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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to assess the objectives of
an clementary teacher education program by examining the decisions
which groups of judges make regarding two levels of objectives. The
groups of judges included student teacﬁers, elementary school cooper-—
ating teachers, and teacher educators at the University of Alberta
and at three other Canadian universities.

In order to assess the objectives, it was necessary to
design and to test a method for evaluating the objectives at two
levels of specificity. This method included the deveiopment of a
conceptual model which contained the sufficient components of a
teacher education curriculum. Using the components of this model
as a guide, an instrument composed of objectives at two levels of
specificity was also developed. The model and the instrument were
tested within this study and both the model and the instrument were
regardeé as valid parts of the evaluation method employed.

The main hypotheses were examined using The Teacher Education

Opinionnaire developed in this study. The results suggested that
although there were gignificant differences between student teachers
and either teacher educators or cooperating teachers in their per-
ceptions of the level one objectives of an elementary teacher education
program, there were high similarities in the rankings of these objec-
tives. By way of an analysis of the within group perceptions of the
level one objectives it was also apparent that there were significant

differences when teacher educators were examined by yvears of experience
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in teacher education, and when student teachers were examined by
sex ;nd age. However, there were also high similarities in the
rankings of level one objectives when comparisons were made within
all groups.

This investigation aiso revealed that although there were
significant differences on certain level one objectives by teacher
educators in the different teacher education institutions in Canada,
there were also high similarities in the rankings assigned all
objectives.

It was apparent from the results of this investigation
that there existed a low to moderately high relationship between
teacher educators' assessment of the level one objectives of a
teacher education program and their assessment of the level two
objectives of a basic course within the program. In other words,
the specific objectives of a course, or an instructional unit, within
the program were assigned priorities somewhat consistent with the
broad objectives of the total teacher education program.

The method for evaluating objectives employed in this
study would appear to have potential for similar use in other cur-

riculum areas.
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CHAPLER I

INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF TIE PROBLEM

For many years now, change and innovation have
been key words .:. . The most notable trend in this
area in recent ycars has been the growing insistence
of adwinistrators and other leaders on quality and
cdmprovement in education rather than on mere change

(Fianugan, 1969, 5. Egl).

Education is highiy valued as a means of meeting the social
and economic as well as the intellectual needs of society. To fulfill
this challenging role, educators are required to deal with many criti-
cal societal problems in an efficient and effective manner. However,
there is at present a reluctance on the part of government to increase
the funds for educaéional innovation until the worth of present and
proposed programs can be determined. As a result, many educators for
the first time are having to cope with the requirements for systematic
curriculum evaluation.

A curriculum evaluation program begins at the points where
decisions are made about the objectives of a program. The needs of
society are interpreted and made known through the media by news
Teporters, academicians, leaders of business and industry, school
trustees, and government officials, and these interpretations are
translated into broad educational objectives by curriculum developers.
In turn, the aims of education are interpreted by other curriculum
planners to formulate statements of behavioral objectives which nay
be transformed into strategies for classroom instruction. This

sequential process of curriculum development suggests that there are



several points at vhich eritical decisions about objectives are made.
The importance of the objectives is emphasized as the beginning point
from which a regular and systematic evaluation program may be generated.
Teacher education programs have existed through the years
to influence the behavior of teachers. These, too, have become the
objects for curriculum cvaluation in efforts to improve their effec—
tiveness and respond to the current demands and changing needs of the
education community. Unfortunately, the purposes and objectives of
such professional preparation programs have not always been clearly
defined and understood. A need eiists, therefore, to examine teacher
education program evaluation with a concentration upon the assessment

of the objectives of an elementary teacher education program.
1. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

i1t was the purpose of this study to assess the objectives
of an elementary teacher education program by examining the decisions
which groups of judges make regarding two levels of objectives. The
groups of judges include student teachers at the University of Alberta,
elementary school cooperating teachers at the University of Alberta,
and teacher educators at the University of Alberta and at three other
Canadian universities. An effort was also made to examine the degree
of fidelity between instructional unit objectives and broad statement

objectives of an elementary teacher education program.
II. THE PROBLEM o

To assess the objectives it was necessary to design and to




test a methodology for evaluating the objectives at two levels of
épecificity. The initial stage of this methodology included the
development of a conceptual model of the sufficient components of a
teacher education program. Statements of objectives at two levels
of specificity were generated using the components of the model as

a guide, then an instrument, made up of the statements of objectives
and employing the Q methodology, was developed to evaluate the

objectives of an elementary teacher education program.

Sub-problems

The major problem of this study was resolved into the
following:

1. To identify the components of a teacher education program,
and thereby to construct a valid model oi the sufficient and sub-
stantive parts of the curriculum,

2. To construct and to test an instrument to identify the
perceptions of individuals relating to two levels of the objectives
of an elementary teacher education program,

3. To determine the similarities and differences in perception
of the broad objectives of the University of Alberta elementary
teacher education program by teacher educators, student teachers,
and elementary school cooperating teachers,

4, To determine the similarities and differences in perception
of the broad objectives of an elementary teacher education program

by teacher educators in four universities in Canada,



5. To determine the relationship between teacher educators’
rating of instructional unit objectives, and their assessment of

broad objectives of an elementary teacher education program.

11I. DEFINITION OF TERMS

1. Broad Objectives (Level One) These are statements of

jntended outcomes of a teacher education program. They are stated
at the most general or abstract level, and usually delineate areas
of the curriculum to be covered by the teacher education program.

2. Components of Program This refers to the sixteen elements

of a teacher education program as described in the Performance
Criteria for Teacher Fducation. There are four such components with-
in each dimension of the PCIE.

3. Cooperating Teacher A teacher in the school system who

assists the practising student teacher within the school environment.

4, Dimensions of the Program This refers to the four major

parts of a teacher education program as described in the Performance
Criteria for Teacher Education. They are: Communication Competence,
Planning Competence, Professional Knowledge and Attitudes, and
General Knowledge and Attitudes.

5. Frame of Reference This refers to the value position of

the individual or group which is assessing the objectives. Every
individual may have a unique frame of reference, and a gréup may
also have a group frame of reference with individual differences

within.



.

6.  Instructional Unit Oblgggizg§_£Level Two) These are
statements of intended outcomeg of a teacher education curriculum,
They are stated at a more precige level than the broad objectives,
and therby are helpful in specifying the intends of an instructional
unit or course,

7. _§£g§gg£mZg§gh§£ This refers to an individual who is a
student in a teacher education pProgram. Other terms which may refer
to the same Person are teacher candidate apd teacher trainee.

8. Teacher Educator This refers to an individual who has
————=t sducator

Although individual positions in a program are varied, thig individual
perceives ag part of his role the education of the elementary teacher

candidate.
IV. HYPOTHESLS

In view of some of the purposes of this study, the follow-~

ing hypotheses were formulated,

Hypothesis One

There are no significant differences in the perceptions of

at the University of Alberta, as measured by The Teacher Education
———=—=1€r Lducation

Opinionnaire Form I, for teacher educatorS, student teachers, and

elementary school tooperating teachers.

ngothesis Two

There are no significant differences in the perceptions of



the level one objectives of an elementary teacher education program,

as measured by The Teacher Education Opinionnaire Form I, for teacher

educators, student teachers, and elementary school cooperating teachers
across sex, age, years of teacher education, years of school teaching
experience, years of experience in teacherbeducation, amount of involve-
ment with elementary student teachers, and the area of concern in the

teacher education program (where applicable)l.

Hypothesis Three

There are no significant differences in the perceptions of
the level one objectives of an elementary teacher education program,

as measured by The Teacher Education Opinionnaire Form I, for teacher

educators at four universities in Canada.

Hypothesis Four

There are no significant relationships betweeun the perceptions
of the level one objectives of an elementary teacher education program,

as measured by The Teacher Education Opinionnaire Torm I, for teacher

educators, and the perceptions of the level two objectives as measured

by The Teacher Education Opinionnaire Form II, for teacher educators.

Only some of the major purposes of this study are revealed in
the four hypotheses listed above. 1In addition one of the more important
purposes of the study was to make an attempt to validate the conceptual

model and the instrument which was derived from that model.

lIt was the intent of this study to explore the diverse points
of view, or perceptions of the level one objectives of an elementary
teacher education program, and therefore the variables of age, sex,
years of teacher education, etc., were chosen to examine the data.
There was no other rationale for choosing these specific variables.



V. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

of objectives of an elementary teacher education program by involving
three groups of judges (student teachers, teacher educators, and
cooperating teachers). Although the objectives of the elementary
teacher education program at the University of Alberta were the

focus for the assessment, the opinions of the objectives by teacher
educators working in different Canadian institutione wvere examined
and compared, Therefore, in thig study it was possible to describe
the individual ang group similarities and differences in the per-
ceptions of objectives of an elementary Leacher education program
across several institutions,

If the objectives of g curriculum (elementary teacher
education) are not made explicit, it ig necessary for program
evaluation purposes to make sueh objectives known, and also to
indicate the priorities and relative importance of the intended
outcomes (Stake, 1969). This study was within the context of
curriculum evaluation, and it involved the design and testing of
an instrument and methodology for assessing the objectives of a
teacher education program, and thereby making the objectives
explicit,

It was not only wortﬁwhile to examine the broad objectives
of a teacher education program, but it yag also an important concern
to assess more specific curriculum objectives., This study provided

a partial answer to the question of whether the important Priorities



of more specific objectives are consistent with the relative importance
attached to the broad objectives of the program. Previously, there
have been few empirical studies to support the theory that the more
specific objectives follow directly from the broad form.

A significant outcome of this study was the development of
a conceptual framework of the dimensions of a(teacher education
curriculum. Such a framework may be useful in curriculum development

and curriculum evaluation in teacher education.
VI. LIMITATIONS

The samples selected in this study were meant to be
representative samples of teacher educators who are concerned with
the education of elementary teacher candidates in the four universities:
McGill University, Simon Fraser University, The University of Calgary,
and The University of Alberta. The samples were also representative
of student teachers in the four year degree program at the University
of Alberta, and elementary school cooperating teachers at the
University of Alberta. The sample of elementary school cooperating
teachers was the only random sample, and therefore, generalizations
made about the populations which the samples represent must be

interpreted with this limitation in view.



CHAPTER II

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

The basic concepts employed in this study and the theoret-
ical béckground of this research are described in this chapter. The
review begins with an overview of curriculum evaluation, and continues
with a description of the specific areas of curriculum evaluéfion
relevant to this study. This latter section of the review deals with
the nature of the assessment of objectives, and the past attempts to
evaluate the objectives of a curriculum. The forms of objectives
that may be used in the development and implementation of a curriculum
are also described in this chapter. The methodologies for the
evaluation of objectives are outlined, and a case is made for the
employment of groups of judges to assess the priorities of the objec~-
tives of a teacher education curriculum. This chapter concludes
with a brief overview of teacher education program evaluation, a
description bf the nature of evaluative studies in teacher education
covering the period 1940 to the present, and a review of the attempts

made to assess the objectives of a teacher education curriculum.
I. CURRICULUM EVALUATiON

Evaluation has come to mean more than the measurement of
individual progress, for curriculum evaluation focuses upon an
individual curriculum, an individual school, and even an individual

nation. Lindvall and Cox (1969) discuss the many forms and functions
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that educational evaluation serves. Ivaluation may refer to the col-
lection of pupil data for the purpose of planning learning experiences
suited to the individual. The term evaluation may also be used to
describe the study of teacher performance for the purpose of improv-
ing instruction and to indicate the assessment of an entire program
for the purposes of making decisions regarding its worth. Educational
evaluation may have an even greater scope, for Husen (1969) has
described a need for cross national evaluation or evaluative judge-
ments passed upon the relative merits of educational systems in
different countries. It is the ever increasing demands of a complex
society, as well as new knowledge and technology, that have influenced
this domain of curriculum evaluation.

Evaluation first appeared in the terminology of education
in connection with a protest movement in the 1930's against the
practice of judging educational products solely on the basis of pupil
achievement as measured by standardized tests (Merwin, 1969). The
measurement devices had been developed as part of the scientific
revolution and were mainly tests of memory and computation. In the
late 1930's, the proponents of a broader approach advocated the
incluéion of such aspects as interests, attitudes, values, and
personal and social adjustment; Most frequently the segments of
the total school community were divided for evaluation purposes,
and instruments and techniques were developed which attempted to
analyze the separate aspects including the teacher, the student, the
environment, and the content. Because of the interaction of teachers,

students, and teaching environments, the program appeared much too
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complex to gain a total evaluation, and so efforts were concentrated
on a separate evaluation of the sub-systems within the total organi-
zation.

However, in the last decade evaluators have turned their
attention to the task of program assessment, or a total system
evaluation. The development of a modern decision—tﬁeory has broadened
the aim of the evaluator from a simple determination of the existence
of a relationship to a comprehensive consideration of all of the
factors in the total system. This tendency to broaden the view of
the program developer and evaluator to emphasize the effectiveness
of the total system has lead to a variety of procedures for program
or curriculum evaluation.' The search for a methodology of evaluationm,
or appropriate evaluation strategies which may be applicable across
many projects and programs, has characterized the work in the recent
era of evaluation (Scriveﬁ, 1967).

Flanagan (1969) has identified the essential elements of a
modern approach to evaluation for decision making. In all cases the
essential components appear to be: (a) the definition of all of the
outcomes of the system, including the objectives or aims and also
possible unplanned effects; (b) the systematic analysis and study
of various possible procedures for achieving the objectives as
defined; and (c) a plan and decision based on this analysis and an
over-all evaluation of the final program. However, the responsbility
of the.evaluator may be to do more than gather empirical evidence

for decision making, for as Glass (1968) explained:
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Evaluation can contribute to the construction of
the curriculum, the prediction of academic success, or
the improvement of an exciting course. But these are
the roles it can play and not its goal. The goal of
evaluation must be to answer questions of selection,
adoption, support and worth of educational materials
and activities ... . In the past we have avoided
the goal of evaluation with its inherent threat to
teachers, administrators, and curriculum developers,
and have concentrated on one or more of the non-
threatening roles evaluation can play (p. 4).

The goal of evaluation is always the same: to determine the worth of
something. The roles of evaluation depend on what that something is,

or whose standards of value will apply.
IT. EVALUATLON OF OBJECTIVES

Significant advances in the field of evaluation were made
by the afforts of Pniph Tyler and his stoff (Smith and Tyler, 1942)
who developed and implemented a plillosuphy of evaluation that has
provided a basis for the subsequent study of program evaluation.
Tyler (1949) has described the process of evaluation as essentially
that of determining to what extent the educational objectives are
actually being realized by the program of curriculum and instruction.
To carry out an evaluation it is necessary to know the objectives of
the program, and the task of furmulation falls to the curriculum
developers. The specific evaluarion of the objectives themselves
appeared not to be the concern of the curriculum evaluators, and
therefore Tyler's evaluation staff made no attempt to gather judge-
mental’ data concerning the nature of objectives.

Stake (1969) maintained that there are other impor tant



roles for evaluation than to determine the extent to which teaching

objectives have been attained.

A program cvaluation is incomplete if it goes
no further than designing specific goals at time
zero. To understiand what is happening in a train-
ing activity and to ascertain its value, we are
obliged to identify groups of goals, ascertain
priorities, and reveal the dynamics of changing
priorities (p. 17).

The individuals who set olhjectives may be pacticularly interested in
the attainment of goals they specified, Lut others have other goals.
A group of teachers, parents, students or subject experts will regard
different standards against which to make value judgements. Bloom
(1969) has suggested that if oune takes siatements of objectives from
different groups at their face value, one may find real conflict
betwean the roforant groups. However, if one probes to a deeper
level, it is likely that all groups have a set of specifications in
mind which differ only in explicitness, detail, and form,

Stake and Denny (1969) have suggested that educators have
great difficuléy in reporting what persons, programe and institutions
are trying to do. An evaluator's te#hnical skill should help the
educator convey his objectives, both those that quickly come to mind
and those implicit in what lLe does. Present methods for getting a
program person to formulate a statement of philosophy or a rationale;
to detail the experilences he wants students to have; or to specify
the behavioral objectives he wants students to attain are extremely
primitive at this stage. Our evaluation methods must tease out the
concerns and purposes of the educator. Not only must the evaluator

record the goals, but he must also indicate the relative importance
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of these goals. Although the priorities assigned to objectives are
complex and elucive, it is the responsibility of the evaluator to
represent them. New asscssment procedures and new scaling techniques
are required to take a first step towards discharging this respon-

sibility..

Formg oi Objectives

Krathwohl (1965) has indicated that objectives may be
stated at more than one level of abstraction, énd that objectives at
several levels of generality and specificity are needed to facilitate
the process of curriculum building. At the first and most abstract
level are the broad statements which assist the development of
programs of instruction, and delineate types of courses and areas to
be covered by the program. This first level is also helpful for
guiding several years of education, such as the elementary, junior
high, and senior high school years. At a second and more concrete
level, a behavioral objective orientation helpé to interpret broad
goals into more specific objectives which may be regarded as the
building blocks for curriculum development. The second level
objectives are helpful in specifying the goals of an instructional
unit, or, a course. Tinally, the third level is needed to bring into
focus the objectives of specific lesson plans, the sequence of
objectives in these plans, and the level of outcome required for
each goal or objective to be achieved.

In answer to the question of why objectiveslat the three
levels of analysis are useful and necessary in the instructional

process, Krathwohl (1965) advanced four reasons. TFirst, curriculum
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construction requires a process of moving through abstractions from
very general statements of dgsirable behaviors, to intermediate level
statements. that indicate the blocks from which the program is to be
built, and then to quite detailed statements which spell out the sub-
goals. Each level permits the development of the next more specific
level. Second, not all objectives lend themselves to the specificafion
at the third level. Therefore, the level of detail with which educa-
tional goals can be usefully specified will depend somewhat on their
nature, and therefore several levels of specificity are needed to
handle different kinds of objectives. Third, it is necessary to

have objectives at several levels of abstraction so that ohe can
continually examine their interrelation. In develpping a curriculum,
one attempts to get those involved to agree upon the intents at as
detailed a level as possible. Yet, complete consensus can probably
be reached only at the more abstract levels. Fourth, because there
are usually several alternate ways of analyzing objectives at the
more specific 1e§el, objectives at the more abstract levels provide

a referent for‘evaluating these alternatives.

Various workers have differed as to the approriate degree
of specificity in defining objectives. Some would insist on great
detail with each behavior defined and stated with considerable
precision, while others make use of more generalized.statements of
objectives., Bloom (1969) discussed the degree of specificity sought
in the formulation of objectives and concluded that the degree of
specificity is largely determined by the extent to which the curriculum
makers or teachers wish to anticipate and program the activities of

students and teachers. If the learning outcomes in students are to
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take place primarily through the interaction of a student with specific
learning materials, then specification must be most detailed. However,
if changes are to take place through the interaction of student,
teacher, and material, the specifications are often less detailed in
order that the teacher may have greater freedom to use those procedures
and instructional processes which he beliecves to be most appropriate
in a given set of circumstances and at a given point in time. The
main point which Bloom attempts to make is not that the more precise
and detailed the specifications, the better, for one level of detail
may be better from one point of view, while a more general or more
specific set of specifications may be much better from another point
of view.

There are many reasons why educators have not consistently
employed all levels of educational objectives in curriculum develop-
ment and evaluation; Popham (1969) has summarized and refuted many of
these reasons, Maguire (1969) has taken the position that it is more
realistic to assume that the kinds of objectives that the teacher
makes most use of in his classroom activities are the level two
objectives. He i{ndicated that this statement was not to mean that
all teachers explicitly state their objectives in this form, yet it
did suggest that the implicit objectives of teachers are of this
form. The statemeﬁt of objectives in the level three form may be
quite appropriate for writers of programed materials, and textbook
writers, but it is unrealistic to expect this of classroom teachers.

Tn this same context Maguire (1969) noted:
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There is no absolute line of demarcation
between objectives of levels two and three, but the
former tend to be expressed in conglomerations of
behavior or behavioral constructs such as under-
standing, appreciating, enjoying, etc., whereas
the latter must be stated in terms of observable
behaviors (p. 20).

Curriculum initiators are most likely to be directly involved
with level one objectives beczuse the acceptance Or rejection of a
curriculum can be made most readily on the basis of its broadest
objectives. Therefore, although different individuals may become
more directly involved with a given level of abstraction, it appears
that objectives at several levels of abstraction are useful and

important in the educational process.

Methodology of Evaluation

It is necessary to begin the educational evaluation process
with a clear statement of a set of specifications. For the educational
technologists and evaluators, the cleérer the specifications are in
terms of both content and behaviors, the better. These specifications
delimit the problems they must solve in the construction of instructional
materials or evaluation instruments, and such specifications provide
the criteria against which the materials and instruments are validated.

Bloom (1969) has expressed this point of view:

Tt would seem to this writer that it is virtually
impossible to engage in an educational enterprise of
any duration without having some set of specifications
to guide one - whether one is a student, teacher,
administrator, curriculum maker, educational technologist,
evaluator, or guidance worker. What may be different
from worker to worker is the explicitness of the
specifications, the forms in which they are cast, the
sources from which they are derived, and the extent to
which they are used for the various decisions (p. 28).
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Although it appears imperative to begin the curriculum
evalﬁation—development process by formulating program objectives, it
is also necessary to put the objectives to the test: In their model,
Taylor and Maguire (1966) indicated that the origin of objectives
should be the values of the people involved, and not just the aims
of professional educators. The evaluator should be-able to give a
clear and valid representation of community needs and values. The
authors based their model on a rational sequential approach to cur=
riculum development, and they suggested that the needs of society are
interpreted into broad educational objectives by curriculum developers.
The professi&nal educator in turn transforms the behavioral statements
into strategies for the classroom. The students' interaction with
these strategies was described as resulting in observable behaviors.
It was thé authors' viewpoint that curriculum activities can be.
thought of as having two components, a measureﬁent component and a
value assessment component. In the context of their model the
measurement component consisted of "establishing the degree of
fidelity .of each of the translations'. In other words, it dealtAi
with the determination of the accuracy with which the broad objectives
are represented by behavioral statements, the degree to which behavioral
objectives are revealed in strategies, and the congruency of outcomes
with objectives. 'The judgemental role of evaluation with respect to
broad objectives was seen as being concerned with the generél goals
of society. The worth of behavioral objectives was to be judged in
terms of priority of efficiency and the adequacy of the set of

strategies for bringing about student outcomes. The judgements of
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student outcomes should be made to determine the goodness of fit
with the objectives.

The point has been made that the assessment of objectives
at all levels of abstraction has become as important an activity in
a complete evaluation as the measurement of student outcomes. Maguire
(1968) suggested that a potentially fruitful method of evaluating
objéctives is to delineate frames of reference within which judge-
ment -of worth should be made, and then to suggest groups of judges
who are qualified to make judgements within each framework. If one
wished to determine the significance of an objective in terms of its
relevance to teacher. education, teachers in the field would appear
to be one appropriate group of judges. Maguire referred to the
work of Taylor (1966) when he indicated that if one asks pertinent
questions of appropriate judges, a replicable assessment of an
objective within a particular value~framework is possible. In the
Taylor-Maguire model, as in Krathwohl's (1965) classification,
objectives were conceived as being expressable at more than one
level of abstraction. They suggested that judgements regarding the
broadest objectives are most properly in the domain of those most
concerned with the relationship between education and the general
aims of society. At the more specific levels, pedagogical experts
and subject-matter épecialists would seem to represent an appropriate
pool from which to draw judges.

It has been demonstrated (Runkell, 1956; Winter, 1961, 1965)
that the explicit and implicit influence of the teacher's values on'

the curriculum and the students has a profound effect on the outcome



20

of the objectives of the program. It therefore becomes apparent

that if the curriculum evaluator is to assess the curriculum success-
fully, it is essential that he knows what are the teachers' assess-
ments of program objectives. This suggests that one of the judge-
mental groups that must be consulted in order to determine the value
of the objectives is the teacher group. Also, if the curriculum
objectives are to meet the needs of the student within the context

of the program, it must follow that the value commitments of the
student are likewise worthwhile of assessment.

The major point is that specifications should not be the
whims of particular teachers, subject experts, or curriculum makers.
The specifications properly result from an analysis of the conditions
and context in which the learning is to take place. It is unlikely
any single person has a comprehensive grasp of the entire situation.

The specifications of a curriculum formulated for one place
and time may not be appropriate for another place and time. However,
Stake and Denny (1969) suggested that several standards should be
known to the evaluator and utimately by his audience. A complete
evaluation report should not only contain the immediate expectations
of those directly involved in a program, but it must also document
standards available in other programs within and outside the field
of education. The evaluator -should have access to as complete an
array of standards as is possible by polling the opinions of many

experts in other programs'and other fields.
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III. TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM EVALUATION

"There is the pressing need to develop more
adequate means of evaluation both in terms of
professional performance and of the effcctiveness

.of various phases of the professional program. The
common bases of evalaution - acquisition of knowledge -
is followed too much {(Caswell, 1963, p. 11).

Other educators (Xinney, 1963 and Sovenson, 1966) have
joined Caswell in calling for systematic evaluationm procedures to
improve thé teacher education curriculum, yet most would agree that
little progress has becen made in solving this complex problem. In
the past, the compelling obsescicn with quantity and the subsequent
undeiemphasis upon quality mdy stand as one reason for the minimal
efforts at designing systematic methods for evaluation. The production
of thdusauds of neuly prepaved teachars each yesr had to he given
priority becsuse of the demand for certified teachers. There are
signs to&ay, howaver, that the quantity emphasis must change, and
a new priority given to quality control in the teacher education
program.

The evaluation studies of teacher education covering the
period 1940 to 1951 were reviewed by Barr aud Singer (1953). They
limited'their report to studies of curriculum, methods, and pre-
service education practices while grouping the studies under these
headings: summariles of opinion, surveys of practice, and follow-up
studies. Often the studics at this time were of the survey type
which supplied information at a superficial level and left much to
be done in the form of svstematic progran evaluation. They con-

cluded that the findings in the various arcas of the teacher education
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curriculum are sometimes in conflict with one another and this was
attributed largely to the lack of validity and reliability of testing
instruments, inconsistency of items, differences in situations, and
dissimilar interests of investigation.

During the decade 1950 to 1960, educators moved vigorously
to develop cooperatively professional preparation standards involving
all segments of the profession. There was widespread acceptance of
a national professional accrediting agency in tﬁe United States, and
in Canada provincial certification procedures were refined. One
approach to obtaining a verification of the suitability and effective-
ness of a teacher education program which becomes prevalent at this
time was the securing of information from recent graduates of the
program who are teaching and from the school administrators under
whom they wofk. The studies conducted by Keyes (1950), Quanbeck
(1952), Lane (1954), and Zulauf (1956) are examples of the use of
the follow-up technique.

Stinnett (1970) commented on the events of the past decade,
and he indicated that in this period there was an awakening of the
national conscience to education. The public became aware of the
plight of certain minority groups, and their neglected children.

The inadequacies of the school curriculum and teaching soon became
exposed. Exposed also was the obsolescence of much of teacher
education. Stinnett continued this observation by pointing out that
colleges and universities are currently receiving a great deal of
criticism for failure to prepare teachers to function effectively in

the large inner-city schools among children of minority cultures.
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This situation raises the need for & restructuring of teacher education
programs.

While the critics of teacher education were pointing out
the shortcomings of teacher training, many professionals were
developing and testing new approaches for the training of teachers. :
The 60's became a decade of innovating and a time for developing
instructional strategies for the improvement of the training ﬁrograms
as well as fhe product of these programs. While the quality of many
of the innovations was very good, most of the changes that were
developed fell short of what was needed since the innovations were
only parts of a total program for educating teachers. A few of these
creative ideas'had a potential of positively influencing the pPresent
programs towards a significant change, but the innovations frequently
were implemented with the framework of the existing program and so
they rarely achieved the fully desired change. Tew of the innovations
attempted to redesign completely a total teacher education program,
and many of the innovations were incorporated in programs after a
minimum of evaluation. The United States Office of Education has
most recently attempted to design a strategy that would produce a
plan for improving elementary teacher education (Clarke, 1969). As
a result of review and consultations with numerous persons in the
field, this Office'accepted the viev that a total program for train-
ing elementary teachers must be fully conceptualized, and in 1967
they began to call for elementary teacher education models for
ﬁrogram development.

A rationale, a viable theory, specified objectives, and the
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evaluation components became important in the construction of a model
for an elementary teacher education program. Not only must the teacher
training program goals be specified, but the rationale for each of
the desired outcomes became a concern of those who were screening the
model proposals. Implicit in this demand was the inclusion of evalu-
ation strategies to assess even the basic assumptions and objectives
which were part of the teacher education models (Allen, 1968; Dickson,
1968; Hough, 1968; Houston, 1968; Johnson, 1968; Joyce, 1968; Schalock,
1968; Southworth, 1968; Sowards, 1968; and Vere De Vault, 1968).

Although a need to build evaluation into the elementary
.teacher education program designs was stressed in the Office of
Education request for porposals, according to Engbreton (1969) this
program component was not developed in detail among the majority of
the proposals. One notable exception to this was the Toledo Model
(Dickson, 1968) which stressed the need for systematic evaluation in
teacher education.

There are many innovative features in the

specifications for a new teacher education program.

Among these none is so important as the evaluative

process. TFor the first time in history a program

has been arranged in behavioral terms so that it

may not only be evaluated at a given point in

time, but also so that it is self-correcting.

Provisions for prompt and objective feedback are

the most innovative elements and well enable all

concerned to discuss the success or failure of a

program to prepare educators in meaningful terms

(p. 242).

The Toledo Model proposed an outline to be followed for

the evaluation of the teacher education program. This model

was;inifially developed by Daniel Stufflebeam (1969), and
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it presents a kiqd of evaluation for each type of decision: ‘context
evaluation, input evaluation, process evaluation, and product eval-
uation{ However, although the Tpledo Model does specify the per-—
formance criteria for the education of the elementary teacher can-
didate, it makes no attempt to evaluate these criteria. The developers
of this model appear more concerned with the process and product form
of evaluation,_and therefore the immediate wish was to evaluatg the
effectiveness of its graduates in the elementary classroom.

The Syracuse Model (Hough, 1968) also recognized the
importance of evaluation and described an information and evaluation
support system. This system was primarily geared to gathering data
on gtudent performance and feeding such information back to the
{nstructional staff. These data were essential for the‘individug}—
ization of student programs. The performance modules outlined in
the proposal must also be evaluated in terms of their worth, and
therefore such a support system would be valuable in accomplishing
this task. A third function of this support system would be that
of analyzing the effectivencss of components and the total program.
The Syracuse Model emphasized this third function by focusing on
formatiQe evaluation and tending not to stress the evaluation of
teachers in service. However, the description of the total systematic
evaluation process was rather superficial as it was only the direction
for evaluation that was proposed.

The North West Regional Laboratory Model (Schalock, 1968)
also dealt with the components of evaluation, however, the evaluation

procedures were considered only very generally. This model adequately
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deseribed the scope of the evaluation question and emphasized as one
of the functions of evaluation the determination of the appropriateness

and the validity of the program objectives. MHowever, the methodology

~ for evaluating the intended outcomes of the program was not made

explicit.

The evaluation function jnvolved the gathering
of data to satisiy questions of how effective and
appropriate the outputs of Comfield [North West
Model] are as well as the impact that they make.

As used here, effectiveness is concerned with
determining how well Comfield accomplishes the
purpose for which it was created; appropriateness

is concerned with determining whether the objectives
of Comfield are valid, that is, whether they are
serving the need for which they were established;
and impact is concerned with estimating the effects
of Comfield on the larger environment in which it
exists (p. 120).

