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_Most‘professionalaeducators agree_that probably the single most important
" %raining phase in teacher preparation is the field experience, particularly
student teaching. Institutiens have programmatl ally approached thlS in a var1ety
o%'ways, constantly searching, shifting, changing, to develop a field experience
that fulfills their percentions and'expectations concerning what a ''good" student

teaching experience should be.

©

- The hottest educational concept'in recent years to become invoived in the
. - £ . 4 -
. student teaching experience is the teacher/teaching .center. Although the concept
" B
- has. a varlety of names and acronyms, as 1nd1cated by the Syracuse Teacher Center

.ProJect in 1973(1), the maJor purpose of most centers is to 1mPIQVe the’ qualrtv

of 1nstructlon that takes place in schools and classrooms(z) " That student teach-

- ‘A .. ,V_A_ e — - - - e
1ng 1s a 51gn1f1cant aspect 1n a center's attempt to improve the quéllty of in-

structlon, is a wrdely acceptnd fact as 1nd1cated by ‘the rollowing typical.state-
" ments:. .

As colleges and universities collaborate with
school systems’in the-development of teaching centers,
they generally focus on the field experience phase, in-
cluding student teaching and 1nternsh1ps. Both school L
and university supervising and 1nstruct10na1 personnel . -
view-the field experience phase as the core of teachet
preparation. Herein evolves a situation which demands
a review of expectations regardlng roles of all individuals
invelved, if the teaching center is to constitute a : _

) fundamental thrust rather-than a perrpheral 1nnoVatlon - .
- ' in teacher preparation(3). . :

o

~...the function of a teacher s center is to malntaln
an effective educational program through continued teacher
preparation in the knowledge, attitudes, and techniques
of teach1ng(4)

-

Since the student teacher is the most 1mportant individual in a student
teachlng program any substantlye‘data that.can.bemcollected pertarnlng to-his/ ~—
N her exper1ence-shou1d prove beneficial to an organization in its attempts at, \\\\

v




'r~completed student teachlng over the past 4 1/2 years. Of those 494 students, 265

-

° \&3
2 * .

improving or reconceptualizing\its student teaching program.’ For this, and otherh
reasons, teaching .centers should be partlcularly concerned about their role in and -
-impact on the training of teachers and in the student teaching exper1ence of those
under.the1r'ausp1ces. In this regard, .opinions of students who have taught ‘in a

center could prov1de extremely valuable feedback to center personnel and others:

1nterested in the center movement, for as wCodruff suggests a student perceives

-

=

best what he “has direct contact w1th(q) "3 -

o .

g . !
 Purpose'and Scope of Study
The purpose of this study was to compare data pertaining to the student teaching

experlence of two groups of undergraduate secondary teacher educatlon students'

< -

— e -

those who completed student teach1ng in and through the d1rectlon of a tea’hlng
-—center;-and those who- completed student- teachlng under a-more trad1t1ona1 colleoe» -
“based approach, For purposes of the study those in the, f1rst group are referred

to s1mply as CENTER and those in the more tradltLonal group are referred to as

NON-CENTER. The students 1nvolved in thlS study were all from the same h1gher ed-

L ucatlon 1nst1tutlon , and had recelved b351cally the same preparatlon in profe551onal

educatlon. The study consists. of data from 494 teacher educﬁtlon students who had

completed student teachlng in CENTER secondary schools, and 229 completed student-_
teach1ng in NON-CENTER secondary schools.

s

Study Hypothe51s - _"' ,~i - _7_“:‘,ﬂmmuﬂwi'_uﬂ“»-_;;__mf

Ce

If teacher/teachlng centers are developed and ma1nta1red to 1mprove the 7

qua11ty of the studentrteachlng experlence, then the opinions’of those who -

- comple ted student teachlng in a CENTER school should be more. favorable than those .

who completedustudent teach1ng in a NON- CENTLR sChool vis- a—v1s thelr student,_l_~ —

. ‘teaching experience.vﬂTherefore, the follow1ng null hypothe51s appears to be approprlate:.

