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- This study was conducted to determxne dxfferences
between.f(l) supervxsorSJtretxngs of 1nstructxonal colpetencaes of
educatron majors .and::non<education najors in: a senester -of student
teachxng, and. (2) evaluations. bx,educatxon najors and’ non-edu‘atxon
-majors-of. their uorale durxng a studeﬁt teacher progrnn. Dqt] wePe
- .collected, durxng one: :Semester from- 82 student teachers and their
supervisors: partxcxpatxng in a co-petency ‘based’ ‘program for

econdary
level,teachers. Unxversxty supervasors were required; té evaluate

hei d S.. One rated the 1nstruct1onal .
vness of “the. student teacher, while ‘the other rated <wo

r units. developed and: 1nplehented by the .student teacher.
ent teachers. colpleted “weekly reflection sheets;"” provxdxng
ion. -on thexr activities and ‘their feelxngs -0f confidence or
] ”onfxdence for each ‘weak.. Pxndxngs reveéaled that

. non:educat1on majors vere: rated sxgnxfxcantly hxgher ‘on 1nstruct1onal
conpetencxes during the first. ¢urricular-unit; although this trend
reversed: itself durxng the second unit. Dxfferences in morale ratxngs,
betwee xthe groups were minor; and both groups displayed a common’ -
pattern- ‘there ‘was a drep in morale about. 2 weeks into the
experxence, followed by a subsequent rise in self confxdence. (JD)
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ude"t t 4teachers.

conducted w1th vata from 82 student tearhers was - conéucted to determme

., 4

iRe u‘l S - from th fs‘ in” t1g‘at1on revea‘led no. differences between mora‘le se‘lf»-, - ; '
,7 ~ I ,

ratmgs by amvers1ty superwsors were found to. be statlstlca‘l‘ly d1fferent

for three of $ix eva‘luations over the course of the student téachmg expemence

s . --/ N

for ma ors and non-masors., B - "
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to:the turn of the present century wlth the sc1ent?¥1c management movement 1n ja

Us1ng Tearner cogn1t1ve atta1nment as & measure of teach1ng ab111ty dates "Tgﬂ

V.earners. He found thlS strategy produ;j'””

x - -

performa ces at the expense of he1ghtened apx1ety among student,teachers

S

,Voperat1ng under th1s grad1ng convent1on. ‘More recent]y, Denton, Krapht and

PR % - &%

: :1nment of 1aw-re1ated content Us:ng three dnfferent conceptua “models ijh

for thelr anaT sesw nesu1ts ‘were reported that teachers exert sub— 3

. -
- . . "
, '. - . .“! “ P \

. .

Preserv1ce research, sponsored by the fnstruct10na1 Research Laboratory

4
T

'S

. l of the*Co]1eoe of Educat1on at Texas A&W Unlv r51ty, has been cd%ducted to

\
exam1ne a number of eva1uat1on concerns assoc1ated W1th teacher educat1on.

One group of 1nvest1gations have focused on eonsequence mea,ures for Student -

o

“ téaching, In part1cu]ar, these studxes haue_exanlned whether cogn1t1ve
,; measures of 1earners of student“teachers hd1d prom1se as- cr1ter1on varlables
for profe551ona1 f1e1d exper1ences (Denton & Norr1s, 1979 19875 Denton & -

Tooke, 1982 Denton Morr1s & Tooke, 1982) Res 1ts from these 1nvestwgat1ons




,: studentmteachers. An unexpected f1ndnng from th1s research has been the

m;em,, C e s \vw‘, I e Sy ,ﬂ*:w,g_,-v_s._.,....:.‘..,

‘ustrate, a. modest corre1 ior (r 23) was_ determ1ned between the

-
,,m'r

"_rs on the second un1t taught by the student teachers. Further examJna-

.