The extent to which the models, both those funded by the
USOE and the others, developed and described evaluation procedures
differed widely from model to model. Most of the explanations con-
cerning evaluation procedures applied to the evaluation of the
process, OY the interactive'phase of the program, and in general the
models did not deal with the more difficult question of product eval-
wation, or the performance of the student in the field. They cer—

tainly do not deal with the concept of context evaluation, or the

" assessment of the actual performanée’criteria specified for the

elementary teacher education program. Although the term "performance
criteria" and similar terms dominate the model elementary teacher
programs funded by the US Office of Education, the programs do not
describe how these particular criteria were selected. None of the

proposals contained a detailed review of the literature upon which
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the developers of the model based their decisions. These performance
criteria must be validated from the research and literature on teach-
ing (Rosenshine and ‘Furst, 1971), and they should also be evaluated

within the context of particular elementary teacher education programs.
IV. SUMMARY

This chapter has attempted to review the literature per-
taining to curriculum evaluation with a particular concern for the
assessment of objectives. A review of the avajilable literature
relevant to the evaluation of the objectives of -a curriculum has led
to the conclusion that there is a need for methodologies which may
be used in evaluating objectives which are stated in different forms.
A viable means of evaluating objectives involves the use of groups
of judges which represent different frames of reference when examin-
ing the curriculum in question. It was also suggested that although
the teacher's values can exert a significant influence on the success
of the curriculum, the perceptual congruence of the other referent
groups is worthy of considerable attention for the attainment of
relevant outcomes. Though there have been studies designed to
evaluate teacher education programs, few have attempted to con-
ceptualize a total curriculum, and to include within it the eval-

uvation of the formulated program objectives.



CHAPTER III

A MODEL ¥OR TEACHER EDUCATION

This chapter describes the development of 2 model for
teacher education, with a particular focus upon the elementary teacher
cducaltion program. An attempt was made LO identify compouents of a
teacher education program through a review and synthesis of statements
regarding a teacher education curriculum from the writing of Conant
(1963) to the present. Once identified these statements were ordered
into e eonceptual frameworlk, oOT medel; which in turn guided the
construction of the Performance Criteria for Teacher Education (PCTE) .
gixteen components of the model which are representative of the
elewenis oi a Leacher educalion program were generated from this
analysis and synthesis of the literature.

Although an extensive literature review was the first
method of testing the validity of the conceptual framework of the
PCTE, a group.of judges was involved in an attempt tO validate the
use of the PCTE as a framework representative of the components of a

teacher education program. The procedures and results of this.

validation are described in this chapter.
I. PERFORMANCE CRITERIA AND OTHER MODELS

In teacher education, there is a trend away from describ-
ing the total curriculum in terms of the traditional courses involved,

and a decided move to understand the total in terms of performance
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criteria which are inclusive enough to make up the entire curriculum, -

The term performance criteria and other similaf terms dominate the

recent model teacher education program funded by the US Office of
Educafion (Clarke,'l97l)u The usual meaning of these similar terms

. is the specification of a teacher's behavior while he plans curriculum
‘and interacts with children in the classroom. These performance
criteria may be stated in different levels of preciseness, the most
general level statements serving to guide the construption of those
specifications which are formulated in behavioral terms. In the
University of Massachusetts Model (Allen, 1968), the following was

included in the ratiomale for use of performance criteria:

What educators require are criteria of
performance, rather than time, in order to make
reccunable judgcments ahout thic abilities of
students and the efrorls of instructional sit-
uvations. It is imperative that innovations be
undertaken which will overthrow the current
reign of time as a criterion of educational
success, and establish criteria of performance
as the proper guides for educational practice

(p. 9). .

The nature of the performance criteria for teacher education
may take many forms and various points of view depending upon the*
rationale for the teacher education program. Thg current designs of
elementary teacher education programs received by‘the US Office of
‘Edﬁcation serve to illustrate the diversity in statements of the
performance criteria.

The Michigan State Model (Houston, 1968) grouped behavioral
specifications under five headings: general-liberal education,

scholarly modes of knowledge, professional use of knowledge, human
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learning and clinical studies. The detailed behavioral specificatioﬁs
within each of these criteria were identificd within the proposal for
this model.

The Florida State Model (Sowards, 1968) program was
characterized by the utildization of performance criteria designed to
enable the teacher trainee té meet certain standards. The ﬁrbject
outlined five categories of teacher -behavior thch are basic to all
elementary teaching: formulation of 6bjectives,'selection and
organization of content, instructional strategics, evaluation skills
and techniques, and professional responsibility. Fundamentally, this
program wee composed of two major components callcdlthe professional
component, which identified the major categories of teacher behavior,
and the basic education compoanent, which referred to the content of
the eiement;ry school currichlum.

The Syracuse Unjversity Model (Hough, 1968) assumed that
no one point of view toward teacher education has bheen demonstrated
to be most effective, but that it is necessaty to define the com-—
ponents of the program. The curriculum is divided into a five year
program with the first two years exclusively involved in liberal
studies and the remaining years in pre—professiohal studies. The
designers of this program have outlined seven components of the
curriculum: 1iberal. education, methods and curriculum, child
development, teaching theoxy and practice, professional‘sensitivity
training, social—cultural foundations, and the self—directed com-
poneﬁt.

Joyce (1968), project director of the Teachers College Model,
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proposed the following categories of performance criteria, or roles
which seem essential for the teacher who is an innovator and a
scholar: . inmstitution builder,. interactive teacher, innovator- and
scholar. There was no attempt made by the developers'of this
model program to specify the details of the future oriented roles
. in behavioral objective form, however they did fully describe the
general realm of each of the roles.

The authors of the University of Massachusetts Model
(Allen, 1968) stated that graduation from a teacher training school
should be seen as only a part of the teacher's education, and program
completion is determined by meeting the performance criteria. To
prepare teachers for the "dynamic role of the elementary school"
three areas of performance relating to teaching were identified:
subject matter competency, presehtation competéncy (behavioral
skills), and decision making competency (mastery of human relations
Skills)ﬂ

The University of Pittsburgh Model teacher education
program (Southworth, 1968) is not a course oriented curriculum, but
instead the program is divided into five major components: academic
knowledge, professional knowledge, guidance, clinical experiences,
and teaching competencies. The undergraduate_curriculum is organized
into four stages, stages one and two dealing with genéral college
education, while stages three and four refer to a professional
education. |

The designers of the University of Georgia Model (Johnson,

1968) werec explicit in identifying the origin of the performance
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épecificétions of the model program. All the primiminafy activities
in designing the program were focused on preparing a job analysis of
a high quality elcmentary teacher. Tirst the requirements of-sociéty
and the knowledge from various resources and materials contributed

to the.determination of the goals of the elementary school. These
goals in turn served as a basis for determining more specific
objectives.. Once the elementary school objectives were determined,
pupil learning behaviors were identified which would guide children
in acquiring characteristics represented by these school objectives.
From the nature of these pupil behaviors the core of the elementary’
teacher job analysis was formulated. It was then primarily the
nature of the job analysis which determined the. specifications for
the model teacher education program. The performance specifications,
or those statemeﬁ;s which describe ﬁarticular competencies thatta
teacher should possess in order to operate at optimum effectiveness,
are outlined under twenty-five separate headings.

Dickson (1968) and his staff outlined five fundamental con-
texts in the University of Toledo Model elementary teacher education
program. These were: instructional organization, educational
technology, contemporary learning-teaching process, societal factors,
and research. The five prisary contexts were used as a guide in the
consideration of goals of the teacher education program which were
stated in terms of the teacher candidate's ability- to achieve various
outcomes expressed in pupil behavior. Finally, the goals of the
program and the contexts in which the broad goals were generated

produced the basis for the development of hehavioral objectives.
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The North West Regional LaboratoIry (Schalock, 1968) also

emphasized the need to specify the objectives of a competency pased
- teacher educationzprogram'in terms of the teacher pbehaviors needed

to bring about the outcomes desired in pupils. The developers of
the project have detailed the program content relevant to four sets
of competencies included in the pre—professional program: content
relevant to the development of competencies needed tO bring about
outcomes in pupils; content relevant toO the development of competencies
needed to perform non—instructional tasks; content relevant to the
development of adaption and interpersonal competencies that enhance
the first two; content relevant to the development of competencieS»
which permit the personalization of the first three above. The model.
then-contihued to outline the specific blocks of content which related
to the development of the speeific sets of compeiencies. .

Engbretson (1969) analysed and evaluated the seventy—-one
non-funded proposals for model development. In his findings, he
stressed that most proposals emphasized the definitions of teaching
tasks and teaching behaviors to be learned. These pehaviors in the
npagk centred curriculum’ were derived from an analysis of actual
elementary teaching in the schools and a study of the weaknesses in
current elementary teacher education programs: A few of the models
developed their programé on what they believed elementary teaching
to be like in the future. Most frequently the project designers
chose tO abandon the traditional course and time structures in
favour of the jdentification of performance modules OY specifications

which served not only to define the intended experiences and outcomes
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of the.teacher candidate, but also to describe the scope of the.
teacher education program.

The focus of these models on performance criteria was
likely the result of three factors. The first is the emphasis in

the current literature on behavioral objectives in instruction. The

.second was undoubtedly the series of studies conducted in teacher

education designed to determine whether training techniques could
modify the behavior of the teacher as measured by systematic investi-
gation. The results of these investigations (Anderson, 1969) indicated
that training procedures which focused upon specific behaviors were
more effective than traditional methods courses in changing teacher
behavior. It must also be noted that in the request for proposals
by the US Office of Education, a call was made for program'proposals
which specified the intended behaviors of‘the'eleﬁeﬁtary teacher
candidate. Hence in the models there was an emphasis on specifics,
or performance criteria.

In a study of recently revised teacher_education programs
in Canada (McGill University, 1970; University of Alberta, 1969;
COFFE Report, 1969; The University of Prince Edward Island, 1971) it
became evident -that the.changes in these Canadian programs generally
did not rely on the specification of performance criteria, ‘but they
dealt more with the identification of the broadest areas of the
program and the courses which appeared to be a part of the general
area. There remains a concern in the Canadian teacher education

programs to specify the courses and the number necessary for most

teacher candidates to complete the teacher certification program,
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The McGill University program plan was to describe the
general framework of the degree program by using the labels: ‘studies
in education, and studies in areas of specialization. The description
of the minimum education program and the minimum requirements for a
specialization in a given area included the number of course require-
ments. The teacher education course revision at the University of
Alberta (1969) outlined the basic components of the plani: general
education, specialilzation, and professional education. Some atteﬁpt
was made to document the elements of a particular component, however,
this did not appear to be completed and more time was devoted to
describing the number of course’ requirements within each of the
component areas. The COFFE -Report (1969) studied the teacher
- education program at the University of British Columbia and this
particular review did not focus upon the intended performance of
the teacher candidate, but like other plans for change dealt more
with the courses offered in the program. The University of Prince
Edward Island (1971) did specify program criteria which were intended
to be translated into specific objectives of the staff of the
Faculty of Education. However, these criteria were stated in dif-
ferent forms, and they were not described in any detail.

In the Canadian scene, plans for revision of teacher
education programs may have the general improvement of the teacher
candidate in view, but very little is attempted in specifying the per-
formance criteria, and further in stating such criteria in behavioral
objective terms. In Channon's (1971) study, completed for the

Canadian Teachers' Federation, nine general trends in the teacher



education curricula in Canada were summarized. These trends did not
inclﬁde_any'noticeable move toward the planning of curricula utilizing
performance specifications. “In fact, one of her cpnclugions_was that
_the individualization of teacher education programs did not appear to -
be progressing very rapidly in Canada. Most teacher education programs
in Canada appear to be planning the curriculum around the course con- .
tent, and although intended outcomes for a given course are often
specified, little attempt has been made in the past to describe the
performance criteria applicable to the over—all program. However,
there remains some question as to the value of developing the per-—
formance criteria of a teacher education program and thereby specify-
ing such criteria in behavioral terms.

A need to identify .the performance criteria has became a-
major concern in the current employment of the output-oriented
management methods. The essentials of systems analysis (Feyereisen
et al., 1970), educational engineering and the operation of per-
formance contracting (Lessingef, 1970), are very much concerned with
the identification of system intended outputs, or objectives. This
concern is also part of the current thinking in the conceptual frame-
work and practice of curriculum development (Emans, 1966). However,
before anyone can specify all the performance criteria for a teacher
education program, it is imperative to identify the boundaries of the
teacher education curriculum. Joyce (1969) stated this as the first
task in the application of systems thinkihg to the development of
an education program, that is the need to formulate the goals of the
program, and its limits. In this sense the boundaries of the intended

outcomes are influenced by the scope of the experiences which con—-
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which to build a performance model for teacher education. There are

a number of well developed approaches towards teaching and learning,
-and there are a number of descriptive studies which have been used

to develop normative data on teaching as it actually occurs in .
classrooms. The descriptive data obtained from the classroom studies
can be compared with what educators believe should actually happen .
in classrooms. By training the teachers in the desired behav101,
teacher education then becomes a procedure for closing the gap between
the behaviors which do occur and the behaviors which éducators

believe should take place (Rosenshine and Furst, 1971). The relation-
ship between the .teacher behaviors advocated by educational experts
and the consequent learning by students has not been thoroughly
Yesearched. Rosenshine and Furst .(1971) stated that likely the
beginning of wisdom in the study and improvement of teacher behavior
‘is a confession that knowledge is lacking and that it is time to begin
developing research which may produce the necessary information. . They
recommended that this research take place within the framework of
model programs.

The Performance Criteria for Teacher Education (PCTE) is a

performance model for teacher education composed of six“een components
which have been found to be those elements most commonly regarded as
sufficient for the education of the teacher candidate. It has not
been generated with any particular point of view in mind, but rather
it was designed to cover the essential dimensions and elements of
teacher education as it is viewed today and will be in the forseeable

future. Therefore, the underlying purpose for the organization of the



.PCTE in its present form is that individuals who hold differing
* points of view toward teacher education may relate to the components,
and constructvends and means congruent with their orientation to the
program.

The analysis of teaching, and the indepth study of present .
and proposed teacher education programs, has led to a synthesis of
the essential components which comprise a teacher education program.
Following such a description of the intended performances or experiences
of the teacher candidate, it may be necessary for the individuals
concerned about a particular teacher education curriculum to identify -
for their purposes more precise performance standards. The PCTE is
designed only to describe the performance and criteria in broad
. 8eneric terms. It is anticipated that it may be quite difficult to
express all components in measurable criteria, and the intention is
not that all of the performance specifications be further developed
into behavioral objectives. Some may be"stated only in the "expressive
objective" form (Eisner, 1969). The framevork of performance criteria
may be regarded as a conceptual framework, for it may serve to organize
thinking about the performance competencies and experiences which are
essential, and the detail specification of the performance criteria
is left to the curriculum designers of a particular teacher education

program,

Organization of the Model

The Performance Criteria for Teacher Education has been

organized into four sections called the dimensions of the teacher
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education chrriculum. Two of these dimensions related to content
knowiedge, and subsequent development of attitudes. Two other
dimensions related to behavioral and human relations skills which
are included in the curriculum. The intention is that all dimensions
are interdependent, for the teacher candidate's competence within

the planning dimension may be quite dependent upon some .components

in the professional knowledge dimension. Within each of the four
dimensions of the model are four components which describe the

essential parts of the particular dimension.

The Dimensions of the Model

So that one may realize the scope of a teacher e&ucatinn
program it is logical and necessary to better understand teaching.
Haiy authors have wide atleupls Lo define the uéture of teaclhing
(Openshaw and Cyphert, 1966; Jackson, 1964; Scheffler, 1960; Clarke,
1970), and it is useful at this point to record two of thesc. Smith
(1960) presented a rather broad definition of tedchiug: "teacﬁing
is a system of actions intended to induce learning". Clarke (1970)
proposed a definition of teaching which follows closely from Smith's,
yet it does provide more information about the nature of teaching:
"teaching is activities which are designéd and performed to produce
change in student behavier'.

. Clarke continued his explanation by stating that the
activities may be diverse in the method used, and they may take
place in the different domains - cognitive, affective, and psycho-

motor. His definition helps to make the point that the activities
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of teaching -are not only performed, but they must also be designed
as wéll. In a discussion of the variables related to teaching, but
somewhat removed from the teaching act, Clarke described such
variables as the curriculum, student characteristics, and social
values. The variables more directly involved in the teaching act
were conceptualized on three levels. Level one, a necessary condition
for teaching, involved communication and the development of inter-
personal relationships, a social order, motivation, and attention.
Level two, a necessary and sufficient condition for teaching, was

the selection and use of .strategies and content planned to attain
the curricular objectives consistent with the needs of the students
and the principles of learning. Level three, a necessary condition
for efficiency in teaching, was the formal and informal rnieasures, and
the examination of the results in terms of the objectives. This
third level referred to the process of evaluation.

Hyman (1967) has regarded some of the definitions of teach-
ing as being rather limiting because they make no mention of the
subject matter involved in the teaching process. He questioned
whether it is possible to have a relationship between teacher and
pupil in a teaching-learning situation without a concern for subject
matter. He regards this as impossible. Hyman preferred to regard
teaching as a triadic relationship, that is teaching must involve
at least one teacher, at least one pupil, and the subject matter
to be taught and learned. It is possible to continue this argument
further and to state that teaching must take place within a particular

environment as well. Horowitz (1967) made this point in his explana-



tion of the teaching process. Teaching does not take place in a vacuum,
but the nature of the teaching task ig influenced directly by the
situational context, and indirectly by the content which is often
shaped by the environments surrounding the teaching—learning situation,
It is also worthy to note that the relationships between teacher,
learner, content, and -environments are dynamic relationships, and
changes taking place 1in teahhing are a result of changes in the cop-
tent, the students, the teachers, and the environments,

The very brief outline of the teaching prochss provides
some direction to the dimensiong of a teacher education program, It
should folloy that the Scope of the program to educaté teachers
should include those dimensions which involve the relationship be-
tween teacher and learner, teacher and'content, and teacher and the
environments. There appears to be a performance phase in teaching
and a planning or design phase. If a teacher ls directly involved
with subject matter in a broad content, it would appear that there
is a vefy important knowledge Competency that may be regarded as a
dimension of the teacher education program. There appears also to
be other specific knowledge competencies if ope ig to regard the
nature. of teaching as the relationship of teacher, student, subject
matter, and*environments. It must folloy that the teacher should
not only know how to interact with the learner, but it appears that

the teacher should know something about the learner and hoy he learns.
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Conant (1963)>may have provided the outline of tha

dimensions of a teacher education program after_reviewiug the

of the last decade. In Conant's words the overriding dimensions

of a teacher education Program are "the academic preparatioq of
teachers", and "the theory and practice of teaching". 1Inp his first
Tecommendation for teacher certification, Conant stated that the
.teacher must hold a baccalaureate degree, or demonstrate proof of a
general education. It is also necessary, of course, that the teacher .
demonstrate that he can teach successfully, In Conant's Proposed
curriculum for the education of the elementary school teacher he has
placed an emphasis of one half of the total time to the general

education Yequirement. He not only regarded a general education ag

candidate, Ip summary, James Conant designed a pfogram which empha-
sizes a general education, provides for work ip an area of concentration
(even in the elementary school), includes a professional studies com-
ponent, but places a reduced emphasis on the term "theory of education",

which includes curriculum, school organization, and teaching methods,
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studies component and the professional studies component. Teachgrs
ought to have as much general knowledge as possible, not only
because it is necessary for them to be well educated, but because
it will support their field of teaching gpeqialization. The
professional studies component should include humanistic and
behavioral studies through which the programs of education can be
studied with respect to the findings of sociology, economics,
pqlitical science, anthropology, and psychology. The professional
component must also include educational theory with léboratory and
clinical experience.

The models for elementary teacher education funded by the
US Office of Education provide ideal proposals for synthesizing the
dimensions of a teacher education.program. The specific models which

lead most directly to the dimensions of the Performance Criteria .for

Teacher Rducation include the University of Massachusetts Model (Allen,

1968). As stated earlier in the development of the PCTE, the .
Massachusetts program described three major parts: subject matter
competency, presentation competency, and professional decision mak-
ing competency. A further analysis of the professional competency
would demonstrate that it includes professional knowledge and
organizational and planning skills. Therefore the parts of this
model program directly support the selection of the dimensions of
the PCTE. The Florida State Model (Sowards, 1968) presented the
elements of program similar to the University of Massachusetts Model
and both therefore lead to the program dimensions developed for the

PCTE. The Florida State University program proposal labeled the
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parts.instructional strategies OT communication competenciess;
selection and organization of content, formulating objectives, and
evaluation skills fit very closely the planning competenciles of the
PCTE} professional responsibilities may be termed professidnal know-
ledge competencies; basic education is gimilar to the general know-
ledge label chosen for the PCTE.

The Teachers' College Model (Joyce, 1968) seemed tO
jntegrate rather apprOpriately the six dimensions of the Florida
State Model, the three parts of the University of Massachusetts
Model, and the program components expressed by the other six funded
proposals. Even though the results of the analysis of many sources
have led to the synthesis of the PCTE, it follows rather closely one
of the models - the Teachers' College Model. Joyce (1968) termed:
the performance phase of teaching the ninteractive teaching" dimension,
and the PCIE uses the label Communication Competence. The PCTE
includes the dimension Planning Competence which closely relates to
what Joyce termed . the "ipstitution building' aspects of teaching and
the teacher education program. The remaining dimension of the
Teachers' College program, "teacher—scholar", relates mostly to the
General Knowledge and the Professional Knowledge dimensions of the

Criteria for Teacher Education (PCTE) .

~ Performance

The Performance criteria for Teacher fducation has been
synthesized from the literature and is made up of a framework of
four dimensions: Communication Competence, Planning Competence,

pProfessional Knowledge and Attitudes, and General ¥nowledge and

Attitudes. The attempt has been made above to demonstrate that these
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dimensions follow from an analysis of the relevant literature of the
field. In order that one may fully understand the scope of each of
the dimensions, it is imperative to describe the essential components

of each of the dimensions.

The Components of the Dimensions

The Communication Compctcncc dimcnsion refers primarily to

LhP tcavher~pup11 JnstluctlonJJ relationship and the awareness,
sc]ocLlon, plaLfJCL, and evaluation of thc Jnstlucrlonal straLegieg.
Instructional strategies refer to the behavior of the teacher in the
instructional situation while working towards the attainment of the
objectives in light of the needs of the pupils. In the terms of
Jackson (1966) or Joyce (1968), this dimension is largely concerned
with tho interﬂriivc phase of rvnﬁhiﬁg, or the teacher behavior
through which the teacher, pupil, and subject matter interéct.
Although the instructional strategies may be pre-planned, the
éommunication instructional decisions are mainly made in the class-
room during the actval teaching process. The effectiveness 6f such
decisions is at its highest when the teacher processes the conditions
of the immediate envirorment and takes action. An instructional
strategy may range frou no overt teacher behavior to a complex of
verbal and non-verbsl teacher behaviors interlaced with pupil
behavior.

This communication diwcnsion may a]so refer to the
employment of media équipment wvhich may be used in the instructional
situation. Thig dimension includes other communication techniques

which are important' for thc practising teacher: teacher-parent
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interviews, teacher-student guidance involvement, or teacher-teacher
relationships. It may also be possible to list other communication
channels in which the teacher may or may not become involved.

It is appropriate ‘at this foint to add to the description
of this dimension, and to refer to the literature which has been

studied to identify the components of the communication dimension.

That teaching involves communication is a
truism which nobody challenges, whatever his con-
cept of teaching. Yet only recently have educators
begun to analyse teaching with the help of con-
cepts from communications theory (Hyman, 1968,

p. 13).

In a discussion of teaching, Clarke (1970) stated the use
of communication is a necessary condition for teaching, and he stated
- that the teacher must employ cemmunication techniques to develop
interpersonal relations, social order, motivation, and student
activities. Ryans (1963) preferred to regard teacher behavior as
information processing and the teacher as an information system.
Teacher behavior assumed five major categories into which the teacher
behaviors fall: (i) motivating-reinforcing, (ii) presenting-explain-
ing-demonstrating, (iii) organizing-planning-managing, (iv) evaluat-
ing, - (v) counselling-advising. Ryans' first two categories clearly
point to that communication which takes place in the instructional
situation, the first representing a lower level communication
behavior that may set the stage for learning, while the second
refers to a higher level communication strategy.

The communication of information by the teacher may take

any one of several forms, yet it is especially important that the
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communication dimension not be perceived-as inVolving the trans-~
mission of facts alone. The transmission of information may
includeAconcepts and rules as well as facts, and while these may
involve verbal symbols, it may be accomplished by a set of physical
gestures, facial expressions, or the personal-social behavior styles
of the teacher.

The purpbses for which information is processed and commu-
nicated by the teacher also may vary. The information may perform

"a direction-giving or a controlling function. It may be used for
the purpose of éoordinating action that requires the mutual exchange
of information, or it may promote new discoveries.

It should be noted that the communication involved in-the
teaching-learning process is subject to the samé'canstraints as in
any other communication envirohment.' Tﬁe'potential receiver of the
information, the pupil, must attend to the transmission in order that
it may be feceived, and the information communicated by the teacher
may have different meanings for different recéivers.

Ryans discussed other implications of communication for
teacher education. Communication directs attention to the need of
a teacher to be acquainted with the technology of education, that is
with the principles of individualized instruction, programmed learn-
ing and computer assisted instruction, and the use of various learn-
ing aids and media equipment. Communication directs attention to the
behavioral styles of teachers in facilitating information transmission
and subsequent pupil learning. Hopefully, communication also directs

attention to the search for the most appropriate ways of communicating
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information relevant to the funqtioq of the school, and this most
defiﬁitely includes the communication between all members of the

education community: teachers, pupils, administrators, parents,

and members of the community at large. |

It should also be noted in this section that Ryans described
counselling-guiding teacher. behavior. This communication dimension
most definitely refers to the teacher-pupil relationships which may
be regarded as guidance. This is a unique learning situation, and
a key function in the role of the teacher,

Joyce (1968) summarized the need for these communication
competencies "... to possess a wide range of teaching strategies to
bring to bear when they are appropriate". The development of the
interactive teaching component in the Teachers' College Model

influenced the outline of the components of the PCTE:

... he [the teacher] must possess a
repertoire of teaching strategies derived from
theoretical positions on learning, philosophical
stances, and ways of organizing and analyzing the
disciplines. Further, he needs to make decisions
in terms of hypotheses that given a strategy will
have a certain effect on a particular learner, or
group of learners (p. 16).

Joyce amplified a need for a knowledge of teaching strategies, and
the relationships between teaching strategies, learner, and environ-
mental characteristics so that the teacher can make appropriate
instructional decisions. Not only the knowledge of strategies and
the competence in selecting those appropriate, but the ability to
employ the instructional strategy was most fundamental to the

interactive teaching.



The abiiity to make a selection, carry it.out, and assess.

the choices made are included along with a knowledge of a variety of
. teaching strategies in the communication dimension of the Performance
: ——=-olmance

“ Criteria for Teacher Education. The four components of the Communication

Competence dimension are given below:

A, Identification of Communication Strntegies

(An avareness of different strategies and the
principles underlying them.)

B. Selection of Communication Strategies

(Choice of strategies to meet objectives and the
needs of individuals.)

C. Practice of Communication Strategies

(Execution of strategies.)

D. Evaluation of Communication Strategies

(Assessment of the use of strategies.)

The Planning Competence dimension refers.primarily to the

curriculum development process which includes the identification of
the intended outcomes of the curriculum, selecfion and organization
of subject matter and materials, the use of evaluation skills and
techniques for planning individual and group programs, and the
leadership and organizational skillg essential in managing.the
énvironmen£ to accomplish the planned goals. Whereas the commu-
nication diﬁension refers to the interactive phase of teaching, the
planning dimension focuses upon the pPre-active phase in the teach-
ing process. The components of the Planning dimension are relevant
to the teacher's involvement in a specific subject curriculum at the

classroom level, or they are also applicable to the teacher's anti-

cipated involvement in curriculum at the system level.
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The literature.analysed in the development of .this per-
formance model, the PCIE, provided almost:in all cases the identi-
fication of the first three components of this dimension: formulat-
ing goals or objectives in curriculum planning,'selectihg and
organizing content and materials for the curriculum, and the eval-
uation of pupiis and program. A close examination of various céné
ceptual models for curriculum -development (Emans, 1966) will provide
these three components consistently appearing in the curriculum
design models. The fourth component of the PCIE, leadership and
organization or interpersonal and intrapersonal organizational skills
involved in planning, appears to be implicit in the successful
implementation of the curriculum process. The authors, Lucio and
McNeil (1962), devoted large sections of their® treatment of super-—
vision to the leadership-and érganization evident and.most'necéssary
in curriculum development. Saylor and Alexander (1966)- discussed
the subject of curriculum in much detail, and they included entire
chapters to the question of leadership and management in curriculum
planning.

Clarke (1970) described curriculum as one set of the
important variables which has an effect on teaching. There is
a direcfirelationship between the curriculum variables and - the
teaching process. These prominent curriculum variables - include
the curricular objectives which specify the student's intended
behavior, and provide direction to teaching. Having identified
the objectives, the teacher then plans and designs the curricular

activitics so that students have a high probability of attaining
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the stated objectives. The_teaching»planning process must not ter-
minate at this point, but the teacher must evalqate the curriculum
and its outcomes . such that he may modify and even redesign the. cur-
riculum beginning at the definition of objectives. Clarke stated
that the evaluation element of the curriculum process often mérks
the difference between teachirg as a craft activity and teaching -
as a professional activity,

Ryans (1963) in his systemé‘approach to teaching cited
the organizing—planning—Managing system of teacher behavior. He
directed attention to this role of the teacher 4s a coordinator
of teaching-learning. The teacher is viewed ag the organizer and
planner of the instructional process, employing whatever techniques
and media that may contribute best to the achievement of the pur—
poses of instruction in a particular situation.

This system of teacher behavior outlined by Ryans means
more than an. involvement between teacher and learner. Such planning,
organizing, and managing may take place at the school level or the
system level. It relates to the behavior essential for total cur-
riculum planning within the organizaﬁion. The teacher often operates
within a team structure at the school or district level, and there-
fore neéessary to this role is an ability to contribute as a member
of a team. The nature and the amount of contribution to a team by
an individual is highly dependent upon the capacity of the indivdual,
however, . there remains a professional Tesponsibility on the part of
the teacher to participate as a contributing member of the team,

The University of Pittsburgh Model (Southworth, 1968) stated

T R Y st 5 bt ., T e e e e



53

a third requirement of a program of teacher education for the
individualization of instruction.. The nine categories of this
requirement referred’ to ki) specifying learning goals, (ii) .assess~
ing pupil achievement of learning goals, (iii) diagnosing- learner
characteristics, (iv) planning long-term and short—-term 1earnipg(

_ programs with pupils,. (v) guiding pupils with their learning tasks,,
(vi) directing off-task pupil behavior, (vii) evaluating the learner,
(viii) employing team work with colleagues and (ix) enhancing self
development. Although not all of these categories néed be included
under the planning dimension of tlie PCTE, the requirement of the
University of .Pittsburgh Model known as "teacher competencies"
generally refers to the same performances and experiences in the
planning .dimension of the PCTE.

The University of Georgia Model (Johnson, 1968) specified -
the component of the teacher education program known as ''instructional
improvement and professionél development”. Included within this
specification were elements such as ability to find and use resources
for unit improvement, observation techniques for the assessment of
program effects, and writing instructional objectives. It is
important to’ the synthesis of the PCTE and the planning dimension
to focus upon the'element in the Georgia Model called "ability to
contribute as a group member', which also appeared under the
heading cof instructional improvement and professional development.
The component of the PCTE as leadership and organization would
account for this group involvement attribute in the University of

Georgia Model. But also this component of the PCTE refers partly
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as tﬁe_human‘relations element.

The University of Massa;husetts Model (Allen, 1968) stated
that one of the necessary "corperstone.criteria” involves human
relations. Allen defined human relations as the behaviors exhibited
iﬁ relation to self and‘other individuals,haud in relation.tobgroups.
Any human beha&iors engaged in intrapersonal or interpersonal
activities represent human relations behaviors. One may define
human relations more precisely in the context of planning and the
_ﬁecision making process as organizational intgraction. |

Joyce (1968) termed "institution building" the process of
creating educational institutions, working with colleagues and
others, identifying the objectives of the schools, and identifying
the methods and procedures which may be used to achieve these
objectives. Within this component of the Teachers' College Model
were included the processes creating curricular patterns for the
school, developing the social system of the school and developing
the technical support systems in the school.

