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ABSTRACT ,

. This .study deals with a. teacher preparation, program_
that consisted of five weeks of methods taken immediately before the
interns! student teaching experience. Methods students learned
current inquiry techniques including case study, simdlation/role

t play, values clarification, and laboratory lessons. Using instruments
for clasSroom1nteraction analysis,- 20.interns.obServed,,
team-planned, and individually taught a micro-unit to fotr laboratory
school classes. The goal of this study was,for the interns to elicit
(through these techniques) levels of-involvement,and thinking higher
than those reported in studies of experienced teachers. The mean'
scores of this study indicated that this'goal was, achieved. (JA)
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-t ( ( (1 D;(Introduction

This study deals with a teacher preparation program which consists
/

of five weeks of methods taken immediately before the interns stucent teach .

Specifically, the study focuses on the methods course which was designed to

(1) integrate theory and practice by involving the interns who participated in,

and ultimately wrote their own inquiry lessons, and (2) provide,experienFe

in campus laboratory school 'in which five interns were assigned to one

of four classes to observe, team-plan, but individually teach a micro-unit

for one week,

The goal of this study was -for the interns to achieve levels of

involvement and thinking among their students higher than those i,eported

in the literature.1 Despite their lack of experience, the interns received ,

positive student reaction and improved levels of involvement, comparted with

data recorded during their observations. This success was due, in large'

measure, to the nature. of the inquiry techniques, which necessitate decision-

making and interaction among the students.

Flanders states,

Step inside a classroom and what' do you
hear? The chances are better than 60 percent
you will hear someone talking if you are in an
elementary or secondary school cle.ssroom.

If someone is talking, the chances are
that it will he the teacher more than 70 per-
cent of th- time. Yes, the teacher talks more
than all the students combined.2

Flanders reports, while Many experienced teachers are aware they are

dominating the class, rather than effectively teaching, they don't know how

(N\ to deal with the problem..

When classroom interaction shifts toward
more consideration of Pupil ideas, more'pupil
initiation, and more flexible,behavior on the
part of the teacher, the present trend of re-
seardh results would suggest that the pupils will
,have more positive attitudes toward the teacher
and the school work,-and measures of subject
matter learning: adjusted for initial ability
.will be hifher.3



According to three studies, on the average, 55 percent of the teacher's

A
:talk dealt .with afjfacfs, the least Tintellectual operation. -urthermore

Hudgins and Ahlbrand cite ZO percent of ,'student talk was liMited to fact7statit&4.

Demanstration Lessons Adapted to Micro-Unit

Because the fit(e weeks of methods incorponates observing and preparing for
C'

'tbernica40--teaching-experiencewitYlearningtheorv, a series of demonstration

leSsons, was taught. The methods instructor involved the interns in current.

. inquiry techniques, including (1) case study, (2) simulation /sole pASy, (3) values

clarificationland (4) laboratory ledsons. Analyzing'their own degrees ofin-
,

volvemeht and actlievement, the interns the wrote their own.lessons'based on the

demonstration modEils..

'WhileInterns have varied degrees -0P insight concerning-their #jar course

of study, very few.prospective teacher6 can interrelate subject matter. Political

scie1ce majors claim, "I don't knoW,anything about econothics!".And if the interns

find interrelating disciplines difficult, they find the process of donveying or

communicating their knowledge to less mature students almost impossible. Because

y /

the predominate teaching technique in college-is the Aecture, the inquiry techniques

. y.

used by the methods professor are at least diff&lent'in emphasis and at best an

.

enlightening revelation that.lternatives exist which enable-learning to be a

shared enterprise. The interns experienced.lessons whiCh made them active
. ,, ..

,participants rather than" passive receivers of information.

In ii-reaamPUS laboratory school, the.cooperating teacher assigned themes

...,_

to each of the four groups of interns: "Reconstruction" for the eighth grade and-
4

"The Age of Hdmespun" for the nseventh grade. Thenext steps involved team-planning
.

,

to carefully relate one daY' theme to the next, while adapting the techniques

appropriately to new subject matter.'.