: R o
atta1nment va1ues (x 69 0}, than 1earners of ndn*educatg&}

These va1ues Were somewhat SurprTsing because cogn1t1ve .0

- -~ e

ﬁJrespect1ve1y (Benton & Norr1s, 1979)

Another eva]uat1on concern of the aforement1oned research effort is the

usupern1sory rat1ng sca1e =Near1y f1fty years ago rat1ng sca1es and check11sts ;; '
- S .3t s .-

became popu1ar dev1ces among supervﬁsors for eva1uat1ng the effect1veness of_;t

M‘

teachers. " These 1nstruments, referred to as high 1nference sca]es, can: » ;x~:

u

easi1y be adapted to a partncu1ar program, prov1de a means of proV1d1ng numer1ca1

P
4

vaIues cf qua11tat1ve rat1ngs, proVTde a summary orvovera11 evaluation of in- class

LI v -

o o=

observations and Serve to prov1de a wr1tten record that an @valution has

“ suscept1b1e va11dity bécause the Judgements recorded may reflect 1mpress1ons ‘ “'

oo

of the person rdther than assessment of the individual's teach1no sk1f15.

while concern over the use of these instruments 1s of long stand1ng (Jayne 1945),

l

student teach1ng programs heve cont1nued to depend heavily on these scales . .

.

to provide accountab111ty ev1dence th t the1r studcnt teachers are being .

.
- _ -
"
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\v ‘ leen these aforementtoned f d gss ‘the extant dataffrom wh1ch these

ts were der1ved and the concern w1th h1gh lnference eVa]uat1on 1nstruments

t—iﬁ .
1nqu1ry was conducted to detenntne wheéper dlfferencesaoccur across

/f resul

ducat1on maJors In add1t10n, week]y mora]e self—rat1ngs we?e also

tude tateachers maJor)ng in
ng ins educat1on? y

&0?‘

@?sa

Th1s lnvestlgatlon was conducted 1n an Educatlona1 Curr1cu1um and\° 7

:; , ructlon department. .Ihe teacher-preparatlon program wh1ch part1c1pated
h nvest1gat1on 1s a. competency-based program for seronda"y-level

:_gteachers fash1oned around a d1agnost1c prescr1pt1ve mode1.of 1nstructlon

“(Annstrong, Denton, & Savage, 1978) Th]S mode1 111ustrates teach1ng as a .

‘iserles of events reqﬁlr1ng flve d1st1nct sets of instructional- skills:

'li(a) Speclfylng Performance ObJect1ves,,(b) D1agnos1ng Learners, (c) Selecting

Instructlonal St;ategles, (d) Interact1ng with Learners, and (e) Eva]uatlng

“T

'i-t‘the Effectlveness of Instructlon. - ‘ .

-~ e B “

-
3

Ghe)culmlnatlng exper1ence in the preparation program is a fu11- semester,
fu]] daJ student teach1ng program W1th twe1ve semester hours be1ng awarded
vaY‘ successfu] co'nplet1on of the exper1ence. \Dur1n. th1s~ course, each

. stude’nt teacher is required ‘to develop and imp]ement two instructiona*xunits

. 7 . - . .




each requ1r1ng approx1mate1y two. weeks to comp]ete. The 1nstruct1ona] un1ts I

) 1nc]ude' performance obaect1ves a dwagnost1c pretest to determlne 1f

R "’ N\ *m“

prerequas1te know]edges and skills are present 1nstructlonaT strateg1es ad-

Q -
51(;
dressed 't6 each performance object1ve and. cr1ter1on referenced 1nstruments

These un1ts must be approved by the c]assroom superv151ng teaéher and the

.

un1vers1ty superv1sor pr1or to 1mp1ementatlon. Some t1me ago a, muTt1—stage

evaTuat1on system was estab11shed to mon1tor the deveTopnent ﬂnd 1mp1ementat1on

. 3

of th1s competeucy—based program (Denton 1977) Eva]uatlon of -student

., l,\

o K
ler, Genera]]y S]A superv1sor v1s1ts are comp]eted dur1ng a sanester.