The planning dimension of the Performance Criteria for

Teacher Education includes those essential elements of planning

synthesized from the literature cited above. The four components

of the Planning Competence dimension are given below:

E. Formulating Objectives
(Constructing objectives for curriculum
planning.)
T. Selection and Organization of Content and Materials

(Choice of content, materials, and resources -in
relation to objectives.)
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G. CEvaluation of Pupils and Program
(Evaluating pupils and program in relation
to objectives.)

H. Leadership and Organization

(Intetrpersonal and “intrapersonal organization’
skills.)

The. Professional Knowledge and Attitudes dimension refers

to the body of professional knowledge which is oftep regarded as
educational theory. The elements of this dimension include -an
understanding of the role and responsibility of the profesgional-
educator. in the profession and in society; an understanding of the
vphysical, social, intellectual, and emotional development of children;
an understanding of the processes of human learning; and a knowledge
of relevant resources for professional information with -a basic
understanding of the analysis and interpretation of professional
literature.

It has been explained in the earlier description of the
PCTE that the components and dimensions of this model are inter-
dependent, and the professional knowledge dimension of the teacher
education program is one dimension of the model which is fundamental
to other competencies stated in other dimensions. Many aspects of
the professional knowledge dimension are basic to the competencies
specified in the communication and planning dimensions. Prior to
one's capability to make professional decisions in the communication
or planning phase of teaching is a knowledge on which to base such
decisions.

In a discussion of teacher education programs John MacDonald
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(1968). emphasized the study of the theory of teaching and. the practis-
ing teacher's ability to make rational decisions. It has been argued
that because teaching is such a complex decision making operation, one
cannot- hope to develop competence in every particular decision situa-
tion. llowever, a foundation in the knowledge'of.phe brofession may
provide the best preparation for the professional teacher who is
capable of making decisions.-

The.support for the dimension of a teacher education program
termed professional knowledge arises out of many soufces in the liter-
ature on teacher education. The American Association of Colleges for
Teacher. Education (1967) included the "professional studies component"
as a fundamental part in their standards and evaluative criteria for
the accreditation of all teacher education programs. 'Within these-
"standards' AACTE outlined the humanistic and béhavioral studies area
concerned with the nature and the aims of education, the curriculum,
organization and administration of a school system, and the process
of teaching-learning. The problems of education could be examined
with respect to the findings and methods of sociology, economics,
political science, and psychology. These behavioral and humanistic
studies differed from the usual study of these disciplines in that
they take their departure from problems in education, rather than
from the problems of the disciplines themselves.

The AACTE professional studies component also included
educational theory with laboratory and clinical experience which
implied a body of knowledge ahout teaching and learning that could

be the basis for rules of practice. If teaching is to he more than.
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& craft, teachers are expected_tovknqw the theoretical Principles

Which justify the rules they folloy. Although there may. be little

empirical,evidenee to support this assumption,‘many pPrograms sub-

‘seribe to this,guiding statement, Included .also within the pro-

fessional studies component was the role of research in the pProgram,
meaning the development on the part of. the teacher candidate of an

awareness of research and its implications for teaching: These

"elements in the AACTE>standards support a focus on the professional

-knowledge dimension in a model for teacher education. Explicit

within this dimension of a program is a 'knovledge base in the .
fundamental processes of learning, understanding the aspects of

child development, understanding the nature of the education pro-

" fession and its ‘place within society; and also an awaremess of the

research and &evelopment within: the field of education.

James Conant (1953), in his assessment of teacher education.
in America, -called for a realistic balance between the theory and
practice within teacher educationp, While Conant did call for a
reduced emphasis upon the study of the Philosophy, history, and
sociology of edncation, he placed a Special emphasig upon other
areas of educational theory, He endorsed a program which placed
considerable weight on the understanding of the individual so that
the teacher -candidate would be better Prepared to cater to the
individual needs of his students. His view yag that future teacher
education Programs must provide a sound knowledge of the growth of

children and the processes of learning'relevant to children. The

studies of thig nature were particularly relevant to the pPreparat:ion

e e e T e e ...x..___._M‘_-\*-....A-,.n-‘_;
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of elementary school teachers.
Broudy (1965) examined the criteria for the professional
preparation of teachers and regarded a person with professional

ethics as a highly desirable outcome of a teacher education ‘program. -

. He also expressed the concern for the preparation of an educated

person to make professional decisions regarding educational policy,
curriculum designs, organization, and strategies of teaching and
learning. As a member of the education profession he also called
for the teacher's knowledge of research in the field.

MacDonald (1966), Clarke (1971), and Smith (1963), and
others writing in teacher education,.contenaed that there exists
a general teaching theory. 1In his writings, MacDonald stated that
professional knowledge and research are fundamental to the education
of the teacher candidate. There is a necessity'for’a theory to
complement teaching. In the words of Smith, "to train a teacher
may cripple his innovative capacity", but the knowledge of a theory
of ‘teaching may provide the background for creativity and change in
the teaching process. Clarke (1971) explored the relationship
between a teaching theory and a theory of learning, concluding that
learning theory is a necessary, but not a sufficient condition for
teaching theory. If teaching acts are to be explained, learning
theory is not eﬂough, yet the propositions of teaching theory must
be consistent with the propositions of learning theory. It there-
fore follows that if the professional knowledge dimension of the
PCTE includes a general teaching theory, then the components of
this dimension must involve an understanding of chiidreu and the

nature of learning,
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The elementary teacher educatipn models of the US Office
of Education provide a main source of support for the validation of
the professiongl knowledge dimension of the PCTEr In the major
components of the University.of Pittsburgh Model "professional
education" was detailed to include learning theories, child devélop—
ment, general psychology, decision making and change, and an ability
to participate in research endeavours serving pegching. Also within
thig componept wvas ;he abilityhto qnalyze one's strengths and weale—-
nesses relating to prqfessional_behavior.

The proposal of a model for elementary teacher education
by Teachers' College (Joyce, 1968) was designed around the theme
"teacher as innovator" and this proposal relied heavily upon the
teacher candidate's knowledge of professional theory: .a knowledge
of the alternate missions of the school; a study of the world of
the child and the individual differences of. children; a study of
the teaching-learning process; and a knowledge of the theoretigal
and research literatgre pgrtaining to the development of the social
system of the school. The conceptual framework of the Teachers'
College Model provided a direct support for the organization and
content of the Professional Knowledge and Attitudes dimension of
the PCTE.

The professional knowledge dimension of the Performance

Criteria for Teacher Education includes those components synthesized

_from the literature studies, part of which is reported. above. The
four components of the Professional Knowledge and Attitudes dimension

are outlined below,;
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I. Professional Role and Responsibility
(The role and responsibility of the educator
in the profession and in society.)
J. Child Development
(Understanding the physical, social, intellectual
and emotional development of children.)
. K.  Human Léarning

(Understanding learning.)

L. Research

(Remaining up-to-date with the research
literature.)

The General Knowledge and Attitudes dimension refers to a

general education which might be part of an& professiopal preparation
program, and balanced in the areas of the humanities, social sciences
and the natural sciences. This dimension.also includes the develop-
- ment of knowledge, skills, apnd attitudes in areas of teaching special-
ization relevant to the school curriculum. Although there are many
parts of this dimension which may overlap with the components of the
professional knowledge dimension, the general knowledge dimension
refers to an education in its widest scope and it is quite possible
that components in other dimensions of a teacher education program
- have their basic assumptions rooted in the general education base.
The components of the general education dimension grew
out of a careful examination of the literature on teaching, and
teacher educa;ion._ It has been found that teacher education pro-
grams, with almost no exceptions, include thg ggneral education
dimension in the program design. The literature on teaching

appears to support the view that a general knowledge of the
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environment is fundamental to the performance of the teacher.

In Conant's (1963) examination of teacher education pro-

- grams in the United States he found that there was a segment of-all

programs that was concerned with the general education of the teacher

candidate. In his proposals for future teacher education programs

-he strongly endorsed the inclusion of the general education dimension.

He advocated a solid academic background for the education of the

teacher candidate, and called for compétenéy exams for the areas of

‘teaching specialization. In his view the teacher must remain an

effective and confident member of any community, and toward this end’

_he emphasized a sound education in philosophy, sociology, anthropology,

economics, political science, and psychology.

That elementary teachers should be liberally educated was
a premise agreed upon by the National Commission on Teacher Education
and Professional Standards (1963). It was believed that a liberal
arts education was pertinent to competence in elementary teaching,
and helped prepare the teacher to serve as.a resource person‘for
children. The teacher with & broad intellectual understanding could
devote more of her energies to the exploration of alternate ways of
teaching varied children in changing situations.

La Grone (1965) designated the structures and uses of
knowledge as one of the major elements of a pre-~service teacher
education curriculum, and part of his rationale for its inclusion
is given below.

... it [structures and uses of knowledgel is
designed to assist the propsective teacher in see-~’

ing knowledge as a whole - its kinds, its sources,
its underpinnings and its justifications (p. 75).
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1t would appear that general ecducation offers more than simple.breadth
of background, but also a mode of thinking to contribute to'the
prospective teacher.

In the University of Toledo Model (Dickson, 1968) one of
the five conditions of life and education considered of prime importance
to phe.teacher education program was the component known as societal
factors. The agsumption involved was that each teacher must be aware
of the cultural differences which may be external to but, nonetheless,
influential upon the educational setting. This assuoption places a
somewhat different light upon the rationale for a general education
.dimension. The components which follow would put considerable
emphasis upon cultural and societal factors which are extraneous to
the usual classroom situation.

Closely related to the general education sequence of the
curriculum for toachers is a méjor area of specialization. In this
regard the National Commission on Teacher Education and Professional

gtandards (1963) has stated:

In addition to work in general education and
professional study, bhoth elementary and secondary
school teachers should engage in specialized study
in one major field of learning (p. 12).

B.0. Smith (1969) summed up his treatment of the subject .

matter preparation of teachers in the following way.

cee wetmdmrSMlemmqmecmWam
he is to teach as well as that of the dis-
ciplines from which his instructional subject
matter may be taken. The first is necessary
for teaching anything at all. The sccond
gupplies a depth of knowledge essential to
the teacher's feeling of intellectual secu-

et o o e s 8 2 e e = 7 2 20 et i e e e R 0 © oo s st it 0 = 'MM-’—-—’—_“_‘-‘T’M-
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rity -and his ability to handle instructional
content with greater understanding . 12).

It is interesting that Smith'(l969) utilized the term
discipline which he defined as an area of inquiry containing a
distinct%yg body of concepts and‘princiﬁles, with techniques for
explo;ing the area and for correcting and expanding the body of
knowledge. Many other sources of the literature described the
general education concept or set by referring to the broad labels
known as the hqmanities,‘social sciences, and the natural sciences.
At this point it.is worthvhile to attempt to identify how the com-
ponen;s of the general knowledge dimension should be identified.

The Syracuse University Model (Hough, 1968) described the
general education dimension by referring to the peacher pandidate's
preparation in the humanities, social sclences, and the natura£
) sciences. The intent of this part of the program was "to free
students so that they may transcend ignorance and limiting special-
ization". In a somewhat lengthy treatment of the terms liberal

arts and liberal education the model included this explanation.

What is necessary for liberal education
to truly liberate is the inclusion of the
social sciences and the natural sciences [as
well as the humanities]. Moreover, the
orientation of the interdisciplinary approach
seems to provide the student with fruitful
activities which foster a genuine liberal
‘education (p. 75).

The Syracuse Model was to provide a clear alternative to the tradi-
tional policy regarding 1iberal education, an alternative favouring

an interdisciplinary approach to liberal education.
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In the University of Pittsburgh Model (Southworth, 1968),
the general education dimension of the elementary teacher education
- program was described as academic knowledge, ‘and .it was referred to
as studies in the humanities; social sciences, and the natural
' scieﬁces. The iptents of fhis dimension: included the understanding
of major models of inquiry employed in gaining and applying know-
ledge, an understanding of the souréés of prejudice and means of
resolving such human prejudice, and anIUHderstanding of the major
goals of learning and the knowledge of how they are represented in
the school curriculum.

The University of Georgia Model (Johnson, 1968) and the
University of Massachusetts Model (Allen, 1968) chose to describe
the general education aspect of a 'program in terms of the subject
areas, and therefore specific‘disciplines or éhbjects were ihcluded.
However, all of the models studied did include the element of a
general educati;n, and a portion of this general education was leff
for the intensive study in areas whicﬁ may'be relevant to an area for
teaching specialization.

The general knowledge dimension of the Performance Criteria

for Teacher Education can best be described by referring to four

components which provide the most common outline of the scope of a
general education, and includes the component relevant to some
specialization for teaching. The four components of the general
knowlédge dimension of the PCTE folloy.

M. Study of Teaching Specialization

-(Understanding the content relating directly
to the school curriculum.)
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N. Study of the Humanities.

(Artistic, moral, and cultural growth.)

0. Study of the Social Sciences

(Understanding of the local and global
society.)

P. Study of the Natural Sciences and Mathematics

(Understanding of the natural environment.).

TII. THE ROLE OF JUDGES IN THE MODEL DEVELOPMENT

A group of nine judges were involved in an éttempt to
validate the use of the PCTE as a frameworklrepresentative of the
components of a teacherbeducaﬁion program. The judgés were a group
of graduate students in the Departmént of Elementary Education at
the University of Alﬂertﬂ who represented a 'wide variety of expéricnces
in educati&n. These indivi&uals were also directly involved in the
elementary teachér education program at the University. The panel
was requested (i) to determine if the dimensions of the fréﬁework
actually represented all the major barts of a teacher education
curriculum, (ii) to determine whether the components of eaéh
dimensién include all elements of that dimension, (iii) to judge
whether the panel could relate to the total model so that it might
be useful in understanding the nature and the scope of a teacher
education program.

' The model was presented to the panel of judges by the
author who described the nature and intent of such a conceptual
framework (see Appendix B). The specific intent of the model for

the purposes of this study was described to the judges along with
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the future applications of such a model. lt was also explaiped that
the model wasg built to represent the sufficient Components of g
teacher education pProgram, and while the model ig applicable-to
most teacher education Programs, it wag to be judged as a model for

an elementary teacher education curriculum.,

major dimensiong of a teacher education Program, The Jjudges were
then free to discuss thig question among themselves, and to query
the researcher to test the validity of the use of these four labels

as the dimensions of the model,

Vas questioned, ang 50 also was the yge of ‘the term "knowledge" in

the Professional Knowledge angd General Knowledge dimensiong. In the
case of the former question, the Jjudges suggested a change in the
ordering of the dimensiqns in.the model. The outline of the dimensiong
of the mode] Was altered ag a result of papel's Suggestion and the

order of Presentation of the dimensiong became - Communication

Knowledge = the dimensiops Professional Knowledge and General Know-
ledge changed order, In the case of the use of the term ”knowledge",

the judges questioned itg limiting Meaning to thoge outcomes which
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* The terp ”attitudes"

> and Gepey

b
interdependence of one comp

mode] was fyr

Judges,

am to identify clearly more Precige per~
formance Standargg, The PCTE, developed fronm

the literature
and the Validation by

‘the judges, is outlined in Figure 1.
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PERFORMANCE CRLTLRLA FOR TEAGIHR ENUCATI0N

ggm@unig:giop_§Qantcnrv

A. ldentification of Cormmication Strategles
(An careness of different strateries, and the prineiples
underlying the.) '
B.- Sclection of Communication seroatepices
(Choice of stratepics to meet objectives and the needs
of individuals.)

C. VPractice of Coumunication Strategics
(Execution of strategics.) :

D. Evaluation of Communi cation Strategies
(Asscssment of the use of strntcgics.)

Planning Competence

E. TFormulating Objectives
(Constructing objectives for curriculum planning:)

¥. Selection and Organization of Content-and Materials
(Choice of content, materials, and resources jin relation

to objcctives.)

G. Evaluation of Pupils and Program
(Evaluating pupils and program in relation to objectivcs.)

1. Leadership and Organization .
(Interpersanal and dintraperzoral arpantzation ckills.)

Profcssinnnl_ynouledga and Ateitudes

Al
I. Professional Role and Responsibility
(The role and rasponsibility of the educator in the
profession and in society.)

J. Child Development
(Understanding the physical, social, intellectual, and

emotional. development of children.)

»

2.  lNuman Learniog
(Understanding learning.)

L. Research

(Remaining up-to-date with the research literature.)

General Knowledge and Attitudes

M. Study of Teaching Specialization ]
(Understanding content relating directly to school curriculum.)

N. Study of Humunities )
(Artistic, moral and cultural growth.)

0. Study of Social Sclences
(Understanding of tocal and global society.)

r Study of natural Stoiences and lathematics
(Understanding of the natural cuvironment.)

Figure 1: An Outline of the Conceptual Model for Teacher Education
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IV. SUMMARY

In this chapter was described the literature which was used
to validate the model for teacher evaluation called the Performance

Criteria for Teacher  Education. A variety of sources were used,

including much of the relevant literature on teaching as well as
teacher education. An extensive sﬁudy has been made of the elemen-
tary teacher education model funded by the US Office of Education
as they represent much of the most recent work in teacher education.
Described also in this chapter was the involvement of a group of
judges which served to validate the model framework employed in

the development of the PCTE was given at the conclusion of this

chapter.

|



CHAPTER IV
RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS AND PROCEDURES
In this chapter is reported the procedures used for the

jdentification of objectives from each component of the model,

Performance Criteria for Teacher Education, which has been developed.

Objectives at two levels of specificity were employed in the con-

struction of a Q-sort research instrument, The Teacher Education

Opinionnaire, whose development is also described in this chapter.
A briefvoverview of the research design is followed by a description’
of the population aﬁd sampleé involved in the study;. The chapter
concludes with tﬁe testing scheduie utilized in this study and the
description of statistic;l procedures.empl;yed in the treétment ;f

the data.

!

I. THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE TEACHER EDUCATION OPINIONNAIRE

‘An instrument designed to record the opinions of various
persons concerning the objectives of an elementary teacher education
program was constructed employing the dimensions and components of
the PCTE. The version of thisjinstrument used in this study was

divided into two forms, each form containing sixteen statements of

objectives (see Appendix C). TForm I of The Teacher Education
Opinionnaire (TEO) was made up of sixteen level one statements of
objectives, while Form II contained sixteen level two objectives.

The construction of this instrument began with the design
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of objectiveg Tepresentative of the Components of the PCYE, From
the description of the dimension and the dimension Component, it was
Possible to generate objectives Tepresentative of the substaneive
nature of the component:, Objectives for al1 components of the

model were obtained by referring to many books ang articles relat-
iné to eiemen;ary teacher education, as well ag frqm tbe course
outlineg of many elementary teacher_education Programs inp Canada

and the United States., 71t vas also feasible to state any objectiveg

the choice of suitable Statements of objectiveg, Form I of the
instrument Was to contaip sixteen Statementsg, each Tepresentatiye of
a8 component of the model; Form IT was to have Sixteen objectives,

each Tepresentative of a Component of the model. The Form II

The Validation of the Tk

The Statements of Objectives of the TEO were validated by

a4 panel of Judges whose tagk it was to Teact to the two basic questiong.
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First, the .panel was asked to judge whether a statement or objective
followed directly from a particular component of the PCTE. Tt then
became necessary fbr the members of the panel to become familiar with
the PCTE, and its dimensions and components. A total of thirty-two
objectives were screened in this manner; pairs of objectives were
generated from each of the sixteen components of the PCTE. Although
man& objectives were formulated initially, those thougﬁt to be the
best objectives were presented to this panel. The second question
to which the’panel members were required to respond was that of
level or specificity of the pair of objectivesvrepresentative of the
particular component; After a given pair was presented the judges
were asked to indicate which objective was written at the level tivo,
or more specific level. Once high agreément was reached on these
dﬁestions, it was éssumed that thé paifsnof objectives were in fact
Tepresentative of the components of the performance model, and that
each objective of the pair was written at a different level, one
clearly more specific than the other. To the first question of

this validation, the researcher looked for unanimous agreement

from the panel. For the‘second question, an agreement by eighty
percent (80%) of the panel membérs was deémed acceptable,

The level two objectives of Form II of the instrument were
to be applicable to basic courses in the elementary teacher education
program within many subject areas, and therefore it was imperative
that these statements be validated for this purpose. The judges
were selected also for their representation of the many areas of

the elementary school curriculum: = art, mathematics, physical
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education, read?ng and language arts, science, second language, and
social studies. The panel of judges was asked to ascertain whether
each level two statement would be relevant to the variety of subject
areas of specialization listed above.

The lanaguage used in the construction of the statements
at level one was checked to verify the degree of difficulty. Because
students in teacher education programs and school teachers were latér
to respond to the instrument, a group, of student teacheré and teachers
in the field were requested to read the objectives of Form I and to
interpret their meanings. The interpretations were checked by the
investigator with the intended meanings. Following this procedure
it was assumed that the statement items were written in a language
appropriate for student teachers,~school teachers, and teacher

educators.

The Results of the Validation

The first gfﬁup of eight judges consisted of graduate
students who were studying towards masters and doctoral degrees in
the Department of Elementary Education at the University of Alberta.
An attempt was made to find judges_for a panel who had a varying
background in the elementary school curriculum and the teacher
education program. Most of the judges had taught in a teacher
education program. The firét task preseﬁted was to verify whether
each pair of objectives were représentative of a given component of
the PCTE, and following this, each pair was judged to determine
whether the level two objective was indeed distinguishably more

specific than the other objective.
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The thirty-two objectives presented to the first group of
judges are listed in Appendix B, and all pairs but five were deter-
mined to differentiate between level one and level two by an agree-
ment of over eighty-five percent (85%). The other five pairs only
produced a seventy—five percent. (75%) agreement among .the panel members,
and so this investigator re-wrote and modified the five paifs'iﬁ
question.

The second task of the panél was fé determine whether each
pair of objectives did represent, or could have been generated from,
a particular component of the PCTE. The first panel of judges found
that only- one objective was not clearly from the intended component
of the PCTE. This objective was also re-written.

A second panel of judges, consisting of eight -different
graduate students-but similar to the first in éxperiehcé within the
field,-was asked to react to the five modified objectives. The
results provided tﬁe,information necessary to assume that all pairs
of items could be differentiated by the level of specificity. But
this panel of judges did uncover one other item which may not bq a
clear representation of a particular component of the model. This
one objective was completely re-written, and submitted to a third
panel of judges, where it was validated for use in the instrument.

The panels of judges also verified the use of each item
in Form IT in the eight areas of'fhe éurriculum, and also in the
specializations of early childhood education and special education.
In the view of the judges, all the level two objectives were releﬁant

to the variety of areas of specialization.



A group of eight student teachers who were freshmen, and
five.teachers in elementary schools were requgsted to read through
the objectives in Form I and interpret their meanings. The inter-
pretation attached to each statement by these groups appeared con-
gruent with the intended meanings, and it was therefore concluded
that student teachers and school teachers would have no difficulty

with the language used in the statments of objectives in Form I.

The Q Methodology

A force choice technique was selected as a necessary
approach to require judges to make decisions about the two levels

of objectives in Form I and Form II of The Teacher Education

Opinionnaire. The support from the literature on the Q' methodology

and the research using this technique led to the employment of the

Q technique in The Teacher Education Opiniomnaire. This instrument

was pilot tested to ascertain its feasibility for this research

problem.

The Sorting Procedure

The TEO was divided into three sections (see Appendix C).
Section I requested the personal information about the respondent;
Section II contained Form I of the opinionnaire and presented on
separate cards the sixteen level one statements; Section III was
made up of Form II of the TEO and provided sixteen level two
objectives, each on an individual card. Form I contained the
statements relating to the objectives of an elementary teacher

education program, while in Form II the statements of objectives
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concerned a basic. course designed to acquaint elementary teacher
candidates with instruction in the elementary school. The respon-
deﬁt dealt with the statements as he would a deck of -cards, sorting-
them into the forced distribution in Figure 2 by moving those he

perceived as most important to the left, and those least important

- to the right, with the bulk of the statements in-.the intermediate

range. After sorting the statements into the three gross piles,
the respondent was requesﬁed to sort them into seven piles - the
most important in the first pile,.the two next imporgant in the
second pile, three next important in the third pile,. four in the.
fourth, three in the fifth, two in the sixth, and the one least
important in the seventh pile. In all cases the Form I statements

were sorted first,

5 6 7
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Figure 2. The Q-Sort Distribution

Prior to sorting the level two statements in Form II the
subjects were requested to identify the basic course with an area
of teaching specialization: art, mathematics, physical education,
reading and language arts, science, second language, social studies,

If the subject did not specify an area, he was asked to record the
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area not 1nc1uded in the list or to note thaL he preferred not to
identlfy with any particular area of specialization.

IT. THE PILOT STUDY

A pilot sLudy was conducted in March, 1971. The purpose

of this study was to field test The Teacher qucatlon OpJnlonnalre

with a group of teacher educators (1) to determine if the TEO is

a feasiblg and valid instrument for assessing the elementary teacher
education objectives at two levels of specificity, (2) to establish
the most suitable means of contacting teacher. educators and admin-
istering the instrument to this group, and (3) to determine the

most appropriate way of collecting interviey information from teacher

educators.

Design of the Pilot

N

A group of thirty teacher educators in the Faculty of
Education at the University of Calgary were contacted and requested
to participate. Each member of the sample was initially asked to
establish his position in the target population by answering whether
he perceived part of his role or fesponsibility as a member of staff
to be the education of the elementary teacher candidate. If the
answer to the above was positive, then the individual was regarded
as a member of the target population; if the answer was negative,
then the individual wag eliminated from the target population.

Twenty-one of the thirty staff members contacted in the
University of Calgary-were determined ag members of the target

population and they were asked to complete the TEO. Nineteen teacher,
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educators in the sample did respond. Of those completing the
questionnaire, twelve staff members were eventually interviewed to
obtain information about the instrument itself and about the
objectives of an elementary teacher education curriculum. These
interviews provided the opportunity to validate further to.the TEO
instrument as a research tool for measuring the perceptions of

objectives of an elementary teacher education program.

Results of the Pilot Studv

The interviews with the teacher educators in the pilot study
produced an opportunity to examine the fea31b111ty of ~employing the
TEO in the main research study. The over-all agreement of the pilot.
group was that the TEO is a valid instrument for determining the
perceptions of individuals regarding the level one and level two
objectives of an elementary teacher education program.

The pilot group agreed that the instrument included tﬁe
essential elements of a teacher education program, and no suggestions
‘of objectives not covered in the instrument were made. In the words
of one teacher educator interviewved, the level ome objectives and
the sorting procedure did provide "a means of looking at the ideal
elementary teacher education prbgram”. Although some of the teacher
" educators responding indicated that they could relate to the total
teacher education program in the most general way, others dld state
that their frame of reference was a particular area of speciallzatlon,
such as social studies, science, physical education, or early child-
hood education.

It was agreed hy*the respondents in the pilot study that
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that Form I objectives were very broadly stated goals, but that as
a grsup of sixteen statements they were expressed at about the same
level of generality. There was some thought that three items of the
General Knowledge and Attitudes Dimension (Items N7, 0], and P7)
might be stated at a slightly more general level, but there vas no
agreement about this concern. Some respondents thought that the -
objectives generated from the Communication Dimension (Items AT’ 37,
Cz; and 07) were very closely related and that they may not be
independent statements, however, most of the pilot staff interviewed
agreed after a deeper analysis of the statements that they could
indeed be regarded as distinct componeﬁts and essential to the
communication process in teaching.

The statements of objectives of Form II were perceived to be
at a more specific level than those in Form I, and it was felt that all
level two objectives applied to the number of areas of teaching special-
ization in the elementary school. Some statements‘were more difficult
tb reléte to certain areas than other statements, but the respondents
agreed that this was not a serious problem. All the level two state—
ments of objectives were found to be clear in meaning, except one
statement - able to perform the basic skills included in a subject
area of the elementary school curriculum. Because this statement
consistently was not interpreted clearly the word "content' was
inserted to make the meaning more precise. This objective was
changed to read - able to perform the basic content skills included
in a subject area of the elementary school curriculum, (Item MZ)'

There was only a minor change in the procedure and the
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research instrument used in the pilot {in the preparation of the main
stud&. ;t was therefore decided to report the .results of ;he pilot
study along with the description of all results in Chapter v. The
characteristics of the sample of teacher educators involved in the
pilot study are displayed later in this chapter along with details

for all the samples in this study.

The Reliability of the TEO

Prior to the commencement of the study;'the reliability
of The Teacher Education Opinionnalre was determined. Although'the
literature on the Q methodology (Stephenson, 1953 and Downey,,l9595
supports the sixteen item sort as @ reliable procedure, it was felt
that Form I of the TEO Sheuld be subjected to a test-retest estimation
of its reliability. |

. ” Twenﬁy—two student teachers, all of whom were in the last

three years of the elementary degree program in the Faculty of
Education at the Unlver51ty of Alberta, were administrered Form I
of the TEO omn two occasions, two and one-half weeks apart. After
the first administration of the instrument, the subjects had mno
knowledge that they would be piven ¥orm I to do again.

The results of the first and second administrations of
Form I of the TEO were analyzed and displayed in Table L. The
group ranking of each of the sixteen items and the median used in
determining this rank is presented along with the Spearman rank
correlation calculated between . the two administrations ‘of the TEO

Torm I (rS = .963). TFach item of the sort was individually studied

to determine if the item attained a significantly different relative
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TABLE I

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSTGNED LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES By
STUDENT TEACHERS 1N RELTABILITY sTupy

OBJECTvES ! Level of

Signifi~

cance

COMMUNICATION

COMPETENCE

PLANNING

COMPETENCE

PROFESS [ ONAL

KNOWLEDGE

AND

ATTITUDES

GENERAL

KNOVLEDGE

AND
ATTITUDES

'Thc statemznts of level one objectivesappear on page 167.



position over the two Q-sorts. A Mann Whitney U test (Siegel, 1956),
transforming all values of U to the normal distribution, was per-
formed on all sixteen items to test whether there was any significant
difference in the scores assigned each item.

. When examining these results, it must be kept in mind that

it was only Form I of Egg“?ggghgz_ggygation Opinionnaire that was

tested in this manner. However, it appears that Form I of the TEO
is a very reliable procedure for assessing the level one objectives

of an elementary teacher education program.
III. THE DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

The University of Alberta

The focus of this research problem was to assess the
opjectiveg‘of the elementary teacher educationbprogram at the
University of Alberta. A total of 68 teacher educators, 154 student
teachers, and 50 cooperating teachers gt the University of Alberta

responded to The Teacher Education Opinionnaire, Form I.

The target population of teacher educators at the University
of Alberta was obtained by writing all members of the staff of the
Faculty of Education, 189 persons, to invite them to participate by
responding to the form "Invitation to Participate", a copy of which
appears in Appendix A. Also, the seven staff members of the Depart-
mént of Educational Services of the Faculty of Physical Education
were invited to participate. Each individual was asked whether
part of his role or responsibility as a member of a teacher educa-

tion staff was the cducation of the elementary teacher candidate.

|
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If the staff member perceived this as part of his role or responsi-
bility, he was considered a member of the population. Tor the
purposes of thié investigation, if a staff member did not respond

to the invitation to participate he was not considered as a member
of the target population. This assumption was checked by the
researcher,.and it appeared to be 2 valid assumption. .0f the 189
staff members contacted, 115 returned the Invitation to Participate
and 76 teacher educators were identified as members of the population
of elementary teacher educators. Ninety percent of the populatibn,
or A8 persons, responded to the TEO by completing both forms of this
instrument. Thirty-one members of this sample were interviewed to
gain further information about the validity of thé TEO and to note
specific comments of Canédian teacher educators regarding the
pbjecti&es of an elementary teacher education program. A des;
cription of the sample of the population of teacher educators is
displayed in Table II.

