

questlon° "If these top1cs are’ better taught from a spec1f1c_

subject area, then what can be taught in a. general course’" N\

- D. Procedures' Interv1ews, Questlonnalres, and'ObservationSf

\

The 11terature on evaluatlon does not reveal w1despread

' agreement on the comparatlve values of 1nterv1ews and

-

questlonnalres, however researchers do offer a number of

pract1ca1 suggestlons for conductlng 1nterv1ews and for



26

constructing quectionnaires. \ o

1. Advantages and Dlsadvantages

Helmstadter (1870) llStS four advantages and three

dlsadvantages of the 1nterv1ew technlque. He feels that the

advantages are

‘ ‘a.‘

Thel

Y :
N .
some klnds of 1nformat10n may be 1mp0551ble to .
obtain by other means. For example, the report of
thoughts while carrying out an activity seems to
demand an 1mmed1ate verbal response :

the 1nterv1ew method is- dlrect L

the interviewer: can modlfy the 51tuat10n when L

‘necessary

o under certa1n c1rcumstances the 1nterv1ewer can

actively part1c1pate in the data gathering. process
(whlch he also notes may be a problem)

disadvantagesvhe-outllnes.are’r'f

"fthere is always the. questlon of how much of what»has_

been observed 1§ attributable to the respondent

: himself and how" much is attributable to the special e
'tralts of the person d01ng the observatlon l :

'1t assumes that thefrespondent is not/ only w1111ng
»but able to prov1dexre11able results ,

»’there is no way ‘yet known to overcome the memory
" ‘bias which leads us to remember certain th1ngs and -

.- forget others and to flll in- when recall becomes

.hazy (pp. 75- 76)

Helmstadter also suggests that the advantage of a

part1c1pant observer is that hlS membershlp in the group..

He cautlons, however, that thlS membersh1p in the group may‘;”

cloud the observer_s object1v1ty,

~ B ‘

’mlght be of con51derable 1mportance in help1ng h1m e
formulate tenable hypotheses which. m1ght be- :

impossible to do without both ‘intimate famlliarlty
with the- tituation and the actual: feellngs of the-
persons. dlrectly 1nvolved (p 78) :

o

LN



B1ll (1973) rev1ewed recent research u51ng
"questlonnalres and structured 1nterv1ews and concluded that

with adult populatlons "the, 1nterv1ew and questlonnalre are

1nterchangeable as methods of gatherlng 1nformatlon. (p.

29).., He reports that:-

While f1nd1ngs of Alderfer and those of Bennett et
al. would quallfy this general statement to the
extent that, for certain content areas,
quest1onna1re and 1nterv1ew measures do not elicit
the same type or. level "of: 1nformat10n, the evidence
from the studies of Ambler’ et al., Sears, ‘and Walsh .-
revealed no.clear differences in. responses to the
two measures; even where personally sensitive areas -
were enguired into. The Ellis -study suggests that

- ego-involving questlons were responded to more

: jopenly)ln the questlonna1re than in- the" 1nterv1ew

f*_ - (p. 29 ,

| . From hlS study Blll concludes that',”_

The exper1mental evidence . relat1ng to the = SR
interview- questlonnalre controversy has tended to e

1;support the view that the self-completion ’ .

: quest1onna1re is ‘as eff1c1ent a method of

- information-gathering as is its more time- consumlng
counterpart the 1nd1v1dual 1nterv1ew‘(p 29)

N
¢ .

:Blll also reported a study of hlS own where he found that'
the group quest10nna1re was "an. approprlate 1nstrument forr
: Asurveylng the attltudes, op 6 'ns, and 1nterests of young

adolescents of varylng levels of ab111ty (p. 41 )."

-

Glllesple (1978) on the other hand notesiadvantages‘-
and dqsadvantages of each technlque.\ e feels that
:fquestlonnalres are the most- anonymous but that face to- face
_1nterv1ews requ1re the most self revelatlon. He concludes

* that: =
S :” With respect to the questlon of whnch type of data

’ " collection is likely. to be most error-free, . ,
,therefore, the answer seems to be self adm1n15tered

7
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questionnaires. - ' .

Grobman (1968) notes that the type of. 1nterv1ew

conducted in 1nformal classroom v151ts can serve a var1ety o

"of purposes~

'V1s1ts can serve to verify other feedback or to put
it in a more mean1ngful context. Teachers who are
reluctant to write criticism, or who find writing

difficult may talk gquite openly in a face-to-face .

"encounter. Conversation with school officials,

' .teachers,. students, and parents can elicit

information that cannot be provided by
questlonna1res and may. open up new avenues of

‘thought not prev1ously con51dered by the prOJect (p.l
54). . : S

Questlonna1re Construct1on and Interv1ew1ng Techn1ques,

Although the llterature offers some adv1ce to the

VproSpect1ve researcher on. constructlng questlonnalres and

conduct1ng 1nterv1ews, there 1s by no means a detalled and

tun1form body of knowledge on _these subjects. Glllesple’

(1978)

for example, stateSL‘

';..there are no ba51c pr1nc1ples of questlonnalre

" construction or interviewing or, at ‘least,

- scientific pr1nc1ples.-Instead -the data collect1on -
‘part -of survey research constitutes a set of e

"lpractlcal skills that have -emerged-as -the result of >

a trial and error process. Moreover ; like all
pract1ca1 skills, questionnaire. construction and

- interviewing are best" learned through experlences orib

'by d01ng them (p+ 39)

. Grobman (1968) offers some 9eneral con51deratlons of d“ .

evaluat1on- -

...the evaluat1on strateg1es chosen for a glven"
purpose should reflect a consideration of -the

~-var1ety ‘of approaches possible and their

approprlateness for thlS partlcular s1tuat1on (pp.;t'

“'52 3).

She notes that 1n constructlng a questlonnalre the}

1nvest1gator must be - cautlous nou to ask only the’ questlons~



he wants to know about as thls w1ll bUlld b1as 1nto the.

I :
1nvestlgat1on. She says, too, that quest1onna1res are

somet1mes prepared too casually and that there seems to be \‘

an overrel1ance”bn them'i

People in the quest10nna1re sample may be deluged
with questionnaires, many -of them inappropriate for . |
.the persons. be1ng questloned ‘The .respondent may not,_
~ answer ‘or may give ‘casual responses 51mply because
" he 1s t1red of quest1onna1res. : S

To counter this she suggests that the questlons may be

phrased to make 1naccurate answerlng d1ff1cult She also }."

notes that f1111ng out some questlonnalres requ1res mastery“
of a compllcated answer1ng system and. cautlons aga1nst S

mak1ng the questlonnalre unnecessarlly compllcated or:

. complex (p 61)

- Both Helmstadter (1970) and Selltiffftv'l (1976) offerry-'...

N llStS of po1nts to gu1de the researcher construct1ng a

vquestlonnalre._Helmstadter-s nlne p01nts~are

"a. The major purpose of the questlonnalre or 1nterv1ew -
' schedule is twofold: to translate the research
.,objectlves into spec1f1c information, and to & st
the interviewer in motivating the respondent to -
communlcate the requ1red 1nformat10n.. ‘ '

b.  The language ‘must b; gauged ‘to both the level of: the:l
g group- to.be interviewed and the prec151on of the '
-,data needed < : ,

' c}j7The wr1ter must take 1nto account the frame of
*~'reference of the. respondent.

" 4. The 1nformat1on level of the respondent must be keptg
1n m1nd ‘ : S o , '

‘e, The’ soc1al acceptab111ty of the poss1ble alternat1ve"7‘
' ~answers must be considered. : : , o

‘fr :Leadlng questlons must be a301ded
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g. Each questlon should be l1m1ted to a 51ngle 1dea.‘
"~ h., It-is usually best to arrange the sequence of
1questlons from the ‘more general to the more
spec1f1c. :

‘i. The questlonnalre should be. pretested.

'A,-methods of constructlng questlonnalres ‘and conductlng

'Selltii t 1., offer adv1ce under four head1ngs"?Declsions,7

about'question content '"Dec151ons about questlon.wordlng;"
"Dec1s1ons about form of response to the questlon, andu-'

‘"Dec1s1ons about the place of the questlon in the sequence.

Although thelr llSt of 22 questlons seems much more deta1led

 than Helmstadter s 115t only three 1deas are added

. aqb Is the answer to the questxon llkely to be'v. :
a : 1nfluenced by. the content of precedlng quest1ons7

IQ-b, I's the quest1on led up to- in a ‘matural. way’ Is it 1nv,jf

Pcorrect psycho&og1ca1 order?

c. Does the questlon come too early or too late from

. the point of .view .of arousing: 'interest-.and rece1v1ng

suff1c1ent attentlon,_av01d1ng re51stance, and. so
: on'? ’ . . } : .

Lopatka (1969) offer?three general rules for maklng

~‘,quest1onna1res~ the respondents should rema1n anonymous, the

I-method of selectlon of responses should be kept 51mple, and‘ .

’o"that the appearance and format of‘the questlonnalre;should

'.lbe con51dered el T

. E. Summary ‘,' jﬁ;" ;dt:' _-b,p/fsi -

Th1s chapter examlned llterature on recent theorles

.- /.

- about methods of evaluatlon prev1ous Un1vers1ty of Alberta

E Practlcum evaluatlons, a prev1ous Ed CI content survey,»and

A

"u1nterv1ews. e o 'f_: R

"
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Patton-(1975) vPohland'(l972) Werner (1978) and-
_wllson (1976) dlscussed two approaches to evaluatlon

studles. All appear to. agree.that the trad1t10nal'model

"‘has shortcom1ngs, the most cruc1al belng that often
_dlmportant 1nformat10n is mlssed Tools of quantltatlve
'_models are quest1onna1res and structured 1nterv1ews. Tools
of qualltatlve models are part1c1pant observatlon and B
dunstructured 1nterv1ews. |
Prev1ous educatlon evaluatlon studles done at the
'}Unlvers1ty of Alberta 1nclude' HIVw:' =2
'ra;lkFour major evaluatlons of practlcum programs
Abr'uYoung s masters study,."Humanlz1ng Student Teachlng
A Program: Integrat1ng Educational Currlculum and
'Educatlonal Practlcum (1973)" and : :
)

»'c;d‘Results of Survey Re' Questionnaire on the"ﬂ'*-' S
‘ ‘}Conceptual Framework of Ed Cl XXX, Spltz, (1978) SR

A1l of the above used questlonnalres as the prlmary
.data gatherlng method Interv1ews were also employed but. to BREE

»va lesser extent y b‘db" ‘ o |

: Sp1tz s (1978) study was partlcularly relevant to the
' current study as 1t prov1ded secondary educatlon methodsv_
;mprofessors op1nlons regardlng the Ed CI content of the
_experlmental Ed CI course.‘Generally speaklng, he}“' .
'fprofessors appeared to approve of all the suggested Ed CI
-atoplcs w1th general reservatlons'that 1t was premature to

teach some top1cs in depth and that some . toplcs mlght be'

.better taught in a later course. Spltz (1978) concluded that



: 32

the professors'felt that’ these topics might be better taught L
from a spec1f1c subject area. However, this. 1dea was not in’

accord with the\ba51c goal of the course.

____lm___lnformatlon regardlng_the_use of_questlonnalres and
1nterv1ews was offered by several researchers. B111
'concluded that either the questlonnalre or the structured
'lnterview"were interchangeable;ashafmethod'of'data' |
gathering.‘Glllespie,ihowever;'felt_that.although‘.

h:questionnaires wereuthe most“anonymous’and although
face to face 1nterv1ews requ1re the most self revelatlon,_
lthe data most llkely to be error- free seemed to be .
questlonna1res Advantages of u51ng the 1nterv1ew, accordlng
| to Helmstadter, 1nclude be1ng able to report one's thoughts
u',wh1le performlng an act1v1ty, be1ng able to. mod1fy th
51tuatlon as needed and belng able to actlvely part1c1pate
r1n the data gatherlng process Dlsadvantages, he felt
prlmarlly concerned problems w1th the response of the‘i
l{part1c1pant- for example\ how much of the response?ls
attrlbutable to the 1nterv1ewer. Both Grobman and
Helmstadter felt that part1c1pant observatlon was a method
“whlch lent 1tself to be1ng more famlllar w1th the‘- .
f,pan¢1c1pants feellngs and.therefore open1ng up new areas of

'fexploratlon. t”‘-_::3 ]'l"k" B - e

Researchers offered spec1f1c suggestlons for maklng

'“questlonnalres Helmstadter, and Sellt1z et al. both llsted ',fb

a- large number of p01nts %o gu1de quest10nna1re

construct1on. These 1ncluded con51deratlons for compos1ng
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the quest1ons, for arrang1ng the questlons and for.
‘pre- testlng the questlonna1re. Grobman cautloned not to
prepare quest1onna1res casually, not t0-over-rely on them,;
___;mandmnot_to_make themﬂtoo_complexL_Lopatka added_three rules: .
the respondents should remain anonymous, the response
selectlon should be kept s1mple, and the format of the
' quest10nna1re should be con51dered l
The ‘current. evaluation used technlques from both the
quantltatlve andzqualltatlve approaches to evaluatlon. The :
follow1ng chapter descrlbes spec1f1c appllcatlons of . .

-

quest1onna1res and 1nterv1ews to the current study



I11. PROCEDURES

-

~‘pesigned to evaluate -an experimental course, Ed.Pra

.

information from the three main groupsvofﬂparticipants, the

252, this study'used questionnaires.andwinteryiews'to gather

student'teachers,,thefcooperatinghteachers, and the

university fdculty consultants; Additional'information Qas

collected through examlnatlon of the course manuals,
collectlon of act1v1ty sheets wh1ch reported how student

teachers-spentithelr time, and attendance at in-service

- seéssions. -The subjects of the. study, the instruments used, -

‘and the methods of data analysis are described'belom.

A, Subjects of the Study ‘o

The study gathered the op1n1ons of student teachers,

cooperatlng teachers, and faculty consultants. The student

o

_populatlon con51sted of the 16 volunteer student teachers 1n_A

the Educatlon Practlcum 252 course--11 women and ﬁgmen.f-‘

'Although the course was de51gned pr1mar1ly for first and

second year student teachers w1th Educatlon Practlcum 251 as

-a prerequ151te, the program was not 11m1ted to f1rst and

jasecond year student teachers. Thls program had no first year‘

e

student teachers, 12 second ‘year student teachers, 3 third

year student teachers and 1 fourth year student teacher.

_”Courses 1n currlculum and 1nstructlon were not a )

prerequisite for_thls Education Practlcum course: none of

© 34



the volunteers 1nd1cated that he or she had taken an Ed.CI
course. The enrollment  was llmlted to Secondary educat1on
'Astudent teachers and although all dlsc1pl1nes wvere 1n"1ted

vto enroll in the course, all. dlsc1pl1nes were not equally

'3

_;represented The 16 volunteers 1ncluded student teachers'

o from the followlng areas- 8 from phy51cal educatlon, 3 from

soc1al stud1es, 2 from mathematlcs, “from mus;c,‘ -from
drama, and 1 from phy51cal sc1ence. o | |

| The cooperat1ng teacher sample con51sted of 15.junlor‘ﬁ'
v'vhlgh school teachers and h sen1or hlgh school teacher. Three@f
school systems, Edmonton Publlc,vEdmonton Separate, and St
ZAlbert Protestant/Separate part1c1pated in the pllot
'E’!ject Twelve cooperatlng teachers were from Edmonton‘
'Publlc, two were from Edmonton Separate and two”were from

. Albert Protestant/Separate school systems. The |
.'cooperatlng teachers rnvolved llke the student teacher'

wsample, represented a volunteer group

Six - of the nine faculty consultants were members of the l~’

4;:Phase II Plannlng Commlttee. The members themselves dec1dedi
| _to v1s1t the: schools at least once to observe the program in -
yoperatlon. The three faculty consultants who were not.
‘members of the Phase II Plannlng Comm1ttee were. members of
the Department of Secondary EducatlonI.These three faculty
members were asked by the Phase II Plann1ng Commlttee to

ass1st thém by v151t1ng the schools and contrlbutlng

feedback regardlng rev151on for the programL;
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L

B Procedures for Data Collect1on i -
A ‘
! Data in the. study were collected by four d1fferent

~

methods,'prlmarlly byvquestlonnalres»adm1nlstered‘to the"

'.:student teachers and . cooperatlng'teachers, and 1nterv1ews

conducted W1th the student teachers, cooperatlng teachers,

i

l:faculty consultants and A551stant Dean of Practlcum.;
.hAddltlonal methods used to collect data 1ncluded. N
:._examlnat1on of manuals completed by the student teachers
““examlnatlon of manuals critiqued by cooperatlng teachers,
A'and act1v1t1es checkl1sts completed by student teachers.fw
i‘Addltlonal sources’ of 1nformat1on 1ncluded°: e |

'-a preé-course survey adm1n1stered to secondary
;‘educatlon methods professors regardlng proposed
'toplcs for Ed Cl 252 . .

: -observatlons from attendlng 1n serv1ce se551ons-*
L~w1th the. cooperatlng teachers ' :

-observatlons from attend1ng the f1rst part of each
. 'Ed. CI class, .

;;-notes made 1mmed1ately after 1nterv1ews and
_quest1onna1re admlnlstratlons. R :

- =-student . teacher evaluatlons done by the cooperatlng
vyteachers : .

” ";‘"

7*-and the Ed CI 1nstructor s, class record of gradesxl,j?'
-pfor a551gnments and examlnatlons.-_ ‘

\-'

,ai. guestlonnalres
" The questlonnalres for the student teachers and thoserd'
thhfor the cooperatlng teachers were constructed by the |
1nvestlgator u51ng the components of the Ed CcI course .
foutllned 1n the tentatlve syllabus and the in- school

’=exper1ence as’ outllned in "Educatlon Pract1cum 252 Inter1m‘ﬁu'
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»Manual (Exper1mental Program) A draft of ‘the two
'questlonna1res wh1ch were: to be admlnlstered to the student~

' 'teachers and cooperatlng teachers prior to the beg1nn1ng of

S Ed Pra. 252 (the pre questlonna1res) were glven to f1ve

un1vers1ty faculty members and one profe551onal evaluator

'for comments and cr1t1c1sms and these were then rev1sed 1n

)

"'terms of suggestlons made by the evaluators.:Items were

ythese were rev1sed 1n terms of the1r suggestlons.‘Samples off,px'

.~

. admlnlstered to the student teachers and cooperatlng

added to collect general 1nformatlon on. courses taken by the

'f'student teachers and years taught by the cooperatlng

teachers. Draft coples ‘of questlonnalres wh1ch were to be

"yteachers followlng Ed Pra 252 (post questlonnalres) werev
Epg1ven to three un1ver51ty faculty members for cr1t1c1sm and
.Jthe flnal drafts of the questlonnalres are prov1ded 1n

| lvAppend1x A r“ }' “;ﬂ o ’f'f”,lf'le{h"r';.hyffaxﬁl’

;a; Pre Quest1onna1res. Pre quest1onna1res wé?e glven top-

v

':hthe”st aent teachers on: the flrst day of the Ed CI class
.'ff(January 3 1979) before they vere. prov1ded w1th any course fﬁ"
‘mater1als or 1nstruct1on. A schedule of questlonnalre

. admlnlstratlons and 1nterv1ews 1s reproduced 1n Appendlx B

-,

,hThe pre quest10nna1res were anonymous but respondents were

‘tpasked to put av code at the top of the sheet":

——— v ___——._—_...__

’L‘Student teachers were asked to put a number that they could'Qﬁ

" remember at the’ top of the ‘'sheet so-that: ‘pre- questionnaires

- could be- compared with. the .post- questlonnalres ‘if the need
. ‘arose;} it was suggested ‘that the ‘student: teachers put- the1r
- birth dates and ‘the" cooperating teachers put the last five
"~ digits. of their telephone: numbers or ‘their l1cense numbers'

“'cor the1r homeroom numbers--1n short, a number that they

AN . et . . .
"*.), Co o Lo el o 1 . o s ®
: . s : o P ) o . S



. , |
for . purposes of future comparison. Cooperating teachers.
were glven a’shortened'version oflthe pre—guestionnaire.,.

~(with items such as those relatlng to chcic= of a
'-profess1onal career, those relat1ng to perceptions offther
_ﬂ___role and. dutles of“a_teacherT_those*relat1hg_tomthe dallyw_m_;m__-
log and those relatlng to skllls hoped to be learned ,

deleted and-the "tombstone "information altered) in’ thev g
fﬂopenlng m1nutes of the f1rst in- serv1ce tra1n1ng meetxng
fheld on campus. Both groups, then, completed the
:”pre quest10nna1re before rece1V1ng any offtc1al 1nformatlon
on the content of the course or the proposed act1v1t1es in _ﬂ"
'the schools. The 1ntent of. the pre questlohnalre was to.
"-determ1ne each group s 1n1t1al perceptlon of the course
Ji.content and the tasks that the student teachers would be
:-expected to carry out 1n the school The pre questlonnalre,.
.*sought to exam1ne not only the academ1c backgrounds of: those_»
"f‘ln the course, but also the perceptlons that each group had

‘

: about what the course would contain., . Each group was asked to

l

estlmate the value of each act1v1ty llStedjln the course
f,outllne and the t1me requlred for 1t. In addltlon, both

wfxgroups were asked to descrlbe how the puplls would view the o

l

'-student teacher, for example as a teacher—alde, as an

'observer or as a student teacher.»Thls quest1on arose from a.
A\ "

l fdebate dur1ng a Phase II Commlttee meetlng Both groups were

:_:also asked to descrlbe character1st1cs which they felt wouldv’

A

o

be’ necessary for the student teacher to have in® order for»

. ——_—-———-a-—_ _——__—

'.*ﬂ‘(cont d)wodld remember from se551on to se551on.l-
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‘the pupils in the schools. to accept the student teacher as a

- “
kY
N

teacher. -

b. Post questlbnna1res. The post questlonnalres wvere

b

S S : S ,;'~" ST * oo : . Sk
e i L A 0. - . . . ".'

'admlnlstered to the student teachers durlng the - last class;
' 7,se551on before the f1na1 examlnatlon and to the cooperatlng
ajteachers at the laSt in- serv1ce meet1ng at the . Un1ver51ty
5(see Appendlx B fortdates) The intent o? the |
”;»post questlonnalres was to determlne the anal perceptlons--
vof both groups regardlng many dlfferent aspects of the

gprogram and 1n partlcular those deallng w1th the Ed CI

v

f"course content and in- school act1v1t1es.1The data requested
" in these two areas were ba51cally the 'same’ on’ both pre-~and
L post questlonnalres w1th the follow1ng two exceptlons.'

'addltlonal 1tems were added (four toplcs to the llSt of

1

Fcontent toplcs and one act1v1ty to the llSt of in- school

J:

-'“act1v1t1es) to the post questlogna1res and the

el ¥

vpost quest10nna1res asked for actual" t1me spent engaged in

varlous act1v1tes rather than prOJected tlme and actual"‘

‘f-value of the Ed CI top1cs rather than progected value..The

”:addltlon of four top1cs and ‘one: act1V1ty to the

.

' post questlonnalres occurred as’a result of feedback from d‘

the pre questlonnalres and from conferrlng w1th the

-1nstructor of the course. In add1t10n to the above, student.
: eachérs and cooperatlng teachers were asked questlons

fregardlng' N ‘j‘:‘f'ﬁ } ':_‘ Jwi e 'ZT*--:‘f'1~ .

P

l -
—how ‘the" school puplls vij wed the student teacher ‘}_

dl”—characterlst1cs needed gy the student teacher &E”

A : U RS

PR
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1order to be accepted as part of the teaching staff .
v—strengths and weaknesses of the manual

-amounts of the manual read (by cooperatlng
teachers) and amounts completed (by student

teachers,

~the degree of 1mportance and the degree of .
chlevement of the program s objectlves

-advantages of keeplng a- log (as suggested by
- cooperating teachers) . and -completion, gains and"
" problems with the log (as suggested by student
‘teachers) - , ' ‘ L

—evaluatlon of the student teacher by the

cooperatlng teacher. I Lol
_ . N e

The rema1n1ng quest1ons 1ncluded 1n the post questlonnalres
'are llsted below in two parts, one - assoc1ated w1th thevf"
questlonnalre for the cooperat1ng teachers and the'othgr
'w1th that for. the student teachers. S1nce student teachers
and cooperat1ng teachers had dlfferent backgrounds,vsome‘
.quest1ons were deemed approprlate for one group but not the
%ther. For example, student teachers vere, not s1gn1f1cantly
1nvolved w1th 1n serV1ce workshops and therefore they were
. asked only one questlon regardlng in- serv1ce act1v1t1es,'”
'whlle cooperatlng teachers were asked many more. All of the
questlons descrlbed below were formulated in response to‘
problems whlch ﬁmerged durlng 1nterv1ews and- durlng l

o .
in- serv1ce se551ons as the program was be1ng p1loted.

Questlons asked of the student teachers but not of the» f

cooperat 4 achers 1ncluded those concernlng._

l

_ __"-the 1nc1us1on of add1t10nal toplcs on skills and
*> “.inclusion’ of more peer teach1ng in the Ed CI course

-
N -

-t. = ~:gree of respon51b111tyvfor teachers"fduties; :



~the degree to wh1ch materlal covered in the Ed CI
;class related to the in- school experlences :

—the" amounts of the course text and handouts—read
and the value of the text

'—the practlcal valueaof_class_ass1gnments and the ' <j
: falrness of the evaluation for the un1ver51ty class N

. ~the 1deal t1me tabllng of ‘the unlver51ty class‘ ’ ,P‘

~the degree of 1mportance of pr1or educat1on courses
(such as Educational Foundatlons) to the teacher
tra1n1ng program . :

~~—the adequacy of un1vers1ty preparatlon for the
subject area taught ‘ _

'4Fthe su1tab1l1ty of the school placement ‘ffﬁ‘:ll LA

’-skllls learned "from both the unlver51ty class and"
- . the in= school exper1ence - o

-suggest1ons for 1mprov1ng the program both the
Ed. CI and 'in-school port1on' 4

-whether or not they would recommend Ed Pra. 252 to .-
: “all secondary education students prlor to the1r
ot major student teachlng - .

'—whether or not they ‘were confldent about cont1nu1ng |
_w1th the teachlng profe551on‘ -

‘~the . influence that thelr performance -in Ed Pra.,252=}
*+had on the1r commltment to- teachlng e C ,_'n

v _whether or not they wanted profe551onal ‘help w1tﬂ“*
ﬁ_tthe1r career ch01ce., i ST

Spec1f1c questlons asked of the cooperatlng teachers but not
'of the . student teachers 1ncluded questlons regardlng. fﬁ o
.'-the best t1me of year to hold the pract1cum fw~7ar;;.f

. —the dlfferences between the experlmental program 5
and convent1onal student teach1ng programs

‘—the level - (e1ther junlor or senlor high school) at
which the student teacher should have h1s first.
- student. teachlng exper1ence :

-the length of ‘time the- student teacher should spend
in the schools S -

g
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~the nature, value, and t1m1ng of the in- serv1ce
workshops (for example, cont1nu1ng in-services, the:
ideal time to hold in- serv1ces, the most and least
valuable parts of the in‘service and whether or not
the in-services differentiated. adequately between,

l,the student teacher.,

fthe—Phase II_program and_convent1onalmprograms)

-evaluatlon (for example, ‘the . su1tab111ty of the"
pass-fail method, who should be responsible for
. student teacher evaluatlons, and the most su1table
~ evaluation. form) | o : S
The post questlonnalre dlffered con51derably from the"
pre questlonnalre. It was, as one m1ght expect longer than‘
”the pre questlonnalre, at least tw1ce as long,‘and N
consequently requ1red a greater length of t1me for both
T“groups to complete. The pre— and post guestlonnalres were
:'not parallel 1nstruments, nor were they 1ntended to be.vThe
:post quest10nna1re, however, 1ncluded the majorlty of the‘-d
quest1ons whach appeared on the pre questlonnalge excludlng
the questlons asklng for background 1nformatlon from both
'vgroups and questlons regardlng the profe551onal career of
Questlons appearlng on both theCpre- and

o post quest10nna1res prlmarlly concerned the 1n1t1al and

__f1nal percept1ons of both groups regard1ng the top1cs :f"lh-"

S covered 1n the Ed CI portlon of the program and the

icharacter15t1cs oﬁ the_1n—schoolxact1v1t1es. T_;'

“.2_ Interv1ews

Non structured 1nterv1ews were held accordlng to the g :if.ﬁ

,schedule p;ov1ded in Append1x B Dur1ng the courségof the .
: -
'study, each student teacher was 1nterv1ewed tw1ce by the -

T"lnvest1gator. The intent was. ‘to 1dent1fy what each felt was B

Can s e S
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rworking'werl;fwhat each’felt.had been of ‘marginal value, and
what each felt 'was not worthwhlle. it was felt-thatfif the

int erv1ews were held as the course progressed e%f

b .

k happen1ng durlng the course of the practlcum. It was felt
that the non structured interviews by an 1nvestlgator who
had no axe to gr1nd mlght have . allowed the student teachers,f

'bcooperatlng teachers, and faculty consultants the |

! &

| ’opportunlty to g1ve a frank e;pre551on of their - feellngsr‘
.”ppslnce no part1c1pant was off1c1ally quoted 1t was assumed

~that: the answers were frank and cand1d Slnce the 1nterv1ews_=5

ﬂ.were rap se551ons rather than cuestlon and answer |

sess1ons, 1t was felt that the part1c1pants would tell the

1nterv1ewer what they wanted the 1nterv1ewer to know rather

than 51mply answer quest1ons posed from the 1nterv1ewer s 5'f"'

p01nt of v1ew. The f1rst 1nterv1ews w1th the student'v_J‘
teachers were arranged at the second Ed CcI class at whlch
t1me the student teachers telephone numbers were also

: obtalned In1t1al contacts w1th the cooperatlng teachers-”
were. made at the f1rst 1n serv1ce workshop and. 1nterv1ews

NG v

.» were. arranged shortly thereafter by telephone. Arrangements
for theS%ther 1nterv1ews were made . at the end of the'o
precedlng 1nterv1ew or. by telephonlng each 1nterv1ewee to

‘ '1dent1fy a su1table t1me for ‘a’ meet1ng | |

S1nce the researcher had no set of predeterm1ned

guestlons she wanted answered ‘but d1d want honest op1n10n

. ,‘,n

'expressed in a comfortable manner, she attempted to

Con

wnooan



',‘ lestabllsh a. relaxed and c0mfortable atmosphere for the
1nterV1ews. For example, when arranglng the 1nterv1ews, she

called them meetlngs rather than 1nterv1ews. The student

—~-~_~—teacher 1nterv1ew5‘_wh1ch werE“held at her offlce, began

jfwlth 1nv1t1ng the student teacher to have a cup of coffee'_

and to s1t and chat about the program. ThlS appeared to work'

well as the student teachers appeared comfortable and

non- threatened At the beglnnlng of the 1nterv1ews she
explalned her 1nterest 1n the program and that she needed
thelr a551stance to contlnue the progect She also explalned

the 1nterV1ew ver1f1cat1on procedure wh1ch is descrlbed

below She p01nted out to them that she d1d not want them to

goato any extra effort, such as- maklng a spec1al tr1p 1n;for

an 1nterv1ew. Nor were they to cut any classes in order to
“attend an 1nterv1ew. At th1s t1me she also obtalned the1r

addreSSes and asked them hOw they felt about be1ng

tape recorded All but one was comfortable and of course she‘

51mply took down notes when 1nterv1ew1ng the dlssentlng

: fl' student teacher. When talklng w1th the student teachers, she

tr1ed to . relate to them On the1r level For example, the

1nterv1ewer and the 1nterv1ewee had a. common base 1n that

both were students and they could drscuss problems common to

v'students. Th1s also appeared to work well As the. 1ntervlews
progressed as is often the caSe 1n one- to'one - |
convegsatlons,;cr1t1c1sm regardlng the 1nstructor of the’=
courSe occurred When th1s happened the researcher o

d1scouraged thlS type of conversatlon by 51mply expla;nlng

o’

- ;



t

- that she was not concerned w1th crlt1c1sm of erther the

l‘,‘ :

aﬂ=course 1nstructor or the cooperatlng teacher Although there»

- were no str1ngent tlme 11m1ts assoc1ated/w1th the

~——~An—1nterv1ewsf—the researcher attemptednto conductMthemhfor-
.about half an hour. ‘ |
Add1t1onal 1ntervrews were conducted w1th cooperat1ng
(_teachers‘and faculty consultants..Nlne unstructured
'ﬁ1nterv1ews were conducted in the schools w1th three.

-cooperatlng teachers three earl) in the program, three

Ifabout the mlddle of the program and three at the end of the B

pprogram; The 1ntent was to f1nd out how each cooperatlng
v-;:teacher was 1ntErpret1ng the program and to asoertaln 1fﬁ
there were any ser1ous problems w1th the program from the
gcooperatlng teacher s perspectlve She dlscussed the programg'
leth them from her own teachlng background and felt that she'
-tgldentlfled qu1te successfully w1th them Conversatlons o
;-appeared to be qu1te relaxed but not so relaxed as those‘n
‘pw1th the student teachers. » | U
The rema1n1ng unstructured 1nterv1ews conducted w1th'
- . the- faculty consultants and the A551stant Dean of Practlcumvf
':were held 1n thelr oﬁflces at the Un1vers1ty, follow1ng the
- ICOmplet1on of the program. Only seven of the n1ne faculty
"-consultants were 1nterv1ewed The other tWo were unable tov
observe in the schools,‘so they were not rngerv1ewed One of_
- the seven was a telephOne 1nterv1ew.-ldﬁi~ |
| Structured 1ntervlews w1th all the cooperat1ng teachers

. 'were conducted tw1ce dur1ng ‘the- program, once durlng the

B TR T T O_V o



early part and once during the final.part. f'thevtern.

Because of the d1ff1cult1es 1nvolved in schedu ing .-

face to face 1nterv1ews w1th them, the cooperatlng

___M__were—1nterv1ewed_by~telephonev_In_the_flrst_telephOne S

1nterv1ews they were asked e1ght spec1f1c questlons

regardlng the1r 1n1t1al reactlons to the program and to the

manual In the second 1nterv1ews, the proposed manual and

the role of the faculty consultant ;9£é dlscussed Thls was

,1n response td confu51on about these op1cs, wh1ch were

n

noted at the f1nal 1n serv1ce.(Although the 1nte£y1ews werer-

..‘- J’
_structured

speak freely and volunteered other 1nformat10n 1n the coursev‘_.’f

of the conversatlon. A max1mum of three telephone calls per‘w

. _-,. ‘ ', R

evenlng were conducted because they requ1red 1ntense :

concentratlon. The cooperatlng teachers "responses werehh
’.recorded on answer sheets dev1sed for that purpose._The"h
questrons and the answer\sheets are found 1n Appendlx C.
add1t10n the student teachers were telephoned after &hey
had wrltten the1r f1nal exam and asked the1r oplnlon of 1t.?

3. Ver1f1cat10n of the InterV1ews
S

All of the 1nterv1ews (exceptlthe telephone ones) were,

' tape recorded To check the rel1ab1ﬁ1ty of - the responses
from the 1nterv1ewees, the researcher transcr1bed and
summarlzed the conversatlons w1th the student teachers,"“'

e

cooperatqng teachers, and faculty consultants. The

transcr1ptlons were glven to the 1nterv1ewees prlor to the f
K ,I[~ -

' second 1nterv1ew and follow1ng the second”1nterv1ew w1th the

“the cooperatlng teachers in general appeared to,'
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”4; Checkl1sts

N

request that they read 1t and contact the researcher if

anythlng 1n the transcrlptlon should be changed or added

All 1nterv1ewees were toldtthat the purpose‘of‘the data

gatherlng processes would be~to~evaluate -and— revise—the
experlmental program and that they were helplng the
1nvestlgator w1th her research It waS»p01nted out to'the”

students that the mater1a1 1n the 1nterv1ew would be

‘ confidential and that no names would be used in reporting

AN

41nformatlon. Slnce the 1nvestloator was the only person

) who_kne the‘sources of.statements, the student teachegs

responses t uvestions would not be-known to anyone else.

In add1t1on to co_‘leting\questionnaires and being'

1nterv1ewed each student teacher waS'asked to-fill out. two

""act1v1ty checkl1sts ~one for each day 1n the school These

checkl1sts (see Appendlx D) attempted to determlne "in hours-

and m1nutes Just exactly how the student teacher spent hlS
tlme 1n the school. They\were dlstr1buted and collected at

the beglnnlng pf each class perlod (the class met every
Y i

Wednesday) at the Unlver51ty The. oheckllsts asked ‘the 7
\

student teacher to g1ve an hourly account of hlS school"yf

exper1encewand prov1ded the opportun1ty to evaluate the

experlence and make comments on what he felt mlght have ‘been

»more prof1tab&y done. Accompanylng the checkilst was an'>'

: explanat1on (see Appendlx E) regardlng how the checkllst

T)

i 1nformatlon was tq be used -The explanat1on assured the

student teacher that hls grade would in no way be affected o

2

K 3
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by his response in the checklist.

5 Addltlonal Sources of Informat1on

-As was- noted above, the Phase II Plannlng Commlttee

also carr1ed out format1ve evaluat1on durlng the course by

visiting the classrooms and discussing proposed revisions at
regularly scheduled meetlngs. In add1t10n to thlS, a member

of the Phase II Commlttee conducted a survey 1nvolv1ng'
R \
: secondary educatlon ‘professors . who taught methods courses.;'

‘-Results of thls*survey vere- reported to the Phase II S
Commlttee The 1nvestlgator attended all the Phase II

Commlttee meetlngs and s1gn1f1cant data from them’ have been
reported in the study., - °
Cooperatlng teachers in the course were not asked to

keep dally logs of act1v1t1es. Accordlng to Aokl (1978,
_horklng paper) S | Lo a-"- i
. : : S ' :
Unsatlsfactory results are often obta1ned by ]ust;
requestlng that- pilot teachers keep a diary of their
. experience with a program, that they write comments

on the materials, that they pov1de Wfrtten e
S suggestions for. improvements; or tha't they complete. T
R - ques¥1onna1re (p. 88) . N .
o ~ . . B
Instead of ask1ng the cooperatlng teachers to keep a ?§:ﬁ

daily log, the Commlttee scheduled four in-service sessions
"-(January 6; February 6 March 6 and Aprll 3) both to ‘- B
'”f'nform the cooperat1ng teachems of the }htent of the program !
,and to obtaln feedback on the success of the practlcum

.course in the schools. In add1t1on, at the January 16

‘»meet1ng, cooperatlng teachers were asf;d to - construct

dact1v1t1es programs for all student teachers. Cooperatlng

A

W
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teachers.whovvolunteered to prepare thesevmaterials were'
pald onva-contract basis. - | |

The 1nvestlgator attended all the.1n serv1ce meetlngs’

‘in order to understand more fully the role . of the"

cooperating teacher.'The recommendations of cooperating

teachers ‘have  been rncluded 1n th1s report. In order to ga1n

iy rev1s1on purposes, the cooperatlng

t,

- teac 8, by the 1nstructor of the: course to
%i;”‘ que the ‘course manual. They were, asked ‘to
R § e ‘ .
edmment~ -1y .in tﬁk manuals and submlt them at the end

of the. program;"fmff T ‘t\"

Y

?The 1nvestlgator examlned the manuals cr1t1qued hy the‘

cooperatlng teachers and also examlned the 13 manuals

“.’completed and turned in by the student teachers. Other

o
v

pert1nent mater1al avallable to her 1ncluded the student
'O
teachers 1n school evaluatlons and the1r marks for alﬂ
the1r Ed CI course a551gnments and exam1nat1ons.
n

The 1nvestlgator s flnal source of 1nformat10n~was her B
own set of notes wh1ch 1nc1uded heg oplnlons and reactlons

wh1ch she put on’ paper 1mmed1ately after 1nterv1ew se551ons

and questlonnalre admlnlstratlons with the part1c1pants.

v

Th1s source of 1nformatlon ‘was very useful 1n that she couldQ

'refer to her 1n1t1a1 perceptlons, and note changes wh1ch

.’l

ocgurred over the study Also, it 1mproved her memory when

recall of certaln detalls or feellngs was hazy

L\
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o —

' C Analy51s of the Data : ",_ _‘: - Q,

' The 1ntent of thlS study was to determlne the

perceptlons of the part1c1pants (student teachers and

”cooperatlng teaqhers) regardlng the value of the components

fteachers were tabulated and reported. '*;ff'“

of ‘the" 1n un1ver51ty portlon of the course and the

,act1v1t1es in the 1n school portlon of - the course. Because

of the volunteer populatlon of the course, accordlng to Lalu

‘1f(1978) called ‘a non- prObab111ty sample, nothlng,can be sa1d
'about it w1th statlst1cal confldence. Statlstlcal technlques S
'were therefore not used to report the flndlngs of the_u;

‘”;present study Instead the perceptlons of: the respondents"

were reported in two ways percentages were reported for"j

V_quest1ons 1nvolv1ng quant1tat1ve data' 2. summarles were
\ --made of general responses to quest1ons requ1r1ng verbal

'_responses. f'@’. ST S at e

Classes of Data and the Subsequent Analys1s'

Six classes ‘of data along w1th the data ana1y51s o

’ 'procedures used for ebch are outllned below.'wj.f"'

Wf,a.-Sample descr1pt1on. The experlence and the academlc

.

TS

"jqua11f1cat10ns of both the student teachers and cooperat1ng

_\";*,yef5'*'
: b ggest1onna1res. Responses to each category of the

"L1kert type questlons on the course content, responses to ;f'"“'

£

Vthe percentage of t1me questlons -On: the school act1v1t1es,;liﬂfr

f%and responses to the mult1ple ch01ce questlons were reported

"‘in terms of percentages*of respondents 1n each category.vﬂ_v’

Vfadd1t1on ,responses

v

to the open ended questlons were




"_,,Z -

'summarlzed and atyplcal responses were noted

el Interv1ews.vThe major1ty of the 1nterv1ews were

h:non structured (that 1s, there was no def1.1te llst of

pquestlons) therefore the results were not generally

Qo

lweaknesses of the program from the student teachers andd

-fcooperatlng teachers p01nts of v1ew.‘

’7vatyp1cal responses were noteda'“,

/_example”

R
e -

w“quantlflable. Instead general responses to the program,
ﬂlbOth typ1ca1 and atyp1ca1 reSpOnses,'were collected and ,'s*'[ff

' rsummarlzed The non structured 1nterv1ews, llke the'

-

k’cbquestlonnalres, attempted to f1nd the strengths and

Data gathered dur1ng telephone 1nterV1ews, llke the;,f

:questlonnalre data,.wereagenerally guant1f1able. Because v

f,part1c1pants were asked qu1te spec1f1c questlons, thelr

T : Vg? o
general response was reported in terms of perdentages and

Data gathered durlng the 1nterv1ew w1th the A551stant

“fDean of Pract1cum dealt solely w1th evaluatlon. HlS oplnlons;
" fwere’n°ted and included as. part of the 1nterv1ew data for :f
rfhpnthe 1n school experlence.fxfdiffﬂi‘f:p i;l;hdjvdhfxldth°§f;
| d Checkllsts. Informat1on'obta1ned from the checkl1sts;:dhid
"Afof the student teachers act1v1t1es 1n the classroom was |
‘ Q;Hsummar1zed and average t1mes Spent in each act1v1ty per weeke-
.;?_-were noted For ease of reportlng,_the above act1v1t1es wereifl

.lffgrouped 1nto f1ve classes of related act1v1t1es~ for

?(1) teachlng 1nd1v1duals (11) teach1ng small S

mnggroups,?ﬁﬁﬁ“(111) teach1ng whole classes were 1ncluded

:jtogether in the act1v1ty "teachlng "'The average t1mes and



-related act1v1t1es were calcu

B 2
‘ addltlon, attendance at the‘scho ls was: estlmated and

‘ reported.; e

Wt
|

range of t1me per week for the f1ve larger group1ngs of.

ted and reported

. i,
Lo

v

l- completed by the student teachers were. summarlzed and

f e.»Manuals. Rev151ons suggested by the cooperatlng

teachers were summarlzed and reported Amounts of the manual‘

1

.

reported 1n terms of percentages.'

f.,Mlscellaneous. Relevant 1nformatlon gleaned from

‘ attendlng the 1n serV1ce workshops, the Phase II Commlttee

o .1nformatlon from exam1nat1on of student teacher evaluatlons

t

All the prev1ous classes of data gathered 1n the study

were organlzed and reported under three major aspects of the

5

program° the manual the 1n school experlence and the Ed CI

-fcﬁass. Data wh1ch d1d not f1t neatly 1nto the above were‘

reported 1n a chapter entltled "Supplementary Data." In'

these four chapters of the the51s, the s1gn1f1cant quest1ons |

“ regardlng part1c1pants perceptlons of th@ value of the

componehts of the program are answered Each of these four

"Z_chapters 1ncluded data whlch were comh;ﬁ%d from'-
questlonnalres and 1nterv1ews, both structured and
non structured The Manuairl%ct1on, of course, was based on

| the results of the analy51s of those maﬁuals cr1t1c1zed by

the cooperatlng teachers and those comp?eted by the student :

- .. . L A g l(..t

S

s T "a». e W o Coem e
. . . H . . - E . Tyl

i 4] . . N e

:f meetlngs and the beg1nn1ng of the %d CI classes, and " 'L”rf‘
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o . A -
teachers. . Zk - ‘“'
| : o R I : .
3. Problems Assoc1ated with the Collectlon .and Analy51s of
the Data ‘%,
T, TR

S Mlnor problems were.encountered wh1lefu51ng the ?
quést1onna1res,_the 3heckllsts, and the 1nterv1ews to
colﬂect data.‘These vere small problems whlch are’ not

":expected to ghterfere w1th the flndlngs of ‘the study.

'“: a _guest;onnalres. It was not p0551ble to collect ~;*'

M ‘ .‘v“mly‘v"
complete sets of all questlonnalres admlnlstered Both setsﬁ
S "wp, ’
‘ﬁgif of pre questlonna1res were 1ncomplete by one quest1onna1re.‘_”

"Durlng the admlnlstratlon of the pre- quest10nna1res to both-,-

“:the cooperatlng teachers and thé&student teachers, one'
. . .

, e
%

'1nd1v1dua1 was absent. Slnce the part1c1pant§twere to.

o

.

complete them prlor to rece1v1ng any type of 1nformat10n, .
' - *25“"_4'?
about the programx the pre questlonna1res could not hayé;f

A

LI

been completed%after the 1n1t1al adm1n15trat1on. Inﬁtlally,
b U i

17 student teachers volunteeged to take Ed Pra. 2%2 but one *Tv -

- el i . T

droppe¢fout and conSequently his pre- quest10nna1re was.'

v o A e N ';':: ) l.

". d1scarded A complete set of post questxonnﬁ1res : R

dmanlstered to the cooperatlng teacher
t’.‘-‘»’ .

o

“"ﬂ!as collec’ted but

coopeFatlng teacherﬂwho could not atEend the 1n servfce y';_

/\workshops. Because of thls non—' tehdancevat the workShops;d ..
: : : A L 4.
o the respondent s knowledge of the program 6f courSe, was_;_ L

n.q . a¢

Lo [ S
more llmlted and he was: Unable to respond tb the'quest1ons Ly

5 . . \V-b ET
b

regardlng the 1n se§v1ce workshops. Another cooperatlng

D»’

ng) - teacher attended oq}f one-. workshop and he also wa% unable td

. . N o . A .o N N - - .
FN s e . e . N
. L AR .o L RERAC - Lo -
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’answer many of the quest1ons. Slmllar problems were

.encountered in collectlng the post questlonna1res from

Y
'

ﬂstudent teachers. For, ewample, one student teacher was‘

. ! o
]absent at the adm1nlstratxon and repeated requests for“

Cxoe completloarwere unsnccessful
e A ‘,,,J}‘ i . : '
’,gﬁohr’?s¢W§th analys1s @f tﬁ? questlonnalres were few.

’stponsesvmade by student teachers to questlons. These'”

2 ¥ ,.w
{

nses were not 1nc1uded 1n the general summary of the

@ student tEachers andécdoperatlﬁb teachers, when asked to:A
,.‘\l N
llSt strengths and weaknesses of the manual llsted and
'\.\). -
named very spec1f1c sectlons, and consequently, thgF
v

strengths and weaknesses of the manual are reported 1n terms

of specgflc sectlons rather than general evaluatlons. In the

& few cases whete descruptlons of a. sectlon were glven, these
- . )4 .
were cla551f1ed 1nto spec1f1c sectlons of the manual and R

“

{ﬁ;»1ncluded w1th the aboveu Another problem area concerned the

each act1v1ty. The responses were to be reported 1n w;"ﬁfwfff.

o

A percentageggand to equal one hundredﬁpercent Sets of 1;;Q'

» - responses fzom the preﬂquest1onna1re from three student

teachers and three cooperat1ng teachers and sets of g . "'s'ﬁ

1
. ~

responses from the post questlonnalres from three student

ge

A . ) \3“ ' I\

& teacherSsand six cooperatlng teachers d1d not equal one*
. {-* E ‘ ‘_..~ %

« hundred perqent. Consequently, adjustments were made to

_‘ L

w T

R R . S . T LR . ' 0
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-fthese sets of. responses 1o that they would equal nearly one

hundred percent and th1s is noted in the tables. Another

d1ff1culty w1th this quest1on was that one student téééher
' ’ (\‘y( y

¢

'them, th!ee student teachers Stlll owed f1ve sheets each

/sheets for any one week was ";j

'week can be seen.‘,f

”~1nvolved reclass1fy1ng act1v1t1es whlch were not cla551f1ed

51mply gave the (3 estlmate of 1deal percent ﬁo§

‘~act1v1ty. ThlS was noted as an anomaly in the dat

b, Checkllsts. Slmllar to the questlonnalres,“ ‘e
' Ry “6.

researcher was unable o collect a complete set of act1v1ty e

.

sheets. She recelved only 11 of 16 p0551b1e from the student..J o

\».

teachers. In splte of numerous phone calls to the student Qtlf
" ,

-"7fteachers at the end of the ‘program request1ng these sheets

4 B2 Moo

el .

'~4and in st ite of promlses from the student teachersmgo returz

g 0 -
one owed one sheet and one owed eleven sheets. BdEause of

2

the m1ss1ng sheets,,and prlmarlly because of the student ,‘

teacher who owed eleven sheets, a complete set of act1v1ty

a1lab1e. Appendlx J. reports7

f,the school attendance based ‘on the return oﬁ‘act1v1ty sheetsf
wig ¥

x',\),‘rv _4 ’ "“..

ifor all student teachers for twelwsiweeks. From thlS, the‘ :

r.:exact nuﬁber of act1v1ty sheets each student teacher

TN N

o

.*1comp1eted can be determlned and-what.was done.foruany_givem;”

TR o P
&) BN Co . R q

Papt . - . . . - .o N T
. -At’ . . . R . vee
A

f]« One rleem w1th ana1y21ng the act1v1ty checkl1st

v

;by student teachers 1nto the1r proper categor1es, for ‘: "

v
, .

example, t1me spent mark1ng was 1ncluded 1n the other

o

category on some sheets and was transferred to examlnlng

§ : T
student wr1tten work " Other problems w1th the act1v1ty PP
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hcheckiist included:

_-1ncorrect report1ng of t1me' for example, a student.
teacher reported in numbers with no time unit. I

‘assumed he meant minutes and reported it this way. . = .

;Another“student_teacher_gust described_the activity L

and did not report t1me.'Consequently, 1t could not
- be reported in the data: B

~-identical sheets turned in for two d1fferent days.
Klthough appearing su§p1c1ous because ‘they’ were .

identical, there.was no. reason not to 1nclude them
1n the analy51s o _ S «..h; n“"

" eFldent1cal sheets handed in for tﬁeﬂsame day. One of
"+ thesé®was used and the other dlscarded,q ' i

P
ﬁ‘l.