* + v

It may be of s1gn1f1cance that the f1na1 evaTkat1on for each student teacher

recorded pn this 1nstrument represents a consensus rat1ng resudt1ng from a
(o xi’

three-way conference between the student teacher the c1assroom superv1sorw

' :and’the Un1vers1ty sUperv1sor. In add1t1on, a Currlculum Context Check11st

for rat1ng the components of each 1nstru6)2ona1 unTt is comp]eted by the
7un1vers1ty superv1sor. Two of these forms are compTeted dur1ng ‘the field,

experience. These rat1ng sca]es provided the dependent measures for research

(";” » "d’

question oné in this study. . . oy
' Student teachers also are requested to contrlbute ~to the format1ve
ie, N
evaluation process by compTet1ng week]y ref]ect1on sheets throughout the {

semester. These $elf-report sheets solicit an assessment of their morale

and factors influencing the rating. Values gleaned from these sheets provided
the—dépendent measures for research question two in this study. In addition,
summat1ve prdéedures are conducted by student teachers at the conclusion of

<

each un1t "and summarles of Tearner performances are recorded on Summ mmay'y

, v
« . o
~ R . + .
N - )
B
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Eva]uat1on of Un1t Forms

Trs -

l“— -

Va]ues for‘this f0rm“are obtained as/student

teachers reta1n the un1t test responses of 1earneps after‘prOV1d1ng .

feedback to them regard1ngathe1r performances.

are avax]ab]e 1n ERIC (Denton & Norr1s 1979)

L]

Cdp1es,of these instruments.

i ) -

The aforoment1ongd 1earner performance: data were subsequent]y used to

v R rl - T

/
deve]op a cr1terxon-referenced summary on each 1earner and smmnar1zed as group

s 7

v

va]ues for each student teacher. Subsequent analys1s of these data revea]ed

T

oz d1fterences 1n performance among 1earners depend1ng on th/lmaJor of the

e Cwmomest

A_ Informat1on from 82 secondary 1eye1 student teachers and 9001 1earners

Yo Tnl A S

, \
_ itaught by these student teacher:/éo/pr1sed the tota] samp]e for th1s data

/

.,'

teacher cert1f1cat1on students maJor\ng in other

,\

:.colleges The student te7chers were superv1sed by five un1vers1ty superV1sors

:(rema1n1ng 26 cand1dates we;e

"over the course of f1ve femesters (i.e. , Spr1ng 1978 - 7 student teachers,
/
/
// ‘18 student teachers, Spr1ng 1979 - 19 tudent teachers,
student teachers Spr1ng 1980 - 29 student teachers) The total

;Fai] 1978
1979 -9

<number of secondary-]e&e] student teachers numbered 291 dur1ng th1s period
v Z(Sprtng’/8 - 68 Fa]] ;B - 64, Spring 79 - 52, Fa11 79 - 52 Spring 80\— 55)

‘Part1c1pat1on of student teachers in this 1n§u1ry was’ based on’ whether the1r

'“,un1vers1ty superV1sors were act1ve1y_1nvq1ved_1n the research program. Y LAk

..,‘——"

It is 1mportant to note that the major of the\student teacher was not

L4

ttion,

kriown by the‘university superyisor during the field experience. In a

,y a -contigency tabie, was developed and statistically tested to determine ﬁhether

46 g AR b
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. f1nd1ngs from th1s inquiry Will generalize to\other settings. %

“ ma*er1als (3 hrs. Pﬁ and ado]escent psycho]og/ (3 hrs.).