The sample of student teachers at the University of Alberta
was obtained by the method of stratified sampling. Student teachers
enrolled in the elementary route of the degree program in the Faculty
were asked to participate by completing Torm I of the TEO. The
{nstrument was administered to class groups until a‘sample of 154 were
placed in the proportional elements of the population stratification.
The criteria used to stratify the sample population was (i) the
year of study in the degree program, and (ii) the stated area of
specialization in the degree course. In Table ILI the stratified

sample population is compared to the proportion of students kuown' to
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TABLE 17

THE NUMBER or TEACHER EDUCATORS IN TR SAMPLE

Sex;
Male 50
Age:
Under 23 0
21 - 25
26 - 39 14
31 - 35 14

AT THE Un

Female 18
36 - 40 10
41 - 59 18
51 - 60 §
Over gg 4

Years of Teacher Education:

None .6
1 year 5
2 yearg 4
3 years )
- Yearg 6
5 yearg 5
6 & more 47

Yearg of Teaching Experience:

None
1~ Yearg
3-~5 Years
6~ 10 Yearg
11 -~ 35 years
16 Years &'more

4
6
15
17
14
12

LVERSTYT

Y or ALBERTA

Area of Teaching Specialization:

Arg 4
Early Childhood .0
Mathematics 9
Mugic 3
Physicay Educatipn 5
Reading & Lang, Arts gy
Science 7
Secong Lang, 4
Social Studies 5
Speciag Ed, ]
Other ‘ 9
Prefep not to 9
identify :

Principal Area of Concerp in
Teacher Education:

Administration &
Curricygyy & Instruet 39
Foundations 4
Induse, ¢ Voe, Eq 4
Psychology 9
Other 4



TABLE III

STUDENT TEACHERS ~ UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
SAMPLYE AND ACTUAL POPULATION

Total Population Sample
1970-71 Population
Elementary Route

Year One 21.8% 21.4%
Years Two and Three 62.4% 61.7%
Year Four 15.8% 16.9%
100.0% 100.0%
“Art 2.5% 1.7%
Early -Childhood 28.8%.- 26.07%
‘ Mathematics 5.1% 5.0%
Music . 2.5% 1.6%
Physical Education 5.9% 8.3%
Reading and Lang. Arts 15.3% 14.1%
Science 4.27 4,1%
Social Studies 18.6% 18.2%
Special Education 8.3% 7.1%
Other or Not Identified 8.7% 13.9%
100.0% 100.0%

'%Figures based on student teachers in 2nd, 3rd, or 4th year of program

1970-71.
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be members of the sub-groups within the actual student population.
Table IV displays the characteristics of .the sample population of
student teachers in the elementary teacher education degree program
at the University of Alberta.

A random sample of 100 elementary school cooperating teachers
at the University of Alberta was selected from the population of 528
elementary cooperating teachers used by the Division of Field Experiences.
Each of the teachers was written inviting him to participate in the
- study by way of the form "Invitation to Participate'. Two of the
letters mailed to teachers were returned to the sendér aftér they did
not reach théir destination. A total ﬁf‘GO replies was - received,
veight teachers stating that they were unable to participate. Of the
52 instruments mailed to thé cooperating teachers, 96 percent were
completed and returned. VA description of the charécteristics of the
random sample of cooperating teachers is displayed in Table V.

All the testing at the University of Alberta was completed
in the months of April and May, 1971, and therefore all members of the
three samples had an opportunity to respond to the TEO at the same

time in the university academic year.

McGill University

A population of elementary teacher educators in the Faculty
of Education at McGill University was identified utilizing the same
procedure as that employed at the University of Alberta. Each
member of the McGill sample was aékeﬁ to resfond to both forms of
the TEO, and 32 members of the sample were interviewed by the

researcher. A population of 77 teacher educators out of the staff’



Sex:
Male

Age:

 Under 27
21 - 25
26 - 30
31 - 35

Years of 7
None
1 year
2 years
3 yeérs
'4 years
5 years

6 & more

THE NUMBER or STUDENT 7

TABLE IV

EACHERS IN TR SAMPLE

AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

17 Female

71 36 - 40
51 41 - 50
10 31l - 60
10 Over 60
eacher Education:
0
33
47
48
26
0
0

Years of Student Teaching:

None

1 year
2 years
3 years
4 years

55
59
14
0
1

137

Art .

Early Childhood

Matheﬁatics

Music

Physical Education

Reading & Lang. Arts

Science

Second Language

Social Studies

Special Ed.

Other

Préfér nof to |
identify

None - 0
1 - 2 years

3 - 5 years

8
5
6 - 10 years 6
11 - 15 years 3

3

16 years or more

87

Area of Teaching Specialization:

2
46

10
24

22
20

Years of Teaching Experience:
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TABLE V

THE NUMBER OF ELEMENTARY COOPERATING TEACHERS
IN THE SAMPLE AT THE UNIVERSITY
OF ALBERTA

Sex: _ _ Area of Teaching Specialization:
Male 4 10 Fe@ale 40 Art 2
Age: ’ Early Childhood 5
Under 21 0 36 - 40 3 Mathematics 2
21 - 25 26 41 - 50 10 Music 0
26 - 30 14 51 - 60 1 Physical Education 5
31 - 35 4 Over 60 2 Reading & Lang. Arts 6
Science 1
Years of Teacher Educatian: Second Language 0
] Social Studies 5
Nope , 4? . .-, Special Ed. 1
1 year ,4 Other 4-
2 years 12 Prefer not to 19
.3 years 3 identify
4 years 27
5 years 4

6 & more 4

Years of Teaching Experience:

None 0
-1 - 2 years 7
3'- 5 years 14
6 - 10 years 13
11 - 15 years &

16 years & more §
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of 128 was identified as elementary teacher educators at McGill
University. A total of 65 staff completed and returned The Teacher

Education Opinionnaire for a response of 86 percent. The character-

istics of the sample population of elementary teacher educators at

McGill are included in Table vVIi.

Simon Fraser University

A population of 48 elementaiy teacher educators out of a
Faculty of .Education staff of 71 persons was identified at Simon Fraser
University. Each member of the population was requested to complete
both forms of the TEO; a total of 30, or 63 percent of the population
returned the completed instrument. On the staff of the frofessional
Development Centre within the TFaculty of Education were 33 Associates
of the Céunrg, or school téaéheré onﬁa Qne year appointment,in fhé .
teacher education program. OUf the total completed opinionnaires
ééturned, 15 were from Associates of the Centre, with the remainder
from the full-time members of the Faculty of Education. TFourteen
members of the sample were interviewed. The characteristics of this

sample population of elementary teacher educators at Simon Fraser

University are included in Table VII.

The University of Calga;y?

The sample of elementary teacher educators was drawn from
the Department of Curriculum and Instruction in the Faculty of

Education, The University of Calgary. A total of 21 staff members

2Ouly one department of the Faculty of Education, The University’
of Calgary, was involved in the pilot study.



TABLE VI

THE NUMBER OF TEACHER EDUCATORS IN THE
SAMPLE AT McGILL UNIVERSITY

Sex:
Male 40
Age:
Under 21 0
21 - 25 2
26 - 30 4
31 - 35 7

Years of Teacher Education:

None 2
1 year 26
2 years 10
3 years 5
4 years 5
5 years

6 & more 14

Female

36 - 40
41 - 50
51 - 50
Over 60

25

14
22
14

2

Years of Teaching Experience:

None

1 -~ 2 years
3 - 5 years
6 - 10 years
11 ~ 15 years

16 years & more

1
7
9
15
15
18

90

Area of Teaching Specialization:

Art

Early Childhoold

Mathematics

Music

Physical Education

Reading & Lang. Arts 1

Science

Second Language

Social Studies

Special Ed.
Other

Prefer not to
identify

3

Gy~ 9 B W W o NNy O

~

Principal Area of Concern in

Teacher Education:

Administratio

n

g .

Curriculum & Instruct. 38

Foundations
Indust. & Voc
Psychology
Other

§
0
&
3

Years of Experience in Teacher

Education:
1~ 2 yrs.
3 - 5 yrs.

6 - 10 yrs.

10

20

14

11 - 15 yrs.

16 or more

13
8



Sex:
Male 20
Age:
Under 21 0
21 - 25 0
26 - 30 6
31 - 35 5

Years of Teacher Education

None
1 year

2 years

4 years

3
3

5

3 years 2
6

5 years 4
7

6 & more

Female

36 - 40
41 - 50
51 - 60
over 60

TABLE VII

10

S K N &

Years of Teaching Experience

None

1 - 2 years
3 - 5 years
6 - 10 years

11 - 15 years

16 years & more

1

1
4
9
10
4

Principal

THE NUMBER OF TEACHER EDUCATORS IN THE SAMPLE

AT SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY

Area of Teaching Specializ

At

Larly Childhood
Mathematics

Music

Physical Education
" Reading & Lang. Arts
Science

gecond Language
gocial Studies
Special Ed.

Other

prefer not to
identify

Teacher Fducation:

Administration

91

1
0
3
0
4
5
1
0
3
0
4

9

Area of Concern in

3

Curriculum & Instruct. 24

Foundations
Indust. & Voc. Ed.
Psychology

Other

vears of Experience in

Lducation:

1 - 2yrs. 17 11 - 15 yrs.
3-5yrs. 4 16 or more

6 - 10 yrs. Z

3
0
0
0

Teacher

ation:

4
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were identified, of which 19 or 90 percent completed and returned
both.forms of the TEO. Twelve teacher educators of this sample
were interviewed by the researcher. The characteristics of this
sample, used in the pilot study, are included in ‘fable VIII.

As this researcher was able to spend time at the teacher
education institutions, 1t wag therefore not necessary to rely
entirely upon the mail service for the return of completed instru-
ments. It was possible to receive approximately 50 to 60 percent of
the opinionnaires before leaving the particular institution. All
contact with the sample of cooperating teachers, however, had to

be accomplished by mail or telephone.
IV. THE RESEARCH DESIGN

All teacher educators at each of the teacher education
institutions responded to both Form I‘ané Form II of the TEO. Student
teachers and cooperating teachers at the University of Alberta completed
only Form I of the TEQ. A total of 182 teacher educators, 154 student

teachers, and 50 cooperating teachers participated in the study.

Treatment of the Data

The Teacher Education Opinionnaire Form I and Form II was

scored by weighting each category of the Q array, and then depen-
dent upon the category into which the statement was sorted a numerical
value from one (most important) to seven (least important) could be
assigned to the statement.

The data from the TEO were treated using non-parametric

statistics as the measurement provided by the instrument was ordinal,



Sex:
Male
Age:
Under 21
21 - 25
26 - 30
31 - 36

Years of Teacher Education:

None

1 year
2 years
3 years
4 years
5 years

6 & more

Years of Teaching Experience

None

1l - 2 years
3 - 5 years
6 - 10 years
11 - 15 years

16 years & more

TABLE VIII

THE NUMBER OF TEACHER EDUCATORS IN THE SAMPLE
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALGARY™

12

3

1
!
5
0
0
9

Female

36 - 40
41 - 50
51 - 60
Over 60

1
0
5
7
4
2

*
Sample was selected from

Education

.

~ N Y o

Art

Early Childhood
Mathematics

Music

Physical Education
Reading & Lang. Arts
Science

Second Language
Social Studies
Special Ed.

Other

Prefer not to
identify

Principal Area of Concern

Teacher Education:

Administration

Curriculum & Instruct,

Foundations
Indust. & Voc. Id.
Psychology

Other

Education:

1~ 2 yrs. 5
3-5yrs. ¢
6 - 10 yrs., 7

0
0
2
0
0
3
2
0
6
0
0

1

in

only one department in the Faculty of

-—

Area of Teaching Specialization:

oo

S ©o o o

Years of Experience in Teacher

11 - 15 yrs.

16 or more

2
5
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and normality of the distribution of the Statement itemg could not

be aésumed. For each Statement of each form, a frequency distribution
Consisting of Seven categories Was made and the median of this dig-
tribution was computed, The use of the median was more descriptive
of the data in that j¢ is 8enerally cloger to the mode zpg the mediap
is not affected by the skewness of the distribution in the same way
that the mean would pe, The objectives of each form ywere then rankeg

according to the Telative gize of the medians, lowest median ranked
—————541an ranked

number one, and SO on to the highest median which ranked last, The
—2Cr one

members of the 8roup.
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objectives of an elementary teacher education program.

The Computer Programs

The medians of the sixteen distributions within each group
were computed using the statistical package NONPO4 from the DERS
Library of the Division of Educational Research in the Facﬁlty of
Education at the University of Alberta. The Mann Whitney U test
was completed by employing the DERS stétistical package NONPOS5.

The principal components analysis and the varimax rdfation of the
principal axes factors were computed using the DERS statistical

package FACTOL.
V. SUMMARY

This chapter has presented the procedures used in the
construction of an instrument for assessing the level one and
level two objectives of an elementary teacher education program.

A brief overview of the research design used in the pilot and main
study is then followed by a description of the populations and -
samples involved in the study. The chapter concluded with a

discussion of the statistical treatment of the data.



CHAPTER V

THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY

Reported in this chapter are the results of the evaluation
of the objectives as perceived by the subjects of the samples included
in this study. These results are described by focusing first on the
samples which related to the elementary teacher education program at
the University of Alberta. The priorities assigned the level one
objectives are examined for teacher educators, student teachers, and
cooperating teachers involved in the elementary teacher education pro-
gram in the Faculty of Education at the University of Alberta. The
assessments of the level one objectives by teacher educators in three
other institutions in Canada are then ceported and compared. Follow-
ing this, the perceiptions of the level one and the level two objectibes
of all teacher educators who participated in this stuq¥ afe then
described by examining groups of teacher educators takén from the
combined samples from various teacher education institutions.

When examining the résults described in this chapter, the
complete statements of level one and level two objectives may be

referred to on fold-out pages 167 and 168 of this study.

I. THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES

The rank order of the sixteen level one objectives is
displayed in Table IX for teacher educators at the University of

Alberta; the rank orders for student teachers and cooperating
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teachers in the same institution are shown in Table X and Table XI,
respéctively. Thé relative ranking of an objective and the median
of the values assigned the objective by the group are displayed in
the tables. Also included in the tables is the semi-interquartile
range (Q) for each objective. Q is a measure of the agreement
among respondents as to the importance of the particular objective.
The larger the value of the semi-interquartile range, the more dis-’

agreement is indicated.

Teacher Educators

Teacher educators assigned the priority of importance to
an understanding of children (Item 17)’ while the ability to manage
the learning environment (Item H]) and an understanding of the
fundamental processes of learning (ltem Kl) were assigned an equal
second ranking of importance. Although the priority rank was given
Item J]’ this item also displayed the highest dispersion of the
distribution among the group of sixteen objectives, indicating that
there was a high disagreement in placing this objective in the most
important position. These results appear in Table IX.

An ability to interpret research (Item L]) was given the
position of least importance by the University of Alberta teacher
educators; this is somewhat surprising in light of the extensive
graduate studies and research program in this institution.

By adding the median ranks of the items within each dimension
it is possible to describe the relative importance of each of the dimen-
sions. The planning dimension was assigned the most important, and the

coanunication and professional knowledge dimension followed closely



TABLE IX

RANKS, MEDIANS AND SEMI-INTERQUARTILE RANGES ASSIGNED
LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES BY TEACHER EDUCATORS AT

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBE

RTA
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n = 68
OBJECTIVES Rank | Median Q

J, Understands children. 1 2.17 1.24

Kl Understands the fundamental pro- 2.5 2.63 .88
cesses of learning.

H7 Able to manage and organize the 2.5 2.63 1.08
learning environment,

G’ Able to evaluate the progress of 4 2.76 .86
pupils.

FI Able to select an organize content 5 3.17 .72
and materials.

CI Competent in executing the communi- 6 3.41 .76
cation strategies.

Bl Able to select appropriate communi- 7 3.71 .67
cation strategies.

D’ Able to assess communication 8 3.96 .55
strategies,

AI Aware of a variety of communication 9 4,17 .88
strategies.

EI Able to define appropriate purposes 10 4,18 .96
in building curriculum.

Ml Understand the content of the 11 4,44 .88
school curriculum.

17 Understands the role of education 12 4,75 1.22
in society.

NI Has a general understanding of the 13 5.26 .79
humanities.,

07 Has a general understanding of the 14 5.30 .68
social sciences.

Pl Has a general understanding of the 15 5.46 .73
natural sciences and mathematics,

L Able to interpret research. 16 5.60 .87
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in importance. The dimension of general knowledge was rated by teacher

educators to be the least important.

Student Teachers

Student teachers assigned the highest rank to an under-
standing of children (Item J ), and there was high agreement in |
placing this item in the most important position. The items, able
to evaluate the progress of pupils (Item G]), and understanding the
fundamental processes of learning (Item K]), were given the next
two positions of importance. These results appear in Table X.

At the time the level one objectives were assessed by
student teachers, a high value was assigned to teaching behaviors
relevant to working directly with children. Students regarded
other behaviors related to planning and teaching as important but
they assigned the highest ranks to those which contributed to an
understanding of the individual, Interestingly, studenc teechers
placed a high importance on an ability to manage and organize the
learning environment, and thereby displayed an important concern
for their work in classroom management.

Although student teachers are involved in an extensive
academic program, the three items of the general knowledge dimen-
sion (Items NI’ 0,, PI) were assigned the last three positions of
relative importance.

The student teachers rated the planning dimension as the
most important, the professional knowledge second in importance, and
the communication and general knowledge dimensions next and in that

order.



TABLE X

RANKS, MEDIANS AND SEMI-INTERQUARTILE RANGES ASSTIGNED
LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES BY STUDENT TEACHERS
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
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n = 154
OBJECTIVES rank  |Median Q

J1 Understands children. 1 1.50 .71

G, Able to evaluate the progress of 2 2.28 .63
pupils. :

K, Understands the fundamental pro- 3 2.60 .89
cesses of learning. )

H7 Able to manage and organize the 4 2.95 .78
learning environment.

FI Able to select and organize content 5 3.27 74
and materials.

C, Competent in executing the communi- 6 3.84 .75
cation strategies.

B, Able to select appropriate communi- 7 3.85 .61
cation strategies.

Ml Understands the content of the school 8 4.24 .87
curriculum.

D, Able to assess the communication 9 4.25 .64
strategies. '

AI Aware of a variety of communication 10.5 4.29 .74
strategies.

E, Able to define appropriate purposes 10.5 4.29 .88
in building curriculum.

T, Understands the role of education in 12 4.29 1.29
society.

L, Able to interpret research. 13 5.08 1.10

N, Has a general understanding of the 14 5.20 .76
humanities.

01 Has a general understanding of the 15 5.22 .67
social sciences. -

P, Has a general understanding of the 16 5.75 .83
natural sciences and mathematics.
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CooEerating Teachers

those understandings and teaching behaviorg which facilitate their

work with individuals Within a well organized teaching-learning

the Professionay knowledge dimension. Of leagt importaﬁbe in the

relative ranking wag the 8eneral knowledge dimension.

Teacher Educators, Student Teachers, and Coogerating Teachers
At the University of Alberta, teacher educators, Student



TABLE XI

RANKS, MEDIANS AND SEMI-INTERQUARTILE RANGES ASSIGNED
LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES BY COOPERATING TEACHERS
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
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n = 50
OBJECTIVES Rank Median Q

J; Understands children. "1 ©2.05 1.22

H, Able to manage and organize the 2 2.30 .66
learning environment.

G, Able to evaluate the progress of 3 2.70 .65
pupils.

K, Understands the fundamental pro-— 4 2.89 .97
cesses of learning.

F7 Able to select and organize content 5 3.04 .55
and materials.

C’ Competent in executing the communi- 6. 3.36 .83
cqtion»stra;cgics,

37 Able to select appropriate communi- 7 3.82 .60
cation strategies.

01 Able to assess the communication 8 3.98 .51
strategies.

A, Avare of a variety of communication 9 4,06 .48
strategies.

M; . Understands the content of the 10 4,18 .76
school curriculum.

E1 Able to define appropriate purposes 11 4.75 .88
in building curriculum.

11 Understands the role of education 12 4,93 1.11
in society.

L, Able to interpret research. 13 5.09 .93

N, Has a general understanding of the 14 5.33 .80
humanities.

01 Has a general understanding of the 15 5.88 .57
social sciences. )

PI Has a general understanding of the 16 5.66 .67
natural sciences and mathematics.
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correlations between teacher. educators and student teachers was .954,
between teacher educators and cooperating teachers it was .974, and
between cooperating teachers and student teachers it was . 980.

The Mann Whitney VU test was used to compare each objective
and its perceived importance among all three of the groups. The
results are displayed in Table XII and Table XIII.

Student teachers aﬁd cooperating téachers differed signif-
icantly on a greater number of items tﬁan did student teachers and
teacher educators, or teacher educators and cooperating teachers.

Cooperating teachers perceived an ability to assess the
effectiveness of communication strategies (Item D,), an ability to
select and organize content and materials (Item F]), and an ability
to manage and organize the learning environment (Item Hl) as signif-
icantlyjmore important than did'the sﬁudeﬁf teachers (p < .01). How-
ever, Item F, was ranked in the same pﬁsition within each group. It is
not surprising that the teachers in the schools would assign a higher
importance to these items than the student teachers.

Student teachers and teacher educators differed significantly
in their assessment of two level one objectives (p < .01l). These
items were ILtem GT’ and ability to evaluate the progress of pupils,
and Item J,, an understanding of children; although this objective
ranked the same within both groups. It should be noted that although
the teacher educators placed a relatively high value on these items,
student teachers, as a group, assigned a significantly higher impor-
tance. It is likely that student teachers were not as concerned with
other relatively important objectives, and they vere able to assign

consistantly higher ranks to these items.
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TABLE XII

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL- ONE OBJECTIVES-BY TEACHER
EDUCATORS, STUDENT TEACHERS, AND COOPERATING TEACHERS
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

_ Teacher Student Cooperating
OBJECTIVES] Educators Teachers Teachers
n = 68 n = 154 n = 50
Rank Median | Rank Median Rank Median
AI 9 4,17 10.5 4.29 9 4,06
COMMUNICATION
31 7 3.71 7 3.85 7 3.82
COMPETENCE
C7 6 3.41 6 3.84 . 6 3.36
D’ 8 3.96 9 4,25 8 3.98
' E, | 0 4,18 | 10.5 4.29 11 4.75
PLANNING ‘ o a ’ : _
Fl 5 3.17 5 ) 3.27 5 3.04
COMPETENCE )
Gl 4 2.76 2 2.28 3 2.70
H, 2.5 2.63 4 2.95 2 2.30
PROFESS I ONAL 1, 12 4,75 12 4,57 12 4.93
KNOWLEDGE 11 1 2.17 1 1.50 1 2.05
AND Ky 2.5 2.63 3 2.60 4 2.89
ATTITUDES L7 16 5.60 13 5.08 13 5.09
GENERAL M’ 11 4,44 8 4124 10 4,18
KNOWLEDGE N, 13 5.26 14 5.20 14 5.33
AND 0,] 14 5.30 1 15 5.22f 15 5.58
ATTITUDES P7 15 5.46 16 . 5.75 16 5.66

lThe statements of level one objectives appear on page 167
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TABLE x1771
LEVELS oF
GROUPS 1y

SIGNIFICAN
TABLE X711
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.02

PLANN I g

COHPETENCE

KNOWLEDgE
AND
ATTITUDES
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In summary of Table XII, there remains a high agreement
among teacher educators, student teachers, and cooperating teachers
in their ﬁerceptions of the level one objectives of an elementary
teacher education program. All groups indicated a priority to
those items which relate to a comprehensive understanding of the
individual child. If the teacﬁer is to be effective in the teaching-
learning process, it appears necessary that he or she should know
children and be prepared to acquire a greater understanding of
individuals.

The three groups were also in agreement in their assign-
ment of high importance to management and organization of the learn-
ing enviromment. It appears that the environment for learning is
fundamental to the success of the elementary school teacher and»all
‘groups -regarded the teacher's ability to manage and organize to be.
very important.

Even though the education of the elementary teacher has in
the past emphasized the academic preparation, the objectives in thig
assessment relevant to a general education were regarded as least
iﬁportant by eaqh of the three groups. Although these were relative
ranking positions assigned the items and a forced choice method was
employed, it is most interesting to see that the objectives relating
to a teacher's ability to plan and communicate in the classroom, and
acquire an understanding of the profession, were regarded as more
important than the general knowledge objectives.

When assessing the sixteen level one objectives all groups

were in agreement and considered the planning dimension as most
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important. Teacher educators and cooperating teachers then assigned
the next importance to the communication and professional knowledge
dimensions, in that order. However, student teaqhers placed the
professional knowledée dimension slightly higher than the communi-
cation dimension. What appears most relevant from these findings

is that the dimension of planning for the teacher has been regarded
as most important, and that theré is sucﬁ.a high agreement aﬁong

the three groups in assessing the dimensions of a teacher education -
program.

In the previous sections of this chapter the resulﬁs of
sorting the level one objectives by teacher educators, student
teachers, and cooperating teachers were compared among the three
groupé. The following section serves to examine the differences
in perceptions'of the level one statements within each of the

three groups from the University of Alberta.

TI. AN ANALYSIS OF THE GROUPS

Teacher Educators

Sex, Table XIV displays the priorities of the level one
objectives as perceived by male and female teacher educators at
the University of Alberta. It was apparent that the similarities
of their rankings of the level one objectives was high ﬁg = .883).
There were no significant differences in the rankings of
the level one objectives by femalé and male teacher educators. Some
glight differences on certain items are evident from the table; omne

~ of these is the tendency of female teacher educators to assign a higher
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BY MALE AND FEMALE TEACHER LEDUCATORS AT
THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

TABLE XIV
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. Male

Female

OBJECTIVES] Significance
Level
| Rank Median Rank Median
50 n =18
A 9 4,03 | 11 4.50 .03
COMMUNICATION
B] 7 3.60 7 3.94 .16
COMPETENCE
01 6 3.24 8 4.00- .03
D7 8 3.88 9 4,08 .31
EI 10 4.21 10 4,10 .96
PLANNING . '
F, 5 3.09 5 3.50 .45
COMPETENCE
GI 4 3.00 2 2.28 .04
H7 2 2.50 4 2.75 .87
PROFESSIONAL II 11 4.70 12 4,90 .52
KNOVWLEDGE J, 1 2.42 1 1.40 .03
AND K; 3 2.79 3 2.50. .15
ATTITUDES L; 15 5.50 16 5.79 74
GENERAL A” 12 4,66 5 3.50 .02
KNOWLEDGE N7 13 5.17 14.5 5.50 .27
AND 0, 16 5.55 13 4.95 . .08
ATTITUDES P; 14 5.45 14.5 - 5.50 .67

]The statements of level one objectives appear on page 167.

Semi-intequartile ranges for all items appear in Appendix D.
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importance upon an understanding of children (Item J]).

. Age. Teacher educators 35 years of age and under, and
those over 35 years of age displayed a high similarity in their per-
ceptions of the level one objectivesg (rS =‘.918), and the results are

reported in Table XV.

School teaching experience. In Table XVI, the priorities

of teacher educators with five years or less, and more than five
years teaching in the schools are displayed. The rankings of the
objectives are highly similar (rS = .886), for in fact there were
no significant differences in the impbrtance assigned to each of
the sixteen objectives. When teacher educators' perceptions are
analyzed by school teaching experience, it ig interesting to note

that no differences were apparent.

(rS - »922), there existed a signficant difference on one item,
Teacher educators with less than three years of éxperience
ranked an understanding of the contént in the elementary school
(Item MI) significantly higher (p < ,01). It follows that faculty
members with a longer experience in tgachcr education assigned a

lower importance to the elementary school content,
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TABLE XV

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES. BY TEACHER
EDUCATORS 35 YEARS OR UNDER AND OVER 35 YEARS OF AGE
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA -

| 35 Years & Under Over 35 Years
A Significance
OBJEC :
BJECTIVES n =28 n = 40 Level
Rank IMedian ﬁank Median
A7 10 4.19 10 4.14 .71
COMMUNICATION
37 7 3.41 7 3.85 .08
COMPETENCE
‘Ci 6 3.17 6 3.63 . 42
Dl 8 3.83 8 4.10 .16
E 9 4,07 11 4.25 12
PLARNING ' :
FI 4 2.92 5 3.37 41
COMPETENCE
67 1 2.36 4 3.04 .09
i, 2 2,67 3 2,61 - .88
PROFESSIONAL ZI 12 5.17 9 4,13 .02
NOWLEDGE Jl 3 2,75 1 1.90 .07
ARD Ki "5 2.94 2 2.40 .12
ATTITUDES LZ 14 5.50 16 5.65 .72
GENERAL MI 11 4,28 12 4.58 .56
KNOWLEDGE NI 16 5.59 13 5.04 .04
AND 01 15 5.57 14 5.17 . .67
ATTITUDES P7 13 5.41 15 5.50 74

lThe statemants of level one objectives appear on page 167.
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TABLE XVI

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL
IVE YEARS OR
THAN FIVE YEARS TEACUING IN
TY OF ALBERTA

" EDUCATORS WITH F

AT THE UNIVERST

ONE OBJECTIVES By TEACHER
LESS, AND MORE
THE SCHOOLS

-

5 Years or Lecs

More Than 5 Years

OBJECTIVES! Significance
n = 23 n = 43 Level
Rank lMedian Rank 1 Median
Az 11 4,29 9 4,11 .66
COMMUNICAT 10N

B 6 3.33 7 3.85 .08

COMPETENCE
ci 7 3.43 6 3.33 . .98
p] 8 3.79 8 4.05 .13
a 9 3.86" 10.5 4.36 .15

PLANNING :

F, 3 2.40 5 3.22 .67

COMPETENCE
07 1 2.00 4 2.64 .54
HI 4 3.00 2 2.46 W45
PROFESS IONAL ’ 1, 13 4,95 12 4.55 41
KNOWLEDGE j] 2 2.25 1 2.19 .32
AND K} 4 3.00 3 2.48 .31
ATTITUDES [‘7 10 4,20 16 5.73 .09
GERERAL Ag 12 4.42 10.5 4.36 .98
KNOVLEDGE N, 16 5.65 13 5.07 14
: l AND 0, 15 5.56 14 5.26 .56
'ATTITUDES P 14 5.36 | 15 5.54 .74

R C—y

—————

'The statemants of level one objectiv

G5 appear on page 167,
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RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL

YEARS EXPERIENCE IN TEACHER EDUCATION
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
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ONE OBJECTIVES BY TEACHLER
EDUCATORS WITI ONE TO TWO YEARS AND TUREE OR MORE

1 to 2 Years 3 or More Years
OBJECTIVES' o o significance
' Level
Rank Median | Rank Median
A7 11 4.23 9 4.07 .25
COMAUNTCAT ION :
31 8 3.63 7 3.64 .97
COMPETENCE
Ci 4.5 3.00 6 3.58 .52
91 .9 4.00 8 3.90 .29
_ £, 7 3.39 | 10 4.35 .16
PLAMRING : :
F7 6 3.06 5 3.33 .64
COMPETENCE
‘Gi 1 2.36 4 2.79 .16
H1 3 2.90 3 2.40 .62
PROFESSIONAL '[1 12 5.07 12 4.70 .14
KHOWLEDGE .77 4.5 3.00 1 2.00 .63
AND | 2 2.88 2 2.40 .98
ATTITUDES L1 14.5 5.50 16 5.64 .16
GENERAL . HT 10 4,13 11 4,38 .0094
KHOVLEDGE ”1 16 5.68 13 5.13 .08
ARD 01 13 5.20 14 5.27 .86
ATTITUDES P1 14.5 5.5 15 | 5.44 .86
e statemants of lovel one objectives appear on page 167.
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Areas of concern in teacher education. Although the number

of teacher educators at the University of Alberta who identified

with administration, psychology, and foundations was very small, the
results for each of these areas are displayed along with the area of
curriculum and instruction in Table XVIILI. No statistical comparisons
were reported because of the three small sample sizes.

‘Time jnvolvement with elementary student teachers. Teacher

educators who estimated their total time involvement with elementary
student teachers to be more than 50 percent were compared with those
who estimated an involvement up to 50 percent. The results of this
comparison (see Table XIX) show a high similarity in the rankings of
the sixteen objectives for both groups (rS = ,917), however, there
were no significant differences in the importance assigned to any
item.

Although certain teacher educators may be ﬁore involved
with student teachers in the secondary program, this group of
teacher educators did not perceive the level one objectives any
differently than teacher educators who were highly involved with

the elementary teacher candidates.