2
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The data in Table 1 show varied patterns in the utilization of techniques.
. 1

).ntc-ns.preferred to begin the micro-un,it with a hypothetical simulation;

because of all the strategies, this is most highly motivating. Arousing enthusiasm
.

and interest by emphasizing divergent for more creative), open-ended student talk
-

was the goal in most introdUctory lessons. _While one'intern'tueght, the others,

analyzed,classroom.interaction using one of three instruments. 6. The methods
,

.

..-, :

instructor' and cooperating teacher dbserved each lesson and recorded their data

as well. Following The lesson,-the methods instructor conducted a conference to,

give the interns immediate feedback. The approach'wat one of problem solving.-__-

I

The interns were encouraged to hypothesize relationshiPs between teaching effec-

Liveness and the timing of 'particular technique.

Following the introduciory lesson; interns relied on case studies, role play, ,

1

\

values clarification, or laboratory les..ons to develop the themes. These techniqueS .-

is

-'focus on the students' deciSion-making, affordingdevelopment of critical thinking

skills. ,As culminating leSsOns, the evaluative and summarizing aspects of the

micro -unit were executed. Students were expected to'apoly labat they'had learned
(' . 1 t

to another issue, time, or place.' This feedback was elicited thrqugh means other

, .

'than a "test" or "quiz." For example, interns in this grouptselected a Simulation

or.moleplay to conclude,theweek's-learningexperience..

Every 'stud4nt verbally responded in three of-the five days beCaOse the

intern provided opportunities for student interaction thrOugh small group activi-

ties. At this tine, the teacher acted as resource person or supervlsor. Inter-A'

-estingly, on'''the,second day when three of the four leSsons were large group

discussions, less student involvement was possible.'/ In a full class disbussion,

fewer students can talk, expecially it t4 questions require.more than simple

recalIvor.interpretatiOn Thus, written feedbaCk from non-,verbal stUdents i8-'!

necessary tp determine their degree of understanding This has'implications.for
Il. .

_.
....

''taacherswhodeal-with the class. as a whole each ands every day. Certain students )
1 ..-



c. TABLE
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Techniques, Involvetent, and Types of Thinking

Technique
RoleiPlay/
SiMulatift
Case $tudy
Values Clarification
Laboratory Lesson

:Mean % students
verbally responded,

Thinking*
.% Convergent
% Divergent.

Day 1 2 , ( 3 5

. .

2 1
.

- 1 2 1
.2 1

,

-

2 - - 2 -
. .

/

100 75' 95 190 100

s..

,--- .

53.75 42.50--- 47.50 '73.50 32.50.'
41.25 57.50 52.50, 27 50. / 67.50

*J. R. Gui leord's model

.
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TATILT: 2

,

-a*

Number of Int'ernsF20
Percenta eS of ClassrooM'Intevaction and Levels of Thinking Mum er of Class.:s= 4

.

. Day 1- Mean

tategories*
% Teacher Talk

-.

42.50
4

47.50

-1

33.75

..7

40.00 40.00 '-*41

I

Direct
1 Indirect

20.00
22.50

25.00'

22.5p
20.00
13.75

.22.50
-17.50

71..25

18,75
72

19
I

% Student Talk 41.25 . 33,/75 50.00 ? 33.75 45.00

,

*41

Response
Initiated

1.6.25

5.00
.25'

17.50,
17.50
32.50

22.50
11. 25

23.75
21.25

019

* Reading or,Study 117.50 10.00 8.75 18.75 7.5 *10
-

% Silence or con-

fusien

,

8.75 .75 7.5n,
./

7.50

_

.

7,50
ti

*
k

4

.....

Levels of Think;xteA7
Recall, interpreta-
tion, Ap lication 3-50,

65'.00

.

.

35.00

58.75,

.

17.50
-7-.°-

55,00

.37.50

"izi

11.60 128

Analysis,'Synthesis,
Problem Solving 45. 0 36.25 52

Affeciive (attitudes
values-;-teliefs) / 2:50 6.25 27.5

.

7.5 / 46.25 20

;

/
/

*Perkins' ,scaleSjcombined

-**Bloom's Levels

-

5-

C.

O.
.A0

. -
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J

*Total '100,
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TABLE 3

,

Teacher ROles

9_22Y 1 Mean

33..75 8:75 23.75

,-

30.00 27.50 31% Leader
% Supervisoi, 16%25 30.00 45,00 35.00 48.75

.3.8 ,

% Evaluator 16.25 ;2." .10.00 7.50 '1.50' 13.