R T L\ . 4 . . B T e



ﬁ__ﬁ_Yarlable 9 - "Satlsfactlon with HouS1ng" deals pr1nar11y‘W1th cost,’ locatlon, and“
-m—sultablllty of hou51ng dur1ng student teachlng . . R

- 3
*There .1s no difference betwuen undergraduate
secondary teacher education students who completed ,
student teaching through a teaching center school
and those who completed student teachihg through a
non-center school in their opinions concerning 12
varlables in the student teachJ.nf7 experience. N -

) Evaluation Instrument

The instrument used to compareathese two groups of student teachers was the

Purdue Student-Teacher Opinionaire which is designed to measure student morale.

This instrument provides-meaningful factor scores which breaks student teacher

=

-opinion and morale into some of its dimensions. The following is a categorized

descrlptlon of the twelve factors or variables included in the PurduewStudent-Teacher

0p1nlona1re hereafter referred to as the PSTO i

<

Varlable 1 - "Student. Teacher Rapport with the SuperV151ng Teacher' deals with the student

- teacher's feelings about his supervising teacher: his competency as a teacheér, his willing-

ness and abwllty to vork with student teachers, and his evaluatlon of the student teacher s
work. - . : :

o

P . < s

» Var1able 2 - "Student Teacher Rapport with the Principal" deals with the student teacher's -

- feelings about the principal: his. professional competency, "his interest-in student

N teachers and - thelr work, his ability to communlcate, and his skill. 1nrhuman relatlons.

3 .

Varlable 3 - "Teachlng as’a Profes51on" perta1ns to the student teacher s evaluatIon

of teaching in terms of personal desires and contributions, satisfaction with teaching,"
and rewards and demands of the teachlng prdfe551on. ' ’ ‘

‘Variable 4 - "Student Teacher Rapport with the’ Unlver51ty Superv1sof’ focuses on

his working relationships with student teachers, adequacy of time spent with ahd

~in the student teaching school, and h1s evaluatlon of the student teacher's work.

Variable 5 - "Commun1ty Support of Educatlon" deals with the extent to which. the

communlty 1s willing to support a sound educational program.

-

Variable 6 -""Student Teaching Load" pertalns to such matters at time -demands ,

restriction on non-profe551onal activities, record keepJng and clerical work, and
their load .as conpared with other teachers. . _— .

IS _-':

Var1able 7 - "Student Teacher Rapport with the Students" samples feellngs about

treatment received from 'students, reaction to student behavior, acceptance by .’

students, and degree of satlsfactlon from contacts with students._

)
®, . . . .X_‘ -

Var1able 8 -~ "Student Teacher Rapport with other Teachers™focuses on student’ teacher

relationships with other teachers on the school faculty. The itéms pertain to student
' teacher oplnlon_regardlna professional. eth1cs cooperativeness, helpfulness and congeniality

of teachers in the student teachlng school . . - T U e Cee
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: . . ) . .
Variable 10 - "Professional Preparation' has to do Wwith subject matter courses, lesson
planning, training.for extra-curricular activities, and adequacy of education ‘courses.
Variable 11 - "S§h001 thi}ities and Services' pertains to the adequacy of facilities, i
supplies and equipment, and the efficiency of the procedures for obtaining materials
‘and- services. . : ' i

. Variable 12 --"Cl&riculum Issues' solicits student teacher reactions to the adequacy
“. of the school program, provision for individual differences and the balance of the

curriculum; ~—~ S .

The ﬁg}o contai%g 100 items.fé which studénts reépond in one of four ways;
agree; probably agree, probébly disagree, and disagree. Thié provides é‘foﬁrfpoint
scale, with scores appfoachiﬁg foyf;béing interpreted as best and thosé s;orgé
approaching one being interperted as Eoore§ . Overall scores and.individual item
SCO{es are'givenaas médians, and in addition, pereéntile norms are given for each
of the tWelve.factéfs or variab}és. For ihis,studyi the data.was.subjec;ed ﬁo a
_t-test, which will be.described later. .., |

.