Student Teachers

Sex. In Table XX are displayed the priorities assigned
the level one objectives as judged by male and female student
teachers at the University of Alberta. Although the number of
males in the sample was considerably smaller than the number of
females, it was apparent that there was a high similarity in the

ranking of the objectives by the two groups'(fs = .894).
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TABLE XVIII

RANKS AND MEDTAMS ASSTONED LYVEL ONE OBJECTIVES BY
TEACHER EHUCALORS IN TOUR AREASZ AT
THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

____,___,__._~___,*_.._,_.—__,_._..____

curricuium and

Youndations Psychology

OBJECTWES] Administration Instruction
n=8 n= 43 ne=h ‘ n=9
Rank Median Rank Median Rank Median Median
Samamm— .
A] 6 3.50 6
COMMUNICATION
B] 8 3.90
COMPETENCE
6 © 3,50
¢
171 9 4.25
tl 11
PLANNING
COMPETENCE
. G] 4
“] 1
PROFESSIONAL T, | 12
KHOVLEDGE J4 3
ANRD - K, 2
ATTITUDES
L1 14
H, 9
GENERAL
Nl 13
KHOVLEDGE
4
AND 0y}
ATTITUDES e 16

1

The statements of level one objectives appear on page 167.

2. i A . s
Ko tests of statistical significance werc made.
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TABLE XIX

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES BY TEACHER
EDUCATORS WITH UP TO 50% AND MORE THAN 50% INVOLVEMENT
 WITH ELEMENTARY STUDENT TEACHERS AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF -ALBERTA

Up to 50% More Than 507
OBJECTIVES] ' a = 38 a = 30 Significance
Level
Rank Median | Rank Median
A, 9 4.09 11 4.30 .13
COMHUNTCATION
BI 7 3.79 7 3.58 .99
COMPETENCE
C1 5 3.41 6 3.41 . .65
Di 8 4,00 |- 8 3.91 b4
£ 10 4.23 10 | 4.13 .68
PLANNING '
F7 6 3.44 2 - 2.05 .09
COMPETENCE
07 4 2.86 1 1.91 .73
Hl 2 2.33 5 3.07 .03
PROFLSSICHAL Il 11.5 4.70 12 4.80 .17
KNOWILEDGE J;- 1 2.25 3 2.07 .58
AND (7 "3 2.44 4 3.00 .08
ATTITUDES L7 13 5.23 14 5.14 .13
CENERAL L“ 1%.5 4.70 9 4.00 .17
KNOWLEDGE H, 15 5.50 13 5.05 .14
AND 0] 14 5.33 15 5.29 |} .25
ATTITURES ' ]\] 16 J 5.57 16 5.35 .36
l

‘The stotements of level ore objectives appear on page 167.



RANKS AND MEDIANS
MALE AND FEM

TABLE XX

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
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ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES BY
ALE STUDENT TEACHERS AT

>~

1 Male Female
OBJECTIVES Significiance
n=17 n = 137
Level
Rank Median Rank Median
/\1 9 4.15 10 4.31 .59
COMMUNICATION -
“1 12 4.43 6 -3.79 .0046
COMPETENCE '
C1 7 4.06 7 3.81 .29
1)1 10 4,22 8 4,25 .97
EI 8 4.08 11 4.32 .38
PLARNNING
F’ 5 3.22 5 _3.28 .79
COMPETENCE
(;1 2 2.13 2 2.29 41
{H 4 3.08 4 2.93 47
PROFESS IOHAL I, 14 5.38 12 4.45 .08
KNOWLEDGE J1 1 1.85 1 1.45 .38
AND KT 3 2.29 3 2.67 .21
ATTITUDES L7 11 4.40 13 5.16 .06
GENERAL LH 6 4.00 9 4.27 .50
KHOVLEDGE N1 13 5.00 15 5.21 .25
AND 01 15 5.69 14 5.18 .21
ATTITUDES ' P1 16 5.86 16 5.73 .79

lThu statemants of

level one objectives appear oh page 167.
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ignificantly higher

Opriate communji-
< .01).

(rs = .968)

It woulq appear that
Place 5 higher j
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TABLE XXI

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES BY STUDENT
TEACHERS UNDER 21 YEARS OF AGE, 21-30 AND
OVER 30 YEARS OF AGE AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

Under 21 Years 21-30 Years Over 30 Years
OBJECTIVES'
n=171 n = 61 n= 22
Rank Median | Rank Median | Rank Median
. A1 8 4.10 11 4,39 11 4.70
COMMUNICATION :
B, 6 3.67 7 3.98 7 4.08
COMPETENCE ‘
c 7 3.71 6 3.82 | 8 4.25
01 9 4.12 10 4,26 12 4.79
E, | 10 4.28 8 4.20 9 h.64
* PLANNING ' ) ' :
F, 5 3.52 5 3.27 4 2.97
COMPETENCE
GI 2 2.32 2 2.22 3 2.25
H7 4 2.98 4 2.83 5 3.13
PROFESSIONAL IT 12 4.54 12 4.60 10 4.67
KNOWLEDGE J, 1 1.66 1 1.47 1 1.29
AND K, 3 2.82 3 2.70 2 2.17
ATTITUDES L1 14 5.25 13 4,81 15 5.06
GENRERAL }.{1 11 4,42 9 4,23 6 3.75
KNOWLEDGE N’ 13 5.23 14 5.25 13 4,90
AND 01 15 5.27 |- 15 5.28 14 4.93
ATTITUDES P, 16 5.73 16 5.86 16 5.50

]Thc statements of level one objectives appeaf on page 167.
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LEVELS OF SICNIFICANCE FOR THE COMPARISONS OF ALL GROUPS

IN TABLE XXI ON EACH LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVE

. Under 21 Under 21 21-30 Years
OBJECTIVES
and a‘nd and
21-30 Years Ovér 30 Years Over 30 Years
AT .08 .03 .26
COMMUNICATION ’
: B7 .04 .02 .45
COMPETENCE
01 .29 .01 .08
v, .49 .0001 .0046
E .72 33 24
“PLANNING ' C
F, .60 .04 .15
COMPETENCE
6 .19 .93 41
H7 .71 .22 .15
PROFESS{ONAL 11 .53 .68 .98
KNOWLEDGE JT 47 .23 .50
AND K, .69 .0068 .02
ATTITUDES L1 .11 .33 .74
GENERAL M, .54 .03 .06
KNOWLEDGE N1 .79 .18 .15
AND 04 .99 .12 .20
ATTITUDES P; .90 .10 11

"'The statements of level one objectives appear on page 167.
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Years of teacher education. 1In Table XXIII are displayed

the ranks and medians assigned the level one objectives by student
teachers in the first year, second and third years, and the fourth
or final year of the degree program. It was found that the similar-
ities of the three groups were very high: first year and second and
third years (2;= .979), first year and fourth year ﬁ% = ,913), and
second and third years, and fourth year C, = .911).

Although there were no significant differences on any
item over the three groups, certain interesting diffe;ences are
apparent from Tables XXIII and XXIV. TFirst year students tended
to.perceive a higher relative imporﬁance.to a teacher's understand-
ing of children than did students in the second and third years of
the prograﬁ. Student teachers in féurth year regarded aﬁ under-
A standing of the role of education in“society to be more importént
than did first year students.

Student teaching and teaching experience. The perceptions

of the level one objectives for student teachers with no student
teaching, one or two years student teaching, and some teaching
experience are revealed in Table XXV. The similarities of the
rankings were very high: the rank correlations ranged from ,941 -
tov.968. However, there were no significant differences on any
of the objectives for student teachers with varying teaching

experiences.

Cooperating Teachers

Sex. In Table XXVII are displayed the rankings of the level

one objectives by the sample of male and female cooperating teachers
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RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES BY STUDENT
TEACHERS IN FIRST YEAR, SECOND AND THIRD YEARS,
AND THE FOURTH YEAR OF THE DEGREE PROGRAM
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1 First Year an & 3rd Years Tourth Year
OBJECTIVES
n = 33 n =95 n = 26
Rank  [Median | Rank Median | Rank |[Median
A . _ Az 9 4,15 10 4.28 11.5 | 4.50
COMMUNICATION :
‘ B, 6 3.73 7 3.87 7 3.96
COMPETENCE
’ci 7 3.89 6 3.82 6 3.83
91 8 4,11 9 4.24 13 4.59
E, 11 4,32 11 4.35 9 4.06
PLANNING ' '
F, 5 3.46 5 3.20 5 3.36
COMPETENCE ;
G, 2 2.26 2 2.22 3 2.65
H, 4 2.79 4 3.03 4 2.83
PROFESSIONAL I7 12 5.00 12 4.48 8 4.00
KNOWLEDGE J, 1 .1 1.29 1 1.72 1 1.37
AND K, 3 2.54 3 2.73 2 2.40
ATTITUDES L, 13 5.13 15 5.16 11.5| 4.50
GENERAL .M7 10 4,29 8 4,22 10 4,22
KNOWLEDGE N1 14 5.33 13 5.06 15 5.67
AND 04 15 5.44 14 5,15 14 5.38
ATTITUDES P, 16 6.06 16 5.67 16" 5.72

lThc statements of level one objectives

appear on page 167.
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TABLE XXIV

LEVELS or SIGNIFICANCE FOR THE COMPARISONS oOF ALL
GROUPS IN TABLE XXIIT ON EACH
LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVE

First Year -First Year

and and

nd rd

2 & 3 Years Fourth Year Fourth Year

COMMUNICATION

COMPETENCE

PLANNING

COMPETENCE

PROFESS 1ONAL

KNOWLEDGE
AND

ATTITUDES

GENERAL

KNOVILEDGE

AND

ATTITUDES
—

lThe Statements of Jeye) one objectives appear on page 167.
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TABLE XXV

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES BY STUDENT
TEACHERS WITH NO STUDENT TEACHING, ONE OR TWO YEARS
STUDENT TEACHING, AND THOSE WITH SOME
TEACHING EXPERIENCE

No Student 1 or 2 Years . Teaching
OBJECTfVES] Teaching Student Teaching | Experience
n = 55 n= 74 n = 25
Rank  [Median |Rank ~ | Median | Rank [Median
A7 8 4,02 12 4.42 10 - 4.31
COMMUNICATION

B; -6 3.73 6 3.79 8 4,11

COMPETENCE
c, | 7 3.88 | 7 3.80 - 6 4.G4
D, 9 4,16 10 ' 4. 24 12 4.45
E, |l 4 .43 9 4.17 7 4.08
PLANNING ) ’ ' ’
F, 5 3.47 5 3.38 5 3.13

COMPETENCE
G7 2 2.20 2 2.22 3 2.36
H1 4 2.91 4 3.04 4 2.75
PROFESSIONAL 11 12 4,80 11 4,38 11 4,44
KNOWLEDGE Jl 1 1.45 1 1.67 1 1.39
AND K, 3 .| 2.65 3 2.77 2 2.15
ATTITUDES L’ 13 5.13 13 5.17 13 . 4,69
GENERAL M7 10 4,29 8 4.15 9 4.14
KNOVILEDGE . N1 14 5.16 14 5.22 15 5.31
" AND 0, | 15 5.52 | 15 5.24 14 5.18
ATTITUDES P] 16 6.12 16 - 5.65 16 5.90

lThc‘statements of level one objectives appear on page 167.
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LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR TIEI COMPARISONS OF ALL GROUPS
“ ON TABLE XXV ON EACH LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVE

No Student No Student 1-2 Years
OBJECTIVES] ?eaching ’ Teaching Student Teaching
and and and
1l or 2 Years Teaching Teaéhing
Student Teaching Experience Experience
A] .45 b .99
COMMUNICATION
B, .67 .05 .03
COMPETENCE
. C; » .69 .16 .24
Dl .83 .14 .17
EI .12 .19 .74
PLANNING
F, .69 .70 42
COMPETENCE
Gl .24 .73 .56
H] .62 .58 .31
PROFESS | ONAL 1, .84 +99 .68
KNOV/LEDGE J1 .20 .83 .25
AND KT .54 .08 .03
ATTITUDES - : L7 .72 .20 .13
GENERAL MI 41 .29 .70
KNOWLEDGE N1 .54 .59 .91
AND 01 .85 .88 .99
ATTITUDES P7 .37 .91 .35

The statements of level one objectives appear on page 167.
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TABLE XXVII

RANKS AND MEDTANS ASSIGNED LEVEL. ONE OBJECTIVES BY
COOPERATING TEACHERS, MALE AND FEMALE

OBJECT IVES' Male _ Female Significance
n =10 ' n =40 Level
Rank = |Median | Rank . |Median
A 4.5 3.25 9 4.14 | . .02
COMMUNI CAT 10N
B 4.5 3.25 7 3.91 .10
COMPETENCE
¢, 6.5 3.50 6 3.33 . .93
D, 9.5 4.10 8 3.95 .52
E, 12 5.00 11 4,71 .79
PLANN NG
Fy 2 2.83 5 3.07 .35
COMPETENCE
G 3 3.00 3 2.63 .20
HI 1 2.17 2 2.32 .45
PROFESS 1 ONAL 1, 13 5.25 12 4.80 .18
KNOVLEDGE J; 6.5 3.50 1 1.80 .03
AND ' G| o8 3.70 4 2.75 .25
AYTITUDES Ly 11 4,70 | 13 5.25 .16
GEHERAL A” 9.5 4.10 10 4.21 .84
OVLEDCE My 13.5 5.25 14 " 5.36 .92
AKD P 13.5 5.25 15 5.64 . .33
ATTITUDES P, 16 5.50 16 | 5.70 | .50

Whe stateminis of level one objectives appear on page 167.
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at the University of Alberta. It is apparent that the male and
female cooperating teachers shoved a high degree of similariﬁy in
the way they ranked the sixteen level one objectives (rS = .862).

Although there were no significant differences in the
importance assigned the level one objectives by male and female
cooperating teachers, one interesting difference tended to be ﬁhe.
assignment of a higﬁcr value to an understanding of children by
female cooperating teachers.

Age. .Although there was a high similarity’in the rankings
of the level one objectives by cooPeratiﬁg teachers 30 years of age
and under, and over 30 years of age (rS = ,912), there were no signif-
icant differences in the importancé assigned the objectives. These
results appear in Table XXVIII.

Wheﬁ cooperating teacheré are analyzed on the variable
of age, there did not appear to be any significant differences in
the importance assigned the level one objectives.

Years of teacher education. In Table XXIX are presented

the rankings of the level one objectives as judged by cooperating
teachers with fewer than three years and three years or more of
teacher education. The similarities in the rankingé by these
groups is high (rS = ,963).

When cooperating teachers' perceptions of the level one
objectives are analyzed by years of teacher education, there werev

no significant differences in the importance assigned any of the

objectives.



ABLE XXVIII

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED L
COOPERATING TEACHERS 30
' AND OVER 30 YEARS OF AGE

‘. ‘“’"""“‘””"""""“"’"'””'""’1’""
. R 30 Years & Under | Over 30 Years . .
OBJECTIVES significance
n = 30 = 20
Level
Rank Median | Rank Median
____,,,________,,_ﬂ______,_m_,.,____._,__,,“_,_____,;_,_,,__”_.____._______.
v A] 9 4.13 7 3.96 .30
COHMUNICATIOH :
BT 7 3.58 9 4.08 .14
COMPETENCE
01 6 3.17 6 3.63 - .16
D? 8 3.94 ° 8 4.06 .54
_._.______,__n*._,”.—‘________ i IS ——
_ E1 12 4.90 11 4,50 .10
PLARRING '
v F1 3 2.29 5 3.28 .34
COMPETENCE
01 1 1.91 4 2.93 .05
H] 2 2.04 2 2.70 .02
PROFESS!ONEL I] 11 4.79 13 5.07 .93
KIOVLEDGE I b 2.33 1 1.70 28
AND Ky 5 2.94 3 2.75 .60
ATTITUDES L1 13 5.05 14 5.17 .53
GEMERAL My 20 4.19 10 4.17 81
KHOWLEDGE N] 16 5.60 12 4,93 .09
ARD O, 15 5.57 15 5.59 .81
ATTITUDES P] 14 5.50 16 5.77 .91
Ve glatements of luevel one objoetives appear on page 167.

EVFL ONE OBJECTIVES BY
YEARS AND UNDER,
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TAELE XXIX

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES BY
COOPERATING TEACHERS WITH ONE TO TWO YEARS
AND THREE OR MORE YEARS
TEACHER EDUCATION

" 1 1l to 2 Years 3 or More Years | . :
OBJECTIVES Significance
n = 17 n = 33
. Level
Rank - {Median Rank Median
A7 9.5 4.11 8.5 4.03 .64
COMMUNICATION
. 31 , 9.5 4.11 7 3.61 .04
COMPETENCE
CI 6 3.57 6 3.27 - .89
DT 7 3.86 8.5 4.03 42
EI 11 4.78 11 4.71 .89
PLANNTNG
FT 5 3.00 5 ] 3.06 .97
COMPETENCE '
67 3 2.75 3 2.68 .93
H7 2 2.19 2 2.38 .96
PROFESS 10HAL 17 15 5.58 12 4.73 .30
KNOWLEDGE Iy 1 2.00 1 2.08 .49
AND K 2.92 4° | 2.86 .80
ATTITUBLS ' L] 12 5.38 13 5.00 47
GERERAL H7 8 4,00 10 4.25 .25
(NOVILEDGE N7 13 5.40 14 5.31 .93
AND 0] 14 5.56 15 5.53 | - .98
ATTITUDES P7 16 5.69 16 5.64 .63
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TABLE XXX

RANKS AND MEDTANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES BY

COOPERATING TEACHERS WI
THREE TO TFIVE YEARS,

Tl ONE TWO TWO YEARS,
AND MORE THAN FIVE
YEARS TEACHING IN SCHOOLS
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OBJECTWES] 1 to 2 Years 3 to 5 Years More Than 5 Years Significance
na=§ n=13 n = 24 Level
Rank Median Rank Median Rank Median
A 8 3,90 9 4,25 9 4.03 .30
COMMUNICATION
B, 4.5, 3.17 7 3.92 7 3.91 .83
COMPETEMNCE .
¢ 4.5 |7 3.17 6 3.13 6 3.56 .22
0, 7 3.75 8 4,00 10 4,04 .80
. £, 10.5 4.50 12.5 5,00 12 4.67 .51
PLANNING
Fy 3 2.75 5 3.06 4 2.54 .99
COMPETENCE
G, 1 2.00 3 2.75 3.5 2.46 .75
H, 2 | 2.7 2 2,08 3.5 2,46 .19
PROFESS 1ONAL 1 10.5 4,50 11 4,88 14 5.14 .70
KHOWLEDGE I, 12 4,75 1 1.31 1 2.06 14
AND K 6 3.70 4 2.80 5 2.71 .01
ATTITUDES :
. L 13 5.25 12.5 5.00 1 4,25 .57
M, 9 4,00 10 - 4,63 '8 4,00 .05
GENERAL :
' N, 14 5,83 16 5.88 13 5.08 .07
KNOVLEDGE
AND 0, 16 6.10 14.5 5.25 15 5.53 .35
ATTITUDES P, 14 5.83 14.5 5.25 16 5.77 .24
1

The statements of

level one objectives appear on page 167.
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followed next in importance. An ability to interpret research,
Item L1, was ranked of least importance. These results appear in
Table XXXI.

Like the teacher educators of the University of Alberta,
McGill teacher educators regarded an understanding of children and
a basic knowledge of the learning process to be most important for
the practising teacher.

The planning dimension was assigned the highest iﬁportance.
 The professional knowledgevand communication dimensions followed
closely in that order of importance, and the general knowledge dimen-—
sion was ranked by the McGill University teacher educators as the

least important dimension.

gimon Fraser University

Table XXXII displays the rankings assigned the level one
objectives by teacher educators at Simon Fraser University. These
teacher educators assigned the highest rank to an understanding of
children, Item JT; while.an ability to evaluate the progress of
pupils, Item GY’ and an understanding of the fundamental processes
of learning, Item K]’ were ranked next in importance. There
appeared to be a relaiively high diéagreement within this group
in the'ranking assigned Item K,. A general understanding of the
natural sciences and mathematics, Item P1,-was assigned the lowest
rank of importance within the sixteen objectives.

The pridrities assigned the level one objectives by the
teacher educators of this recently designed Canadian teacher

education program do not appear to differ from those assigned by



TABLE XXXI

RANKS, MEDIANS AND SEMI-INTEQUARTILE RANGES ASSIGNED
LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES BY TEACHER EDUCATORS AT

McGILL UNIVERSITY
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n = 65
OBJECTIVES Rank Median Q

J7 Understands children. 1 1.49 .68

K’ Understands the fundamental pro- 2 2,27 .66
cesses of learning.

H7 Able to manage and organize the 3 2.79 .84
learning environment. :

G, Able to evaluate the progress of 4 2.84 .75

© pupils.

F, Able to select and organize content 5 3.30 .73
and materials. '

C, Competent in executing the communi- 6 3.85 .81
cation strategies.

37 " Able to select appropriate communi- 7 4.05 .76
_cation strategies.

M? Understands the content of the 8 " 4,22 74
school curriculum.

91 Able to assess communication 9 4,27 77
strategies.

EI Able to define appropriate purposes 10 4,30 1.06
in building curriculum.

I, Understands the role of education 11 4,33 1.09
in society.

A1 Avare of a variety of communication 12 4,57 .76
strategies. '

P1 Has a general understanding of the 13 4,86 1.00
natural sciences and mathematics.

N7 Has a general understanding of the 14 4.92 .78
humanities.

Oj Has a general understanding of the 15 4.98 .87
social sciences.

L1 Able to interpret research. 16 6.08 1.05




TABLE XXXII

© RANKS, MEDIANS AND SEMI-~ INTERQUARTILE RANGES ASSIGNED

LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES BY TEACHER EDUCATORS AT

SIMON FRASER UNIVERSTTY
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n = 30
OBJECTIVES Rank Median Q

J7 Understands children. 1 1.25 .73

G, Able to evaluate the progress of 2 2.44 .73
pupils.

K1 Understands the fundament  pro- 3 2.70 1.06
cesses of learning.

F,  Able to select and organize content 4. 3.33 .67
and materials.

H, - Able to manage and organize the 4.5 3.33 1.00
learning environment.

B; Able to select appropriate communi- 6 3.77 .80
cation strategies. -

C, Competent in executing the communi- 7 3.80 .83
cation strategies.

A, Aware of a variety of communication 8 4.00 1.07
strategies.

E; Able to define appropriate purposes 9 4.06 .91
in building curriculum.

D; Abler to assess communication 10 4.08 .79
strategies.

‘ II Understands the role of education 11 4.64 1.09

in society.

N7 llas a general understanding of the L 12 4.77 .80
humanities.

L; - Able to interpret research. 13 4.86 .81

01 Has a general understanding of the 14 5.23 .70
social sciences. :

MI Understands the content of the 15 5.38 .95
school curriculum.

P1 Has a general understanding of the 16 5.39 .88
natural sciences and mathematics.
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Table
ob ecctives geacher educators in the Dep
e univers? gy of Calgary Thes¢ data wer



RANKS AND }
EDUCATORS WHO ARE ASS0CI

TABLE XXXIII

THOSE WHO ARE REGU

{EDTANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE OB
ATES OF T
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JECTIVES BY TEACHER
HE CENTRE AND
LAR STATF MEMBERS

AT SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY

Associates Regular Staff
OBJECTIVES] 5 5 Significance
n=1 n=1
Level
Rank Median | Rank Median
A 8 4.00 8 4.00 > .10
COMMUNTCATION ,
B 7 3.80 6 3.77 > .10
COMPETENCE
. c, 9 4.08 7 3.08 . > .10
D, 10 4.19 10 4,08 > .10
t 6 3.88 9 4,06 > .10
PLANHIHG
F 5 3.43 4, 3.33 > .10
COMPEVENCE
G 2 2.44 2 2.44 > .10
Hy 4 3.13 4. 3.33 > .10
PROFESSIONAL 1, 13 4.88 11 4,64 > .10
KHOWLEDGE v 1 1.13 1 1.25 > .10
AND K| 3 2.75 '3 2.70 > .10
ATTITUDES Ly 12 4.80 13 4.86 > .10
GENERAL My 16 5.88 15 5.38 > .10
KHOVLLDGE N, 11 4,40 12 4.77 > .10
AND 0 14 5.08 14 5.23 . > .10
ATTITUDES P 15 5.71 16 5.39 > .10

1Thc cralements of

level one objectives appear on page 167.




TABLE XXXIV

RANKS, MEDIANS AND SEMI-INTERQUARTILE RANGES ASSIGNED
LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES BY TEACHER EDUCATORS AT
THE UNIVERSITY OF CALGARY

136

n = 19
OBJECTIVES Rank ‘1 Median Q

HI Able to manage and organize the 1 2.08 1.04
learning environment. '

J, Understands ‘children. 2 2.40 .93

F7 Able to select and organize content 3 . 2.60 .88
and materials.

07 Able to evaluate the progress of 4 2.88 1.04
pupils.

C, Competent in executing the communi- 5 3.06 .73
cation strategies.

K7 Understands the fundamental pro- 6 3.38 1.06
cesses of learning.

B, Able Lo select appruprlate comiuni- 7 3.60 .90
cation strategies.

M7 Understands the content of the 8 3.80 1.04
school curriculum.

D, Able to assess communication 9 4.11 .62
strategies.

A, Avare of a variety of communication 10 4,19 1.05
strategies.

El Able to define appropriate purposes 11 4.29 1.29
in building curriculum.

07 Has a general understanding of the 12 4,96 41

. social sciences.

P7 Has a general understanding of the 13 5.00 .65
natural sciences and mathematics.

N7 Has a general understanding of the 14 5.29 .68
humanities.

11 Understands the role of education 15 5.58 .83
in society.

L Able to interpret research. 16 5.75 1.17
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Teaéher Iiducators at the Four Universities

In Table XXXV are displayed the raqks and medians assigned
the level one objectives by teacher educators at McGill University,
the University of Alberta, Simon Fraser University, and the University
of Calgary. The levels of significance for statistical comparisons
between each group, excluding the University of Calgary, appear in
Table XXXVI. The results from the University of Calgary were not
included in the statistical comparisons because these results
represent only one department at the University of Calgary,. the
Department of Curriculum and Instruction. They have been included in
Table XXXV so that the relationships between the responses of the
one department in Calgary; and the three other institﬁtions iﬁ
Canada may be observed.

There were high correlations between the groups in their
rankings of the sixteen level one obiectives: McGill University and
the University of Alberta (%== .961), McGill University and
Simon Fraser University (E;= .854), and Simon Fraser University
and the University of Alberta (ré= .936). There were, however,
important differences on certain objectives.

Teacher educators at McGill University and the University
of Alberta differed significantly in the values assigned two of
the level one objectives. McGill Universi;y and Simon TFraser
University teacher educators differed significantly on two level
one objectives. Simon Fraser University and the University of
Alberta teacher educators differed significantiy on two of the

level one objectives as well.



TABLE XXXV

"RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES BY
TEACHER EDUCATCRS IN FOUR UNIVERSITIES
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University of

University of

MeGill Alberta Simon Fraser Calgary
OBJECTIVES'
n = 65 n= 068 n = 30 n=19
Rank Median Rank Median Rank Median Rank Median
A 12 4.57 9 4,17 8 4.00 10 4.19
COMMUNICATION .
‘ : B, 7 4.05 7 3.71 6 3.77 7 3.60
COMPETENCE . ) )
¢ 6 " 3,85 6 3.41 7 3.80 5 3.00
v, 9 4,27 8 3.96 10 4,08 9 4,11
& 10 4,30 10 3.96 9 4,06 11 4.29
PLANNING '
Fy 5 3.30 5 3.17 4 3.33 3 2.60
COMPETENCE
Gy 4 2.84 4 2.76 2 2.44 4 2.88
H, 3 2,79 2.5 | 2.63 4 3.33 1 2,08
PROFESS 1 CNAL 1, 11 4.33 12 4.75 1 4.64 15 5.88
KNOWLEDGE I 1 | 1.49 1 2,17 1 1.25 2 2,40
ARD K 2 2,27 2.5 2,63 3 2.70 6 3.38
ATTITUDES .
L, 16 6.08 16 5,60 " 13 4.86 16 5.75
#, 8 4,22 11 444 15 5.38 8 3.80
GENERAL '
N, 14 4,92 13 5.26 12 4,77 14 5.29
KHOWLEDGE .
D 0, 15 4,98 14 5.30 14 5.23 12 4.96
ATTITUDES P 13 4.86 15 5.46 16 5.39 13 5.00

1
The statements of level onc objectives appear on page 167.




LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR THE COMPARISONS OF
ALL GROUPS IN TABLE XXXV ON

TABLE XXXVI

EACH LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVE
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OBJECTIVES‘

MeGill
University

and

“University of

University of
Alberta

and

ﬁniversity of

University of
Alberta

and

- Simon Fraser

Alberta Calgary University
A1 .26 .12 .39
CONMMUNICATION
81 .04 .22 .76
COMPETENCE
c1 .06 .88 .10
Di .02 .36 42
E, .35 .17 .58
PLANNIHNG
F, .33 .90 .49
COMPETENCE ’
G7 .62 .25 .51
H, .36 .30 .12
PROFESS IONAL 11 .26 .27 .87
KHNOWLEDGE 17 .01 .28 .0038
AND K7 .05 .08 .66
ATTITUDES LT .15 .0036 .02
GEHERAL Ml .87 .0010 .0016
KNOWLEDGE N, .12 .67 .13
. AND 0, .09 .36 .66
ATTITUDES P .0064 .12 .60

Yrhe statements of level one objectives appear on page 167.
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The McGill University teacher educators assigned a
significantly higher importance to Item P], a general understanding
of the natural sciences and mathematics, than did the teacher
educators at the University of Alberta (p < 0L, There also
existed a significant difference on Item J’ (p < .01), however
both the McGill and the University of Alberta teacher educators
assigned the priority rank to this item. 1t was also evident from
the table that McGill teacher educators tended to assign 2 high.
importance to an understanding of the fundamental processes of
learning, although this difference was not significant. The
University of Alberta teacher educators assigned higher ranks to
the abilities of selecting appropriate communciation strategies
and assessing their effectiveness, although these differences
weré ﬁot gignificant. The University of Alberta has embarked
upon a program of micro-teaching which may account for the teacher
educators' concern for the improvement of communication in teaching.

McGill University teacher educators ranked Item MI’ an
understanding of the content in the school curriculum, significantly
higher than teacher educators at Simon Fraser University (p < .01).
On the other hand, Simon Frasér teacher educators ranked Item L},
an ability to interpret research and keep up-to-date, significantly
higher than teacher educators at McGill (p < .01). There appeared
to be a higher concern for the research component at Simon Fraser
University.

Simon Fraser teacher‘educators_ranked Item JT’ and under-

standing of children, significantly more important than did teacher

|
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educators at the University of Albertab(p < ,01). On the other hand,
the teacher educators at the University of Alberta ranked Item M?’

an understanding of thé content of the elementary school curriculum,
significantly higher than did teacher educators at Simon Fraser
University (p < .01). The high emphasis upon the field experience
component of the Simon Fraser program may in part explain the lower
concern of the teacher educators for the understanding of curriculum
content. Teacher educators at the Univefsity of Alberta tended to
assign higher importance to Item L]’ an ability to interpret research,
than did the teacher educators at Simon Fraser University. Although
this difference was not statistically significant, it does indicate
a lower concern for this component on the part of teacher educators
at Simon Fraser University.

