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ABSTRACT
This . study deals wlth a- teacher preparatlon program .

that con51sted of five weeks of methods taken immedidtely before the:
interns' student teaching experience. Metheds students learned
current 1nqu1r¥ techniques 1nclud1ng case study, sxmﬁlaklon/role

arification, and laboratory lessons. Using instruments
for classroom ‘interaction analy51s, 20 'interns. observed,
team-planned, and individually taught a micro-unit to four laboratory
school classes. The goal of this study was for the interns to elicit
(through these technlques) levels of involvement aod thinking higher
than those reported in studies of experienced teachers. The mean '
scores of this study\Jndlcated that this goal was. achieved. (JA)
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. Introduction

This study deals with a teacher preparation program which consists
- . / ) . B
of five weeks of methods rtaken immediatel§ before the interns student teach.

1
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Specificallv, the study focuses on the methods

ED 087753

course which was designed to

-~ -

(1) inteeraté theory and practice by dnvolving the interns who participated in,

&

and ultimately wrote their own inquiry lessons, and (2) provide,experienFe/
in campus lahoratory school in which five interns were assigned to one

' i e
of four classes to ohserve, fégm-plan, but individually teach a micro-unit

for one week, -

3

The goal of this studv was. for the interns to achieve levels of N

. _ . v . .
involvement and thinking among their students higher than those reported

of experience, the interns received -
positlve student reaction and improved levels of involvement, comparted with .

in the literature.t ﬁespife their lack

data recor'ded. during their observations. This success'was due, in large '~ '

measure, tc the nature. of the inquiry techniques,‘whiéh r.ecessitate decision-
= ;

making and interaction among the students. ™~

Flanders states,

Step inside a classrgom and what’do vou
. B hear? The chances are better than 60 percent
S : you will hear someone talking if you are in an
' elementary or seécondary school classroom. =
, If someone is talking, the charices are
that it will be the teacher more than 70 per-
cent of th~ time. .Yes, the teacher talks more
n ) than all the students combined.

"‘ ’ - . ‘\\ . '
Flanders reports, while many experienced teachers are aware they are

. ] :
dominating the ciass, rather than effectively teaching, thev don't know how .

- %

yoe .
When classroom interaction shifts taward

‘more consideration of pupil ideas, more ‘pupil

initiacion, and more flexiblé .behavicr on the .
part of the teacher, the present trend of re- ;
seardh results would suggest that the pupils will \

™

F\\ fo deal with the pfoblem..
- :

N

AN

™

-
~ ) i Jhave more positive attituties toward the teacher
Q and the school work,~and measures of subject !
ERIC: - .. mattér learning adjusted for initial ability

EmsSmm will be higher.3 s .
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'. Accordln to three stddles, on the average, 55 percent of the teacher s

talk dealt»w1th recall of facts, the least/;ntellectual opération. Furthermoﬁe,

'g',Hudglns aud Phlbrand c1te 30 percent of student talk was llmlted to fact staixng.%

i “s

';i DemSnstratlon Le~sons Adapted to M1cro—Un1t '_ "f - RN

o C N : - . : | )
ﬁ'-gﬂ . Because the fiVe Weeks of methods 1ncorponates observ;ng and preparlng for T
: -7 . c. ,‘ - s ,/ . o .

_ %f‘the mlcro teachlng experlence w1th learnlng theory, ‘a sebiles of demonstratlon
. ! - ’ I3

L 1eSsons was taught. The methods 1nstructor 1nvolved the interns in current
‘ _ e o )
inquiry ted%nlques, 1nc1ud1na (l) case study, (2) 51muIatlon/role pddy, (3) values R

LeY

L

-

_olarlflcatlon, ‘and (4)—laboratorv 1e§sons.- Analvzlng thelr own degrees of" in-

O
volvenent and achlevement “the 1nterns then wrote thelr own. 1essons based on the

N A

.mdemonstratlon mod°15. e = . z;f . ' v .