[ T .- - B

. -
student.teachers were evenly.d,strnbﬁted across un1vers1ty superv1sors with.
/

.

respect. “to thelr/aeadem;c maJor. Th1s\<ompar1s1on was not stat1st1ca11y

s1gn1fJeant, 1nd1cat1ng expected numbers_of student teachers of each category

OnaJors and non-maJors) were, 1n\rea11ty,.ass1gned to each un1vers1ty superv1sor
‘\‘A_ '3 LS
Even though these precautions were .taken;. certainly no claim can be made that

7

-y

-

’In order to enro11 in student teaching, each cand1date in this samp]e

had met. the following criteria:

‘(a) had- attai ed senior stand1ng, (b) had ;

v

atta1ned a m1n1mum grade—po1nt rat1o of 2.25, ’) had comp]eted at 1east

had fu1f111ed all requirements (1 e., a statement Kf persona1 comm1tment

three 1etters of recommendat1on, successfu1 comp1et1on of an English proficien-
[ .

cy~examjnat10n) for admission to .the teacher education program, and (e) had
comp1eted'tennhours of professional education‘coursework. .

In contrast to the-commonaiities.among majors and non-majors, the most
pronounced difference between individuals majoring in eduo;t1on and non-maJors
seek1ng teacher certification wh11e completing degree requirements 1nf
agr1Cu1ture, Tiberal arts, or science were the required semester hours of s
protessiona] education coursework. .Nonimajors completed 22 semester hours!

]

of profess1ona1 education coursework, organ1zed into four courses [general
o

teach1ng methods (3 hrs. ), edu¢at1ona1 psychology ( 3 “hrs. ), teach1ng

f1e1d ‘methods (4 hrs. ), student teaching (12 hrs. ).] Majors comp1eted the

atorement1oned courses and five additional courses tota11ng 34,senester hours,

— i.e., 1ntroduct1on .to secondary education (1 hr.), ear1y f1e1d exper1ence

(2 hrs ), subject matter of teaching ( 3 hrs.), preparat1on of instructional

N
~ .

x»‘




'Instruments . S - . . ' Y
’var1ab1es #n this. investigation. The fo]]ow1ng-br1ef]y descr’bes ‘these
‘assoc1ated w1th the 1nstruct1ona1 effect1veness of the student teacher as
‘b1week1y bas1s b" the un1vers1ty superv1sor Jhe sca]e, cons1sts of twenty-
\
petencies (20 1tans), .angd. persona] and. profess1ona1 competenc1es (9 tems)

- n1t These items were om1tted because-ne1ther 1tem was d1rect1y 11nked with

. other cmnponents 1n9tuL teacher preparat1on program. Converse]y, with the

Three sca]es were used. in obta1n1nd measures of the various dependent

- " -

1nstruments An Eva]uat1on Prof11e ‘was empToyed to obtain the var1ab1es,

% N

-

perce1ved by the un1vers1ty SUperv1sor This 1nstrumenta1§ comp]eted ona “t

e1ght L1kert type 1tans d1v1ded nnto two categor1es, i.e., 1nstruct1ona1 com-

The f0110w1ng 11st1ngs under 1nstruct1ona1 competenc1es were not 1nc1uded

1n the ana]ys1s, seff eva]uat1on, and overa]] rat1ng for teach1ng a two week

- I

-~

,except1on of these two 1tems, scale items are referenced to performance obj-

jectives 1n‘the student teach1ng program— Further, with the except1on of the

\two 1tems, 1nstruct1ona1 sk1TTs addressed on th1s 1nstrument are compatible

l

with the skills and know]cdges stressed in the d1agnost1c prescr1pt1ve model- v
~ -
of 1nstruct1on on wh1ch this progrpm is based The supervisor has the cho1ce‘_
AN . .~
of mark1ng one of five-categories ranging from excellent to inadequate. If the

ski]] is not observed or not. .applicable tO‘the’ETaSSrobm situation the supervfsor N
has the opt1on of mark1n§’N/A The alpha coefificient, a = .94 determined for

th1s 1nstrument suggests a high degree of interral consistency among responses

to the var1ous 1tems

i,

C.A second rating scale, the Curricuium Context. Check11st, is used to -

provide university supervisor ratings of.the two curriCuTar units developed J

v»and 1mp1emented by the student teacher Values from this scale provide °

data for the plann1ng effect1Veness of the student teacher This instrument

[}




Y v

lE:ontams a 5\cho1ce sca]e identical to the sca]e of the eva]uat1on prof11es..