. The norm group for the PSJO'waS composed of 4,432 representative student teachers
) _ . . :
who were enrolled in 35 different iznstitutions of various size with a wide geographical

' distribution. Item:analySis and factor analysis technidue, utilizing the Kuder-
Richardson internal consistency formula number 21, showed reliability .coefficients
for the categories ranging from .53 to .93 with an overall reliability coefficient.

of .96. Additional statistical data in reference to factor aﬂélysis, correlations, -

percentile distribution of items, etc., may be secured from Pu;due/University(G);

a

i
-

" Parameters and Limitations of the Study

N

. , 'ﬂAs'previously_iﬁdiéated, this study concerns itself with Statigtically analyzed
, S . . o . . . _
',data frpm one iesea;ch'ins;rumept,';hé”gﬁzg. * This data-wasAcollectedffrom student 1’
.péaﬁhefs from one.iﬁstitutioQ qf_highér edqcatioﬁ,:which had studeﬁtftéachersjpiéced -
'éithéf in a specific_Center, gz_fnvmorg ;radi;ioﬁal‘gchooié{puysidéithe Centér;: e

©
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Data was collected from all student teachers who had completed their student teaching

SN

-

experience over the past’4 1/2 years, or, from December, 1969,.thr0ugh Hay, 1974 .
This comprised 494 pieces of data, zéS'of which were from students who were associated
with the Center, and 229 of which were from students who were not associaied with the

B TN ot
L4

Center. -

. o
Research Design ~—

Data from the PSTO on the 12 variaples or factors previously listed was divided

into two groups; CENTER, and NON-CENTER, Each variable for the two groups was then

" statistically analyzed by utilizing the t-test for.significant differences. _Estimates

of .both pooled and separate variance were produced, includingvt-Values, degrees of

1 a o

freedom, two-tailed.probabilities, and of Course, means and standard deviations.

Results of the Study .
Results of the»stafisticaljanhlysgs of the data described is provided on the

following table. ~~ = = o | Lz

B3
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Summary and Interpretation of Results L L ) -

A, Variable 1 - Student Teacher Rapport with Supervising Teacher:

. R N

, : /
Probabilities under pocled and separate variance estimates are .620 and .618

\‘ - - T

respectlvely, therefore the null nypothe51s is accepted. e T

f I't was expec.ed‘that there would,be,a~srgn1f1cant d1fference in this variable,
. _ - > :

7

/;//ﬁﬁin favor of the Center. Emphdsis is placed on placement of student teachers under

>

a

-

s

‘master teachers in specific schools, and a number of in-service workshops- and

graduate courses are offered to supervising teachers to enhance ‘their role and to
build their expertise as supervising teachers. Apparentlv th1s has not made any

dlrference in the student teacher-superv151ng teacner relatlonsh1p Perhaps it may -
KN .

be assumed that when a teacher elects to'serve as a superv1<1ng “teacher he/§he S

_,»—/ -

makes a commlttment to that respon51b111ty and nay have or develop- notlons as to

- e — -

how to best functlon in that role, 1rregard1ess of the number or types of inservice

~_programs. or graduate courses that may be requ1red or offered

B. Varlable 2 - Student Teacher Rapport with Pr1nc1pal

\

Probabllitles under pooled and separate variance'estimates are .714 and .713
< _

respect1vely, therefore the null hypo?hesls is accepted - : -

It was expected that there weuld be a 51gn1f1cant d1fference in thls variable, in .
favor of the Center Pr1nc1pals are 1nvolved»1n the selectlon of their schoolsﬁas |
placement areas for student teachers;'and'they'are also yéry much involved in the actual
placement of student'teachers ’within their'Buildiné.rHere too; inservice*yprkshops and -

graduate courses are made available to principals to enhaice their role and build their -

expertlse as pr1nc1pal§ of buildings in which studert teachers are tra1ned Apparently . *©

[

'_tnxs has not made ‘any difference in the student teacher—pr1nc1pal relatlonshlp ‘Build~’

ing pr1nc1pals have complex roles and respon510111t1e< in the performance of the1r L