.
RS

* While dnterns have varled degrees of 1ns1ght concernlnp ‘their major course ~N

N~ Y.
~. \ Ve

" of study, very few prospective teachers can 1uterrelate sub1ect-matter. Polltlcal
‘\

o N »

scierice ma]ors clalm, "I don't. know*anzthln about economlcs’" And if the 1nterns ,

- L’«n -

;,f find- 1nterre1at1nd dlSC’Pllnes dlfflcult they flnd the process of conveylnp or

i '.communlcatlng thelr knowledge to less mature students almost impossible. Because
; ."c [ /
“ : _the predomlnate teachlng technlque 1n college is the lectnre the 1nqu1ry technlques

i §_I used by the methods professor are at 1east dlfférent in emphasls and at. best an
; , L Y . \ . : -.'
enllghtenln? mevelatlon that alternatlves exlst whlch enable 1earn1ng to be a
’ ;

shared enterprlse. The interns exper;encedslessons whlch_made them active

B N o
P E . ol . !

Il

vparticipants rather than passive receivers of information;‘ - e

ol
-

AR

In the Eampus laboratory school the . cooperatlng teacher a331gned themes

3
T e >, \
. N

: to each of the four Qroups of 1nterns m”Reconstructlon" for the elghth grade and-
)
"The Age of Homespun" for the seventh grade. The. next steps 1nvolved team planning

to carefully relate one day s theme to the next,‘whlle adapting the technlques

.

approprlately to new subject matter.s. . j,'v~ T -0

o o - Lot o L , .
"—'ch ‘Ar - [/2 . ."l‘ o h ! ’
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2 than a "test” or:"quiz." For eyample, 1nterns in thls grouptselected a S1mulatlon

. L : . - *
v T . K : <y
-V | S . ' : Lo

. L : L neas . Loe S
i The data in Table 1 chw varied paﬁterns'in the utllazatlon;of techniques.

' and 1nterest by empha51z1ng

necessary to determlne their deyree of understandlng.. This has'implications§for

.y

. ?"*é antoous oneFerred to begin the mlcro-unlt w1tn a hynothetlcal simulationsy

.

¢ :f~
because of all the strategles, thls is most hzghly mot1vat1ng.-~Arous1ng enthusiasm
o

/

dlvergent for more creatlve), open—ended student talk

" was the goal in most lntroductory lessons. Whlle one 1ntern tuaght the others. ;
STS T

analyzed classroom 1nteract10n using one of ‘three 1nstruments. p The me*hods

1nstructor and cooperatlng teacher dbserved each 1 sson and recorded thelr data,

" as well._ Follow1ng the lesson, ‘the methods 1nstru tor conducted a confevence to

[ - I
glve the 1nterns immediate feedback The approach'was one oF-problem solv1ng;//" \

e .

The 1nterns were encouraged to hypothesize-relationships between teaching effec- .

;veness and the tlnlng of partlcular technlques. )

| .
I : Follow1ng the introductory lesson 1nterns relled on case studies, role play,,
| Ca A

values clarlflcatlon, or laboratory lessons to develop the themes. These techniques >

I i a

focus on tlie otudents' dec1s1on—mak1ny, affordlrp development of cr1t1cal thinking
SklllS. As culmlnatlng lessons, the evaluatlve apd summar1z1ng aspects of the_-_l

" '\
mlcro-unlt vere eXecuted Students Were expected to apply Yhat they had learned

) ) .

C . to another 1ssue, tlme, or. place. This feedback was e11c1ted through means other

. &

-~ .-\,

orrrole play to conclude the week's: learnlng experlence._ ; - o SR BN
; Every student verbally responded in three of the fmve days because the
; Com S S
. »
1ntern§ prov1ded opportunltles for student lnteractlon through small grcup activi-

- .

. i

tnes., At thls tlme the teacher acted as resource person or. superv1spr. :Inter—'f

-

estlngly, on the second day when three of the four lessons were large group

-

'dlchsslons, less student involvement was posslble .# In a full class dlscuss1on, Nt

fewer students can talk, exneclallv lé the questlons requlre-more than 51mple e

L ¢

recallyor.1nterpretat10n.- Thus, wrltten feedbaék from ngn—Verbal students is.’