However, the over-riding result of this analysis appears to
be the high agreement of all teacher educators in assessing the prior-
ities of an elementary teacher education program. Teacher educators
in these distinct program environments located in different regions of
Canada assessed the level one objectives very similarly, although there

were significant differences in their' perceptions of some objectives.
IV. THE LEVEL ONE AND THE LEVEL TWO OBJECTIVES

In this section of the chapter are reported the results
of the sorting of the level one and level two objectives by the .
teacher educators from all institutions participating in this study.
The analysis was made corresponding to the areas of teaching

specialization identified by the tcacher educators. The teacher
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educators.sorted the level two objectives of a basjic course designed
to acquaing the elementary Student teacher witp instruction in the
.elementary school. The results of the sorting of the tvo levels of
objectives are described for each group .and the rank correlationg

are computed and reported for the level one and level two objectiveg,

statistically analyzed, Hovever, the resultg are reported in
Table XXxvIT.
Mathematics. The teacher educatorg who identifieq with
the area of Mmathematicg Pereeived Item Eé, an ability to formulate
and state Suitable objectives, as the most Important objective for the

basic courge (see Tabie XXXVIIT), Followed very closely ip importance

When thig 8roup of teacher educators“sorted the level one

objectiveg they assigned the highegt Priority ¢o Item H], an ability
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TABLE XXXVII

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE AND. TWO OBJECTIVES BY
ALL TEACHER EDUCATORS RESPONDING IN THE

ART AREA OF SPECTALIZATION
] Level One Level Tyo
OBJECTIVES
' n = 7
Rank ’ Median Rank Median
A 8.5 4,17 7 3.38
COMMUNICATION :
| B 8.5 4.17 8.5 3.75
COMPETENCE
C 11 4,25
D 5.5 3.33
E 3.5 3.00
PLANNING
F 1 2.00
COMPETENCE
' G 10 4.00
H 8.5 3.75
PROFESS | ONAL 1 16 6.00
KNOWLEDGE‘ J 2 2.33
AND K 3.5 3.00
ATTITUDES L 14 5.00
GENERAL M 5.5 3.33
KNOWLEDGE N 12 4.28
AND 0 15 5.25
ATTITUDES P 13 4,75
— —— T e ————

]Thc statements of level o

ments of level two objedtives ap

ne objectives appear on
i 168

pPear on page

page 167 and the state-
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TABLE . XXXVIII

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONL AND TWO OBJECTIVES BY
ALL TEACHER EDUCATORS IN THE MATHEMATICS
AREA OF SPECIALIZATION

Level One Level Two
0BJECTIVES'
n =18 n =18
Rank Median - | Rank Median
A 11 4,25 7 3,70
COMMUNICATION
B 6.5 3.50 11 4.17
COMPETENCE :
C 5 3.00 10 . 4.00
D 10 4.17 . 4 3.13
E 9 ' 3,96 1 2.90
PLANNING .
F 6.5 3.50 2.5 3.00
COMPETENCE
G 3 2.83 6 3.64
H 1 2.00 9 3.83
PROFESS | ONAL T 15 5.50 15 5.90
KNOWLEDGE J 2 2.75 5 3.50
AND K 4 © 2,90 8 3.75
ATTITUDES L 16 5.90 13 5.63
GENERAL M . 8 3.90 2.5 3.00
KNOWLEDGE N 13 5.36 16 6.00
AND 0 14 5.39 14 . 5.80
ATTITUDES P 12 5.05 12 1+ 4.30

lThe statements of level one objectives appear on page 167 and the state-
~ments of level two objectives appear on page 168,
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manage and Organize the learning environment, An understanding of
children (Item Jl)’ and an ability to evaluate the Progress of
Pupils (Itenm G,) ranked next i, importance for the level one
objectivesg,

Thig 8Toup of teacher educatorg assigned a 8reater importance

to those Componentg relevant to the selection apd planning of content

Teacher educatorsg who identifieg with the mathematicg area
of teaching Specializatjiop Perceived the Planning dimension as the
MOSt dimportant when Considering either leve] one or level tyo

objectiveg, Also the communication, professional knowledge, and

thedr assessment of the leve] one and tyg objectives will not pe

deseribed or stutistically Malyzed. The Tesults of the Sorting
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are displayed in Table XXXIX.

Physical education. The teacher educators who identified

with the area of physical education assigned the highest importance
to Item JZ’ and ability to explain the physical and intellectual
needs of elementary school children (see Table XL). This group
then ranked Item FZ’ an ability to select and organize a content
sequence, and Item DZ’ an ability to interpret accurately the
effectiveness of a teaching method, next in importance.

When sorting the level one and the level two objectives
this group of teacher educators ranked the same component, an
understanding of children, in the priority position.  However,
the high concern for content selection and teaching methods in éhe
assessment of the level two objectives was not evident in their
evaluation of the level one objectives.

The teacher educators who identified with the physical
education area placed the highest importance u;on the planning
dimencion, whether they were considering the level one objectives
of the(teacher education program or the level two objectives of
the basic course within the program. When considering the basic
course and the level two objectives, these teacher educators
assigned a higher importance to the communication dimension than
they did when assessing the level one objectives of the total
program. The professional knowledge dimension received a higher
ranking when the subjects considered the objectives of the total
program. Whetﬂer these teacher educators considered the level one

or the level two objectives, the general knbwlcdge dimension was

ranked of least dimportance,
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TABLE XXXIX

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE AND TWO OBJECTIVES BY
ALL TEACHER EDUCATORS IN THE MUSIC AREA

1 Level One Level Two
OBJECTIVES
n=4 ‘ _ n =4
Rank Medién Rank Median
A 15 5.75 7.5 3.50
COMMUNICATION
B 11.5 5.00 7.5 3.50
COMPETENCE
c 6 3.33 4.5 3.00
) 8 4.25 2.5 2.50
E 9 4,33 2.5 2.50
PLANNING
F 3 2.33 1 1.50
COMPETENCE
G 4 2.75 10 4.00
H 2 2.25 2.5 2.50
PROFESSIONAL 1 11.5 5.00 15 6.00
NOWLEDGE J- 1 1.13 7.5 3.50
AND K 5 3.25 11 4,17
ATTITUDES L 16 6.00 16 6.50
GENERAL M 7 3.75 4.5 3.00
KNOVLEDGE N 10 4,88 14 5.50
AND 0 11.5 5.00 12.5 5.17
ATTITUDES P 11.5 5.00 ) 12.5 5.17

]The statements of level one objectives appear on page 167 and the state-
ments of level two objectives appear on page 168.
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TABLE XL

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE AND TWO OBJECTIVES BY
ALL TEACHER EDUCATORS IN THE PHYSICAL EDUCATION
AREA OF SPECIALIZATION

OBJECTIVES' Level One . Level Two
n=17 ' n=17
Rank Median Rank Median
A 7 3.86 6 3.42
COMMUNICATION
B 6 3.69 10 4.08
COMPETENCE ,
C 8 4.00 8 3.94
) 10 4,11 3 - 3.06
I3 9 4.08 4 3.25
PLANNING '
F 4.5 3.29 2 2.81
COMPETENCE
G 3 2.44 ©11.5 4,25
H 4.5 3.29 7 3.63
PROFESSIONAL 1 12 4,40 13 5.08
NOVLEDGE J 1 1.11 1 1.88
AND K 2 2.35 5 3.40
ATTITUDES L 13 5,29 16 v 6.14
GENERAL M 11 4.20 11.5 4.25
KNOVILEDGE N 15.5 5.71 14 5.20
AND 0 14 5.69 15 . 5.88
ATTITUDES P 15.5 5,71 9 4.00

Mhe statements of level one abjectives appear on page 167 and the state-
ments of level two objectives appear on page 168,
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The rank correlation between the level one and level two
objectives for the responses of teacher educators identifying with
physical education was .646. This correlation indicates that there
is a moderately hiéh relationship between the assessment of the level
one and level two objectives.

Reading and language arts. In Table XLI are displayed the

‘ results of the sorting of the level one and level two objectives by
teacher educators who identified with the reading and language arts
area of teaching specialization. These teacher educétors ranked
Item FZ’ an ability to select and organize a content sequence, as
the most important level two objective. This item waé followed in
importance by Items DZ and JZ’ an ability to interpret accurately
the effectiveness of a teaching method and an ability to explain
the physical and intellectual needs of elementary school children.

When this group of teacher educators.ranked the level 6ne
objectives they tended to place a higher importance upon the know-
ledge and behaviors fundamental to a teacher's understanding of
children and the learning process. Although, there was a high
concern for an understanding of children when the level two
objectives were sorted, there was a higher importance placed upon
planning content and teaching methods.

The teacher educators in the area of reading and language
arts considered the dimensions of planning, communication, professional
knowledge, and general knowledge in that order of importance whether
they were assessing the level one objectives of program or the level

two objectives of the basic course.
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The rank correlation of .659 between the level one and
level two objectives, as assessed by the teacher educators identify-
ing with the reading and language arts area, indicated that there
is a moderately high relationship between the rankings of objectives
at the two levels.

Science. The results of the sorting of the level one and
level two objectives by teacher educators identifying with the science
area appear in Table XLII. Among the level two objectives this
group of teacher educators assigned the highest importance to Item FZ’
an ability to select and organize a content sequence. They then
proceeded to-rank Item 32, able to make a selection of the inquiry
method where appropriate, second in importance; ILtem EZ; an ability
to formulate and state suitable objectives, was rankéd third.

In ranking the level oné objectives this same group of
teacher educators assigned a high importance to management of the
learning environment and an understanding of children and learning.
High importance was given other components when the level two
objectives were sorted, and like teacher educators in other subject
areas, these teacher educators assigned the priorities to the
selection of content and teaching methods.

Tn their assessment of the level one and level two
objectives the teacher educators in the science area assigned the
highest importance to the planning dimension, and this was followed
by the communication dimension in the next important position. How-
ever, when these teacher educators assessed the level two objectives

of a basic course, they gave a higher position of importance to the
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TABLE XLII

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE AND TWO OBJECTIVES BY
ALL TEACHER EDUCATORS IN THE SCIENCE AREA

OBJECTIVES‘ Level One Level Two
n = 12 n =12
Rank Median Rank Median
_ A 8 4,00 . 9 - 3.90
COMMUNICATION
B 7 3.80 2 2.83
COMPETENCE
) 6 3.63 5 3.17
D. 9 L 4.25 .6 - 3.50
E 15 " 5.13 3 3.00
PLANNING
F 4 3.08 1 2.17
COMPETENCE
G 5 3.40 10.5 4.00
H 1 2.38 7.5 3.75
PROFESS L ONAL 1 11 4.80 14 5.50
KHOWLEDGE J . 2 2.63 10.5 4.00
AND K 3 2.88 10.5 4.00
ATTITUDES 1L | 16 5.63 13 © 5,30
GENERAL M 10 4.40 4 3.10
KNOWLEDGE N 14 5.00 16 6.33
AND 0 13 . 4,92 15 . 6.13
ATTITUDES 17 12 4.88 |’ 7.5 3.75

Mhe statements of level one objectives appear on. page 167 and the state-
ments of level two objectives appear on page 168.
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general knowledge dimension than they did when gorting the level one
objactives. They gave & higher composite rank to the professional
knowledge dimension when assessing the total teacher education pro—
~ gram and the level one objectives.

There did not appear ta be a close relationship between
the assessment of the level one and level two objectives by the
teacher educators in the area of science, and this is suppor ted by
the low correlation of .306.

Second language. Since the sample of teacher educators
who identified with the area of second languagé was very small,
fewer tﬁan 10, the results of their assessment were not described
or statistically analyzed. However, the results are displayed in
Table XLILI.

Social studies. In Table XLIV are displayed the .results
of the assessment of the level one and level two objectives by
teacher educators who identified with the social studies area of
teaching specialization. In the sixteen level two objectives
Item FZ’ an ability to gelect and organize a content sequence, was
given the highest prioxrity. In the second position of rank was
Item EZ’ an ability to formulate and state guitable objectives; in
the third rank position was Item DZ’ an ability to interpret accurately
the effectiveness of a teaching method.

The results of the assessment of level one and level two
objectives by teacher educators in the social studies area supports
other results in this section. When sorting the level one objectives

of the teacher education program a priority is placed on the under-



TABLE XLIIT

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE AND TWO OBJECTIVES. BY
ALL TEACHER EDUCATORS IN THE AREA OF
SECOND LANGUAGE

0 .
OBJECTIVES] Level One Level ?wo
n=7 n=7
Rank Median ) Rank Median
A 15 . 5.50 5 3.25
COMMUNICATION ‘
B 8.5 4.17 8 4.00
COHMPETENCE
c 10 9.25 11.5 4.75
D 6 3.75 3.5 3.00
T 14 5.00 6 3.38
PLANNING
F 3.5 3.00 2 2.88
COMPETENCE
G. 3.5 3.00 9 4.13.
# 8.5 4.17 11.5 4.75
PROFESSIONAL 1 7 4.00 14 5.00
KNOWLEDGE J 1.5 2.00 7 3.75
AND K 1.5 2.00 3.5 3.00
ATTITUDES L 16 3.50 15 5.25
GENERAL M 5 3.50 1 2.75
KNOVLEDGE N 11.5 4.50 16 5.38
AND 0 11.5 4,50 10. 4.25
ATTITUDES P 13 ' 4.70 “11.5 4.75

The statements of “level one objectives appear on page 167 and the state-
ments of level two objectives appear on page 168.




156

TABLE XLIV

RANKS AND MEDIANS ASSIGNED LEVEL ONE AND TWO OBJECTIVES
BY ALL TEACHER EDUCATORS IN THE
SOCIAL STUDIES AREA

OBJECTIVES' | Level One : | Level Two
' n = 21 n =21
Rank ’ Median Rank Median
A 10 4.21 6 3.56
COMMUNICATION
) B 9 4.14 10 4,06
COMPETENCE ‘ o
: C 6 3.04 7.5 3.57
D 7 3.92 3 © 3.19
r 8 4.11 2 0 2.63
PLARNNING ‘ S
F 5 3.00 1 2.57
COMPETENCE
G 3 2.67 11 4.22
H 2 2.40 5 3.43
PROFESSIONAL 1 15 5.20 14 5.75
KNOWLEDGE J 1 ' 1.80 9 3.69
AND K 4 2.88 7.5 3.57
ATTITUDES L 16 . 5.86 - 16 5.88
GENERAL M 11 4,57 4 3.38
KNOVLEDGE N 13 . 4.86 15 5.80
AND 0 12 4,59 13. 5.29
ATTITUDES P 14 4.75 . 12 5.04

]Thc statements of level one objectives appear on page 167 and the state-
ments of level two objectives appear on page 168.
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standing of the individual and the processes of learning; high
importance is given to the selection and organization of content, and
the teaching process when the level two objectives are assessed.

The teacher educators in the social studies area perceived
the planning dimension to be the most important whether they were
considering the level one or the level two objectives. The communi-
cation dimension was ranked next in importance when sorting level one
and level two objectives. The general knowledge dimension was con-
sidered more important than the professional knowledge dimension
when considering the level two objectives. The professional know-
ledge dimension was regarded as more important than the general
knowledge dimension wheﬁ aéséssing the objectives of the total
teacher education program.

The correlation between the teacher educators aséessment
of the level one and two objectives was low (.565), however, it does
give some indication that a relationship doés exist between the
assessment of the two levels of objectives.

Prefer not to identify with area of specialization. In

Table LXV are displayed the results of the assessment o0f the level
one and level two objectives by teacher educators who preferred not
to identify with any one area of teaching speclalization. Among

the sixteen level two objectives Item FZ’ an ability to select an
organize a content sequence, was given the highest prilority. This
objective was followed by Item 92, an ability to interpret accurately
the effectiveness of a teaching method, and by Item KZ’ an ability

to explain motivation in the learning processes.
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BY TEACHER EDUCATORS Wi

TABLE XLV

WITH AN AREA OF TEACHING SPECTIALYLZATION

LEVEL ONE AND TWO OBJECTIVES
10 PREFER NOT TO IDENTIFY

| S

‘The statements of le

ments of leve

1 Level One Level Two
OBJECTIVES
n= 19 n= 19
‘Rank Median _Rank Median
A 11 4.38 11 4.09
COMMUNICATION '
B 7 3.72 10 3.98
COMPETENCE
c 6 3.54 7 3.69
D 8 3.94 2 2.65
E 9 £.18 4 3.13
PLANNING .
F 5 3.46 1 2.44
COMPETENCE
G 2 2.71 9 3.82
H 4 2.89 8 3.68
PROFESSIONAL 1 10 4.21 12 4 .67
KNOVLEDGE J 1 1.69 6 3.54
AND K 3 2.82 3 2.84
ATTITUDES L 13 5.07 15 5.77
GENERAL M 12 4.78 5 3.46
KNOVWLEDGE N 14 5.23 16 5.92
AND 0 15 5.46 14. 5.35
ATT I TUDES P 16 5.61 13 4.97

vel onc abjectives appear on page 167 a
1 two objectives appear on page 168.

nd the state-
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Although teacher educators did not relate to any particular
subject area when they gorted the level two objectives, the same
‘components are given high importance when these more specific
objectives are gorted. Changes in the priorities of the components
may be dne to the specificity of the objectives rather than to 2
yelation to any given subject area of teaching specialization.

This groun of teacher educators also ranked the planning
dimension of highest importance whether sorting level one OT level
two objectives. For the level one objectives, the prcfessional
knowledge dimension appeared to be next in relative importanceé, while
for the level two objectives, the communication dimension was ranked
second in importance. The general knowledge dimension was considered
of least relative inportance when sorting either the level one OT

level two objectives.

The rank correlation between the assessment of the level
one and level two objectives by this group of teacher educators was
.635, which indicated that a moderately high relationship exists

between the two levels of objectives.
y. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Four hypotheses were tested in this study. In order that
a hypothesis may be rejected it was agsumed that a significant
difference'(at the .01 1eve1 of confidence) must occur on one or

more objecfives between the groups of respondents.
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Hypothesis 1.0

There are no significant differences in the perceptions of
the level one objectives of the elementary teacher education program
at the University of Alberta, as measured by The Teacher Education
Opinionnaire Form I, for teacher educators, student teachers, and
cooperating teachers.

Teacher educators and student teachers differed significantly
oﬁ two objectivés, and thereforé the hypothesis is rejected for these
groups.

Since teacher educators qnd cooperating teachers did not
differ significantly on any one objective, the hypothesis is accepted
for these groups.

Student teachers and cooperating teachers differed signifi-
cantly on three level one objectives, and therefore the hypothesis

is rejected for these groups.

Hypothesis 2.0

There are no significant differences in the perceptions of
the level one objectives of an elementary teacher education program,
as measured by The Teacher Education Opinionnaire Form I, for teacher
educators, student teachers, and elementary school cooperating teachers
across sex, age, years of teacher education, years of school teaching
experience, years of experience in teacher education, areas of concern
in the teacher education program, and amount of involvement with
elementary student teachers (where applicable).

There were within group significant differences when groups
were analyzed for certain independent variables. These within group
differences are summarized under the following sub-~hypotheses.

Hypothesis 2.1. There are no significant differences in the
perceptions of the level one objectives of an elementary teacher educa-
tion program, as measured by The Teacher Education Opinionnaire Form I,
for teacher educators across sex, age, years of school teaching experience,
years of experience in teacher education, areas of concern in teacher
education, and the time involvement with elementary student teachers.
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Although there yere differences in the values assigned
certain items by male and female teacher educators, there were no
significanﬁ differences and therefore the hypothesis is not rejected
for the sex variable.

gince teacher educators 35 years of age and under and
teacher educators over 35 years of age did not differ significantly
on any level one objective the hypothesis is not rejected for the
age variable.

The University of Alberta teacher educators did not differ
significahtly on any objective when the group was analyzed according
to years of teaching in the schools, and therefore the hypothesis is
accepted.

gince the teacher educators differed significantly on oneé
item when the group was analyzed according to years of teacher
education experience, the hypothesis is rejected for the variable
years of experience in teacher education.

No statistical comparisons were made for the areas of
concern in the teacher education.program, and therefore mo con—
clusive results can be reported.

gince the teacher educators did not differ significantly
on any item when the group was analyzed according to the degree
of involvement with student teachers in the elementary route, the
hypothesis,cannot be rejected.

Eyggghggigﬂg;g. There are no significant differences in

the perceptions of the jevel one objectives of an elementary teacher

education program, as measured by The Teacher Education Opinionnaire

Form I, for student~teachers across sexX, a8, years of teucher
education, and student teaching and teaching experience.
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Since female and male student teachers diffared signifi—
cantly on the values assigned one objective, the hypothesis is
rejected for the sex variable.

There were no significant differences on any objective
when student teachers under 21 years of age and 21 to 30 years of
age were analyzed, and hence for these two' groups the hypothesis
is accepted. However, there were significant differences on three
objectives when student teachers under 21 years of age and over
30 years of age were compared, and therefore the hypothesis must
be rejected in this case; The hypothesis is also rejected when
comparing student teachers 21 to 30 years of age and over 30 years
of age because of significant différences on one objective.

Since student teachers when compared on the year in the
teacher education program did not differ significantly on any one
of the level one objectives the hypothesis must be accepted.

Since student teachers did not differ significantly when
compared on the years of student teaching and teaching experience,
the hypothesis is accepted for this variable.

Hypothesis 2.3, There are no significant differences in
the perceptions of the level one objectives of an elementary teacher
education program, as measured by The Teacher Iducation Opinionnaire

Form I, for cooperating teachers across sex, age, years of teacher
education, and years of school teaching experience. '

Since male and female cooperating teachers did not differ
significantly on any objective, the hypothesis must be accepted for
the variable of sex.

Since cooperating teachers 30 years of age and under, and

over 30 years of age did not differ significantly on any of the level
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one objectives, the hypothesis for the age variahle is accepted,

Cooperating teachers with less than three years and three
years or more of teacher eduéation did not differ significantly on
any objectives, and thercfore for the variable years of teacher
education the hypothesis is accepted,

When cooperating teachers with three to five years and
more than five years of séhool'teaching experience were compared
there were no significant differences on any objectives, and there-
fore the hypothesis must be accepted. Because no statistical
comparisons were made with cooperating teachers with one or two

years teaching experience, no conclusive results can be reported.

Hypothesis 3.0

There are no significant differences in the perceptions
of the level one objectives of an elementary teacher education
Program, as measured by The Teacher Education Opinionnaire TForm I,
for teacher educators at four universities in Canada.

Since McGill and the University of Alberta teacher educators
differed significantly on the values assigned. two of the level one
objectives, the hypothesis must be rejected.

McGill University and Simon Fraser teacher educators also
differed significantly in the values assigned. two level one objectives,
and therefore the hypothesis is rejected.

Simon Fraser and the University of Alberta téacher educators
differed significantly in the values assigned two level one objectives,
and therefore the hypothesis is also rejected in this case.

Since statistical comparisons were not made with the one

department responding from the University of Calgary, no conclusive



164

results are reported involving the University of Calgary teacher

educators.

Hypothesis 4.0

There are no relationships between the perceptions of the
level one objectives of an elementary teacher education program and
the perceptions of the level two objectives of a basic course in
the program, as measured by The Teacher Education Opinionnaire, for
teacher educators in the areas of art, mathematics, music, physical
education, reading and language arts, science, second language,
social studies, and teacher educators who preferred not to identify
with any particular area.

For the purpose of describing the relationships between
the perceptions of the level one objectives of an elementary teacher
education program and the perceptions of the level two objectives
of a basic course in the program, the magnitudes of the reported
correlations were examined. It was assumed that the relationship
between level one and level two objectives was "low" if the
magnitude of the correlation was in the range of .500 to .599. The
relationship between levels one and two objectives was considered
to be "moderately high" if the correlation ranged from .600 to .699,
and this same relationship was assumed to be "high" if the correlation
was .700 or greager; It was assumed that there was no important
relationship between the level one and level two objectives if the
correlation was less than .500.

Since the numbers of teacher educators who identified with
‘the areas of art, music, and second language were very small, no
conclusive results can be reported for each of these subject areas.

Teacher educators in the mathematics area displayed some
r&lationship beﬁween their nséessment of tﬂe 1e§e1 éne and the

Tevel two objectives. This relationship was considered low.
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Teacher educators in the physical education area displayed
a moderately high relationship between their assessment of . the level
one and level two objectives.

Teacher educators identifying with the reading and language
arts area demonstrated a moderately high relationship between their
assessment of the level one and the level two objectives.

feacher edﬁcators in the area of science did not display
an important relationship between their assessment of:the level one
and the level two objectives.

Teacher educators in the social studies area of teaching
specialization demonstrated a low relationship in their assessment
of the level one and level two objectives.

Teacher educators who rreferred not to identify with any
area of teaching specialization displayed a moderately high relation-
ship between their assessment of the level one and the level two
objectives.

Although a statistical decision test was not applied to
determine the relationships between the level one and the level
two objectives, in view of the assumptions made, Hypothesis 4.0 must
be rejected for teacher educators in the areas of mathematics,
physicai education, reading and language arts, social studies; and
for teacher educators who preferred not to identify with An area
of teaching specialization. However, Hypothesis 4.0 is accepted

for teacher educators in the areas of science.
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The'following two pages fold-out to provide the. statements
of objectives relevant to the tables in this chapter. The level
one objectives appear on the first fold-out, and the level two

objectives are listed in the second fold-out page.
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Level One Objectives

Aware of a variety of strategies for communicating
within and outside the classroom.

Able to select appropriate communication strategies
to be used within and outside the classroom.

Competent in executing the communication strategies
used within and outside the classroom.

Able to assess the effectiveness of the communication
strategies used within and outside the classroom.

Able to define appropriate purposes when building
a curriculum.

Able to select and organize content and materials
appropriate for the situation.

Able to evaluate the progress of pupils and diagnose
their needs.

Able to manage and organize the learning environment.

Understands the role of education and the educator
in society.

Understands children and all aspects of child
development.

Understands the fundamental processes of learning.

Able to interpret research and keep up to date with
professional knowledge.

Has an understanding of the content in the elementary
school curriculum.

Has a general understanding of the humanities.
Has a general understanding of the social sciences.

Has a general understanding of the natural sciences
and mathematics.
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Level Two Objectives

Ablg to explain.various teaching methods for the
subject area which may be employed in the elementary
classroom.

Able to make a selection of the inquiry method when
appropriate to the situation.

Able to demonstrate the inquiry teaching method relevant
to the subject content.

Able to interpret accurately the effectiveness of a
teaching method used by observing the children in the
situation.

Able to formulate and state suitable objectives for a
unit in the subject area.

Able to select and organize a content sequence to involve
a group of children in the learning of a concept or skill.

Able to select the appropriate tests and diagnostic
instruments for evaluating pupils in the subject area.

Able to organize children into groups for learning in
the subject area. :

Able to explain his view of the task of the elementary
school in society.

Able to explain physical and intellectual needs of
elementary children as they relate to the subject area.

Able to explain motivation in the learning processes
relevant to the subject area.

Able to analyse a research study in the subject area
and interpret the results.

Able to perform the basic content skills iqcluded in a
subject area of the elementary school curriculum.

Able to describe the artistic qualities in the subject
area.

effects of segregation and social

Able to explain the 3 :
hildren from minority and low income

stratification on ¢
groups.
Able to explain scientific principles applicable to

the subject area.



CHAPTER VI

OTIIER FINDINGS - A VALIDATION OF THE PROCEDURES

In view of the fact that one of the major purposes of this
study was to validate a procedure for evaluating the objectives of
an elementary teacher education program, the findings relating to
this validation are reported in this chapter.

A group of teacher educatoré in each of thg institutions
was interviewed to ascertain their reactions to the overall assess-—

ment procedure, as well as the details of The Teacher Education

Opinionnaire. AIn this manner, important information was acquired
relevant to this instrument and the conceptuél model upon which the
instrument was. based.

Further information relevant to the validity of the instru-
ment and the conceptual model was obtained by statistically extract-
ing the conceptual structure of teacher educators, student teachers,
and cooperating teachers toward the level one objectives of an
elementary teacher educgtion program; A principai components
analysis of the intercorrelations among all level one objectiveé
was carried out for each group, and these compohents were rotated
accordin;; to the varimax criterion. The results of this factor

analytic technique are reported in this chapter.
I. RESULTS‘OF THE INTERVIEWS

A total of 89 teacher educators for the four teacher

education institutions were interviewed employing the interview guide
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which appears in Appendix B. It was not possible to interview all

teacher educators who responded to The Teacher Education Opinion-

naire (TEO), but of those teacher educators who volunteered, individ-
uals were selected who represented a varied involvement in the teacher
education program. This variety was made up of those who were inter-
ested in different arcas of teaching specialization and different..con-
cerns within the teacher educatién program, such as administration,
psychology, and curriculum and instruction. Not éll interview
questions were asked of all teacher educators interviewed, and

because some teacher educators had not completed the TEO certain
questions were immediately eliminated from the interview procedure.

Primarily the first two sections of the interview guide
are reported in this chapter as they are most relevant to this study.
These questions served to gain more information about the validity
of the TEO and to seek an understanding of teacher educators'
reaction to the employment of objectives in the planning and operation
of the elementary teacher education curriculum.

The presentation of the results of the interviews will be
dealt with in the order.of the questions, and no attempt is made to
relate responses to individuals or institutions.

When teacher educators were asked what particular group
of student teachers they had in mind as they sorted the level one
objectives of a program, there appeared to be high agreement in their
response to this question. Teacher educators did not regard any one
particular group of student teachers, but they thought of a wide

variety of student teachers and interpreted their responses in terms
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of the general program designed to prepare elementary teachers.

Teacher educators did not necessarily consider any one
constraint such as facilities, time, gtaff or resources as they sorted
the level one objectives. The majority of teacher educators believed
that they regarded the ideal condition and they were not concerned
with details which might influence their assessment of the objectives.
Most teacher educators thought specifically of preparing the teacher
candidate for a future involvement in the elementary school as they .
perceived elementary education. The time considered for the total
program was generally regarded toO be a degree program of three OT
four years duration. 1t was only the occasional teacher educatox
who was influenced in his assessment by the facilities available to
him in the teacher education jnstitution.

1f the TEO was to be used as an instrument to assess the
level one objectives of a teacher education program operating under
rather ideal conditions, then the instrument appeared to £i11 that
requirement.

When sorting the level two objectives, teacher educators
found little difficulty identifying with a basic course designed to
acquaint the student teacher with_instruction in the elementary
school. The general course offered within an area of teaching
specialization was usually kept in mind vhile sorting .the level two
objectives. There did not appear to be a particular concern for the
year in tﬁe program for which such a course might be planned. How—
ever, most teacher educators indicated that such a course would.most
likely be planned for the ééudent teaéher.who waé noﬁlin the firét

year of the teacher education program.
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Tt was the intent that the TEOQ serve as a research instru-
ment to assess the level two objectives of a general education course,
and it is evident from these interview results that this instrument
can be used for this purpose.

Teacher cducators did offer some general comments about

The Teacher Education Opinionnaire, and these may be summarized as .
follows |

a). In general, the instrument did provide a realistic approach
to an assessment of the priorities of a teacher education program.

b) There were concerns about the use of a forced choice
method, ho&e&er, such criticism was not strong and it did not suggest
a re-examination of the use of the Q-sort approach.

¢) The majority of teacher educators felt that the objectives
were inclﬁsive of most of the level one objectives of a program.
There was, however, an expression of need for an objective dealing
with the "student teacher's development of self-awareness'.

d) Most objectives in the level one set were regarded to be
written at the same general level of specificity. There were some
teacher educators who felt that ILtems M’, N,; 07 and Pl were slightly
more general than the rest of the level one objectives. Some teacher
educators had difficulty at first in separating the meaning of the
four communication objectives within the level one objectives. How-
ever, most teacher educators agreed that the communication objectives
could be regardéd as separate objectives after giving them some

“thought.
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There .were relatively minor problems identified with the
use of the TEO as an instrument to evaluate the level one and level
two objectives of an elementary'teacher education program. These
interview results validate its use with teacher educators.

Teacher educators were asked whether they would subscribe
to a teacher education curriculum plan where the objectives were
statéd in precise performance terms. To this question a high
majority of teacher educators indicated that they would agree with
this approach to the curriculum plan with certain quélifications.
This group of teacher educators felt that all aspects of the teacher
education program could not be reduced to objectives stated in per-—
formance terms. The areas of the curriculum within the affective
domain might be treated somewhat differently from those which could
readily be written in performance terms. There was also a concern
for flexibility in the formulation and statement of objectives. The
objectives must be relevant to the individuals and the context of
the curriculum. The objectilves of the curriculum should be defined
only after the individuals concerned have come together, and all
individuals involved in the curriculum have taken part in the
selection of group goals and specific individual goals. "programming
an individual may be dangerous; however if they have an opportunity
to make choices this reduces this inherent danger".