”clncorrect-datlng of the sheet. A" stude't teacher‘
dated his sheet Jan. 32. The. researcheﬁﬁﬁae able to.
" discover what day 1t was,adtually for, aﬁ@ﬁuse. 4
the results ST PO Vi, iy
| C T e TR
. -an apparently excessive and unreasonable amou
'.-time spent at the school for one full day. 'For
example, one studeqt teacher reported 9.44 hours per
week at theschool,. However, on. 1nvestlgat1ng the B
reason for ‘this, it was discovefied that his : S
cooperatlng teacher arrived‘at ‘the school:at 7: 00
"A.M,, left™at 4:00 P.M., and expaﬂﬁed hlS student
,teacheﬁ to ‘do the same'- . o _

-an, apparently decreased average amount of t1me
"ﬂspent at the school for one part1cular week For
.. - example, the Jowest -average amount of time spent’ per .
% . week wag¥thregé and one half hours. In this case, one.
~ student teacher reported only -one act1v1ty with a
/tlme u .fOther low ranges may.: have been explained

- by 1naccqrate reporting by the- student teachers; Loy
\\howevet there was .no way: ;ﬁ conflrm that ‘this was .-
rndeed the case -y': T T ~\.j S ‘ﬁ§%1

}-dlfflculty w1th calculatlng the. average amount of &t
.tlme\spent on® each activity. Since the same . numbers =
‘ vof‘student teachers did not. attend both sets of half
daly's per week, avergﬁes h id to be calculated twice,
once for the flrst et of “half days and again for - ' .
“the second set of half days. These were then added
.together ‘sg" o _' L, : Tl ..u,“
. $ ' : Y .
.—dlff1Cthy with calculatlon of the ranges. Slnce
. ranges were calculated per whole ‘day and not per:
shalf days,'tlmes from the student teachers half

days were. merely added and represented one t1me - ,,-%§§§
‘ » o s L w'”ﬁ14» R .



range .per day amongst the 16 student teacher ranges. )
In the cases when the student teacher ‘attended only °
‘a HWalf.day, his flgure was not cons1dered for the -
*.ranges ‘of act1v1t1es. , : ‘ e

Mzany of these problems could have been av01ded 1f the

RS aad

act1v1ty sheets had been checked on a weekiy ba51s as teey
'.were submltted b
c. Interv1ews.th11e attemptlng to arrange and conduct

.1nterv1ews, several e {L%@s arose, prlmarlly w1th the

'1student teachers. For example, it took three t1mes as long
~to arrange and conduct.the flrst set of 1nterv1ews w1th f
dstudent teachers .as 1t d1d the second set Of the 16 |
'1nterv1ews scheduled dur1ng the per1od from February 5 tov i
19,»}979,vonly s;x were conducted- three 1nd1v1duals célled

N to'arrange:another time, and seven others d1d not appear at

TR
BN '-,

"?pe app01nted t1me and place. F1ve 1nterv1ews were done o
'dur1ng the week of February 12 ‘to 16 The following week
"(February 19 to 23) the flnal two 1nterv1ews wltﬁ’student

.teachers were conducted howeven one was,completed by

O

B telephone after\the student teacher had mlssed f1ve

e 'appoxntments..The other student teacher had prev1ously
,» . 1 ‘g . .
,-1nd1cated he would contact the 1nvest1gator for an1

3

rnterv1ew,”but he fa1led to do $0. He could not biacontactedﬂ

!"

gy; at hlsf“bxt Ed CI class because he was absent. S1nce h1s' L
o .'.)E?‘ .
;,teleph'n%?number was. not avallable, 1t was necessary to wait’

gnother'wegi to,arranée and conduct an 1nterv1ew w1th h1m.,
,, -'6"!
K ,"’]
Therefore, it tgok three weeks to conduct thlS set: of
't., ,.,,'".“"63' L
‘§“1nterv1ews wh1ch was orlglnally planned to take jUSt one ’

N A
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. 2 _ ) D ,5:ﬂ S , .‘ o
The second set of 1nterv1ews went much better. In order'

to avoid’ the problem of the student teachers m1551ng %v
1

app01ntments, they were called the nlght before and remlnoedf

?:\""

of the 1nterV1ew tlme. On the f1rst day of these 1nterv1ews,

only ‘two of the five scheduled 1nterv1ews were conducted
However, w1th cons1stent telephon1ng and arrang1ng or
rearranglng 1nterV1ews, all of_the second_set were_dongf
w1th1n one week | RPN o
Interv1ews w1th the cooperat1ng teachers posed few
problems.;If cooperatlng teachers could not be reached at}
home 1n the evenlngs by telephone, they were contacted at jQV
the school at a convenlent tlme such as noon hour or at home'

B at’ a dlfferent tlme or dlfferent day

'yfl. The onlv dltflculty w;th the analy51s of the 1nterv1ew

x}or collected so many dlfferent
- .4!' . ’ o : . .

oplnlons from volunteered comments that she coﬁﬁd nbt
b '{'\, o

“"&h

) "usually draw ar consensus on a spec1f1c 1tem ;ﬁ{ﬂ

ol S e L
s S ST e
. D. Summary L Co

Part1c1pants in the current study 1ncluded 16 volunteer,fj.yl
student teachers, 16 cooperatlng teachers, and 9 faculty %g:‘
consultants.,The ma]or1ty of the student teachers (75 : %

percent) were 1n the1r second year of un1vers1ty and all had

f
7“

% "‘L"

takenaEd Pra 251 as a prerequ151te to Ed Pra. 252 These '»’,},’f
student teachegs represented all subject areas w1th o

T

h 50 percent be1ng from phy51cal educat1on, The‘*

e

‘ majorlty of the cooperat1ng teachers (all but one) were

-

ES
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Junlor hlgh school teachers..‘ _‘ ' o @
 The prlmary methods of data collectlon for the study

o

. 1ncluded questloﬁhalres, checkllsts and 1nterv1ews. Pre- andA

;**;“_post questlonnarres weTe" admlnlstered to*both*the“student
teachers and cooperatlng teachers. The major purpose of
‘:ithéée was to determlne both groups ‘1n1tlal and f1nal o
",percept1ons of the Ed CI tOplCS and of the -in- school
ract1v1t1es.‘A checkllst of act1v1t1es ‘was g1ven to each
-fstudent teacher for each half day he was at the 5chool He‘
ttwas to report the act1v1t1es and the amount of tzme spent
engaged iny these act1v1t1es. The aheckllsts prov1ded a‘

’Studentzteachers aé&ually d1d at the

’ 9record of . what,
v g.r ‘.‘x“%‘«"l

o g
-_schools. Unstructured 1nterv§ews were conducted twlce w1th

each student teacher,pthree t1mes w1th three selected

v

fcooperatlng teachers,‘once w1th each of-s1x-faculty

v

'ﬂl'consultants and once w1th the A551stant Dean of Pract1cum.d,vf

.

";3freely about the value, success and problems of the program 4

as 1t was be1ng plloted

:é- 3;'*5 In add1tlon, telephone 1nterv1ews were conducted twlcewf"

BN

'vvfteachers were asked Spec1f1c questlons about problems whlch

O\

began to. emerge as’ the program was progre551ng Sources of

- data exam1ned 1ncluded the followxng.sﬂg" f:{f,' o
f”ffsjf'f 7_ gcmanuals cr1t1qued by cooperatl g teachers and B
.~vf e j;r[mcompleted by student teachejs~/? S

Tan pre course survey completed by secondary ‘rjd; i‘

'Vgeducat1on methods profeSSOrs

”"The purpose of these 1nterv1ews was to gather op1n1ons g1ven"""~

"jwlth each cooperatlng teacher. At thlsébgme, all cooperatlng:v‘
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~

) E . . o ‘ ,"

-the Jnvestlgator S observatlons from attendlng
1n services’ ‘

;m~the 1nvestlgator S. observat1ons from attendlng the
'flrSt part of the Ed. CI class-" :

2’Q*-'the manual the in- school experlence,(tff Ed. CI course and*aiﬂz

—the 1nvest1gator“s—recordwof—hernreactrons durlng
1nterv1ews and questlonnalre adm1n1strat10ns g

:»—sbgdent teacher in- school evaluatlons

' j—the Ed.CI class record of the student teachers
Amarks for a531gnments and exam1nat10ns. o ’

Ana1y51s of these data was reported in four sectlons. S

I

sectlon on supplementaryfdata. In eabh sectlon the data from

fall sources were comblned

Questlonnalre responses be1ng generally quantlflable

“ .

-;were analyzed and reported in terms of percentage of

f\respondents to each quest1on w1th dev1ant responses noted

'eaverage amounts of t1me and ranges of t1m§ﬂper week that

’ lcomplete sets of data and ‘the d1ff1culty w1th arrang1ng thef

. Analy51s of checkllsts enta11ed calculatlng and repoztlng

'fstudent teachers spent engaged 1n varlous act1v1t1es.

,Interv1ew data, wh1ch were prlmarlly unquantlflable,,werev

“generally summarlzed and both major flndlngs and atyplcal
‘\lp . . ) :

'responses noted

3

¢

Y

Problems w1th collectlon and analys1s of the data werefﬂ
.,‘- .

of a m1nor nature; The two problems encountered in

b‘collectlng the. data 1ncluded the 1nab111ty to collect

b4

1nterv1ews w1th the student teachers.,

o
28




IV. ANALYSIS OF THE MANUAL

Questionnaire and interview-data collected from'three

sources—4student teachers,'cooperating teachers and .

'-secondary educatlon methods professors who acted in the role..

~’for ease of understandlng the 1nformatlon frou these two g

'ava;lable-from only‘one,of'these_sources,‘thrs is’ 1nd1cated},

,student teachers in the1r in- school act1v1t1es. Both student

of faculty consultants-—were analyzed for- four separate

aspects of the program. the student teach1ng manual he‘

f1n—school,part of the course, the Ed CI part of the course,

‘and a supplementary sectlon for data which d1d not f1t

neatly 1nto the other three sectlons. Although questlonnalre

and interview data were collected and analyzed separately,v

Ry

sources are comb1ned 1n the. report Where 1nformatlon was

[N

‘The text, therefore, makes numerous references to either

questionnaire data or interView data.f,

'R;NﬁThe student teachlng manual was designed to gu1de the .\“

3:

‘ teachers and cooperat1ng teachers recelved coples ofvthe;i:
manual at the beglnnlng of the exper1mental program, but -
'members of nelther group became as. famlllar w1th the. manual'

. as was expectedu As 1s d1scussed below, only one quarter of .

the cooperat1ng teachers reported on. the post questlonna1re' -

that they had" read the entlre manual and only 7 of. 16

student teachers had completed most of the manual Generally R

8’ .o 7

.speak1ng, cooperatlng teachers appeared to accept;the manual




;;__:LteacherscdldF_howeverFmthey also suggested thatmaygreat

mqre faVorably than the student teachers d1d Regardlng

/

spec1f1c strengths and weaknesses of the manual he

’cooperat&ng teachers llsted far more strengths than stbdent

Q"
.number of m1nor rev151ons were necessary. Both grgups llsted

far fewer weaknesses than strengths.

The student‘teachers dally log (although it was part'
.of the. manualliwas”examined separately in this study.vThe
Efoperat1ng teachers appeared to be. very strongly 1n favor
of hav1ng the student teachers complete the log Student

teachers, however gnltlally felt that the log was 1mportant

T

"~ but by’ the end of the course they clalmed 1t was not very

1'worthwh11e and d1d not 115t very many advantages for d01ng ‘T““T

L . . e . . "a""'“'- o : ‘ - Lk.
it. e _»vﬁ SRR e R T

. -

g,

. The overall attltude about the manual as expressed by»-

- the cooperatlng teachers at the end of the term was a very
,'p031t1ve one, whlch contrasted sharply w1th the very R ‘:;“

'gnegatlve attltﬂﬁes of the student teachers wh1ch they

a;?appeared to hold throughout the perlod of the study.b
AL Task Attempted USRS 'f'/;f' R
Prlor to analy21ng the reactlons of the student L "C)fh
- teachers and coopem§t1ng teachers to the manual ?1t seemed
;appropr1ate to determlne how much of 1t the student teachersv };ff

f/had completed and how much of 1t the cooperatlng teachers ;h""
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. 1i Cooperating Teachers

R Cooperating heachers‘were/fSked\to read ang evaluate
. SR e

‘the manual however ‘as Table'I shows, the

"'.the manual One explalned that: he was: too busy t

post queStlonnalre revealed that °"1Y one- QUarter of the
AR TABLE . ““gj,<-

Amounts of the Manual Read by the
 Cooperating:Teachers (n=16)

Percent of . © " »  Number of )
" Manual Read == . - - ' Cooperating Teachers
o o o - ' 2f~"
[20_v.d . IR R
-" . 30‘ ._“ . N T \\
. 40 e ‘
o ﬁ% L 75 . L RN
SRR L - . 80 . ‘ o
Lo ?7~v, S95 e e e e e

qc:f

g..o

'over one quarterghad‘read less than 40 percent of the
’manual Two cooperat1ng teachers reported readlng none of‘

read 1t

“3'4 e

= and the other sa1d that he was opposed to the manual because':
~}he felt that the student teacher would need to adapt hlmself'fo

J]or herself to the cooperatlng teacher s methods. Although -

u., f.

the other cooperatlng teachers gave no reasons for not

5 U 3

readlng the manual completely, 1nformal 1nterv1ews w1th the

'E:cooperat1ng teachers suggested it was because they were very :




'rjdsdlnlvq'

-----

busy. The cooperatlng teachers were asked to submlt the

i\manuals to the course 1nstructor w1th suggested add1t1ons,_

\ IR
deletlons, and/or rev1s1ons. At the end of the course,”-4 LA,

9

TABLE Z

¥y
'~Approx1mate Percentages of MaJor Sect1ons of the
, Manuals Completed by Student Teachers* (n 13)

-+ .Section o S0 0% ’}'10%: 20% 50%  75% 100% Mean ‘
L VII;f'iLog L2 e 2 3 I T A IR
'»'VIIIA,'Communlty ‘ I B T 1 1 B 740
~VIIIB. ‘Organ1zat10n - L \-i'l 2 5 58
- VIIIC. Management . - %_R”-['{, S S, 2 11 96
 VIIID. Morale .- R oot 4.8 88

VIIIE. Records. - ¢ 1. .. 4 1 ~ 7 64 .
" VIIIF. -Adolescents - .- 4. 2. 3 4 56-
- VIIIG. Curriculum 6 4 o 2 126
‘VILIH. Media - 1 . 6. 46

o *Sectlons I to VI d1d not requ1re wr1tten responses, .and e
- .-therefore completion ‘could not ‘be verified by examlnlng the ST
s«manuals submltted by the student teachers.u - NPT

R T T e .='«.-,-;~

N

'7eleven of the 51xteen cooperatlng teachers had done so. and
T as’ dlscussed below, most d1d a very thorough ]Ob of |
'panalyz1ng them. '}:h 5?' *ﬂdffff:‘j'];',j,.m*'. 55 ?“?ilt

»2 Student Teachers_“

Two methods were used to determlne how much of the

i‘manuals the student teachers completed The

JVEpost questlonnalre adm1n1stered dur%ng the 1ast ClaSS PerlOd;
;Erasked student teachers to estlmate how much of the manual
Ti*they had completed at that tlme- the 1nvestlgator also |
'fhexam1ned the manuals that the student teachers turned 1n to :T:'

dsee how much they had Qone. As Table 3 shows, 7 of the 15




'only one student teacher had completed the ent1re manual

)
9 'l(

ST o .& .‘ | .l v‘ -

students who responded to the f1nal quest1onna1re reported

completlng 50'percent or 1ess of the manual At that t1me,

\
However to obta1n course credlt, student teachers were o

Moa

9

'“,requ1red to submlt completed manuals by the end of the . term.p?

',Only 13‘of 16 manuals were 1n far_ submltted As Table 2 )

’

'nshows, 1nspectlon of the manuals revealed that 7 of 13

R TABLE 3 '

¥’ " L ,v

Amounts of the Mhpual Completed b the
: Student ﬁ%achers (n=15)".

\Percent of L ”3_*;‘ Number of B , -
Manual Completed "'"C_ L ’fStudentheachers]f.wt~

Y

s

[ A

7{l15mrs,jdh
210 of

- Q0

O

<
CeN

e

".-student teachers completed most of the manual and that in’d

general some sectlons of - the manual were completed more7 L

.

often than others. Three student teachers commented 1n thelr__p'

manuals that they could not do part of Sectlon VIIIF (Part
o

'1‘ij The Adolescent and Part I{"The Adolescent 1n the ; ;49f<i'

Classroom) because they were unfam111ar w1th the mater1al or .
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s

'.fbecause the materlal was - not appl1cable. In addltlon, two
Alvstudent teachers reported that they could not obtaln a.
~~curr1culum gu1de requ1red to complete Sectlon V 113. Other

lsectlons of” the manual (Sectlon I' Ratlonale~ Sectxon x,

“huPlannlng for Teachlng, for example) are ndt 1ncluded 1n

'twalassroom) and VIIID (Problems of Ma1nta1n1ng Pupll Morale)

" ":fewer tlmes than the cooperatlng teaohers d1d As Table 4

lTable 2 because they requlred student teachers to read but

' not«&o make a wrltten response.‘- S o
) g - S TR
y Table 2 reveals that sect;ons VIIIC (Management of a ,4;'»-

2

'Vhad the hlghest student complet1on rate. Sect1ons VII (The :

thally Log of Student Teachef Act1v1t1es) and VIIIA (The-.

s .~.J’_ ot e

"TiSchool and Commun1ty) also had a hlgh completzon rate._ ' ;'(. o

U'Sectlon VIIIG (A Study of the Currlculum 1n an Area of
- N )
‘fSpec1allzat10n) had the lowest‘complet1on rate w1th 10 of 13
. . .0
f;student teachers d01ng 20 percent or less The 1nstructor of
T R e i S A S T s RSN : «,W ) L ’:g._q.

'Tvthe course was d15appo1nted w1th the response to th1s ;f,

fsect1on because he felt 1t was the onlyrsectlon 1n wh1ch the
41“, IJ

'(;student teachers had the opportun1ty toﬁ

1

ork 1ndependent1y f

* -B Strengths of the Manual ;1 :”fékﬁl~§ff_7_ﬁlfsﬁ‘

On the post questlonnalre,_student teachers 1dent1f1ed

‘_va31ous sectaons of the manual as strengths substantlally i

‘\ A
‘ 3



“shows,.student teéchers‘}ade 15 comments about strengths;
% i - ‘ .
whlle cooperatlng teachers made$41 However, 1n gene;gl*.sf,g‘

P N
~

v%ﬁ both groups 1dent1f1ed s1m11ar areas to be areas of grea@est

A strength'” oluexample, the data 1n Table 4 neyeal that the-

' Y
J

dally 1ogwwas ranked f1rst by the}studégé teachers (4 fh

stude#t teachers or 27 percent of the r

h’gse¢t1on as_ a strength) and second by the cooperatrng e
L teachers 45 cooperaflng teachers or 12 percent 11ste@C§hls'l
‘. 'sectlon as a strengfh) On the other hand the sectloh,'w'
j; ‘ 11sted host often as a.strength by'*ne cooperatlng teachersl

BEN _‘f .
-

was séct;on VIIIC (Management of the Classroom) (8 7_'ﬂ;

SV e

:‘(;:_

streng@h) wh1lelonly one student ﬁeacher
- 2 . s
(representing 7 percenb'of the responses w 1ch were llsté;;,f

¢ @, e ‘," .

o "o.,'-' .a

f§ﬁf as- strengths){yégeas showing general agregment 1ncluded
: _ v

S D,,:‘“- I at

B Sectlon VIII (Sp2c1
* ‘.‘ ‘\ Al ",A ..

VIIIE %Keeplng gicords and«Mak1ng Reports) and sectlons

5 > ‘
deallng w1th 1esson plann1ng wh1ch fqr the student teachers

. &g - -
vwere represented by one spec1f1c sectlon, Sectlon XII (Gu1de

et .l

for Plann;ng} and for the cooperatlng teachers were

- lu .\_{.,.

represented@by three sectlons sectlons- IX (Obseruatlon and

4-" . IR ’,._

=~Out11ne) and‘é;l (Gunde for Blannsng) The percentage of

- e - >
s J .

ponses llsted th15;“‘

~7

Ny
B

j@c@ObServatlonal Act1v1t1es) Sectlon fqﬂf

P

jf@.'1 Anale1s of Spec1f1c Lessons) XI (Dally Lesson Plan ‘ ﬁ;f;ff

t1mes that these sect*ons were llsted as strengths by w}fg}&;7

/' C«'

- cooperatxng teachers hﬁ approx1mately the same as that for

> . \¢,

: sectlon o% lesson plannlng as a strength Among the;?

a
~

.ﬁf the student teachersg)The student teachers llsted only one '<?
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4

o

« o~

[T

-»Resp0nse in Parentheses)

hs of the Manual (Post—quEStlonnalrea
mes Studerit ‘Teachers and Cooperating Teachers
‘sced Each. %ectlon as a Stréngth (Percentage of

~

NumBer_
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B
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. 1:& & Lo ,d‘;: . ' ot ‘ v%/’\ -, L ; . . . Lo . :‘m" v
jobservatlonal act1v1t1es,‘Seﬁtlon VIII the student teadmgrs B
iz "3- ’ o

chose only one act1v1ty, Sectlon VIfIA (The School and,

. Commun:tﬁ); whlthrthe teuchens dld not 1nclude as ‘a.

R4

S strength whlle the cooperatlng teachers chgge thrce . -

L .

"act1v%ty sec%:ons——VIIIID (Problems of Malntalnlng Pupll

Morale) VIILG (* Study¢of the Currlculum in an. Area of IR
W”Jf‘ O | ¥ e
Spec1a‘ @atlon) and IIIHM(A v Medra and Instruct1onal . S

Doy

n. by the gtudent teachers. .ﬂ(ff

i+ ed th‘ree of ‘the early

S - T ' ""‘ ¥
'1 troduct c& Sectlons as strengths S ctaonﬂ% IN otes to., f
ge o 9 - a., ¢ .

- .'wc. - o

.athe Student Teaché@@ @g (Student Teacher A§51stance and e %
Fabtlcrpatlén A§§1v1t1es) QEQ,VIs&General(&lassroom iﬁfftf' ot

A

A Obserbau%ons) wh;le the student sgpchers dld not ll%t any a“é&?

. ul . .
.

¥

of th%secas strengthsn ﬂlthougg both groups Lastig sectmon NS E

. ., 'v‘ﬁ:':“ :

. VIIIF (Parg I: The Adolescent and Part II~ The A esceng¢1n i

| ;, more studen; teachers llsged i
B -

as. a s@%ength than d1d cooperatlng teachers. It appears

the Classroom) as als

a,"

?51nce the cooperatlng teachers llstéd nearly all the

g sectlons of the manual as strengths, ﬁhey felt that the o

L S : .
S manual 1n general vas worthwhﬁae..The student teachers, on et
% R

; .

v the other hand seemed to feel that only some bf the .

observatlonal aCtlYItleS were worthwhlle._One studgnt
teacher snggested that there were’ no~strengths Because no;ﬁ?'

student teacher ana no cooperatlng tea;her llsted Sectlon»t

.

VIIIB (School Organlzatlon) as a strength 1t appears that

‘5'l nelther group felt that thls sect1on was a strength of the,

- manual



.
ke

Both studengiteachers and cooperatlng teachers were’

. ;—

:asked to-explarn why theys q’ltda g1ve@ sectlon was strong or
.‘_»" ] ) B ! s, B . «
'weak but too few of'i‘ omments were. rece13%d to arrlve

at any general1zat10ns. For example, only four student g

teachers offered reasons. for the selectlon of the log book e

A
‘a8 a. strength and one student teacher offered a reason for

)‘,- -

' Ach9051ng the . sectlon oh report maklng only four of the '“Q RS
. ""_'-;f' i '5(1"., g ! .
forty one comments by cooperatlng teachers descrxblnég ]
R R . '. L “ . ‘,-1 t N j.‘é:'

: achers are.f;:-f“

B R IO B A
:“'ﬁuls; —spec1f1c observatldnal act1v1t1es were mosfyyaluable
s as.they gave some d1reét1ons-tha§ the ‘Stqdent  could~

- i . center ‘on whll%fln ‘the school. Tended to reinforce: for ..”J
" » " the student that there were: thousands of teaq&1ng SR

LT ﬁunctlonSsto carry out in. the school e __!g“

*—Settlon IV (Notes ‘to the Student) 1mportant to know é
what respon51b11rx1es ar,,g3 Sy , v

-

-Sectzon v (Student Teacher Asslstance and
Participation Activities) and VI YGeneral" Classr%pm'
observatlons) good to expand perceptlons - .

T ‘-Sectlon VIII (Spec1f1c Observatlonal Act1v1ties) good

. » < for background 1nformatlon. S .

~ ~:' 3 P N 4 . . Lt

g“.ll Inkaddltlon to the coﬁments outllned in Table 4
cooperatlng teachers offered the follow1ng general p051t1ve ;,

~ AR S LA T o

. A,comments on the»manuall ﬁl_}yVﬁﬁ‘-ﬁ",’jﬁ R ng‘y‘” ' T'”:L; -

e N ' ' ) o Loy

v wral typlcal ffrst drafth 1t 1s mostavaluable 1n thagi$ TR
. is’a start on someth1ng 7 ..E'V:-' i

B4

“

e L ':'%’ \iﬁ, P
ij?f-g-everyday chores set out but n_.' etalled ‘~~ﬂ»ﬁf~}ﬁf'~"‘“

PR f.-most parts are llkely to be of some value to the'¥ :
e student . o R R t,.;- -“‘ A

AII four student teachers who suggested that the 1og book

N

e STy et



.\\. . I

was valuable commented that they felt the log was a record - o

to wh1ch they coubd refer later.,Two other general comments‘

i"i’“

,by student teachers were.

B \~I llke it when it asks only factual questlons llke,
vhow many teachers are there 1n a school .

Ly e
]

-,‘Amaterlal cqyerlng what the,teacher d1d and what ‘ B
~student behav1or ‘is llke Were the most’ valuable. ot T

h Xyl . - Ty Do
J R j, . _1 . P

3 Contrary to the quest1onna1re data above Wthh revealed .s0m
7

p051t1ve student teaeher responses to the manual thq,i\'

1ntesv1ews e11c1ted alnost totally negatlve comments. The:

o only two. p051t1ve comments were. “__»'- R T

R

f{f\*} Lomin my next Sty nt- teachlng round ‘can use“my'log ?7f_h
5. which includes-. a&l the ?%dngs my cooperatlng teacher . -
- : ‘and e ta}kdd'ﬁbout and what I learned.from staff 1n the._“
": Staf‘f %‘ﬁm o ’ 5 I? ‘ﬁ\n&?\ .J‘l T ) ‘:v.__. 'C\ oL ~.~;,. ‘e 23
ol Bt ‘ R S : 3 ’ .
- .gf~jg <—the manual asks qgé@tlons I would never asﬂi
RS \plnformatlon would to Ko . - Sbmeuques
' pretty good. ;v,z .-;3:. o

nterv1ews,'one of the ¢5 AR
-..:..;» ~ e : ’\_ X :

“avg

cooperat1ng teachers allowed that‘"the manual 1s a. good

Durlng the f1rst teLephone

: 1dea,“ but qual1f1edz%hls by addlng that‘;there is. too\m\ch

-

detall 1n sbme of fhe questlons.ﬁ All ofher:qomments were-

-k
i

negatlve. Burlng the second set of 1n{erv1ews, cooperatlng
RN | )

teachers made glsmuch larger number of p051t1ve comments, v

»-

‘\\

suggestlng perhaps that as’ they worked w1th the manual bt i
strengths became more apparent. As w1ll be not;d 1n thk\n

ext. .

f nqnsectxonytho%evef ~=most cogperatlng teachers felt that thef'”
w t&ﬁ""‘hﬁ'~

3“'f-exlst1ng manual regu1red much rev151on.

. P * '
9 Pos1t1ve comments rece1ved from cooperatlng teachers.-"

e



. ) e - . . .‘ E

—the manual is spec1f1c- 1t sets out steps clearly. The

'student teacher needs these to. start w1th -

-the manual is invaluable : for . teachxng ‘since 1 hever.-’
had a,s?%?ent teacher before and did not Know. what: to
look fo 1 used the manual to keep the student busy,

.for two weeks ‘. : RS ““4 R . P

5
B R M

: inclpdqd;maz“’p051t1vevcommentg alpng WIth som% verg

‘-you need the manual for the act1v1t1es S0 that the
‘objectlves can be adhered to &‘ o

' - student to do ite She%lgarned ‘a lot. She talked to'’ all
types ‘of-.school pefso‘ el and yot .asfeel for the® . . .~
vschool The ptogra 'ks if. you want 1} to RRES wz';ék'

'I\ A v‘ 6’3'

)d havung ‘the: manuﬁ& as a’ g@idﬁ is’ better“than mothlng at

e

CHre L
LU R e D i, - ST
‘ & \ ‘.‘ b\ g ‘b. & . . . e . ..

The manuals submatted by the cooperatmng teachers alsgu?-yx

E
T

e,
3ol 0y : ¢ .‘,:ﬁ »

estlons for Qhange.,Generally speaklng, €he
_,( R PN

"cooperatlngspeachers ag&ﬁgﬁgd to suppozt the log sectlon,,

wthe observat1ona1 act1vit1es, and t%e sectlons deallng w1th

o “ . "Q'

'student teach1ng and lesson plann1ng Compared w1th

'fresponses to the quest1onna1res, the cooperating teachers.:

:'V‘-\v‘,

offered a far larger number of- comments d1rect1y 1n ‘the"
manuals. ThlS m1ght be expected 51nce 1t 1s mudh ea51er tOt,

‘;comment on somethlng as 1t is belng read than 1t.ﬁs to q_

-y .o

'.recall 1deas or 1mpre551ons after some trme hasvelapsed

- I

Compared w1th questlonnalre responsgg the cooperatlng

v d»

comments wr1tten 1n the: manuals but only f1ve on the ;.*‘W

\ ‘: .

‘lquest onnalres. ‘The most 1nterest1ng contrast offered here' Q;fh

as the queetlonnalre response to Sectlon VIIIC (Management

> . . f LR B araet >
. . i . B T . S e .- P '1{ o ’_.. S “a e R ? “q. ,,l Vo
. . B

. ,.v - ‘1&’ Al’\ ’

'—some act1v1t1es seemed hrrelevayﬁ;%ut I told the %

i
fir
o

o
v v . . A

;0 teachers wrote many more pos1t1ve comments Lnﬂthe manual 4"‘”
B Eor exampleﬁ the lesggn plannlng sect1ons drew ten\p051t1ve
s St Lo Ry

s

bt 2



; . s . ) .

of the ClaserOm) and theawrltten comments in the manual Asr
Q . o

¥ ‘“(- 4

Lo noted above,. he management of the classroom sect1on was the

N

part Q? the manual llsted most often as a strength by the ‘ f -ﬂ

P}

qooperatlng teachers. On the other hand comments wrltten 1n

‘;J‘ -.:p’ .

,.l- L

e 3

. : however 'elghi oﬁ-theseﬁdéﬁetroﬁs deal w1th the same: few:,e |
o questions,/qJZstlons seven to twe?we. j @‘ o f":i ' '. i’

In%erw;e;saw1th facaltxbcohsultéﬁts suggested that thls-xfm
”'groupageneraiiy dld noi hawt iidsevﬂon%act wlth.the manual

-JU; However,woﬂé cénsultant who was fam&rlam-wfﬁh the magwal Ly

(B sahdﬂthat'it W?g'weh‘ strUCtufed and esséntial Por the next

."" - °~ .'.’ k,v,-s B
g s programt,hnother ﬁerd tnatgdesplte crgt1c1 he..w4.‘“d*
k3 g ] R ST
: . ce ) [ .
. recemvedzabout thewprescrrptlonflh theﬂmanual he felt that S

T S e e .,‘Mm' . ik
M . ,' e T e S . :
?m', C Weaknesses of the Manual%

. “ '!‘ Both'cooperatlng teachers and student teachers reported

g/r waer weaknesses than strengths w1th the manual when

I

}Aanswerlng post questlonna1res. In general both groups,;_a“'
A 1dent1f1ed 51m111ar sectlons 1n the manual as wea nesses._"‘

Intérv1ew data e11c1ted a “far' larger number of crit1c1sms, R §§$d

e o .

paréicularly among the student teachers, and these ”“7¢r“'

g cr1t1c1sms tended to be more general and vague than those on ?f

e ®

]
| "asked to cr1t1que the manuals, and these comments were both
qu1te numerous and very spec1f1c.~'

. V.__.A., \_‘ N ‘ s - L FU VN

';‘ﬂsthe post questlonnalres.'Only the cooperatlng teachers were'
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. - Lo ‘_' ? . . .
As T:fle 5 shows, both the cooperatlng teachers a d the
student teachers felt that Sect1on VIIIA (The School add‘
)|

Communlty) was the major Weakness w1th the manual but]only

5 teachers (31 percent) llsth§§1t as a weakness, and 3

¥—~—student—teachérs—{38 percent)~i1sted—rt—as—a—weakness~—The~

; “‘only elaboratlon on thlS was from one student teacher who

felt that thefngestlons in this sect1 n were too persona@
ThlS lack of e&uboratlon was representat1ve of the student

T ‘ 4{ =
teachers comments- on the questlonnalre, student teachers A

were generally cr1t1cal,o£ the manual but offered 11ttle;h' '“ﬁb:
y ” @ e

spec1f1c detalgc Three student teachers, for examprew sa1d
£y frg.

““re was too much to do in: the’tlme

. 'suggestlng thab

- ava¥ﬁable. One student teacher complalned thatéh

e was:asked«‘z~fh
queStlons for whlch he had no background and another student
teacher cla;med that the questlons were too amblguous. Some_;:'

student teachers, however,'d1d<offer spec1f1c comments;~For:h

"_-examplee one sugga?"ed that‘parent teacher 1nterv1ews he
téfﬁlled to observe that thls top1c]

fjalready covered ;n the coursem One student teacher’felt”

v Y '4' -’ . . .

that questlons on parents and students were too,personal SRR
-, N PR '

Andvone student teacher was annoyed about questlons whlch

N ¥ ' "

asked h1m to speculate on such top1cs as,-"How do you think
the student feels?" The generaI*low quallty of the student

teacher remarks 1s suggested by student teachers who sald

CNRLD



TABLE 5

- Weaknesses of the Maq (Post questlonnalre) Number - -
—J—————of—Tlmes~Student -Teag hers—and- Cooperatlng_Teachers_rrr.

Llsted Each §ectlon s a Weakness (Percentage of
Response 1n Parentheses) g ‘

Ln T

"

R v - Students . Cooperating
_Sect;op.‘l‘ 0 B ' .. - .Teachers. = Teachers -

0

A . A Ratlonale P 7 '“;rf o ,“".a.L;e (6)
. III..  Notes. to)ﬁ%e Cooperatlng .y h '
s Teacher | ‘ . - h
VIII. Observatlonal Act1v1t1es"”_ ":7(%§) . R
"VIIIA. ‘The School and Cdmmunltylj;%f' f138) B .5 (31)
'_uVIIIB.'chhool Organlzatlon[f-ﬁ,j@Q; 13y 2 .(13)
fﬁVIIIC.,-The Management -of a. } 5-‘“;7 Lt
L r* "Classroom R o )
 VIIIE. " Keeping Records and o L
© . Making Reports . I S s 1l (e)
VIIIF. . Part I: ~The. Adolescent ' o oor oo
‘ f‘Part II: The. Adobescent " - S
145510 S3 1Y)

| l ; ‘.'('6})"-;

H oW

N

fViIIﬁ;;»A—V Medla‘and Instruc—Fci, , o ,
SRR tlonal ‘Resources- - . 1l (lu,'iwz"fj
(102>*' ;isi(loo)

- . L & PR
»"‘4‘> . . . ; RV

oo

'ﬁtfi.f - Total Response f-~m¢3/{f-




A

: &&rﬁ:vf‘
("1 \

that the 1rrelevant parts,

- —_—

SN .

hesmanual would dgive education.’

\8:
-

v

“a bad name, that "most of - the‘manual" was‘a'weakness, and

that everythlng else except observatlon was a weakness.
o \

The cog%eratlng teachers also l1sted very few‘

weaknesses of the manual on the post quest1onna1re (16

weaknesses compared to 41 strengths) and offered few reasons,_ S

for the1r ch01ces, although cooperat1ng teachers llsted

1

tw1ce as many weaknesses as student teachers dr@ Four of PR

-.the comments by cooperatlng teachers were QUlte general _
“too detalled <-§:ut in half anywhere, "too;much mater1al .
: mo
for‘a student teacher who has unlver51ty courses to carry,
“a, 9. . . '-:. . .':‘ .

and 1nstruct10éal technl Ue part was jUSt about g

.

[y

fnonezlstent. mment§ by,cooperatlng teachers e

"~concerned41rre #Hggﬁe of questlons4br aCtIVQtéES. Four Wff

)

'cooperatlng teachérs offered specaf;c commenﬁs on var1ous _
’ » . St

sectlons. Two felt;that qUestlons 7 to 12 vand 14 in Sectlonk_

B

VVIIIC (The Management of & Classroom) should be om;tted 7
7, T

L'One cooperatlng teacher felt that some of the act1v1t1e§ 1n_

.iSectlon VIIIF (Part I-'ThgyAdplegfent and Part II"The @

:%dolescent»ln the School) weuld be‘dlfflcult for the student_f}f

teacner)to analyze.~§"; ~4-} L J‘-@' _“-”°i/9f\f" PO e
o A more valuable source of 1nformatlo onothe‘manuals . fTVP
- “ N

he ]

> e -,
hbhan t%g'questlonnalre data, was remarks by the cooperat1ng i

~.teache?s wr1tten 1n-the manuals} In general the comments &f";7 3
: € RS . . ~ B IS
o N : I - R > R e

:Qwere more crutlcal than laudatory, perhaps because the..”',g

' : M T -

o

'rcooperatlng teachers had rev151on of the manual 1n m1nd f‘,

7A llst of the spec1flc questlons 1s found 1n Append;x K.}r

LR

T



Ces

"Interestlngly,'no comments‘\p051t1ve or negatlve) J%re.,-g

[

;a‘\" 3

rece1ved ‘on Sectlon II (Patterh of Induct1on) and Sectlon‘
XIV (Student Tegcher Teadhlng Act1v1t1es) Representatlve

suggestlons for each sectlon are glven ‘below.

: Sectlon II& (thes to the Cooperatlng Teacher) One

cooperatlng teacher requested that a meet1ng with the . =

:'faculty consultant ‘and student teacher be held grlor to the

R student teachlng rbund @ o “’-_‘ . )

,f Sectlon 1V (Notes to the Stu?ent) Twomcooperatingf
E . 14 \-/
teachers suggested that studengateachers be d1rected to

) Ll

. L 2
. observe 1n other classroomsa

.....

) "w{onal devq&opment

“_days, parent teacher 1nterv1ews and student soc1al funct1ons '
. S . ] e 0 , oy

'Trﬁito the llst.o£ non 1nstruct10nal act1v1t1esA

o
ST PR 4 'i

Sect1on VIII (Observablonai Ac,~41t1es) Slnce thls-
. : B A e T
sectlon was the largest sectldi and s1nce 1t dealt’ w1th )

.!.
L

#t‘student teachers performed in the schools,

- 1t recelwed the largest number of remarks. In general

FE : N ‘;m

cpmmEnts had a broad range. one cooperatlng teacher asked'

[ -.‘\. e

» k whether the coo era¢1ng teacher or thi student teacher was
,\“\ » .
B to 1n1f1ate thE&act1v1t1es"aq9ther suggested that the
o

B 3 l“-

5,~' t t1es should be d1v1ded 1mto four d1v1s§bns to

represent eleméntary, 1ntermed1ate7 Junlor h1gh and sen1or o
" r" N . g

_hlgh act1v1t1es, and another felt that there were too many e

e

zbg“exerc1ses. Cooperatlng teachers also offered spec1£1c
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RN
X
.

cOmments on. the elght sub sectlons of Sectlon VIII-j:d o _.='i7,
A. (The 5chool and qommunlty) Seventeen comments on f‘ |

th1s subsectlon suggested deletlons or gave reasons for P

delet1ng certaln questlons. Four cooperating teachers

'1suggested that ﬁhe ent1re subsectlon be deleted generally

because 1t was not app11cable or because the 1nformat1on

,w’

could be obta1ned as an 1ntroduct10n to the school7 and the

I Pt e

rema1n1ng thlrteen comments suggested spec1f1c deletlons. PRI
) ° - TR
(School Organ1zat1pn) Three cooperatlng teachersi; AT

suggested deletlng the same three questlons (4 5 and 6)
' b v .
because they were too complléated to do.,Two teachers félt.*{{,~

that quest1on 5c was ailoaded questlon and wondered 1f the‘f'y

-‘Q/

.4' gw .\-0"_
stugent teacher would be prepared for the answef It is

'fr 1nterést1ng to note that four cooggrat1ng teachers pra1sedf

» -

the ent1re sectlon and two cooperatlng teachgrs felt that
| questlonv7 was ye}y;good -."“’i 4gﬂg*!g“§‘j;f}ﬂf,‘:r]f,f{:
.“'L*ét (Management of the ClassF@om)- Among‘therizlcomments §§
‘ suggestlng deletlons, 8 cooperat1ng teache;s suggested, :

t

deletang questlons 7%to 12 ( quest;ons of questlonablgjvalue

"fand not relevant to the o1ty system )
R _ * . . |
i questlon 14 and suggested delet&ng questlon 15',One

T \( LT

LS
¢° e ?

A

cooperat1ng teacher felt that theg'ntlre sect1on wag ]USt

. 2 g k2 , A

'J

&n'pf'QProblems of Ma1nta4n1ng Pupll Morale) Slx comments

on thlS sect1on suggested m1nor rev1s1ons of spec1f1c 1tems j S

te . - %{IJ’

whn&e one: teacher felt that ;f the answer to questlon number ot

three was read by pUplls,-they m1gh§ilearn ways of g1v1ng~ RN

‘o . o . * .. .




-

»o ;student teach,rs problems.’h' R T C T

. . 5 ,.‘\, . X ) ‘ - . : ‘ | I
E. + The Adolesceng and Part»II-‘@he‘Adolescenté

'1n the Classroomﬁ Of the three cooperatlng teachcrs who
isuggested deletlons, two felt that the text portlon could be .

deleted and one suggested that the whole sectlon be deleted

’ffbecause th1s could be covered e1ther by a. lecture or a

B ﬁj . .
vunlver51ty educatlonal psYchology course One cooperatlng

'-teacher felt at the flrSt part was dlfflCUlt s analyze. .}i*l

'*»ﬁ’_fj (A Study of th Curr1culum in the Area of“ J-ﬁ' T

¢ w. “» . ‘ 91 *

Spec1alrzatlon)u“0ne cooperatlng teacher suggested that thls “mi

B
= be dOne forquth the StUden\\\eaCHe‘§ major and anor f1eld/
S el RN e e

1; Of StudY‘ -t ?‘ i

. ; ca L & T S
»ﬂ o N . ) BRI s k

(A V. Medla and Instruct1onalJResources) Oneﬂg,ﬁfjﬁ'

-

ﬁEMTZ

cooperatlng teacher suggested that the actﬁv1t1es should

B
%
>\f_ fhclude preparﬁ&g transparencles and settlng up room

'af;“d;solays, bqthmpf wh1ch had been coVered 1n the Ed cL- f;'*ii,-ﬂ
class...54i ffjfj : :t'u ow"‘ .' ! g.. “ ~l7_v‘g_:?.”.
_;ﬁ‘}gf Sect:ons Ix to XIV' deallng w1th observatiggz 1es§dnli~:ﬂ
ot ;plannipg and teach1ng receiv e1ther positive comments‘or(;.tki
no comﬁents from the cooperaﬁgng teaqbQES-@f¢?'f§r7ei;gt,td_"
éﬂtff? iOne cooperatlng teafher reorganlzed all theisedtions“gfgffh

R . ;,.. . e

: sf;t exxsted was far too spec1f1c but suggested that?’;s
. : . 9 . Lo

'hrgthe g@u:se start w1th a very.spednflc manual and as t1me

El

‘“’progreSSed weed 1t out He felt that there was a need for a 'l:

i
.

[RETT-Y

rY

s



v . LT ’ . . E ," . . : . w 'y

- ]

could deflne the actQVltles of the - program 1n enough deta11

then the,number oi 1n services could be reduced HlS bas1c '_’F- !
g 1dea/was to flrstly descrlbe a tasﬁ or act1V1ty (such as hf’-gz

v

'adm1n1ster1ng an exam) and then explaln how it was to be

done or,. 1n other words, provyde textual materlal regardlng

®

the task The student ‘teacher woukd then he glven a ‘ _
. 'E’:}.ﬂv . ! " v
”‘{checkllst %a spec1f1c llst of steps orcprocedures wh1ch

;could be used 1n the classroom, and the studenﬁ teacher

2

°a_cou§gg;heck off 1tems where they were appropr1ate. Hevfu"_-?;\\[."

4 .

fsugdid@% that these checkllsts coufé be used and rehused' L‘

fxample,xwhen the stdﬁent teacher was obServ1ng tt e

TN LR

;gf[?cooperat1ng teacher, when the stndent teacher was oBserulzj -

| dih1s own v1deo tapes at'school or when the cooher;ttﬁg o
;,ilftehcher waswobserv1ng thefétudent téacher. '_ o
Qf”7‘.'xT The aut%or ‘of these reJis;ons elaborateqbpn theée 'étfﬁ

ﬂ“changes and presented h1s v1ews;at(the flnag‘ln serv1ce for

fthe cgbperatlng teachers.»Other cooperat1ng_teachers felt »{f«;ﬁ;

'l-a'

S 4

quest10nna1,es, WWQ‘,
L ) ‘} ) o . R
¢ ta . . .
Lo iy \ ‘ S ?
e RN
' - - (SR
N A v <
. - R



manuals were qu1te reveallng, more so for the student

teachers than for the cooperatlng-teachersT—Even~the—4n1t1al—————
'}",~student teacher 1nterv1ews, wh1ch were held early 1n\the |
term before the student teachers had- done much 1n the ohfﬁ::b /f:
'1~‘hanuals,_showed a. great deal of dlssatlsfactlon w1th the |
tI-'_'l'manual dlssatlsfact1on wh1ch had not changed apprec1ably by
the ‘end. of the course. The reasons most often expressed for ‘
h'dlssat1sfactaon wlth‘the actﬂv1t1es 1n the manual were\that
| d;the.student teachers dld not have enough t1me to do the o
= act1v1t1es or that the questlons and act1v1t1es were .
o ;1rrelevant to the student teachers' experlences in. the
.Yﬁ.~school Generally: the 1n1t1al comments were vague and not"
'"supported by any ev1dence°i: | e
‘ _i4—the manual 1s a waste of t1me :”i' f‘j;;f{,
—my f1rst reactlon to the manual was, gross:w
.l{—the act1v1t1es are long, t1r1ng, and of no relevance

ifﬂ—there was too much mater1a1 to do reallstlcally _'th vl

“:/»;,—1t is" unreasonable to be - expected to do all of the
o -ract1v1t1es because there is. not enough t1me., R

AhWhen one student teacher was asked why he thought that thef'“
ﬂmanual was a waste of paper, he replled that he could not
R really p1n anythlng down yet because he had not used the,ﬂ‘
;'fmanual h 'ff77' | e |
htiffv td; Other comments suggested that student teachers had
v'?dlfflculty in: collectlng some of the - 1nformat1on.}"
B -the questlons are hard to answer 1f you have‘to ask

~the teacher because the teacher is avallable at such
11m1ted times (noon hour, for example)\_ :

- N L . Lo~ » B AR

1
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, g , '
-1 could not get. all the answers from the teacher and
'thought 1'd have to ask the pr1nc1pal :

-my eooperat1ng téac er.fs\ansa551stant principal .and

1s not always avallable to dlsCUSs\questlons T withs
2 ‘.
“\Some'student teachers .attltudes also appeared to
reflect thefattitudesiof'their'eooperating teachers.

—teachers think the. manual 1s a lot of garbage and so
do the students .

‘~the manual is a waste of time and the cooperating
teacher thinks so too.

. ~
“~

| The influence of the cooperatlng teachers is shown by
the follow1ng two cases: on? cooperating teacher felt that
rthe manual was 1n{elevant butxencouraged ‘his student teacher
to do . all she could She completed the ent1re manual and |
'reported at the end of the cdhrse that she had learned a lot
about teachlng.and the school. On the other hand, another
student teacher sa1d that his cooperatlng teacher "d1d not
‘give a‘damn aboutgthe.manual. But since the student’ teachert
' had to hand'in‘the-manual for.course cred1t, he filled it lnj
hthe even1ng before it was due. - |
The 1nterv1ews also revealed that" the student teachers
;had a very poor att1tude towards the course in: general They '
gave the 1mpre551on that since it was ‘an experlmental o
:course, they expected to do- very little work in it. This was
suggested duruhg the f1rst 1nterv1ews by such’ statements as.,
'f\f -~They ca not fall us.

—I have ut no effort into thlS course at all,

: G1ven thlS a&tltude,'lt is unl1kely that they would want to

put much effort into the manual The fact that only 13 of 16
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"student teachers bothered to submlt the manual at the end

of- the course further supports this observatlon.

The second set of 1nterv1ews, held as the course was
drawing to a close, revealed essentlally nu changes in the
‘attltudes of ‘the student teachers over the four months of

~ the course.-The major1ty of the c&mments st1ll 1nvolved
. . \ !
4 complalnts of a lack of ‘time and 1rrelevance of the

}

: quest1ons. Interestlngly, fewer comments were made about the'
manuals in the second set of 1nterV1ews, only nine compared
ta the twenty seven during the flrst 1nter¢1ews.\0ne th1rd .
of the comments 1nvolved evaluatlon\of the manual* one |

student teacher who had done a lot of work 1n the manual
y

felt that ‘it was-unfa1r not to receiJe a grade' another
student. teacher sa1d that since there was no grade, he had

‘no 1ntent10n of puttlng any effort 1nto 1t. ‘ ‘ S
" : _ .
Cooperatlng teachers, on the other hand ‘did not make a

~

large number of comments on the manuals durlng the telephone A
\ ~ E
interviews (three comments dur1ng the flrst 1nterv1ew and

five dur1ng the secogd interview). Durlng\the f1rst

1nterv1ew, cooperatlng teachers appeared to be concerned o

.‘wlth the quallty of the questlons' - ,\;*"
-Some of the quest1ons are hard to answer ‘and some are
poor quest1ons. . : :

[} . |
~The observatlonal activities need to be reworked Some
act1v1t1es appear to be busy work

. —The manual contalns dumb questlons.
The second set of 1nterv1ews repeated the problems in the.b"

' f1rst 1nterv1ew and added ‘that many of the- quest1ons seemed

. '\ -
T
3

LN

N
\



to be irrelevant. However, as was noted above under
. i . ‘ﬁ'\ )

strengths of the manual, the_Cooperating teachers in general

felt that the manUal_was-useful and necessary, but that it
eneeded revision.

2. Extended Interviews'

The three cooperat1ng teachers selected for extens1ve
1nterv1ews (three one- hour se551ons) show the development of

attltudes towards the manual and the value of the in-service

'se551ons as the term progressed In1t1ally; one cooperating

‘teacher felt that the manual was really jUSt busy seatwork
‘but after she had attended several in-service meet1ngs andv
obtalned more 1nformatlon regardlng the ratlonale of the |
program and the activities in the program, she V1ewed the
manualldlfferently; She no-longer-felt that it was a waste
tof'time.'She alsév;Ommented‘that she felt that she was
looking at the'program-from her ownhpersonal 'speCiflc point
of view rather ‘than a more general p051t1on. Because of |

: thls,‘she felt that she was in no pos1t1on to pass Judgement'

. on the manual'

/Q;.Eacultg Consultants.j

S e

.~ Interviews with university faculty*consultants
suggested that they d1d not have much contact w1th the
..manual and consequently were able to relate only what the‘
cooperat1ng teachers and student teachers had told them Nor
'_were the op1n10ns expressed by. th1s group con51stent- two

fconsultants, for example, felt that the manual-should be

qu1te spec1f1c while another felt that it should be . merely
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'.suggestive, and that this may be an unsolvable question. S

5
0 .

D. Daily hog'of Student Teacher Activities v

| Since Section'VIIb(baily Log of Student Teacher'
Activities) was considered a very important part of.the

course, informationhon this section was analyzed separately

from the_remainder of.the manual. Interestinglvl'however,
very little of the‘information'on the log book was

volunteered during»either the student teacher or cooperating
‘teacher 1nterV1ews. .Cooperating teachers. opinions basically
‘reflect their. th1nk1ng at the end of the course (recorded on
‘ the post questlonnalre and whlle they were annotat1ng the ‘o
manuals).\On the other’ hand, the student teachers, unllke ' “5_;7
the cooperating teachers,lwere asked’questions regardlng the f»
log on both the pre~ and post-questlonnalres- therefore it »
was p0551ble to compare the1r 1n1t1al op1n1ons w1th thelr
flnal views. Generally, the cooperat1ng teachers were hﬁv -
'rsupport1ve of the log-book offerlng both a good varlety of
~advantages for d01ng 1t and some suggest1ons for .
1mprovement. Student teachers: however, dlsplayed a dramatlc,fw
change from pre— to post quest1onna1re.‘In1t1a11y, they '.
vshowed a very favorable response to the log but by the'endj

N
il

of the .course thelr att1tude was very negat1ve.

PR

On the f1na1 quest1qpna1re, all 51xteen cooperatlng

1 teachers felt that there were advantages to the log book

=
M

-Cooperatlng teachers felt that ‘the log had three advantage5°

it could be used as a record of events, as a gulde for

-

'



Qbservations, and as a stimulus for evaluating and analyzing
' ~ .

classroom experiences. Cooperating teachers expressing

——reservations—however;—did—not—maintain-a-consistent—point-of

view. Two felt that the task should be outlinédﬂin far more

detail while the other felt that the assignment was too
" specific as-it was:

-The log book should be much more specific in terms of
- instructional techniques to be observed. '
s . ‘. ) ) .
-Students should complete a lpg book only if they know
what ‘type of information to put in it, for example, not
what I did, but what 1 should have done; the. teacher
did this because... . ' ' S

~They. should not have to account for every minute via -
paperwork. Must the university drown every valuable
Lo experience in excéssive‘paperwoqk? :

o

N
1%

7

Student teacher response on the initiai”QUeétiohnaife
to keepinglthé iog‘was very favorable. TwelQé of thirteen_ ,
‘ : - : : o
\~studéﬂt teachers who responded to theAquestion‘suggésped a i
Qa;igty pf advantages to,keepihg a 1o§;fft ¢Qdid be,uséd |
 as‘ajrecord that one could refer to later for fhe’purpoge of -
révising, ;ecélling, aha recolleétiné‘classrgomieiperiéncSSé
‘“”jif*b;bvidedfthé'6ppprtunity for-feflecting'on the -
experiehce; it Qas'a'placé to evaluate one'é;ﬁho@ghtsf&ﬁd'.‘ i

ieelings. Nor did these asseséments of the potentiai“qf £B¢w1

log appear-to be the result.of_student‘teaéhgpsT not@kn?wing s

O

what Keeping a log'involved..Eigh; of the fifteéh student ziéf
' teachers kept logs for previous courses: two:forf]; €_- s
Ed.Practicum 251, four for physical education classes, one

for a drama class and one for a grade twelve work-experience”
- program. :

T

' @
Y
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On the .post-questionnaire, student teacher response vas

less positive than on the pre-questionnaire, but’thoseywho.

did a conscientious job. reported no problems with the task.
Ten of fifteen student teachers answering the -
post-questionnaire, reported completing the log book on a

daily baais. This information\offers an interesting contrast

with what the stddent teachere in fact did in the logs
submitted to the.instructor. Examination of the thirteen
logélsubmitted showed that‘only six student teachers had
completed the aeslgnment three did 75 percent of ‘the task,
two about 50 percent, and two' had done noth1ng While it~
m1ght be argued that the three student teachers who\dxd not’
submit the manual~m1ght have completed it, a more l1ke1y
- explanation is ‘that they did not subm1t it because they did
not do it. Four of those who said that they completed the
log onra-dally basis reported no problems with 1t,‘but4f1ve‘
Studenteteachers who did'not'complete the:logroffered the
same rationale: they did not have enough time?to>do this
‘exercise or they‘did not feel that the task was worth the.
‘investmenthofutimer'Aftgpical intervlew responee rerealed .
the same problem~':h'

I‘thrnk ‘the log- book- 1s a good idea but I have not

“ftouched it because I have not had t1me to write down'
all the requ1red things. . ¢ :

- One of those not completlng the log tr1ed to suggest that he

.'had glven the ass1gnment a: chance but that it had falled

: h1m.