VResource Person 18.75 -7.50 11.25 25.0Q 7.50 14
Socializlng Agent

r

15.00' 11.25 10.00, 2.50 8.75 9

Total .100

Student Roles.

1

Participants in
discussion. 5.00 "2.50 26.25 7.50 7.50 10

VPartidieants in
recitation 31.25- 50.00 2.50 22.50 6.25 .-23

T'S*Lall.Group
Activity 58.75 40.00 ! 38.75 50.00 55.00 48

% Individual Re ort 5.00 7.50 37.50 20.00 31.25

Total 100

*Perkins' scale

A
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I



-U-

usuallyusually the more Verbal and confident; become the-7talkert" and others learn to

1-17.rT 1 passive role.' Given small groUp activities, these '-passive" Students:,

a2e

I .

nor .1 respOnd..
,

How the micro-unit unfoldS is the creative aspect of planning learning

iexperiences. No formulae exist for dictating the "right" technique for the

day,oi-. the "rightv siudent. Research Shows that a variety of techniques

is necessary to reach student's v;ho learn inmany, varied ways,*
7

See Table 3)

Overall, more divergent thinking was elitted from the students. _0n the

first and fourth days, convergent thinking occurred more of the tinfe. Divergent

thinking,is.more creative, open-ended, and more difficult to ''-treat." Convergent

.

thinking produced the single response or answer and is more likely found in test

Summary and Conclusion

,..

The' mean scores show-that these interns achieved leyelsof studeni,involve-
t, - :,:. ,

ment and thinking higher. than the research With experienced-teacher reveals.

/

Not only was teacher talk deereased (PreviouS 'research indicateis 70,percent of

the time is teacher: talk, while the interns' mean is 111 percent),: but note, the

diversity of teacher roles 1--LiTable 2: A little more than one-third of the

interns' time was spent in leadership rolet with the teacher asking.quesdons

and/or giving directions. Acting as supervisor of small group activity, the
1,

interns spent 35.percent of the time; however, less time was devoted to evalua-

tion and socialization. Interns served as resource persons in small group

activity and discussion 14 percent of the tple.

Effectiveness oflteachini scan be measured bv.levels,of thinking demohstrated
- ,

by the students, not merely 1,.degrees of, yerbal'or written activity. More than
4

half the'time, the .students were analyzing'; synthesizing, and problem solving.'

()illy 28 percent of the time was spent on lower ldVels of thinking. This,con,

trasts with research ,which shows reliance'on recall of facts which occurs

55 percent of teachers' talk and 80 per6ent of students'7talk. ,(Se page 1)
a.

ti



OneAurprising reSult was the data, which show that'the highestNlevel of

.th5rking occurred on the first day, a mean score of 65 percent. Affective

thinking increased throny,holit the-week as, the interns emphasized values,

iattitudes,

____- 3 aooratory

0,

ald_Opiiiions of: the student to

le-ssons." One the "fifth day, a

highest: level (problem 'solving) from the

micro-unit did not include giving a test

cognitive. application.

iThe inquiry.teaniques,convinced the
/

"Reconstruction" "c:a.,, "The Age of. Homespun" 'could be_made "relevant'), if not

I - , -

the students, that how, one teaches is as important as what one teaches. The

be analyzed through simulation and

culminating activity shaald elicit

(tudents: 'However, our internsY

or other evAuative measure for

interns (whJwere skeptical that '

laboratory school students' evaluation of the interns' micro-unit was uniforily/

favorable. 'Everv.student wished to invite next semester's interns 'to. repeat
.

/ .

the prograffi. The cooperating teacher reported that in a comparable time with

. other student teacherS'and some experienced teachers that these students

participated more and deomonstrated higher levels of thinking than usual..

,Further research will-be-conducted in-publip school settings; with students
.

called 'low achievers," and in classes in which studentsare not fmiliar

with inquiry techniques and/or small group work. 'Follow:up studies should

meaSure-the degreeeto whiCh tlle interns sustain this qualify of, interaction

8
and thinking among their students during practice teaching. ,

'It
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