When teacher educators were asked for the time allotment
they would assign to certain parts of the teacher education program,
different responses were recorded. In the consideration of general

education requirements, professional education sequence, and direct
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teaching experience, the opinions of the teacher educators varied
between one-third of the time to each, and two-thirds general
education and the rest of the tiﬁe to the professional educatioﬁ
and direct teaching experience. Most teacher educators had great
difficulty attemﬁting to allot time to aspects of the three to
four year degree ﬁrogram. Many regarded this to be an unrealistic
exercise. However, most teacher educators agreed to attempt the
exercisé. |

The teacher educators were asked to describe what they
regarded as the professional education sequence in a teacher
education program. There were a variety of responses to this
queétion, however, an attempt is made to summarize these responses
under four points of view.

There was a group of teacher educators who emphasized an
uﬂderstanding of children as the essential part of the professional
education sequence. This focus on the child was usually.described
as not only a theoretiéal understanding of child‘development, but
also a direct experience with children in many real-time situations.
Althoqgh this group of teacher educators emphasized the understanding
of children, they also included in their discussion of the profes~
sional education sequence other elements such as curriculum planning,
psychology, educational philosophy, and teaching methods. This point
of view is represented within the professional knowledge dimension
of the model developed in this study.

There were other teacher educators who wished to emphasize

the communication aspect of teaching as the most cssential element of
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the professional education sequence. This focus upon communication
was based on the premise that the professional education of -the teacher
would provide an indepth background in comnunications applicable
within and outside the teacher-pupil learning gituation. This

emphasis upon communication is also represented as a major dimension

of the PCIE.

“Although most teacher educators intcrviéwed regafded the
curriculuﬁ planning element of the prbfessioﬁal educétion sequence
to be an essential part, there was a group of teacher educators who
wished to focus upon this component.' This group felt tﬁat not
enough had been done in the area of curriculum planning, and this
part of the professional education sequence should be emphasized
in future. Relating to this concern, planning is also a major
dimension of the PCTE.

Finally one other basic point of view was identified when
teacher educators were asked to outline the contents of the profes-
sional education sequence. A group of teacher educators emphasized
that part of the curriculum is designed to assist the change of
attitudes on the part of the student teacher. The focus appeared
to be the affective outcomes in the form of professional attitudes.
This point of view is subsumed within the major dimension of the
PCTE, known as professional knowledge and attitudes.

When teacher educators were asked whether the elementary
teacher candidate should be prepared for an area of specializatiom,
the majority of those responding indicaﬁed.that, although there was

room for some specialization, the elementary school teacher should -
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be prepared for an involvement in the total elementary school
curriculum. As stated by one respondent, ''the teacher should be
javolved in the education of the total child with some area of
expertise development'. This concern for some teaching special—.
jzation in the elementary school is represented in the PCIE by the
study of teaching specialization cémponent within the general know-

ledge dimension.
II. EXTRACTION OF THE FACTORS

The Q-sort responses to the level 6ne‘objectives by teacher
educators, student teachers, and cooperating teachers were analyzed
to extract the conceptual structure of these groups toward the level
one objectives of an elementary teacher education program. For each
group, intercorrelations were calculated among all items or state-
ments of objectives. The intercorrelations among objectives for
teacher educators appear in Table LVII of Appendix D. Similar tables
iﬁ Appendix D display the intercorrelations among objectives for
student teachers, Table LVIIIL, and cooperating teachers, Table LIX.

A principal component analysis of the correlation matrix
was carried out for each group, and the six components correspond-
ing to eigenvalues greater than one were extracted: In the data
collected for all teacher educators who participated in this study,
there were six factors with eigenvalues ranging in value from 3.402
to 1.091, and accounting for 66.325 percent of the total variance.

These factors and their eigenvalues are_iqcluded in Table XLVI.
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in the data collection from student teachers there Were

gix factors with eigenvalues ranging in value from 2.482 to 1.149,

and accounting for 61.494 percent of the total variance: These

factors and their eigenvalues are also given in Table XLVI.

Trom the results analyzed for cooperating teachers there

were factors with eigenvalues ranging in yvalue from 3,210 to 1.075,

and accounting for 70.194 percent of the total variance: These

factors and their eigenvalues also appear in Table XLVI.

TABLE XLVI

FACTORS WITH EIGENVALUES GREATER THAN UNITY

Factor TeacheY Student. Cooperating

Educators Teachers . Teachers
1 3.402 2.482 3.210
2 2.050 2.097 2.555
3 1.577 1.544 1.630
4 1.292 1.366 1.518

5 1.199 1.201 1.243

6 1.149 1.075

The principal components extracted for each group (teacher

educators, student teachexrs, and cooperating teachers) s were rotated

according to the varimax criterion in an effort to distribute the

variance among components. The rotated components: which shall be

called factors, and the percentages of the common variance accounted
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for by each component are shown in Tables XLVII, LVITI, and XLIX.

Item Selection

Ttems with absolute factor loadings of .400 or higher were
initially selected, however, when the remaining items were examined
it was decided to include eight items with loadings which ranged in
value from .306 to .394 because of the conceptual meaningfulness.

The seleétion of .400 as the critical value was somewhat arbitrary,
although its use as a guideline meant that each factor was character-—
ized by at least two items. The use of a lower cut-off would allow
many items to appear in more than one factor, making it more difficult
to detect the underlying commonality.

On the basis of common meaning across the items that con-
tributed mést to each of the factors, a set of descriptiQe labels
was suggested for the components. These labels are shown in Tables L
(teacher educators), LI (student teachers), and LIT (cooperating
teachers). The items, oY objectives, in these tables have been grouped
according to common meaning and the order of magnitude. In the case
of negative correlations, the direétion gfvthe item has been reversed.
These factors were labelled and described after examining fhé priorities
assigned to the level ome objectives by each of the three groups.

The first factor identified in the teacher eduéators' and
student teachers' groups was labelled Communication versus General
Knowledge, and it contains the same core of highly loaded items in
both groups. This factor may be regarded as a continuum running

between an importance for comnunication strategies, and ‘an importance
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TABLE XLVII

TATED FACTORS - TEACHER EDUCATORS

VARIMAX RO

Factors

Common
yariance
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VARTMAX ROTATED FACIORS — STUDENT TEACHERS
. Factors A—ﬂw
Objectives ]
One Two Three Tour Tive Six

A -.235 254 .110 . 469 114 -. 441
B, -.320 .556 134 149 .269 -.004
¢y ~.20L - .673 .288 .165  =.052 .068
v, 306 .202 .62 .072 237 042
E -.395  -.455  -.079 .373 062 —.154
Fi -.030 -.315 -.633 -.123 .246 .04
G, -.000 .082 .041  -.486 508 -.327
I ~.053 .101  -.019 L0264 .129 .857
I, -.092 o1  -.017  -.097  -.881 -.181
P -.052 -.611 .234 .070 .005 .167
K -.139  -.702 .086  -.034  -.005 -.094
L -.211  -.079 015 -.802  -.039 -.008
My -.207 -.032  -=.729 .159  -.058 .105
N 771 .025 .106 066  -.049  -.140
0, 808  -.039 .054 071 -.047 .169
7 730  -.0l4  -.149 .002 .224 ~.032

Percent of

Common 14.695 12,913 9.669  8.474  8.250 7.469

Variance




VARIMAX ROTATED TFACTORS - COOPERATING TEACHERS

TABLE XLIX
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. Factors
Objectives :
One Two Three Four Five Six

A, 572 -.024 -.002  ~.150 172 -.615
B, 796 -.158 .112 .058 113 -.090
¢y 722 .316  -.061 .003  -.054 .307
0y .795 .307  -.280 .218  -.189 .129
£ -.317 -.488  -.055 .073  -.076 -.277
Fi 175 -.128 .45 .235  -.082 .070
G, 091  -.167 .036 .075 144 .767
H, .037  -.008 175 .721 .005 .069
1 -.258  -.748  -.289 124 -,059 .030
J, -.638 -.124  -.267 .181 -.106 .170
Ky -.410  -.039 .075 .195  -.768 -.117
L, -.077 .088  -.191 774 -.040  -.114
M, -.218 .178 741 .289  -.032 .023
N, -.290 .308  -.061 .296 .770 .018
0, -.327 762 -.329 .059 .187 -.154
P, -.013 .823  -.034 .008 .050  -.168

Percent of

Common 19.643  14.856  9.706 .500  8.475  8.013

Variance




TABLE L

THE FACTORS FOR TEACHER EDUCATORS AND
THE ITEM LOADINGS AFTER ROTATION

TFactor 1 Factor 2
Communication Content Knowledge and Selection
. vs. vs.
General Knowledge " Communication

Able to assess the effectiveness
of communication strategies.

493

Aware of a variety of strategies
for communicating.

.394

Able to select appropriate
communication strategies.

.386

Competent in executing communi-
cation strategies.

.336
Has a general understanding of
the social sciences.

-.868

Has a general understanding of
the natural sciences and
mathematics.

-.848
Has a general understanding of
the humanities.

-.781

Has an understanding of the con-
tent in the school curriculum.

.722
Able to select and organize con-
tent and materials.
.623
Aware of a variety of strategies
for communicating.
-.538
Able to assess the effectiveness
of the communication strategies.
-.434
Able to select appropriate com-
munication strategies.
-.398



TABLE

——

Tactor 3

._....._......-._._._._._.-...—-.-_...

Professional Knowledge
VS,

Communication

Understands children.
.750

Understands the fundamental
processes of learning.

.647

Competent in executing the com=
. munication strategies.

183

L - Continued

Tactor 4

Management & Organization
vS.

Educational Objectives

| e

Able to define
poses when buil

.696

appropriate pur~
ding a curriculum.

Understands the role of education.

409

Able to manage and organize the
learning environment.

-.598 -.725
Able to select appropriate com=
municationvstrategies.
-.327
Factor 5 Factor 6
Evaluation of Pupils Research
VED vS.
Communication

Educational Objectives

Underst
.676
Able to define
poses when bui
436

appropriate pur-

Able to evaluate the
pupils and diagnose

-.783

progress of
their needs.

ands the role of education.

lding a curriculum.

Able to interpret research.
.846

Able to select appropriate com=

munication strategies.

-.463
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TABLE LI

THE FACTORS FOR STUDENT TEACHERS AND
THE ITEM LOADINGS AFTER ROTATION

Factor 1 Factor 2
Communication Professional Knowledge
vs. vs.
General Knowledge Communication

Able to select appropriate
communication strategies.

.320

Able to assess the effectiveness
of communication strategies.

.306

Has a general understanding of
the social sciences. .

-.808

Has a general understanding of
the humanities.

~-.771

Has a general understanding of
the natural sciences and
mathematics.,

=-.730

Understands the fundamental
pProcesses of learning.

.702

Understands children.
.611
Able to define appropriate pur-
poses when building a curriculum,
.455
Competent in executing communi-
cation strategies.
-.673
Able to select appropriate com-
munication s trategies.
~.556
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TABLE LI - Continued

Factor 3

Tactor 4

Content Knovledge & Selection
vs.

Communication

I

e e et e eem e R s RSP

Has an understanding of the con-
tent in the school curriculum,

.729
Able to select and organize con-
tent and materials.

.633

Able to assess the effectiveness
of communication Strategies.

Research and Evaluation
VSo

Communication

Able to interpret research.

.802
Able to evaluate the progress of
pupils.,

486

Awvare of a variety of strategies
for communicating.

-.469
-.629 .
Factor 5 Factor 6
Role of Education Communication
vs. vs.

Evaluation of Pupils

Management and Organization

Understands the role of
education. '

.881

Able to evaluate the pro- '
gress of pupils,

-.508

Avare of a variety of strategies
for communicating,

441

Able to manage and organize the
learning environment.

-.857
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TABLE LII

THE FACTORS FOR COOPERATING TEACHERS AND
. THE ITEM LOADINGS AFTER ROTATION

Factor 1

Factor 2

—

Professional Knowledge
vs.

Communication

Educational Objectives
Vs,

General Education

Understands children.
. 638

Understands the fundamental
processes of learning

.410

Able to select appropriate com-
munication strategies.

-.796
Able to assess the effectiveness
of communication strategies.

-.795
Competent in executing the com-
munication strategies.

-.722
Avare of a variety of strategies
for communicating.

-.572

Understands the role of education.
748

Able to define appropriate pur-—
poses when building a curriculum,

.488

Has a general understanding of
the natural sciences and
mathematics,

-.823
Has a general understénding of
the humanities.

-.762

Has a general understanding of
the social sciences.

-.308
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Factor 3
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-~ Continued

e

Tactor 4

e o e e e e A S S —

Content Knowledge

and Selection

Able to sclect and organize con-
tent and materials.

745

Has an understanding of the con-
tent of the school curriculum.

.

Management and

Organization ~ Research

e g

Able to interpret research.
774

Able to manage and organize the
jearning environment.

721
JT4L
Factor 5 Factor 6
Knowledge of Learning Process Communication
vs. VS,

Knowledge of Humanities

Understands the fundamental pro-
cesses of learning.

.768
Has a general understanding of
the humanities.

-.770

Evaluation of Pupils

Aware of a variety of strategies
for communicating.

.615
Able to evaluate the progress of
pupils.
-.767
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for the general knowledge aspect of teacher education program. This
factor did not emerge from the analysis of the cooperating ﬁeachers'
data.

The first factor for cooperating teachers, which was labelled
Professional Knowledge versus Communication, contrasts an importance for
professional knowledge, and an importance for communication strategies.
This factor with the same core of items loading on the component was
evident as the second factor for student teachers, and the third factor-
for teacher educators.

The second factor for teacher educators, labelled Content
Knowledge and Selection versus Communication, is regarded as a con-
tinuum running between importance to content knowledge and its selec-
tion, and an importance for communication sﬁrategies. This factor
appeared also as the third factor for student teachers; with fewer
core items loading in this component. A very similar factor was
evident as the third component for cooperating teachers, and it was
labelled Content Knowledge and Selection indicating an importance to
the knowledge and selection of content. No items for the communication
dimension were contained in this factor.

In summary, three factors were extracted and found to be com-
mon to more than one of‘the groups. These factors were: Communication
versus General Knowledge, Professional Knowledge versus Communication,
and Content Knowledge and Selection versus Communication.

Also, there was a number of unique factors evident as a
result of the principal components analysis and the varimax rotation
of the components. A factor was considered unidue where certain
items loaded heavily in one group and not in the same way in any

other group.
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Three unique factors for teacher educators were identified
as follows: Educational Objectives versus Management and Organization
may be regarded as a continuum rumning between an importance to the
consideration of the purpbses and objectives of education, and an
importance to ménagement and organization in teaching. Evaluation of
Pupils versus Educational Objectives contrasts an importance to the
evaluation and diagnosis of pupil progress, and an importance to a con-
sideration of the purposes and objectives of education. ' Research
versus Communication contrasts an importance to interpreting research
and keeping up to date with professional knowledge, and an importance
to communication.

For student teachers, three unique factors were also extracted
as a result of the analysis. Research and Evaluation versus Communi-
cation is regarded as a continuum running between importance to the
interpretation of research and the evaluation of pupil progress, and
an importance to an awareness of a variety of communication strategies,
Role of Education versus Evaluation of Pupils contrasts an importance
to the role of education in society, and an importance to the evalua-
tion and diagnosis of pupil needs. Communication versus Management
and Organization contrasts an importance to communication, and an
importance to management and organization in teaching.

Four unique factors became evident for cooperating teachers
as a result of the analysis. Edueational Objectives versus General
Education was identified as the second factor for cooperating teachers,
and it is regarded as a continuum running between an importance to

a general education, and an importance to a consideration of the pur-
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poses and objectives of education. Management and Organization -
Research is regarded as an importance to management and organization
in teaching and to the ability to interpret research and keep up to
date with professional knowledge. Knowledge of Learning Process
versus Knowledge of llumanities contrasts an importance to an under-
standing of the learning processes and an importance to an under-
standing of the humanities. Communication versus Evaluatioﬁ of
Pupils contrasts an importance to communication, and an importance
to the evaluation and diagnosis of pupils.

The factoré found common to two or more groups are repre-
sented in the conceptual model developed in this study, the PCIE.

" The major clusters of objectives evident in these factors are, in
fact, the four dimensions of the PCTE - Communication, Content
Knowledge and Selection (a major part of the planning dimension),
Professional Knowledge, and General Knowledge. These results,

therefore, contribute to the validation of the conceptual model.
III. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The findings relating to a validation of the assessment
procedures employed in this'stuay are reported in this chapter.
The specific information relevant to the validity of the research

instrument, The Teacher Education Opinionnaire, and the validity

of the conceptual model for teacher education, the Performance

Criteria for Teacher Education, was described. The information

was acquired by interviewing teacher educators who participated in

this study, and by factor analyzing the responses of teacher educators,
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student teachers, and cooperating teachers to the level one objectives.
This analysis was carried out so that various factors could be
statistically extracted.

The interviewé of teacher educators provided worthwhile
information relevant to the validity of the instrument and the con-
cepfual model.

1. When sorting level one objectives, teacher educators focused
upon a general program designed to prepare elementary teachers. They
were not conqerned with the constraints which may affect the'program,
but thought of ideal conditions.

2, When sorting level two objectives, teacher educators found
little difficulty using as a frame of reference a basic course designed
to acquaint the student teacher with instruction in the elementary
school. -

3. Teacher educators found the instrument and the Q-sort
approach to be a viable means to assessing the priorities of elémen-
tary teacher education objectives.

4. Teacher educators did subscribe to a teacher éducation
curriculum plan where the objectives are stated in precise performance
terms, althoﬁgh not all areas of the tgacher educétion curriculum .

were considered applicable to this behavioral objective approach.

After requesting teacher educators to assign a time allot-
ment to large segments of the elementary teacher education program,
three parts of the program were assigned the largest blocks of time:
general education, professional education, and direct teaching

experience.
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When the teacher educators were asked to describe the
professional education sequence, gizeable groups of teacher educators
jdentified and emphasized the following parts: an understanding of
the child, developing communication skills in teaching, developing
curriculum planning skills, understanding the psychology of learning,
and developing professional attitudes. .

These findings have a direct relationship to the validity
of the instrument and the conceptual model.

Although the principal componénts analysis of the responéeS
to the level one objectives extracted somewhat unique factors for
each of the three groups, teacher educators, student teachers, and
cooperating teachers, there were also three factors evident in the
assessment of the level omne objectives which were commomn to two OT
more of the groups: ‘ . |

These factors were: Communication versus General Know~
ledge, Or an importance tO communication, contrasted with an
importance- to general knowledge; professional Knowledge versus
Communication, OT an importance to professional knowledge, contrasted
with an importance to communication in teaching; and Content Know—
lege and Selection versus Communication, OF an importance to the knov—
ledge and selection of content for curriculum, contrasted with an
impor tance to communication in teaching.

These findings also have a direct relationship to the
validity of the conceptual model for teacher education, which was

developed in this study.



CHAPTER Vil

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A brief summary of the procedures employed in this study
and a2 description of the findings of the research appears in this
" chapter. An cffort is made to explain gurther the nature of the
findings and to describe their implications for curriculum evaluation
and teacher education. Based upon the conclusions reported in this
chapter, recommendations for future related work in the areas of‘

curriculum evaluation and teacher education are proposed.
1. THE CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND THE RESEARCH TNSTRUMENT

In this study an attempt wasbmade to build a conceptual
model for teacher education which contained the sufficient components
of the elementary teachex education curriculum. This model evolved
from the research of the 1iterature O1 teaching and teacher education
as well as the author's conception of the elementary teacher education
curriculum. Although an extensive literature review which is reported
in this study was the first stageé in the validation of the model,
other.procedures for its yalidation were employed. A panel of judges
was utilized to test the validity of the model in an early stage of
this study, and subsequent efforts to validate the conceptual model
were designed within the stages of the study. The resulting con-
ceptual model was called the performance Criteria for Teacher

Education (PCTE) .
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This conceptual model. was made up of four dimensions:
Communication Competence, Planning Competence, professional Knowledge
and Attitudes, and General Knowledge and Attitudes. Within each of
the four dimensions, four components were detailed as the gufficient
clements of the dimension. A full description of the dimensions of
the model and each of the sixteen components was presented and vali-
dated from the literature.

In the early stages of validatiom, prior to the collection
of information in the pilot or main study, this conceptual model was
considered to be @ model which displayed those components most regarded
as sufficient for the education of the elementary teacher candidate.
A further check of the validity of the model progressed along with
the main study.

A research instrument designed to record the opinions of
yvarious persons concerning the objectives of an elementary teacher
education program was derived from the dimensions and components of
the PCTE. The version of this instrument emplo&ed in this study was
divided into two forms, each form containing sixteen statements of
objectives. Torm I of The Teacher Education OEinionnaire (TEOQ) was
made up of sixteen level one statements, wﬁile Torm II of this
instrument contained sixteen level two objectives.

The construction of this instrument began with the design
of objectives representative of the components of the PCIE. 1t was
also feasible to state objectives in different levels of specificity,
and it became necessary for the construction of the instrument to

identify objectives at two distinct levels of spccificity, level one
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and level two. The selection of the guitable objectives for the
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II. A SUMMARY OF THE PROCEDURES

The Teacher Education Opinionndire was employed in the

méin study to assess the perceptions of level one and level two
objectives., Samples of teacher educators, 182 subjects, were
administered both forms of the TEO. These teacher educators were
members of faculties of education at the University of Alberta,
McGill University, and Simon Fraser University. A representative
sample of the student teachers, 154 subjects, in the four year teacher
education program at the University of Alberta were administered
Form I of the TEO. A random sample of 50 cooperating teachers at
the University of Alberta were also administered Form I of the TEO.
The data gathered were processed by a number of statistical
procedures including.thé computation of the medians and éemi—inter-
quartile ranges for each variable, the calculation of the rank
correlations between the sets of sixteen objectives, the use of the
Mann Whitney U test for significance of difference between dis-
tributions, and the employment of the Principal components analysis
techniques to factor analyze the responses to the level one

objectives.

III. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

Hypothesis 1.0

There are no significant differences in the perceptions of
the level one objectives of the elementary teacher~educationvprogram
at the University of Alberta, as. measured by The Teacher Education
Opinionnaire, Form I, for teacher educators, student teachers, and

- Cooperating teachers. . : - . :
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teaching of content or structured organization of the learning
environment.

It is also important to note that the lack of significant
difference between the perceptions of the level one objectives by
teacher educators and cooperating teachers would indicate that there
is a strong possibility that these groups may work together toward
the common purposes of the elementary teacher education curriculum.

It would appear that this cooperative effort in planning is imperative
if the student teacher is to benefit from his contacts with the
teacher educator and the cooperating teacher in the schools. This
lack of difference in perceptions of the level one objectives may

also suggest that under ideal conditions the teacher educators are
looking in the same directions for program as cooperating teachers.
Where the teacher education program may fall short of the expectations
of cooperating teachers, this may largely be a result of certain
constraints of facilities and time which impinge upon the teacher
education program, and not as a result of the fundamental differences
in intent between teacher e@ucators and cooperating teachers.

The high correlations between the overall rankings of the
levél one objectives among the three g?oups, teacher educators, student
teachers, and cdoperating teachers, suggest that all three groups may
be very close in their perceptions of the intended outcomes of an
element;ry teacher education program. Although they may differ in
their percéptions of some individual objectives, a most important
‘fiﬁding of this study is that there existé such high agreement over

all objectives, and therefore these groups should be able to work very
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emphasis upon the preparation of the student teacher for the
management and organization of the learning environment. Tﬁe

student teacher should be trained not only to manage and organize
the teaching-learning enviroqment with which he is directly involved,
but he should also be prepared to work as a member of an organi~-
zational team which is concerned with the largerbenvironment, the
school and the communities around the school. The teacher must work,
and assume a leadership role in the planning and management of
education within the environments, and as a member of a larger team,
it is necessary that he Be prepare& to take an active role in the
planning and organization carried on by this team.

Processes of learning. The objective concerned with an

understanding of the fundamental processes of learning was also
given a - high ranking by teacher educators, student teachers, and
cooperating teachers at the University of Alberta. Although this
objective is closely related»to.an understanding of children, its
focus remains upon the ways in which children learn. This high
importance attached to this objective would presuppose that an
understanding of learning is a direct influence upon the quality
of teaching. There is reason to suspect, however, that a know-
ledge of the theories of learning may not directly influence
teacher behaviors (Smith, 1971). Interviews with evperienced
teachers indicate that the concepts they use to interpret pupil
behavior are simple and include few elements of the sophisticated
knowledge found in studies of educational psychology (Jackson,

1968). Although some educators maintain that the rate and density
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of events occurring in the classroom make it most difficult to employ
sophisticated techniques, there ig Teason to believe that teachers

do not make use of ‘many of these theoretical ideas when they have
time to reflect upon their work in classrooms. A Strong criticism

of some educators ig that the more sophisticated knowledge in learn-
ing theories is not taught in a meaningful context, and it is there-
fore moSt’difficultAtO‘apply in ‘the teaching situation.

The results of this study indicated that the student
teachers' understanding of the fundamental processes -of learning is
most iwmportant. Although there are tourses in the theories of learn-
ing which are offered in the elementary teacher education program,
such a high importance assigned this objective should lead to a
Te-examination of these learning experiences for the teacher candi-
date. Efforts should be made to evaluate the present program to
assess the effectiveness of this component in the elementary teacher
education program,

The student teacher's ability to evaluate the progress of
pupils and diagnose their needs was also considered most important
by teacher educators, student teachers, and Cooperating teachers
at the Unlver51ty of Alberta. These groups regarded the teacher as
one who is capable of evaluating and diagnosing the needs of his
Pupils. 1If this is an important objective, the elementary teacher
education curriculum should be evaluated to determine the success
of the program in educating the Prospective teacher towards his role

in diagn031s and assessment.



Teacher ag Planner. When the sum of the ranks of the level

one objectives from each of the four dimensions of the model, the

Performance Criterié for Teachcrlﬁaucation, vere compared, teacher
educators, student teachers, and Cooperating teachers assigned the
highest importance to the planning dimension. As a result of such

a high importance attached to this dimension of ap elementary teacher
education program, it would éppear necessary that this dimension of
the teacher education program bhe thoroughly asgessed to determine itg
effectiveness in Mmeeting the needs of the teacher candidates. Many
of the courses of the elementary teacher education program are des-
cribed as experiences in curriculum and instruction. Tt would appear
that essential Parts of these curricular experiences should be the
Preparation of the teacher candidate for curriculum planning in the
elementary school.

A general education. When teacher educators, student

of the elementary teacher education program the general knowledge
dimension was considered to be of least importance. It would appear
that in the Preparation of the elementary teacher candidate other
objectives take Precedence over those level one objectives directed
towvard their acquisition of a general knowledge of the enviromment.
Although, this may be a function of the forced choice technique used.
The immediate concerns of these 8roups involve the Preparation of
the student teacher for the teaching-learning Process within the

elementary school.



However from the interviews of teacher educators, it was
apparent that the general knowledge dimension remains important to
tﬁe total piogram, But, when asked to assess specific priorities
by way of the opinionnaire, teacher educators are forced to make
trade-offs and rate the objectives of the general knowledge dimension
relatively very low in importance. This result may have some
implications for the struéture of the teacher education curriculum.
Because teacher educators and cooperating teachers are most con-
cerned about the preparation of the student teacher for work in the
elementary school, they may wish to expect the student teachers
enter the teacher education program with certain prerequisites that
are the beginnings of a general education. Although parts of the
teacher education program may assist the student in expanding that -
general education, its prime concern would be directed‘toward the
comnunication competencies, planning competencies, and professional
knowledge. The perceptions of student teachers appear to support
this organizational structure, for students in the teacher education
program also regarded the dimensions other than general education as
being more important. In light of these findings the organizational
structure of the elementary teacher education program should be
assessed. It may be better program planning to consider the first
years of the teacher education curriculum as that stage for develop-
ment of a general education, an importént prerequisite for the

education of the elementary teacher candidate.
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Hypothesis 2.0

There arc no significant differences in the perceptions of
the level one objectives of an elementary teacher education program,
as measured by The Teacher Education Opinionnaire, Form I, for teacher
educators, student teachers, and cooperating teachers across sex, age,
years of teacher education, years of school teaching experience, years
of experience in teacher education, areas of concern in the teacher
education program, amount of involvement with elementary student
teachers (where applicable). :

For teacher educators, this hypothesis was accepted for the
independent variables: sex, age, years of teaching in schools, and
degree of involvement with student teachers in the elementary route.
This hypothesis is rejected for the variable, years of experience in
teacher education. No conclusive results can be reported for the
variable, areas of concern in the teacher education program.

The teacher educators at the University of Alberta demon-
stfated that their perceptions of the level one objectives of the
elementary teacher education program did not differ significantly
- when the subgroubs of teacher educators were compared. The one
exception to this was according to years of experience in teacher
education. In this case those teacher educators with less than
three years teacher education experience differed significantly with
teacher educators having mora experience in teacher education.

It appears from these results, and the magnitudes of the
reported correlations, that the subgroups of teacher educators at
" the Univeréity of Alberta perceived the level one objectives of
program very similarly. 1In fact, there are only differences when
the teaéher educators are grouped according to years of experience

in teacher education. It would therefore appear quite feasible, from
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this viewpoint, for various groups of teacher cducators to work to-
gether in the planning of the elementary teacher education program.

Alyhough it is difficult to achieve a within gfoup consensus on the

level one objeétives of program, this evidence demonstrated that it

is possible to achieve a great deal more agreement among the members
of the teacher education group than might have been anticipated.

Tor student teachers, llypothesis 2.0 was accepted for the
jndependent variables: age (under 21 years of age and 21 to 30 years
of age), year in the teacher education program, years of student
teaching and teachihg experience. This hypothesis was rejected
for the variables: sex, age (under 21 years of age and over 30 years
- of age, 21 to 30 years of age and over 30 years of age).

It appears from the results of student teachers' assessment
of the level one objectives that there are important within group
differences. There are differences in the perceptions of the level
one objectives when student teachers are grouped according to sex
and age. If the differences which appear to exist are made known
to student teachers, this would provide a greater understanding of
the differences which may exist within the group of student teachers.
With such an understanding student teachgrs may be able to work more
harmoniously toward the planning of curriculum in elementary teacher
education.

For cooperating teachers, Hypothesis 2.0 was accepted for
all independent variables employed for clagsification: sex, age,
years of teacher education, and years of school teachipg experience

(vhere conclusive results are reported) .
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These results lead to a conclusion that cooperating teachers
would have little difficulty in working together towards the level
one objectives of program in view of their perceptions of the broad

objectives of program.

Hypothesis 3.0

There are no significant differences in the perceptions of
the level one objectives of an elementary teacher education program,
as measured by The Teacher Education Opinionnaire, Form I, for teacher
educators at four universities in Canada.

For teacher educators at McGill University and the University
of Alberta, McGill University and Simon Fraser University, and the
University of Alberta and Simon Fraser University this hypothesis was
rejected. No conclusive results could be reported involving the
Univeréity of Calpary aé‘oﬁly one départment of the Faduity of
Education of this university responded.

What appears important from these results is the fact that
there are differences between institutions in their assessments of
the level one objectives of an elementary teacher education program.
There may be distinct differences in the way that teacher educators
view the teacher education program fiom one institution to the other.
However, the correlations of the rankings of the level one objectives
between institutions is high, and it may therefore be concluded that
there are high similarities in the perceptions of the teacher
educators. It would foliow that although there are distincﬁ differ-
ences from institution to institution, teacher educators at different

institutions in Canada view the objectives of program in a similar
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way. In light of these similarities it may be possible for teacher
educators in different parts of Canada to work together toward

common aims of program.

Hypothesis 4.0

There are no relationships between the perceptions of the
level one objectives of an elementary teacher education program and
the perceptions of the level two objectives, as measured by The
Teacher Education Opinionnaire, for teacher educators in the areas
of art, mathematics, music, physical education, reading and language
arts, science, second language, social studies, and teacher educators
vho preferred not to identify with any particular area.

This hypothesis was rejected for teacher educators in the
areas of mathematics, physical education, reading and language arts,
social studies, and for teacher educators who preferred not to
identify with an area of teaching specialization. Hypothesis 4.0 is
accepted for teacher educators in the science area. No conclusions
were reached for the areas of art, music, and second language.