.

’ re]at1on to research quest1on one of this ingquiry.

Ind1v1dua1 1te%s of Lh1S 1nstrument 1dent1fy cdmponents of the cdrrxcu]um un1t
" e. g., genera1 gca]s, focus1ng genera11zat10ns, concept list, d1aqnost1c component.

Va]ues for p]ann1ng effectTveneSs obtained from th1s 1nstruwent were ana]yzed in .

.
[ -

- " .

Teaching candidateS'contributed to the data base of this inquiry by ,

an 1nstrumen wh1ch serve. format1ve eva]uat1on funct1ons for the cand1date .

and prov1des time -ordered data for programmat1c research
- &

the week1x_Ref1ect1ons Sheet requests students teachers to est1mate the percent
_}

Th1s instrument-

E

o \~»—~

‘team teach1ng, and/or assum1ng .u]] respons1b111ty

-

the1r morale and proV1de a written rationale for the rat1ng

>

on the 1nstrument in the fo]]ow1ng manner I!Mora1e‘ref’ers to your menta] andw

”~

’ emot 1ona1 cond1t1on with regard to your performance of,the requ1red tasks dur1ng

ctudent teach1ng ﬂ_g_ mora]e 1s tharacter1zed by enthusia m,;conf1dence,

hN

=

@ sense of accomp11shment cee Low mora]e is character1zed by a 1ack of absence -

of thése feelings " Cand1dates have the cho1ce of mark1ng one of f1ve categor1es’.

ya
- o

L e

from Tow to high. -

b ANALYSIS AND F-I‘\IDINGS

’ -

Given the nature of the research quest1ons for th1s 1nqu4ry and the

ey ..

LI
4
5

T

unba1aﬁEEd’sahp1e sizes of majors and non-majors, data were tredted descr1pt1ve1y

for both research quest1ons. However, non- parametr1c sxgn tests were app11ed

-
p e w
¢ L e . -

to a variety of compar1sons to determine whether e1ther groun magors or

tey

P

Morale is descr1bed v

AN

/;.-

PN

B

non-majors, produced a greater number of h1gh.rat1ngs%:*r

- s . . . L
Question One - Planning effectiveness of the student teachers. are summarized

.
! - ~ .-
i - - >,
/ - - 2
B “; -

in table 1. The sjgn test comparing the.mean ratings of the,var1ous'curr1gu1ar

L

*

2 - Place tab1e 1 about here -

wd

- [




O et

‘

] annumber of trends across the evaluation visits. Firstffhfgher'ratings

¢cabonents ‘between majors and non-majors did not yield a significant difference,

4

*In fact, exactly half of the mean-ratings favor each group.” Examining the ratings

across units by majors and non-majors Meveal that without exception non-majors
rf ived h1gher.rat1ngs on the1r initial unit; majors on the other hand, “received
higher rat1ngs cr their second instructional un1t'for 3 of the 6 components

In general, little var1at1on in p]ann1ng effectiveness rat1ngs were” found to

) oécur across the un1ts regard]ess of the student teacher s maJor

Assess1ng the student teacher s competence in 1mp}ement1ng the plan was 1
accomp11shed through s1x c]assroom v1s1ts and correspond1ng eva]uat1ons. .