. - .
. . N

-

1 - - . S

1tbeachers who deal with th class as a whole each and every day Certain student% )

<@ . i . 4 : DA,




. g
| | TARLE 1 | s
\ ' ' : ! -
w0 - . pi *
B I “\\ ‘Qa ' :
- < ' . ' " Teechniques, Involvement and Types cf Thlnklnp
. . . Wuhber of classes = 4 - ;
oo -k Day 1 2. 173 n, ) s

Technique : o oy o o .
Role;Play/ . o ) : ' . O \
Simulatien ‘ . S A ‘

Case Study : -
Values Ciarlflcatlon -
Laboratory Lesson -2

(N
I =N

:Mean % students o, 1 _ ‘ T
verhally responded, | 100 = | 7s- | 85 {1 190 - |- 100

—

‘¢ Thinking® = - . : S ;/>,.ﬂ' o ';.- : .
1 '% Convergent 53.75 . 42,5071 u7.50 - ] +73,50 32.50.
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Numbpr nf Interns=20

Percentages of Classroom Intenacxlon and Levels oF Thinking Nunﬁer of Classis= 4

. i Nay 1- 2 3 Ty "5 }Mean
s - ‘e - M . ,
o Categor1es-- o 7 o . v
% Teacher Talk 42,50 A\ 47.50 33.75 40,00 §40.00 fﬁnl
’ \l « ) e - - : - — _( B
Direct - 20.00 25.00" | 20.00 £22 50 . 121.25 - 22
! Indirect 22.50 22,50 13.75 '17 50 18,75 19 -
. ‘ . = e -
% Student Talk SimLes L 3_3./4’5}» 50.00 2 }33.75 fus.oo KL
- — YA i I
- Response 16.25 16.25 |[17.50 22.50  123.75° 1 ,19°
, In;t a“ad 25.00 ¥7.50, 132.50 11. 25 421.25 22
‘. ) . . a // . i c J v r
% Readlng or: Studv 7.50  ~}10.00 8.75 £18.75 {:7.50 . | *10
[ - e e 62..., - = - ‘/\ .
% Sllence or con« . _«*7// R . S
fusien 8.75 ' 8.75 7.50 7.50 4 7.50, * 8
- Lo R B K - ¥ FalE ¢ 1 wrotal
Levels of Thlnk‘ncf* S 3 ‘
Recall, Interpreta— N 8T ¥ "§?' ’,J )
" tion, Application 32.50/ 135.00 {17.50 137.50 17.50 . 28
. . . . ,-/ 4 (\ } - . . 1 5
. . . / " - . .
Analysis, Synthesis, ' _ R R . .
Problem Solving 6500 158.75, ss‘oo us.40V "436.25 | 52
' Y s S i - of . . (2
Affective (attltudes,ﬂ/ L o S
,values;’bellefs) ,/ 2:50 6.25 27.5 - 117.5 | 146.25 20
_ — rﬂvyf,=.;_ T} < R e e *Total..—300.__ .
/I | " . [y v :
// \’ : -~\ : B 3
%Perklns' scaleslcomblned § ¢ . -
«**Bloom s }evels = PR
, / | \‘ . - o < )
/ P2 ~ .
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L TABLE 3 ° . - 5' *
. g y 15 _
: '7;l§\¢;' | ’i .
- T i . " - - :
'Mih vt *Day 1 2 3 4 - 5 Hean
- p € G g - | A
Teacher Roles . . e

i %?Leaderf )

% Supervisor -
% Evaluator
% Resource Person

% Socializing Aggnt

ro-

2

Student Roles -

T e
a

o4 12.50
{

30.00

.50
11,25

3875

1128

23.75
45,00
'10000

10-00)' v

27.50
48.75

7.50" §

7.50
8.75

.81
35
11
14

% Participants in
discussion -
% Partléwaants in

1 -2.50..

26.25 | 7.

'-Total

100

10

recitation 31.257 1 50.00 | 2.50 °j 22.50 6.25 |.~23
. %<Small Grouu 1.7 1 e R ¢
Aetivitys : 58.75 1 450,00 33,75 50.00 55.00 | u8 .
.% Ind1V1dual Report 5.00 7.50 37.50 20.00. 31.25 . .19 -
T - By . ., Total ,100 ’
o . <. Vo —
#Perkins' scale“ BN 'f. ;
! .\\‘ ; N - ‘ '_a
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usually -the more yerbal and confldent; become the'ftalkers"dand'others learn to

.

’ : : { I Y et .‘ : . . : > ’
LAREAI pBSSlVe role,~iG1ven small group activities, these “passive” students .
, [ 4 " . . '
e for2 l:kcty to respond.: L LT , o o
] , - " . ;
;.