For the fir%t'few.claases‘i,obserVed-and recorded in
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the log book I could see that in the end T would just

_have a great. d1ary of events which would be of no use‘
to me, so I qu1t filling it in.

A

| Another said, "Not necessary, as wxll never use agaln, waste
~of t1me.ﬁ Interest1ngly, no student teacher who did a |
consc1entlous 'job of f1111ng out the log complalned that it
was not a worthwh1le act1v1ty. ; |

A d1ff1culty w1th the logs revealed 1n the student

'teachers post—quesulonna1res is that the’ student teachers

'V.-appeared to:confuse ‘the log book (Whlch was to be-a record

‘of. the1r 1mpress1ons) and “the spec1f1c observatlonal
'act1v1t1es l1sted in the manual At least one student
teacher appeared to ‘think that wr1t1ng ‘the. log was
equ1valent to answerlng the questlons in the manual. For'
Lexample, respondlng to a questlon on the log ‘book, he g
reported~ ' | | “
Many of -the questlons were not appl1cable. s

7 The post quest1onna1re ‘also asked student teachers to -
out11ne what they felt they had ga1ned from completlng the
'log book Two student teachers d1d not respond to the'
'»queStion,and five student teachers reported ga1n1ng nothlng‘
dfrOm the exper1ence. Although the rema1n1ng eight student
: teachers who answered the post- quest10nna1re suggested that
.they had gained something.from do1ng the log, thezr answers
}suggest ;ery low level 1earn1ng For example, three student
'teachers felt that at could be used as a record later. None'

suggested that doing the 1og made him focus on the

'exper1ence at the time or caused h1m to look at thlngs 1n a
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' dlfferent way than he otherwmse mlght have. The log recorded

wthelr experlence rather than shaped it. One student teacher,

‘:;however, reported galnlng a much broader understandlng of»

-

the entlre school. operatlon from d01ng the log book. In

_ contrast to the pre- questlonnalre, where the student
-tLachers appeared to expect the log to offer them some
reward, responses to the post*questlonnalre were both less
: enthuslastlc_and less conv1nc1ng. |

E. Summary ‘ | y’ ‘ !

In summary, then, the manual was generally better

'f-received by the cooperatlng'teachers (most of whom read the

manual) than by the student teachers (many of whom dld veryf

llttle work in the manual) "As a. rule, the student teachers"f

who worked consc1entlously w1th the manual appeared to- have""'

the most- p051t1ve attltude towards it, whlle those who made

~——

‘llttle or no attempt to do the work had the most complalnts.;,

Cooperatlng teachers llsted the Classroom Management

'sectlon most often as a strength whlle student teachers'

felt that the Dally Log was most valuable even. though onlij'

ten student teachers reported (on the . post—questlonnalre)

d01ng lt, and examlnatlon of manuals Wthh were submltted .{~

" showed. that only eleven attempted 1t. (Slx had completed
."it). Interestlngly, more student teachers completed the.
'sectlon on classroom management than completed any other

section. Both student teachers and cooperatlng teachers

’

.con51dered the School and Communlty sectlon of the manual

+'he weakest part, as post—questlonnalre data and '

!



particularly the critiques of the manuals by the ‘cdéﬁgffting
teachers revealed. o e ‘ ”,f)f
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The 1n school phase of the course tookrplace two half .
I - /."""‘ ’l“ K v"’/‘/‘ ;."

days per week for one semestér, Thls stqdy examlned the

quallflcat1ons of the student teachers and the cooperat1ng

Tt

o teachers, compared the theoretlcal and actual t1me spent 1n o

varlous 1n school act1v1t1es, and analyzed the artlculatlon E
?of the un1vers1ty and the 1n -school.. act1v1t1es._The |
, cooperatlng teachers had a varlety of experlence w1th

student teachers,lranglng from zero to twenty practlca. The

tudent teachers were ba51cally second year students who had

s11tt1e or no senlor course work 1n thelr subject areas.gIn'
‘general both student teachers and cooperatlng teachers '
i'appeared to have reallst1c estlmates near the beglnnlng of

the’ practlcum about the tlme that would be spent on varlous'
v'taskS‘ teachlng, observatlon,'and dlscu551on ranked-h1oh on.'
lboth pre~ and post pract1cum quest1onna1res and were A
recorded on weekly act1v1ty sheets. However, student
”teachers reported that few of bhe sk1lls requlred in school :H

'o

S rwere learned 1n the unlver51ty sectlon of the course.mgy

'fCooperatlng teachers, student teachers and faculty

_.consultants expressed some common concerns about the

"iln school experlence (the short t1me that the student

ljteachers were 1n the schools, for example) but by and large

feach group saw the experlence from a dlfferent perspect1ve

and had a dlfferent set of concerns. Both student teachers
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and cooperatlng teachers spoke hlghly of the in-school

'exper1ence{ Both groups, however, ralsed questlons about ‘how

the student teachers were to. be evaluated In general the

\

on the whole they were achleved..

student teacher felt that the cooperatlng teacher should be
solely respons1ble for determlnlng the student teacher s’
grade. The ma]orlty of the cooperatlng teachers, however u

d1sagreed One student teacher-—a partlcularly strong

one—-questloned the approprlateness of the pass fa11 gradlng”

~ system. Both student teachers and cooperatlng teachers felt

[T ,;-,

that the object1ves of the course vere appropr1ate and that

LA Quallflcatlons of the Part1c1pants

As an a1d to the evaluat1on of the in- school

'if'experlence, student teachers and cooperatlng teachers werel

o g1ven questlonnalres Add1t10nal 1nformat1on was obta1ned

from comments volunteered by the student teachers,j. _

cooperatlng teachers and faculty consultants durlng 1nformal

1nterv1ews.-

o 1, Background Informatlon on the Cooperatlng Teachers

|

In general part1c1pat1ng cooperatxng teachers had good~

background experlence and good quallflcat1ons. All had at

least four years of un1ver51ty tra1n1ng. Three reported

‘-

hav1ng a masters or Ph D degree. The number of cooperatlngg
teachers spec1al121ng 1n a. part1cular subject area was
falrly well balanced and equal w1th 51x dlfferent subject

areas represented For example, four spec1allzed 1n soc1al
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'studies, four in physical educatiop, two in English, two in

sc1ence, two in mathematlcs and one in muszc. All the o sn

L4 ;,‘,'

. cooperatlng teachers reported hav1ng at least three years of‘

,yw

teachlng experlence with the major1ty of “them (60 percen;)

'f‘teachlng between sxn and twenty years. The number\of stud

W

,teachers superv1sed 1n the past varied from zero to pver_

twenty. . Seven of the cooperat1ng teachers reported ) {f;*y ¢

T
o

superv1s1ng between three ahd twenty student teachers, Threef

’i-had superv1sed OVer twenty student teachers. Two had

:superv1sed elther one or. two student teachers and ‘three.. ﬂ%‘ﬁ
had’ not superv1sed a student teacher prlor to the v’ﬁ§‘3glf'?
.»experlmental program. The maJorlty of the cooperatlng 5

' teachers taught at the ]unlor hlgh level w1th only one"

'[teachlng at the senior hlgh level The teach;ng lévels

'varled from as 11ttle as one preparatlon to as many as 51x;”f

t

dlfferent ones. The major1ty, however, appeared to have to ﬁ
,~ ’9 * . . ,‘,

: ' w
prepare between three to four d1fferent lessons._Those\w1th

)

fewer preparatlons had other dutles, such as admlnlstratlon

"or counsell1ng Two cooperatlng teachers had six dlfferent
. g@

preparat1ons.'1n general the cooperatlng teachers appeared
to belvery'busy. T : ' .,'f T ;_'ﬁ. ,;shf“:f AE?

("

. . . R . . \ e "f_,j°'§1'l
2. Prev1ous Course Work -in Educatlon Courses s ’

oy : ) n‘.\yf:,i" SRy 2

The prerequ1s1te for thls course was Ed Pra.:2§.'7rnr33*
‘addltlon, student teachers had taken a. varlety of general
educatlon courses but none had taken subject specxflc .?;\%%
':methods courses. Because some were fourth year stUdents and

]
<

others were second year, they came w1th a varlety of
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@ . .
backgrounds 1n thelr subject areas.

(a) Educatlonal Pract1cum 251 All but one student

teacher had taken. Ed. Pra..251 ‘At the Un1verslty of Alberta."'

ThlS student teacher reported taklng the course in Red. Deer.

Several student teachers volunteered remarks about the 251
‘-experlence. F1ve student teachers felt that-theykhad _"

,beneflted from thlS experlence and also had enjoyed it;:t:i'ﬂh
whlle three student teachers felt there was no value 1n.lt.'

. Two student teachers compared 252 w1th 251 saylng that one .

- course was ‘more help than- the other. The student teachers

'then, had m1xed feellngs regardlng the worth of the 251‘,,
B experlence as a prerequ1s1te for the 252 course._
| In addltlon to the comments volunteered above, student
'yteachers were asked on ‘the pre—quest1onna1res to report and |

»-descrlbe thelr prxor teachlng exper1ences, e1ther from' '

,'_Ed Pra.“251 (1n elementary schools, junlor or senlor hlgh

fschools) or 1n other areas such as’ mu51c (for example,,.

'v'teach1ng plano lessons) As one mlght expect the majorlty

'-of the student teachers reported ‘no teach1ng of any k1nd d;fff

'l;whlle only one- student teacher descr1bed hlS years of

teachlng 1nd1v1duals, small groups, and whole classes 1n

§ drama. However, in general most student teachers reported
_-teachxng from a.mere few hours to a few days in total

| .-The major1ty of the student teachers reported that they

'b.had observed 1n both elementary and secondary classrooms..i,ff
jAlthough the range for the number of classrooms observed at

,f1rst appears qu1te w1de (elementary 1*23 classrooms and
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'secondary 1-20 classrooms) removing one‘student teacher.

' d1m1n1shes the range con51derab1y. Consequently, the student

yteachers generally did- not observe a large number of classes, .

.e1ther in elementary or secondary schools. In add1t1on, the

. major1ty of. the student teachers had not taught 1n e1ther -
‘elementary.on secondary classrooms, w1th approxlmately half
the student teachers reportlng ‘no experlence ‘in an'
“elementary class and two th1rds of the student teachers

reportlng no’ experlence 1n a secondary class. Student

,teachers who had taught these classes had taught only a few*, -

for example, the range for the secondary classes taught wasg
hbetween one and three, and for the elementary classes was
between one and 51x. Overall the major1ty of student
’teachers had observed elementary and secondary classrooms,

: but had far less experlence teach1ng 1n these classes.

(b) Other Educatlon Courses. Student teachers were o

asked on’ the pre quest1onna1re to est1mate the 1mportance offt
courses in. educatlonal adm1nlstrat10n, educatlonal |
i}_foundatlons, educatlonal psychology, and educat1onal
currlculum and 1nstruct1on to the1r forthcom1ng exper1ence f'
:_1n the schools. The post- questlonnalre also asked student
fteachers to rate educatlonal adm1n15trat1on, educatlonal
dvfoundat1ons and educatlonal psychology accordlng to the
7'degree of 1mportance each subject had for the EAd. Pra. 252
_teachlng exper1ence they had ]USt completed Slnce Ed CI was'h

evaluated 1n such depth in th1s study, ratlngs for Ed CI'

-

were not 1ncluded on. the post questlonnalre. Inspect1on of
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.Table'G/the pre-qnestionnairefresponse, shows that the.
‘majority of the student teachers rated E3.CI as important

(13 ratings of either 4 or 5); educational

'TABhE;G

Numbers of Student Teachers Estimating The Degree
" of Importance of" Educational Administration (n=15),
' Educational Foundations (n=15), Educational
: Psychology (n=15), and Educat1ona1 Curriculum and
' Instructlon (n—14*) on the Pre- questlonnalre

-

Rating - . - Ed.Admin, "~ Ed.Fnd. Ed.Psych. . Ed.CI
pr% 0 o 0 0
2 3 5 1 0o -
.3 8 ST 2 1
4 e 2 - L7 6
-0 -0 5 7

'.fxeducatlonal admlnlstratlon as 1mportant (12 ratlngs of

,*One student teacher d1d\not report tak1ng ‘an Ed.CI" course_
although he had taken ED. Pra. 251. -~ . :
_**1—un1mportant~ 5= very 1mportant. ‘ S o

VApsychology as 1mportant (12 ratlngs of- elther 4 or 5)
cdelther 3 or 4), and educatlonal foundat1ons as less g;;f
'1mportant (12 ratlngs of e1ther 2 or‘3) Comparlng Table 6
M.'w1th Table 7 shows that the student teachers rate 11 three,if
t@educatlon courses on’ the post questlonnalre as less. | o

hlmportant than they d1d on- the pre quest10nna1re.~ -

"‘-Educatlonal foundat1ons, wh1ch was. glven low 1mportance on

the 1n1t1al questlonnalre, was rated even lower on, the—flnalfgi

questlonnalre. Educatlonal admlnlstratlon ratlngs also  '

decreased 1n 1mportance on the post questlonnalre.tThere‘A
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were four.ratings'of unimportant (1) on tHe -

TABLE 7

‘Numbers of Student Teachers Estlmatlng the Degree,.
of Importance of Educational Administratipn (n=12),
Educat1onal“Foundatlons (n=12), and Educational

Psychology (n=14) on the Post quest1onna1re*

Rating . ~ .Ed.Admin. = . °"E4.Fnd.: - . Ed.Psych.
_‘1**_ \ 4. \\ 5 . 0
2 3 e 3
e 2 1 6
5 o s 1 0 - "3

il

*Three student teachers reported not’ taking educat10nal :

admlnlstratlon "three not taking educat10nal foundatlons, ‘

and one not taklng educational psychology. S
1—not 1mportant- 5 very 1mportant

AN

)’post questlonnalre but no rat1ngs of un1mportant on the

pre—questlonna1re. Educat1onal psychology ratlngs also

| ‘changed, but not to the same degree as those for educatlonal

'"admlnlstratlon and educat1onal foundatlons. The majorlty of

the student teachers (11 of 14) rated educatlonal psychology

>3 or- better on the post quest1onna1re, compared to 14 of 15

'eratxng it 3 or better on the pre questlonnalre.flt is - .
-1nterest1ng to note that the rank1ng of the three courses
]was the same on the two quest1onna1res (educatlonal
gpsychology, f1rst- educat1onal adm1n1strat1on, second°land

h.educat1onal foundatlons, thlrd) but the ratlngs of the,_h

) \
',f1mportance of the courses dropped over the term On the

pre quest10nna1re, student teachers expected Ed. CI and

educatmonal psychology to be qu1te 1mportant to thelr school
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experlence and expected educatlonal adm1nlstrat10n and.
Educatlonal foundat1ons to be at least oﬁesome 1mportance.
However, after eyperlenc1ng Lhelr student teach1ng, they

. »appeared to f1nd the educatlonal admlnlstratlon and

‘educatlonal foundatlons courses of 11tt1e 1mportance.

(c)- Courses Taken 1n Major and Mlnor Areas of Interest.

Of the 16 student teachers enrolled the majorlty (13) vere
- in their second year, 2 were in their third year. and 1 was
$1n her fourth year of unlver51ty Among these 16 student
teachers,.1 majored in phy51cal sc1ence, 1‘1n drana, 1 in:;
mu51c, 2 1n mathematlcs and 3 1n soc1al studles. The largest
-number of student teachers, 8 in all majored in phy51cal
;educat1on. For the 14 reported minor areas, 1 student :
.teacher m1nored 1n phy51ca1 educatlon ‘and art l'ninored'in
tgeneral sc1ence, 1 m1nored in math and 1 m1nored ‘in ‘drama.
HFlve student teachers mlnored 1n the area of soc1al stud1es.
':(thls 1ncluded mlnors such as hlstory and geography) Two :
4student teachers mrnored ‘in soc1ology, one student teacher
m1nored 1n psychology, and two student teachers m1nored in
Engllsh Co | T |
Inspectlon f Table 8 shows that most student teachers
" had. taken three Sr'more courses 1n the1r ma]or area of »

_1nterest Apparengﬁy three student teachers d1d not understand:

_the quest1on 51nce they llsted the1r edUCatlon courses as

(d) Un1versr~y Preparat1on for the Subject Area Taught

major fields of study

'Inspectlon of Table 9 shows that 10 of 14 student teachers
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yanswering.(about,70lpercent) felt that their subject area'

TABLE 8:

Number of Courses Taken by the Studerit
Teachers In Their Area of Specialization
Prior to the Exper1menta1 Program .

Number of Courses in \4 Number of
Major Area of Study Student Teachers

Ed.Pra. 251 . - 2
Ed.Psych. 271 g . 1
2 1
3 2
4 : 2
‘5 ) 1.
6 3
/ 7 2
-~ 9 2

background was just.adequate/g; less than adequate.as
preparatlon for this student teach1ng experlence. These
results .are not’ totally'unexpected since most student
teachers were 1n the1r second year “of un1vers1ty and as'
noted 1n Table 8 ~had as: few courses: as one 1n the1r maJor‘

‘area of 1nterest Some of the- student teacher explanatlons N
k) .

b71nc1uded'

"-It was 1nadequate in that I did not. need un1vers1ty
- ‘courses .to teach .the subject matter. (This student
rated course background as 1nadequate ) L

'-When you take subject area courses, they are very
-~ hard, they get into very compllcated work, your basics
.are-lost, So when you teach you have to learn the steps
because you usually missed these steps when doing your
courses at the university. (This student teacher rated
course background as adequate ) ' B



TH

B . .
4 + 1 .

-1 was in an Arts program last year and had. most of the
" réquired courses. (This student teacher ratedpcourse
background as. excellent.) ! ‘e

I
. s 2

TABLE 9 -

Student Teacher Ratlngs .of Adequacy
. of University PPreparatioa- for.

subject—Area—Taughtm(n-!L\

s+ - Ratings i - ¢ . "Numbex of
. : : Student Teachers

| '(Enadequate)

1
2 : ' .
3 o : .
4
5

(excellent)

The 1nterv1ews offered another perspectlve One student

teacher felt that his subject area courses were not really

useful for teaching because he felt that un1ver51ty students

| learn the’ content for an exam and after that they forget 1t

"When one is faced with teachlng the mater1al 1s when one.

has to learn it," he said. Nevertheless, whatever the

reason, it rema1ns that a large percentage (71 percent) of

the student teachers ranked the1r un1ver51ty preparat1on as
merely adequate or. less than adequate.

The 1nterv1ews also offered some. spec1f1c examples of
the results of =trengths and weaknesses in student teachers
backgrounds. -One 'oooeratlng teacher commented that he had a

student teacher wi:zh a good background and was able to put

‘ h1m to work immediat~1ly. This indicates that a good

‘background would be an asset Another cooperat1ng teacher

‘ ‘felt that even though her student teacher was not placed 1n
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'h1s spec1allzatlon, He did quite well:-This student teacher
'1nd1cated to ‘me that he was going to m1nor 1n Engllsh as a

_result of thlS experlence ‘and felt that it was a good

“,exper1ence for h1m although he was'a phy51cal educatlon

"a course 1n gymnast1cs, but the student teacher had been

readlng ‘'up on 1t and had already learned a lot. Among all

the student teachers, only two had sl1ght problems w1th -

]
-~

11m1ted background preparatlon. One of the student teachers

felt that he had been asked by h1s cooperat1ng teacher to do

~an act1v1ty for wh1ch he had no background ang,

consequently, felt that this was unfalr and was not

confldent. The other student teacher and cooperatlng teacher_

Hiboth commented to me that they felt that more background

\\

“‘preparat1on was needed in the student teacher’ s major area

i

: of study, mu51c. The cooperatlng teacher said that the

student teacher needed more backgound to teach conduct1ng,
and‘that he could not’ play the 1nstruments. The student-
teacher felt that he lacked the’technicalities of music, but

vas confident that he could pick them up later in other

'courses.

(e) Placement 1n the Schools. Student teachers were

asked on the post questlonnalre 1f they were. placed in the1r'

\

' area of- teach1ng spec1allzat1on and 1f they were not

- wheﬁper thls detracted from the1r in- school experlence.,

Twelve student teachers had been placed. in the1r area of

.spe01al1zatlon while four ‘student teachers ‘had not. All four'

A

that-the~student—xeacher_needed______
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v
of these were.-majoring.in. phy51ca1 educatlon. The reason,
they vere not placed w1th phys1cal educatlon cooperatlng
teachers was that not enough phy51cal educat1on teachers
were avallable to gu1de them through student teachlng.

_____maddltlonF_one_phys1cal educat1on methods professor felt that

.

phy51cal education student teachers should also have somej‘
classroom exper1ence. Two phy51cal education cooperatlng
teachers commented that they agreed w1th this phllosophy,
ba51cally because there were more phys1ca1 educatlon majors
than phy51cal educatlon ]ObS. One felt s0 strongly about the:
need for a teachlng minor that he had his. student teacher
teach French (his m1nor) WIth another teacher in the school
'The 1nterv1ews revealed that, bas1cally, theastudent
teachers were happy w1th the;r placement Of ‘the four who
.?were placed- out of their majors, two preferred to teach
. phy51cal educatlon,ybut two felt both that it was 1mportant
lito teach in another. area and that 1t was a. good exper1ence__'
vto teach in a claserOm in another subject area. One‘student
‘ -teacher, however, was. very 1rate. He: sa1d he d1d not feel
. confldent w1th soc1al studles termlnology &It 1s 1nterest1ngd.
L{: ~ to note that two of the student teachers who were placed 1n g
.'thelr f1elds felt that they needed other exper1ence. One |
;sald that ‘he d1d not w1sh to do h1s total student teachlng
experlence 1n a classroom, but teach1ng phy51cal educatlon
does not afford opportunltles for much classroom teachlng

- No one commented on the quest10nna1re that his: teachlng

experlence had suffered because of hlS placement. Even: in

.-/
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~ the 1nterv1ews, there was overwhe1m1ng ev1dence for

fsatlsfactlon w1th the in- school experlence from all student
‘teachers.

-

It 1s 1nterest1ng to note that on the pre quest1onna1re

;_ 13mof 15 stude, achers 1nd1cated a preference for
teachlng at the senlor h1gh school level, but only 1hf:'
recelved this placement. Th1s, however, d1d nom appear to

\
hn

o detract from: the1r experlence.f"

:_B: In- school Act1v1ties

![ Pre— and post quest1onna1res, act1v1ty.sheets, and
"%,exten51ve 1nterv1ews w1th student teachers,‘cooperatlng 'ff__e:
teachers, and faculty consultants were used to determlne the
1deal amounts of t1me student'teachers should be. ehpect;;mtova

spend on varlous act1v1t1es, the types of act1v1t1es student

teachers were actually 1nvolved w1th and the actual amounts

~of t1me student teachers were engaged 1n act1v1t1es at thezv

school .{“

'f1; The Estlmated Ideal T1me to be Alotted to In school

Tasks. Inspect1on of Table 10 shows that in general for both ?'w
the pre- and post questlonnalre data,vthe student teachers
N and the cooperat1ng teachers agree qu1te closely w1th each
ther on both the 1dea1 percentage of t1me to be spent pn.f
: each act1v1ty and the ranges of t1me. On the /v ' o
pre—questlonna1re,_1tem e. (observ1ng a war1et; of classes

be1ng taught) revealed the greatest d1fferences between"

student teachers and cooperat1ng teachers.,Student :

e

v oo
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eachers felt that an average of 51x percent of the1r t1me
‘should be spent observrng whlle cooperatlng teachers felt s
'f'that an average of 16 percent of the t1me should be spent
gdorng-th1s~act1vrty; Th1s 1tem .wh1ch showed the largest

dlfferences between the two groups is st1ll very mlnor at a

mere 10 percent. Interestlngly, the one cooperatlng teachert;}

who suggested that 70 percent of the student teachers t1mea¥

7should be’ spent observ1ng‘ accounted for about half of the'
dlfference between the two groups estlmates. For the

ﬂremalnlng act1v1t1es,‘1n most cases both groups agreed

elther exactly or very closely (w1th1n one to two percentagey

p01nts) w1th each other regardlng the 1deal percentage of

1"t1me to be allocated to each act1v1ty Table 10 also shows

_'that student teachers and cooperatlng teachers agreed even’

'fgmore closely w1th each other on the post questlonnalre than
von the pre questlonna1re. There are no w1de dlfferences

between the student teachers and cooperatlng teachers w1th

-

"the largest d1fference be1ng a mere four percent. In llght_9A>

}

"of thlS close agreement,'lt 1s 1nterest1ng that wh1le

't‘,fllllng out the pre questlonnalres several teachers sa1d

~that they really had no ba51s for estlmatlng these

. [
A

”‘percentages. f;l Vg

When the pre— and post quest10nna1re responses are

"3‘hcompared there are few dlfferences or changes 1n the

':estlmates of 1deal amounts of t1me to be spent -on the Lk

'act1v1t1es. In general most of the amounts of t1me on theiggr

' 'fpost questlonnalres for both groups appear to be sllghtly

O
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- reduced when c0mpared to pre questlonnalres. The greatest
'dlfference between the two quest10nna1res is found 1n 1tem
*f'g, Th1s dlfference is largely attrlbutable to one
‘ 'cooperatlng teacher who reduced h1s orlglnal estlmate of 70

','percent to 3 percent on. the post—questlonnalre. It must be f

noted, however, that there was only one category for _“¢ovr
dobservatlonal act1v1t1es on - the pre quest1onna1re (observlng‘“
‘a varlety of classes be1ng taught) However,.on the |
' :dpost questlonnalre,wthis category was - d1v1ded 1nto two, w1th;j

v observ1ng the cooperat1ng teacher be1ng added In essence;qm

of course, on the pre questlonnalre th1s category waSj

.  assumed- under general observat1on.,1t 1s 1nterest1ng to

'cnote, however,“how 1mportant both student teachers and
7cooperat1ng teachers felt th s category was on: the flnal
;,quest1onna1res. ThlS exper1menta1 course was 1ntended to
fﬁhave a . large observatlon component but teachlng act1v1t1es
:(1tems 1, 1, and k) st111 took up an average of 40 percent

‘lof the t1me; It is 1nterest1nghto note that only one_;

d'act1v1ty, act1v1ty k (teachlng,whole classes), 1ncreased 1n

e the estlmated 1deal-percentagefof t1me from pre— to

v,

*{fpost—questlonna1re for student‘teachers and cooperatlng

'?teachers.‘Tth 1ncrease, however, was sllght two percentv _“:f

S

'tlfor ‘the: student teachers and four percent fpr the;, L
Iﬁcooperatxng teachers._These sllght 1ncreaseslseem to-be too
"small to be of -any - real 51gn1f1cance.».4' ,. L |
§1ve general sets of act1v1t1es formed by comblnrng

H,'related 1nd1v1dual tasks are compared in Table 10 These td

P 2



. sets included the follow1ng 1. discussion, 2. observat1on;;

3. examlnatlon of materlals .and guldes, 4. teachlng, and 5.“

help1ng the classroom teacher. Since ‘two act1v1t1es on the A a

4 17“/‘

post- questlonnalre did not appear on the pre- quest1onna1re, j}

! (see, Table 10, footnote*) it is not qu1te appropr1ate to 5. ;

'5'\

>

_there is a sllght reductlon of the estimated 1deal mean

make pre-post comparlsons- however, w1th -this caveat in-
m1nd some’ compar1sons are enl1ghten1ng In general, for e
four sets of act1v1t1es, (dlscuss1on, examlnatlon of

materlals, teachlng, and help1ng the classroom teacher) i3

percentages from ‘pre- to post quest1onna1re for both studentf

.v;\‘

-

;r";;""v

teachers and cooperatlng teachers. The largest reduct1on

T,

AT
Soahey (AP
PIHGORT LRGP

sccurred wlth the."dlscu551on group of act1v1t1es, f1ve
7

percent for the - student teachers and six percent f0r the,, P
' [ &

cooperatlng teachers.‘

The observatlonal act1v1t1es (items 4 and e), the onlf%b

>
K

Vit

act1v1t1es to show a general 1ncrease from pre ta .

post quest1onna1res, show a substant1al 1ncrease for both =
Vil

student teachers and cooperatfng teachers. By the-end of " the

it
e

practlcum both groups felt that about a quarter of the_‘ ‘-ég
student teacher s time should be spent obserV1ng with the ."v

bulk of thls t1me spent observ1ng the cooperatlng teacher.

ThlS questlon also drew a w1de range of responses, largep~’ﬂt

for the student teachers (5 75) than for the cooperatlng

' teachers (6 50) ~The . 1ncrease 1n estlmated tlme spent

—_—_——_——_————._—_—-

‘8This reduction, agaln small, suggests that student teachers

"and cooperating- teachers did not get to. talk- 1nforma11y as

"much as. they thought they mlght
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observ1ng 5uggests that both student teachers and
v cooﬁeratlng teachers 1n1t1ally underestlmated the amount of -

observatlon t1me whlch would be necessary. However, the

_;__range_of responses suggests that 1t was. not v1ewed as
1mportant 1n all. classrooms.’

In summary, then,-when pre post comparlsons were made

:,,'for student teachers and cooperat1ng teachers,.four sets of -

‘(v
act1v1t1es decreased 1n the 1deal mean percent of t1me to be‘_

spent performlng them._Only the observatlon act1v1t1es

the course both groups agreed that approx1mate1y the
follow1ng percentages of t1me should be spent on each twpev
.hof act1v1ty' 1, dlscu551on, 18 percent (between 16 and 20
percent), . obServatlon, 25 percent (between 22 and 25'
'peTCent) 3, exam1n1ng materlals, 13 percent (between 13«'
rand 14 percent) 4, teachlng, 40 percent (between 38 and 41
)percent) and 5, helplng the classroom teacher, 5 percent
_(between 5 and 6 percent) | | |
C. Compar;son Between Student Teacher Performance‘and
Estlmated Ideal Amounts of T1me Engaged 1n Var1ous In school
4;Act1v1t1es ' | | | o .
In general vas Table ((*shows,%theresarewver§'few)
d1fferences between the estlmated 1deal percentages of t1me
reported on both the pre-land post questlonnalres and the

-uactual percentages of t1me student teachers reported

5

USpendlng durlng the last three weeks of the practlcum Itr~

& . : R

showed an 1ncrease 1n the 1deal mean percent. By the end of.'d

-
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.appears,fthen,'that the student teachers and the cooperating

TABLE 11

Ideal and Actual ‘Time Spent on In school Tasks'

Comb1ned ‘Averages of Responses by Student Teachers

and Cooperating Teachers.:

"Actual™ Time Taken from

)

Act1v1ty Sheets for F1nal Three Weeks (1n percentage)

Pre - ‘ ;" ‘Post . -~  Actual.

Activities N , R
T (n=15) - (n=15) ~ ~ (n=16)
. .Discussion . 23 . L 18 . . . 20.
- Observation 6-16% . : o 23 - 25
Materials*¥* T : 13 7
~ Teaching . - 43 . ooia0 41
~ Helping** 6 ST - T 4.
; R 1‘; 4

"Other

*The - percentages estlmated by the student teachers and the
cooperating teachers varied too much to report as an N
" average. Therefore,.they are reported separatéﬁy w1th the EER

- student teachers'

response ‘the first figure.

-,‘**Exam1n1ng mater1als, he1p1ng the teacher.

Ky

o

l'teachers, both'prior‘to the“experimental program'and'at the -

'end of 1t had a fa1rly accurate oplnlon of “how much t1me R

should be. spent engaged in varlous 1n school tasks. As one

m1ght expect the percentage of time. for observ1ng and ‘

’teachlng var1ed over the term. By the end of the course,

N

‘o

.)student teachers spent 25 percent of the1r tlme observ1ng

:-and 41. percent of ‘their t1me teachlng. These flgures were

such varlatlon was exam1n1ng school materlals, whlch was

f ureversed for the f1rst three weeks of the program. Another

hlgher (14 percent) in the f1rst 3 weeks than in. the last 3

© weeks (7 percent)

Thms, of course, could aga1n be the o
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e

expected result On the'other hand, as Table IR} shows,

! AN

'student teachers and cooperatlng teachers dlffered somewhat
“in the observatlon category of the pre questlonnalre.

Student teachers estlmated an 1deal percentage of time of.

i

‘six percent for observ1ng wh1le the cooperatlng teachers'
'festlmated 16 percent However, by the end of the term, both
groups agreed qulte closely and seemed to have a good 1dea

1of what amount of t1me 1deally should be spent on 1n school-'

“h

'tasks In1t1ally, both groups had con51derably
k'punderestlmated the amount of t1me to be spent observ1hg, fhé,ﬂ'
student teachers more than the cooperatlng teachers. To
~lexpla1n th1s, the follow1ng three 51tuat10ns should be

' cons1dered°“»s\

L

—In1t1ally, both groups probably felt that the student
teacher ‘would be ‘tea hing more. However, because the
course was:not inténded to include a great deal of
.-vteachlng, th1s became clearer to both groups from.
~ “either the in-services or from the instructor of the _
- course (or both) ‘as time went on. Thus, by the end of
the course,lthey expected ‘observation to account for a.
:larger percentage of the course than they or1g1na11y
ant1c1pated ‘

'~A1though cooperatlng teachers and student teachers ‘may

~ have expected to teach-more, the. majority of - student -
uteachers had. very little background to do so, s1nce '
most were 1n the1r second year. . S

’,;—If the category (observ1ng the cooperatlng teacher) .
-had appeared on the pre- questlonalre, there. probably
;would have been a larger estimate by both groups of the .

time-to be - spent observ1ng. The mere ‘inclusion of this -

- category on the post- quest1onna1re ‘could have
' 1nf1uenced the estlmates of observatlon requ1red

However, regardless of the large dlfference between pre- andf'
post- estlmates of the 1deal amount of t1me to ‘be spent'

observ1ng, by the end of the course, both student and



cooperating“teachers agreed. quite closely'in their eStimates
“for t1me to be spent observ1ng Actual performance agreed
'closely w1th the post- questlonnalre est1mate of 1deal t1me .

,'for all the in- school act1v1t1es._

[y

nD Act1v1t1es the Student Teachers were Engaged 1n at. the _

iv-Schools

Student teachers were expected to attend (on the
,average) 4. 6 hours per week 9 As Table 12 shows, the student
| teachers averaged between 5.74 and 7. 64 hours per week wh1ch -
~.is, of course, hlgher than the requ1red 4, 6 hours. Table 13’v
‘treports the maximum and m1n1mum‘number of'hours spent 1n.the
>~schools by each student teacher over the perlod of the L
llﬁpractlcum The t1me spent ranges from a low of 3 5 hours to
'a hlgh of - 12 hours. Table 12 also reports the average number‘
'of hours student teachers spent engaged 1n varlous types of
ao

1n school tasks. The act1v1t1es observ1ng and teachlng were'

‘ the two act1v1t1es wh1ch the student teachers were most

often engaged 1n throughout the practlcum. Flgure i compares 1.-

ffthe average tlmes for observ1ng and teachlng\for the 11
\

.'weeks of the practlcum shown in Table 12, As one m1ght

N

expect observ1ng, wh1ch was 1mportant early in: the term
_“Wlth an average of 4. 06 hours, gradually tapered down, w1th -

mlnor fluctuatlons, to as few as 66 hours 1n the eleventh
.8 Th1s 4.6 hours wvas to be spent over a perlod e1ther one
full day or two half days per week. This figure was- " -
calculated by assum1ng that the student teachers would be in -
"the schools for . approx1mately seven forty—mlnute perlods a -
week . S . - _ o
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week while teaching;'which“began.with .18 hourslinithefflrst
week and gradually, aga1n w1th m1nor fluctuat1ons7i o |
‘1ncreased to 3. 6 hours. F1gure 2)ﬂcompar1ng the amountsﬂof

J

t1me spent in three dxfferent ways of teach1ng (data taken
b

e from- Append1x Fl_showsqgaga1n as one mlght expecth,that

teachlng whole classes began WIth a low at .10 hours ana
ended w1th a h1gh of 2, 35 hours. ThlS type of teachlng
showed the greatest 1ncrease in average t1me over the eleven
week perlod Teachlng 1nd1v1duals and teachlng small groups‘
~both began w1th lows of less than 10 hours and ended w1th
hlghs of less than 80 hours., The results reported above
'are those whlch were hoped for. from the course. ane‘of the.
"object1ves of the exper1mental course was that the student
teachers have a graduated experlence. Observat1on and
'.helplng the teacher were to consume much of the student
‘-teacher s t1me at the beglnnlng of the practlcum, wlth a’
‘later gradual 1ncrease in the amount of teachlng t1me and a’
correspondlng decrease in the observ1ng t1me..1n contrast
' Table 12 shows that the t1me spent on. most other act1v1t1es“
' remalned cons1stent throughout the term Act1v1t1es such as .. .
.dlscuss:on,,exam1n1ng school mater1a1 helplng the classroom
fteacher,_and "other requ1red roughly the same amount of
L_t1me in each. of the ﬂl weeks of the practlcum. Table 12 does
_not contaln a category for lesson plannlng, 51nce most. of
"th1s was done at home. However, a very small amount of

.glesson plannlng at school is 1ncluded in the category

h»other Category other also 1ncludes such act1v1t1es as.
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school noon- hour superv1s1on, dance superv151on. a personalr
evaluat1on of the school -and a dlscu551on_g’student teacher
held w1th jun1or hlgh school students regardlng how they
vfelt about school Marklng was 1ncluded under category c.‘

(exam1n1ng school“materlals) Category b (observatlon)

1ncluded any type of observat10n~ an unusual one,,forg
‘example, was observ1ng an ecl1pse.‘Staff meetlngs were
'vcovered under d1scu5515h act1v1t1es' g1v1ng demonstrat1ons
.and refereelng sports games were 1ncluded in category d
:3_teach1ng | .
L A note of caut1on regardlng 1nterpretatlon of the

graph Flgure 1; must be made. The results suggest that all.h

“‘vstudent teachers had a graduated experlence and thls, in~5'

fact is. not true._For example, one student teacher began_

'(A

~teach1ng in week one and contlnued on for the duratlon of

‘ yfthe term. Another student teacher spent pract1cally the

g:ent1re term mark1ng whxle a th1rd spent most of hlS tlme'

PN

observ1ng.
E.. Teach1ng Skllls Learned from the Program - 1
In order to determlne 1f the student teachers had
lulearned any of the sk1lls of teach1ng from the program, theyA
fugwere asked on the pre quest10nna1re to 11st sk1lls they |
_would 11ke to learn as a“ result of watch1ng a profess1onal
teacher. In add1t1on to thlS, they were aga1n asked on the
El'post quest1onna1re to llst the SklllS they had learned from“h

' the 1n school part and from the un1ver51ty class.
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As Table 14 shows, at the beg1nn1ng of the program

.fstudent teachers appeared to be very enthu51ast1c about f;'
ulearnlng varlous teachlng skllls. F1fty n1ne comments were
v'made suggestlng that the student teachers wanted to learn f

h .jskllls 1n the areas of a. classroom management b.

a. .

,‘admlnlstratlon wera learned pr1mar11y at the school wh1le

”_learned e1ther at the 1n school experlence or the

'/un1vers1ty class. REE

"drsc1p11ne, c.:teachlng strategles;_d.nlesson;planning,feéf'
,n ewaluatlon,fanddf.*administration. Thebmajorlty of'thefmrﬁ

”nskllls expected to be learned were 1n the areas of a.
';‘classroom management b dlsc1p11ne, c. teachlng strateg1es,
: fand d. lesson plannlng Interestlngly, the s1ngle Sklll of

'“dlsc1p11ne was the most often de51red sk1ll to be learned°:~it

10 students llsted it as a sklll to be learned Table 14~f{.f

7also shows that the student teachers reported learn1ng more L

L

E 7Skllls' about tW1°e as many from the ‘in- sChool part of- the']ﬁ4
gpprogram as from the Ed CI part of the program.‘Examrnatlon
of. Table 14 reveals that the SklllS of a, dlsc1p11ne,_b;g;l',;

e teach1ng strategles, c. evaluatlng students, and d.

o,

b}hflesson plann1ng was learned prlmarlly from the unlver51ty R
L imethods course. Interestlngly,’no one reported learn1ng

:evaluat1on 1n general adm1nlstrat10n or many mlscellaneousf

kllls such as speaklng clearly or relatlng to students,

‘““Vfrom the unlver51ty class. Interestlng, too, 1s that several

SklllS the student teachers wanted to learn were not “:‘g qza

T PRI SRS



-

7120

X TABLE 14 |

| Teachrié Skllls whlch Student Teachers Expected to Learn .‘

‘ from Ed. Pra. 252 (Pre-questionnaire, n=14) .

- and Skllls Reported Learned from the In-School
Portlon (n-l4) and the ‘Ed. CI class (n-lS)

. pPre- 'in—ééhdo1~ Ed. CT

.'Skllls: queStlonnalre"‘(EOSt)- " (Post)

. Teaching smoothly
. Curriculum:planning
. Explaining properly

-ilEvaluatlon

fj Admlnistratlve tasks
' _Record . keeplng

." ~Course content S
;:’fMov1ng'Classes'vtfgv‘

“.Classroom management - i:tf' 8.
-Discipline: B R AR 1 L
Subtotal - sy

T eachlng strategies. .+ 5.
~'Questioning’ technlques'- :

FfMotlvatlng and - - .
‘initiating dlscuss1on‘

'_J .

W HON W HHFO'N NO O HNHO © Ww K oau

e

',Teachlng whole class -
btotal B

“g'Lessoanlannlng =
‘ Lesson presentation

Subtgtal

S

=

S

: i oLt
Lo

S

A , R = _ '
D OHW W OORN W N® W OO0 K N
P}

" Evaluating students
.. Self evaluatlon :
_Examlnlng ' '

Subtotal

o~
L
~—.
~_~
~— :

~, s Tt

-Clerlcal » S
Subtotal .fﬁ7"*‘7nf_‘;

"eMlscellaneousvﬂ.

S 000 O CO0O N oW Ul OHKHO © Wo d{p
!

~—
—
~—
—
Lo o
. . S

- Organlzatlon .
f-fOrganlze and test a
“band”

"Writing on blackboard

00O Kk
FRE o
"oo0o o N L

R T
Ji./con't
T

T
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skills

Pre-
questionnaire .

o

* In-School
(Post)

Ed. CI

(Post)

 Speaking clearly
Relating to students
Attitudes one
‘must have
Communxcatlon
technlques
Understanding of
- individuals
Knowledge of student
' interests: c
. Empathy with students
- Contact with class.’
Confldence ‘
Stance

.“_What works for me - and

what I am llke as a’”
i teacher '

Awareness of different

skllls'lmplled
‘Ability to. spot  slow
and trouble 'students

and how to talk w1th

them L .
. Subtotal

. Net total

gy

CCOHRE R B W ]

Q-

'59

a1 -

[oNe]

6
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F Ed Pra.\252 Practlcum Compared to Conventlonal Practlca 'j.
~ The major1ty of the cooperatlng teachers, 12. of 16,

reported that the exper1ence for the Phase 11 student

teacher was dlfferent from that of the student teacher from
the conventional pract1cum. Most of these cooperatlng .
‘teachers felt that the major dlfference was the short amount‘
of time that the student teachers spent at the school (two f.
half days per week) The majority of/&hese cooperatlng
teachers also suggested that because of the half- day

hrattendance, the" student teachers d1d not haVe thei
1‘opportun1ty to feel as comfortable 1nv1he classroom as they
H,;should have and in add1t1on to thlS, the student teachers
5,were unable to observe or: teach contlnuously. Other reported‘
'idlfferences between the two practlca 1ncluded' a. subject
area background wasjlack;ng,‘b. level of self conf1dence Was?ﬁ
Tlo'wer/c. more'observatron ‘dr observatlon w1th an 1ntent

_gnd a purpose and e, spent more ‘time 1n admlnlstrat1on.

Three cooperatlng teachers were unable to report any
Ly

d1ffe&ences because they had not ad a student teacher fromrt-"

L.«
any prev1ous practlcum One cooperatlng teacher who. d1d not
e N ,
'Qattend any of the 1n serv1ces sa1d that he saw not much

f \

:pdlfference." Cooperatlng teachers, 1n\general felt thatii7'

svthey had observed dlfferences between the two practlca.‘ 3fi"

N
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G. Problems7and Concerns of the ln-school Eiperience‘
A very large amount of 1nformat1on reflectlng o

: part1c1pant oplnlon regardlng the in- school exper1ence was

collected from talkln@ w1th the cooperatlng teachers,v
',student teachers and faculty consultants. ThlS 1nformat1on

' dealt primarlly w1th concerns common to -and concerns un1que

to each of the part1c1pat1ng groups, student teachers,-

cooperatlng teachers and faculty consultants. In addltlon tO".

_;these concerns, some very favorable aspects of the 1n school:

experlence were noted

Concerns Common to the Student TeachersL COOperatlng '*l3

‘ fTeachers, and Faculty Consultant54

All three groups agreed that the half day attendance ofhi,ﬁ

the student teacher at ‘the . schools waSQan 1mportant problem;._:UJ

Interv1ew data and post quest10nna1re data 1nd1cated that

T

. some. cooperatlng teachers and faculty consultants recognlzed

'that the half dayJ were cau51ng a la\k of cont1nu1ty in.
‘ateachlng for the student teachers._Durlng 1n depth |

‘1nterv1ews, all three cooperat1ng teachers ment1oned that’

'.the half day attendance was a problem and that because of

v‘ath1s they had to make adjustments. Eleven cooperatlng

yteachers reported in the telephone 1nterv1ews that the half
}day attendance was a real problem In addltlon, two student

'lteachers from the f1rst set of 1nterv1ews and three from the

'u_-second set said that the half day attendance was a problem,a"v"

h"w1th several comp1a1n1ng of frustrat1on because they dldn t
T

- have enough'tlme to learn-all the pup1ls : names,_nor.could

A
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they observe or’ teach w1th contlnu1ty. Although one: faculty L
consultant stated that he real1zed that lack of cont1nu1ty |

of teach1ng was’ a problem, he - felt there was not much that'”

B could be done about 1t‘ He explalned that because of the
nature of the program (wlth student teachers belng in the‘“
'I.schools for two, usually d1fferent half days per week) 1ack
: of cont1nu1ty would remaln a problem, and that it could not’
be solved untll Phase III at whlch t1me the student teacher'
f would be teach1ng contlnuodsly for full days over a longer"
perlod of t1me. He felt that thlS s1tuat1on would s1mply

have to be explalned to the cooperatlng teachers at a

.1n serv1ces. e

All part1c1pants also agreed that the course 1tse1f atfwfff

thlS p01nt mlght not be well understood by all groups. The -
faculty consultants were concerned that the cooperatlng
teachers and student teachers mlght not understand the: R
', objectlves of the course nor what to do. In- depth 1nterv1ews‘7h
w1th three cooperatlng teachers revealed that two of them }‘;h
d1d not understand the a1ms of the course Well and one felt
that the a1ms were vague and not spec1f1c enough Seven of
the cooperat1ng teachers who were telephoned compla1ned of
the vagueness of the course and the lack of def1n1t1on. Two
student teachers were concerned (durlng 1n1t1al 1nterv1ews)
that the1r cooperatlng teachers would not know what was
expected of the student teachers, 51nce one student teacher
already felt he . had been glven too much to do,_whlle the—-'

‘ﬂ‘other felt that all he had done so far was observe, and that
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'thls was noth1ng d1fferent from“Ed Pra.’ 251. Dur1ng the”'
.f1na1 student teacher 1nterv1ews, onevstudent teacher

vfexplalned that he felt hlS cooperatlng teacher vas notﬂ

v1nformed enough about the course. E 1?“'~ni‘
All part1c1pants were 1n favor of a graduated type of‘
‘teachlng experlence for the" student teagher. Three faculty .

'consultants hoped that the student teachers would have a

'gradual 1ntroduct10n to teach1ng 1n a settlng wh1ch wanas'

‘hynon threaténlng as possable. S1x cooperat1ng teachers

’reported dur1ng 1nformal telephone 1nterv1ews that they felt

that the gradual approach was good Cooperat1ng teacher

comments at one in- serv1ce also showed that, as a group,

"f they favored the 1n school graduated exper1ence 1dea in’

general- however, they felt that at thls po1nt 1n t1me, they

' needed more 1nformat10n and more remlnders 1n order to

v \

ensure that 1t would be a graduated experlence. Among the ,,a”"

. : 1 .
three cooperating teachers selected for in- depth 1nterv1ews,d;~

two had the1r student teachers teachlng on a more gradual

B ba51s wh1le the other teacher had h1s student teacher

“':teach1ng very early 1n the round One student teacher felt
he. had started teachlng too soon and was not ready for 1t.

'dOne, who began more gradually, sa1d that he 11ked 1t and

:;that 1t gave h1m a chance t0 break the ice’ and reflect a

rfl1ttle. Th1s student teacher llked the experlence wlthout"

pall the pressure._Regard1ng teachlng on a gradual ba51s,'itf;;- e

:appears that at least two student teachers (based on the_

7'second set of. 1nterv1ews done n1ne weeks 1nto the term) .

\_...
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’ wanted to teach sooner and one. wanted more teachlng and less
theory At thlS t1me, ten student teachers reported that

- they vere teachlng wt o’e classes. Because dne of the

object1ves of the program (wh1ch all three groups agreed
Vw1th) was. the gradual 1ntroduct10n to teach1ng, it was':

necessary for the student teacher to be 1nvolved in a great*

-;var1ety of ‘non- teach1ng tasks. Faculty consultants were

o _
- partlcularly concerned that the student teachlng experlencet

not become the ‘same type of experlence that the student.wf

fgteachers would have 1n Phase III. Therefore,‘they felt that_?

it was very 1mportant to have the student teacher 1nvolved ; S

in.a large var1ety of non teach1ng tasks. Student teachers,
cooperatlng teachers, and faculty consultants reported thatff-ﬁ

fthe student teachers wéiey1nvolved w1th a varlety of

% non- teachlng tasks as well as some teach1ng dutles. In.

'telephone 1nterv1ews, six of s1xteen cooperatlng teachers e

‘;VCOmmented that hav1ng the student teachers do non teach1ng

1)17--.

A“.types of act1v1t1es was good In1t1ally,.however, one Vf:I_J;ﬂh‘

chooperatlng teacher felt that these act1v1t1es were merely

Add1t10nal Concerns of the Faculty Consultants.‘3vf13

”f'Although faculty consultants comprlsed the smallest and
V-.-least often 1nterv1ewed group, they expressed a large number'"
Tj.of concerns.':isdwoi' | | ‘

,i-the need for the experlence of observatlon not to be
"1bor1ng for the student teacher PR : .

—the need for the cooperatlng teaqher ‘to change certalnj'
_;methodolog1es, malnly over-use of the lecture o



'.rthe need for the student teacher to- observe"
»‘extra-currlcular activities, not jUSt teachlng

'rthe need for adequate help from cooperat1ng teachers L

- ‘for student teacher lesson plann1ng

-the— need—for good commun1cat1on between cooperat1ng—~——*¥—~4

. téachers and faculty consultants of dlfferent subject

afeas"

'Fthe need for the program to 1nclude all student .
;teachers from all subject areas, 1nc1ud1ng phy51cal
educat1on : .

b. "Kdd1t10nal Concerns of the Cooperatlng Teachers.“The

'.;bulk of the conversatlons held w1th three cooperatlng

‘teachers dur1ng 1n depth 1nterv1ews 1nvolved 1nd1v1dual

progress and problems w1th the 1nd1v1dual student teachers.

v(\ ‘

' 5.;These cooperatlng teachers dlscussed d1ff1cu1t1es brought

hhabout by the type of student teacher a551gned and thevd.7_>‘t‘

1nd1v1dual type of gu1dance needed (for example, how to deal"

'h’w1th spec1f1c personallty tralts such as la21ness,.shyness

; ;Or lack of confldence) Telep?rne 1nterv1ews w1th the other

fthe follow1ng° B

:'-the need for t

_fcooperatlng tea hers revealed other concerns.vThese 1ncluded: :]i

student teacher to get @he feel of f»f'f-"

~what 1t 1s 11k to/be a teacher'

.._/

”'»“-the need fo ‘more clar1f1catron regard1ng how to

evaluate/the/student teacher

P

——the need for hav1ng JUSt one student teacher from one coE

"fi/program at - a .time. In this case; . four cooperatlng

-teachers: .had two. student teachers, one- from. the Phase o I
111 part of the program.and the’ other from the PhaSe IL_CJ“
part of the program : o . R S

b'ﬁ‘-the need for the student teachers to learn the nature

' ]h-the.needaforfa]gpodfstudent-teaching}programf(two'1‘A_df“

.of ‘the jun1ol hlgh school student early 1n the1r vir,’

careers . \
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2{cooperat1ng teachers felt that previous. student
' jteachlng programs were: lack1ng )

. -the. need forlthe student teacher to observe all the
~ non- teaching aspects of the school operation . (for
" example, extracurricular activities, parent-teacher
“interviews, orderlng mater1als and encouraglng school

morale). — SR ' .