- l,___,._v_"____—

o duties*__Ihu5“£h3¥——mav—netvperceive’the“stﬁdent“teache;:principal relat 1onsh1p as a

) h1gh prlorlty, 1*em in the hleranchy of reSpOnSlbllltleS 1nherent in thq posqtlon,

or they just may not have adequate tlme to spend in- workxng w1th studcnt teachcrs in

rela$1on to_other~du;ges and respon51b1I1tles;“ The’ recponSJblllty for the studept u:z..chcl__w

’ . . w :
. .o . - . -



is probably-delegated to the assigned'supervising'teécher, and the principal maintain§=
simply e peripheral interest and/or’in%olvement. . N
R . 7 . .. . : .
C. ‘Veriable’3 - Teachlng as a Professlon. . - -

Probabl11t1es under pooled and separate var*ance estlmates are both .413, tgere-

fore the null hypothe51s is accepted. - - o - " -

- N

- o- v < . .
It was not expected that there would be any difference in this variable between the

-—

two groups. All students had received basically ‘the same professiohal prepaﬁation,
including work as tutors, teacher aides and observers, and had taken the same

. . - :
education courses.- o - - -
: -
;,,-t is assumed that most StLdeLtS ‘had already bu1lt the1r own phllosophy

PR

—

of educatlon and had a ba51c understanding of the teaching profe551on, and their

role in 1t. Apparently nothlng occured during their student teachlng, either in
I Center or Non-center schools, to alter their perceptions and/or expectations of

teachlng—aS’a “profession.’ : , o ) ) 4
ES : . * . . ' L .
C. . Veriable 4 - Student Teacher Rapport with University Supervisor: . e
. Probabilities under povled end separate variance est¥imates are .764 and .763

respectively, therefore the nullﬂhypothesiS'is accepted. ' _;,»~ :

It was not expected that thert would be any differfence in this variable between
‘the two'greups. . P ' S R .
de ST . ; .

'Thefsame supervisors from the institutior visit student teachers in the Ceénter,

and those whq are not in the Center. The same supervisory procedure -<is utilized for_both -
- . N . - . . N . ) . - 2 . - . . R | . - | .. /
~groups of student teachers. : . ] » .

iKd

~ E. . Variable 5 - Communlty Support of Educatlon
, Probabllltles ‘under pooled and separate varlance eStimates are. hoth 418 there-

’ - - . U - s e [ VIS

. fore the null hypothe51s is atcepted“ I — ——

e et

It-was expected that there would be a significant difference in this variable,

in favor .of the Center. - The Center operates iq'a large urban area wﬁicH has a strong

\




e tax base for school support whereas the \on—center schools ‘are chated in communltles

E

“
9 - . .
- .
.- . - ~ ~ . h -/ g
v . - .. h . .
P N ;

L3 o Y hd - . AN
that are small and rural with a commensura;ely weaker tax base. It is assuméd that

- R 7

‘“perhaps student ‘teachers from both groups; be1ng 1n ‘the school and communlty fo; Such

~ a short tlme, dldn't havg the time or 1nc11nat10n to 1nvest1gate this aspect of the o
[ 2 b e -

3

- ‘~

student- teachlng experlence. ~ e : ) L

! . u . L. .- ~
F. Varlable 6 - Student Teacher Load: -~ -éi 7 :

-

e . - . b .

Probabilities under pooled and separate variance estlmates are both 859,,there—

fore the null hypothesis is.accepted. . ) o '

/ ) It was not etpected that there,would be anx\dlfference in thls varlahle between,
the two groups. Student teacher 10ads,and a551gnments are fairly constant whether‘

they have a Center or hon—center placement. . k

G. Var1ab1e 7 --Student Teacher Rapport.with~5tudents:

ES ) N

Probabilities under pooled and sepdrate varlance estlmate are both 013 there-

fore the null hypothe51s is reJected There is a hlgh statlst;cal s;gnlflcance

’

(.01 level) in favor of -the Center.