Summar1es of the 1nstruct1ona] ccmpetence rat1ngs acyoss the six eva]uat1on
V151ts are presented in tab1e 2. xn add1t1on, graphic d1sp1ays of these data

\
o

N hd ¢ 3

Place tab]e 2 and f%guret] about here,

- -~
. -

'l v

are presented in f1gure 1° These numerical and graphical presentations revea1
e T

occ?rred across a]] 1nstructuona] com/etgncaesz?or both maJors and non-maJors

as the student teacn1ng experl_?ee”ﬁrogressed Second d1fferencns in superv1sor
. \ .
«
rat1ngs befween majors- and non-maaors tended to be small. Th1rd, sign tests \

' reveaTed_a,51gn1f1cant number of h1gher racings for eva]uat1on v1s1ts 3 and 4

foF’/on-maJors while majors atta1ned a s1gn1f1cant1y greater nunber of more

favorab]e ratings.for evaluation. v1s1t 6. ,The sign tests for the rema1n1ng

e\aluatnon visits (] 2,. and 5) did not produce a significant]y greater-

~ number of more favorable ratings for either group of student teachers " Fourth,

the range 1n rat1ngs across the s1x eva]uat1on v1s1ts of 1.3 . / .2 for maJors
5 .

“and non-maJors was observed for the 18° 1nstructiona] competenc1es ThlS

-, L

obserVed range of mean values represents 32 percent of the poss1b1e range of

scores, ref]éct1ng the degree of d1scr1m1nat1on exerc1sed by the superv1sors

™

’b-‘&

L'-z

»
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. N % . B \". \ ‘<, .‘ . = ’
1n rating the student teachers=,: “,f._-“ LT AN
. 1 A " ) ‘
‘. V1sua‘ exam1nat1on of the graphs [ ] f1 ure ] revea] s1m11ar slopes for ‘

the plots "ﬁ majers and non—maJons across the 1nstrudr§ona1 competenc1es examJn@d

Yet‘15 of tée 18 graphs revea] one or ﬁﬁre 1ntersect1ons of the curves of> pajors -

.

and non—maaors. These intensections, as perce1ved by the uriversity superv1sor,

. i e

indicate uneven progress in master1ng 1nstruct1ona1 competenc1es, such as, use

ET f. . ;>,2f 1esson p]ans dpagnost1cs used and 1ntroduc1ng and conc]ud1ng lessons. The

;2‘ . ;“ three 1nstruct1ona1 competencies whose graphs did not include 1ntersect1ons are

§;%"\ ] . use of duplicating equtpment',use of audio- v1sua1 equ1pment,’and c]ar1ty'of

i:“Al . .directions. Non-maJors atta1ned h1gher rat1ngs than the1r.counterparts across’ . E
) . a]T,rat1ngs of the competencies, use of dup11cat1ng equ1pment and’use of aud1o- i :

& . . —

‘ v1sua1 equ1pment wh11e majors atta1ned uniformily ..igher ratings on the sk111

LY v

;ns, than d1d the1r non-maJor colleagues.. .

1ntroduc1ng dnd conc]ud1ng

Quest1on Two - week1y self- rat1ngs of mora student “teachers are-reported

in table 3 and ftgure 2. S1m11ar to the supervisory _'ngs, the moyale ratings' .

» ¢ »
.
-

. _. Place table 3 about hefe

. aoross both majors and non-majors gradua]]y increase over the course of the
l' sane?ter. Both groups of student teachers report 1ower mora]es during. the
. darly weeks of the ex per1ence. However, f1gure 2 revegls that non-majors appear B
;‘to‘move through‘the.se]f—doubt period slightly sooner than majors (weeks 3,4, 5
for non-majors and weeks-4, 5, 6 for majors): A sign test comparing the morale'
ratings of both groups of student,teachers across the fifteen week semester

“fiiled to produce a significant fjnding.since eight self-ratings of morale were .

. higher for, majors compared_tq'seven ratings favoring non-majors.

Place figure 2 about here




by

\_superv1sory rat1ngs of the unit. components deve]oped’by the student“teachers .

areJnaJor1ng 1n other co]]eges (agrwcﬁTture liberal arts and science).

/ -
unit. Fonverse]y, majors tended to receive higher intragroup ratings on the

.