'Interest1ngly, seven teachers descr1bed the Ed Pra.,252*

'*'experlence as a personal beneflt to themselves. Apparently,

the experlence made many cooperatlng teachers examhne the1r

.own teachlng S1x cooperatlng teachers suggested that th1s_:

_ jexperlence would a551st the student teacher 1n ‘a career:

ch01ce and seven felt that th1s experlence provlded

excellent background for the- student teachers Phase III.v_j"'“'”‘

: One cooperat1ng teacher felt that the experlence provlded a-

' break for her own students,o(a break from the cooperatlng _1

:fteacher s teach1ng) Unfortunately, one cooperatlng teacher f.fb

l‘felt that hav1ng a- student teacher would r1d h1m of some‘m

':routlne,'and another was so unhappy about the Ed Pra._252

"experlence that he sa1d he would not take another Bhase IIf
A /\(

"rstudent teacher..One cooperatlng teacher 1n1t1ally felt thatij'

*he/yas agalnst prescr1pt10n and belng a’ demonstrat1on 'c'.'

fteacher' however,'after the course had been in. operatlon forp"

a wh1le, he felt that the program had to be more spec1f1c o

N ‘.,./

ffor the sake of the student teacher.fﬁ

Add1t1onal Concerns of the Student Teachers.?fnk]’e'”

K*the1r roles as 1nstructees, student teachers were somewhat
:fffapprehen51ve about the program as the follow1ng notes
-fsuggest°. ;f"”‘ o " e
. j:—Four‘studentvteachers were”concerned about the type of'w~
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cooperatlng teacher they would get. For example, one
~wondered about a possible persona11ty ‘clash.: Another
student teacher wanted good criticism from his "
_ cooperatlng teacher, since he had a bad EA4d. Pra. 251
‘,exper1ence w1th Hls cooperatlng teacher.

-Two student teachers felt that the Ed. Pra 251

'exper1ence was unsatisfactory and that Ed Pra. 252
-'m1ght -also be unsatlsfactory.‘ _

- -One student teacher felt h1s cooperatlng teacher was i'
. not prov1d1ng ‘an approprlate teachlng model ' :

—One student teacher was concerned about the

. principal's policies at the school, 'since he had.

, dlsagreed with the pr1nc1pa1 1n hlS Ed Pra. 251 S
experlence. . _—

-'fEOne student’ teacher wondered what student teachlng
© - would be llke w1th the puplls whom .he would be "
e ]teachlng EEEN o , R

_ 1—One student teacher felt that observ1ng was bor1ng and
;-wanted more teachlng. : ' : Lo , : :

PvIn add1t10n, four student teachers expressed other
concerns early 1n the practtcum..ti_‘?

';,'-One was concerned about gradlngthe wanted more than ahi
;’_pass fall type of evaluat1on, a- grade. : -

‘\“-One wanted to do hls Phase III student teachlng at thej?y'

same- school he was at for Ed4. Pra.\252 " He recommended
that all Ed.Pra. 252 student teachers’ do the same ‘
. because’ they would: not need to readjust to a new#
. school . T _, A _ L .%

<é ! . . RN

Af-Two felt that they had a problem because they shared

"Athelr cooperating teachers with another student teacher{fl

.from. another program. One. of the two- felt that/ this was

{F’ia beneficial experience for him but he didn'tiget along;”'d"

. with the shared student teacher. The other Ed:Pra. 252

: 'Lstudent teacher felt ‘tha} his coopenatlng teacher " would,f}{.
.jhave more t1me for h1m after the other student teacher Lo

'iTowards the end of the practlcum, student teachers

. expressed further concerns about the experlence-' _ 'A;u

 ~Three’ were concerned about teach1ng and hav1ng exams
~so. close together at the end’ of the semester.ﬁ~ S
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. \-Flve were concerned about their evaluat1on in the :
*_'course. L . S

-One felt that his area’ of spec1allzat10n (drama)
requ1red more mot1vat10n ‘than other subject areas.

—One was concerned that he could only observe h1s
cooperat1ng teacher ‘due to t1me problems.

'educat1on d1d not have the opportunlty to teach 1n a regularf«h-i

-.-One student ‘teacher wanted ‘a seminar. for next year to:
d1scuss the student teachlng experience. »

"-One student teacher in phys1cal educatlon was

bgconcerned about “injuries, -and felt that all. phy51ca1 '
education students should have a compulsory course in .
“sports med1c1ne. : : . , : ‘

'Interestlngly, three student teachers in phys1cal f,

| classroom and felt that they had no need ‘to do thlS. Two h;

fstudent teachers mentloned act1ng as substltutes when the1r o

regular cooperatlng teacher was away.~

‘2 Postlve Experlences Needed

One faculty consultant S concern ‘was. the need for the

"student teachlng experlence to be useful 1nterest1ng, short'.*

”‘"»and enjoyable. Based on . 1nterv1ews w1th cooperatlng teachers

A between themselves and the student teachers. Twelve

’and student teacherso it, appears that most student teachersif‘,"’

d1d have a good experlence. For example, the. three
cooperatlng teachers chosen for in- depth 1nterv1ews were

rqspon51ble and hard worklng, had a genu1ne 1nterest 1n

‘the1r student teachers, and formed close relatlonshlps d-

:cooperat1ng teachers, dur1ng telephone 1nterv1ews, explalned &
_that they took the1r student teacher respon51b111ty very

' serlously They tr1ed to be frlendly and helpful toward the

student teacher. For the most part the cooperatlng teacherg

o
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were successful here because durlhg the f1rst set of
'1nterv1ews, 1"student teadherslexplalned that they were veryfi'

. satlsfled w1th the1r cooperatlng teachers. Only on student

———teacherwwas not*happymwlth hlS cooperat1ng teacher.,N1ne\l
‘V'student teachers descrlbed learnlng about the | '
respon51b111t1es of a teacher and how they would handle this
frespon51b111ty. Durlng the second set of 1nterv1ews,»seven'
| hstudent teachers explalned how much thEy enjoyed the
dh1n school experlence, and ten of them pralsed the1r
.[-cooperat1ng teachers._Accord1ng to f1ve student teachers,h_l
the1r cooperatlng teachers helped them to overcomevp ’
_ilnd1v1dual problems such asuouestlonlng properly, :;fl .
nervousness and assertlng themselves in- the classroom. Elght '
;Lstudent teachers prov1ded elaborate descr1pt10ns of the L
‘ overall beneflt of the 1n school experlence for them. On the‘?
..other hand one student teacher felt that the experlence was |
'”'fof no benef1t to h1m. E1ght student teachers commented that
-;because of the 1n school experlence, they were more w1ll1ng

o to do thelr Phase III student teachlng.. D

H. Evaluatlon,:”ﬂ""

~.

ThlS study examlned evaluatlon" from two thspectlves.;f7-lT

_The f1rst perspectlve ‘was.” the evaluatlon of the student_f

"'teachers and thelr work in. the course..Slnce the cooperatlng .

achers were to be the sole determlners of whether the'
| 'estudent teachers would pass or. fa11 an in- serv1ce was held

: to establlsh common cr1ter1a for evaluat1on and to develop

BR'Y
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an evaluatlon form Student teachers and faculty consultantsp

'seemed to be genéfally in favor of hav1ng only the

: cooperatlng teachers-do the evaluat1on,.but ‘the. cooperatlng‘

:teachers were only luke warm to the scheme. Cooperatlng

¢teachers were also asked to comment on: the best tlme of yéar';

“and the most appropr1ate grade level for thlS pract1cum.-

the practlcum, y;elded,very'favorable results. At:the.end of . .

They felt that any month other than September or June wouldi“

ey

they were: all opposed to holdlng the practlcum two half days"f

+

per week because of t1metable problems..

-The second perspect1ve, evaluatlon of the objectlves of_

-the practicum, the majority ofvthe'cooperating teachersfand

: student teachers felt that the f1ve major ob]ect1ves of the

courserwere qu1te 1mportant or ‘very 1mportant. They alsoﬁ»"

_gave h1gh rat1ngs to the achlevement of these objectlves,"

.although these ratlngs were not so hlgh as’ those for the

j_1mportance of the object1ves.

1. Improv1ng the Course

*Onypost-questionnaires, student,teachers-were'asked for )

" their opinions of the degree of.importance'that their

;Student teachlng exper1ences held for the1r tra1n1ng to

become teachers. The: majorlty of\the student teachers (13 of

15) rated the student teachlng experlence as very 1mportant

Y

(5), wlth one student teacher ratlng 1t/as qu1te 1mportant

;(4). Only one student teacher rated the experlence as'aa

L.\ unlmportant (1) He felt that he had had a very poor :

|



' experlence. S

,problems, and successes w1th the rest of the student

‘,should be changed Overall 1t appears that apart from m1nor,:"
7-‘problems for partlcular student teachers, the 1n 5chool

i experlence d1d not requ1re any major chandes. : f.
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Student teachers were 1nv1ted to glve suggest1ons as to

what they felt should be changed 1n theLr 1n school

experlence. Only 8 of 15 student teachers made suggestlons
for change. There‘was n0“51ngle suggestlon—whlch a‘majorlty—~~m%+;

of student teachers agreed w1th Instead f1ve d1fferent

E

"suggestlons emerged These 1ncluded._ ;'r' _“h:'lhi ff

._-hav1ng a more contlnuous student teachlng experlence
‘(two responses) s cei

' -be*ng able to teach in one s own area of .
'spec1al1zat10n, at least some of the tlme (one
'response) N :
-ensurlng that the un1ver51ty staff check to ensure S
;'that teachers! schedules can’ accommodate the student o
‘teacher properly (two responses) ST

"x,-rece1v1ng a. detalled e"aluat1on from the cooperatlng
teacher, so that .the student teacher can try to
' 1mprove(one response) : : -

¢-hav1ng more teachlng or part1c1patory act1v1t1es, w1thy-f'y
less: observ1ng (two responses) ' o KIS

/'\

-In add1t1on to the above suggestlons for change, wq;{;;}_;“
'post quest1onna1re comments recelved from student teachers
"_:suggested that the student teachers be able to hold a

'_c0meback se551on where they could dlSCUSS the1r experlences,fj-fﬂf

teachers.,Interestlngly,‘four student teachers sa1d nothlng L

In add1t1on to changes,'the student teachers were askedh_f

'}on the post questlonnalre to llst ways 1n wh1ch they would
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1mprove the course. Although exten51ve teachlng of full

. classes was not the 1ntent of the program, e1ght student

i) \ - .

' teachers suggested that more teachlng would 1mprove the

1n school experlence. One student teacher suggested that the.g'
cooperatlng”teacher should be more rnformed regardlng when——_f——é
the student teacher should be 1nvolved in class act1v1t1es. o
One felt the experlence should be more complex. One student‘r
teacher sa1d that "there was no way to 1mprove 1t" while

three d1d not comment.*fﬁ _ﬂh~’7

N

2 Evaluatlng the Student Teachers

Evaluatlon of the 1n school experlence con51sted of a'
51mple pass fa1l grade g1ven to the student teacher by the‘r;’
cooperatlng teacher alone. On the post questlonnalre, both

student teaéhers and cooperat1ng teachers were asked who'

f should evaluate the student teacher.»The majorlty of the

student teachers (12 of 15) agreed that the cooperatlng

o teacher should prov1de the evaluatlon for the in- sc@bol '”sg-.y‘f

experlence Two of the three student teachers who dlsagreedf*ﬂf

felt that another out51de person should ass1st w1th the

‘evaluatlon. The rema1n1ng d1sagree1ng student teacher was f

~

51mp1y b1tter about hlS experlence. He commented that

although hlS cooperat1ng teacher was 1n a. pos1tlon to mf SRR

e prov1de a grade, h1s cooperatlng teacher was 1ncapable of

:.,evaluat1ng h1m 51nce the cooperatlng teacher had not allowed

h1m to do anythlng. Durlng an 1nterv1ew,‘one student teacher

‘rexplalned that he was not sure that he wanted someone other

than h1s cooperat1ng teacher to g1ve h1m a. grade because hefﬁr.b

e Ee

P
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‘vould~hate to‘have a faculty consultant come out once ahd.
see him’on a bad dag. - - . D : N
'Although the-majority'of the student teachers felt" o
conf1dent about thelr cooperatlng teachers' prov1d1ng thelr%f,

¥Aw—~total~evaluat%on for thezr—student teach1ng e&per1encer—f;—44;
| the1r cooperat1ng teachers did not. Only 6 of’16 cooperat1ng
teachers agreed that they should prov1de the only grade. The a
."ma]or1ty of the cooperatlng teachers (10 of . 1F) felt that y
- the student teachers should be evaluated by tﬁo persons, a
cooperat1ng teapher and a faculty consultant iThev | '

cooperatlng teachers offered several explanathons for

ch0051ng two persons to evaluate the student %eacher. These..
. ) J N - ' R
' 1ncluded'_7 ', o :‘-' S Lj‘ - v},”' !

-The faculty consultant can be very helpful R
‘f_An °Ut51de °P1310n 15 a. good 1dea.~‘ ~'§ o

' -This could be-a safety precautlon lf there are_
-‘problems w1th a cooperat1ng teacher.< A

'r ° L
“The’ faculty consultant can be’ used as a resource
"person for the weak or problem student.‘;‘ir. ‘

LRIt 1s 1mportant for the cooperat1ng teabher and

--faculty consultant to view' the. student. teacher -

:1ndependently, but to. confer w1th each omher later.
In-general .then, the ma]orlty of cooperat1ng teachers felt ;,
that a faculty consultant should be used in. add1t1on to. the
cooperatlng teacher to evaluate the student teacher. The
faculty consultant could prOV1de a second op1n1on and serve
as a resource person,‘a trouble shooter, ané an a1d or

11ason to both the student teacher and the dooperat1ng '

_teacher.jﬁkvﬁeas'ﬁh
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3. The, Gradlng System '_ ’ ' ST B - ”g‘ = o N |

0p1n1ons perta1n1ng to: the su1tab111ty\of the pass fall

- grade for the student teacher vere sought from thc

iy

cooperatlng teachers on- the post questlonnalre. The major1ty

‘of. the cooperatlng teachers (14 of 16) felt that ‘the

pass~fa11 method of gradlng for thlS course was su1table,

: vEleven of these teachers offered reasons jUStlleng the1r

- fcho1ce. They 1nc1uded the follow1ng [(i f@“

'x—For the amount of t1me the - student was in the school
the method was suff1c1ent. (three responses) .

‘~It is d1ff1cult to be more prec1se for thls program."
“(two responses) . oo _

'Q-Comments would 1nd1cate how well the student d1d (tuof'

responses)

“—Thls evaluat1on i's not’ for jOb appl1cat1ons,‘merely an‘

_»1nd1cat1on of - potent1al (one response)

"*—Students at thlS stage are to be encouraged and demand

- 4pf;'a lot of work (one gesponse)

method exp1a1ned that his student teacher was SO outstand1ng

.fv7141f teachers were to ‘use . grades, there wouldn t. beivp
" consistency: among them, ‘since ‘they would probably all
- use d1fferent scales. (one response) , v

,

One of the cooperatlng teachers who opposed the pass fall .sf“*'

Eg'«that a mere pass was unfa1r. On the other hand,,durlng an

.' Yo
1nterv1ew, a faculty consultant d1sagreed w1th the 1dea of a

grade,_expla1n1ng that 1n hls vzew the grade mlght become'

,the goal and this would be - unsat1sfactory
lthough student.teachers were not asked spec1f1cally

g

aboutrthelr sat1sfact10n Wlth the pass fa11 method of ‘

-evaluat1on,‘severa1 student teachers durlng 1nterv1ews



':‘ommented One: student teacher sa1d that he felt that he 4

.would get enough feedback from the evaluatlon sheet and hlS

_ cooperatlng teacher to make 1t unnecessary for h1m to ,,

'~,_un1ver51ty mark1ng system. Personally, however, he wanted a15,ﬂ=”

'51nce the cooperatlng teacher was not fam111ar w1th the

"wdeveloped the Phase 11 evaluatlon form based on these

yrecelve a grade for this part of the course. However, tWQ'[

student teachers 1nd1cated that’ they were unhappy w1th the'd

4pass fa1l method One of these wanted a grade because he

:felt that he had worked very hard on thlS part of the courseff

_and a, mere pass was not good enough "On the

post quest1onna1re, the other student teacher complalned

that the pass- fa11 method bothered him but he felt that 1t

- was unfalr to ask hlS cooperatlng teacher to a551gn a: grade .

L]

!

hstan1ne grade rather than a pass or fa11 grade..;:

as

4 “The Evaluatlon Form

“‘ﬂ major concern to the developers of the exper1mental

% S

-course was the type of evaluatlon form best su1ted for 1t.a ;},:P

~\

'Because of thls concern, the entlre second 1n serv1ce was;ﬁf
'devoted to the top1c of evaluatlon. The f1nal evaluatlon

'form used for Ed. Pra. 252 was derlved from thlS 1n serv1ce.v?}

\ T
ooperatlng teachers were asked to form small groups, were
R :
presented w1th and asked to dlSCUSS a var1ety of dlfferent

‘tvypes of evaluat1on forms, and flnally, were asked to make :
“wrltten-ané =1 -l recommendatlons to the larger group. The

hjlnstructor ot L s course analyzed these recommendat1ons and o

"hrecommendatlons. This form is reproduced 1n Append1x G Fourd

; R



tcooperatlng teachers commented over the telephone that they

'“f'felt that they had rece1ved good 1nformat1on, that they

enjoyed the in- serv1ce on. evaluat1on, and one of these'

-ystated that he thought that there would be more con51stency

famong the teachers 1n evaluat1ng. ThlS, of course, was the_‘ o

']intent of the in- serv1ce

lllV' At the end of the program jCooperatlng teachérscwere""
‘:“asked to select the type of evaluatlon form best su1ted to'y'
j“.evaluate the student teacher. Post questlonnalre results
'showed that the ma]or1ty of the cooperatlng teachers (14 of
16) preferred an - evaluat1on form wh1ch 1ncluded a check 115t
:ftwlth rat1ngs (for example, vary1ng from unsuccessful to

excellent), space for wr1tten comments and a- general overall

"tgpass~fa11 grade. One cooperat1ng teacher felt that a’ form

*

*ﬁ1nclud1ng wr1tten comments and a pass fa11 evaluatlon was.

'jthe most su1table whlle another preferred a mark1ng system

N fofferlng a range of marks or grades, but not the stanlne

v,"

J:system However, 1n general the majorlty of the cooperat1ng jﬁy_
: - [N

3

5f.teachers agreed that the most su1table evaluatlon form for

7:Ed Pra.,252 was the one. that they developed

The type of evaluat1on form preferred by the

'cooperatlng teachers was 1dent1ca1 to that type suggested by~«:

RN By,

'.;the A551stant Dean of Practlcum. Based on research by the‘f"

'[_;D1v151on of F1e1d Experlences, he felt that the type of

)

-student teachlng evaluatlon form that most teachers agreed

y

tupon should 1nclude a qual1tat1ve comment comb1ned w1th a.

‘Jnumerlcal rat1ng and a clear d1fferent1at10n between an

ke
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employment reference form And a form used to prov1de a grade 1"

“in a unlver51ty course._Although he felt. that the Ed Pra.”

139

252 evaluat1on form was good he noted that the category for| ‘

3'as a strength or a. weakness of. the student teacher,

4knowledge of subject matter was omltted but also added that
';glt mlght ‘not- be as approprlate for the Phase II form as 1t
'b’mlght be for other student teachlng evaluatlon forms. (The
.~student teachers would be in the1r second year ahd would not
, have had much background ) On the f1nal sectlon of the B

;evaluatlon form four cooperatlng teachers commented on thevﬂ'

| student teachers background knowledge, descrlblng 1t e1ther

o

- suggestlng that those who wanted to could also cover th1s

1,the student teachers must know how theyCare to be evaluated

“5 Other Concerns

1rarea.

. v .
Two 1mportant concerns regard1ng evaluatlon of the

L student teacher were expressed by cooperatlng teachers.y'

7"_Dur1ng 1nterv1ews, tWO cooperatlng teachers suggested that

-f;and what their cooperatlng teachers expected from them. Qf

: ourse, knowlng what 1s expected for evaluat1on is a.?

-

“leglt1mate concern for any course taken. Another concern
“emerged from the post questlonnalre data regard1ng the type i

'T'of evaluatlon form to be used One cooperatlng teacher fht :

',be used after the observatlon phase of thefcourse Thﬁs same

7

~p01nt was. also ralsed by two cooperat1ng teachers durlng two

lface to- face 1nterv1ews. It 1s 1nterest1ng to note that the

D .

T 'v'.,f'\".y'

K commented that there should be a separate evaluatlon form to L’
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’uevaluatlon form used evaluated teachlng, but d1d not

evaluate elther observ1ng or teacher ass1stance type of

' act1v1t1es. W1th thlb 1n mind, an approprlate form could beb

VT}.a faculty consultant but he was not to serve in anv-

['de51gned for use in the*early“part"of*the—pract1Cum.

<7

'6 Problems 1n Evaluat1ng the Student Teachers

- Three problems w1th evaluat1on of the student teachers _
; became ev1dent towards the end of the program..The flrst fﬂ; i{:
’_concerns the role of the faculty consultant 'the second
l'lconcerns the selectlon“of cooperatlng teachers, and the’

‘thlrd concerns the quallty of cooperatlng teacher .

evaluatlons.

Role of the Faculty Consultant Many student

"teachlng programs 1nvolve a- faculty consultant who fUﬂCthﬂS
fas an evaluator,‘as a trouble shooter, as a resource person,
’and as a- medlator between cooperatlng and student teachers.._,;

n5fHowever, for Ed Pra 25% the pllot course, there was to be’

‘&evaluat1ve role or l1ason role. He was’ sent 51mp1y to

'~yuobserve the course 1n operat1on. Although the cooperatlng

theachers had been 1nformed of thlS at ‘in- serv1ces, durlng

- yutelephone 1nterv1ews 13 of 16 sa1d that they understood that

the faculty consultant would serve e1ther in an evaluat1ve_7"w
1;and/or llason and/or resource capac1ty Accordlng to. the ‘@fd
' ~Gpost questlonnalre, the 51x cooperatlng teachers who'"

ﬂ

a'selected the teacher only as the evaluator commented that

'ihfthe faculty consultant had elther been out to the school fa}fr

'Q'fjust once or that he had not been out at all Apparently the

P
r,; :
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eooperatlng teachers d1d not, fully understand the role of
the faculty consultant ‘for Ed Pra.v252 The reason may have o
been, as one teacher explalned so much 1nformat10n was
;“_WMQIVeﬁ“tO us’ at”that“first meeting that“we"may—have—been told———;——
about the faculty consultant but can' "t remember;" Two ﬁ]f e
student teachers comments suggest that they, too vere lfk*x
.confused regard1ngtthe role of the faculty consultant For:d_;'r;'
example, one student teacher sa1d "I do not feel that the
"student teachers were very well 1nformed about the1r faculty
adv1sors. We don t even know what they re for." Thus, 1t
-f appears that ne1ther cooperatlng teachers nor student -
teachers were aware of the role of the faculty consultant.M
for Ed Pra. 252 ‘v A‘ v. | | |
.'“f Ana1y51s of post questlonnalre data 1nd1cated very
strongly that the majorlty of the cooperatlng teachers .
v':-w1shed to have two 1nd1v1duals, the cooperatlng teacher and.
the faculty consultant, evaluate the sfudent teacher..fa"'
However, at the fourth 1n serv1ce, 1mmed1ately after the
‘ﬁ cooperatlng teachers had completed the post quest1onna1re,
they were asked 1f under the current c1rcumstances (where ffﬁﬂfb
there were too many student teachegs from the Phase II ;f;f}
courses and too few un1vers1ty personnel to ass1gn one for 'iﬂtl
h.every student teacher) they would be ablexto be ma1n1y
- .resp0n51ble for the evaluatlon.:At thlS t1me all.of:the_;

‘:cooperatlng teachers agreed that un’“r these circumstanceS!Vu

P they could do’ the evaluatlon. Howe er,_after d1scu551ng the

role of the faculty consultant dur1ng telephone 1nterv1ews 1h



held follow1ng th1s 1n serv1ce,”the cooperatlng teachers

;";appeared rather undec1ded for example, seven cooperat1ng

teachers mentloned that there was no need fqr a faculty

N

~consultant_thls yeanTtbut one_person_sald_there_was a- need.___~_;

Flve cooperat1ng teachers felt there would be no need for a ‘o

hfaculty consultant the follow1ng year, but four felt that l'

'vthere would be.‘One cooperatlng teacher suggested that the

i

.;faculty consultant was perhaps»not needed in an evaluat1ve

@capac1ty, but would serve 1n another capac1ty, such as be1ng

a resource person and/or a trouble shooter. Another j

cooperatlng teacher and one faculty consultant suggested

"fthat one faculty cﬁnsultant could be assxgned to a larger

hbnumber of student teachers..In add1t1on to thls, 1t was also ‘ij

biusuggested by th1s same faculty consultant that the faculty

h‘consultant could be respon51ble for-*

~§—act1ng as a llason between the school and un1vers1ty 'U_*.f

'.l‘solv1ng student teacher and cooperat1ng teacher

f'problems : . -
—1nstruct1ng the Ed CI course"> iy ,

'7.-v151t1ng student teachers and g1v1ng them adv1ceif¢'”

_"f_—holdlng comeback sem1nars to dlscuss student teacher o
S problems ' : : : _ : o -

"-conductlng 1n serv1ces "

\...

: ‘—coord1nat1ng the course.- 3ff 3 f{:;;x'

‘fb Cooperatlng Teacher Selectlon.‘Faculty consultants

'recognlzed that the selectlon of properly tralned ‘competent

”:cooperatlng teachers can be a problem. For example, from a

[

prlor exper1ence one faculty consultant descrlbed an oo

el
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‘951tuatlon 1n wh1ch the cooperat1ng teachers did- not have

"Usubject area had to spend a great déal of t1me expla1n1ngvt0g

-

‘sen1or un1versxty course work 1ncthe subject area they were

'teachlng Consequently,‘the faculty consultant for thls

'lwhere ‘a c_

."teacher

f_complete 1t. Another example of an uncooperatlve teacher

' -fsuch cooperatlng teachers, condltlons do not always allowf

/

\ . /

'~flproperly. Another example, offered by a d1fferent faculty

‘consultant from hlS own experlence, descrlbed a S1tuat10n

'peratlng teacher 51mp1y turned the student

- v
oose 1n the classroom w1thout any guldance

A LN
whatsoever._Cooperat1ng teachers who do not w1§h to‘

\ co \b . . .,
cooperate w1th the Unlver51ty should not be . used For

it )

&‘

'ﬁcomes from the Phase I1 program..On the post quest1onna1re,

.'a cooperatlng teacher commented that he d1d not want

ifstaﬁf should v151t h1m personally and explaln everyth1ng

i’select1on. For example, the A551stant Dean of Practlcum

*\

“':says,."At th1s t1me, there 1s no r1gorous scheme for 7

»l;screen1ng teachers, and 1f the program doesn t have enough

' .mean1ngless..u’g I

Lo g

l3teachers part1c1pat1ng, then a screenlng dev1ce would be

\4

PRI
ol

3

R

fthe cooperatlng teachers how to evaluate the student teacher;

b'example, the A551stant Dean of Pract1cum related an 1nc1dentuf B
'.where one cooperat1ng teacher, 1n a d1fferent pract1cum, dld.

F o -
f'not 11ke the evaluat1on form that was. to- be used and d1d not;;_

'1n serv1ces to be contlnued because he felt that un1ver51ty ‘

]wH1dh was necessary AlthOugh it would be de51rab1e to avo1d5

f\,f'
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Quallty of Student Teacher Evaluatlons. The problem .

of con51stency among cooperat1ng teacher evaluatlons was
recogn1zed by the developers of the course, They tr1ed to

'overcome th1s by hold1ng an in- serv1ce deallng entlrely w1th

Y

evaluat1on. In spite of- th1s effort several 1ncons1stenc1es
,_1n evaluat1ons occurred These 1ncluded '

-One student teacher received comments wh1ch vere,
» ~almost entlrely negatlve, but the majority of the- :
”\._ cooperating teachers! remarks on the evaluatqon forms -
R ‘were p051t1ve.:. « . : .

o

'-One phy51cal educatlon cooperatlng teacher d1d not
" rate the, student teacher in the lesson planring
sectlon, merely commentlng that 1t was not appllcable.

'-One student teacher felt that hlS cooperatlng teacher

" had not observed him teaching enough to.even give him .-
~an evaluation. He received an overall above average
rat1ng for his student teachlng.

'-The student teacher who had the lowest grade (4) in
ithe EA.CI course was basically-lazy ahd was absent -
"often, but he SCOred the second highest' of 16 of. His
‘classmates .with his, student teaching- (4. excellent e
ratlngs and 3 above average ratlngs) ‘ o “

The above 1ncon51stenc1es suggest that more 1nstruct10n"‘“

'»Lregard1ng proper and fa1r completlon of the student teachlng
evaluat%on forms 1s very necessary One suggestlon made by
the Ass1stant Dean of Pract1cum was that perhaps the |
f;cooperat1ng teachers could agree on some deflnltlon of what »;ff

' const1tutes a rat1ng of excellence.

7 General Evaluat1on of Ed Pra. 252

Comments volunteered by e1ght cooperat1ng teachers

W:,dur1ng telephone 1nterv1ews held at the beglnnlng of the
\

."; d i ai
ir~:\£a"rogram 1nd1cated very strongly that as a group,they felt

that Ed Pra. 252 was very worthwh1le. Typ1cal statements ;‘

M
g0
il
A

H‘ . )
- H)

- .
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-*l1nclude""The program is. great" and "The program prov1des a
: 3 : .
good acceptance to teachlng " The cooperat1ng teachers at”

th1s t1me--early 1n the course-—appeared to be sat1sf1ed and

“held a. very opt1m15t1c att1tude towards the course. By the'

end’ of the program accordlng ‘to. face to face 1nterv1ews and
post quest1onna1re comments, cooperatlng teachers felt
(aga1n qu1te strongly) that the Ed. Pra. 252 was worthwhllea
At thls ‘time faculty consultants reported dur1ng 1nterv1ews
(face to face and’telephone) that the cooperatlng teachers o
, and student teachers appeared to accept the program well As
a group, they also felt that Ed Pra. 252 was a ‘aluable ;“
:wourse. | ‘ | ‘_ | B
'-cé_: Student teachers were asked on the post questlonna1rei-~
"'"Would you recommend that all secondary educatlon students.gﬁV?
ftake Ed Pra..252 prlor to the1r major student teachlng »
'V‘fround7" The response here ‘was 100 percent "Yes.ﬁ In
7‘?add1tlon to thls,(they were asked '"Do you feel more.l;,,l-; B

.\

":h”confldent about d01ng your profe551onal term of student

‘teach1ng as a. result of thlS course’ﬁ Fourteen student
f{teachers responded w1th a def1n1te "Yes and one person
"”gresponded w1th "No.t It 1s qu1te clear that, 1n sp1te of
“many complaants v01ced durlng the practlcum, the.student

I -.\(J».
teachers felt that all secondary educat1on student teachers.-

',should take Ed Pra 252 and that thlS experlence heiped

;them-{eel more confldent regardlng the1r next term of

;;‘ student teach1ng
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8. Evaluat1on of the Objectlves

. The Phase II commlttee formulated f1ve object1ves and

-

1ncluded them in the 1ntroductory portlon of the manual

.Student teachers and cooperatlng teachers Yere asked on the

dpost questlonnalre to rate the . object1ves accordlng to thelr

U

'1mportance and accordlng to ‘their ach1evement 1n the coursef

"ortance of the Object1ves. Inspectlon

'“percent of the 'onses generally fell into one of these

“two categorles. One sllght dev1at1on was that 7 cooperatlng

"-teachers felt that reflectlons upon assumptlons and bellefs

g

>;about learnlng (objectlve number ﬁlve) was merely fugf*
1mportanm glv1ng th1s objectlve the lowest average

‘welghtlng by cooperatlng teachers. Another 1nterest1ng poznt

CREE .

nvwas that cooperatlng teachers tended to. value the graduated

”“feXper1ence,":objectlve number three, more hlghly than RRE s

Astudent teachers d1d g1v1ng thlS ob1ect1ve the hlghest N

' 7average wexghtlng for the cooperatlng :eachers, but not forA“

the student teachers. |

_ Both cooperatlng teachers andQstudent teachers, then;

: ‘rated the objectlves h1ghly, g1v1ng them con51stently h1gh

fgratlngs suggestlng that both groups felt the program was

;settlng out to do the rlght thlngs. |
’?{xt"" : :

W’

o -

o
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b Degree of Achlevement of the Objectlves. The

major1ty of both groups agreed that alr\the object1ves were-.:f

J,;achleved to’ a falrly h1gh de%ree, although they were not

'rated ‘as.. hlghly achleved as they were rated h1ghly

7both groups was. rated somewhat less than the 1mportance

',1mportant.,The percelved ach1evement“of the object1ves-by*~ﬂ—~—~~:

”hfassumed by the groups._For example, 1nspect1on of Table 16

Et:gishows that between 70 and 90 percent of the degree of

: ach1evement ratlngs for almost all of the objectlves fell o

‘f_plnto categor1es achleved (3) mostly achleved (4),»and fullyJ

‘l_achleved (5) whereas nearly 100 percent of the ratlngs of

“,the 1mportance of the objectlves fell 1nto categorles

A

; ftlmpoftant (3) qulte 1mportant (4) and very 1mportant (5)

'3An add1t1onal contrast 1s observed when the lower rat1ngs of dy_,

'"Ffthe objectlves are compared For Bxample, several of the ].f] S

i}rat1ngs from both student teachers and cooperat1ng teachers

rfffor the degree of ach1evement fell 1nto the lower categor1es'f"'m

.ha_of not ach1eved (1) and partlally achleved (2) wh11e only

"“f:Vgroups. Therefore,llt appears that by ‘the end °f the C°Urser.*f

l..

u"fffone ob]ectlve was rated as merely 1mportant (3) by both ;ygd.

Ax'ystudent teachers and cooperatlng teachers rated the *jiji*TTxﬂi-

-----

1.7ﬁsevera1 object1ves were v1ewed as be1ng ach1eved to a lesser”“ ’

‘ Ob]eCt1VeS as very worthwhlle and 1mportant but rated the
':f,degree of ach1evement of the object1ves to a more moderate ht

'th;degree.lhf7‘""”

Although the majorlty of both groups felt that most of:ﬁ

had been“moderately achleved or better,’m _"
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~degree than others. For éﬁample, 27 percent of the student
' S LA
‘teachers and 41 percent of the cooperatlng teachers rated

objectlve number four, which dealt w1th pedagoglcar styfes
: oy b D
" and technlques of teach1ng whlch were: ‘to be examlned asunot

‘ ach1eved (1) and partlafiy achleved (2) In- add1tlon, th1s -.w

-

'éf‘”‘-objectlve had the hlghest number of ratlngs from both groups

. of not achleved Qr partlally achleved Furthermore, . 1t was

”dgthe only objectlve wh1ch d1d not rece1ve any ratlngs of S
bdfully achleved from e1ther group Cooperat1ng teacher fﬁ' fffﬁﬁ
g, . yv- . o

respdnse (12 of 16) was the poorest for thlS objectlve. All
thls, of course, suggests that 1f thlS ob3ect1va is Ap »;~>;Qf
retalned then the future course sh&pld concentrate on_""

}“achlev1ng 1t through better methods of teachlng %; deC1de on ;'f

- the degree of achlevement wh1ch would be more reallstlc and
; acceptable for thlS course.,r,‘ : ‘ ;"' - ;‘f,“qv”‘

A
g

Objectlve numﬁ%r f1ve, whlch stated that the studegﬁdfi
- C l t” . ) ) .
teacher should have "the opportuplty to reflect..., fwas the
- s o —
& objectlve rated the next lowest 1n degree of achlevement.),*

J

”“g; teachers rat1ng 1t as fulIy achlevedf%Perhaps th1s su‘f/-f
L RLIEN .‘?' . . 3 o

that future student teachers shou{d be prov1ded w1th mare’

»

/ L, .,:f o .o.;
o i{,fepportunlty to Jeflect upon the1r learnlng exper;ences.;lt‘
ah%) aj’also be that ob3ect1"e_number five is.a b1t premature. .
. _“‘, [ w“ ) » . ;»» A N N PN . ; ‘_vr i :
L L s ‘. cen fﬁfa“ ¢

Gk e



Accordlng to Table 16 the most hlghly ach1eved
-obgect1ve was: number three, whlch stated that the student

A teachers should have a graduated and gradual 1ntroductlon to o

teach1ng Ehas objectlye had the hlghest number of fully

achleved rat;ngs bxrboth qroups. Elghty*seven percent of the

student,t@%the??flnd_94 percent of t cooperatlng teachers

,r'"~ob3éc€1vq‘as ach1eved (3), mostly ach1eved (4),

AN
rﬂ.;r
/'.

. < g
Qrated 1t as mostly ach1e§e

[CEYE
;that 47 percent of the student teachers rated objectlve
AR

t*a;number three as mostly (4) or fully achxeved (5), compi;ed

1t 1s 1nterest1ng y7

-

» _to 81 percent of the cooperatlng teachers. It appears, then,\
L A ¥ oo

sl

.,that the oooperatlng teachers were more confldent than the ‘m/~

istudent teachers that thlS objectlve had been ach1eved th

“' '-.a‘ ﬂ ) Q ;

i:ﬂ:,h1gh degree.'

'Slnce prev1ous.results 1ndlcate that both,groups felt j-d‘

el s " &

that the ob]ect1ves are 1mpo§&ant, then qare examlnatlon of i“.f

the ob3ect1¢és does not seem to be necessary. Instead 1t
(v. R {
appears that tbe experlence should be 1mproved to meet these” ”ﬁ

EE

g objectlves morgkfully. Alteratlons 1n tge course should
f’f;'bccur to ensure that alf the student;teachers are hav1ng

these types of exper1ences,3

. Cooperatlng teachers were asked spec1f1cally to add
4‘

AL qmﬁ
objectﬁves*not 1ncluded 1n the llSt prov1ded on the’ :

'R

post questlonnasre.,No .one- suggested new objeétlves, butsa

,._..

v . ,S L

Ty .
S A &
55 e



few elaborated on or clar1f1ed exlst1ng ones, for example,

one Suggested "the 1dent1f1cat1on of basic sk1lls throu@h“‘n
-~ ;*G

v

observat1on or checkllsts ,and one suggested om1tt1ng,§ﬂ

: »‘u\‘\.« \

152 -

“

e

Y

‘nfelt that the best t1me would be sometlme afteg.September,_;pﬁw

‘-‘llfe.“ Although thlS may not have been obv1ous from the

1.xfor conductlng the Ed Pra.4252 practlcum. The f1rst dealt

wordlngf 'as well as . al profe551ona1 1nteract10nrjfr

.object1ve number two. One cooperatlng teacher sugges

A

-
<

b‘ﬂ

_"The student teachers should be able, have the t1me, and be

”Aencouraged to part1c1pate<;n nen: academlc aspects of school

v
-

'objectlves, thlS top1c certa1nly was d1scussed at the Ed CI

'lv

Optlmum Gbnd1tlons for Ed Pra.-252 Lo s
Co SR P ’“5.'."_._

On the post quest1onna1re, cooperat1ng teachers’bnly

,'were asked three questlons regardlng the 1deal condltlons

i wlth the best t1me to’ hold the Phﬂﬁb II student teach1ng

i :
»\\

fIrEN

" ‘that

class, a“ ) f’“_;bﬁ-‘_p*@_ﬂ-.. - _’. ”5}”' 'Q:~;;'- o

e

J-Jexperlence, the second asked the most su1table-grade leve1-7‘

and the thlrd examlned full day*or haéghday attendance._-a;‘u”u.

The majorlty of the cooperat1ng teachers (13 of 16)

o

i

EN

"~:among the 11 offered was that September and June are very

'-{~busy months for cooperatlng teachers. At these t1mes, they

N

{properly. It is 1nterest1ng to note that two cooperatlng

‘*x

§.

‘mjgame reason as those cooperatlng teachers who suggested

*'between October and March The most often suggested reasoni”"

,“ffeel too busy and dlsorganlzed to a531st the student\teacher f

- teachers who suggested September as the best month gave the’1;_°



// 'holdlng it later in . the school year. These latter two
| cooperat1ng teachers felt that student teachers should be'h"

~“1nvolved in the very busy, confus1ng, 1n1t1al stages of

>“.school openlng. One cooperatlng teacher felt that the
;student teachlng exper1ence could be held anyt1me,'as long
‘as advanced not1ce is, g1ven to tQp schools so un1ts may be

[' adjusted 1f 1t needs to be‘for the student teacher.":It 1sd~555u.

b

1nterest1ng to note that no cooperatlng teachet,selected May-?
P . )
or- June as the best t1me.

,Qeithergqun1or
. firstfstudenti
',16)‘optedftor}the junlor hlgh level one cooperatlng teacherl~ih
1_optedbfor-the~senlor h1gh level ‘and 51n_c eratlng : |

tii teachershfelt”elther would be flne.|S1nce tiﬂapaJOrlty of

the cooperatlng teachers were Jun1or h1gh school teachers

(15 of 16)' one mlght have . expected them to choose the level l.f

e

at whlch they taugﬁf; However, they d1d not. f“‘

The f1na1 questlon concerned student teacher attendance

“-_,_on a da1ly or half day ba51s. The majo

,\

{§-0fhﬁher“‘
cooperatlng teachers (14 of 16) selected full day fﬁf” )

g .\:‘attendancer for four weeks, (total length of practlcum, 20
. \ :
days) One cooperat1ng teacher.ghose‘two full days a week

for 10 weeks..None opted for the current system of two half



J Summary

g et _ _
Pre questlonnalre responSe revealed that both student

teachers and cooperatlng teachers tended to feel that the‘ :

l w

B “_‘“1argesf’percentageS“ofrthe*student~teachesz~t1me should—b%-————
d'.spent teach1ng (approxlmately 44 percent) and d1scu551ng f |
(approxlmately 25 percent) By the end of the course, both

groups st111 felt that e,

N e \*55» . . -
‘be. spent teachlng, approxlmately 40 percent. However, ,.,v*

lgégest percentage of t1me should o

'4vobserv1ng replaced dlscu551ng as the next most
' t1me consumlng act1v1ty Both groups felt that approxlmately V?
25 percent of the t1me should be spent observ1ng and. 18 ~_ s

percent of the tlme should be spent dlscu551ng., '-ﬁlf'fn;}{{"

The analysls of the act1v1ty sheets revealed that,.zn

o,

o

gen;gal the average amounts of tlme spent engaged in the f'¢“3”

>1n school act1v1t1es for the f1na1 three weeks of the

practlcum was very 51m11ar to the pre* and post estkmated
1deal percentages reported by the cooperat1ng teachers and

student teachers. It 1s apparent that the student teachers |

1 and cooperat1ng teachers, both prlor to the exper1mental

-4
program and at the end had a falrly accurate op1n1on of the
V2 : .

l:b$;:1deal amount of t1me wh1ch should be spent on’ var1ou§§

a %\

[ - ,~

~
. _:/

l\

”-i each‘act1v1ty over thev11 week practlcum. The most { 'ffﬂj‘._‘ﬁ
ﬁ“z:' B } ’ ‘
1nterest1ng trend showed that thé)amount of t1me Spent



L8
,;‘

"l ."6[ .
towards the end of the experlence. The opp051te effect wa 4

observed for teach1ng. In the beg1nn1ng,tstudent teachers

S IR

ﬁ e

———_‘”spent-much—less tlme—teachlng compared—to the- end oﬁ—the

term. These results reveal that the majorlty of the student

.o

teachers were hav1ng a. graduated experlence.'-

. Pre questlonnalre response revealed that the student
.teachers were very enthu51ast1c about learnlng a great
.'number of dlfferent teachlng sk1lls. The majorlty reported ]fhj

learnlng teachlng strategles from both ‘the’ in- school‘*vfﬁh{'.
| exper1ence and the Ed CI class. Although 1esson plannlng was

reported learned pr1mar11y from the Ed CI class,‘theh.fur B

majorlty of all other ékllls reported learned were learned

- "'_..‘v_t"
FUERE

from the in- school experlence_»“

G

The majorlty of the coopf; ;ng teachers reported .

dlfferences between student teachers from the Phaseﬁlr
NPV ’» "t = | o

program and stpdent teachers from the conventlonal programs.ff~“

The mbst 1mportant dlfference reported was that the studentf'%rﬁ

teacher from the Phase II program attended far less t1me at“?qfl

J

programs. Several cooperatrng teachers suggested that

[

because of th1s dlfference 1n t1me, the student teacher was :

A

nelther able to teach contlnuously nor was he - able to feel

LT

as comfottable with the puplls. However, as one faculty ‘F }f
'71 consultant suggesgfd there may be 11ttle one could do to

"1f3 change these condltlons.‘ff" ‘:»JV-C;D

+ the school compared to a student teacher from conventlonalf:gﬁ7



e

Four common concerns w1th the ‘in- school exper1ence
: : e B
1ncluded ',
' -the short amount of t1me the student teachers spent at R
the school N : : _ o

"héﬁl

'h7'exper1ence. The major1ty of the student teachers reported

_-the understandlng of the course s a1ms fA'M

E he gradual 1ntroductlon to teachlng , V{.-fdf_pf@y.l

'-the need for. the student teacher to be 1nvolved 1n a-
varlety of non teachlng act1V1t1es. oL e

In addltlon to these common concerns,'each group had 1ts own

-

dlscrete concerns whlch d1d not overlap.vAn 1n1t1a1 pr1mary

concern of the student teachefs was the cooperatlng teacher

” w1th whom they would have to work F;nal concerns dealt

g s of evaluat@pn._,,.":"
" S u
’b Student teacﬁers and coopeggtlng,teachers expressed

%

*1'some very p051t1ve oplnlons regard1ng the 1n school

durlng both sets of 1nterv1ews, however, more strongly 1n {:

lr*‘the flrst set, how very satlsfled they were w1th the1r;"ﬁ

1n school experlence and the1r cooperatlng teacher.;

Lo

4,.h Cooperatlng teachers,iln general descrlbed a number of

%)
3,

- ».‘,/" :

beneflts for the student teacher from bhls type of program.»=.f
"{ The majorlty of the student teachersﬁappeared to be

satlsfled W1th the evaLuatlon of the 1n school experlence

‘fhfwhlch was done solely by the cooperatlng teachers.,Tﬁeffffff

i -

[“ag.

majorlty of the cooperatlng teachers, on the other hand

preferred another person (a faculty consultant) to ass1st

= 7:w1th the evaluatlon of the student teacher. The cooperatlng

teachers, 1n general had been confused about what the role

~
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.gpf the faculty consultant was for the exper1mental program.
hyApparently,»most thought he would act'as an evaluatlve

' person or as an a551st1ng person,,but h;s.role.ln Ed.Praa
R . . [

'_252 was str1ct1y that of an. observer.”‘

The ma]orlty of the cooperat1ng teachers were very much

7}p1n favoraof rhe pass fa11 evaluatlon and the evaluatlon form

a

'1tse1f. The form 1ncluded the pass fa11 grade, a checkllst

'of varlous teachlng qua11t1es w1th rat1ngs and space for , 5‘\”

’. e vt‘ ' D L g

AR
;comments and spec1f1c strengths and weak%iﬁses.,’,~w';”g\,_i:f

F1ve concerns regardlng evaluatlon were 1dent1f1ed . Two o
'of the most 1mportant ones dealt w1th the selectlon of the;»'
hhcooperatlng teachers agd the quallty of the cooperatlng »[vgf{

o _\
*;teacher evaluat1ons. The ua11ty of the cooperatlng teacher

A fﬁrevaluat1ons,‘1n general /was 1ncon51stent suggestlng that FR

Jcooperatlng teachers requ1re more help from the un1VersTty

'lregardlng how to do thls task properly and mbre falrly. o
: . v
The object1ves of the program were cons dered to be',

T;d very 1mportant by both groups, hence, they were rated

"relatlvely and equally h1ghly in 1mportance. However the'f-‘
L . ) 5 o .
gach1evemeqt of the objectlves was not rated as hlghly as the

'Zuylmportance of the ob]ectlves was. In general both groups'*.

~

-ffelt that all‘the ob3ect1ves~were achleved to a moderate Vf”

bhffddegree. The lowest achleved ob]ectlve dealt wlth-the

7development of- pedagoglcal style and technlques. The most

fhlghly achleved ob]ectlve was the gradual 1ntroductlon to

g :fteach1ng, e PR

N b

PR
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v By

o Cooperating teachers wére{ambivaient as to the level at .

whlch they wanted the student teacher to have hlS first

student teachlng experlence. e1ther ]un1or or senior hlgh

1evel was f1ne. The ma]orlty of cooperatlng teachers felt.

" that the student teachers should attend if p0551b1e,_full

o \ f’_

) o
days for four weeks. The major1ty also felt that they wanted .

~

bthe student teach1ng experlence to occur between October andv

March because they felt that the beg1nn1ng months were too

\

'*busy, and consequently, they could not spend an adequate‘

amount of. t1me w1th the student teachet.

- R



"2for prov1nc1al curraculum gu1des. The rema1n1ng top1cs,
fhowever, were generally well. accepted by both student
;'1teachers and cooperat1ng teachers; Faculty consultants, 'f;:jﬁk

:acc°fd1“9 to'a SUfVEY’°“done by SPltz (1978)——one of. the_i"

[1nstructors of the Ed. Pra. 251 course——felt that some'

'bA}Ed Pra.,252 course.,

“ ..

':[v1.TTHE.ED,CIUsEcTiONtoF-mnzpcounss_l"

9. .0
|

Data collected from student teachers, cooperatlng
o
teachers_and faculty“consultants—ind1cated that““rn—general“————

all three groups approved of the majorlty of the top1cs

7covered 1n the Ed CI poftlon of the program. Each separate

_group, however, had some reservat1ons. For example, by the

end of the course, the student teachers felt that the top1C'

;"Ex@luatlng Students" was of less 1mportance to them and.‘

ﬁ

'cooperatlng teachers felt that "Peer Teachlng was lessuv' f e

h.,

_1mportant Both groups saw lzttle Jmportance 1n thlS courSe

T

g

E .top1cs, such as "What Teach1ng Is and "Commun1cat10n 1n the *‘

2

.School and Commun@ky" were premature. They also had m1nor

'-reservatlons regard ng 1nstruct10nal techn1ques,_evaluat10n,

'S

and lesson plannlng. However, as a group they tended tg_be

"m*1n favor of all the toplcs suggesteg as currlculum for the_ff:{v

Student teachersjieported some dlssat1sfactlon w1th the S

'=course, but most ofﬂthe problems appeared to be the result

Related

i:\y‘_,.
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’of a lack of interest or“effort'by the. studentateachers.'For_

example, the majorlty of the student teachers had aead,very

—

E ’l1tt1e of the1r textbooks or handouts. Attendance at the

three hour lectures was poor and th1s was compounded by

"ﬂstudent teachersufrequently arr1v1ng late.v'

' the course, the length of the lecture, and the need for more i*.

Three problems whlch student teachers generally

stressed were the large amount of materlal to be covered 1n_;

o

adlscu551on. On the other hand almost all of the student

vteachers felt that the evaluatlon Was" fa1r and reasonable

A, Ed CI. 252 Currlculum hf:-"f“ ':zf'

ﬁ% general cooperatlng teachers,,student; ;;chers and

hjfaculty consultants approved of the presented Ed CI top1cs

.::1n the experlmental program. However as w111 be noted j,*}ijff

A & 2

‘-beiow, m1nor reservatlons were expressedf bout a few tOplCS

; by each group

| j;Course TOplCS fi”"

. Mv‘ B

,' -'_ai'c',i’

| Pre- and post—questlonna1res asked student teachers and

-cooperat1ng teachers to rate var10us top1cs presented 1n the ‘

‘ J

| -, Ed. CI part of the experlmental program.uThey were asked to

.rate the top1cs accordlng to the1r degree of 1mportance, on"

'a soale of one to f1ve (not 1mportant to very 1mportant)

fTh1s rat1ng was based on how 1mportant the part1c1pants

\

',deemed the top1cs to be for the student teachers ‘in- school

, B

.experlence. The investlgator used the cr1ter10n that 1f the o

: '\ . -
- Q,. R . el L@




top1c recelved 12 or more ratlngs of e1ther 3 4,'or 5“'
then the topxc was: cons1dered 1mportant enough to be -

1ncluded 1n the Ed CI part of the course.

. ) o o
R . . - . . e } . .