1

‘It was, e&oected that there would be a 51gn1f1cant d1fference 1n thlS varlable,

e

1n favor of the Fenter. As was mentioned in part E, the Center operateS:Ln a farged‘

urban area with a strong tax base‘for school support. Salariesfare”quité”high for

.,

teachers, and a plethora of well qu;llfled -dedicated teachers apply each year in’

thls area, w1th only a few being chosen. Scheools are w=11- eoulpped the urban

- ‘ ’

communlty offers many academlc and cultural _advantages, and as a result the

T

.~

3y S —_— -

- students are well rounded hlghly motlvated and acad;mrcalry or1ented to a large
4 Ve

extent,,wlth a Iarge prOport10n g01ng on to- post secondary education. This envlronment

oo

.. is in dlrect contrast to the small, rural areas 1h whlch Non-center studeut’teachers

N ¢ - ,‘\c

are placed Therefore,_s%udents in Center schools, be1ng more academlca11"-or1ented -

-

1 “ard- more aware Of the advantages of both secondary and post secondary educatlon,
Y .

-are more 11ke1y to meet or exceed student teacher erpectatlons, wh1ch most certa1n1y

‘has a dlrect affect on the type and strength of rapport befween student and student

teacher, D Af‘.,-‘ o '.~'_h ]_i_



ST L 10

\ﬁ? Variable 8 - Stedent Teacher Rapport with Other Teachers: . e
. T 7 ‘ , ' %
“ probabilities under pooled and separate variance estimages’ are .012 and .011

reSpectively, therefore the null Kypothesis is IEjected. ‘There i a high statistical -
51gn1f1cance (. 01 levelj in favorfof-the Non~center group..
It was expected that there would be a 51gn1f1cant difference-in this varlable, g

~in favor of the Center. This, of’ course was not the case. A p0551b1e explanatlon
) mlgﬁt be that’employment of teachers in. the Center areg is highly competltlve, as

1nd1cated 1n part G. Teathers come into the System with dlverse backgrounds and from

-manv ‘different - geovranhrcal areas. The Non-ceritér groups serves in areas that tend to

,employ teachers who are from the general area servedaby the school systems. In additiofi,

-a large magorlty of the Von—center student teachers- came trom these areas or1g1na11y, or

L

‘- resrde 1n the- area where they are student\teachlng Thus they‘are imbued with the

AN

same values bellexs and attitudes as the teachers with whlch they work. Therefore, -

relatlonshlps may ténd to be cloSe ir the Nonqcentef schools, and perhaps soﬂéwhau T

-

. cautlous in the Center achools. T : - T e

~ v
.

L Variable_g 7{Satisfaction With'Housing: .
° 6.& . . ’. . . ‘o , - N -
Rrobabilities under»pooled and separate variance estimates are .485 and .484

v
2

»

respectlvely, therefore the null hypothe51s is accepted

-t . e
N (>

It was not expected that there would be any dlfference ln thls ‘variable be- ’

tween the two groups.-Students generally conmute to’ the1r a551gned school' from ths

college dormltory, from the1r homes or from thelr.apartments. vNo changesain" '

"'housrng are necessitated bv th\\student teachlng asSignment

. L . .
e . . - © e A . . 3

.J,. Var1ab1e 10 - Profe551ona1 Preparatlon * p 5 ' 2
= T v .
Probabilities"urder‘pooled and'separate variance’estimates are .070 and ‘.072
- . Y . _' ?} ’ . A . ’ '

-

respectlvely, therefore the null hypothe51s is: reJected There is a statistical-.

sxgnlflcance ( 07 level) in favor of the Centef/ . . _ R I .-

P -
. e .

"It was not expected that there would be any d1fferenc'

- 4

- the two groups ThlS was not the case, and is‘ qu1te 'a cumlous dlscrepanC/ since

o : .
in this variable between

', students in both groups recelvcd the same preparatlon at the 1nst1tut +invoived. .

o'
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S Certalnly the setting in which the student: teaching experience occurs has much to do with '
;he difference. 1f " the institutions preparation program accentuates certain 1nnovat1Ve

I »practices‘and/or concepts, and the student teacher is placed in a” situation which

/ . . -

does not commensurately support such practlces and/or concepts, then surely’ the

student teacher may questionathe preparation received at ‘the 1nst1tution. If the

. preparatlon and the ﬁéaching 51tuation complement or supplement each other then
ﬁurely‘the_student teacher may see the 1nst1tution s preparation program as<adequat6.'