\

Examining figure 2 for other patterns reveals a "leveling period" between

the.eighth and tenth weeks, followed by higher ratings for the final weeks of the
. . .‘ / - . y .v
experience: The pattern occurs for both majors and non-majors. Thus, while these.

are minor variations the overall trends‘are‘similar among weekly morale ratings

between student teachers who are majors in education compared with those who .;

" DISCUSSION

This inquiry was conducted to determine whether differences in instructional

2

skil} and unit development ratinés by suﬁervisors and morale ratings of student

teachers are different g1ven the academic major of the teach1ng cand1date

-

The iritial research question of this 1nqu1ry led to the examination of

While no overa]] d1fferences were found between ‘$tudent teachers maJorlng 1n
K ’ :
educat1on and their counterparts not majoring, in educatlon, exam1nat1on of the a 7§

(e 3

data revealed that when'intragroup comparisons were made non-majors consistent[y

received their best marks on the initial unit and lower ratings on the second

N . . N Y .

Lo C. . . . .
second unit. These observations are compat1b1° with the findings reported

e]sewhere (Denton & Nerris, 1979 Denton & Tooke, 1981; Denton Morris & Tooke,
J ,

1982) that learners of student teachers achieved nearly the same percentage

of curr1¥u]ar ob3ect1ves in unit one, regardless of the student teacher's
. . 4
acadehichnajor. For upit two, however, performance on the percent of unit

objéctives achieyed was substantially higher for learners of student teachers
majoring in education. The similar ratings and nearly_equal 1earner.performance
on unit one among majors and non—majors appear to verify the assumptions that
university supervisors perceived’and rated the p]anning’capabi1ities of student

teachers\withéut regard to their academic major of the student teacher., Howe_\(erl

T

:
14 : - :
- L] . - S



v,

A

A - /‘_\ | ’
the modest 1mprovement of rat1ngs of ma//ps and the c%ncom1;ant b1gher ccgn1t1ve
/
perﬁonnance among their. 1earnens c%gg}ed w1th the .conyerse s1tuat1on w1th non-

magors (s]1ght]y 1ower rat1ngs.and']ower cogn1t1ve atta1nment'va1ues of the1r "
learners) in unit two suggest‘a re]at1on between these indi¢ators of the teaching
candida%efs competence. It is eﬁcoarag{ng tbat these trends'of the supervisory
_ratings parallel the trends obser¢§a‘in ]éarner cognitive attainment.\ Yet an .
explanation of these observed trends is not cﬂéar{y evident. Perhaps majors

earn higher ratings because of higher quality plans, which in turn\positiVely‘a

1nf1uence learner atta1nment This explanation would: be compe]libg,“had the

ratings for 1nstruct1ona] p]ann*ng of non—maJors been substant1a]1y lower than o

corresponding ratings of majors, but th1s vas not the case. B

The reported relation of learner cogn1t1ve atta1nment to the major of the

-student teacher appears to be slightly 11nked to 1nstruct1ona1 p]ann1ng but other

e e

va.1ab1es such as teaching competencies ratings and mora]e also .may 1nf]uence
this relation. Supervisor rat1ngs regarding. the 1nstruct1ona] competenc1es

of student teachers followed a similar -pattern to the instructional plah rat1ngs

of majors and non-majors. That is, non-majors were rated significantly higher
on the programL§ instructional competences during unit one compared to student
teachers majoring in education. Howeveér, this_trend reversed itself during

unit tio withﬁbajors receiving a significantly greater number of higher-ski]J

- H . hY

ratings than their counterparts not majoring in education. These observations

- . f . $ e s
and a casual examination of the data presented in.figure 1 indicate gradua’.

.

. ) . . ! . .
improvement in skill performances across the student teaching experience.,

Again a slight but perceptible link between supervisory quality ratings of
. %3 - .

¥

I 3
- - 2 ;, . N ! a4 . ) -
instructional competehce and learner cognitive attaimment was found to occur.