The results of this study would support the theory that
there is some relationship between the priorities assigned more

_specific instructional unit objectives (level two) and those assigned
the broad objectives of program (level one). It therefore appears
that once the‘priorities of the intended outcomes for the total
program have been assessed, it is reasonable to assume that the
specific objectives of a course, or an instructional unit, within
the program will be assigned priorities somewhat consistent with
the broad objectives of the total program. Although the relation-
ships between the priorities assigned the level one and the level
fwo objectives méy not be very high, it may be reésouable to assume

that after an assessment of level two objectives of a number of
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instructional units within avtotal.curriculum has been made, the
aggregate of these priorities will have a high‘relationship to the
broad objectives of program. The priorities assigned the instruc-
tional units within a total curriculum reflect those priorities
assigned the broad objectives of the program.

However, because there was not 2 high relationship befween
the assessments of level one and level two objectives it is imparfant
to describe the components where consistent differences occurred in-
the assessments of the level one and level two objectives. When
teacher educators assessed the level two objectives of the basic
course they tended to place a higher importance upon the components
of selection and organization of content and materials, the formulation
- of objectives, the  study of a teaching ‘specializationy and the evalua-
tion of communication strétegies than they did when assessing the
broad objectives of the elementary teacher education progfam. It
should also be noted that whether'the teacher educators were assess-—
ing the objectives of the program or the basic course within the

program, they regarded the planning dimension as the most important.

A Validation of the Procedures

A total of 89 teacher educators in four institutions in
Canada were interviewed, and the results of these interviews assisted

the validation of The Teacher Education Opinionnaire. It was evident

that the TEO provided a valid and reliable instrument by which the
level one objectives of an elementary teacher education program and

the level two objectives of a basic course within the program could
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be assessed. When sorting the level one objectives, the respondents
vere able to focus upon the elementary teacher education program in
a somewhat ideal situation with very few constraints. While assess-
ing the level two objectives, teacher educators were able to use as
a frame of reference a basic course designed to acquaint the student
teacher with instruction in the elementary school. The employment
of the Q-sort technique was found to be an appropriate force choice
method. in making decisions about two levels of objectives.

The objectives generated and validated for inclusion in

both forms of The Teacher Education Opinionnaire were derived from

the conceptual model, the Performance Criteria for Teacher Education, -

which was constructed as part of this study. The results of the

interviews. and the factors analysis is the level one responses supplied. ..

information which tended to support this conceptual model. It is also
reasonable to assume that the methodology used in assessing the elemen-

tary teacher education objectives represented a viable approach.

Recommendations for Further Study.

The procedures employed in this study may be applied to
other teacher education programs for the preparation of the elementary
teacher candidate. By focusing upon other institutions and securing
the perceptions of teacher educators, student teachers, and cooperat-
ing teachers it would be possible to compare the perceptions of student
teachers and cooperating teachers with these groups at the University
of Alberta.

An identical study may take place at a different ‘point in

the time of year, say the beginning of the academic year, and com-
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parisons might be made of the objectives at two different points in
time for the same groups.

The results of this study may be utilized as a basis of
the percecived needs for elementary teacher education programs.
Studies should follow which describe and analyze the procedures
employed for the follow-through in development and modification of
elementary teacher education programs.

The conceptual model, the Performance Criteria for Teacher

Education, may be examinéd within the context of the secondary teacher

education program. The research instrument, The Teacher Education

Opinionnaire, may be modified, if necessary, based on any changes
to the PCTE and employed in the assessment of the objectives of a
secondary teacher' edutation program.

The general methodology employed in this study may prove
useful for examining professional education programs in fields other
than teaching, such as medical or nursing education. This curriculum
evaluation methodology may have an application to most curriculum,
and it may provide a most worthwhile strategy for the assessment of

the curriculum objectives.
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March 12, 1971

Dear -

I am a graduate student in the Department of Elementary Education
at the University of Alberta, and I am presently working on my
doctoral dissertation.

Dr. Ellis has given me permission to write you to request your
assistance with my dissertation research project, The study is
concerned with the exploration of objectives of elementary teacher
education programs. I addition to approaching academic staff in
the Professional Development Centre, I am including in my study
Faculty of Education staff at Simon Fraser University, McGill
University, the University of Calgary, and academic staff, student
teachers, and cooperating teachers at the University of Alberta.

I would appreciate it if you could take the time to complete the
enclosed form during the next two days. When completed, would you
please place it in the enclosed envelope, seal the envelope, and
leave it with Dr. Ellis' secretary. She has agreed to assist me
in this way.

Thank you..

Yours very truly, -

Norman Watts
Graduate Student
University of Alberta

Encl.

|



Instructions: Please complete this form, seal 1t in envelope, and return

1.

JInvitatlon to Partfcipate

(Dissevtation: N. Watts ~ Universicy of Alberta)

it to Dr, Stratton's Secretary, .

I percelve as part of my role or vesponsibility as a member of
staff the education of the elementary teacher candidate.

221

Yes

No

If the answer to #1 is "Yes," please consider participating in the
study by recading and filling in the remainder of the items.

If the answer to #1 is "No," please fill in only item #5 below,
and return. You are not considered as a member of the rescarch
populaticn.

The instruments of the study are two lé-item Q-sorts which can
be completed in one: hour, or less, in your own time. The task
in both instruments requires you to sort sixteen objectives of
an elementary teacher education program. Although both instru-
ments can be completed in your time, I would ask you to complete
them while I am at Simon Fraser (March 29th - April 2nd).

Would you be prepared to assist me with my research by completing
the two instruments?

Yes

. No

If the dates above are not convenient and you can assist me,
please state a more convenient arranpement, and I will attempt

to alter the plan for you.

If you will have some time during the week of March 29th, I would
like to meet you briefly, and ask some questions about teacher
education. Should this be possible, kindly indicate

times and locations where I might contact you. (Include phone
number if you wish)

Area of Concern in Teacher Education Program
(Please circle the appropriate number)

Administration (1)
Curriculum and Instruction (2)
Foundations (3)
Psychology (4)
Other : (5)
Name
Office ’ Phone

If you are participating in the stuldy, all instruments will be
delivercd to you upon uy arrlval - March 29,

PLEASE SUAL IN ENVELOPE AND RETURN T0 DR STRATTON'S SECRETARY
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April 16, 1971

Three weeks ago I was at Simon Fraser University and distributed the
Teacher Education Opinionnaire, which is the main instrument of my
dissertation research Project. You had agreed to assist me with

this research on the objectives of an elementary teacher education
program. As of this date I have not received your completed opinion- .
naire. (If you have already sent it please disregard this letter.)

Approximately 60% of the teacher educators who are participating
have completed and returned the opinionnaire. The nature of the
study requires that I receive the -highest response possible., If
you object to the completion of this opinionnaire, then I fully
respect your feelings, However, I feel that in most cases a
crovded schedule may have interfered.

I should very much appreciate receiving the opinionnaire at your
earliest convenience. If you require another booklet in order to
complete the instrument, I shall be very happy to oblige.

. Yours sincerely,

Norman Watts
Graduate Student
University of Alberta

"NW:ps



April 12, 1971

Dear

I am a graduate student in the Department of Elementary Education
‘at the University of Alberta, and I am presently working on my
doctoral dissertation. .

I understand that you have been a co-operating teacher in the
University of Alberta elementary teacher education program, and
I would like to ask your assistance with my dissertation project.
The study is concerned with the exploration of objectives of an
elementary teacher ducation program. I am requesting a sample of
the co-operating teachers in the City of Edmonton to participate
in the study by making some judgements ahout objectives:  In
addition to approaching co-operating teachers in this City, I am
including in my study academic staff at Simon Fraser University,’
McGill University, University of Calgary, and the University of
Alberta. Student teachers at the University of Alberta are also
included in this research.

I would appreciate it if you could take time to complete the
enclosed form during the next two days. When completed, would you
please place it in the enclosed envelope, seal the envelope, and
return it to me in this self-addressed stamped envelope.

Thank you.
Yours sincerely,
Norman Watts
Graduate Student
University of Alberta
NW:ps

Encl.
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Jnvitation to Participate

(Dissertation: N. Watts - University of Alberta)

‘Instructions: Please complete this form, seal it in the self-
addressed envelope, and return it,

1. I was involved as a co-operating teacher during the academic
year 1970-71. ] Yes () No ()

If the answer to #1 is '"Yes", please consider participating
in the study by reading and filling in the remainder of the
items,

If the answer to #1 is "No'", please £ill in only item #3
below, and return. You are not considered as a member of
the research population.

2. The instrument or opinionnaire of the study is a l6-item Q-sort
which can be completed in one-half hour, or less, in your own
-time, The task in the instrument requires you to sort sixteen
objective of an elementary teacher education program. Although
theé instrument can be completed in your time, I would ask you
to complete it before May 15th, ' C

Would you be prepared to assist me with my research by
completing the instrument? Yes () No ()

3. Name

Address » Phone

If 'you are participating in the study the instrument will be mailed to you
by April 30th. :

PLEASE SEAL IN THE ENVELOPE AND RETURN AS SOON AS POSSIBLE.
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INTERVIEW GUIDE

Numbexr Position

Institution

Field

Date Date




e Purposes of the interview Data Collection

To assist in the validation of the Performance Criteria for
Teacher Education as & performance model for elementaly

pucht )

teacher education curriculum.

To gain information about the Teacher Education Opinionnaire
to assist the further improvement of this instrument.

To determine what Canadian teacher educators regard as

_essential characteristics of a good elementary teacher

education program.
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Objectives of the Program

When you sorted the broad objectives of the teacher education
program did you have in mind any panticular group of student
teachers? Is there a difference in the preparation of teachers
for early childhood, division I, and division II?

Did the thoughts of any constraints (facilities, time, staff,
and resources) influence you in your sort of the program
objectives? .

Did you think of any course in particular when you sorted the
more specific objectives? If yes, what particulars of the
course can you identify?

Have you any general comments about the instruments?

Do you have any copies of stated objectives of the total
program or courses which I may take with me to study?
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Implementation of Objectives

Would you subscribe to a curriculum plan where the objectives
of the teacher education program are stated in precise per-
formance terms for the students and instructors? Under what
modifications would you accept this proposal?

Would you care to allot a fraction of the total time to each?
(3-4 year degree program.)

General Education Requirements
Professional Education Sequence

Direct Teaching Experience

What should the Professional Education sequence really contain?
Would you include the preparation of teachers for curriculum
planning?

If you indicated that some direct involvement in teaching is an
important aspect of the program, what form(s) of experience
should it take? (Practice teaching as we now know, or use of
simulation experiences.)
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Should the elementary teacher candidate be prepared for an area
alization?

of teaching speci

IIL. §.el,_°_9£i_93_:'%}1<1_993.c_9££‘.f.?f..“-.‘l‘%.éﬂ&‘.‘l?}.‘ﬁ.E‘i?‘fbf‘;&‘.
appear appropriate and effective to you for the
ndidates?

1. What means
of the teacher c&

selection

uld be shown for the teachexr candidate in the

n sho
1 services?

2. What concel
dent persomneé

form of stu

Ty. Climate for Teacher Pregaration

onship be be
academic div

1d the relati tween the teacher P
igions OT depart

1. What shou
other

program and the
institution?

relationship petween the te

d be the
lic schools?

2. What shoul
d the pub

program an

reparation
ments in the

acher preparation
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3, What changes in the teachex education program do you see most

necessary?

n teacher education programs

en made i
buting most to

ions have be
hich you see contri

4. What innovat
v

in the last. five years v
teacher education?.

curricular changes in. the

5. What provisions should be made’ for
teacher education program?

6. What elements of the curriculum do you see as most effective in
to practice?

integrating theory

7. Do you have any general comments?
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TNTRODUCTION FOR JUDGES

The Performance Criteria for Teacher Educatiog is a per-
formance model for teacher education composed of sixteen components
which have been found by the author to be those elements most commonly
reparded as sufficient for the education of the teacher candidate.
»The model has not geen generated with any particular direction fbr
teaéher education in mind, but the attempt is to cover the essential
dimensions and elements of a teacher education program as it exists
today, and as the program is perceived by experts in the future.

The analysis of teaching, and the indeﬁtﬁ study of present
and proposed teacher education programs has led to a synthesis of the
essential components which comprise a teacher education program. These
appear in the 7.c.T.E. Following such a description of the intended
performances and experiences of the teacher candidate, it may be
necessar§ for the individuals concerned aﬁout a particular teacher
education curriculum to indentify for their purposes more precise
performance standards. The F.C.T.E. is designed only to describe
the performance and criteria in br&ad generic terms. The model of
performance criteria may be regarded as a conceptual framework, for
it may serve to organize thinking about the performance competencies
and experiences which are essential for the preparation of the teacher

candidate.

ORGANIZATION
The P.C.T.E. has been organized into four sections, called

dimensions of the teacher education curriculum. Two of these dimensions
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relate to content knowledge, and subsequent development of attitudes.
Two dimensions relate to the behavioral and human relations skills
which are included in the curriculum. The order in which the
dimensions have been presented in the p.C.T.E. is not significant,
put the two dimensions concerned with content knowledge have been
placed together at the bottom of the outline. The intention is that
all dimensions are interdependent, for the teacher candiate's. com=
petence within the planning dimension may be quite dependent upon
some components in the professional knowledge dimension. The purpose
of the Performance Criteria for Teacher Education is to identify the
dimensions and eomponents of a teacher education program such that one

may focus upon these essential performances for discussion and study

of the .total or the parts of the program.
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PERTORMANCE CRITERIA TOR TEACURER EDUCATION

Notes on the dimensions

I. COMMUNICATION COMPETENCE -

This dimension refers primarily to the teacher-pupil
instructional relationship and the awareness, selection, practice, and
evaluation of the instructional strategies.  JInstructional strategieé
in this context refer to the communication behavior of the teacher in
the instructional situation, and such behavior may range from no overt
teacher behavior, to a complex of verbal and non-verbal teacher
-behaviors interlaced with pupil behavior.- IncludedAin tﬁis dimension
are the communication techniques which the teacher may employ to set
the stage for learning, such as teacher-pupil interpersonal relation—
ships which are conducive to learning; motivation of pupils; develop-
ment of a social order which is conducive to learning. The communi-
cative‘dimension does include the use of various media equipment
employed in the instructional situation. Also included are other
communication techniques which are important for the practising
teacher: teacher-parent interviews, teacher-pupil guidance involve-

ment, and teacher-administrator or teacher-teacher relationships.

II. PLANNING COMPETENCE

This dimension refers primarily to the curriculum develop-
ment process which includes the identification of the intended out-
comes of the curriculum, selection and organization of subject-matter

and materials, the use of evaluation skills and techniques for planning
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individual and group pPrograms, and the leadership and organization
skills essential to accomplish the planned goals. Where the communi-
cation dimension refers to the interactive phase of teaching, the
planning dimension focuses upon the pre-active phase in the teaching.
process. The components Of the planning dimension are felevant to
the teacher's involvement in a specific subject curriculum at the
classroom level, or they are also-applicable.to‘the teacher's antici-

pated involvement in curriculum at the system level.

III. GENERAL KNOWLEDGE OF ENVIRONMENT

This dimension refers to a continuing general education whiéh
is well balanced in the domain of the humanities, social scilences, and
the natural sciences and‘mathematics. Tﬁis dimension also includes
the devélopment of knoqledge in £he arca(s)bof teaching specialization

relevant to the school curriculum.

1v. PROFESSIONAL KNOWLEDGE
This dimension refers to the professional b;dy of knowledge
which is often regarded as educational theory. The components of this
dimension include: an understanding of the role and reponsibility of
. the professional educator in the profession and in society; and undexr-—
standing of the processes of human learning applicable for the teacher;
an understanding of the physical, social, intellectual, and emotional
development of‘children; a knowledge of the relevant research resources,
and an understanding of the most basic means of analysing and inter-
preting research work in the field. The acquisition of professional

knowledge is basic to professional decision making.



PERFORMANCE CRITERTA FOR TEACHER EDUCATION

I. Communication Compctence

A.

II. Planning

TIdentification of Communication Strategies
(An awarencss of different strategies, and the
principles underlying them.)

Selection of Communication Strategies
(Choice of strategies to meet objectives and
the needs of individuals.) -

Practice of Communication Strategies
(Execution of strategies.)

Evaluation of Communication Strategies
(Assessment of the use of strategies.)

Competence

E.

H.

Formulating Objectives
(Constructing objectives for curriculum
planning.)

Selection and Organization of Content and Materials
(Choice of content, materials, and resources in
relation to objectives.)

Evaluation of Pupils and. Program
(Evaluating pupils and program in relation to
objectives.)

Leadership and Organization
(Interpersonal and intrapersonal organization
skills.)
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ITI. Genqyal Knowledge of Environment

I.

Study of Teaching Specialization
(Understanding content relating_directly to
school curriculum.)

Study of Humani.ties
(Artistic, moral and cultural growth.)

Study of Social Sciences
(Understanding of local and global society.)

Study of Natural Sciences and Mathematics
(Understanding of the natural environment, )

IV. Professional Knowledge
———=—=-hat fnowledge

M.

Professional Role and Responsibility
(The role and responsibility of the educator
in the profession and in society.)

Human Learning
(Understanding learning.)

 Child Development
(Understanding the physical, social, intellectual,

and emotional development of children.)

Research

(Remaining up-to-date with the literature in
education,)
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OBJECTIVES SELI # 1

(Initial Set of Level One Objectives)

The Student Teacher:

A.

P.

will be aware of a variety of strategies for. communicating
within and outside the classroom.

will be able to select appropriate communication strategies
to be used within and outside the classroom.

will be competent in executing the communication strategies
used within and outside the classroom.

will be able to assess the effectiveness of the communication
strategies used within and outside the classroom.

will be able to define the appropriate purposes when building
a curriculum. :

will ‘be able to swulecct andorganize content and ‘materials
appropriate for the situation.

will be able to evaluate the progress of pupils and diagnose
their needs.

will be able to manage and organize the learning environment.

will understand the role of education and the educator, in
society.

will understand the fundamental processes of learning.

will understand children, and all aspécts of child
development.

will be able to interpret research and keep up-to-date
with professional krowledge.

will have a general understanding of the humanities.
will have a general understanding of social sciences.

will have a general understanding of the natural sciences
and mathematics.

will have an understanding of the specific content of the
elementary school curriculum.
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(Initial Set of Level Two Objectives)

The Student Teacher:

A.

will be able to explain various teaching methods for the
subject area which may be employed in the clementary
classroom.

will be able to make a choice of an instructional method
which is appropriate to the situation.

will be able to perform the teaching method chosen for
thc lesson.

will be able to interpret accurately the effectiveness
of a teaching method used by observing the children in
the situation.

will be able to formulate and state suitable objectives
for a unit in the subject area.

will be able to select content and organize a sequence to
involve a group of children in the learning of a concept
or skill.

will be able to select the appropriate tests and diagnostic
instruments for evaluating pupils in the subject area.

will be able to organize groups of children for meaningful
learning in the subject area.

will be able to explain his view of the task of the
elementary school in society.

will be able to explain the importance of reinforcement in
the learning processes relevant to the subject area.

will be able to describe the needs of elementary children
as they relate to the subject area.

will be able to analyse a research study and interpret the
results.

will be able to explain the influences of different ethnic
and religious views on the behavior of children.

will be able to describe the effects of segregation and-
social stratification on children for minority and low
income groups.

will be able to describe the effects of scientific technology
on the current_behavior of children.

will perform competently in the subject content of the
elementary school curriculum.
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PAIRS OF OBJECTIVES PRESENTED TO SECOND
PANEL OF JUDGES

The Student Teacher:

1.

X.

Y.

will be able to make a selection of the inquiry method when
approprlate to the situation.

will be able to select appropriate communication strategies
to be used within and outside the classroom.

will be able to demonstrate the inquiry teaching method
relevant to the subject content.

will be able to execute the comnunication strategies used
within and outside the classroom.

will be able to manage and organize the learning environment.
will be able to organize motivation in the learning processes
relevant to the subject area.

will be able to explain motivation in the learning processes

relevant to the subject: area.

will understand the fundamental processes of learning.

-will have an understanding of the content in the elementary

school curriculum.

will be able to perform the basic skills included in a
subject content of the elementary school curriculum,

PAIR OF OBJECTIVES PRESENTED TO
THIRD PANEL OF JUDGES

will have a general understanding of the natural sciences
and mathematics,

will be able to explain the scientific principles applicable
to the subject area.
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TOE TEACHER ELHCATION GRINEOLIIAIRE

AN INSTRUMENT FOR OBTAINING
OPINTONS REGARDING

AL e o T o “ AN L e =
@foctivos ¢f o Rlomoutary Teachor Eduealion Precram

Depactinent of Elementary Education
ho University of Alberta

You are participating in an assessment of objectives of an Elementary
speacher Education Prograin.

The TEACHER LEDUCATION OPINIONNAIRE is not a test of your
knowledge or skill, but it is simply a device to record your opinions of the
importance of some stated objectives of an Elementary "Peacher Education
Program.

In Section I, you are asked to provide certain information about your-
self—you will note that your name is not reguired. Information and opinions
will not be identified with individuals.

Please furn to Section 1 and nswer alt the parts to the best of your
ability, being assured that your anonymity will be carefully protected.
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4
SECTION I
llcspﬂ)wﬂwr
Please circle the appropriate number
1, Occupation Student Teacher* 1)
Faculty Member (Teacher Jdueator) [
Sehoal Teacher - (®)
(o117 Sppm— (4)
2. Sex Male (1)
Female (2)
3. Age 20 years or under . - (1)
21 - 95 years (2)
26 - 30 years . (3)
31 - 35 years (4)
36 - A0 years (5)
41 - 50 years (6)
51 - G0 years 7
61 and older ®)
4. Years of Post-sccondary Fducation (include present year)
Teacher Education Other Education
None (1) 4 years (5) None - (1) 4 years (5)
i year (&) O years ) 1 year (2) 5 years (6)
2 years (3) © ycars or more (7) 2 years (3) 6 years or more (7)
3 years , ) .3 years “4)
5. Years of Teaching or Student Teaching in Schools (I5-12)
None (1)
Student Teaching 1 year (2)
2 years (3)
3 years (4)
. 4 ycars (5)
1. 2 years experience (6)
3 . 5 years experience ()]
6 - 10 years (8)
11 - 15 years 9
16 or more years (10
o A student tencher is a student who is preparing for hing. Teacher lidate and her trainee are other terms used

to designnte this ndividual.

5
6. Arca of Teaching Specialization
(Please circle one number)

Art (1)

Mathematics (2)

Music (3)

Physical Education )

Reading & Language Arts (5)

Science . (6)

Second Language N

Social Studies . - (8)

(9)

tonching specialization  (10)

171 S —
Prefer not to identily
The Remaining Items in Section 1 are to be completed only by members of Teacher Education Staff.

7. Principal Area of Concern in 'Teacher

Jaducation Program .
Administration il)
Curriculum and Instruction 2)
Foundations (3)
Psychology o (4)
Other [©)
8. Years of Expericnce on Teacher
Education Staff
1. 2 ycars 1)
3 - §ycars (2)
6 - 10 years 3)
- 11 - 15 years (4)
16 years or more (5)
9. ‘Current Involvement with the
Peacher Candidates )
Elementary Students Secondary Students
up to 255 of time m up to 25% of time [¢))
26 - H0CH 2) 26 - H0CH )
51 - 15 @) 51 - 75 )

76 -100%% “) 76 -100%% (1)
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PLEASE B CLERTAIN YOU TIAVE COMPLYLED SECTION X

SEE SECTION 11 BELOW

SECITION 1T

I you are involved, or have been involved in an clementary teacher cducation program, you will no
doubt have some feclings about the purposes of the program. It is important to identify the opinions of
many individuals toward the objectives of an clementary teacher education program.

Please assume for {he next twenty or thirty minutes that it is necessary for program planning {o identify
the most important objectives of the Wlementary 'leacher Education program in your snstitution® As a
person who is involved, or who has been invelved in a {eacher education program, youx opinion is sought.

You realize that the cducation of the teacher candidate may include many things—you must decide
which objectives of the Llementary Peacher Education program are most important.

o School teachers should consider the institution which scnds student teachers to their school.

TEACHER EDUCATION OPINIONNAIRE (Form I)

Objectives of an clementary teacher education program arc listed on the yellow cards attached to this
booklet. Each objective is stated as an jntended outcome for the Student Teacher. Please indicate your
opinion of their importance as objcetives of an clementary teacher education program in the following way:

First, read them carefully and sort them into three piles on the desk in front of you. On the left,
place the three or four which you regard as most important. On the right, place the three or four which
are Jeast important. Place the remainder of the pile in the middle. .

Now, sort them further into seven piles—the one most important in the first pile, the {wo next im-
portant in the sccond pile, three next important in {he third pile, four in the fourth, three in the fifth,
two in the sixth and the onc least important in the seventh. When you have finished, your sort will Jook
like this:

1 2 6 17

— £ —
1 —

fou-
oot
pou-

When you are satisfied with your sort, place the cards in the slots below, as you sorted them—one in
slot 1,twoin 2, and so on. .

One Most Two Hext Three Next Your Next Three Rext Two Next One Least

Linportant Tmportant Impurtant Important Tmportant Tinpattant Important
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(<4

PLEASE BE CERTAIN THAT YOU VAVE COMPPLETED SECTION 1L
1{ you are not {o complete SECTION 11T please close
the booklet carelully and return it
Thank you for your time and co-operation
© 1B you ure continuing, see SECTION I Below

"SECTION X .

Please assume for the next twenty or thirty minutes that it is neeessary for ceurriculum planning pur-
poses to identify the most important objeetives of a teacher education course. You are asked to indicate
your opinion of their impertance as objectives of the hasic course designed fo acquaint clementary student
teachers with insteuction in the elementary school,

In order that you can indicate your opinion of more specific objecetives, it may be necessary for you to

- identify the basic course with an area of teaching specialization or a subjeet matier area. Please circle the

number below which corresponds to the area.of {eaching specialization with which you identify while con-
sidering the objectives of the basie course.

Art . (1)
Mathematics (2)
Music . 3)
Physical Education )
Reading and Language Aris (5)
Science . (6)
Second Language (U]
Social Studics (8)
Other )
Prefer not to identify with an area (10)

TEACIHER EDUCATION OIINIONNAIRE (Form II)

The objectives of the hasic course designed to acquaint elementary student teachers with instruction
in the clementary school are listed on the blue cards. Each objective is stated as an intended outcome for
the Student Teacher, Please sort them as you did the others.

First, sort then into three piles—most important, important, and least important.

Now, sort them into seven piles as before. Your final sorting will look like this:

1 2 3 5 6 ki
o o O I [ I T I
/] 3 —/ 1

-

1

When you are satisfied with your sort, insert the cards in the slots as you did before.

1 2 3 4 5 6 1
One Most Two Next Three Nest Four Next Three Next ‘Two Next One Least
Importamt Tiportant Important Inportint Importnt Tinportant Important
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11

For For
exniner's use examiner's 4

21 ' 37

22 38

23 39

24 PLEASE BE CERTAIN YOU IIAVE COMPLETED SECTION HI 40

s 1

26 . 42

27 “When you have completed the second sort, 43

please close the booklet and return it.

28 Thank you for your time and co-operation. 4

— 12 , : - 45

| 30 46

.31 4’;

32 48

im 2

o w 50
5 sl
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Mas « generel understanding of
the natural sciences and math-
ematics.

(21)

Understands the role of educa-
tion and the educator in socicty.

(22)

Able to assess the effectiveness
of the communicaiion sivategies
used within and ouiside the class-

room.
' (23)

Understonds  the fundamental
processes of learning.
(24)

Able to define apnropricie pur-
poses when building a curriculun,
(25)

Awvare of a variety of sfrategics
for communicating within and
outside the classroom.

(26)

Comperent in exceuting the com-
municotion stratenics used with-
in and outside the ciassroom.

(27)

Has a ccneral understanding of
-t =4
the humanitics.,
(28)

Able to manage and orgunize the
lecrning eanvironment,

(29)

Able fo sclect appropriote com-
munication strategics to be used
within and outside tne classroom,

(30)

Has an understanding of ¢he con-
tent in the elementary school cur-
riculuin. .

31

Understands childven ond all as-
pects of child development,
(32)

Has a cencral understending of
the social scicnces.
(33)

Able to interpret resecrch and
leeew up to date with professional
knowledge.

(349

Able to evaluate the progress of
pupils and dicognose thicir necds,

(a5)

Able to select and crganize con-
tent and materials appropriate
for the situation,

(36)

248
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TABLE LVII

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES -
' TEACHER EDUCATORS

Al B’ C, D’ E, T, Gl H, T, J7 K, L’ M, N’ 0, P,

’AI .}000

él 300 1000

Cl 227 307 1009

D’ 305 479 330 1000

E, -082 035 -056. 025 1000

Fl -252 ~03L -01l1 -144 ~094 1000

G, =156 011 -093 049 . 039 -207 1000 -

H, -001 -069 187 -106 =264 171 035 1000

T, 4129 -170. ~279 ~167 026 ~-207 =289 ~-308 1000

J! -017 -127 0247 -100 -041 -181 008 -220 ~023 1000

K, 038 -177 =~297 -052 =133 -135 =203 —148 128 149 1000

L, -639 -108 =-003 -003 129 -153 016 =028 019 =040 -111 1060

Ml -276v -283 —12§ -259 -061 159 037 097 -128 -085 -047 -199 1000

N} -300 -311 -348 -~354 -138 -075 -163 -263 131 047 006 125 047 1000

0, ~311 -362 -332 -399 -242 ~103 -089 -055 613 -026 =-037 -186 069 509 1006

P’ -312 -322 -211 -431 <271 008 -154 0OL -035 -105 -065 ~283 122 489 638 1000

Decimal has been omitted
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TABLE LVIII

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES_ -
STUDENT TEACHERS )

A, B ¢ 0§ Fp G W o1, 3 KoL [ &
A;| 1000
B;| 172 1000
c,| 166 391 1000
p,| 143 218 246 1000
E,| 059 -057 ~196 -023 1000
Fy| ~024 o046 -035 -139 -122 1000
G, | -037 057 -650' 065 -1A1 057 iooo
Hy| -133 oos 002 029 -095 038 -101 1000
1,| -090 -188 -107 -130 -009 -122 -203 -190 1000
3| -0 _265 -248 -006 083 -219 -099 =-062 -OSL 1000
K, 139 -253 -321 -091 180 -260 -098 -151 -017 210 1000
L,| -194 -lo1 -114 090 -099 -006 124 -057 ~-035 =046 060 1000
My| -059 065 -085 -304 013 171 _08L ~-004 -038 -064 -028 =104 1000
M| -072 -304 -093 -190 -260 -080 -004 -100 -091 =044 -141 -182 ~-198 1000
0,| -223 -192 -176 4@ -262 -163 -076 037 -089 -024 -108 -181L ~-130 442 1000
P 134 -200 -203 =207 112 -033 =-092 -203 -131 -060 —ns-in 325 464 1000

-229

Decimal has been omitted.




TABLE LIX

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG LEVEL ONE OBJECTIVES -
COOPERATIRG TEACHERS

256

Al B, C’ D, E’ F' Gl H, 1, Jl Ki L, M, N, OI P,
A, 1000
B, 461 1000
C' 104 379 1000
01 336 448 604 1000
E’ -170 -246 =311 ;276 1000
F, -137 - 237 101 -081 -013 1000
Gl -225 085 ‘ 070 062 -095 -920 1000
Hl - =055 002 —909.-—085 -0856 169 -057 1000
11 -178 =175 0324 -143 325 -208 013 -110 1000
J’ ~-366 =473 =453 —342. 025 -202 -072 -118 255 1000
K,‘ 217 -352 -401 -213 156 -024 --093  -156 - 124 243 1000
L, -053 =020 -091 ~-199 ~-006 =035 =-095 234 -112 -134 -049 1000
M’ ~-141 -182 -128 -264 -150 183 007 -038 -184 -073 145 ~219 1000
N, ~-041 -233 -133 -229 -157 -215 018 -234 -179 086 -337 -175 064 1000
01 -099 -307 -051 -199 =200 =370 -272 -050 =405 133 -057 165 -072 446 1000
P 055 -133 199 ' -075 -207 -133 -172 '-057 -522 =212 ~-095° 010 043 223 603 1000

Decimal has been omitted.