TABLE 17

“The Comblned Ratlngs (3, 4, and 5) of Ed. cI* Course R
Top1c Importance by Student Teachers and Cooperating
‘ Teachers on the Pre-land Post questlonnalres*.' :

Topics SENRII “.Student = . Cooperatlng
S . . . .. ‘Teachers " . Teachers. .
‘g "\'f”r ‘_urt: . .Pre Post. s 'Pre,Postf
. What teachlng is 150 11 13 13%
* 'Classroom management, RIS ¥R B .15 16"
" Communication ' .~ . . 15.144 - .0 15 15 8
Discipline =~ . ¢ 7.7 .~ .15 15 ' 15 16~
Instructional strat. - .15 12 . . 15 16
.Questioning techniques - . 14 14 . 15 167
.- Instructional planning . 15 15 7 1515
» fInstr..objectlves RO P £ - T - R PRNURS I S I N
.. Lesson "plans’ " e BB L 120 15T
- Lesson presentatlon»z‘“~ 14 s »:_13’116 .
.Evaluation. . .. .. 0. T4 B oo L2 '13.h Lo T
Peer teaching. . . o 1212 6 G e
Self- evaluatlon**‘o T RS I IR 0% SR | -
...~ Curriculum gu1des,.“; Lo e B
- . Explaining | S L - JERC OIS N - SN
. -Motivating . [ 415ff5ﬁ SN e T
}-*Appendlx H conta1ns a summary of the responses to each
unestlon. Student teacher n=15; Cooperating teachér- (pre)
. n=15, (post) n=16.. **The final four toplcs appeared on" the
m_post questlonnalres but not the pre questlonnalres. _ :
Qs

RN

U51ng only ratlngs of four or flve ylelded a proflle very

'”€151m11ar to the one using. rat1ngs of three or hlgher. No

vfgtapprec1ab1e differences’ were. ‘observed. RIS
v Although ‘the ‘number. of’ cooperatlng teachers dlffered from s
. pre (15) to post. (16), the investigator retained-the . T
~criterion-of 12 ratlngs a; be1ng an_adequate number for

1nclud1ng a top1c 1n the ourse content.;_iJ

O




o ' N I .,w"'
. Table 17 shows that the student teachers and the
Hcooperatlng teachers agreed very closely w1th each other on’
HY' ,

3the pre quest10nna1re, 1nd1cat1ng that 1n general both

;Hfgroups 1n1t1ally felt that almost all of the tOplCS to bel‘

:fepresented 1n the Ed CI part of the program were 1mportant._l};“‘“.‘j~
”tlarge majorlty (12 or more) of the student teachers rated B
“u'all of the suggested top1cs as 1mportant (3 or h1gher) Aﬁ‘ﬁ

'filarge majorlty of the cooperatlng teachers (12 or more) P

\‘rated al; but one of the suggested top1cs as 1mportant (3 orjfﬁ'

ghlgher) Only 51x cooperatlng t@achers rated tg? top1c "Peeer"

1Teach1ng as. 1mportant (3 or hlgher) wh1le an equal number"

“-ﬂrated it as less 1mportant (1 or 2) Three cooperatlng

"v?ﬁteachers d1d not respond Both student teachers and
"focooperatlng teachers agreed on the pre questlonnalre that

" e

'ldalmost ail ofvthe toplcs would make necessary contr1but10ns
;d@iﬁ,tp the student teachers growth Only peer teach1ng rece1vedQ?
L fless than a p051t1ve response from one of the two groups, dli

ﬂfthe cooperatlng teachers..f N | 'f,

v’fﬁt. Response to the post quest1onna1re nas very 51m11arbfor~‘lf
~}lfffb°th groups to those on the pre quest10nna1re. Student | v
”?;teachers rated 13 of 16 top1cs, and cooperat1ng teachers>14: S
“Fﬁof 16 top1cs as 1mportant (3 or hlgher) Only 51x student |
'”~fteachers and elght cooperatlng teachers rated the toplc v
“Prov1nc1al Curriculum Gu1des (a toplc not appearlng on thettwi
ipre“questlonnalre but 1ncluded on the pqgt quest10nna1re) as;i
‘ﬂ5lmportant‘(three or hlgher) It may be that 51nce the' jfderii_

"fﬁ’cooperatlng teacher planned everyth1ng for EEE student



.

.-teacher, the latter d1d not need to be fam111ar w1th the u
: ucurrlculum gu1de 1n thlS course. In addltlon, on the
' post questlonnalre, as Table 17 shows, only 11, studert ' o

teachers rated the top1c "What Teachlng IS‘" and only 8

"hrated "Asse551ng and Evaluatlng Students Includang
xEvaluatlve Technlques, Record Keeplng, and Reportlng.
hﬂ;mportantﬁia substant1al decrease frqm pre to post for the
latter. It may be that there wasnnot enough trme to evaluateg.

.students. However, the toplc "What Teach1ng Is’ appears to
e . (

v'fbe borderl1ne, rece1v1ng 11 ratings of‘3 or h1gher. LnyJT

.iaddltlon to thls, 1t recelved 15 ratlngs of three or hagher

ﬂ'from student teachers on the pre questlonnalre. On both the A
\gﬁjpre- and post quest1onna1re, cooperatlng teathers rated theyc=f
o .y _ L
_toplc “Peer Teachlng as less‘1mportant Howeﬁer, n1ne rated_t

"-;1t as 1mportant ‘on’ the post quest1onna1re compared to s1x on_~1
- e SRt o
'ljthe pre quest1onna1re. In summary, by the end*of the course,g~

-i%both student teachers and cooperatlng teachers rated the

N o
ntluded as,,g

A

'ffollow1ng 12 tOplCS bmportant enough to he
ncgrrlculum of the Ed CI course. Q*N '

;‘z[ ;ﬁ'5~—C1assroom Management

IR

’;xﬁ jInstructlonal Technlquesfand Strateg1es ! . fd
nﬁ:;f_Questlonlng Strategles and Technl%?es jﬂ‘gﬂdﬂ'::‘v s
“Tf;eCurrlculum Plannlng,”wh1ch ‘included:. ol 'nﬂ fﬁdh:’jﬁ;
‘:d:%tggritfl‘;a. Instructlonal Plannlng, v‘['”V’.;Q;;74§§¢;%;f+%;;;%

c. Components of -a Lesson Plan and

S0 s N : . *
RN o ) o \.



m: - - P | ) .
r .‘.’ l’_’ . "' r T 'Yg . .~ ,. : \-;o
. DR o . ' ‘ {& 1.64%1 ¥
. Co R .
T "/' : "‘ 3 ’]. . i o . S oo A ) AR o
Tt *“, d.‘Lesson Preséntat1on o L e e T
Lo . N / I " ‘ . . . . : ‘ P ! '» ' . g .
- =-Self evaluatlon : ¥;35s33~a s . PR
s -'-The Slel of Expla1n1ng pﬁ;n,
Cat ‘The Skall of Mot1vat1ng : Ly\’ﬁjﬁjiﬁ R

- However, Student teachers dld not appear tg%recommend the,g_;‘ﬂ
o ta ; o - [ ! :‘ v &5 . -"'
o tOplCS "Pmov1nc1al Curraculum Gu1des," “Wb%ﬂ?ieaching Is, Q"

. . LV

and *Asse551ng and Evaluatlng Students." Cooperatlng'

teachers were not strongly in - favor of the top1cs ] _*f
: e .
V "Prov1nc1al Currlculum Gm1de$" and “Peer Teachlng." At the «ﬁﬁ

end of the course, a: large majorlty of both groups agreed e

. *,
'f? that'ﬁz df~16 topics covered wer& 1mportant for the Ed CI e

. Q R Yo c . .~ O ' . ' “ .

u-;fV*currlculum- It 1s 1nterest1ng to noteughﬂth op . the 'pr\_ig,w~11

ter ﬁ. .‘_p e f o ' B

pre quest1&nna1re,'almost every studenb teachf

. )

eé@ry'toplctas 3 hor 5 At least ﬁ4 of 15 s

._‘, ,,‘v.

”:ated almost '

\-

. J’ teachers gave thls ranklng to 11 gf the 12 toplcs,vwlth i

N "“"»-, Lt
unan1mous agreement“

)
of the topics. Thls mlght be

am Pgic R e “h,
: expected Jrom student teachersow1th no exper1ence. They "ihfn
tended:to rate alI the topa;s as gmgirtant éowever,weven ﬂjufd
E followlng the school experlence,id of the 12 toplcs were fztjﬂ:
.f;f*?frated as; 3 4 or 5, by\14 or more of the student teachers. .
f}_{f As noted ahove,_only the toplcs'"What Teachlng Is, gv- ;j7{_
K : ST

'"Instruct1ona1 Technlques and Strategles,f and "Asse551ng

Ht.;” and Evaluat1ng Studentsﬁ‘drew apprec;ably fewer responses 1n_;;
= the three: four~a;d flve;range:;%luctuatlons betweenwthe |

- pre— and postﬂratlngsvof three or hlgher for cooperatlng
teachers was also verg smziigfor the 12 top1cs. For example:ig‘

“:fo'12 or more of the 15 cooperatlng teachers rated 11 of the 12 (;

':“-‘ .

. ‘v‘. . "' .
B P ' B ("ea LT '-\'.t :
o - . . . e
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* - e ;185
: i '6' . . S N ” ! ”; :» . .o . - - ', " ,
toplcs on the pc@m questionnalre as a 3‘° or \h1gher, w1th
s, ", -I '. _""
:"ﬁnan?mous a@;eement on 6. of the vtop1cs.v P.ost quest*mnnalre--' ,
2 SRR " ¢ L. .‘,‘
TR R R -* N
results JERS v‘en more%7 favourable:- 11 of ethe 12 top;cs were )
.:r : IR "‘*
rated. as or h1gher by 13 or more of 16 cooperatmg R ,.‘ :

'-,ywteachers w1th ,unanlmous agreement on 6 top;ss. The: only' ‘

AP\ R K J&- L
o f%%CGIVIHQ apprlec1ably fewer -ratmgs from the
oot a ’ W

cooperatln.g teachers on bqth the pre— and pos‘t questl_onbnalre‘ .

‘ T " 4 ‘.» ~,' 't"' *' e
" was "Peér }ggchrﬁgu AR ”"j‘ A ‘

o ’. " f' N P .;v .dv . »
ﬂ'@}, ! .
5.',. ’_ . ‘g(,, [\ -«

g ) teacher 1nterv1§ws-°2 than on tﬁ@-questmndal‘r
" o o & 1"'5 ey v’

A were offered showed that theﬁstudent 'teaé“ﬁeg‘g gn ,,general

° ;" approved of most of the t%plcs..ﬁ 'I;helr commem also ;'
svpggested that knowledge of. t se" tOblCS was benefuzlal. Fo.r ‘
BT e ,,_ﬁ,“-. N o : ’-‘.‘,44& 0."‘:'. .

0. exa ple,,aflve student teachfér scrxbed lessoh plapnmg as a
i

,._ ( ’
d-the cdinmunlcatron_ sect1qn o

v W '!‘ -._e\»' . 9 LB

&‘-’Lﬁlelpful vand”usﬁful 'tvio c'ie‘_~ H
@ﬁ-'as 1rgterest1ng’ and help“f'ull gnd two descr1g¢d‘ dlﬁt‘iplme as :.?

'vworth knowmg about.x Toplcs whlch 1nc1uded questlon.mg ,‘i‘_"-' o :

-lu', \,'n’

technlques, motlvatlon, fleld tr:.ps and ,obse{vmg were

T

A-:f’desonbed as helpful and worthwhlle. The’i\na&l ‘a ourit of

negatrlve oplnlon unclude’d '"the toplc of d15c1plme was not"v,_;

(one comment), the top1c "What 'I'éachmg Is,\" was j

con51de ed of l1ttle value (one commeut)“é"— and one stnd‘ent .T;}, :

P

"i"".teacher' d1d not l1ke the ,Plc on ta-xo,nomy.

oplcs presented at -_the:v lecture were not

.

':,;‘-number of spec:zflc,

“.f."mentioned by 1ntervxewees, the °ones wh1ch were ment1oned

.generally drew very ,posgwe aresponsesa._,l._ oo e e

o £ R . Lo -

e



':,. B ‘ 2»‘6, ,. ‘ N ) . . 4' J .' N o l‘\v',""
o5 O In addltlpn to the above cdhments regardlng spe ﬁ1
e T '.',"_. fy P Y R \w\ .

topzcs more 1nformat10n regardlng twq spec1f1c---‘

'1nstruct1onéi skills,and peermteachapg was sought on the

o post*questlonnalres.ﬁ‘;751 f,f;;,'}f;gjﬂ7, f??ﬁﬁﬁ%;;“f&jo‘
}g'xlde?fr b Sh;llvggbR21nforc1ng,and the, Sk111 of Var1ab1111ty.
€{§~: ‘On the postrguestloa%aliéiggtudent teachers were asked 1f

< E 3 they felt tﬁﬁt more toplqgwsuch aiﬁthe Gk1}11;f relnforclng -

: léor~the sklrl 6f v$r1ab1l % ;%&kave peen taught. The t:iff

v

student&teaﬁhers were. aﬂ(j . "uanly d1v1ded on-. thlS,‘fev

4. «
- n L

;r:;f. quesgépn, w1thw%1x say1ng yes* and fage no ﬁ?ﬁun,séﬁdént e

teaﬁhers d1d not respom% vﬂ%st of the student ?eechers who
_'f, g '.a%sw;red ,yeswfsuggg;sted that kﬁkle?ge of d1féerent %
_; :’i strategles wﬁuld have«been helpful Qamments from Student "?,?f
L" ¢ﬂ%teachers %esﬁgndang 1n;
ii. . coveredwﬁhe toplcs pretty well" and ;thlsﬁ€0p1c coul ?fg?
f{ 'combxnedvmlth:another top"’ : 5 | L '.f?-ﬂ
o< e
”; not v1ew "Peer Teach1ng as a. very 1mport@nt toprci 'n
’ s student teachers, howeVer, felt ;trongly that the peer
fﬁhbﬁ teach;ng was very 1mportant Addltlonal data from.student
}f} f teacher post questlonnarres and 1nterv1ews support thls.‘For
" “exampie,.regardlng ”Peer Teachlng, 19 student teacher 2
comnents from the f1rst set oftinterv;ews‘and.slx £rom the .

R A e

second were favorable. They descrlbed peer teachlng as

helpful worthwhlle aﬂd enjoyable. Reasons for thls::f:?sLVN
' - QJ?TF'e>7.t>:' I NS I
A ) : - " N \—T‘; '\
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. M ! '(»ﬁ.v B N -
- ; y-v. \ . . . . . o . : . -
. ! \" :. ﬁl"q“ : ., . . o ) “' e . ‘ ' ' Cee
. ‘ &-_,wa-.“\. .
. -It helps to a1n q~_§1denc§ LR P
.. . “ . “ N ’i‘ .. N
;“*One can analyze one S 0] ea&hlng. L '
: '_.- t [ [ , ‘p S, V ‘ et
. =Tt glves good feedbac,, - ,.%§’, » ERN ,
e v . : . . ) .
-It 1s a good way to break 1nto teachlng. L
L f'g;“&ou can learn a lot. L~’f“: hr oo ‘4h§7»* o o
. . v‘,v':)_.y ’ . . . oY . ] :.' . .
e A1t beneflts a person to .gét” up and tiy" 1t e T
~t;f‘n”"3—1t is non threatenlng.” ld-*',;yﬁ(Qh*.; " ,[,a;ff;tv» T
B TRy A L e
5 L —You can analee.gour own teach1ng and amprdve upon 1t.3 |
.AQFlve negatlve comments were also fecelved two from the # N
'- ",‘ .. ,.k. .‘wof : .‘.n‘ ‘. ¢ ﬁ
»7gsecon§ set of 1nterv1ews and ghre y

- from’.the f1rst. These ,fl‘

?negaﬁhve comments 1ncLﬁded.5.z. .;&1'
_ i ‘—Peer teachlng 1s 1mportantgbut not’ 1nterest1ng,lﬁvf‘§: .
B gﬁ‘-ot T ¥ R '&ry
& -Other. méthods couyﬁ have achleved what peer teaohlng X
o %chleved : ' ‘ Coe e
- B ~,- f g . # . »{‘Uv SV L ’» : - . “‘ ".uv R e "“2) Q"'-.;" ;‘
e “-w—It 1s t1me-consum1ng., "21%~7',5§?"H-—-=e5}t;fyn =;
o iy . . : ¢§
c-Ithis faky ‘and false4after ggachfhg real students, and =
,.does not need background 1n order to teach T
HL}‘ However, based on the ma]or1ty oE the comments, student “;f'e"
i e R
7”teachers seemed to be very pﬁeased w1th peer teachlng in. the
Tt SRR AR
Ed CI course and felt that 1t was’ 1mportant to the1r V*;g;o],;ﬁ~
g A A
S tra1n1ng. As ment1oned earller, post questlonna1re data also
, - K ,4\_..: L ] ) '“. ) ) S X . _’-d \ - A, : \_"
\ ”&substantlated thrs., S ‘,)“./ B ..N:;f';j’ s
N P : IR e " oo ’ A e
r¢5 The post questronnalre also asked the student teacher ,
: . ! S

1f the course should rnclude mone peer teachlng and to '_K.%

“a -

»L N

explaln. The ma]orlty,‘11*(73 percent)

on

teach1ng should be 1nc1uded Most el_.a1ﬁed tha; they felt

\ . S

1Vthat the experlence was very benef1c1al The major reason L

“?Llrglven~for thlS was that they felt that they wonld.be able to
,\ RN T e . '- T e’ ‘

A T A .
e P T g S
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attempt var1ous 1nstruct10nal technlques,'and consequently,

be able-to analyze tHls teach1ng for the purpose of

1mprovement. On the other hand .student teachers offered 8&
.‘fa "

i reasons for not 1nc1ud1ng more peer teachlng in- the course.

rp;;;—Enough'm1crb teachlng had been done., j
¥ ',‘-- S 5 PRI S ‘ X
p~g-The experlence was good Hht not 1mportant B
: ¥

: . "13..4‘ :
. -Wr1t1ng AUp’ lesson plans and teachlng at the school was
,_suff1c1ent. It i#: hard to teach peers.ﬂ

"f: (il.\ .‘ .

ce "h$:~The peer teachlng was not 1nterest1ng and not worth a
S ,_%iﬁgrade.,; R S : R o
24 B
o
ﬂ_{j;'b_ '; N F7
it y&eldea approx1matel§ %0 comments whlch 1n general
SR z_ . e’ /

i‘.f?. naxlcat and very negat1véagbow§’the Ed CI porthon

programl\Only one student teacher f'it that there were no
RO b s

changes needed to be made to the EdQCTfport1on. The major1t§

o

tlof the complalntS‘centé{yd\a\\und the mater1al presented

i;ﬁthe manner 1n fhlch 1t was presented, and d! cu551on of the

..;materlal For‘example,'a large number of/student teachers

°;hfff;(e1ght) suggestedgthat there was fan too much materldl to be

7

>

-_fpresented properly._Three compla1ned that there was some /'

'Qibverlap or dupl1catlon of mater1a1 from Ed Pra. 25U Foun:\

istudent teachers descrlbed the materlal as not practﬂcal

({l&- - ".' c‘ '.""a"_’.“-'\,q : o . el .,." B l!\/ .
‘ . overdone, useleSs‘and ﬁﬁyél.mug ““"',, 7 S jm_, =
" XN Y s‘ : e S . k Lt e L . N . L
. A number of comments by student teachers 1nvolved the
] o : - & - ,,

presentatlon of the materlal rather than the content of the
: 1,
-course. For example, thregrstudent teachers sa1d they d1d

-

- li-.w



'::r.f“/’ 'f‘;ﬂ 69 e

KX
Lk
w3

3 i" .
o 4

not lake the lecture. One student teacher suggested that the .

ﬂ ﬂecture should be more structured and def1n1t1ve. Another

'?7”fsuggested br1ng1 g 1r a guest lecturer from ‘the’ Alberta lj‘}i'

rTeachers Assoc1atlon. Several student teachers a' éf:
: cr1t1c1zed the alds (such as f11ms) used by thé—;ﬁg:ructor———:‘
:as belng “931e55r repetltwe,‘,outdﬂa‘ted QYerwoBked ‘y__'lédé}
in contrast to. thpese f'.’f"'"’i%

i A

yhhelementary and r1d1culous. Howeu
bh_remarks,‘two student’teachers‘felt.that.fhe f11m5<mere QQOd &8
uOne stud nt teacher feit@?ﬁht thesLnstructof Wéz E';~+j : ' _
:tuﬁkeasonabler andbco%gi;?ngd o£ belng treated llke Junlor.?r;‘
dyhlgh schoolﬂstudenis-.TWO student teachers 1ndlcated that ;%@

.‘u,

;'ithey &new“what

fﬂﬁif“dbackgroun fﬂa

'jand then lessoﬁhplans woul ome naturally. He sa1d that
e R

“fthere would behllttle need for the Ed C1 part of the course.ﬂ.d

'&

"Another thought he could do hlS student teachlng almost
'"wlthout any background 1n methods. Two student teachers gelt
'"ljthat there had been unfa1r handllng of two evaluatlon ' 4

‘;problems.‘Another student teacher sa1d he would not
2 . B ‘ f’ '
;”recommend any fourth year student»to thke Jhls course." One _
R R I L Eg
5student teacher admltted m1551ng one three*hour Ed CI ' IR
AT g f ( "

}hclass, 1n order to study for a mldterm.. "@ . ;’,“'

',".rv S
&

“ The magorlty oﬁ/the student teachers were also,unhappy

class d1scussions'§g%rge number of student tea?:‘hers
3(13) wanted more d1scu551ons, espec1ally of thelr 1n schooi
',,”ideijbr1ences. One student teacher sa1d that 11sten1ng for

5‘}
'thrée hours was no good and another commented that work1ng

[ T,
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‘{UﬁQfln groups was a lot better.,,hree student teachers .
L .;‘,;.,w = “ . -

cr1t1c1zed the 1nstructor for cutt1ng off a d;scuss1on top .

4 /n

soon"on t%e otherﬁhand two others sa1d thaﬁ t00 much t1me u 

v

R ,‘; v, v
;EVf‘ was spent on’. 1n—depth dlscuss1ons.-vj e
. L 4 zf - R ""co' . - . ! - ) . H
toa gl -,._, e £ . S

: q§ m
ﬁ C.. Problems w1th glasfs

"engthfﬁhd Aﬁ%endance

8 .
Two serlous problems w1th the Ed C& class Were revealed
_ '-‘\"‘*‘n s
ik gtthe garly 1nterv1ews¢w1thgstudent tQthersu Thesew
- - LI f“ b B J’ ’ﬂl - ‘\:)
Jthe 3engph.of'the class‘and attendanceuat the class.;,,
N ; 7 } e [ f

I &

Y

ecaﬁsé;of‘t &% étudent teacher bplﬁlOﬂ reqard@ng these

f%:?roblem;lwastsbughgson.the post quéslionnalreg ‘Mp‘*z7;::f
3f}1;uii" Durrng thevf;rstQSet:oflgj;f{" IV
1f{f3‘studeht'ceacheﬁ;fcomplalnedwthat the three~hcur class was
too. long Althoughjfem;n“;tudent teachers spec1'1cal:‘ '

mentloned the;samemproblem durlng the

»

a},«;grw iy l " ' g s
g:f 1nterV1ews,;the long class was Kill con51detedka_problem el
and source of d1scontent. In total for the two 1nterV1ew ‘ '

SN

L ise551ons,-18 commehts by student teachers 1ﬂd1catEd that the
“f‘f 1ébture was too long._Three student teacher9, h0wever, were

bvﬁvndt qufte 50 unhappy about 1t 51nce they;felt~that the//knew

before they began the course that a three hour class would
* be “bor1ng." Four: student teachers felt that jUSt llstenlng

for three hours was too much and that thelr m1nds were not

N i

capable of tak1ng 1n so much One of these 5tudent teachers e

»sald that he tr1ed to llsten, but after a. whlle he could

PN

e not. Student teachers attempted to suggest feasons why the ,]‘
’ e 1"'"~ ". ECON R . k . ] N e . L s
D ' s :755 ;m‘;.
j.?al,‘ . o / L . ’
- . B A - s »
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. . T .
lecture was ebo long,.and offered suggestlons on how to

1mprove the s1tuat1on. Seven student teachers suggested that

N

S the lecturc seemed to be too long“because the mater1a1 “was

”h:’ repet1t1ous. They suggested thah@%he materlal be reduced or

two hour class, once a week and two others suggested

hold1ng two one an% one*half hour classe tw1ce a week 'Q{

H&‘
e

the problem of. the long three hour class 1ncluded':“5'ﬂn 5«

’-addltxon of more materlal

2

Hf,’;“" a;-lnc%mde mong.peer teachlng

VL;{J‘.%bst q@estlonnalre regardlng the 1deal t1metab1»ng of the

.un1vers1ty class. Only one person felt that a: three hour

.t

class once a week was 1deal. A small major1ty (8 of 14)

chose two one hour and twenty m1nute classes per week. Three

Per week one wantedyaﬁone hg_ﬁalecture w1th a two hour lab
vl;}fw,and rg,wanted two one~hour classes per week ‘ ‘"fé—‘;l'f_h
oz Att,endance Ry i B . L .

jpfr As was mentloned prewlously,iattendance at the hf"s;d T_u
}k-"'unlver51ty class was” a problem.v arly in the term, a'numbep 'j:

N

of student teachers were absent fmom'each se551on,4and as

the year progressed more were absent more often. Durlng

LTy
e

S~

1nterv1ews, flye student teachers ment1oned the problem of

. . oo R . . 2

T s - C TNl @ . L
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o attendance. Four of these were unhappy and concerned about

it. They observed that often four.or\flve student teachers

'-f were away. In addlllon to thls, the 1nvest1gator not1ced

,ggf-

Y

(because she went to the b 1nn1ng of every class to collect

-the act1v1ty sheets) that_ any student_teachers were: often

late. Consequently, the class often started late. Although

‘several student

ﬂ one in: part1cular was not He". bragged that he Qad mmssed at

least three cla

o .
teachers vere. concerned about atteﬁd nce,,é

L

sses, and hlS reasons 1ncluded the followlng?“”m
J lt) . . v N

he played hockey out of town,

':_ 8 o AT A
2. he had hls/%eeth flxed and - 4““-»; f"“fh‘ e

.w,‘* :34 he found someth1ng more 1nterest1ng to do 11ke

v

playlng raquetball However, regardlegs of the reasons,“-’

attendance was a. problem, one‘whlch &Es not solved by the

end of the cour

The 1nvest

\_ 03' o
Se._, o

.

1gator thought that compulsory attendance.

mlght help solve the problem. However, post questlonna1re i

data’ showed that the ma}

(approxrmately

attendance.ﬁlhe
A§

for a non compu

":;free democratlc

for thelr educa

...

student teacher
learn and that

other student t

6?§§y° of. the student teachers

t-,_ e

75 percent3 were strongly agalr:t compulsory"
reason student t/pchers most often suggested ~
lsonw\attendance pollcy was the 1dea bf the e

rlght. They Salﬂ that 51nce they were paylng

t;on,,xt was the1r prerogat1ve to attend One‘h

- IR f -

commented that “you can t force a: person to
"the good students would attend n Three N

eachers sugﬁested that those who dld not

"attend would ldSe out on the1r grades as’ a natural

.o ’
. e
R PRI ol o ,:t..a. :
S S e TN el
: e - : TaeA B - ERES T N . R
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"Lconsequence of non attendance

attend would beneflt Three st-oent teachers suggested that
i;{ - there was nothlng to learn at class,-that one should not

have to learn mater1al already learned from another course,

and that the lecturos were not that beneﬁlcral and were too.»ﬁ'

long The two student teachers who opted for compulsory
. A 2 e v .
attendance felt that more part1c1patory act1y1t1es such as_

dlscu551on and peer teachlng should .be part of the Sourseﬂ’

[

‘.) 1f attendance were compulsory. One student teacher was

undec1ded He admltte? that there were student tsaehers who
Rt

T?ﬂ mlssed class for genu1ne reasons but that there were also :

a;_v

those who just tookvadvantage4and?mlssed all the tlme.
y el X _‘:‘“\_c

D Student Teache

F‘JJ'

Although student“teachers complauhed a grea& deal aboutf”'

» IS

c',

the un1ver51ty class, when they were asked on the
B post quest1onna1re how to 1mprove 1t four student teachers

(25 percent) d1d not respond The way to 1mprove the coursgfrw‘

that was suggested most ot,ten@( fgur ﬁ}mes) was to 1nc1ude"_j$‘.-y

oo mort}drscu551on in class. ThreE‘studenB teachers wanted more-?f5
| .”‘peer teachlng; The rema1ﬁﬁng isolated suggestlons for~f”"”' ‘
’~71mprov1ng the Ed. CI sectlon 1ncluded' g‘i‘f‘§",‘}'fﬁ£7;:«;;~?
9F8h0q%?n classes- jfjdfﬂfﬁlrffij fffhj,ﬂ:ﬁ;ﬁf-f"
g._,,'\;ﬁg:—haveﬁa more 1n depth study-of dlsc1p11ne and '?5;;',,}
K _‘management RN RV IR T ."',‘-»*4"5" Cos

Y ~ e e s : S :
—haye ; e ut111zatlon of SklllS taught within ‘class to RS-

- practise improve’ upon practlcal experlences should

- be part of TRg class YL . B ST
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ks “—hold at one hour lecture ghd»two hour peer teach1ng
g8’ lab. . : SR ]
.& ‘.‘ . b X ‘, . > S ' St 8 .
E 'As was mentloned above,.ln the analy51s and dlscu551on of {

'uthe Ed CI toplcs, a large majorlty of student teachers sa1d

‘;;'"dthat they wanted more dlSCUSSlOﬂ, especxally about their

. o in- school exper1endbs.'~”<_ﬁ »' f'} 'h,

Several other post questlonnalre comments were'

.Volunteered by theustudent teathers, and 1nc1uded

oo
¥
. ‘-sv.f c :
—small unlver51ty classes are far better than large-
kids. through year feel ea51er xw dlscu551ng 3

a »};A\ i

‘uj—dlsc1p11ne shouid be dealt w1th01n depth ;'

”flnteractlon w1th studentS*seﬁps sklmmed over', 4-“ e
s : N
R _-un1ver51ty course “too long,ﬁ@ivered too much materlal

,3dtoo qu1ckly R ny s s

LE
;i

S - ;ﬁ
‘Hhad learned S%BF eachlng SklllS from thlS part of the ;
o . i ,
fxcoursej Seventy percent of the respondents (two student
B : \ )
-E‘~f teachers-d1d not respond) llsted Lesson plannlng most often .
AR €. R
@ ‘has the classroom skll; learned from the JhlVers1ﬁy cIass.}*i-~s
:'fa Other sklrms that sLudent teaehers reported learn1ng, but to
g oL P TR “\tr..' o a
. a much lesser degree, 1nc1uded .-f ;’V‘b ..ﬁ’-'ﬂfwffﬁf T
. B ‘ . “ : ’ ’ : /“’, ."-' _"-"l.i-,.
e —communlcatlon skllls, verbal and non verbal N Lo
ﬂ"-_-questlonlng technlques vA‘v'-'.} e "_.cj,f
o ‘-dlsc1p11ne ‘f S
- o ’ o e e C R L ) R



'pUnfortunately, two student teachers felt that from the1r

A
[V s
RN
S vy

3 .
- —sk111 of. exp1a1n1ng.'

x,

un1ver51ty class there Was l1ttle 1nformat1on of real use to

'~the1r careers: . . _ﬁ T “;\5

Cong

MR

;;_F,*Text Handouts and Ass1gnments

as’ the pr1mary text;for the course, but unfortunate}y no one C

\s

;twas falr. Generally speaklng, hoVever, effort expended on

‘thls part of the»program was m1n1mal ahd 1n§uff1c1ent.,t(:
“Sk1lls as a text because:f

Ugall of the toplcs covered in: the Ed GI course were 1n

'il3‘w lso recommended us1ng Sydneg Micro: Serles,,Lookr_g 1n
Classfooms - (Good and Brophy) and Stating Objectives for.. the
‘*_Classroom (Gronlund) as references. B T S s B

The 1nstructor"used Cooper s Classroom Teachlng Sﬁllls

- reported readlng 1tlent1rely. The largest amount reported -;j

q.’i »
v

.'fread by one studentgteacher was. 50 percent Class handouts‘

. . a L

_Awere not recelved very well eltwgn, butﬁthe student teachens;hm

. o S
d1d read more of them thaq*they d1d the text..For example,d~“

ey

»one th1rd of the student teach§%§ had read hetween¢75 and

"‘ﬁ

1100 percent of the handouts. Class a551gnments appeared to~al5

s : gk S

'be rece1ved qu1te favorably The major1ty of/thg student-‘_;s'f‘

S . oF

'“teachers felt that the a551gnments were of praatlcal value

g :
”“and that the evaluatlon of the/ass1ggments,,1nc1ud1ng exams,

7

T ‘ _ __Hrﬂrw.:,, . B )
~ The 1nstructor recommended Cooper s Classroom Teachlng o

A .‘;;' N

’) . " ; 4. '\ .

:7pract1cal exerc1ses WLth answers for the student teachers,.f.ﬁr;

'-iand reIated to the research that had taken place.f3 Although

RYLN

N B N v L L . .
e N, R - . N . N
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‘ffrom hlS own teaohrng exper1ence. He expected the student"
. . ,

_teachers to read the text in order'to get a’ second oplnlon,v'

’ ."and had them complete spec1f1c exerc1ses from 1t. Because
b

o _:'not everyone had- bOUght the textbook he dupllcated and ERARS

5

°dlstr1buted some parts of the text as - handouts.xHe expected

‘

"hg the s@ndent teachers to read ﬁhe top1cs in the text Wthh

i were covered in’ c’ass. On the post questlonnalre,‘ student

'-‘,,‘ .. b

g?ﬁchers were asked what peréentage of the course téxt they

r‘!, 0 Q -
t ﬂ;had read As.Table°18 swas no one had read mone than j}
‘. ‘_ -“0 ; . ;"";’?.:\ TABLE ‘| 8 1 ..‘-. l e "‘,.a . ,
,£?3g; percentage of therCourse TeXt Read ;ffﬁfj~}f‘7}
R (post*questlonnalre) (n~15) SR Ca
AR - 3 9.9
* Number": of R R Percentage o
Student Teachers IR ~T{“ff4,“:. Read “;upfﬁ;:;f.

.J : :

the text 1nformatlon e11c1ted from the student teachers on
- ‘ ﬁ' A_ ' A [RRE A | P R L oo
: ~ ‘4‘ . . . ’ L o . ) . . 4“ . [ soe . v . ‘_ Ll -
’ o) o i . - y . L
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&

eessary 1f the studept took 251 and dld”all the riﬁ

. _ ‘ O 7‘1‘7;7_ o
.\., '.,. ‘ : DR .,
L the post questlonnalre" asklng them whether or not they ;
» q ooty . -
' woubd recommend the teﬁ% ﬂor future use in a course 15 not .

L . ', s .
S very mean1ngful Elght student teacheﬁs (merely 50 perdent) -
responded and four of these elght regommended,the text and

f0ur d1d not The student teachefs ,reasonsxfor recommendlng
i .. s ' d . [N . Z
the text 1ncluded SR S ',':f' .'Af e ‘Jf o
. : - : s SV “ M o i
A qg“=_ —shouldgbe used as-a reference I# L : ‘
<4ﬁ7{f - --not a. requ1red text espec1ally 1f handoutstdlrectlyu,._”
' out of it are used : e T K
[N : Z/~ IR S o “ - ""
[ book is “very helpful-_lt goes through d1fferen€ 5
&%-10 sequence and is very chprehen51ve ,:\‘ v
L Lk 1s a goodutext from,what I have read and would . y
Ly r-g@fj-iobably be benef1c1al hﬁ{,,¢u, o o _.: [v*,' .
Lar o R i
';The‘reasons for nét recommendlgé the text 1ncluded T
) _’/ . !" . v_ ‘-,-4,. - E A ! .
/‘-not bene£1c1a1 _.,:_;- "ﬂ=f\‘¢'{ L 0 g ’ S
I TEEI L : -' R R . ,l" . n:' S s B N
";f@ef{-costs too much ’ i ﬁ}-§?4* ‘- L j{g’ﬁ;,
oy N & . : ‘ L N e N & ‘ %‘.g,"?.
I —d1d not - relate to the course . q;- ~ﬂ.gf‘=(

o maﬁhal work. - R e _ i N
el g L f' L e -,e T N o
£ ‘_In most 1ns\ances, the studenb teachers could?not make a o
. . » J o _.“»v.
pjudgment because they had not read enough,of the text; Two {Pf
;ﬁ ) Student teachers were‘alsorﬁsked to comment on the i
"» '.-"*,. 3 g t _r’ ‘\' .
. nhmber oi class hgndouts they read, /
i i 51xty 51x percent o} the respondents.had read 50 percent or ‘ ?‘
. LA 7 '-:‘ s . R . ‘ ; . . ' »‘f »' "' o : R / B : . ’:,
N A , S
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>~ - ‘ - - ’
- fewer of the handouts by the t1me of the post quest1onna1re.-

~

Only two student teachers-reported reading all of

TABLE 19

. Percentage ‘of the Class Handouts Read
- : (post questlonna;re) (n=15)
. Number of - _ T Percentage
L Student Teachers : - . Read =
R SR T 5
2 10
1 - o s
2 : - o 20
B ’ . 30
N 2 R ‘ ' 50
LI T : 75
L 1 ' 90
o LR - 95

2 - o S 100

the handouts,-df.theJSeven ccmments, regarding'handouts
received from student teachers durlng 1nterv1ews, only one'-
was positive. He felt that the handouts from the lecture |
were good concise and really useful if one read themland'
~thought about them. This. cgntrasts markedly with six other
Yery negatlve .and cr1t1cal remarks regardlng the handouts.\
»In general, these remarks suggested that they were too long'
, toyread One student. teacher, was taking 51x courses. |
Another explalned that he d1dn 't know what to do with them,
and there was no opportunlty to discuss them. A third said
he found that  the handouts were not useful aftér skimming

six or seven of them, and, finally, one student criticiZed/</



.

“ . -

/

'theh as confusing and not sequenoed.properly. Another

student teacher said he had no reason at all for not reading

them. He simply did:not.. - i

i
f

3. E4.CI Evaluation
‘ Accordinglto the instructor of the cgurse, stfﬁent
teachers were expected to complete five c%assroom
wa551gnments (worth 12 percent each), part“c1pate in class
(10 percent) and urite\the final exam (wormh 30 ‘percent). O
the post-guestionnaﬁre, student teachers were asked their
opinions on the practical'value of the assignments. In
addition to this, they offered comments during‘intervieus ”
about the assignments and about eualuation in general. The

investigator also asked each one over the telephone for an

opinion regarding the final examination.

a{/élass Assignments and Final Examination. Twelve

' stud%nt teachers;, a large majority, reported that they felt
- that the class,assignments were of practical value. (Two
:student teachers did not:respond' and one answered in the
negatlve ) Five of the twelve explained that lessonAplannlng
a551gnments were very valuable. Classroom management,
discipline and micro—teaching assignments were mentioned one
* time each as assignments of practical value. One student
teacher suggested that the a551gnments helped him to
understand the role of the teacher.and the amount of work
needed to be done in order to be a good teac er. Two student
.teachers simply suggested that some of the agssignments were

of\practlcal value. Two student teachers felt that the
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\

assignment on "What Teaching'Is"-was of little value. One of

“~

these suggested (and the course instructor made the same

comment) that this toplc mlght have been better apprec1ated

after they had done some classroom teach1ng.

Although quest10nna1re results 1nd1cated that the .

0. -

‘majorlty of the student teachers felt that their class
\

a551gnments were of pract1cal value, comments from AN '
_ \ Y

interviews suggested that many were unhappy with certa1n,;
assignments or the evaluation of a551gnments. For example,
individuais complained thatlthe instructidns for'the
..following'ﬁére not clear: o T | \
_ ~lesson plan a551gnment ” K ) !
'~se1f eyaluatlon a551gnment ' 3
~A,V. assignment , .
cassignments in general. | . \
Other student teachers had a 11st of complalnts regardlng

evaluat1on -which included: ~ . N \

t 4

~assignments too lenlently marked

,

=30 percent of mark for. final not‘fair'
~Unclear as to how students were to be tested

\

*1nstructor was unreasonable in that he wanted a book
report for a lesson plan and 1t was worth 12 percent

~concerned about receiving cred1t for attendance and
part1c1pat10n (extra 10 percent)

*evaluatlon of m1cro teaching assignment was unfalr

~overall evaluatlon was neither object1ve hor falr,
merely subjective . .

»wanted overall grade based more on real teach1ng



“”___Oﬁ_the_cther—hana*‘éi@ht_student—teaGherS“hadfpositive

-surprised at no evaluation for mlcro—teachlng

~felt grade Sjould not be based °n part1C1pat10n 1f
attendance *Sy't mandatory.

comments abouyt tP® assignments. over haif of these said the
 assignments were Not long or difficuit to complete.‘One
suggested that:

-Lesson planS were easy enough tO do because the .

instructor 9lyes you the steps.-:you just fill ‘it in;

there is no x‘ea!s,on why anyone c2h pot do them.
In fact one stUdQnt teacher commented that these were the
easiest assignmeNts he had among his Unjversity courses. Two
.studeht teachers Yjid that they eqeoyed doing the °
aseignments and the exercises, and fOund them useful.
Another commented that the lesson plans were good outllnes.
Two mentioned th2Y the homework load Was not heavy. It
appears, ‘then, thﬁt those student teachers who were
1nterested enoug? in the course to attempt the a551gnments
and to ‘do the woFk benefited, and th@Se who were not.
interested merelylcomplained ana, of Qeurse, did-not‘
. benefit. | | . »

A very larg® majorlty (14'of 15) of‘the student
teachers reported on the post-queStifNnaire that they felt
that the_eva1Uat1Qn of the university class was fair. This
positive respons® is especia11§ interfegting in light ot
large number of CYpplaints some rais€d about moethother
aspects of the ¢Curse. Student teach€rg offered.the
following.reasoﬂs for their opinions:? |

_—since all a%gignmentsvbore the Same percentage and

\

‘\\ ’\1)
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"

took about theAsame amount of time, that was fair.

-It was a fa1r breakd°wn s1m11ar to other courses and
,the assignments vere Sood and had a point to them.

_;___Howevez+.£oun_of_44_who sald_the evaluatlon_was_talr_had
i some reservat1ons Most- of these concerned ma1nl§\the;\\
"clarlty of what the asslg”ments vere worth Another fele\\n%
that ‘the assagnments should. have accounted for the daffere
subject areas that the stUdent teachers were majorlng 1n.

The majorlty of the 5tudent teachers felt that the

f1nal examlnat1on wasg fa1r and reasonable. The few

reservatrons suggested that qQuestions were e1ther,ambigudus,

.too vague or too broad, a"d that the exam was too long.
G. Summary of the Ed.cCI E*Perience | .
CooperatinglteacherSr Student teachers and university

professors were in favor of the toplcs covered in the

exper1mental Ed. CI class as comprlslng the core of toplcs to_

be included in future Ed. CI classes. Each group, however,

had reservat1ons'regard1n9 Speciflc toplcs. Student teachers

and cooperating teachers pOth felt that "Prov1nc1al

t

, Currlculum Guides" was: a t°D1c of less 1mportance. Student

teachers and faculty consUltants agreed that the top1c "What-

~
Teachlng Is" (borderl1ne f°t student teachers) vas also less

1mportant thar other tOple student teachers felt that f
"Asse551ng and Evaluatlng Students..." was less 1mportant

wh11e cooperat1ng teacher$ felt &Peer Teachlng was, less'

' 1mportant. Un1vers1ty profeSSQrs V1ewed "Communlcatlon as a

‘very difficult topic to teach, Inrgeneral, however,_there

+
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was good acceptante by - all three groups of the following

topics: a. classroom management, b. discipline, c. |

— communication_ | (particularly in.the classrdom) and d. lesson

183

. planning. Other topics not llsted above that. had

reservations assoc1ated with them were rece1ved ma1n1y from,

as "What Teach1ng Is," ‘having - to reteach certaln aspects of
,top;cs such as "Lesson Plannlng," presentlng general methods
| of evaluatlng, and including var1ous aspects of |
‘1nstruct1onal technlques. One of their main concerns waS‘-
that all the topics could probably be better dealt with at
‘the spec1f1c subject area level. | |

"Pre-post comparlsons of the 1mportance of the tOplCS
’.showed very little d1fference At both t1mes, the majority
.f-of both student teachers and cooperating teachers rated the

_,major1ty of the suggested tOplCS as important (three or -

‘ hlgher) Interv1ew data from the student teachers conflrmed

'~ this. Student teachers wanted ‘more peer teachlng 1ncluded 1n'

- the course._They felt that they beneflted greatly from th1s -

-exper1ence.”Cooperat1ng teachers, on the other hand
'fdappeared to be.hesltant about the value of ‘the toplc, since
theylrated it‘as hauing less importance than other topics on
both the' pre- and post- quest10nna1res. o ' 31 | 5 ‘

Student teachers had three major compla1nts about thel
“Ed.CI class;;In general, they felt that there was too much

material to cover, “that the 1nstructor used 1nappropr1ate?

aids for presenting the materlal, and that there was not =

T

G

S

'/
faculty consultants and included prematurlty of a topic such :

qx’z‘:‘{:év L.
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':enough class d1scusstn. They also wanted more dLSCUSSlOﬂ of

"the1r in- school experxences. :

Interv1ew data also revealed that the long three houry,

_class vas a ser1ous problem. Many felt that the mater1a1 was

rrepetltlous, and,’ 1f 1t were reduced, then the lecture mlght

".not seem soflong

v

Attendance was a problem observed by the 1nvestlgator,-h
1nstructor and several student teachers. Post questlonna1re 4
response 1nd1cated that .the maJorlty of . the student teachers:'
‘were not’ ﬁn favor of compulsory attendancer They felt that_
1t was the1r personal dec1s1on whether or not to attend
pr1mar11y because they wele paylng for the1r own educatlon.

Student teachers vere asked for spec1f1c changes whlch
m1ght 1mprove the course, but few general trends emerged. ’
‘Improvements wh1ch were suggested most often 1ncluded (a)i’
;1nclude more peer teachlng, (b) hold more d15cuss1on, and
(c) shorten the lecture.,In spite of the student teachers
'.complalnts about the course, student teachers reported
‘ ilearnlng necessary sk1lls, for example,.?O percent reported
'that they had learned the sk111 of - lesson plann1ng. Other
skills reported. learned . but to a much lesser degree,; .

1ncluded commun1cat1on skllls,'verbal and nonverbal

classroom management questlonlng techn1ques, d1sc1pl1ne and
o, T4

the skill- of explalnlng. e
Post quest10nna1re response regard1ng the text and

handouts wa;\not\Y\vsrableu In~genera1 the student teachers

<

had made a m1n1mal effort to read the1r text and handouts

\
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”conscientiohsly.[For}ekambie,-the'1argest'amount”of'the text
‘read (by merely-one'studeht,teacherﬁ was only 50 percent.

Because ofsthis.poor‘attempt it was not possible.to

con51der the student teachers recommendations of the text
'ser1ously Effort at read1ng the handouts was better than
attempts,at’readlng the text; however,leven this was not
satisfactory. Onlf half ?f the'student teachers reported;
“readiqg 50 percent'or moﬁe‘of the handouts. One»qoarter had.

.

read 90 percent or more-of thehhandouts. o

»

> In contrast to the di appointing respanse to the text

a -

.and handouts, response to lass'assignments ahd'evaluation.'
‘ was very p051t1ve. The major1ty of the student teachers
reported that they felt that the class assignments were of
‘practical value. A few minor complaints about assignments
.(some.remarking'that instructions for doing them were not
'clear, ahd.some‘tesling that thevevaloation-has onfair)‘were
receivedhduring ihterviews.;Eight-student teachers had very
positiVe remarke about the assignments, some.suggestihg”that‘
‘they vere not difficult ‘to complete and that. they enjoyed
d01ng them. A large majorlty reported on the

‘ post*questlonnalre that they felt that the evaluation of theh
Ed.CIvclass Qas fair,voffering reasons such as "a }air"
.breakdown s1m11ar ‘to other courses" and "since they took
about the same amount of time and were worth the same amount

that was falr." Only a few felt that some‘questlons were too

vague. -
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VII. SUPPLEMENTARY DATA .

- Five topics of the study did not fit neatly into anywof the

previous najor sections of the thesis reSults.,These were
(i) the relatzonsh1p between the Ed. CI¥course and the
iEd Pra. course, (ii) the in- serv1ces, (111) perceptlons of
'the_student teachers, (1v) student teachers comm1tment to
teaching, and (w):student teachers attendance at the

schools,

A.'Relationship Between‘thefEd.CI and the InszSchool Parts of .

£
+

the Program
‘.Cooperatingvteachers.were:kept'iqformed-throuéh,the*‘

in-services on a continuous basis of whdt subjecty

matter was being'taught in the Ed.CI class and when it'was'

_taught: For example?‘lesson planning was5not taught Until-'

towards the end of the term when'it was anticipatgd that

most student teachers would be startlng to teach a few

lessons. The 1nstructor hoped that by prOV1d1ng th1s

information to the cooperating teachers,,greater 1ntegrationf

_between the Ed.CI and the practlcum mlght be ach1eved Under

normal c1rcumstances, of course, th1s would not be p0551b1e'

because the EJ.CI course and pract1cum are usually run ‘at

‘two dlfferent tlmes,'consequently, one could expect much

[,

: less 1ntegrat10n. Discussion w1th student teachers early in

the term ‘revealed that 1ntegrat1on between the Ed. CI .and

" 186
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in-school parts of the experlmental program m1ght be a

ST g
‘/'1 2 ‘.'.:‘.";

'ﬂproblem. Because of this, op1n1on regardlng ‘the relatlonshlp \
VV/
4

B between the two parts was sought from un1ver51ty professor.

Vof the experlmental program, Spltz (1979 pJB
: that the staff members felt that "tﬁe EdTEI and~£%§{%~
L

¥

N

‘jEducablon Practlcum portlons must be hlgﬁg& 1ntegr5%ed
'order to be effectrve plus benef1c1al “to the student
teachers." The current: 1nvestlgatlon also arrlved at th1s -
.conclu51on after 1nterv1ew1ng three un1ver51ty professors,,u
after the program was . completed For example,'one of ‘the
'professorsvfelt\that,»1f a general:Ed.CI‘course becamej
diworced from’the practicum, very little’of the Ed;CI.course
would’be:meaningfulggAnother indioated.that he had notfseen
very much carryover'from his own regular.EdrCl course to the
conventional practicum,”and'hoped.that_this would'not'hapben,:-
with Ed Pra. 252. o o |
'Interv1ews w1th student teachers, both early and late
_in the term, showed thattthe group was d1v1dedgon;whatAthe~
.relationship.wasvbetween“the;Ed.CI and the\student,teachingcf
'portion} That_is, almost‘half of the'student teachers:(7 of-
16).commentedvduringtthe’first;sét.of-interviews that~there
was ‘no relatlonshlp between the lecture and the 1n school
experience. In fact half of these student teachers
suggested that they could do the student teach1ng part

AWIthOUt the lecture. Only one student teacher mentloned
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durlng the second set of 1nterv1ews that he would rather
have attended ]USt the lectures rather than the in- school

experlence. On the other hand‘ nine comments suggestlng that"

the two parts of the course were related were rece1ved
durlng the f1rst set of 1nterv1ews. The ma36r1ty of these
'1nterv1ew comments sa1d that there was some correspondence
between the two parts. Some spec1f1c comments from these
1nterv1ews 1nc1uded the f0110w1ng

V-One would not l1ke to take one- part whthout the other.

-The lecture mater1al is relevant to the 1n—school
luexper1ence. o ,

'-The lecture and the student teach1ng complement each
other. : . S

: -—You can apply the 1nformat10n from the lecture to the
h_'classroom 1f you. make the effort. S

--There is a 50/50 relatlonshlp between the two.v-{J”
In1t1allY,.sllghtly more than half of the student teachers
felt that the- lecture was related to the in- school part.

Durlng the second set of 1nterV1ews, four student teachers

suggested that the SklllS 1earned at the school were coveredﬂh'

1n the lecture.:Flnal 1nterv1ew data appear, generally

speak1ng, to 1nd1cate that a small major1ty of the student

’ ,teachers felt that the two parts of the course were related S

- Post questlonnalre results regardlng the relat1onsh1p

between the two parts of the course were not conclu51ve. For"

'example, when the student teachers were asked to what degreefji

"-the mater1al covered in class was’ related to the in- school_

. exper1ence, the majorlty of responses (74 percent) fell

7,



189

between an maverage degree"'(rating of'three)‘and'a very-'
"hlgh degree of relatlonshlp (ratlngs of four ‘and flve)
However,151x of these eleven ratlngs were average (three)

——{at1ngs,_deSCrlblngﬂmalnly_ _A_average degree" of

relatlonshlp between the Ewo parts of the course.. Only one

7

__student teacher rated the relatlonsh1p to a very h1gh degree

{
(flve) Four of the student teachers felt bo h

parts were related to a h1gh degree (four) 0 ly one student
teacher rated the degree of relatlonshlp betw en the two |
‘coJrses ‘as a one (zero to very llttle degree of ‘ A

relat1onsh1p) This . was 1nterest1ng ‘to note in’ llght of the
fact that seven student teachers sa1d durlng the 1n1t1al
’1nterv1ews and, one sa1d durlng the final 1nterv1ews that

| they saw no relat;onshlp between the two parts of the

course.

3Bﬂ In serv1ces
. '\ .
- \

Four in- servrces were conducted with the cooperatlng."'
: teachers, pr1mar11y for the purpose of prov1d1ng them w1th s
1nformatlon wh1ch would a551st them in gu1d1ng the student
teacher through the new experlmental program and w1th
‘1nformat10n wh1ch would fam111arlze the cooperatlng teachersu
w1th thé program. The first in- serv1ce 1ncluded an |
explanatlon of the 1ntents anh aims of the program an
vexplanat1on oflhow the manual was to be used " an explanatlon
f‘of the types of act1v1t1es the student teachers should be

performlng wh1le at the school 'an explanatlon of materlal
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~

|

The th1rd in- service . 1ncluded a br1ef d1scus51on of thex
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',tO‘be<COvered in the EQ.CI class and an explanation of how

this course fits'into'the student teachers' overall pgogram.

The second 10 serv1ce dealt entlrely w1th evaiuatlon of\thé e

K

top1c 1s dlscussed more fully in Chapter v, " Section H2 :“

(Evaluat1ng Student Teachers) Chapter v, Sectlon H3 . (The

Gradlng System) and Chapter V Sect1on H4 (The Evaluatlon:' \

Form) It 1s 1nterest1ng to note that at ‘this t1me 60 -
percent of the cooperatlng teachers, accordlng to brlef U

1nformal 1nterv1ews w1th them, mentloned the evaluatlon “-'

-1n-Serv1ce as be1ng very worthwh1le. One cooperatlng teacher

was' so 1mpressed he thought that the in- serv1ces should be

'—“.

compulsory. Seven cooperatlng teachers commented that 5he N

exchange of 1nformat10n -was valuable and in. general,‘y_f
» o

enjoyed attendlng and part1c1pat1ng at ‘the ‘in- serV1ces) Only

one cooperatlng teacher found the in- serv1ces un1nformat1veu

evaluatlon form (descrlbed the one chosen) and a more

]
'

yoo -

i

B

R

deta11ed explanatlon of the act1v1t1es in the manual The g‘

flnal 1n serv1ce 1ncluded a presentat1on by a cooperat1ng
B A

teacher of h1s proposal for a rev1sed manual and a

dlscu551on of the role of the faculty consultant. The role

of ‘the faculty consultant is dlscussed in more deta11 1n'

the manual proposal 1s dlscussed more fully in Chapter IV

_Section C (Weaknesses ‘of the Manual)

L%
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. Attendance at the In-services .

