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antity.:-?ufecif-0,0.0a1;
COUr.-SeTWOrk,01i1(04t..W.i th.l'ir_rciCe:SS:11eatUreS-... of

-._ _ .

..'44't
, .

Ail-ottroi0,retearch --Odi§eatit,hds revealed differences _perfomance :amongf

leartkarS.,deperidi4;oh the academic Major (edcation vs non-education) of the

:,,,--

. ,
student -teachers. These - findings have stimul4ted this inquiry This invests

J.0\00i_-eOnd4cted with tAata from 82 student -teachers,. was conducted to determine

whether cifferehces -6 .cUr among. morale self-ratings and s).1PerVisor-ratingS,. of ,

_- -

skill performances by education majors arnon-eucati on majors

Results from this inve_StigatiOn reVea`lad--no_differenCes,lbetWeen--.inOrale:telf;_...;
At 1 -- ;;;- ''_ ,- -- -- -_, -1_ -- ' '. -_ -_--.:-._ _:_- -4,:11::::44%,

,_,. ''Opf-0t-t$ of majots and nOthinajOrs.. Conversely, inStrUCtiOnOkillPerformariCa.,
F,-.-::: ---= - :---, - : -- -- -.. , .-, _.

.._____ , .... -._ - .,. -,,-,. _---_-. -- -----,----.
?i---_---- -ratings: by university supervisors were found to be statistiCally_ different,. ._

i'; . , _

:,-,..,-- ' --,--- --,--_ fpr-..-thi.:66 of six ievaluations over the course of the student t4aChing experienek,

-,_.: ---- for majors and _non-majors
': = -.

-. , -
...--"-- j

`...: -. - -
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. ,:.

a

7

a

9

7



_

'Using : learner cognitive attainment as ei measure teaching abiiity dates

the:Orel-Of the. present -.Century Vith, the -SCientlfic,MitnegeMentliOvernent. in

ifertCan- education:- ..'$Ome time later,. fairest .'heighIene8. regarding. Student-
_

leartiing, as ansequende._ineatlike in -ttudent :teachibg-, this:, interest is ,
_

.. 2

-..eXeffigifiedAVNl4ittrOCk. 1962Y' who -assessed the. impact of student -- ,._.._ _.....
_.....,

.....

teachers on the Cognitive -at ainme t of their leavhers, by telling, the teaching,
. ... . ..,_ . . . .

,..

candidates their grades in student teaching. depend .on the performance of

their ;earners: He found this strategy ,produ h learner Cognitive
. .. ,....,

11 .0rfOraf-lCP, at ...theigo,g4g-_.pf:tleightened-,:a.p0.etY.41911g",Fudent teachers
-, v

,Operatin4_,Undet voi,-$. -.grad.fng,,tonyentiOry. -Mote --redent,fyi"-Dentoniracht.andl,
-----,...-:--T,1-:--- , -'":--: -. ,-.-_--__--- -_ - -.------;-,, --- i; _.!' :'c," ., .- . I

-116004f4-.00430,0(atiitlea '-the ,_ C0140A, classroom teacher's, :piert on 10.4r0.0)-.1

attainment of law-related -Content: Using ; three-.11/ifferent"-Condetuat_ijiodeit
. _,... !

%
-.- -.- --..-----,' -----. ,--

_ ,as,-..baSit for their ,analytes,,,resUltt were -reported' that teachers- ,exert ,stib., 't

4t4il.ftii1 :loflOeotO on 06-'c9OgItiv_e-,4ttaikraoltof 'the'ir leatnert.-Thete'

tesulfs-yi-th inserVice.ttea hets :SubseuentlX stimulated a' tiinilar line bf
-...

.. -__ -_

--ih4Oirfi--Wfth-,-py_eserifitf._0:--;teiathers::_-__

P:reservice research, Sponsored by the Instructional Research Laboratory

Of"the76ollege of -Education at Texas AO University has been cocluCtid to

examine a number of evaluation concerns
_ ;

One group of investigations _ have focused oh -consequence-M. ealures-for Student-,
. .

teathin§. In,,partiittilar, "these. studies have_exar ained_ whether cognitive' ,'
;

.

measures of learners_ _of t,tudentjeadhers hdlg . promise e s: Crir.ion variables
o

tPi'r lirdessional ,field, expViences Menton .8! Norris-, J979,19'81; Denton & -
. .

Tooke, 1984 Denton, Morris,. -.84 Tooke, 1982). kes its from:,theie investigations

inditate some academic 'charattertstits and e aviorI of student 'feathers
*.