How the mlcro—unlt unfolds is the creative aspect of plann_mcr learning e

fexperlences. No formulae exist for dzctatlng the "pight" teohnlque for the

3:P13hf‘ day ob the “rlght/ student. Research shows that a varlety of techn ques

Y

is necessary to reach students who learn in. manv " varied ways; {See Table 3)

*

Overallaamore divergent thinking was elibted frbm the students. Onethe‘
N ) e ' . \
Ffirst and fourth daye, convergent thlnkﬂng occurred more of the tlme. Divergent
thlnklng,ls more creatlve, open-ended, and more dlfflcult to "treat. -Convergen1

thlnklng produced the 51ng1e response or answer and is more 11kely found ‘in test;,

. i e .

Summar and Conclus*on ' E . . L e
R . 3 o)

ki

3. . . . v

. EN P,
The'mean sCores show-that these interns achieved levels:of studentxlnvolwe-

>0
iy

E -
nent and thlnklng hlgher than the research with experlenced teacher reveals.

J

Not only was teacher ‘talk decreaaed (prev1ous research 1nd1cateé 70. percent of ¢

the time 1s,+eacher talk, whlle the Interns mean is u1 percent) but note, the' i

[l : } T - ~

b
d.lVeIS;ty of ?‘:eacher roles ir|Table 2. A llttle more than one-third of the

-
. - &
N ¢ - .

1nternsr tlme was spent in Teaiershlp roles w1th the teacher asklng ques;ions

.

and/or g1v1ng dlrectlons. Actmng as superv1sor of emall group act1v1ty, the

. -1nterns spent 35 percent of the times however, less tlme was: devoted to evalua-

tion and soolallzatlon. Interns ‘served as resource persons in %mall group

-
. . 'y .
i ot . - P L. . \
-

act1v1ty and d1$cusclon 14 percent of- the t%me. ST S ':

/’ ) i

Effectlveness of‘teachlng tan be measured bv levels“of-thinking demohstrated

. J » (—

by the studants, not merely bc degrees of. verbal or wrltten act1v1ty More'than

thalf the ‘time, the students were analy21ngg synthe5121ng3 and problem solV1ng

Iz

Only 28 percent of the tlme was spent on lewer ldvels of thlnklng This, con-

¥

trasts w1th research whlch shows rel;ance cn recall of ‘acte which occursf s N
- A A

SS percent of teachers' talx and 80 peréent of students /talk (?ee‘page 1);f3

f
\ . e H ‘.' B

- BN ‘ ) “ / . ’ A : .
. . .. . B . . 5/-’ K L o . [ S
o
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One;éurprisiné reSult.was'the data wﬁich show Ihat'the nigheet‘;ével.of ?
b1rk1ng occurred on the flrst da¥; a mean .score of 65 percent. Affectite ;
tthkng lntreased thronghout the/week as tneﬂlnterns empha51zed values,
attltudes and/oplnlons/;;/the student to be analyzed through 51mu1atlon and

v
l : p

,//Jabératory lessonsw= One ‘the flfth day, a culmlnatlng act1v1ty shoﬁld e11c1t

1 x
-

ﬁighest level (problem'soiv1ng) ~from the {tndents.. chever, our 1nterns"v .

- A

m1cro~un1t aid not enclude g1v1ng a test or otber evauative measure for

‘cogniti ve appllcailon. : I 2t . L

I3

fThe 1nqu;ry technlques convinced the 1nterns (who were skeptlcal that -~
d

“Reconstructlon" or: ”The Age of Homespun" ’ould be made relevanf) 1f not . °

l"

.

the students, that how one teaches 1s as 1mportant as what one, teaches. Tﬁe

laboratory school students evaluatlon of .the ante“nf mzcro«unlt was unlformly,
i ' Q

: favorable. Everv student w1shed to 1nv1te next semester s 1nterns‘to repeat

¢ B 'h

the program The cooperatlng teacher reported that in a comparable tlme with ]_

. O
other student teachers and ‘some experlenced teachers tnat these students : .

partlc ipated more and deomonstrated hlgher 1evels of thinklng thau usual. o |

e SR —

Further research w111~be conducted in; publlg echool settings; w1th students

°

. "_

called 'low achlevers," and’ ln classes.in whlch students,are not famlllar
w1th 1nqu1ry technlques and/or small group work. Follow—up studles shonld

measure “the degreeﬂto which t%e interns systaln this quality of,interagtion

and thinking among their students during practlce.teachlng.~, °

7.
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