*

Whether the modest,differences in instructional skill ratings combined with the

trends observed for instructional planning explain the cognitive attainment

L)




-

advantage observed for ]earners of maJors is open to quest1on However,it is

v

‘encourag1ng that these superv1sory ratqngs provide a logical basis for the

o

d1fferencel1n learner cogn1t1ve atta1nment of student teachers with d1fferent~

[

-academic majors. o ) . -

>

The.second research question of this inquiry'addressed the equivalence of

self-report morale ratings between student teachers of different academic majors:.

-

In general, mora]e of thevstudent teachers improved during the course of the

—fie]d~ekperience »Dﬁfferences in'morale ratings between student teachers
! -
-majoring and not majoring in education were minor, yet ggth groups d1sp1ayed R

a common pattern regard1ng morale (se]f confidence, sat1sfacc1on, sense of

;accomp]1¢hment) dur1ng the exper1ence The drop in moya]e about 2 weeks into

the exper1ence ]1ke1y was due to their apprehens1on of f1111ng the role of teacher . tf“?

~ e o

s1nce at that t1me they were prepar1ng to teach the1r f1rst unit. As the p]ann1ng
'effort converged with the 1mp]enentat1on of the initial un1t somewhere between-

the fourth and e1ghth vieeks of the semester morale (self- conf1dence) began -

o

A
to 1mprove perhaps because they were experiencing first-hand the1r ability .
to cope, even enjoy the chal]enge of teaching. Th1s satisfaction w1th teach1ng i

then p]ateaued for about three weeks, and aoa1n 1mproved for two or three weeks

-

Nh1]e it may be coinc1denta] the p1ateau per1od corresponzs with the time

per1od in the exper1ence devoted to ref ]ectlng, and evaluating their performance

on the 1n1t1a] un1t.and subsequent p]anning for unit 2. The subseouent gain a "

in self-confidence adain co. responds to the implementation of the second unit.

Thus, it appears morale (self- conf1dence) was dependent to some extent on whether
1 - / .

they were actually responsible for teach1ng The only difference between majors

and non-majors was the occurrence of these periods, and even here the phases did

"not differ by more than a week. . ' - I

Perhaps what has influenced supervisory ratings, and learner cognitive

o




. tion are prov1ded with constructs a55061ated w1th teach1ng through required
coursework for at least 6 and. 'possibly 7 semesters .of the 8 semester program.
| nonﬂnaaors "psych up" for the event, of teaching unit one then exper1ence a
W
'maJors appear to enjoy regard1ng superv1sory ratings throug&'the.Ear1y part
of" the e;per1ence and- the subsequent sh1ft in rat1ﬂgs favor1ng maJors a the P
E 1

résts. w1th the observation that. superv1sory perceptions. and ratings tend to H6

©in some: quarters of g%%cher education, that tha preparatory period for becom1ng .

Q. teacher should be extended N

€
o e Ay

N
1yt dur ot

. -t - »

atta1nment is perserverance and experrence. Student teachers maJor1ng in educa- 5

£

-
i
o a3 R A

so gt

Non-maJors on the bther hand, rarély enroll 1n edk\atwon coursework for more

~than,three semesters 1nc]uding the semester of student teach1ngh It is con-..
ce1vab]e that majors 1n educat1on through additional exper1enCéq such as the f’* i

+

N
ear]y field exper1enceaaupderstand that teach1ng is an 1terat1ve process wh11e

DXy

Met- down" when ca]]ed upon to deve]op and 1mp1ement alsecond un1t Thi's ' ‘ %

. 45"{

on, if valid is- cons1stent w1th'the s]1ght y fay orab]e status non=-
‘e ',7Q§.‘

explanati

conc]usion of ‘the experiénce. Additfonal support for th1s exﬁlanat1on

“w ( mi\

supported by reported shifts in learner cogn1t1ve atta1nment across the . lnﬁ

v «4""" ~

experience., Thus, this inquiry lends empirical support to the current emphas1s

N

Y .
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