A factor involved in the success of the experimental
‘.course was the attendance of the cooperating‘teacherS'at'

' each-of the four two-hour in-services. To encourage the

cooperating teachers to attend they were pafd;for their
time spent at these meetlngs. The major1ty of the
cooperatlng teachers attended two ‘or more 1n serv1ces. Nine
of 16 cooperat1ng teachers attended all four in-services,

' four_attended three,.one attended two; one attended,one, and
one;did not attend any in—Services. S . - o

2. Value of the In-services

‘On the post-questionnaire; the cooperating teachers.
listed the following as the most important aspects of the
in-service: .-
~-receiving information regardlng the spec1f1c aims or
' .goals of the course and the spec1f1c expectations of
. the student teachers and cooperating teachers (elght
teachers mentioned thlS 1tem) ‘
-the in- serv1ce on evaluation (nlne)
. —the sharlng of 1deas through dlscu551on (two) .9
-the value of receiving 1nformatlon regardlng what

student teachers were learning from their on- campus
"Ed.CI class (two)

One cooperatlng teacher suggested that in the follow1ng
'year,41n services should concentrate spec1f1ca11y on what
student teachers have covered in their Ed.CI class and
.,therefore, g1ve a clearer plcture to the cooperatlng teacher
Sregardlng what the student teacher should be able to deal

with in a teachlng 51tuat10n.
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Interestingly, only,three‘cooperating teachers
,responded to the guestion regarding the least vaiuable
aspects of the 1n serv1ce and all three felt that time spent

going through the manual was the least valuable aspect.

3. Differentiation Between Conventional-and_Ed.Pra. 252

'In-services‘ : | , - i S \
The majority of the cooperating teachers,'(fo of 16) or
. about 53 percent felt/that the 1n service. se551ons .
‘differentiated suff1c1ently between the Phase IT program and
.conventional student teaching programs. This response‘was
somewhat surprising since'one cooperating teacher with whom
the investigatorlconducted an in—depth_interview early in
the term felt that "he wasgfiying by the seat of his pants, "
regarding participating in«the program. it nay_be,vhowever,
that by the timeithe post—questionnaire was administered
that most of the cooperating teachers knew what the
differences between the experimental and conventional
student'teaching programs‘were. There is some support for
this from the Cooperating teacher who explained: "After the.'
first session. clarity was adequate and the manual helped "
'The cooperating teachers who felt that the 1n serv1ces
dlfferentiated explalned '

-It differentiates espec1ally for the firstnhalf of the

~ program when the student teachers were 1nvolved mainly .
with observation. » . .

&

-1t was made clear that the program.developed‘aS'a
‘bridge between first observation and professional term.

-The progran differentiated but only after prodding and\~
" questioning by the cooperating- teachers; there is the °
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need for a good in-service pr1or to the student
teac ers arrival at the school.

\ :
Two cooperatlng teachers made -~uggestions for future
in- serv1ces. These included:

—The in-service needs to be oriented more towards the
) observatlonal side of the student teachlng and less

towards—teaching.
.the manual were 1mproved enough 1t could be used to
d1fferent1ate between the two programs and consequently
one could hold fewer in-services. .
Interestlngly,<one/cooperat1ng teacher commented that
because of the in- 'services he gave ‘the manual a more‘[
“detailed. examlnatlon. The three cooperat1ng teachers 'who did
not feel that the program differentiated explalnedfthey felt
that thereiwas not much difference between the two programs.

4. Continuing'the In-service

~ The major1ty (14 of 16) of the cooperating teachers
‘recommended that the in- serv1ces be continued. One did not"
.recommend it and one was undec1ded Reasons offered by the

‘14 cooperatlng teachers who recommended cont1nu1ng the

V

in-service 1nc1uded

'-There is a worthwhile information exchange between the
'un1vers1ty and the cooperatlng teachers. The
information exchange is valuable in that it allows for
forming more concrete and specific ob3ect1ves~ it.
allows for being 1nformed of the program's goals and
intents, thereby prov1d1ng guidance for the cooperatlng
teachers; ‘it allows for liason between the university
and cooperatlng teachers to discuss and compare their
expectations and standards w1th other cooperating
‘teachers. . )

-In-services gave the teachers the feel1ng of being ]
directly i.volved with the formation and operation of
the experimental program on a more personal level.

--In-service sessions were most helpful for cooperat1ng
teachers who have never had a student teacher before.'
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Several cooperating teachers agreed that the in-service
should be continued but under certain conditions. These
- : '

included:

-at least while the program is new

-although not necessar1ly in a classroom session -or on
a monthly. basis \

' ~but, beg1n prior to the arr1val of the student teacher
- at the school.

~-if cooperating teachers come for a second year, would
modify in-services compared to first year cooperat1ng
teachers
-for new cooperating teachers, one or two maximum for
experienced teachers. Preferably have the student
teacher at the first meet1ng.
The one cooperating teacher who would not recommend
continuing the inQService_felt‘that’the university should
send someone out to explain the program to him.
' ' - . ' : .:\\ ) v . .
Interviews w1th‘three,un1Ver51ty professors revealed
that they were strongly in faer of retaining the in-service
- program. One professor:was concerned about who was g01ng to
do- the seminars because he - foresaw a big ]Ob to be done in
this area}_Another-felt that.1f the un;yer51ty~wanted a
”fquality teacher preparation program,-then the in-seryices
Hwould»need to be continued. He felt so strongly}about this

that he said, "If We cannot keep working withnthe teachers,.

" then I would not be 1nterested 1n the Phase II Program.? The
third professor added that the in-services were an essentlal
part of the program. He felt that the unlver51ty could make
;'changes, but unless the quallty of performance of the people

’

anolved was 1mproved the program would not be as

l{;§ .
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beneficial as it should be.

5. Ideal Number of In-services
Accordlng to post-questionnaire response, there was no
-agreement among the cooperatlng teachers on the 1dea1 number

\
of in-services. However, "the majorlty chose to haVe between

two and. four in- serv1ces, whxle some suggested one, .and
others suggested f1ve or more. Interest1ngly, three
, cooperatlng teachers ‘made two different ch01ces for the
‘1deal number of in- serv1ces. Ten cooperatlng teachers
~‘expla1ned that d1fferent cond1t10ns dictated d1fferent
numbers of‘1n—serv1ces"for example, fewer in- serv1ces would,’
‘be needed for experlenced cooperatlng teachers, and more
in- serv1ces for less experlenced cooperatlng teachers. The
cooperatlng teacher who suggested one in- serv1ce as 1deal
offered no reason for his ch01ce. One of the two cooperatlng.ﬂ
yteachers who suggested five in- serv1ces as 1dea1 expla1ned |
that more facets of the program could be examlned and dealt
with, | | |

3§;‘Ideai Tlme of Year to Conduct the- In serv1ce

The majorlty (75 percent) of the cooperatlng teachers
reported on’ the - post questlonnalre that they preferred to
hold" the in-service onéﬁweek-prlor to‘student teachlng,randgﬁ-

rthe rema1n1ng cooperat1 g teachers preferred to hold.it.just

A ¥

: 1mmed1ate1y prior to the\beglnnlng of'the‘student¢teacher’
experlence. E1ght,other cooperatlng teachers commentsfv
K‘n ] . e,

regardlng the 1n serv1ces 1ncluded

—One week before' give them JUSt enough t1me to plan
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for the student teacher.

-The purpose of the in-services was to have the aims
and goals of the in-services explained

-The cooperating teacher could be better prepared by
*listenlng to problems encountered in the past.

-1f more in-services are needed, continue w1th them.

-One in- serv1ce_should—summar1ze—everytn1ng.

,Z; Student Teacher Comments Regardlng the In- services

~Student teachers were asked to llSt those act1v1ties

suggested by the1r Ed.CI course but which were not 1ncluded

in their. 1n school experlence. The 1ntent was to determlne

what addltlonalglnformatlon should-be given to the

cooperating‘teachers at the jn-service and this was

~explained on the-poStaquestionnaire to.the~student teachers. .

/ . .

| Judging from'the poor student .teacher response, very little

additional information may be included. at the in-service.
The items suggested by four student teachers 1ncluded

_ .—prov1de instruction and experlence w1th dup11cat10n
~and preparatlon of schoolrmaterlals .

-prov1de 1nstructlon and experlence with student
' evaluatlon ) g ) . :

'f—prov1de observational experiences early

'-prov1de he . opportunlty to teach, firstly 1nd1v1duals, _
small groups, and then whole classes. : :

Since: the coop rat1ng teachers had these p01nts descr1bed

and explalned t the in- serv1ces, there appears to -be no

need for add1 1onal types of 1nformatlon to. be g1ven to the

’-,fcooperatlng teachers. The remalnlng respondents 1nc1uded 51xﬂ"

™~

N

N '\\..

':~.student teachers who did not respond three wﬂo suggested

that nothln was suggested a 'he unlver51ty class wh1ch was -

N\
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not included in the in-School:eﬁperiences,ﬁone who did not *

4
i 1

understand thq qUestlon and one, who made an 1rre1evant

e

] - - ‘%
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C. Perceptions of the Student Teacher g

Qhestlonnalres vere used to determlne how the school

pupils, malnly Jun1or high school pup1ls, v1ewed the

-student teacher{ Oplnlons ‘were collected from Student

-

teachers and cooperat1ng teachers.

1. Perceptlons of the Student Teacher in the Classroom

' Student teachers and cooperat1ng teachers were asked on

4theypre— and post—questlonnalres to select from among five

TABLE 20 -

Student Teacher .Perceptions of How the School
Pupils Would View the Studemt Teacher (n=15)

Roles ' . Pre : © Post-
Observer 0 0.
Teacher-aide 1 2.
Teacher , 1 0
Student teacher T 1" 11
Other* : ' -2 2

afrom the University"

" *These responses 1ncluded "Observer and Student Teacher"‘

(2), "Teacher-aide and Student Teacher” (1) and "Specialist -

/1\
/

choicesﬁhow'they thought theﬁschool pupils would view the
student teacher. As Table 29 shows, on both<thejbre— and

post questlonnalres, 11 student teachers (75 perCent) felt

.that the school puplls would view them as a student teacher. .
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One. student teacher reported that the teacher told hls‘

.],

pup1ls that he was a spec1alls "from the Un1vers1ty of

hAlberta. Overall the ma]or1ty f the student teachers felt
that the school puplls v1ewed them as student teachers

before and after the experlence. Cooperatlng teachers,

A

however, as Table 21 shows, changed thear op1n1ons "

TABLE 21

Cooperatlng Teacher Percept1ons of How theé’ School
Pupils wOuld View the Student Teacher

Roles R ] Pre LT Post
- ' - " n=t5 - . e n_-_-16
Observer 4 0
Teacher-aide" 2 . 0
‘Teacher . 0 ' R A
Student teacher 8 14°

1 1

. Other* o . ' A

[

i*These responses 1nc1uded "Observer for Classes Not Taught
- and Student Teacher for Classes Taught" (1) and "Hyped up
jTeach1ng Spec1a115t" (1). , .

'from\pre- to post- exper1ence. In1t1ally, approx1mate1y half
(58 percent) of the cooperatlng teachers thought that the.
‘school puplls would view the student teacher ‘as a student
teacher‘ On the post questlonnalre 88 percent opted for
student teacher."” In1t1a11y, ‘four cooperatlng teachers
thought the school puplls ‘would view the student teacher as
‘an’ observer, two as-a teacher aide, and“one described the

I

student teacher as a "hyped-up teachlng spec1allst." It is

N

v p0551ble that since the cooperatlng teachers were told at

Vi . ‘b
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the beginning of Ed. Pra. 252 that the student teacher‘uould

spend most of his time at the school observing that this

’ ‘ ' - R
might account for the: four cooperating. teachers' choosing
the role of observer . for the student teachers. However, by

the end of-the.experience the majority of'both‘the'student

teachers and cooperating teachers agreed thaf;fhé“pupirs
would view the student teacher as a student teacher,

2. Characterlstlcs of a Teacher

| Student teachers and cooperatlng teachers were asked on
_hgth the pre- and post-queStlonnalres to descrlbe what kind
of a person the student teacher would have to be if the
- student teacher w1shed to be accepted as a teacher rather |
than as a student teacher.

Three student teachers d1d not respond to ‘the. .
pre- questlonnalre and one student ‘teacher sa1d he -did not
understand the questlon on the post quest10nna1re° | ,ﬁ
| consequently, he- made no responsiffea-the pre- quest10nna1re,

<

one student teacher commented that she did not w1sh to be
part of the teachlng staff and felt that her cooperat1ng
teacher would not apprec1ate.1t. The comments,reported by
the student teachers on the pre- questlonna1re appeared to
descrlbe either the de51rable personal qua11t1es of a
,teacher (for example,'outg01ng, aggress1ve, respon51ble) or
to descr1be the teachlng activity 1tse1f (for. example, be
able to present 1nformat10n in an 1nterest1ng manner that

- encourages student learnlng). The majority of the comments

referred to the personal qualities of the teacher. The
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personal'q alities reported most often on the

pre questlonnalre were being respon51ble (llsted by four
student teachers) and being profe551onal (listed by. three) Y
No more than two student teachers reported the same ~

character15t1o of a teacher on the post-questlonna1re. In

genieral, a largder number o‘*cOmmentsjwere—reported—on the“;_;—r—
post- quest1onna1re with fewer of these referr1ng to the'b
personal qualities of a teacher. Six of these

characteristics were identical to those llsted on the

pre- quest1onna1re. Sllghtly fewer personal characterlstlcs

were reported on the post- than on the pre- quest10nna1re. ln\'
add1t1on to the above, two new categorles of comments

emerged, and these 1ncluded four comments descr1b1ng

.relatlons ‘of the staff at- the school (for example, made it. li%
a p01nt to know staff and have the1r respect "} and four ' }'L
comments deallng wlth extracurrlcular act1v1t1es (for IEE
example, made an effort to get 1nvolved w1th the llfe of

the school ) Interestlngly, no cﬁmments regardlng proper'
presentat1on of materlal were made on the ~

post questlonna1re. By the end of the course, student

teachers appeared to place lesser emphas1s on the personal

”character1st1cs of the teacher and on the teachlng act1v1ty
itself. In add1t1on, two newv’ aspects of teachlng, namely,
'relat1ons of staff at the school -and 1nvolvement w1th
‘extracurricular act1v1t1es were included on the

post- quest1onna1re. Perhaps the student teachers had become
less idealistic and more practlcal,’or,perhaps student” -

»

A



201

teachers felt'that‘they did‘not need»tonnow4anything to

teach Junlor high school. | | | |
Cooperat1ng teachers made an excellent response to the

'questlon,-w1th all 15 cooperat1ng teachers respond1ng on.- the

pre—questlonnalre and-: all 16 cooperatlng teachers responding

”f“‘”;f hE‘post quest1onna1re—MWhen~compared~to student
Ateachers, the cooperatlng teachers responded about tw1ce as

~often on-both ‘the pre- and post—questlonnalre. Cooperatlng
teachers reported approximately the same numbers (46 pre—
and 43 post ) and types of comments (ﬁpr example, comments

4'relat1ng to the personal qua11t1es of the teacher and

| comments related to the teach1ng act1V1ty) Consequently,
the. cooperat1ng teachers oplnlons or . perceptlons d1d not
change apprec1ab1y from.pre— to»post-quest;onnalre, whereas

,;ﬁhe student'teachersf'opinions did. In particular; the;

post questlonnalre response for the student teachers |

included comments descrlblng relatlonshlps w1th the staff

comments related to extracurrlcular act1v1t1es, commentsl'

‘ descr1bxng personal characterlstlcs and comments descr1b1ng ’
the teachlng act1v1ty, wh1le the cooperatlng teachers |

‘”reported only the latter of the above two types of commentsrs
Ten comments were 1dent1cal on the cooperatlng teacher pre— :
and post-quest1onna1re, compared to s1x for the student_}h
teachers. The personal character1st1c most often l1sted on’
the pre quest1onna1re by cooperatlng teachers was be1ng a

» d1sc1p11nar1an (51x responses) Several more.personal

qualltles whlch were l1sted frequently were: confldence

[
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'(four t1mes) maturlty (three t1mes) positive outlooh’on
'ch1ldren (three t1mes) and be1ng prepared to teach (three
. times). On the pbst questlonnalre, the personal |
characterlst1cs most often listed were. knowledgeab111ty
.lseven tlmes)'and.assert;venessi(three). In1t1ally, it

'appears'that the. cooperating teacherS‘may have been.more

concerned w1th dlsc1pl1ne, but by the end of the experlence{_u

they were more concerned that the student teacher be more
knowledgeable. Student teachers, on the other hand d1d not
v‘appear to be concefned with e1ther of these characterstlcs
by the. end of the experlence.

g; Perceptlons of Dutles of a Teacher

Spec1f1c act1v1t1es normally performed by teachers weref‘

pllsted on the pre- and post quest1onna1re. Oplnlons were .
sought from the student teachers to determlne the amount of

'respon51B111ty they felt the teacher should have for these

act1v1t1es. When pre— and post quest1onna1re ratlngs of the

'respons1b111tes ‘were compared there was no apprec1ab1e

pchange from pre- to post quest1onnalre The student teachers'

‘appeared 1n general to know - what the respons1b111t1es of a;“

‘ teacher were to start w1th There was no. respon51b111ty
' wh1ch was rated e1ther a great deal less or a great deal

more respon51ble from pre- to post quest1onna1re results.

'_”L(Complete results may be- found in Appendlx I. )
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D. 'Student Teacher Conmftment_to TeaChing~and Professionai"
' Help Sought | | | | |
By the end of the course; as Table 22 shows,
approxlmately 50 percent of the student teachers felt that

,'fhow well or how poorly they performed in the course would
\\

m_w___influencemthelrmcommltment tQWteach1ng." There was a
. “ : -
: | TABLE 22

Influence of. the Degree of Course:- Ach1evement on
the Student Teachers' QComm1tment to Teaching (n=15)

-

" Pre-questionnaire ff‘vb .. 'Post-questionnaire’
. Yes No o - . Yes No
| IR R S B : N A
¥ . e i <o

-decrease in the afflrmatlve response, from‘pre to post and a ’
'f-correspondlng 1ncrease 1n the negatlve responses.-' ‘
V'Apparently, after taklng the course 19 percent (three) fewer

student teachers felt that thelr course ach1evement would

31nf1uence thelr commltment to teachlng

o

Table 23 shows a decrease from pre to post 1n the -
- student teachers de51re for profe551onal help to contlnue
"k.hteachlng follow1ng the course. N1neteen percent (three)

fewer student teachers w1shed profe551onal help, to contlnue ;
1 Regardlng comm1tment to teachlng, three\questlonnalre
~comments were. recelved One student teacher reported on the
.pre-questionnaire. that he was concerned about being-a‘-'good .
teacher and wanted to- do Jus¢1ce to the. students.-Two
‘student teachers' comments on the post questlonnalre '
- included: (a). student teaching experlence was very-bad- and Iff
- am .certainly: th1nk1ng about” my career choice, .and (b) I'11
- be 1nfluenced by my ach1evement but I don' t thlnk I'll -
B flunk : : \, . :
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‘teaching after they had taken the course. (That Tables 22

"and 23 contain identical numbers is merely coincidental.)

- : 'TABLE 23

Desire for Professional Help Followang the Course
to Continue with One's Teaching Career (n=15) .

~F

.Pre-questionnaire " . Post-questionnaire
.~ Yes No S - Yes No

11 4 . | 8 "7

'Thus, only 50 percent of the student teachers wanted

‘."profe551onal help regardlng whether or not to cont1nue

teachlng.v -
VIn addltlon to’ asklng student teachers 1f they wanted
prof: :sional. help regardlng whether or not to cont1nue, »
';teachlng, they were also asked from whom. they would seek 1t.
“bTable 24 shows that on both the pre— and post questlonnalre,y
the student teachers who responded 1nd1cated that they wgpld'
*seek help from all three suggested groups. student

counselllng, thelr cooperatlng teacher and the1r Ed. Pra.

1nstructor. As Table 24 shows, ‘on” the pre quest10nna1re, the‘.

ol

. .student teachers felt that the course 1nstructor and the ?
3 v
c00perat1ng teacher would be the best sources of help, w1th

‘no student teachers rejectlng elther of these sources. Oon .
the post questlonnalre, howevet only half as. many chose the
, course 1nstructor as a llkely source, and two . student'

teachers rejected h1m as a source. One addltlhnal student

teacher felt that the cooperat1ng teacher would be a good
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‘source-of'help,“but one rejected this source.
L " TABLE 24

Potential'Sources of Professional‘Help
" Selected by Student Teachers

.Source : : .~ Pre . Post

| Yes No Yes No.
'fgtndentZCounselling R 3°3 . 2 2
Cooperating Teacher 6 0 7 1
Ed.Prag Instructor' S 8 0 -4 2

b3

=

%Interestlngly, student counselllng rece1ved the most m1xed
reaction from student teachers on both the pre- “and

post quest1onna1res, w1th equal numbers acceptlng and
rejectlng thlS source of help.15 The only apprec1able changeA

" in att1tude over the experlment was in v1ew1ng the

'1nstructor as a potent1al source of career counselllng, and
th1s may well reflect an att1tude towardsethe course itself,
~rather than Jn unsuccessful attempt to ask the instructor

for help.. = -~ . . R | L

-

E. Student Teacher Attendance at the School '35

v

Although ‘the lengfh of the unlver51ty ‘session was 14 9
‘.Weeks, several factors prevented the student teachers from -
attend1ng all 14 weeks. These factors 1ncluded'

-Student teacher school attendance d1d not begln untll o
5 One student teacher who responded that he wished ,
professional help with continuing teaching did not choose
~any of the alternatives which were suggested (He 'answered.
NO specifically to all three.) However, he d1d not suggest

. any. other source of help. AU
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the third week. of university classes.

~The 1mp0551b111ty of attendance at the schools durlng
/spr1ng break, since they were closed.

-Some were unable to attend the schools durlng the week‘
of teachers conventxon..

-Student teachers were given the option of attending

durlng un1ver51ty reading week and during the last” week
. of university classes. Student teachers who attended
. during these weeks generally. did so to make up for a
day when they were absent. Student teachers, then, were
. expected to attend two half-days or one: full day per
..week, for a minimum of elght weeks and a maxlmum of 11
weeks. ‘ .

As Table 25 shows," no student teacher attended all 11

.p0551ble full days, and 3 student teachers (25 percent)

attended less than the minimum 8 full days._Table 25 also
shows that one student teacher attended only three and a
half days, a very poor record However, it should be noted
~that the attendance was calculated on the ba51s of the |
returned act1v1ty sheets, and it is p0551ble that although
the 1nvest1gator did’ not rece1ve an act1v1ty sheet for. ‘a.
g’partlcular half day or full day from a student teacher, thls»'
does not mean that the student teacher had not attended thati7

.week.

'F Summary ) ‘, L p | | a._“,_tv 1 Ha
N Faculty felt that the practlcum and the Ed CI parts of |
the program should be hlghly 1ntegrated in order to be

'.“successful. However, early interviews w1th;student teachers

< .

16 Data for Table 25 are de}1ved from student ‘teacher
activity" sheets.vAppendlx -J contains a detailed record
- week-by- week, for each student teacher, based on: the return
of act1v1ty sheets._-~ S
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indicated that much less than optimum"integration was
"occurr1ng Ten of the 15 student teachers rated the
‘1ntegrat10n of the two as average or below average (? or

less on a scale of 5) on the post- questlonnalre.

- C ‘ ©~ TABLE 25

Student Teacher”Attendance'
at the Schools* (n=16)

. Number of - - S Number of Days
Student Teachers . ‘ -+ at School
2 o . 10,0
1. . : o 9.5
2 8.5
.3 8.0
1 6.0 .
1 5.0
1 4,57
1 ! 3.5 \\

. ‘*Attendance was est1mated from the ana1y51s of the act1v1ty
- checklists handed 'in..by the student teachers. Week by week
attendance 1s descrlbed fully in - Append1x J. - o

- /2

Accordlng to. the post questlonnalre,vin?serwicesiwere
h_generally percelved favorably bypthe cooperatlng teachersll
' ;Attendance at the in- serv1ces, however, was less than one:
hundred percent. The most valuable 1n serv1ce workshop
accordlng to the cooperatlng teachers was the workshop on.
evaluat1on. The major1ty of the cooperatlng teachers felt‘.ki‘
that the in- serv1ce workshops should be contlnued and that"

v.d'they should be- held one week prlor to the arrlval of the
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.student teacher at the'school.‘There was no agreement amongi
| gﬁthe cooperatlng teachers regardlng the 1dea1 number of
in-services to conduct Both student teachers and
cooperatlng teachers were asked how school pup1ls would
__M_w_regard the_student~teachers,*Both groups agreed—thatuthe~m-—~-—»-
pupils would vrew the student teachers as.student teachers ,;
rather than observers or a1des.)Student teachers felt that.
'they needed to be assertlve, to have profe 51onal_' _
.relatlonsh1ps with staff at the school and to be inwolved'
in extracurrlcular act1v1tres 1n order for them to be
Aaccepted in the school as1teachers. Cooperat1ng teachers)
however, were concerned that the student teacher be a.
dlsc1pl1nar1an, be: assertlve and be - knowledgeable. Studenti-
teachers, in. general appeared to know what the‘f
respon51b111t1es of a teacher 1nc1uded
' The student teachers were asked about the1r commltment
to teachlng.,By the end of the program _approxlmately half
_felt that the1r achlevement in the course would 1nf1uence
.thelr comm1tment to teachlng.:Half of the student teachers'-
f:1nd1cated that they would like profe551onal help,_to dec1de';
whether or . not to contlnue teachlng, and that they would
bhseek help from student counsell1ng, from thelr cooperat1ng ‘ff
"teacher or. from the1r Ed Pra._252 1nstructor w1th most ~
Preferr1ng to seek help from the1r cooperatlng teacher.:‘y
lr;Although the student teachers enjoyed the in- school part of
':'lthe.program the most thelr'attehdance at the school was not

- ‘ideal. Accordlng to the act1v1ty sheet records rece1ved from :
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the student teachers, 25. percent of them did not attend the

minimum eight days eipeptedfof‘tﬁem.




VITI. SUMMARY, - RECOMMENDATIONS AND AFTER WORD

i

ThlS ‘study was undertaken to examine an experlmental

I

:course, Ed Pra. 252 .a course Whlch followed Ed.Pra. 251,

.to teaching. Data _were_

?'the student teacher '8 1ntroduct ior

‘unlvers1ty professors, two 1nstructors of the course and the

\_ T

collected by means of questlonnalres and’ 1nterv1ews from 16
A
student teachers and 16 cooperatxng teachers. At the end of .

the course, add1tlonal 1nterv1ews were held- w1th sax,

A551stant ﬁean of Practlcum Questlonna1res were.

adm1n1stered to the student teachers and to the cooperatlng

teachers dur1ng the f1rst week of the course and at the lastr

i1n service seminar for the cooperatlng teachers and at the

v"_last un1vers1ty class for the student teachers In add1tlon,

each student teacher was: 1nterv1ewed tw1ce, once durlng the'

ERNRN

’early part of the course (weeks four, f1ve and 51x) and once

during the latter part (week ten) of the fourteen week

AN

"program..Three cooperatlng teachers were chosen for three
in- depth 1nterv1ews conducted at approx1mately the- |
1beg1nn1ng, mlddle and end of the course._The above.
11nterv1ews w1th the student teachers andycooperatlng
iteachers were, for the most part, non-structured w1th‘the:_‘"

"_nvestlgator relylpqun,vo;unteerechomments”fromftheseh,

"participants as’data;‘TheSe interviews'were verifiedbe'

prov1d1ng the 1nterv1ewees w1th a typed transcr1pt ‘of thef‘

1nterv1ew and asklng them to check 1t for accuracy In:

210
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add1t\9n to the above 1nterv1ews; 1nformal 1nterv1ews with
all of the cooperatlng teachers were done tw1ce by
telephoney once early 1n the course and agaln,at the
”completlon of the course usxng ‘several prepared questlons as

a gu1de to the 1nterv1ews. In add1t10n to the above

data- gatherlng methods, act1v1ty sheets (checklist of
‘act1v1t1es wh1ch the student teacher m1ght be engaged in at
-~ the school) were. collected from the student teachers weekly'
The act1v1ty sheets were 1ntended to mon1tor ‘weekly changes
in the act1v1t1es 1n whlch the student teachers were-
vlnvolved.

'Questionnairey'interyieu‘and’activity_sheet datarwere .
divided into information on the course manual 'information

on the in- school phase and information on the Ed CI course,'

‘and each aspect was analyzed separately w1th a supplementary”'

sect1on added for data whlch d1d not f1t 1nto ‘any . of the
three separate sectlons Summar1es of each of these three,
'aspects and the supplementary sectlon are presented below,
'7followed by recommendatlons and anafter hord whlch descrlbes

my .own conclu51ons and opinions.

'A Summary j. I -
The flndlngs of the study are summarlzed for the'-

__manual for the in- schopl exper1ence, for the.Ed cI portion’

jof the course and for the supplementary data sectlon
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1. Summary of the Analyses of the Manual . o

Although student teachers and cooperatlng teachers were,
'expected to be completely fam111af w1th the manual, 'many
from both groups were not. For example, only one- quarter of

A\

the cooperatlng teachers reported read1ng the manual

completely and two reported readlng none of 1t. However,.11
‘cooperatlﬁg teachers analyzéd and cr1t1qued the manuals and
submltted them to’ the 1nstructor for exam1natlon. ThlS
-cr1t1que would of course, fam111arlze them w1th the manual
but it was too late 1n the course. Post quest1onna1res
,revealed that half of the student teachers completed 50
ipercent or less of the manual and only one reported haV1ng =
done it entlrely Examlnatlon of the manuals handed in
revealed that seven student teachers had completed most of

the manual and some. sectlons ‘had been completed more. than

dothers. On the other hand several student teachers

i _comp1a1ned that ‘they had a d1ff1cu1t time collectlng some of

‘_.the information: because the1r cobperat1ng teachers were not - .
: always ava1lable. | o

| In general the cooperatlng teachers appeared to accept
.'the manual more so than the student teachers. In1t1ally, »

,pboth groups appeared not to be very satlsfled w1th bhe

manual but: as time wvent on the cooperat1ng teachers came to. -

',accept it the ‘more they used 1t and could see 1ts value. :
Student teachers, however, as t1me went on, contlnued to
'appear dlssatlsfled w1th the manual Reasons suggested for,.

' th1S were that the act1v1t1es were too t1me consum1ng and -



____jeel_that_there were-manymstrengths to. the manual . again,

A |
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‘

-that many questlons were 1rrelevant to what they were 301ng

All but two of the 1nterv1ew comments fegardlng the manual
were negatlve. o L s

Exam1n1ng the strengths and weaknesses of the manual -

) separately also revealed that cooperating teachers tended to

moreso than the studentkteachers.'Based on- the response to
post- guestlonnalre data, the cooperatlng teachers were
generally support1ve of nearly all sections of the: manual
but student teachers llsted qnly some of the observatlonal
act1v1t1es as strengths. Ne1ther the student teachers nor

cooperatlng teachers llsted Sectlon VIIIB (School

- o

.Organlzatlon) as a strength The section most often l1sted

as- a strength was Section VII (Dally Log" of Student'Teacher_

Act1v1t1es) by the student teachers and Sectlon VIIIC (The

. t
Management of a Classroom) by the: cooperatlng teachers.

‘Interestingly, one of.the-sectlons-of the manual.most‘of%en

cdmpleted"by the student teachers was VIIIC (The =
Management of a Classroom)

Both. student teachers and cooperatlng teachers llsted

far fewer weaknesses than strengths on the

-,post questlonnalres. Criticism of the manual recelved from

‘

student teachers durlng 1nterv1ews was generally vague. Both

,groups, accordlng to posttquestlonnalre results, suggested

“t ‘
that sectlon VIIIA (The School and Communlty) was a major

;weakness. There was some 1nd1cat1on by a cooperatlng teacher.

that this 1nformat1onuwould‘be hard to(obtaln Although

O



Sectlon VIIIB (School Organlzatlon) was not listed by

e1ther group as a strength and although it was’ also 11sted

as a weakness by both groups, 1t was not mentloned.as J"

I

specific’ weakness as often as Sect1on VIIIA (The School and

Community) was. No one 1n’e1ther group,suggested that

s ec.tti,o.n__y_IAI_I,D_-,(_P_r_ob,l_é,mS_ih_,Ma;irnrtra,ilnli'.ng_._l’llpi1 Mo réle) was a. |
weakness. Cooperatlng teachers, although generally ?-ﬁmid
' support1ve of the manual cr1t1qued 1t thoroughly and |
suggested exten51ve but ma1n1y m1nor rev151ons in’ the
majorlty of the observatlonal act1v1t1es. More comments
~about the manual were recelved from the cooperatlng teachers
who submitted the manuals than from any other source. One"
cooperating teacher completely re- o;ganlzed the manual and
" included a large number of checkllsts,rHe presented hlS 1deas-£
to the cooperatlng teachers at. ‘the f1nal in- serv1ce,\and
. response to it appeared to be very favorable. Interv1ew and
questlonnalre data strongly 1nd1cated that the cooperatlng
: teachers as a group wanted spec1f1c1ty in. the manual.
Faculty consultants, although they had llttle contact w1th
the manual d1d not agree regardlng spec1f1c1ty in .the L
) manual. The,majorltybfelt that 1t~should be spec1f1c, but
‘one disagreed, saying that it could be merely suggestive‘and
not so detalled and added that prescr1pt1on versus. |
e v
suggest1on w1ll always remain a problem. Results from
kxnrdepth';ntervlew1ng w1th-three cooperat;ng‘teachers
revealed that in.all likelihood'theyfuere examining and

thinking about the manual from their own personal.point of
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view and, consequently, may at the”beginning-failed toghavev
seen a general .overalﬂ>benefit for thelstudent'teacher from’
the manual. In add1t10n to the ‘above, the'interviews -

revealed how the attltudes of the teachers regardlng the.tf

manual changed: from t1me to tlme, probably through the"

frrr—*process'of—reflectlon—on—it.
The log ‘book - sectlon of the manual was con51dered
1mportant enough to be’ dealt Q}th separately .on the
questlonnalres. Although l1ttle 1nformatlon was ylelded from-
,llnterv1ews w1th e1ther the ‘'student teachers or the
cooperatlng teachers, post quest1onna1res revealed that the
: cooperat1ng teachers were very support1ve of -the. log book
and offered a var1ety of advantages for do1ng 1t and some }”
' suggestlons for 1mprovement. All 16 cooperatlng teachers |
felt that the log had three advantages.,the log was a record
’ of events, a gu1de for observatlons,‘and a st1mulus for\
: evaluat1ng classroom experlences. The major1ty of student
’teachers 1n1t1ally felt that the log was 1mportant but as>
t1me went on, became less conV1nced ThlS was' not bécause of}'
.lack of experlenqe of complet1ng a log, as 8 of 15 student
teachers reported complet1ng a log in some other course. On

the post-quest1onna1re, ten student teachers reported that-

they completed the log on a da1ly ba51s, but exam1nat10n of

the 13 logs handed in showed that only s1x student teachers SR

completed.lt three completed about 75 pércent
completed 50 percent and two none at all Student teachers

suggested that 1t was t1me consum1ng and that they d1d not

;o



fhave enough t1me- however, those who completed thellog
consc1ent1ously did not say that it was not worthwh1le. ;h
vPost questlonnalre data also revealed that the majorlty of

- the student teachers felt there was - very llttle to be galned

s

'by keep1ng a log.;

”; By_the_end of_themcourseqeattltudes towards_themmanual__“_m_
‘appeared to be very good for the cooperatlng teachers and | |
Tqu1te poor for the student teachers. Cooperat1ng teachers
’appeared to ‘be much more p051t1ve towards the manual than

!.were the student teachers. Interv1ew data from student
;teachers regard1ng the manual was almost completely

fnegatlve. It appeared that the students resented be1ng asked

’5;to do it. The 1ncomplete class set of manuals submltted (13

vg of 16) and the fact that some parts were done more often -
,ithan others and some not at all 1nd1cates that the majorlty

 of the student teachers put very 11tt1e effort 1nto

2 completlng e1ther thelr log or the manual Completlon of the

—

log and . manual at t1mes, appeared to depend -a great deal on o

',the cooperatlng teacher s attltude towards the manual

"Ev1dence was found that the teachers 1n1t1ally were not

o 1conv1nced of the value of the manual Consequently, student

~‘teachers would not be conv1nced of the value e1ther,.and

'ywould not put the proper amount of effort 1nto attemptlng to
‘1i-complete the manual *7{f? f”l fﬂ" idf:f:ijlf‘v'

Summary of the In school Part of the Program

: The student teachers, the ma]orlty of them ‘in’ the1r RS

second year of un1ver51ty, had Very llttle teach1ng

Ny g
G o
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’ \

;exper1ence prlor to Ed Pra. 252, but all had Observed‘in

\number
\ 1 o
of student teachers (8 \of ~ 16) majored in- phy51cal educat1on.

'both elementary and secondary classrooms. The largest

“;lAlthough the majorlty of student teachers had taken three or

more courses 1n the1r maﬁor field of study, s1x student

\

dteachers rated thelr preparatlon Ln the1r subject area forf

”teach1ng as less than adequate. However, on the flnal
:levaluat1on form only one coopérat1ng teacher reported th1sk
lto be a problem and four cooperatlng teachers descr1bed
,.lack‘km background knowledge as a Weakness of thelr student

,teacher.‘Student teachers 1n1t1ally had expected that

'7courses such as. educat1onal currlculum and 1nstructlon and

N i

r;lieducatlonal psychology would be qu1te 1mportant and that -

N courses such as educatlonal admlnlstratlon and educat10na1

rqfoundatlons would be of some 1mporta ce to thelr 1n school

','experience._However, after the course had ended student J-f*?

'hifteachers reported that educatlonal admlnlstratlon and

'Veducatlonal foundatlons were of 11ttle 1mportance to the1r }i.

 1"1n school experlence. Although the majorlty of student

“f“teachers wlshed to teach at the sen1or h1gh school level

”7}]and although 1t was not p0551ble for all student teachers to L_v

;fbe placed 1n the1r area of teachlng spec1allzat10n, there_:g
mwas no ev1dence from questlonnalres or 1nterv1ews to suggest‘:
‘“that these factors made the1r experlence unhappy or '

'/unsatlspactory. On the contrary, there was overwhelmlng ' {‘“:
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When -student teachers and cooperat1ng teachers were
bfasked on both the pre- and post- guestlonnalres to estlmate:
}.the-ldeal amounts of t1merto be spent engaged in various’ |
”activitles (therwatﬁpn,;disCussion, teaching, examining
F;school mater1als and help1ng the classroom teacher) both

_groups 1n1t1ally had underest1mated the amount of t1me_.'

:vrequ1red for observat1on. However,‘by the end of the- course,“

'_both groups were in close agreement,\regardlng the 1deal

' est1mates of t1me for all these act1v1t1es-
Analys1s of the act1v1ty sheets wh1ch were collected
fwéekly from the~student teachers revealed that,'1n general,'

‘the majorlty had experlenced a gradual 1ntroduct10n to

H’teachlng Much observatlon and little teachlng occurred

';f-dur1ng the 1n1t1al weeks, w1th observatlon decreas1ng and

:teachlng 1ncrea51ng towards the end of the practlcum.

; Pre questlonnalres revealed that student teadhers

'1n1t1ally were very eager to learn a great number of .‘-',h;“

fteachlng sk1lls, more than they reported learnlng «lece as

f}lmany skills were rﬁported learned from the in- school :

"-exper1ence than were reported 1earned from the unlver51ty

,jcourse. Lesson plannlng, accordlng to the post-questlonnalre.
ana1y51s, had been learned prlmarlly from the un1ver51ty

R N

5'class, Whlle dlsc1pl1ne,vteach1ng strategles and

- adm1n1stratlon had been learned pr1mar1ly from. the 1n school;f:fﬁ

/f'

fexperlence. Classroom management was” reported learned from

~both parts of the program.i'

. ' Lo R P .
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Comparison of'the’experiences of the'student teacher

from the Phase I program and the student teacher from the

conventional program revealed.that the majority of the

cooperatlng teachers saw dlfferences between” the two.'Thel

'most often reported difference was t1me. They expla1ned that

the Phase II student teacher spent far less tlme at the

'school, ompared to the student teacher from ‘the

conventional program and that this led to problems. These

,~1ncluded the 1nab111ty of the student teacher to become as o

comfortable w1th the puplls as: was de51rable and«the

1nab111ty to teach or observe cont1nuously. Cooperat1ng

teachers, student teachers and faculty consultants all

agreed that one ser1ous problem was tlme. Slnce the student _

teacher spent only twp half days per week at the: school

"cont1nu1ty of observ1ng or teachlng on a dally bas1s could
.not’ occur. Although 1nd1v1duals complalned about this, as

- one faculty oonsultant suggested there was no solutlon tov

the prd%lem in thlS course. Other concerns wh1ch all groups '

Ja

shared 1ncluded

-the need for the student teachers%and cooperatlng ,
teachers to understand the a1ms of the program and ‘the
é?'ﬂ<respon51b111t1es of each group

&

~the need for the student teacherfto have a graduated
_experlence , - , v

—the need for. the student teacher to have a varlety of

) teaching and non teachlng tasks.,-
\ o | v

’Interestlngly, most of the student teachers d1d have a.

varlety of. teach1ng and non- teach1ng act1v1t1es and the

'i

v‘major'ty of the student teachers experlenced a gradual
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1ntroduct10n to teaching. As a group, faculty consultants
‘expressed six other concerns. These 1nc1uded av01dance of

boredom de- empha5121ng the use of -the lecture method

'1nVO1vement 1n extraCﬁrr1cula§“act1v1t1es, communlcatlon——;—f@Qfm
betkeen cooperatlng teachers of dlfferent subject areas -and
faculty consultants, 1nclus1on of student teachers in the
program from all sub]ect areas 1nclud1ng phy51cal educatlon,
and a551stance w1th lesson preparat1on. ' |

In depth 1nterv1ews w1th three cooperatlng teachers
revealed that they were ma1nly concerned with the spec1f1c'
kand 1nd1v1dua1 progress; and problems of the1r ‘own student
‘teacher._For example,’handllng dlsc1p11ne problems 1n the
'the classroom was dlfflcult for at least one" student
hteacher. fd\ . :. I S fﬁi tﬂ,_ R f.vﬁ'f".:t. . R

As a larger group,.the cooperat1ng teachers had several T

"other concerns wh1ch 1ncluded'v'

h-what 1t is: really like to be a’ teacher

: —superv151on of one student teacher from one- program att‘
a. t1me : _ ‘

-evaluatxon of the student teacher
~-prov1s1on of a good student teachlng program
‘-1nvolvement in extracurrlcular act1v1t1es

—learnlng "the nature of the Jun1or h1gh school student

'-u51ng more observatlonal technlques durlng the in1t1al
o stages of student teach1ng /..‘

At the beg1nn1ng of the student teachlng experlence,_.
the student teachers appeared to be very apprehen51ve.‘The1ra-~

1n1t1a1 concerns 1nc1uded-
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-nervousness - T

"?the t&peﬁof-cooperatfhgﬁteacher'they uouldlrecei&e

—the success or value of the 252 exper1ence

“DtlnClpal'S pollc1es'

v—what student teachlng would be 11ke

'i—boredom of observ1ng

—evaluatlonv

-sharing the cooperat1ng teacher with another student

teacher.

"BY‘the'end ofjthe'round)nmost of the student teachers'

“ini%ial concerns‘were'nO'longer’bOncerns'and}feyer concerns .-

were

reported These 1ncluded 5\“:

v

-closeness of hav1ng to teach and wr1te exams

*-evaluatlon:

:r-observance of only one's cooperatlng teacher N

-nece551ty of more motlvatlon 1n one spec1f1c subject

area

—taklng a course 1n sports med1c1ne

-having a student teacher seminar backion campus'tOf

dlscuss the din- school experlenceﬁ

7Cooperat1ng teachers had a number of‘positive;commentsva'

:;about the program and felt that 1t was,very<worthwhile;'The§-

<suggested that the student teachers would beneflt from thls

'experlence because it would ass1st them w1th a ‘career cho1ce;

: and 1t would prov1de excellent background for further

\
e

-student teachlng SeVeral cooperatlng teachers also felt

that

-fthat

they had beneflted from the program They expla1ned

durlng the program they had re examlned the1r own

L oe



232
.
2 teach1ng. Unfortunately, one cooperatlng teacher felt. that‘
hav1ng a student teacher helped to r1d her of some routlne.
One other cooperatlng teacher who was unhappy w1th the

—w——program«iheldld notmexpla1n why) 'did not want a student

teacher from thlS program for next year.'

Cooperatlng teachers appeared to be very respons1ble

and espec1ally concerned w1th prov1d1ng the student teachers__-[

w1th a good experlence. A 1arge number of student teachers‘~3

made remarks prals1ng the1r cooperat1ng teachers. Dur1ng thei..

f1rst set of 1nterv1ews, twelve student teachers sa1d that
they were- very sat1sf1ed with’ their cooperatlng teachers,' o
and seven offered 51m11ar views durlng the second set. -
Apparently they felt confldent that they were learnlng how
“to teach and that they were learn1ng the respon51b1l1t1es ofi\‘*
“g a teacher. E | ‘_ , | - o |
Questlonnalre results also 1nd1cated that the student
teachers were very satlsfled w1th the in- school exper1ence

and had few real problems. When asked on. the’A

post questlonnalre what would they change 1n the program andw

.what would 1mprove the - program, only elght student teacherS%-"

offered suggestlons for change and n1ne 11sted some :'f
1mprovements to be made. The most often suggested ».
1mprovement (half of: the student teachers) was that 1f they ¥"
“‘could teach more, then th1s would 1mprove the exper1ence.'
However, thlS was not an. a1m of the program.
The grade for the practlcum was 51mply a pass or a ;

~ .

fall The ma]orlty of the student teachers agreed that thelr '
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cooperatlng teacher should prov1de the grade. The majorlty

w7 of the cooperatlng teachers,,however, dlsagreed They

'preferred to have two people, the coopera ng teacher and

‘thesfaculty-consultant, respon51ble‘for the student.'

teachers evaluat1on.:if
The su1tab111ty of the pass fall grade as the

“ievaluatlon was strongly endorsed by the cooperatxng

' f,teachers. Elghty elght percent of them agreed w1th thlS

»method of evaluatlon. Most felt that for thls type of
‘;course, the pass fa11 grade ‘was’ adeguate. S ’;_f].;
The evaluatlon form used for the practlcum evaluatloni-

'1ncluded a pass fall comment a checkllst of var1ous

- teachlng qua11t1es w1th ratlngs and space for comments, and

space for stnengths and weaknesses. Questlonnalre results
. )
E revealed that a’ large majorlty of the cooperatlng teachers,

,f88 percent preferred th1s type of form.,' e
One m1nor and three ma]or proplems regardlng evaluatlon

f1n general were 1ndent1f1éd 1n the study The mlnor problem o

”f.concerned the d1ff1culty of evaluat1ng the observatlon

,portlon of the practlcum. The Sther three,_more serlous't‘
",problems, 1nc1uded the role of- the. faculty consultant the'wtf
.pﬁselectlon of the cooperat1ng teachers and the quallty of

AStudent teacher evaluatlons done by the cooperatlng
T:teachers-_,l“-" S ' SRR
a Interv1ews done w1th the cooperatlng teachers 1nd1cated
that 80 percent of them did not understand what the role of

the faculty consultant ‘Wwas. - Student teachers,plso d1d not
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‘jappear\to understand what the faculty consultant s role was.
uWhen explalned to the cooperat1ng teachers at 'an .in- serv1ce
thatylt_would not.be p0551b1e to haveﬂln the future a.

‘facultchonsuitant forveach student‘teaCher, the majority‘

~ seemed to‘feel'that they»could’eValuate‘thevstUdent’teacher
f-themselves 1n that 51tuat1on. Although thlS matter appearedv
w:settled at thlS t1me, later dlscu551ons w1th cooperatlng |
b_teachers revealed that they were not ent1rely comfortable .
w1th the 1dea of the1r be1ng respon51b1e for most of the_?“-
.evaluatlon.,Of course, some 1ncons1stenc1es 1n student

fﬂteacher evaluatlons occurred 1n splte of efforts such as .

1; one entlre 1n serv1ce on evaluatlon to av01d thlS.

=‘; Post-questlonnalre results revealed that the

a“j cooperat1ng teachers appeared to have strong preferences"

regard1ng the best t1me of year to hold the practlcum and
']strong preferences regardlng the amount of t1me and

"attendance at the school The major’ty of the cooperatlng

"fteachers preferred the pract1cum to be held sometlme between; -

”October and March The major1ty of the cooperatlng teachers{

Qalso preferred that the student teacher attend the school onﬁfj

*_a da11y ba51s for four weeks. No one was 1nterested’1n,',"

. -
v

P

'hﬁfhalf day attendance.,y”3ﬁ_lﬁgsfi ; sii,‘fl/fﬂ,;a f'

L

/ Lo

,In contrast to these preferences, cooperat1ng teachers .

'fappeared to be somewhat undec1ded regard1ng the level at

'th1ch the . student teacher should have h1s f1rst student

“;teachlng experlence. Approx1mately half of the cooperatlng

/

;teachers felt that the junlor hlgh level would be best,
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‘whlle s1x had no preference.

' Overall evaluatlon of Ed Pra..252'by the cooperating
: ) .
"teachers, faculty consultants and student teachers was .

'favorable. Cooperatlng teachers and faculty consultants

descrlbed the ent1re program as worthwhlle and valuable. The-
f:student teachers also Judged the program as very worthwhlle.
"fAll but one. student teacher sa1d that they felt’ more |
Econf1dent about dolng the1r next ‘round’ of. Student teachlng
‘lbecause they had taken Ed: Pra. - 252 ‘In add1t1on to thlS,~ oojf
“percent of the student teachers recommended that all student

'teachers take Ed Pra. 252 prlor to the1r major student

R B
AN

'.teachlng round."‘
On %he post questlonnalre, student teachers and
'_cooperatlng teachers rated the ob]ectlves in terms of degree!‘

bof 1mportance and 1n terms of degree of achlevement Both

v'grgroups also rated the degree of achlevement of the

“ _objectlves h1ghly, but not 'so. hlghly as. the 1mportance. The,_"

r”ﬁphmost hlghly aChleVed objectlve, object1ve number three.

.dwh1ch stated that the student teachers should have a o
ngraduated and gradual 1ntroduct10n to teachlng, was also one"'
'hof the object1ves rated as the most ;mportant. The two - .
'obJect1ves cons1dered to be achleved to the lowest degree
'fh;ncluded object1ve number four Whlch dealt w1th the o
itpedagog1cal styles and technlques of teachlng,vand objectlve.g

‘~fnumber f1ve, wh1ch suggested that the student teacher should;”

hhave the opportunlty to reflect.-
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- 3. Summary f the Ed. CI Part of the Program

~.In general, faculty consultants, cooperat1ng teachers

_and studentVteachers agreed.thatythe topxcs presented in the

'Ed CI c1ass were appropr1ate as curr1cu1um for the Ed Cc1

portlon of the program.‘However, each group had ‘some
concerns regardlng spec1f1c tOplCS.“
A survey glven to secondary educatlon methods

”:professors pr1or to the beg1nn1ng of the Ed CI un1vers1ty

,class revealed that they v1ewed the two toplcs,‘"What SR

vTeachlng Is" and "Commun1catlon (1n the School and

‘rCommunlty) ‘ as premature,Asuggestlng that they would be

\

fbetter taken 1n a later Ed CI class..Although the professors

were acceptlng of the tOplCS "Instruct1onal Techn1ques andfxui

"Assess1ng and Evaluatlng Students,ﬁ they were concerned

i}about the extent ‘and manner in wh1ch the SUQ&PPICS of f - \f”

"Instructlonal Technlques" would be presented.

Both student teachers and cooperatlng teachers, i;ﬂ-

.

‘accord1ng to post questlonnalre results, felt that the toplc

R

""Prov1nc1al Currlculum Gu1des was not very 1mportant forv

~th§s general Ed CI course. In addltlon to the above toplc; f

'.student teachers on the post quest1onna1re d1d not rate
- h1ghly the top1cs "What Teachlng Is “rr"Asse551ng and

Evaluatlng §tudents A few 1nterv1ew comments from the

fstudent teachers also descrlbed "What Teach1ng Is and_an .._-]

”»,addltlonal toplc on taxonomy as not useful.
Post- questlonnalre results 1nd1cated that student teachers.

'were undec1ded regardlng the addltlon of other sk1lls such;
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.as the skill of.variability or»reinforcement as topics for
‘theTEd CI course; Half of them thought‘these might bell'v
helpful and half thought they had been covered pretty well
Pre- and post quest1onna1re results revealed that the
;—f“““‘cooperat1ng~teachers~d1d not-see thewtop1c~“Peer Teachlng~——~¥44
| as very 1mportant although thlS top1c recelved more rat1ngs.
of 1mportance on the post questlonnalre than it d1d on the
: pre questlonnalre. Interestlngly, the student teachers rated -
1t‘as veryrlmportant on both the pre-.and |
post questlonnalres. - | | |
All three groups had a very ‘favorable response to many.
specific top1cs. For ' example, the faculty conSultants v1ewed'
the follow1né as very acceptable toplcs for the Ed.CI
course* V
| ,—classroom management oo | »;g;
| »Ih" _-peer teach1ng |

“classroom teach1ng (w1th strong empha51s on plbnn1ng
and analy51s) '

_-ma1nta1n1ng d1sc1p11@e

'-commun1cat10n 1n the classroom.

In addltlon to the above, both student-teachers and
cooperatlng teachers on’ pre- and post- questlonnalres-
'a ey

: the follow1ng top1cs as 1mportant.
:—1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on and group proce
-1nstruct10nal technlques and strategles

'—questlonlng strategles and technlques; :

-

S of a lesson plan L

§of @ lessonplan - -

-component
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-lesson presentation
-instructional objectives..