~->K, -. Variable 1;.--Schoof'Faci1ities and Seryices}'~

Probabilities under pooledfand separate variance estimates are both .000. there-
. . [ \ ’ : = .
AY " B

\ \ _— L ) . . . RES
~ fore the null nypothesis is: reJected There is an_extremefx high statistical significance '

( 00- 1eVel) in favor of the Center

o

It was expected that there would be a S1gn1f1cant difference 1n thls variable in

~
e

e favor of the Center As was mentioped in part G,~the Center operates in a large urban“

' area one<of,the'largest in the,state. There is‘a strong tax base for'school support,

<
.

programs are well" financed and supported schools are wells equlpped ‘and many culturaI.'

S. and academic advantages are available. Non~center schdols are rural small- poorlYM'

equipped and haVe a. weaker tax ‘base for school and program support Therefore 1t was.f

. - .- - s
ey 34 -

PN not unexpected that student teachers percelved sgn’ggLfaCJ lxtles~and—servrces as more- than

1 IS S -
/ N : . . . e Lo
gdequate in the Center>schools R ) : L S T

°

o Lo Varlable 12 - Curriculum ISsues. :
Probabillties under pooled and separate variance estimates are- both 000 therefore ST

. -
o, e
%, i

— the nu11 hypothesis 1s reJected There is“an extremely high statistical s:anificance

c 00 level) in favor of the Center R S o o ,GM;

It was '’ expected that there would be a s1gn1r1cant airrerence in tnis variaole in

favor of the Center. Thls is partially due to reasons c1ted 1n parts G and K. Programsg

\4.
2.




recerve adequate f1nanc1al support, and in fact innovativeuprograms are encouraged.

- “Schools in the Center operate such programs as: team teaching; open.c1assrooms small

and large groups 1nstructlon, seminars for students, individualized 1nstructlon, non—n'

hd a

' graded schools, modular schedullng, and a number of other more innovative programs
kr,and/or concepts. Non—center schools do rnot have adequate f1nanc1al or other types of
support to encourage this type of experlmentatlon 1 o —
M. .. Total'of Twelve Varlables:
| Probab111t1es under pooled and separate variauce estlmates.for the totals of the:
twelve var1ables are both 076, therefore the null hypothe51s 1s reJected Therc 1s‘a'p
statlstlcal slgn1f1ance (.076 level) in favor of the Center. Even though this appears
'to be the case, this 51gn1f1cance level is probably somewhat dlstorted due to the fact

fﬁthat both Var1ables ll and 12 were beyond the .000 level of 51gn1f1cance, obV1ously

we1gh1ng the total results in favor of the Center.'

[ . . -»

vRecommendatlons
.1... There needs to be a total re—examlna*lon of placement procedures and’ pOllCleS.
e -The study has shown that there is no d1fference in student teacher-superv1slng teacher’

and- student teacher pr1nc1pal relatlonshlps., Perhaps this is part1ally due to the

5

placement procedures and pollcles. Trad1tlonally the student teacher is 3551gned to

- <

]

'@ supervising teacher by the principal. Cr1ter1a under whlch thls asslgnment is made

may be less than.objective; Center _personnel need to take-a more active role in the -

'cholce of superv151ng teachers, as do the student teachers themselves - P oo

L2, Therc needs to bdégﬂcareful examlnatlon made of - 1n—serV1ce workshops and/or graduate
courses offered to superv1slng teachers and/or pr1nc1pals A major thrust of the Center -

is to proV1de the above services to enhance thelr role and to bu11d their expertlse as

N

' teacher educators Careful analysis of obJect1Ve data concernlng workshops and graduate

o

' “courses. may" prOV1de clues, or guldellnes, for 1ncrea51ng the eff1cacy of these offer1ngs
- 3. Pr1nc1pals, as the educatlonal leaders in thelr respectlve schools, need to take

an act;ve role'rn Center activities. _They should be utilized-more as consultants,
Ny | . I I
. .I.LI‘ .':‘.v.;_ . - . “\

- . . . . : e e e e P
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of community.support of education. This could be done through Center ahd/or college:

resource persons,. lecturers, and small and large group leaders in Center and teacher

'educatlon programs to promote more contact more understandlng, and mbre conmunlcatlon

between themselves and prospectlve teachers, supervising teachers, college personnel,

and Center ‘personnel.