'jThe majority of the ratings of these toplcs showed 11ttle-
. Y

change between pree and post- quest1onna1res. v‘ _ ' -

‘Post- quest1onna1res also revealed that both groups felt that

self-evaluatlon, the Sklll of mot1vat1on and the Sklll of
| expla1n1ng, wh1ch were not 1ncluded on the ‘
pre questlonnalre, were 1mportant It is 1nterest1ng to note
that- 1n1t1ally the student teachers rated all the suggested
dd,Ed CI toplcs as gmportaﬂt wh11e ‘the cooperat1ng teachers
rated all but "Péér_zséchlng. a‘’s 1mportant.‘Interv1ew
“comments from student teachers. added the toplcs mot1vatlon
and f1eld trlps. The maJorlty of the student teachers
';descr1bed peer teachlng as very worthwhlle, but two student
hﬁteachers felt that it was not.,Post questlonna1re data
;revealed that tWO*thlrdS of.the student teachers wanted moreﬁd
peer teach1ng 1nc1uded in the course. Twelve commentsv
:offered voluntarlly by the student teachers dur1ng
1nterv1ehs vere, in general p051t1ve° for example, the
‘majorlty of the comments descr1bed the course: as
comprehen51ve and well covered Only one student teacher
.suggested that the materlal was not worthwhlle.

In contrast to the satlsfactlon w1th peer teachlng
'descrlbed above, student teachers appeared to be very )
-unhappy w1th ‘some. other aspects of the Ed. CI course. Among

the 60 negatlve comments recelved from student teachers,_

'many were very cr1t1cal of the 1nstructor and his



229

‘presentat1on. For example,;student.teachers descrlbed hlS

- films as outdated and useless, an the materlal as
1mpract1cal The - majorlty of the negatlve comments revealed
the 1mmature attitudes of. the student teachers. For example,

____l_one student teacher felt that all he needed to do was to

read the handout on lesson planning and lesson plann1ng
would come naturally " Another said that he dellberately
mlssed a three hour class in order to study for an exam 1n
" another course. pe
Although as was mentloned above, the majorlty of the }
B remarks_were very cr1t1cal flve legltlmate problems were‘
identified: - |
—The lecture was too long.
-The 1nstructor attempted to cover too much mater1a1
- -Too few d1scuss1ons, espec1ally those dealxng with the
student teachers 1n school exper1ences, were held.
_*-Not enough act1v1ty or1ented tasks were used in: tﬁé"
class (a change of. pace was needed' there was too much '
lecturlng) ‘ : . :
—Attendance was poor.' .

One of- the more serlous problems was the lengthvof}the.
‘lecture. The reason most often suggested for'its being'too;;'
Zlong was that 1t was ‘too repet1t10us. Post quest1onna1re.:‘
_ response revealed that the majorlty of. the student teachers
'd1d not want a three hour class once -a week- Instead most

5 student teachers chose two one and one half hour classes perv"

week A’though most. student teachers appeared to ‘be: aware of

“the attendance'problem, 75 percent were_strongly against the
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gidealof compulsory attendance.'The-mostfoften suggested
reason was that they had the rlght to chose whether or not
to’ attend espec1ally 1f they were pay1ng for it ,lf'hﬂ

Very few good qual1ty suggestlons for 1mprov1ng the

»Ed CI course were received from the student teachers on the“

“post questlonnalre. Student teachers suggested that the
'class could be 1mproved in the followlng way5°u
o —hold more class dlscu551ons 'f” |
—1nclude more peer teachlng l .
'fdo a more 1n depth study ofvd15c1p11ne and management
_-have a. one hour lecture and a two- h0ur lab |
-deal more with 1nteract16n among students
-cover less mater1a1 | '

_In splte of the preponderance of negatlve remarksb
‘hrecelved from the student teachers durlng 1nterv1ews, they
'hllsted a number of- SklllS on the post—questlonnalre that
they had learned from the Ed CI class. The sk1ll most often

-.reported (70 percent of the student teachers) was lesson
?u:yplann1ng. Other SklllS 1ncluded 1 e o
| '?Q—communlcatlon sk1lls, verbal and non—werbal

| Fclassroom management -

.—quest10n1ng techn1quesf

::-dlsc1pl1ne U
“v—expla1n1ng

Post questlonna1re response regardlng read1ng the text or =

‘the class handouts was d1sapp01nt1ng Seventy percent of thev_"

class had read IO percent or less of the text vﬁlth s;xw
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student teachers reportlng that they had not read any of 1t.

_Slxty 51x percent reported readlng 50 percent or less of the"
Vhandouts.;slx student keachers suggested that the handouts
were too long to read and one student teacher sa1d he had

' no reason at all not to read them- he 51mp1y dgd not. -

In contrast to the negatlve attltudes towards the text'
'and the handouts, student teacher response regardlng class .
1ffa551gnments was very p051t1ve. A large majorlty (12 of 15)
b;reported that they found the a551gnments of pract1ca1 value.~
“’The lesson plannlng a351gnment was deemed to have the most
.5value. Although the quest1onna1re response was very

p651t1ve, 1nterv1ew comments were m1xed Four student

"t_iateachers complalned of what they cons1dered 1nadequate

‘»fexplanatlons of certaln ass1gnments. Ten student teachers

‘ﬁf'that they enjoyed d01ng the asslgnments and found them

flvreported be1ng unhappy about d1fferent aspects of evaluatlonr;*f

.'on varlous ass1gnments. No one aspect was selected by atg"f'

'hlarge number of student teachers as belng a problem. E1ght .f:j-

e student teachers mentloned pos1t1ve aSpects of the

"ﬁa551gnments wlth over 50 percent of these descrlblng the

f”a551gnments as not 1ong or d1ff1cult to complete, and notlng'w

‘1f useful TwO Ftudent teachers felt’ that the homework load wasty'

1*Fnot heavyﬁl Sl e
o Yo e . . : . _
A larg majorlty (14 of 15) of the student teachers

r,reported on the post questlonnalre that evaluatlon 1n the

1,Ed CI class was falr._Comments were generally p051t1ve,’
pfexplalnlng that the evaluatlon was fa1r because there was a. gf‘

] .- . e S . . R ;

Loy
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fa1r mark breakdown for the a551gnments. Interv1ew!response .
to the flnal exam 1nd1cated that the student teachers had a” |
few m1nor cr1t1c1sms of the exam (some felt that sdme
questlonsdwere vague), but generally appeared to feel that"

it was fair.' ' !
' !

4. Summarz of Supplementary Data L
- g

The secondary educat1on methods professors felt that
| the Ed CI part of the program must be closely relabed to the

J

1n school exper1ence in- order for 1t to be beneficial to. the‘,
' > f R
*Mstudent teacher. The degree to wh1ch thls relatedness was,
ach1eved varled throughout the term For example, éarly 1n'

‘the term,:at least half of the student teachers reéorted

" oy

durlng 1nterv1ews seeing no relat1onsh1p between the
'.:unlvers1ty class and the ‘in- school experlence. However,f
'flnal 1nterv1ew data 1nd1cated that a. small major1ty -
i‘(sllghtly more than half of the student teachers) felt that J:
the two parts of the program were related F1nal jﬁw'- |
»ﬁ'questlonna1re data regardlng thls problem revealed that mostf
_pstudent teachers found ‘some relat1onsh1p. Seventy flve

hpercent of the student teachers rat1ngs of the degree of

- o s;,u
. i .
N relat10nsh1p between the two parts of the course fell
lebetween rat1ngs of three and f1ve, 1nd1cat1ng an average to
_h1gh degree of relatlonshlp v |

' Four in- serv1ces were conducted w1th the cooperat1ng

L teachers, but although cooperat1ng teachers were encouraged gjﬁ'

Qgto attend (by means of paylng them for the1r tlme?”'

’;.thegmeetlngs) optlmum attendance was not achleved For

»r'.
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. example, 9 of 16 cooperatlng teachers ttended’all.d;

U

1n serv1ces, and 3 attended 3 in- serv1ces. However, 1t was

hoped that 51nce ‘the exper1menta1 program was COmpletely

i
-

new,.atteﬁdance would “be close Tt 100 percent. _

Cooperatlng teachers, accordlng to quest1onna1re data,'

' &suggested that there was much value to the in- serv1ces; ‘The

two. most often suggested valuable aspects were rece1v1ng,;

\

*-fianformat1on relat1ng ‘to the spec1f1c ‘aims and goals of the-

. ﬁl{;ﬂ‘ .

c1rcumstances. These 1ncluded-‘fv

Y.

o ]
‘course and spec1f1c expectatlons of the student and

';cooperatlng teachers, and rece1V1ng 1nformatlon regé?d?hg

evaluatlon and dlscuss1ng 1t together at the .in- serv1ce on

levaluatlon. Two other beneflts ment1oned butvto a much

lesser degree,'lncluded shar1ng 1deas w1th other teachers"

‘“fgthrough dlscu551on, and rece1v1ng 1nformat10n about what the‘.

-hstudent teachers were cover1ng in the unlver51ty part of the

o

'f program, The least vaLuable part of the 1n serv1ce reported
',,by merely three cooperatlng teachers was the t1me spent

‘;go1ng through the manual 4 fi : : ffl

Lor—

'f ‘The majorlty of cooperatlng teachers, accordlng to

'post quest10nna1re response, bel1eved that the 1n serv1ces‘f
dld1fferent1ated adequately between.the conventlonal studentl ‘

‘rteach1ng programs and the experlmental program.

A very large majorlty of cooperatlng teachers were in

;favor of cont1nu1ng the 1n serv1ce program. Some felt that‘f~

nthe in- serv1ces should be contlnued but under certaln 5

N A

a5
- - |
‘ -whlle the program is new g
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should be dlscussed at each in- serv1ce by the 25 percent of ‘

234

s | | | | : f‘
-conduct dlfferent numbers of in- serv1ces for less and
. more experlenced cooperatlng teachers. :

The three Unlvers1ty professors aiso were~very—much_1n~-———

"favor of cont1nu1ng the in- serv1ces. No agreement on any ‘one
’1deal number of 1n serv1ce se551ons was reached by the '

rcooperatlng teachers..The majorlty chose between two and

four 1n services"as ideal. Almost half of the cooperat1ng o

'teachers explalned that c1rcumstances, such as the age of
“"the program (new or old) and fam111ar1ty of the cooperatlng
teachers w1th the program, would d1ctate the 1deal number of -

L W

",'se551ons. There was ‘also: much . var1ab111ty regardlng what

‘hthe teachers who made suggestlons for the contents of the

VaI‘lOUS SQSSlODS. . T

The m@jorlty of the cooperatlng teachers agreed that-f

“the best time to hold the in- serv1ce was one week prlor to
‘,student teach1ng Most felt that thlS would glve them enough'

"u_tlme to prepare for the arr1va1 of the- student teacher._"

Although student teachers were asked what type of

.1nformat1on should be presented to cooperatlng teachers at

the in- serv1ces,01nformat10n whlchrcooperatlng teachers -fy§r

"7fne.led and had not been prov1ded,w1th the student teachers

‘prov1ded no new inf® ﬂatlon. Ideas wh1ch were suggested by
*.the student tea. he 3 had already been presented to the ! -

'cooperatlng teachers at “he 1n serv1ces.ff

R
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vPerceptions'of the.student'teacher were sought from
both the student and cooperatlng teachers. By the end of the
course,‘both groups felt that sch001 pup1ls would v1ew the’”
~—f~—~*student~teacher as— a~student—teacher:-Cooperat1ng teachers—**uf
‘.perceptlons,'unllke the student teachers percept1ons,-'-
“changed. from pre— to post- quest1onna1res..In1t1ally, 50
‘percent felt that the school pupll would v1ew ‘the student
n_teacher as a student teacher and 25 percent as. an observert
Howeven, by the end of the course, the majority of both
" groups felt that the school_pup;ls would‘perceive'the"
‘student teacher as a student teacher. ' |
CharacterlstlcsAand_qualities ot.a‘good*teacher uere'}
'falso sought from the cooperating teachers andvstudentnmy
teachers. Cooperatlng teachers empha51zed personal »
characterlst1cs and SklllS related to the teachlng actlv1ty
”‘tself approx1mate1y the same number of t1mes on both pre-
, ’and post questkonnalres. They d1d not change apprec1ably fh
:;' d :from pre— to post questlonnalres. However, 1n1t1ally, they o
‘Llsted belng a dlsc1p11nar1an as a personal characterlstlc
of a teacher most often but on the post~- questlonnalres they
5llsted knowledgeab111ty most often. The majorlty of the |
student teachers also llsted personal characterlstlcs of the,f,
teacher such as be1ng approachable and fa1r mlnded on both |
:'the pre— and post questlonnalres. By the end of the course,;'u
'bthe student teachers de empha51zed personal characterlstlcs :

--‘_needed by a teacher and teachlng skllls. ThlS decrease was

7offset by the emergence of.two‘dlfferent‘categorles:i
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relations with staff at the school and extracurricular
~activities.' P "gii‘-~”f - _:, o . "1:\
Although an earlier sect1on suggested that the student L

teachers -did not really have a clear 1dea of what

:character1st1cs a teacher should have, they d1d seem to. know
what the-respon51b111t1es of a teacher were.¢When pre- and«
A post guestionnaire ratlngs of teacher respons1b111t1es were
‘compared there was no change from pre to post suggestlng
that the student teachers knew what the teachers
‘respon51b111t1es vere to begln w1th dl‘-ﬂ'

- Regardlng student teacher commltment to teachlng,

..1n1t1ally the majorlty (75 percent) 1nd1cated that how well

" . or -how poorly they did in" the course. would 1nfluence the1r

. more student teachers ch0051ng to seek . help from the1r

jcommltment to~teach;ng- Interestlngly, by the end of the
‘course, only about half felt thlS way | o ”'2'
Student teachers also commented on thelr de51re forh ?h
. profe551onal help after the course. In1t1a11y, the majorlty .
.(73 percent) w1shed to have profe551ona1 help, but th1s
‘Vdecreased to approx1mate1y 50 percent by the %hd of the
“course. Accordlng to pre questlonnalre results, stuoent
teachers would seek adv1ce pr1mar11y from thelr cooperatlng
'Lteacher or the1r Ed Pra.llnstructor, w1th the largest numberuy'
'seek1ng help from the1r Ed Pra. 1nstructor. By | |
post questlonnalre t1me,‘thls sxtuatlon was reversed w1th
hcooperat1ng teache# than from thelr Ed Pra.'lnstructor.,Some'
student teachers rejected both sources' (one rejected the f“.

A
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‘cooperatlng teacher and two rejected the Ed. Pra.‘252

[

1nstructor) Three student teachers chose Student

!

Counselllng Serv1ce as a poss1ble source, and “hree rejected'

5thls service on the pre questlonna1re, while two chose

_Student Counselllng Serv1ces and two rejected it on the]

post-questronnalre.
\‘ ! . - - :

\

‘B. ‘Recommendat1ons

| The follow1ng recommendatlons arg,haged on . the flndlngs'u
.‘Tof the study.,Recommendatlons are gresented separately for
p’the manual for the in- school experlence and for the Ed CI
":port1on of the course._In addltlon, general recommendat1ons o
' ‘whlch arose from the f1nd1ngs but whlch do not f1t 1nto the
above categorles are presented J | | | '

The Manual |

: ' It 1s recommended that the manual remaln as a: companlon
& 1
to t
llght of the. f1nd1ngs of thlS study

the course. The follow1ng p01nts should be con51dered in
S
. a} Means of ensurlng teachers part{cdpation
‘Hﬂ{(perhaps a workshop offerlng un1vers¥ty credlt or.
vperhaps offerlng teachers released t1me) should be
T*lfexamlned Many of the cooperatlng teachers 1n the
";program were. not suff1c1ently fam111ar w1th the a1ms
3‘1and content of the manual The student teachers |
’att1tudes towards the manual appeared to be hlghly
1~dependent on those of the1r cooperatlng teacher.)

' Furthermore, the more of the manual one. read the more
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i positivefhﬁe's attitude’appearedkto be,tAlthough the_

vmanual was dlscussed durlng in- serv1ce se551ons, S

apparently th1s was not suff1c1ent 1ncent1ve to have

all_cooperat1ng teachers do the‘requ1redvread1ng,‘

"'b"Cooperating téaChers should be recruited and

'1nstructed well 1n advance. One . cooperatlng teacher

A

”compla1ned that by the t1me he found out about h:s part

'Avln the program, 1t was too late to change hlS plans for' :

NPT o

‘ncould have expressed the1r op1n1ons. These oplnlons,bjfgf

Part of thls may be’ attr1buted to the fact ‘that the

f‘manual was not graded It vas supposed to be a

= the course._a

In general student teachers efforts'on the',f'

manual were poor- only 13 of 16 student teachers

_7manua1 1s seen as a valuable part of the course,ftﬂ,

.',;it, both by maklng frequent checks and by glv1ng a"

ﬁ'fflnal grade .on’ the manual .i Lﬁfnl]_f

| d It 1s 1nterest1ng to note that many of the

cr1t1cal comments regardlng the manual were not v01cedv

at the 1n serv1ce se551ons where cooperat1ng teachers

7

“however, yere glven freely dur1ng 1nterv1ews.4Future

, subm1tted the manual at the end of the course, of these_}f
*"just over half completed 75 percent or more of the 1og"

R o
‘and 75 percent ‘or more of the observatlonal act1v1t1es;_

;ffff

";_rrequ1rement for pa551ng the course, but as onelstudent:f

='teacher contended "He can t fa11 us." Inasmuch as the'_'uw

'ﬂblnstructors should ensure that students are completlngf'
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' I

evaluatlons, therefore,‘ought to cons1der the 1ﬁterv1ew.. '

kmethod as at least part of the data gather1ng process.;

e; Future~rev151ons;or the manual should take the

follow1ng 1nto con51derat10n-

S X When appropr1ate, spec1f1c subsectlons
~should be devoted to ‘the’ students areas of
»spec1allzatlon.,

. .2, .Some of the act1v1t1es are- too‘ﬂong and
- | complex. These should be shortened and
'x;51mp11f1ed : s

3. Many act1v1t1es would be 1mproved by hav1ng
‘spec1f1c, focused 1nstruct10ns..v_ .

A. Sectlon VIIIA (The School and Communlty)
. should be -eliminated). One of the cooperatlng
wteachers, “who had lived: and worked in the area.
. for over. twenty years,.noted that she did not
feel that, even with her. experlence, she could
,answer many of the questlons. : S
T~ B, Sectlon VIIIB (School Organlzatlon) should
- . 'be:either el1m1nated or .carefully examined and
revised extensively. No one listed this sect1on
as-a‘'strength, and both. student and cooperatlng
yteachers llsted 1t as a weakness. ' ‘

';gg_ Recommendat1ons for the In school Experlence

: Although student teachers and cooperatlng teachers'f

Zappeared to be very satlsf1ed w1th the in- school experlence,,

;the study revealed that 1t could be 1mproved Therefore, 10

'recommendatlons are suggested for cons1derat10n when ~g-

~

frev151ng the course. These 1nclude.‘]_ }figg';:_;[

_-.-.._._____-—__—_.—_._.—

17 according to data’ reported in Chapter VI faculty

‘W‘consultants, cooperating teachers and: student teachers had

‘‘reservations regarding topics VIIIA. (The School and :
;vCommunlty) and VIIIB (School Organlzat1on) It 'is felt that
. thése top1cs perhaps  should not ‘be. deleted from the .student -
- teachers' overall program, but 1nstead perhaps they appeared
o too early in, the1r program to. be benef1c1al R S
. _ L -

-~ -

‘,” ¢



T
-
V4

S o

|
!
. 4

- When circumstances permit for example when' '

;”there 1s a larger supply of cooperat1ng teachers, use )

'»only cooperatlng teachers who have superv1sed student

5tteachers in the past preferably more than two student

-~

'teachers. In thlS program, three cooperatlng

'teachers had - not superv1sed a student teacher

"gprev1ously. Consequently, they were unable torprovide a

 student teacher. - Lo

_ o A s T
b;'Proyide the cooperatfng teacher with someﬁ'f
: A

,QreleaSed time (for example,uone class perlod pet day)

‘pln order to dlSCUSS problems and successes w1th the

S

’:after school '1f they were not 1nvolved w1th

‘dextracurrlcular act1v1t1es\at thls tlme )

"student teacher. In thlS program, the teachers were
"extremely busy, w1th some: cooperatlng teachers hav1ng
| as many as 51x dlfferent preparatlons a day._(The only
vtlme most cooperatlng teachers had avallable to talk

‘ w1th the1r student teachers was e1ther at noon hour or

'-;ifﬂ fdc; Although 1t was reporte@ that the majorlty of

'"Lstudent teachers who were not placed w1th cooperatlng

'7teaqhers in the1r area of spec1allzatlon felt that thlS -

r o~

"_d1d not detract from thelr exper1ence, 1t 1s

,recommended that every effort be made to place the

o student teacher w1th a cooperatlng teacher who has

expertlse 1n the student teachers major subject area.
i
If thlS is not p0551ble, the cooperat1ng t@acher yn

'good-quality evaluation or expert asji;tanceforthe S
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charge should allow the student teacher to observe at

. least some classes ‘taught by another teacher 1n the

student teacher s major area of study.

d. Ensure that one cooperating teacher has only

»

one student teacher at a tlme.\In this program two

'cooperatmng teachers had ‘two d1fferent student

'fteachers, each from a dlfferent program.

e. The respons1b111t1es of the faculty consultant

'should 1nclude the followlng. act as l1alson between the’

\

fcooperatlng teachers and the un1ver51ty, 1nstruct the

..Ed CI1 course, hold comeback semlnars for student

3teachers, dct as a troubleshooter, be 1nvolved w1th the

in- serv1ces, v151t student teachers and coord1nate both

_‘parts of the program.

f Student teachers should attend the school on a

-

"dally ba51s, for four weeks.

g_ Although ev1dence from the study suggests

ﬁstrongly that the student teach1ng exper1ence be held
vrbetween October and March the student teachers could

:pbenef1t from observ1ng and teach1ng durzng September or»;

[/

jJune, at some polnt Jn hlS student teachlng career.,
. ThlS could be done 1n the Phase II part of thelr o

ﬂ-overall degree.'

h. Student teachers must have the value and

.'1mportance of courses such as educat10nal foundatlons,

fzgpcat1onal adm1n1stratlon and educat1ona1 psychology j

expla1ned to them. Although these are mandatory
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_ courses, student teachers, in general, felt that they
~ held littleurelevance to their'in-school'experience.
i Confu51on surrounded certa1n aspects of“the

. in- school exper1enc; For thlS reason, it is -

Lecommended—that—thenfollow1ng -be- done at_the

in- serv1ces-
.
Explain and empha51ze that the student
; : teacher must_ have a gradual introduction to
R - teaching with a ‘wide" variety of non-teaching
B - tasks. Although evidence from this study
indicates that a majority. d1d have a graduated
1exper1ence/ some did not.

2. Explaln thoroughly the role of the faculty
‘consultant to the cooperating teachers and the
student teachers. Neither the student teachers
nor the cooperating ‘teachers appeared to .
understand what -the role of the faculty o
‘consultant was. g _ o

T Explaln to- the cooperatlng teachers that the
S student teachers' (most in their ‘'second year of
’ unlver51ty) will lack much spec1f1c subject
"area background knowledge ‘and. that ‘this should
" be considered when planning the student U
teacher s act1v1t1es and when evaluat1ng ‘him.

4. G1ve cooperatlng teachers more 1nstruct10n
- and 1nformat10n on how to write good quallty
" evaluations and how to- evaluate the student ,

teachet fairly. It may be possible to discuss
‘fand agree ‘upon some definition of what -~ ‘

constitutes good and excellent. student

teaching.'® One student teacher ‘evaluation was

wrltten almost entirely with negatlve comments,
. _yet the student teacher was- g1ven a pass. A
w . good evaluation can ‘be. wr1tten in a p051t1ve,
not psychologlcally damaglng manner.'»

T
~5\ Exp1a1n the 1mportance of student teacher
. lesson’ planning to the cooperating teachers.,
‘One cooperating teacher . explained that the ":~
"+ lesson, planning category was not . applxcable to
his subject area and did not .- evaluate the,?t
‘student teacher 1n thls*area.» '

. _________.__-._-——_.— .

e ThlS was . suggested by the A551stant Dean of Pract1cum.
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j. ‘Retain the present evaluation formqand do not .
add the category-knowledge7in‘subject area to it. The

majorityjofvallvgroups were satisfied with the

evaluation form; Because student teachers for the most - .

QO

part_are only in their second year, it is meaningless

'to evaluate them on theierackgroundtknowledge in their.

major field of study. ¢ o : T ;

\

T~the course. These include some

'1mprov1ng attendance, and ensurlng that student teachers

read the a551gned work
It 1s recommended that the or1glnal core of
tOplCS presented in the exper1menta1 program ‘be

retalned Questlonnalres, 1nterv1ews and a faculty

'survey concluded that, 1n general all the Ed CI topics

'5".,were recelved as acceptable currlculum by the student

ﬁafteachers, cooperat1ng teachers and faculty consultants.

=,

“'However, the follow1ng p01nts should begcon51dered 1f

the course 1s to be rev1sed
1. Some toplcs requ1re more empha51s than '

P .
N
B

others. These 1nclude"

S _:5Flesson plannlng(lncludes 1nstructlonal
N " objectives, ‘components of,.a ‘lesson plan,
AL “lesson presentatlon and self- evaluatlon)

'A-classroom management C e e

N . .
W b . . -

,{#~d15c1pl1DQ '

o

-

-
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“-instructional technlques (1ncludes :
questioning strategles, skills of
variability, motzvatlon, explalnlng and
‘rexnforcement) "

-1nterpersonal communlcatlon and group
process ‘

{

-peer teaching.
. It &

1Y
<

Peer teaching'was not considered"so important
'by the cooperat1ng teachers as 1t was by the'

fstudent teachers. Student teachers felt there

'»was great beneflt from thlS part of the course.‘}-

tQuest1onna1re and 1nterv1ew data'conf;rmednthat_J
.‘student teachers and cooperatlng teachers'felt';“\
knowledge of lesson plann1ng was verj';'
?worthwhlle. _. | -
32 Toplcs Wthh appear to‘requlre less ' o
R
fconcentratlon 1nclude.3_5h”' c

~~

f—prov1nc1al curr1culum guldgs
—evaluatlng students
-u—communlcatlon 1n the school and communlty

-r-what teachlng is. .h-"

',fAfter the1r student teachlng experlence,,g':

- student teachers rated evaluatlng students low
'_'fln 1mportancea They probably had no need 1n |
'vth1s very general course to evaluate.'ﬁ

'"Commun1catlon 1n the School and Communlty,

l;accordlng to Sp1tz (1978) was con51dered by thevg_;fj

'»;secondary éducat1on methods professors to be‘

71premature\ The conc1u51on appears to: be o




fsupported by the poor quallty of work done 1nv
*fthese sectlons of the manual Thi professors‘
qalso con51dered "Whal Teach1ng Is" to be

premature,,accordlng €b Spltz..Student teachers'

‘:rated thls top1c lower 1n 1mportance on the .

.post questlonnalre than they d1d on the
'»pre quest1onna1re. The 1nstructor and one

:student teacher suggested that the top1c may
l

have been more successful 1f 1t had been
';presented after the student teach1ng exper1ence
!jd};flhfor later 1n the experlence o

b Some of the problems w1th the Ed CI sectlon of

U

the course could be allev1ated by tﬁe fOllOWlng'ttfi_fff”"’

‘ The amount ‘of materlal to be covered should
jbe reduced and kept at a. general level ..

..n2 The length of the lecture should be changed
‘to no -more. than one hour and. twenty mlnutes,;1f
1*;cond1t10ns ‘are approprlate.,If this ' is not _,,v
j.poss1ble,‘then the three-hour class will) have
" to be very carefully planned to include a e
Q-greater varlety of change of pace act1v1t1es.‘»
433 More class dlscuss1ons should be held w1th
;more student 1nvolvement act1v1t1es.: S ,

ff4 Comeback semlnars should be held on a _ T
_~-regular basis, espec1ally for the .purpose of SR
-gdlscu551ng the1r in- school.exper1ences.w e :
ca Attendance was a problem observed by the
fflnvestlgator, the 1nstructor and several student

eachers. Although questlonnalre data strongly suggests

4eachers do not l1ke the 1dea of
S

,that stude“‘”

'compulsorysattendancevﬁfeellng that 1t 1nfr1nges on

v

,‘,‘.
A ]
S .



”for the course be compulsory.

”,,teachers put 1nto readlng the“

¢

i.their.student rights, it is recommended that attendance

b
v L

d Quest10nna1re data reveale

A"’»A B
W

text a a handoutsfuas7
1

o RN A
-that effortjstudent;;g

e
7SS

- F1n1ma1 Because of th1s, moré’frequent testlngﬂshouldhf'

2

-

'occur and poss1bly more a551gnments glven wherebetHe

'}'text and handouts must be used Everyth1ng that they“.‘

"V"‘student teachers do 1n thlS case seems to requ1re a B

&

'_“mark or some type of 1ncent1ve, in order to encourage .
. them to put some effort 1nto the course.vg _57'

Add1t10nal Recommendatlons-n.'g"?p~1”’ :, r;

| Flndlngs of thls study suggest the folI€w1ng addltlonalﬁ

recommendatlons'»”“jf, : ]~-‘pf-5ﬂ’"5 3*1,flffn

"trelated to a hlgh degree. One should complement the

'7‘_':f;'fam111ar Wlth " ,L = oo ] -'.';»“..9 i

A"h

Bif

”“f;d‘Ed Pra.,parts of the course 1ntegrated or_ﬁ;

%;dther. ThlS was one of the major objectlves of the

If p0551b1e, 1n serv1ces should be held one

'week before the student teachers arr1ve at the school
vfIn the present study,'cooperatlng teachers should have
”:rbeen 1ndoctr1nated heav1ly before the program began

‘ 4

.fabecause theredwas so- much new 1nformat10n tdﬁbecome B

"a; Ef@orts should be made to contlnue to keep thej

_}”program, but quest10nna1re results 1nd1cated that thls."”

iVe was achleved only to an "average degree._»‘~-"

In serv1ces should cog&aﬁue ‘as an essent1a1 ',\f'

part of the overall program. In th1s study, cooperatlngff‘*

-

f‘-7f-]v,“;ﬁf i ﬁf.‘ ?h~t ?”?Q kifﬂf f”d'"?
e g
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teachers and un1vers1ty pra&essors felt that the .

“‘in-services were very worthmhlle. The number of

‘in-services should vary accordlng to the needs at the W o
. ‘u‘ d
time. Those in charge of organlzlng the in= serv1ees__“‘_ﬂ%—
N 11 . “-4
. m1ght take the follow1ng Rplnts 1nto con51deratlon when 4

‘ ;plannlng-the.1n~serv1ces."f, e B R

L1, a d1ffé¥ent number of 'in- serv1ces for
‘.n'experlenced and new cooperat1ng teachers

L dlfferent sesS1ons for teachers. who arej
,_"ifamlllar w1th ‘the program and those ‘who. are notggq
T3 se551ons on evaluatlon of the student .
;pteacher (Cooperat;ng tecchers should strive for 3
. more consistency in evaluation and good quallty
written. evaluatlons) . . S R

.dd;:Student teachers should be enﬁpuraged aftﬁp the ﬂf.
course to dlscuss the1r teachlng career plans w1th .
e1ther student counselllng, the1r Ed CI 1nstructor, or ;‘§£
the1r cooperatlng Qeather. All three groups were ' n

vy
: recognlzed as sources of help on the;”

’Apost questlonﬁalre. However by the ‘end. of the. course;v;i'“

-

R

L-.ﬁ ery‘effort to at%end all thelr days at: ghe school

% f ag\'!""

RS : : S o
s [ e

experlence ‘as they can. Harsh penaltles'do not seem tov

wroo

o

&equ1red 51nce[the1r attendance at the school was

'~
v : u.

’ : SR N

{g;»fv(DSChdols appeared to be véry favorable. However, the
’ e _ P P R N

Fa
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student teachers should be requlred'to explaln their

A

absence and arrange to make it up some other t1me.

E

‘_‘TC“—After-Word :\g - :

i ) P
© o~ i Lt

“e/' "In any study many*;ntultlxe reactlons occur wh1ch do

&

* .. ﬁﬂv'v' ?
the follow;ng Pages, fly would llke to report some’ of ‘the-
y

A
A thoughts and@ﬁgflgngs I h%d wh11e I collected the data and X

fjﬂanalyzédght

-, Qg r?

Cooperat&ﬁg Teacher Reactlon to. the Course

. / .
J N w

L*," It¢wasty feel1ng that 1n3 ally’the cooperatkng

T teachegs were skeptlcal about@th
studentagzacher' Many cooperat1ng teachers held the v1ew"

uthatﬁthear_own un1vers1ty preparatlon for teachlng was
- ‘ o ':‘-,‘r J 0 .
inadequate and that they had learned to teach pr1nc1pa14y

when they were pIaced n the classroom full t1me.‘I also‘

felt that because of these pre fo5med oplnlons, they d1d

A ,not&éOrm part of tMe d%r?’fﬂmis study waswpo except1on. ln,‘r

new program s, value to the -

‘v"m.\
B AR S

not grasp the true mean1ng of the program unt1l the course R

"_é;.. . Y #':,.
was almost over.'As was report d”ln the text the *¥

) o
cooperatlng teachers appeared to b%cqme more: conv1nced of

2w x., b B8 o
the value of the program the more they worked w1th 1t .
; . [ - ‘-“ ' :.b ‘ ;,l‘ - ._ .‘% - . . : :
cwy et -2 e T“*ft_ RS are
e e e 2 . . o A . “ﬁr % :

'9The wse of the first person‘1n “the follow1ng section
~deviates somewhat - from standard thesis, style.- However,
1nasmuch a$ the following section .discusses-subjective’
bp1n1ons rather than objective facts, I-feel that the first.

» person . is- appropr1atelLf I feel that some of what I learned in

‘the &tudy which was .of value-to me, and I hope of 1nterest

R ST
- B

Lol 2

#o-dthers;. woulddhav% been lost w1thout the follow1ng L
g secﬂﬁon. 33‘ﬁ, TR T o LS .?m;
S ' E éé.v.. P . ,?; v' __ﬂ,‘ S -
v ~'. ST ‘i}' T 0 ‘ T ’ st

R

s

§
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2. Student Teacher ‘Daily g;g Book

| Although as reported above, cooperatlng teachers felt
"at both the beglnnlng and the end. of the course, that the ,‘Jgé

'._—lo——Jasmamportant,_and al“hm"h student_teachers_felt in_. thsqi‘

'beglnn1ng that ‘the log.was worthwhlle, I wonder about 1bsﬁg§
value. That many sJudent teachers stopped do1ng 1t suggestS»-
'that it was not 2 iewardlng experlence. Furthermore,”»
‘questlonnalre data and subjectlve examlnat1on of the logs
ksuggested that they d1d not 'gain much from th1s experlencelu}:

3

3. Reasons That Student Teachers Took the Experlmental

.Course- _

One assumeséﬁhat when student teachers volunteer to
’take an experlmental course they do so because they have an
'-1nterest in 1t. However, 1nterv1ews revealed that th1s was'?Trf

**  not the case." Reasons glven for taklng thlS course 1ncluded

9 .r

l —I would be able to get 1nto a. school and tea%h.e

s

[the follOw1ng

-1t f1t 1nto my t1metable.

T —I knew ' would have to take Eth courgg“so I m1ght as -
h_well get it over w1th.«, o o

“ -1 want- to try everythlng, 1 iantjdifferent“ ,';57‘,~.,;1
experlences.. oL rm"v.éﬁ' A"“_.,.l L ' :

-1 feel lucky to take thlS course thls year and not

next. a,“-'g . : - . :

't [ ’)".

-1 11ke the 1dea of hav1ng 1nput 1nto the formatlon of
a course. e , ,

'{/_.'U—I cons1dered advantages and dlsadvantages before
1" 'signing‘up:and plan to make a good effort to learn."
'somethlng from ite, - : : -

After exam1n1ng student teacher manuals and talk1ng w1th the
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them,’I felt that the major1ty ofrstudent teachers had taken

the courge hop1ng to put 1n very little effort to receive a
: : [
‘pass grade.‘ '

w_4.._Coo,[:)eratmg’I‘eacher Involvement w1thﬁthe Exper1mental
Course. S - : ' '*fw‘ ’

Wh1le 1t 1s not an extremely 1mportant aspect of the

| evaantlon, 1t is worth not1ng that the sample of . o

"o SO i

cooperatlng teachers ‘was by and large not comprlsed of those'

who mlght normally’be Q«pected to volunteer. Almost - all the g

“_,
.

to the course. B . ',':'_, . X ?

5 Methods of Data Collect1ng

There were advantages to- u51ng both 1nterv1ews and
quest1onna1res ‘as data gatherlng methods. For exgkple,i _
questlonnalres allowed ‘me to ask spec1f1c questloﬁﬂaWhlch I :
was’ 1nterested 1n and the 1nterv1ews, pr1mar11y | |

| unstructured allowed other aspects I had not thought of to vjr
emerge, for example, attltudes. At some p01nts 1n the ,'
program the student teacherséwere angry, frustrated and
unhappy w1th the Ed CI class, but very sat1sT1ed w1th‘the1r
in- school exper1encer Through 1n depth 1nterv1ews conducted

—. d

‘w1th cooperatlng teaghers at’ three d1fferent tlmes, I sensed

&

that they had not really come to gr1p§ w1tﬁ the program

- until, much later on,'1nformatlon that questlonnalres alone, .
\.. . . o

) would not have dlscovered ‘_:: o A
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a. Advantages and D1sadvantages of the Unstructured

“lnterv1ews. In general the 1nterv1ews allowed me to be h
- avare of and share ‘some part1c1pants :personal thoughts

about the program whlch I otherw1se would not.- have knoWn_.'

251

'1n'me.,0ne student teacher expw_

A benef1c1al s1nce the sub]ect area 1nvolved requ1red

about ‘For. example, one cooperatlng teacher wondered out
loud if h1s cr1t1ca1 remarks would have any effect on

rev151on of the course. To a certaln extent - some conf1ded

gégﬁthat he could say.

things to me . whlch he could not say to hlS 1nstructor. Some

shared personal thoughts about student teach1ng 1n the1r Jp

]subject areas. A cooperatlng teacher and faculty consultant
:each in d1fferent subject areas, felt that h1s own '

.sub]ect area was dlfferent enough from the other s to {_
dwarrant d1fferent treatment. For example 'one felt that o

Lhobserv1ng fh dlfferent classrooms would not be very

’D

4

_The other person felt that hlS subject area was the toughest

N

Vto teach and that because Sf the1r prlor experlences,hthel

9

-

';majfrlty of stpdent teachers ‘in thlS subject area are able

to geg1n teachlng 1mmed1ately He felt that because of thlS,

studehtlfeachers in‘his" subject area d1d not really need the

Y

graduaf?1ntroduﬁtagn s1nce they already had a fa1r degree of

, -.} [:_T - ;,"ff“-_ . .
U51ng the unstruc%uned;lnterv1ews gave me a more.;ﬁﬁ

7
complete*p1cture of how333{ Ehe part1c1pants were

J -

e - v
exper1enc1ng the program. A chlef advantage to the 1n depth
: o}

. .1..

~'d1fferent methods of d1sc1pl1ne and classroom management
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.that I felt Re was able to come very close to the exper1ence,ff

. - .‘-;i’ .‘L’ '-.."‘“

1nterv1ews conducted w1th the three cooperatlng teachers was

-

o

'”ln human terms. I could observe a strong personal and

o .

"profeSSional relathonshlp between the cooperatlng teachers

¥a-- .

”_'other part1c1pants feit that way as

| Q;dmremark appears a fewitlmes. Another dlfflculty w1th

t;hlmself and the cooperatlng teacherr»and that personal-

- qualltles do play a part in how successful thls can be..v

an op1n1on on 1t However, one cannot clalm consensus 1? asi

' sect1on oﬁ the the51s.?*'

E and student teachers. The in- depth 1nterv1ews allowed me to-

1dent1fy what types of expectatlons and respon51b1l1t1es the_-“~

”cooperat1ng teachers in partlcular had regardlng themselves-“
'mand the’ student teachers. ThlS 1s 1mportant, in that the

xa’student teacher learns through the 1nteract10n between' o

I felt that there were two d1ff1cult1es w1th the

wy

"junstructured 1nterv1ews. One was that occa51ona11y I would

‘hear some oplnlon or fee11ng expressed and wonder 1f the

K

"ll That part1c1pants

‘dld not ment1on a- p01nt does not meﬁn that they“do not.hgve

e
Caalan

e

P

-great deal of reportable hard data. A thlrd d1ff1cu1ty 1
‘F_found vas" repet1t1on. Compar1ng questlonnalre data and |
71nterv1ew data, I felt that there was much repet1t1on and

"therefore I had to comb1ne both types of data -in the results }p!

-

b Telephone Inter91ews. I felt that the 1nforma1

LI e

”collectlng data. Tw1ce durlng the course, a short t1me after

AY . .

'unstructured interv1ews, I feel ‘1s tHat they do not yleld a M"

"'telephone 1nterv1ew was€§1 excellent method of ;Vj‘“‘.f - g
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v1t had been started and at the end I telephoned the
cooperatlng teachers and asked them spec1f1c questlons about

aspects of the ptogram Wthh 1 was not clear on. I’ was able

‘-to rece1ve 1mmed1ate feedback and determ1ne if anythlng "”

_major was wrong w1th the course ‘at that po1nt 1n t1me. I: d1d

-not collect awlarge amount of data in thls manner, but theﬂ'.@;

f1nterv1ews were very valuable as a supplementary method ofx,'”

1

data gatherlng Interest1ngly, the major1ty of the

'cooperatlng teachers 1nd1cated that 1f they ‘had a cho1ce ”ﬂﬁ:ﬁg

'f_»bre§?rd1ng types of 1nterv1ews, they preferred the

f*litelephoneumype.

. face-to- face type, but they were also comfortable w1th thej'

-’ .. =

Adaptlng to the> ”“ S f,3 & stud By u51ng bothv
: = ————X

Sy

fadapt to the needs of the study For example,‘I used
‘f'qﬁestlons and problems w1th the program that were h1nted at

”or stated durlng 1nterv1ews, 1n order to compose questlons

et

‘Sqwh1ch added valuable 1nformatlon to the flnal quest1onna1re.-_ '

A good example of responding to a partlcular need is l

Yf~1llu§trated by the quest1on of the role of the faculty

“ ﬁ‘

3 R R
consultant. After the f1nal questlonnalres had been' ety

N

‘xr:admlnlstered to.the cooperatlng teachers,_and after ',y;‘;_;?ﬂ:
";attendlng the f1na1 1n serv1ce, I had a- questlon regardlng -
';the cooperat1ng teachers op1nlons about the role of the.jh;"‘

:faculty consultaﬁt. At“th1s t1me 1t seemed to me to be an
:;lmportant questlon. Thus, I telephoned them all I also

";Ltelephoned the student teachers to ascertaln the1r op1n1on

./ ; ,‘ . A

‘&fﬂ‘ I

f1nterV1ews and questlonna1res, i was abﬁe to respond and _
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of the f1nal exam.‘i

./

In add1t1on to the &néerv1ews and quest1onna1res, otherﬂ'

factors wh1ch also céntrlbuted to my overall understanding

.o

of the program were

-‘jl\" L .
gt prlor to the exper1mental course — Do o g

j —exam1nat1on of the manuals completed by student-
gfeachers and those cr1t1c1zed by the cooperat1ng
teachers L S S - A RS

S A
' 4-_‘_ s "/’ A

z-my attendance at the Phase II comm1ttee meetlngs held":”

: R
—attendance at the 1n serv1ces f o , _ ,

: e ' R

~-my attendance at the beglnn1ng ‘of each uni r51ty “3{*
Ed CI class’ (I had brief chats with the 1n£§§uctor and t
.some student teachers wh1le collectlng my act1v1ty
sheets) _ : o ,

Because I used a varlety of methods to gather data,.I"ﬁ

I

feel that there 1s very 11ttle of the program Wthh I do not

have some 1n£ormatlon on or 1n51ght 1nto. One method alonef
o

would not have glven me the complete plcture I have.‘iiiff

v 6 Collectlng the: Data t«.~‘f"-1jf ?f.v-l t1. th{t'g;,ﬁa

w

a o . 9“1 .
One d1ff1culty in collectlng dat? from human\h?ﬁngs is ,'

;A that: ‘one cannot get them all I was unable to obtaln a’

) s
complete set of pre—-and post quest1onna1res from the ;

student teachers QIn the f1rst case, one student teacher was,
\:’f’. . LT
absent from the flrst class, but f1lled 1t 1n later-

however,,I was. unable to use 1t 51nce he had already v151tedf"”

hlS school pr1or to comp&etlng the pre questlonnalre._In the»gfﬁ

"'second case, I tr1ed to arrange several t1mes to have the

P

{vstudent teacher complete 1t,,she d1d not show up. 1 was also;ff

unable to obta1n a complete set of post quest1onna1res from e

the cooperatlng teachersr Slnce one had not attended any of
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-ithe 1n—serv1ces, he! could complete onlx the parts of it he4

T was: fam111ar with. I also had to ma11 h1m hQS»
\pre quest1onna1re and then dlscard 1t because he cpmpleted

it after the course had been runn1ng for a week or so.

1 felt that the student teachers (unllke the

_cooperatlng teachers) were. not very cooperatlve wlth respect

&

'to my data gatherlng. I encountered several problems w1th

them{_For example,_lt requ1red three weeks to telephone and

R ’7

aarrange the ﬁlrst set of . 16 student teacher 1nterV1ews, ‘

‘whereas 1t requlred only one week for the second set. Both
A

‘Sets of 1nterv1ews had absentees——one student teacher mlssed

fJ

_,flve 1nterv1ew app01ntments. Flnally, 1t was so late that I
T i - .

‘-gSlmply telephoned her and recorded her 1nterv1ew by ..
i handwr1t1ng. Regardlng collect1ng act1v1ty sheets, I made
| blnumerous phone calls at the end of the course requestlng
as these. Several student teachers promlsed to dellver them to s
me,sbut they d1d not. Consequently, I have an 1ncomplete set
"Tof act1v1ty,§$eets, ;; of a p0551ble 16. ‘ | o

In general I felt that the majorlty of the responden?? :

0 .

L]

jwere qu1te comfortable dur1ng the 1nterv1ews.‘1 was

:,.

't,satlsfled that the part1c1pants were at ease enough to o

o -

.'d1scuss freely w1th me- the1r thoughts and feellngs regard1ng:
he program. Slnce most of the student teachers talked for
.hkat least ar half hour, and several of them for an hour, I'/

fe tvthatgthey were pret Y. much at ease.‘One student teacherg,*

fdid,no -p d - tape recorded consequently, 1 comp11ed

with her v'.‘es and took down a’ few notes. An 1nterest1ng T
. . . R . . j,“L&‘ -

“.

-
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“‘;1nterv1ews. I was not completely conv1nced by the end of the o

'-course that these 1nterv1ew types were v1ewed any’

?' 1mmed1ately after 1nterv1ews were conducteg and

; dlfferently from other 1nterv1ew types by the student

_collectlng~an‘

- Ceew . . S o 256 .

“

i observat1on I made about the 1nterv1ews was that there was a'

def1n1te change 1n}the student teachers' confldence when
§ ~

talk1ng w1th me from one set of 1nterv1ews to the next. By

the second sé% of 1nterv1ews, they seemed ‘to have found

YT

the1r vo1Ces. Perhaps thls was because—they had*beeu"

J
teachlng (haV1ng to talk) or perhaps by th1s time they were

G

more fam111ar w1th me.

°

As I was: conductlng the unstructured 1nterv1ews, T: made

- an 1nterest1ng observat1on regardlng the part1c1pants .
. e

react1on56§o me: ahd the unstructured 1nterv1ews. A great

‘A number of the 1nterv1ews began by saylng to me,i"Well ‘what
‘do you want to know7"'A§pa;ently, they expected that 1 wouldef“

a‘Slmply ask them questlons and they would respond Thls

suggests that they were qu1te unfamlllar w1th unstructured

.‘teachers or cooperatlng teachers (perhaps 51m11ar to -an ;

Rk
app01ntment w1th thelr agwlsor or counsellor )
One method of collect rg data wh1ch I found very

valuable was that of recordlng my own reactlons and oplnlonsj

._\"

quest1onna1res adm1n15tered It was at- thlS t1me that 1
%ﬁth collect1ng the data.*’, '

I also felt that recordlng, transcr1b1ng and

noted the problems 1nvolved

‘-

-

1nterpret1ng the 1nterv1ews was an excellent method for

cklng the data. The ma1n dlSadVantage wasf_
g

-
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.that 1t was very t1me consumlng The major advantage,
‘ X
however, was that 1t allowed me to give the 1nterv1ewee ‘a

. chance»to change hls oplnlon 1f he felt dlfferently thano

‘what was 1nterpreted Interestlngly, only two m1nor changes_

'were made in the 1nterv1ew 1nterpretat10ns.,

Although a few aspects of the 1nterv1ews w1th the
student teachers appeared to be valuable, I felt that many :
"of the1r comments were low quallty and not very 1mportant |

,probably because they had l1ttle experlence w1th teachlng
.band were qu1te young. The., most- dlsturblng aspect about the
1n§%rv1ews was llstenlng to .the: large number of negat1ve

hremarks about the un1vers1ty class, espec1ally cr1t1c1sm of}¢
® : >

'_the 1nstructor. At the same tlme//l real1zed that ‘t
‘hstudent teag%ers'were really uanformed but bellevefgi?{“
h earnestly in. what they were saylng After analy21ng the
'i,‘data, 1 became more conv1nced that the studentnteachers were“'
”'not the best source of SUggestlons for rev1s1oh purposes.v',"

'Better sources of suggestlons would rnclude classroom_}
W v

teachers, fbr the in- school part .and secondary educat1on~
’ -‘:.

rmethods professors, for the Ed CI part of the program.i
‘ B ‘ A

,'_,_,‘ .

2. Look1ng Back

y In" retrospect 1f I were to redo the study w1th the,l

"‘fbeneflts of" hlnds1ght _the changes I would make would be"

ﬂvfhow to resolve 1s that of data collectlon. I was

»[Zvery m1nor. Interestlngly, there were no. data whlch I wouldd
have llked to have from the beg1nn1ng of the study whlch I
,!dld not have. A problem 1 faced wh1ch 1 Stlll do not know-'"

EIA
oA
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-unsuccessful 1n obta1n1ng complete sets of quest10nna1res._**

‘and act1v1ty sheets. It was not p0551ble to secure the
‘\ .

cooperatlon of all respondents. I could offer them no

"1nCent1ve other than pub11c121ng the1r v1ews.

‘4.
1

s
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 APPENDIX A (1).

‘'ED. PRA. 252 STUDENT TEACHER PRE-QUESTIONNATRE

- e S Day Month Year .

? ) . ,‘ -~ g ! . e R ;
; . LW R ‘
R you know thls experlmentad course-"Teachlng in the j
'ASecon ary School” will become compulsory - for all Secondary
NN Education ‘students in 197%: This questionnaire is designed .
égf‘ ~£0, gather 1nformat10n aboutmyour\perceptrons of -the course, w
- .your perceptlon of “your role in the 'school' and' your back=-
W ground for deéaling with: the course. As with all experlmental
- . rcourses, -this cotirse w111 be revised in 'light of your exper-
... lences with it. Therefore we would apprec1ate your candid
' ,;Z‘n§Wers to the questions,be ow..The answers you give to- Js,
e ”;%fﬁhese guestlons -will:have bearlmg on your grade but may*
/fhaN q;ﬁelp us to improve tge ogrse for | future students. Please
Y o -circle the appropr e re onse 1n the multlple dh01ce v
B ﬁqUestrpns. i " 1ﬁ5 Ve B

"i§p1ff.‘*«g' ‘d? | }-ﬂ,”_j _' o RN
- R I AL A ’ a ‘
" .. Personal Details ¥ s
S e . ’ 2 : e | L
1. Year of your B.Ed. Program = .0 .00 ST
. X . . g . . R . BE . . . ) .» »
. . . : ‘ o R Q‘) _l ] o o T . " v
x a. first e T o ST
o {b., second , - . | B \ ‘. o -
Ty thlrd a f”'_' S A ;.f o
b “ » : S e '
. L <@
2. What 1s your area of teachlng spec1a41zatlon°3, o
v > ; : e
R T
’ . ¢ . : ' . - R . . . - ’,"‘
. P e Sty » . o i
L 3. What is your gecon_areajOffteachiqg interest? =
vt ’ : - c. a - T Lol ," "":.. N v b S
e e e T B e e s

‘Lf'“““?f°ﬁw in wh&eh'dlwgslgﬂ_lggﬁxégould you prefer to teach’ 1
R a. DlVlSlon III (grades 7-9)

C b ‘Division IV (grades 10-12)
.7 9 . - .A‘

e

- -

B T SRS B
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a.

CwIT. Perceptlons of Role and Duties of a Teacher R

) 1. At the present time, how do you view, the, degree of’
C teachers' responsmbllltles ln the followxng areas?..
B .
oo e o Dqgree of" Responsmblllty
,2"__, S P ' No or .l - A, Great
o ,Responsibiﬁities”‘ - Little 71 2 34 5 Deal
% - A EAE . ,
"a..for classroom discipline
o b. for ‘administrative tasks - X
: : . ..such as- taklng -attendance®. "
' .- c¢. for joining in class ' - '
SR discussion: ' . »
R ‘d. for leadlng a classa . o
STw “discussion .. A o
~e. clerical tasks. (for R, -
. dupllcatlo ﬁ%’_ .
o n plannlng e g A
’ M ‘ . a . RS
- III; Pé%ceptlons of You\_goa Studenw Teacher_ R - ﬁf”,g
S ch Y v l'.. . R~ o

1. How. do you thlnk the students wxll v1ew you9'
L, arJobserber, ' ;
sl o v b. teacher-g
LU oL studentrts

RCR
rFa

- d. ‘teacher . o
‘e,&other (spétify) ‘
2 IE you w1sh to be accepted as part oE the teachlng )
- . staff rather than as a student,teacher what type of
N person do you "need to be° S : . :
o - . PR
av. Background hf t"pf_@'Lﬁf<fffp.f,,f'?;LV.;~lf:st;t.'f,‘j

: 1 Your preV1ous knowledge of’ educatlon theory and ﬁ
practlce will play a part in“your experience in

;»”ﬂ_ .f "the schools. durlng this term. On thelfollowing . a
EE i-5 scalée, please estimate” the. lmportance qf each
;J‘.“Qfﬂ; of ‘the follow1ng areas- to your experlenceiln the s
X fi;;“schools this term.::; L Not Im= | /’Very Im— ;
BRI 5 Areaz Jf'* A ﬁu portant 1 2. 3 475 . portant~ o
cae @ e : theel T ) Lo
' \ %;geaucatlonal admlnlstratlon 'fl;2,3 4(5_-:v
.. .rb. educational foundations 012 345 .
. R .f#‘i;educatlonalnpsychology w12 34 5,
o dﬁ*cu;rlculum and . 1nstructlon 1. 2-3 45 :
‘\(C & I) : . . L --.. . .. - To
o q [ -] e .



. , [ i . A . A
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S J & % : -
| 2. a.,Have you H%d prev1ous experlence in keeplng a log
; : -1' of classroom act1v1t1es° Yes No: "
'\ s v gt LT : '
R b If yes, descrlbe yourfexperlence.. FE T
.'. :/~ ' o "" - R v . _{““‘. - L ) lv . Ll - o
. Lo A IR ‘ A T
fow - What do- you thxnk are the advantages ‘in keeplng a
’ L ;z dallyvlog of- classroom expef&ences’ ;, _ L
. B L ., K - i N T - - : 3
Yoo ,,zﬂ_ Rl ;."';,v P - :
= -'.‘,A. ) -‘W}G’; :'E':'»
i S SRt A S
e P A

PR
- .:,

g

ey

ﬂdfﬁvf,g or taughb 1n° ﬂIé‘se lndlcate“the numberj“

335 a. Have you had.any prlor "teachln@" exper1ence9 f
o ﬁPlease lnﬁucate‘whlah areas anqﬁwhat amount.
.',ﬁifgj*.'¢1“.léfl.,%$ Amount (e gﬁ, Hours,

R . days; weeks,,months,¢ By

,'.m'Aféai xﬁuéﬂf ars obpasmonall )

0, .‘,gw RO Y"e ’1 ' Y “

R 7, :

Phase 1 'cotirse - (Ed Pra 251)
¢ DR SO G T

» iﬁ@xgldu 3

<

stddehts o

. 3
-othe .
.«,_: ) '_?.

*How many dlffe#ent-classroomshhave you.observed

_l.telementafy

*2.“secondary e AN

o

‘3 :other (spec1fy§ :
j4;ga; How many - Ed CI courses Bave you taken’ Please
Ao list by course:nafe or number.f IR
Av . . . 3 \ R ) /’
TR T LT e~
sl ‘, p __ﬁ - - T" ¥ { ‘4,.. —
_b How many courses. &1d you take in your area of J“ﬁ
teachlng spec1allzatlon up to .January- 19797

S Please last by course name. or. number.

v LR ! c 7
s 4 - T s ~

i e

. L .

S
w#
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JYV ‘%ourse Content . B O B

=  1 The portléh of the course taken .in your 3h1ver51ty
classroom Qq.ll cover the following topics. Please
estimate the 1mportance of these topics. in relation.
i to- what you. ant1c1pate you w1ll be domng 1n -the.
e o schools. .

S of Tm- . v Very Im-
- Topigs . . . . poftant 1 2 3 4 5 portant

v '1 - ‘. ) o \

~a. what teachlng is 17273745
b classroom management 12345
lcyglnterpersonal communlcatlon N cal B
- -gkills and group. ptOpesses o 1{(2 345 : ”Q
; d. maintaining :d¥scipline ' 19345 .
B :e"'1nstructlon§latechnlques T b i
and strategi®s.. .., L 12345 . ..
_f. questioning strategles emE e e Co
and techniques’ s 12,345 o
g. ‘curriculum plannlng 4“' Co T W
' i. instructional plannlng L 23 .
Jii. instructional objectlves 12
. » o iid. compongﬁ%siof a .lesson plan 12
f L i lessufr.7g;sntatlon"ﬂ}“ .12
_h. assessinGhmRd:¢ aluating- -
“-students, V4 juding évaluative ..
. R technlques, recprd keeplng and k,l‘2
RS -report;ng : :
‘ _]L‘&.l. pger teachlng mw, . 12
,"\A(-_ 7 o X . . ' ,
VI. School Content Co ‘.é RN

S 1 What types of\act1v1t1es do . you feel the 1n—schoola~'
R experlence part,of the course will involve? Note .

“ ;u_'-ythat the” in-school: part of the. program will be:

D ,_approx1mately 50 hours%N,Rlease estimate the 1deal'.
proporglon of tlmenforkégch act1v1ty.. ~fﬂ_[*. s o

Act1v1t1esw%‘f: Percentage'

Lo

2 ‘ a@&%ﬁiormal dlscu551on w1th the e g*"»'fi*. , R
N ‘ f’classroom teacher' . s T T =
. ' b. informal .discussion with othen LN 2
L A;teachers in the schgol = ~ 4 . . T N
B B b.fgpserv1ng a variety of classes N =
j‘b ff,belng taught P . ey, S
. d.” examining school materlals,v, L
. and plans.and materlals of: T
~“the teachers . .- T *
e,fexamlnlng student wrltten work , R ,
and’ examlnatlons E T T S T

-\ " A'v' o, 3 ‘. , ‘. - : ‘-4 - e -/COn'.t s
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VI. 1. ..u/con't o ’ . o oL

f. helplng the classroom teacher
o, with administrative tasks such
_as acquiring audlo-V1sual equrp—
' ment or d%strlbutlng materials

'gf teachlng 1nd1v1dual students'_‘

S teachrng small groups
\'} L i.vteaching whole cles S
’ i j._talklng to adhlnlstfators-'
| e “total - 1'60,%'
Q-

Z:FObserv1ng pract1c1ng teachers allows you “the’
“tunity to learn by watching someone else teach,i

T "ﬂf ‘Please list in order of importance the five major;.
o skllls of teachlng you would llke to learn thls term.
a. BRI L b,,) o ‘< '
R VR S
.?ﬂ “g,fj"}ffe.’“’ | L o
g;g;‘VIIJ;Profe551onal Career ';‘*ﬂ“ T'.Z '."_(»9” '
,"9’ -.‘. -“. _._‘ N . C :) ' r% . -.. Sl - . .
A L. a.va you ‘do. well or: poorly ln thlS cdﬁrse, will thlS
. T influence your comm1tment to @ecom;.ng a teacher°

'f__Yes . No - . oy : R

b. Follow1ng the course,'would you llke profe551onal
‘ help on whether or not to contlnue ‘with teachlng'>

% . Yes . No o o U L _
.o L s ew If your answer to questlon "b" is_"Yes;?‘Where R
: P would you seek»helg’vﬂ Pl SR
P el student co sgillng B . . Yes No
R ,""_; 11. ‘your ‘cdoperating teacher : - Yes ' No

: Ll iid your Ed. Pra 252 lnstructor . Yee No I

N~ ’ ' :
'Kj/ Please comment on anythrng that is not in the questlonnalrefls
- that. you- feel 'is. relevant to the course or the school A

experlence. . R N o LT BRI
WE e "., o L SO R AP

, ‘ o _ el

¥ ] N Sy - . o

“ . 3
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: _P‘RE-QUEST_ION'NAIVRE :

% o ‘ L T o . S
-ify]'- o S January 16,vl979”
. A As part of the evaluatlon of thlS course, ‘we, would llke
y-to determine your initial perceptlons of the course and what -
you .feel the student teacher ‘will be d01ng in your .classroom.
—-Please -circle— the approprlate response in’the_ mﬂltlple ch01ce'
questlons. : : o 7 : ‘
. N Sl ’

® I. Personal Detalls .

1. Please llst the subjects you teach and'the number ofﬁh
classes of each : v

N B : . N o,

’” . . ' R . . - ., ’ * \" y
o P, Subjects Taught R Numberhof Classes’ o
- \) 3:” “n ¢
5 NS ; 3 ‘
5 P T G P AR N 3
. . — ~ A . ¥
: ’ [SY : -
- b ‘ P T R
- 4 S ..
.,2 Teachlng experm ;%r,rf . W "
N ’ ~ e e : s
‘aj. oné or two- y"*uggffa'.T R R :
. three. to. fiveYeéats . - . . - e
Py six to éleven yéars‘ ey T W
d. kleven to. twenty years-,'ib,"jf{ T :

gﬁ-” e. over twenty yearfl "’3'“Vf,'h . 'f f."°.”: .

~In. ygur role as coOperat;ng teacher‘how many student’;‘f'
' teéachers have yqu superv1seg 1n the past (1nc1ud1ng '

\thls year)’-,gj, o . ST ;_% R
a. one or two . S '?ﬁé”“’ 'f&Z'VV ; o

o v R '",, T . —n'ﬁ
; \ ' C B e b > ; : . ,-"' _"._ IO By
L ‘three’ “to five . TV U@ TS ~hr'“ﬂ'f"'a=g”?~,j‘
y c,'51x to ten e R BT
- Do ;d: eleven. to twenty. '§;;' e R
N - over twenty R T e et

'ijm4: Whlch degrees do’ you ﬁZld°.. RS ;-_f"?-fzv,;_'yif:ﬂfm

= vggo degree' o fg'{j, ﬁ;;firv',”' 'jk S e
) /_ ‘ B Ed \.\. - oA L . DT ;._ S ..\;‘ ) : 4 c
‘,@’~";_ e Bach Or; degree other than B Ed ” »Qtf'f~.q3su’“}»ﬂ

. t' -‘;"..' d MaSterS Or Ph D R oo R ‘-/ e ‘;;..f : 'n\‘. . L 1 N .r c
§‘l e.; Other (Speplfy) . o s ',"‘"- I . T L. :3 coe s e

o ‘\. g N "L . L .' T . .\. "

o 5 What 1s your area of teachlng spec1allzatlon° B _

. . . , ", ‘!C . - : . ',,-

~ : A . ‘ }” A “vv
! 270
R
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Eﬁggrceptlons of the Student Teqpher L SR "e
:ﬁ&l How do you’ thlnk your students will- v1ew the stud-nt‘
s teacher? . [ . >

LRl
;'observer , .ol

. teacher-aide _ v

. teacher = . T R
‘student teacher o e e o

PRaUY

.(ﬁ’ - .'other (spec1fy) "
2. What type of person w1ll the. student teacher have: to___
@ ' be in order for him to be accepted by your students

as part of the teachlng st:aff'>

~

PR

III. Course: Content 1 B ._-.r . iafa;wu. | .f} &

,' l. The ‘portion . of the course'takgg.ln the unlver51ty

- classroom w1ll cover the fo.']_rng toplcs.,Please . ¥
o estlmate ‘the. importance of thﬁﬁb topics.in 'relation
L to what you ant1c1pate the ﬁz&sent teacher w111 be‘ o
: ‘d01ng in the sc,'olsf z;g’“ °1p.. L
. - B : ;
. a. what teachlng is e £
A flb. classroom ‘management ey o
: Jkyfz'r,c 1nterpersonal communlcatlon‘”“ 0
ST B skills and gsoup, processes
oo ay malntalnlng discipline ... °@ ,
.«,;,+e. 1nstructlonal tpchnlques T ER
- Y.+ - .and: strategles|\‘ _ L L2, w7
fwvi7l 7 £ questioning strategles -vA’.igf. S ren
', and techniqués ... -
s g currlcull@ ‘p¥anning L .
el instructional plannlng
P - 11.,1nstructlonal objectives<‘ o
h,.‘y’_.ff, 111. components of a lesson ' !
Ao, Tplany - L
Sl _,1v lesson presentatlon - o
" . .h.-assessing and gvAYuating . - - .

o :x-.-vgstudents, inclhding -evalyative . ,

. ”ftechnlques, rétord keeplng ‘3 L T T
.-.and reporting’ o e T L 203 4 BT e
'i. peer“teaching -’.¥ ST .1"2 345
j. other :(specify)




IV School«Content

A

1. What types of act1v1t1es do you feel the 1n-sc ool
‘experlence part of-the course should involve? Note
- that the in-school part of the program will be
approximately 50. hours.» Please estimate the 1deal
~proportlon of tlme for each act1v1ty -

vAct1v1t1eS» > - ; Perpentagef
a. 1nformal dlsguSSLOn w1th the R '. ;: ';e»e_iffev
——classroom teacher: : : et e :
b. 1nfermal discussion. w1th other S
~ teachers in the school . LN S
.c. observing a variety of- classes,‘v, N
being taught . .. . ST N
d. examining school materlals, - R o
‘ ‘and 'plans .and mater1als°of U T o
_ -the | teachers : , o o , ‘
“e;‘examlnlng student wrltten workf-,o L e e
- and examinations | - ST B fL
f. helping the classroom te cher” ¥ R L
~with admlnlstratlve taskse guch' Lo "vﬁhtf_;%f
~ as acquiring audlozv;sual eqplp—~ L B
o ment or dlstrlbutlng materlali § :_?,: - o
'-H;g.’teachlng 1nd1v1duaL stud&nts Tt I ST
‘{@':hg‘tegchlng small groups : i?r ”"*' IR
. ;i;*teachlng whole‘classes - f"ﬁfﬁg “:gf
'~ 3. talking to, adm;nlstrators C R
hk\- . ki'other (spec1fy) . S )
‘ o . . i’ .. " T . s B
i o ) . . s D'
.0 ,(? ' .‘ % . "
- ° R = - ({ - R - —‘ ~<’v‘~)
ECRCEIERIEE SRS ¥ v - S o
Please comment oq apythlng that 1s not 1n the que.st:n.onnaz.re_j'f*',.r
that you feel 1s relegant to the course.or the school BRI
. . S IS : i Qf : :‘I.',il A
. Q  ~ N . .. L : _ ! ". ;. : v”-r
_ . . .
qw‘ '. . - ; k ot
\ L . ‘_"?
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APPENDIX é‘(gy'u-"f o ;‘ o,
ED. .PRA. 252 STUDENT TEACHER POST- QUESTIONNAIRE
SR R f'_ , "4? 4 Day Month Year ‘
L R jmarah,2Qg“L979: Blrthday . o

, As you know thlS experlmental course "Teachlng in the
'.Secondary ‘School" will become . compulsory for all Secondary

Education students in 1979“~Thls questﬂ.onna:Lre—~:Ls——des:.gned—m——___w

ERRNIA Lo} gather information -about y ur pergeptions of the course, .
- your perceptlon ‘of your role/ln the school and youf%back- '
"".-ground, for dealing with the ‘course. As with all- eXperlmental

| courses, this. course‘!Eil ‘be rev1sed in light of your exper—. .

Sl _1ences .with it. .There %e. we would apprec1ate your, candmd £

¥ Tgsn. answer, ‘to the questlons below..The answers ydu give "to- '

-

w.these questlons w111 haVe no-. bearlng on. -your. grade i thls .

“3 fcourse but " may help usato 1mprbve the course’for future~_
3_‘(' - Stu_d.b«nts.' ' Lo " X - i ‘—4. “"‘» . LR :
et ”‘ oy i, 3 o .
- - *Pq’ P o -
» R T A TSR
I Perceptlons of Role and Dutles of a Tea&her """: ﬂ

’}ﬁAE the present tlme, how do yoﬁ v1ew the degree of' },?f
: teacher responsmbllitles 1n “the follow1ng abeas’ L
L EA ) Degree of Respon51b111ty

Tﬁﬂf'fnvﬁ?v‘” o a%ﬁx“'{ No or:- 'f‘ '”U Y Great

R D' ERA %1— ResponSlb;litles o I thtle l, 2 3 4 5 Deal vl‘-,
for classroom dlsc1pllne L e e L
_ f and management : ~fd'gjl 2 3 4 5 R
S b foroadm;nlstratlve tasks? L ”‘, L g
. '”AT.;j such - as: taking attendance 1.2 3 4 5 ';ﬁ¢;7‘17"'
: L« ¢t forjoining in class e R SN
AR * dischssion - wferg ka:z 345 S L e
L han for” Lyadlng a‘class : o f,,*ﬁig,lTi'-.“j
Il - ‘diséussion - o ;f2 %$4j5tfﬁ, S
TR _gw"e. cleflcal tasksg(for example S B R TR
"f} planplng for lnstructlom .12 3,4~5f-
i~ g '@baluating:students ”f"_n‘“gl‘2/3 4¢5§
CESLCe D vishe Gther (Spec1fY)_gg‘;}'t e e
TR T L 2 345
R R - L 41f2:34 5
- . S ; . -
LR T i :
SR 5 . e e . A
BT DIEEE
PR S AT .
- ‘ 273 ‘Qﬁgﬁw ST
' b k Voo ! /“‘. h
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- II. Perceptlons of You as a Student Teacher "'lf'. Q

1. How do you thlnk the students you taught v1ewed you'> | S

o La. as observer G w{:.; : ﬁ T o ..r
v b.? “as’ aeacher—aldeo T L 'D"l e ‘
R - “as ‘teacher . ‘ B .

. - d. as stddent teacher . . @ 0 "
e.,other (spec1fy) e T R
s * ' X ' 8

oL If you wanted to be accepted as part of the teachlng i

o staff rather than ‘as.a student»teacher what type of ¢ =

&

4 “ : L. : - e

person—dld—you need-to be? e e SERS W

’ el " LR ot L
3 "-' o : - . .'._‘ '-‘ '
i \ o ‘3‘ & N I
'»L : N : L4 H ° ’ s ' . B
¥ v L T . ~
, o N
e ' R T
III. : A a& ’ s
» \ ? . S L NI . N . o .
‘ '“: R ' “ '
Vo J The portlon of the course taken ‘in’ your unlversrty .

-~ classroom covered the: £ollowing- toplcs._Please4'> ¢ An;ift
‘ estimate the 1mportan¢e~of these topics. in- relationv ’
~?to;¥our exper;ence in. the school.; ’ A A
'f - . ; o Not'Im* ' Very Im—

.. u B 2 . e S - B
g Topmcs - portan 2 ‘3 4 5 portant %

A ,L 7

‘ if? a.. what teachlng T A
b. q}asbrqom ‘management ..’ . v

'b*;'. c. 1ntefpersonal communlcatlon , o
© 777 :skills-and group processes. - )
‘d. \intakping, discipline _ o
¢ .7 . e, insgructtonal: technlques o .
’ ‘.;,: : ‘. R afl\d‘ strateg:,es . 9:_ ‘_.'-"; ).
BRI f._sk111 of motivation DT
- g "skill of exglalnlng R IR
T h queitlonlng strategees" G
i;g;%v”; - and -téchniques L K IR S
R 4 currlculum plannrng7-j»«* . B S
FASRIE ;,;,a,. Lnstructlonalbplannlng R . G
‘4\11..1nstruct10nal objectlvesr“ : e ' ' o,
111.’comﬂonents ‘ofa. lesson’ plan 1273 ;
_ ~iv. lesson" presentatlon,~.'m;a R I
5 e Ve self:evaluatlon - ”~tgww””l L
L i@ v1..prov1nc1al curriculum: guides T
- j.3..asse551ng and evaluatlng tudents ' o
o A 1ndﬁud1ng evaluative: technlques, .
Sl et P fecord’ keeping - and - reportrng . 5 PR
L k peer teachlng v‘sgv_ N e
S ) ‘;“ L X ”‘ B ’ e BT . L : : .. 2
o ;u'-,vﬁ;fguﬁgf‘ f':.}<~.*n;,;;j-blwr T e 4”7
) R SRR N S . Coen : B,
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2. a. Do you_feel that more - toplcs on skills, for example,
“the skill of reinforcing or the skill of variability

- (using different teaching strategies) should have
_‘heen presented in the.class? Yes No Please explaln.

o

b.- Should. the course include more peer.teaching?
~ . Yes No  Please commﬁnt._ ‘ C

\

ta\“ » : :

c. Do'you feel that attendance should .be compulsory for
~this portion of the course'> Yes ,No Please explaln.-

. . N -

-d. To what degree did the material covered in class
relate to your in-school experience? '

“Very thtle 1 2 345 A Great Deal
o | - .
3. a. Please estimate %he amount of the ‘course manual .you
completed o Percent

~

"b. Please 1nd1cate the strengths of the course manual . -
~ (that is, what parts did you find most valuable and

‘ Whya) o . ‘\\

. c. Please indicate the weaknesses of the course manual
T "(that 1is, what parts d1d you find least Valuable and
why’) ' _ ~

A}

Rad

-+ d. Please estimate the aﬁkunt of the course textbook
(Cooper) that you‘read S Percent :

" e. Please estlmate the amount of the class handouts of
research readlngs that you read. Percent

f Would you recommend that this textbook be used in
future offerings of the course'> Yes No Explaln.
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a. Do you feel that the evaluatlon for this part of the

university S&SSlon?

‘a. one three-hour class once a week
'b. two one hour and twenty minute classes per week
¢. three one hour classes per week

d. other gspecify)

'IV. School Content o : - S

1. Some of the activities of\the in- schoolmpart of the
program are listed below. Please estimgte the ideal
proportion of time you feel should be spent in these

‘teaching small groups

act1v1t1es.

Activities . .. . Percentage

informal discussion with cldssroom teacher

. informal discussion with other teachers in

the school

'observing the cooperating teacher

observing a variety of classes being taught

talking to administrators - .

“examlnlng school materials, and plans and

materials of the teachers

examlnlng student’ wrltten work and
examinations

helping the classroom teacher with admin-
istrative tasks such as acquiring audlo—
visual materials or distributing materlials

examining curriculum guides :

'teaching individual students

.'teachlng whole classes

other (spec1fy) - /

Total.

.:.\ ‘ 4 .
A ‘course is fair? Yes No Please comment.
_ / —~
b. Do you feel that the class a551gnments were of prac-
. tical value to you? "Yes No Please comment.
i. _
' ‘5. What is the ideal tlmetabllng of the in-class 4
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"a. Did you complete yoﬁr loé book daily? Yes No

C2.
b. What problems were 1nvolved ln completlng the. log
book? - , .
c. Wwhat did YOu gain from oompleting the‘IOg book?
\ ’ : ‘I‘v"g ':A‘h
A
3. To what degree were the followmng courses of value to
you in your -in-school portion of the course’ please B
estimate. the- 1mportance of each of the following areas
to your experlence in the schools this term. . .
Not Im- ‘Very Im-
Area portaﬁt 1 2 3. 4 5 portant,
a. educational administration - L 2 3:4 5.
b. educational foundations . \ 12345
~ ¢..educational psychology - 112345
-
"4, a. To what degree do you feel. that the in-school
portion of. the .course was 1mportant in your
~tra1n1ng to become a teacher? |
\
Not Important 12 3 4 5 Very Important
b. What do 'you feel, should be changed to lmprove this
' experlence'> :
5. a. Were you placed in your area of teachlng spec1al-
ization? Yes No \
b. If the answer to "a" was no, dld this detract from
your in-school exper1ences° "Yes Nb .
. Please explain. - - W
|
6. Please rank your univefsityepreparatipn iﬁ the subject

area you taught. . »
Inadequate 1 2 3 4 5 Excellent
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Please list the skills of classroom teachiné you have

learned, from (a) the university class' (b) 'school that
you feel will help you in your career.-as a teacher.
a. university class: . : o
b. school:

8. Your university class suggested that your in-school

experience would consist of certain activities. Please
list activities included in the university class but
not part of your in-school experience. (The intent of
this question is to determine what types of information
should be given' to cooperating teachers at the in-ser-
vice sessions.) '

V. Evaluation of the Course.

1.

b. Do you feel more confident about doing your pro- Kl

aijo'you agree that the‘cooperating teacher should
provide the total evaluation for the in-~school
portion? Yes = No

b. If your answer is no, please indicate how you think
you should be evaluated and why? - '

a. Would you recommend that all secondary education

students take Ed.Pra.252 prior to.their major
student-teaching rounds?  Yes No - R

fessional term of student teaching as a result of
taking this course? Yes No :

c. Please indicate any ways you would improve the -*

course 1n

i. the in-school experience

ii. the university class




s

VI. ProfeSSLOnal Career

4

‘1. a. If you do well or poorly in thlS course will this
lnfluence your commitment to becoming a teacher?

~Yes ‘No: “eo .
bLmFolIolwng_the course, would you like profe551ona1
"~ . help on whether or not to continue w1th teaching? !
Yes . No

c. If 'your answer to questlon’"b" 1s yes, where would
you seek help?

i. . student counselllng N Yes' No
" ii. your cooperatlng teacher = Yés No
iii. your Ed Pra. instructor. Yes No .

VII.-Course Objectlves : ‘

Below is a llSt of the course obJectlves whlch are in ‘your
manual .

l A close 1ntegrat10n of theory and practlce w111 be
maintained wherever possible with a view to examining
‘theory and practice as ‘differing aspects of the same ;. -
" thing. It is hoped that students will develop for them—y .
selves »an understanding that there is a reciprocal ar- .,
rangement between theory and practice,.and that one {
always .affects the other. Both on-campus and in-school . .
activities will be used to help students experlence L

this integration.
a. Please rate the 1mportance of thls objectlve.
Not Important ‘12345 Very Impbrtant

b. Please ‘estimate the degree to whlch you feel thlS
objective was achleved. ‘ _ . C

Ngt Achleved -1 2 3 4 5 Fully Achleved 'vf =

2. Emphasis is- placed upon the development in the student
. teacher, through analysis and application of spec1f1c
skills and techniques related to teachlng and. learnlng
as well as soc1al-profe551onal 1nteractlon.

"a. Please rate the 1mportance of thls objectlve. e
'NO Important 12 3 4 5 Very. Important L
b. Please estimate the degree to which you feel thls_
objective was achieved: . o k
Not Achleved 1.2 34 5 Fully Achleved ‘

3. In keeplng with . the bgllef that students should be o
introduced to-the complex1t1es of teaching on a gradual
- pasis, students should move from participation in - v
teachlng/learnlng 51tuatlons characterlzed initially . '

.../con t
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by brlef lessons or components of lessons, small groups
of learners, less frequent and complex responsibilities,
and a high degree of support in planning; to participa-
tidn in teaching/learning situations that ‘involve longer
lessons with larger, and/or more numerous groups, with a

greater degree of responsibility for plannlng and organ=
ization. As well, students: should move from the develop-
ment, appllcatlon, and analysis of simple teaching skills
and methodologies to more complex and sophlstlcated-
teaching skills and methodologles '

" a. Please rate the 1mportance of . this object1Ve
' Not Important 1234 5 Very Important

b. Please estimate the degree to which you feel thls ~'\/
objectlve was achleved . :

Not Achleved 1 2 345 Fully Achleved
4. Pedagogy, the pr1nc1ples and methods of teachlng, are
combined with.many other aspects of school life and are
fundamental to our notion of belng educated. There are.
. a variety. of" pedagogical styles, each with its own set
> of underlying assumptlons, hlch need to be examlned

a. Please rate ‘the importance of thls objective.
Not Important 1 2 3 4 5 Very Important

.b. Please estimate the\degree “to which you feel this
objective. was achieved.

[N
a

Not Achleved 1l 23 4‘5 Fully Achieved
' : ‘ I'g
'SL.Students should be _provided w1th an opportunlty to
" reflect upon their ‘own assumptions and=-beliefs' about -
learning, children's intellectual statué teachlng
style, .and oprricula in order for them to- begin _ _
development ‘of their own pedagoglcal style. o "_-*'i . e

| ca. Please rate the 1mportance of. thlS objectlve.. ’
. Not Important 1234.5 VeryaImportant*fi' 3o

b Please estimate the degree to which you feel thls;ﬁ:
objectlve ‘was achleved. . < : Lo

Not Achieved - 12 345 Ful_ly ’Aébieg"éd '

IS

Please comment on anythlng that is not.in the questlonnalre
" that you feel 1is. relevant to. the course or the school S
experlence.~

B

i
”'
sy

5

% sk

=R



APPENDIX A ‘i)

ED. PRA. 252 COOPERATING TEACHER POST~QUESTIONNAIRE

—April—37-1979

' As part of the evaluation of this course, we would like to
" determine your final perceptions of the course and what you
_feel about what the student teacher'did in your Tlassroom.

I. Perceptions of the Student Teacher

1.

. d. 'as student teacher
e. other (specify)

\

.

How do you think your students Gﬁéwéd‘the-student '

teacher?

a. as observer
b. as teacher-aide
c. as teacher

°

Y

Whaﬁ.typé of person did the student teacher need;to_bé
r.studths;as*

-~ in order for him to be accepted by you
part’ of the'teaching staff? '

-

L4
»

-

urse Content:'

3

l.‘The'portidnuof'the cbﬁrSe taken in the university
classroom covered the following topics. Please esti- -
mate the importance of these topics in relation to '

" 'school. T - . SRR
R L S Not Im=  Very Im-. .
‘ Topics . " 'portant 1 2 374 5 portant- . -
a. what teaching-is ' ‘1234
b. classroom management - , ‘1 2345
- ¢. interpersonal communication : o
~ skills and group processes’ 1.2345
" d. maintaining discipline -~ .. .12 345
“e. instructional ‘techniques - o
and strategies o 1'23.4°5;
. f. ill of motivation 12345 "
g. skil _explaining , 1.2 3°'45..
h. questioning-strategies e T .
) , 123 45" B

-+ and techniques

what the student teacher did in. your classroom and

4

. +../con"t

o=
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v

i. curriculum planning’ A
i. instructional planning
ii. instructional objectives:
iii. components of a lesson plan
iv. lesson présentation :

e

v.—self-evaluation : :
o v1..prov1nc1al curriculum guides
j. assessing and evaluating students,
. including evaluative techniques,
~ record keeping and reporting .
- k. peer teaching'7 ) .1

wrﬁh:wro&:‘
WHWWW W
nmoanow

N R Sl ol
,I
.a.:ls.a-.:s

NN

3 4
3 4

i

2. Please add any other toplcs which you feel\should\be,
1ncluded in the above list. \ L

-

a poy

IIl. School Experlencec

1. The in=school: part of the course involved some oOr all
of the following activities. Please estimate the ideal . °
proportlon of time that you feel should be spent on
each act1v1ty. : ,

Activities' S 3 ‘f Pércentage

‘a. 1nforma1 dlscu551on with. classroom teacher
b. informal discussion with other teachers in ¢
the school Cos : :

c. obserV1ng the cooperatlng teacher

d. observ1ng a -variety of classes belng taught

. e. talklng to admlnlstrators ,
f. examining school materials, and plans and : '\\

- materials of the teachers _

g. examining student wrltten work and

' examinations .

h. helping the classroom teacher w1th admln-"
- ‘'istrative tasks such as acquiring audio-

visual materials or dlstrlbutlng materlals-

i. examlnlng curriculum guides .
3,.teach1ng individual students
‘ k.jteaching'Small groups _ IS

_l;;teaching whole classes

m. other (specify)

T qufa,l » :/ -1.00‘%_
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2. DO you feel that there is any advantage to students by.
' 'haVlng "them keep a log book’> Yes No Please explaln.

-

3. a,-What Eercentage of the course manual dld you read"
______Percent
b. Please indicate’ the strengths of the manual (that
is the parts you feel are most valuable for the
student teacher and Why°)

—

Please indicate. the weaknesses of the course manual
(that .is the parts you feel are’ least valuable for
the student teacher and why’)

4. what time of year do you feel would be the best time to =
'~ hold the Phase II student teachlng exper&ence9 ' :

a- September' :
b. later 'in the school year (sometlme between October

and March)
c. May or June
d. other (Spec1fy)
,comment
. . .v S - MRS ;
/‘ B

S,vHas the school experience for the Phase . II student
teacher been different from that of student teachers
in. the conventional student- teachlng programs?

Yes No ~ Please comment. ~

A
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"g6; At whlch level do you feel a student teacher should

‘have his first student-teaching experience? ‘ PARER
'\\t < . o

a. Junlor hlgh
. b. senioxr hlgh
c..elther junlor or senior hlgh

'7._Do you feel that the student teacherﬂshouldzke&ln.the

full. days, each day for four weeks
two full days a week fonftepMWeeks
.‘ ther (spec1fy) IR Y

oo ow,

Iv. In-services ‘ - a:an 5

1 "Would you recommend that “the 1n-serv1ce se551on for
teachers ‘be. contlnued? Yes No Please: explaln.

2

2. If the 1n—serv1ce should be contlnued would you f
- 'recommend that 1t ‘begin- :

a;'just before the- student teachlng round

b. one week_ hefore the student-teaching beglns

c. one month before the student teachlng beglns
\, d. other (spec1fy)

Comments.

e

3. If the in-service should be contlnued what is the
ideal number of se551ons'> o . o

a.*l.j o d. 4.

b. 2 - e. 5 -
es30 0 E more than 5
. .Comments: |

4. D1d the materlal presented in the 1n-serv1ce sessions

: dlfferentlate sufficiently between the Phas 'II program -

and conventlonal student teachlng programs’> Yes No
Please explaln.,v, .
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5. Please note parts of the 1n-serv1ce you felt were most'
valuable, parts you - found least ‘valuahte,  and sugges—
tlons for addltlonal items. you would like to dlscuss.

w

&

‘v

ra

V. Evaluation - . ' - i =

1. For this course was’ the pass ~fail method a ‘suitable
~means of evaluatlon° -Yes No Please explaln.

'

'2,7Should student teacher evaluatlons be made by

" the teacher alone

‘b. _independently by the\teacher and faculty consultant
.c. other (speclfy) o
‘Z_Comments %

7,3. What type of evaluatlon form do you feel w&uld be best
-+ for this coursé next ‘year when the student teacher is -

in

a.

-d.

SO _.'b,A
R =2

the schools for four full weeks°

checkllst w1th comments, ratings (pass- fall)
checklist with ratings only (pass fall)

‘comments only (pass~-fail)

comments only (grade 1-9) ; ,
none of the chorces is sultable, please descrlbe the

'.'form Wthh you feel would .be most approprlate.

:]VI. Course Objectlves"

\‘-..

Below is a llst of the course objectlves whrch are 1n your

manual

It

. 'v!\

l. A close 1ntegrat10n of theory and practlce w1ll be -
malntalned wherever possible with a view to examlnlng
ﬂtheory and practice as dlfferlng aspects of the same

- tHing. It is hoped that students will develop for them-
. selves ‘an understandlng that there is a rec1procal o

‘.../con t
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_this. lntegratlon.

-a. Please rate the 1mportance of thlS objectlve.

B * o I 286

gement. between theory and'praqtrce,‘and'that one

arran
.'alwags affects the other. Both on-campus and in-school"

ities will be used ‘to help students experlence

" Not. Important 1.2 3 45 .very Important

b. Please estimate the degree ‘to wh1ch you feel thlS

- d jective was achleved
i ! Not Achleved 1 2 345 Fully Achieved.
Emp

4

.....

teaoher,' through analysis-and application of specific

'skllls and techniques related to teaching and learning

as. Yell as soc1al-profe351onal interaction.
Please rate the 1mportance of thlS objectlve.

Not Important 12345 - Very Important

~b.jPlease estlmate the degree-to which you feel ‘this

" lobjective was achieved. L
.- Not Achleved 12 3 4 5 Fully Achleved

4uInfkeep1ng'w1th the beliéf that students should be
introduced to.the. complex1t1es of teaching on a gradual
“"basis, students should move from participation in

teaching/learning - situations characterized initially ' :

by brief lessons:or components of 1es%ons, small groups

lgof learners, less- frequent and complex respon51b111t1es,
""and a high degree of support  in planning; to participa-.

tion in teachlng/learnlng -situations that involve longer -
lessons with. larger, and/or more numerous groups, with a

.'greater degree of responsibility for plannlng and organ-

ization. As well, students should move from the develop-

. ment, appllcatlon, ‘and. analy51s ‘of simple teaching skllls.

~and methodologies to moxre complex and sophlstlcated
.teachlng -skills and methodologles. :

Ca. Please rate the 1mportance of this objectlve.

Not Important 1 2 3 45 Very Important

'nb Please estlmate the degree to Whlch you feel this

objectlve was achleved : .
- Not Achleved ’ 1 2 3 4 5. Fully Achleved

Pedagogy, the principles’ and methods of teachlng, are
combined with many other aspects of school life and are

“fundamental to our notion of being educated. There are:

a variety of pedagogical styles, each with its own set

- of underlying assumptlons, Wthh need to be examined.

Gy
k)

(See next page ) - : IO s

-
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a. Please rate the importance of this objective.
Not Important 1 2 3 4 5 Very Important

b, Please estimate the degree to which you\feel this-
objectlve was achieved. . \,

Not Achieved 1 2 3_A_5 Fully Achleved

o

5. Students -should be provxded w1th an opportunlty to
reflect upon their own assumptions and beliefs about
learning, children's intellectual status,\teachlng'
style, and curricula in order for ‘them ‘to begin

» development of their own pedagoglcal style. T

a. Please rate the lmportance of. this objectlve.. -
Not Important {234 5 Very Important ;ﬁ;.ﬂ3

" b. Please estimate the degree to whlch you feel thy
objectlve -was achieved. : :

Not Achleved 12345 Fully Achleved

fPlease add any objectlves that you feel should be 1ndluded mn
the above llSt ' ) L A L

T
3 L 1 L

Please comment on anything that is not in the’ queﬁtlonnalre:
that you feel is relevant to the course or ‘the. school R
experlence. .

oL <, ) x,' -
—4 o . :
S L.y

« -

.



APPENDIX B o

¢

» Questionnaire and Interview Schedule

Pre—questlonnalres were admlnlstered to the Educatlon
Practicum student teachers at thelr flrst class, January 3,
1979. C .
—Pre=questionnaires— were—admlnlsteredmto—the cooperatlng—_——___
teachers at their: flrst in- serV1ce se551on, January 16,

1979.
Interviews w1th the student teachers were held twice durlng
the program: ¥

Initial 1nterv1ews- February 5 to. February 23 1979

~ Final interviews: Mar¢h 19 to ‘March 23, 1979.
Telephone interviews were conducted with the cooperating
_teachers twice during the term: -

" Initial interviews:’ February 13 to February 26, 1979
: . Final interviews: April-8 to ‘April 24, 1979.
Interv1ews w1th the cooperating teachers were held at times
and dates convenlent to them between February 19 and March

30,
Initial interviews: February 20, February 28, March
2, 1979
‘Intermediate 1nterv1ews~ March 12, March 14 March
16, 1979 8

Flnal interviews: Apr11 Q/Tt o), Apr1L 16 (one),

were conducted.:
Final questlonnalres were admlnlste ed to the student -
teachers at thelr second last unlver51ty class, March 28,
1979.

~-Final- questlonnalres ware admlnlstered to ‘the cooperatlng
‘teachers:at their last in-= service session,: Aprll 3, 1979.
Six interviews with faculty consultants were conducted from
.April:8 to April 27, 1979. An interview with the Assistant
Dean of Practicum was conducted, May 2% 1979. . :

1979. .
Altogether nine 1nterv1ews w1th ghrzj cooperatlng teachers

Y
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'APPENDIX C(1)

'Initial Telephone Interview Questions Asked Cdoperatihg.

Teachers

“Name:

. Date: _ : - o ' \

0

v

~

What is the bi'ggest criticism of fhe”program?

' What is the best feature of the program?

Comments on the in-service sessions.

. B L ( -
What does the program mean to you?

Why did you get involved in this program?

N

Would you be 1nterested in helplng me with’ my research?
This would entail several interviews at your school’
regarding the program in operatlon,\ln-school portion.
The purpose- of these 1nterv1ews would be to get an
in- depth look at the program in progress. I would be

" ‘attempting to ga1n an understand1ng of how you as a
teacher are v1ew1ng and 1nterpret1ng the program.

.Yes/No~;
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APPENDIX C(2)
o
'\FinallTelephOne Interview Questions Asked Cooperating

-\‘ ' T ' Teachers . . ’
\

Y

Name:

===
Daée;

' \ - TR o .
1.'Did you understand the role of the .faculty consultant for

this program? . .

/
/

2. Is a faculty consultant necessary for this program?

A

Next years program?

What is your opinion based on?
3.‘Hoﬁ do you feel aboht Frank Jenkin's proposal for the :

manual? -

-4, What are'your\intentions regarding the workshop»for 

creating activities for the Ed. Pra. program manual?
. . - Y
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jOL, ACTIVITIES CHECK LIST . S . L E
‘ ) : : Date
' __Activities - Time -Spent oosamswm Cﬁommm use E.o back ow the page .for paawﬁ.o:mp 4
\\\\\W\\\\ , ~ comments.) , o
Informal discussion with - . _ R .
” classroom teacher A o : Ny
Informal discussion with other :
M - teachers in the school
C. .Odcmn.&bm the classroon &mmo:mw
: (cooncrating teacher)! _ _ ’
D. Observing another dopormm. (not , NS , T . : ‘ <,
your cooperating teacher) . , S o . L SR
w E. Obscrving (not C or D), specify A I e
| 1 L
{ oy F. Examining school materials, end. R , . ] .
! b plans and materials of the : . . .
; al tecacher!s | . . SRR , : R
{ Al G. lxamining student ﬁjﬂoa\:oux A . _ E ] . R Py A
[ ’ . ) . . i R S
m . _ i - _ i —~
mM il. Helping the classroom tcacher ’ o . . _ B o Q
wvith administrative. &mmwm such as " e _
: acquiring audio-visual equipment S
: ~__or distributing materials N
I. Tcaching individual studenta
N J. Teaching msmHH groups ] .
‘K. Teaching whole class L T . 1 . _ . | — 7
T.. Talking to ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ?g , - — _ 7
M. Other, specify . N ) . - T _ _ . -
A




\ . =

APPENDIX E
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE IN-SCHOOL ACTIVITIES CHECK LIST.

‘Please complete one copy of the attached in- school act1v1—'
ties check list for each day that you are in mhe schools. I
______“w;ll_collect_these at_the beglnnlng_of classes_eyerymwednesday
I am the only one who will read these sheets and I will report
comments anonymously only I would ask you to put your name on
each sheet SO that X could be certaln of gettlng one for every
student. o ‘ ' ) _
" 0f course these sheets will have no bearing on your grade
‘1n the. course nor w1ll they reflect on your cooperatlng
.Ateacher. However, if we are to evaluate the course effectlvely
we need to know the time you spent involved 1n various activi-
N\ ties. Your frank comments will help to 1mprove the experlences'.

of future student teachers.y

o | VI‘.‘II.. "'ni" ‘Zfigb g
N #6x-333 %
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Unlvcnlty of Mbcrt- - raculty of r.duc-ttod

. SN ‘APPENDIX

1% ‘
G
PMC"IL’L‘H PROCKLSS PU‘Oﬂ’ - PUASE 11‘ SECONM?‘L EDU(‘ATI(N

\ L g

-Pleace Print)

Nnmo of Stwient R Datcs vl tho Round , B ' 2
. . : ' Do »;;3 . :"‘A P . o . .
. A S . U A R ) :
Prograa o ' . C School - 0 ' EE
’ ¥ L
) M L. i . , . o L &
s Co—oporating Teacher - ) ‘ )'_Acu.l'ty Consultant # : !
. i ) . B < 7 - ¢ Lo i
- ] : £
. . — ”
® Map-ron? E] FIXAL ] ! ot 4 L
St " .- - ' e L S .u

: .. BOTE: ). Thh document it an hdlcnzor of ;mr.h ‘towards prohnioml‘ coapenncv nnd iy ROT l'OR L"z AS AN BPMPLCYMINT P.E!T!{IM:!.
2. "The purpose of this form 1a co give students spupilic, foedback regarding thtir,p-rformncc in the scheol. 1t ic
. bopad that it will help students, cooperating tcachers, and faculty comsultants to "fdentify strengths and vaazaessas.
\ . .emsure that effcctive help can ba given whers naoded. It should ba Lipt in mind that a studsnts’ abllity in a’
S . particulsr-area- should-be_judged by the_standard appropriate_for.a student_at_this_stage_of_ hu/har,t-uh: £ rTap~ |
’ ardtion prograa. _Un soma dccasion, it may not‘be posaible to obsasve clnun bchnv.wr. Please comment freelr and
e, dt the ssses t vith your student. . . .
— T BEEEYERHE L s ’
EVALUATION: Check appropriate Tespcnse. § §E z ﬁg g |f cosamrs: .
' 181G &|&F|E - '
E wolo |m g A
‘I .- -
~. L ~ 4 &~ w &
- PERSONAL QUALITIES: . .
Eanthusiasm, 1::1:1&:1'0. lppnnn:c.

resoursefulness, .cl!-m!idcnco.
ateicude.

!ROFBSSIOXAL QUALITIES:

Accepts assigned tasks, shows ‘interest
in aspects of tcachln;. depencabilicy,

' nunb.li:y. punctuality, rapport with .-
pupile, relazions vith staff. Aiccepts
snd acts or suparvisory susgestions.

— T TT

commcanw SKILLS: [ [ )
Appropriatoness of oral and \'ri:tc-x S
language, suality of voice, fluercy,
mechanics of writirg, nonverbal
interactions. '

(-phnus on singlc luscn:)
Researching of content, definitiors o! e
objnctivu, planning of proceduras,
selection of aids and resourcas,
. anal; ‘is of lecson plans. o

T

(;Indtvidual, mil group,’ lanc

- .grOUp) .
hot.ivnion. illutrazing/explaminz. :
: qn-stioninz, ‘use of teachind: - : . !

strategiug, pacinz. closuxc. . . B N e
. self-evsluation.. - ‘ . :
" CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT: (111 T N =

Giving directions, handung coutines,
. band}ling individual problexms, self-
control, conotrolling class.

RELATIONSHIP WITH PUPILS:

Avareness of individcal needs,

" sdjustment to grade level, ability to -
secure and hold class attention,
involve and use student participation
davelop mutusl respect. ’

- . Strengths at this tima: )

Moh fu:ghet':mhing, arcas ocsding improvement:

\

G’LBASE CHECK ONE AT THE.TIME OF "AK.SC FINAL }.\’A.LLATION

Sar.;..ta::ory cozpletion.: hecoucnd ploccedin;;

Not na:utuczou ly cm:phr.cd.

3 R nd \it'sux.wal trca Pnc:icuﬂ.

) o
to Phase !h g

Recommend addicional practicum in Fhane IL.

.
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APPENDIX H (l)'

L "*?4 TABLE*27

.Pre-questionnaire Ratlngs of. the Degree of Importance of the
' Topics Presented in the Ed. 'CI Part of the Program
by Student Teachers and Cooperatlng ‘Teachers
(1 =Unimportant; 5'= Very important)

s

| | _Ratings « R
‘ S S poRarmgs et e Total .
‘Tepacs‘» o ﬁ* -1 L2 =”;J:3 . - 4 5 ‘Response .

YT S Ay e

ST*CT* ST CTf

ST.CT ST.GT ST CT ST'CT

‘Classroom S
management - 0.0 .0
I‘Interpersonal e
communicatien. = 0 0 0
'skills E o '
- Discipline -~ -~ 0. 0 -0
. Instructional - SR :
".. strategies 00 .0
.Questidning - B
techniquies .. ., 0 0 1
Instructional =~ ' e
' planning - ‘. . 0 0 0.
~Instructional S
_objectives 0.0 0 -
- Components of ~ . ¢
" -,a lesson ptan. 0 0 O

" Lesson

. .presentation :Oe 0 o0
. Evaluating . :

Students«?f:'e" Q.zoﬁlwlsék

. Peer S e .
' teaching .21 L

‘Other (for . T L

teacherd only) -

. Compulsoryunits:.:
.as-set ‘by: the

. board or- central
.. office

>'*¢HThe teacher as

salesman N A

s.,.h

What teachlng is 0 0:3 Q iZ,ifaﬁ{

o

2. 7 4

15
15
150
15
15
vi'isl
15
15
15
14
s
9.151,

15..

135

15
15 .4
s

14

*ST'-Student teachers, *CT = Cooéeratlng teachers'f

\;} -
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APPENDIX H (2)

TABLE 28 .
'Post—questronnalre Ratlngs of the Degree of Importance of the
TOplCS Presented in the Ed. CI Part of the Program
- by $tudent Teachers . and Cooperatlng Teachers L
(l Unlmportant 5= Very Important) Coe .

-Ratlngs- 'Total
Response_

Topics 12 3 4 5

ST CT

CT

What" teaching is

- . Classroom
management.

Interpersonal
communication - .

. skills
‘Maintaining

" discipline

Instructional

. strategies

- 8kill of .

- motivation** -

- skill of

explaining** .~

" Questioning -
‘techniques

planning -

Instructlonalf‘

S objectlves

Components of -
. a lesson: plan ;
,\Lesson :

N

presentatlon
Self :

Qwaluatlon** :

-Curriculum

. -guides** |

. Evaluating

- .. students

_ Peer teachlng

hE
Y

71hstrUctionalfi

5

_ST*CT* ST or ST CT’

.»,43}

’ai3rﬁ
1

5‘ 5
3 2

3

.10

3

7

now

iy

ST CT

1

5

8T

15
15

15
- 15
15
fisr
n/iSI,
;'14‘
'ﬁ\is
.jisi
»is-
| 15;l
rlsf.
7'13'
13
14

16

.

16

16
;Gfﬂ~%
16

16

16

16

‘iéf}ﬂ
116?r

16
'.15 ’tfw

 xgT = Student teachers,
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, . *CT = Cooperating. teachers . ,
‘ ,ﬁ**These four topics were’ ‘included on the post—questlonnalre"
- but not on the - pre-questlonnalre.' . 4 .




'APPENDIXII
TABLE 29

Pre- and Post-questlonnalre Student Teacher Perceptlons N
"of the Duties of a Teacher: (n-lS) ‘
(l No Respon51blllty, 5 A Great Deal of Respon51b111ty)

~

__aafm_?;e-questlonhalneT‘ .Rgtlhgs‘

puties o 1 23 4 5 _ n

 -a) Classroom discipline 0 . -~ 0 .. 0 -4 11 15
- b) Administrative ‘tasks, o ' e
. attendance ‘ -1
-c) Joining ‘in class o :

discussion . o 0
d) Leading a. class ’ :

g ' discussion g

S ‘@), Clerical tasks,

. - . Jduplication

. ;f)yLesson plannlng
A

5. s 3 .15

15 e

R I S R

tPost questlonmalre

.a) Classroom dlsc1p11ne 0 M0 0 3+ 12 .15
b) Adm;nlstratlve‘tasks, IR S L R
R ,attendance j,»‘/ : Q-
" ¢) Joining in- class :
. -‘discussion’
' 'd). Leading .a class: R
.. . discussion SRR R
- e) Clerlcal tasks,-
- duplicatiom 7 .
" . f) Planningyfor:: -
‘. instruction. S
. 'g) Evaluating - students*
L h),Other* : .

'.715.f3' “

. O
Y
~I
NS
K

w
~

10 15

oW

oo o H |
l oo .o w».
oo o -® W

"E*Thls toplc ‘was 1ncluded on” the post-questlonnalre but
© _not on the pre—questlonnalre.> One student teacher dld

h_ not respond

)297v h f
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APPENDIX K '

Questlons in the Manual whlch Cooperatlng
Teachers Suggested Should ‘be Deleted

VIIIB. School'Organization

’ﬂ,f”’ The empha51s in thls exercise is on organlzlng for

instruction.  This exercise ‘assumes that you will be.

able t6 probe and obtain information— torevealthe

'3overall, lndepth effects of school pollc1es, decisions
‘and programs within the school. You. should be looking

for 'the reasons. behind school regulatlons and. procedure
and you should be noting down.the 1mpress1ons and elab-

.ﬂoratlons of the school personnel.,f

LN

o OBSERVATIONAL | EXERCI_SE, o

‘The Functlon of the Prlncrpal o

4ga)l With Currlculum \(pr1nc1pal s v1ew, teacher s v1ew, :

.‘b)znwlth Fac111tlesa‘ xft‘j .'."‘hc‘ f';l_f

.student [ v1ew)

¢

3lc)d}W1th Students..

"vTV1ew of ‘the School

';d)_fwlth staff:

a) Pr1nc1pal.r,'

db)' Teacher., L e |

Questldns such as "What do you ‘like best about thlsvv
school?", "What have you most contributed to this:

h*school°“ ' "What are the school's most. outstandlng S
“features’" mlght be asked of the approprlate students.,;_f'

"How are the pr1nc1pal s de0151ons (e. g. classrooms and
'~<equ1pment necessary -and- optlonal programs) in the school*'

- you are at affected by

”;a)rlflnanc1al r%strlctlons and allotments '
b)" local’ publlc expectatlons‘ ’
'¢) - pupil's needs

d)clneacher talent " -

- .,29'9}.__

¥ﬁ 1jhl77l;“?fbffgl*:”l;i;fj"lf,‘ fﬁ:%lr_.; S



VIIIC. The Management'ofjthe Classroom -

Is the thermometer located in such a way as to show the
general temperature of the room correctly? How is. the
proper locatlon ascertalned’> ‘

..Are temperature records kept’> Of what value are they’>

\\ )
If there is no thermostatlc control of heat how 1s the

10.

11.

12,

14,

'p'c)~ umbrellas."
: d)fﬁlunch boxes

“personal posse551ons of people such as: -

.e). skateboards
-Jf).”blcycles

temperature regulated'>

What prov151on,v1f any, is there forlregulatinghthen

‘ hum1d1ty°

Descrlbe the ventllatlng system and explaln how it
*ventllates the rooﬂ ‘

,What are the teacher S respon51b111t1es w1th respect to -
the ventllatlon of- the room’ : :

v

Descrlbe in detall the system used in carlng for the

‘.

‘a) clothlng

b): overshoes and rubbers ;.

~ ‘g) personal effects,.le ‘music instruments, calculators

i’h)"gymna51um clothes

'prov131on made° . N

CL) books. : =
hj)',wrltlng and draw1ng materlals o

k),,materlals for pro;ects

For whlch of the puplls posse551ons are 1nadequate d

. \,
S oo S

i