4. Student teachers need to have an oppoTtunity to become familiar with all aspects

-

-

programs,  6r more logically, through programs conducted at the , ublic school level

“where student teachers are placed. - Lo L

ey RN

S. Student teachers need tra1n1ng and expertlse in deallng with students of low:

]

_motlvatlon and low achlevement ‘The study shows that student teachers'in Non«center

‘s

: schools are less able to establish rapport. w1th students of thlS type who do not_'-‘

-meet student teacher expectatlons. Juxtaposed w1th this. 1s the p0551b111ty that

- students in a ‘variety of schools throughout the1r teacher preparatlon program, Central

v
- S

student teacher expectatlons may be too hlgh or unreallstlc. In thls event, col lege or

Center programs need to deal w1th thls by exp051ng student teachers to a varlety of -

.'to the posslble amelloratlon—o£~thrs—issue~1s—the”p1afemenf’of student teachers, and other .

pwuhsuMmmsoftMstnw.' St ‘ - o --"*f“=-_ <;¢ij

‘waccepted, part of the "team" and 1mportant 1n the total educat10na1 program of the school

pre—serv1ce students, w1th pub11c school teachers who. have’ demonstrated ab111ty in worLLng ’

6. Prograns or procedures need»to be 1n1t1ated and 1mp1emented to increase student

teacher rapport w1th other teachers. Student teachers need to feel that they are , - ,f

N
e -

s
Even though they- are in a bulldJng or a program for-a short perlod they are formlng -

perceptlons and oplnlons about teachlng, teachers 'and students that mav ‘be the basls

[

~for futune act1v1t1es or dec1510n4mak1ng All teachers not Just the superv1slng teacher

<

. serve. an 1mportant function in the educatlon of these prospectlve teachers

7. Inst1tut10ns need to re—examlne the1r preparatlon programs to 1nsure that student

K
teachers are not rete1v1ng a Jaundlced or myopic conceptwon ot teachrng Phe study

' seemed to 1nd1cate that student teachers in Non- center schools were somewhat skeptlcal

.. L —— s . e a e g e
— D et e e -__.————-‘———_—.-..——-..-.y—‘—_ e
S IR e
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L

_of, their professlonal preparatlon V1s—a—V1s the1r student teachlng s1tuatlon and experlence.

8.

regardlng the student teaching experience

and then placed in- Non—center“schools for an equal period of t1me.

-formatlvevfeedback»and comparlsons could then be made.

~

Institutions need to- 1nsure ‘that student teachers as much as pos51b1e, be tralned to

cope w1th a wide spectrum of educat10na1 s1tuat10ns teacher

Poss1b111t1es 1nc1ude
a1de programs tutorlng, observatlon 51mu1ated tcachlng,gamlng, mlcroteachlng, multl--

student teach1ng opportunities; to name a few. -

If.teacher/teaching.Centers are making some differencesgin”student-teacherS'opinions'n

:n perhaps it may be beneﬁical to establish

programs whereb) student teachers arc¢ lace. center schools for a perlod of tlme,-
Useful and in-

Students would be exposed S

to ‘a Varlety of teachlng env1ronments, they would be able to form more reallstlc concepts

"of . teach1ng and the1r role as a teacher, the 1nst1tut10n and the Center would rece1ve‘

‘ more_obJectlve data from these‘students concerning thelr experience, andias a result,

PR

"3 preparation. - | S e

‘more sophisticated research could be conducted on

this most vital aspect of teacher

A
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