...._,,account for variations in the performande of their' learners.. For example,.



hether: thestii,dent. teacher was en.ediiCatiOn:MajOr:Were,-f_Ourid- to,be variables__

.--- ,.. .7,..c ,ll!.-q9r:(3.: ,...P- teacher appears ..0 atcoUnt .._-0/1090110' that the. academi -f th- student '-- ' 4-

,for -Ilarlaticift-in,,COgnitie.attainnient of learners of those student teacherS.-

i:1ustrate ,I !a 1116 clefs t Orte :t = hed- -betWeen, the

acaderpTc.'ma-,1,ar of the student teacher and cognitive attainmene values of their

_teartiertOn the second. Unit taught the: student 'teachers ,Purther examina

tion of the data revealed that learners of education-majors attained higher

.00,rage ,cogoitiVe _attainnient, values (X = .6§.9)..thah, learners of riOry=educatlii

110.h.rs. --;-; 58 9) . These ,valy eS Were somewhat ..Sur-prising because cagni tive

--=--,.._=nearly-e0UPralent,.57.-.:6and:,0.3forleArriers of -education' majors and non-majors,

_ attainment_theariS--aSSoclated With unit one for the -two :0'15)0S of learners were.

,
'--i-3-fe-SpeOiVelyi(petiton_k;isierriS; _

__-Anotheei-eyaluation concern the-afOrementioned research effort is the. ;:-:.1
.,-

___. . ., , - . -4. -, : .,,=:AL
supervisory rating scale -Nearly :fifty years ago rating scales and Checklists ...

-

)-;

.04. .16 jpopular devices among si leevfsc*Oor evaluating the effectivenessvOnetS of,

Ateedhers.__.. :these: instruments, referi`ed to as high inference scales, Ceti: .....

__.. . :a
._._,.

easily be -adapted .to a partiCulai. program, provide a means of providing numerical
--..

,--.-..

Mies cf qualitative ratings, provite a summary or;overall evaluation of 4nr.1aS

:observations and Serve to provide a. written record that aniizalution has

, been-cAnducted, conversely, these instruments have been criticized for their

, 4. SuScreptfble validity because the judgements recorded may reflect impressions
, .... - .

of the ,person rather than assessment of the individual's teaching"Skit1S.
...

:While concern' oCier the use of these instruments is of long standing (dayne, 1945),.4 :,'

,.. student teaching programs hive continued to depend heavily on these scales .

, . ..

- '-- to provide accountability evidence thct their student teachers are being
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these aforeirsentioned-_findingS,, the ,extant data from which- these,

t rOSUUS-were.,deriVed,, and the=doncern ',Witt3 high-inference, eValuktion instruments,_

,in-Ouiry, was Conducted tOcdetermine 'wheth' r -tlifferenceS.oceur acrOSS
_ .,-

rat of instructional erfOrMance ,I:ty education majors and:

.majors.,_ An: addittioni-4oekly.,Morale telt-ratings, we also

cmpäred for these two groups of studnt teachers
.,

." "' - `- '

These -,otijeoives,,,stated.,4--researth AueStions heCome:',
.

, _

1. '--60:,-cki,ffierqijO.p4c'un::46.otil, 4.4130.14Sor. :ratings_ of fristructional.

-,---:- -- - l
#he,ema rjcd' ng . in

eduo404;*VthOs4:nOPria046§,In-64OatIOnT.. ....., ,_..._ _ _ .. .
. _,

''---- ----i. ,::41Ic-.;.:Ciii.4..6'14nlety,,,ificotir-vittOrituderit teacher morale tetf-ratings
-,#:6:,;kaiiiiikiia;ibeiii6iiii-:,:ifliceilf -,teachers : majoring in education

-,- -an :it ose-:_,nottiajorl ng..1 ril-.educatiori? ...- -, , , ._.__ ._ .,,-2, -Y1 ..,, , , . - -
' . . . V4f' .

__. '
: _ : - 'ORGARitAtTprOF INVESTIGATION

. o,
-0:14:0#01:1 Description. . ':. , _,,,,,,1

_ , ,

-. thit: inVestigatibri was conducted in an Educational 'CurricUIuM and.,., ,. _, ,... ..... _. ........
,!,-_, -.%J_ _., ,. __ _

inStisiiction7dePartMenC the teacher-preparation program which Parti.dipat_ed,
- ;

.. ,

iiithe?_,Iiivestiiation, is a competency-based program for seconda"y-level, , .,.... , .. ,

teaCtierS, fashiorl around a dia6nOStic-'orescriptive model .of instruction
, _ _ .

--(AlOistrong, 'Denton; I-Savage, 1218). This model illustrates teaching as a

Seri:OS- of events requiring. five distinct, sets of instructional- skills:.

-,(a) Specifyipg Performance DhjectiveS, b) Diagnosing Learners, (c) Selecting
7 7

InstructionalStiategies, (d). Interacting with Learners, and (e) Evaluating
.

-,--the4ffeCtivenesS Of Inttruction-

- The culminating experience in the preparation program is a full-semester,
,

full-day student teaching program wfth twelve semester hours,,being awarded-

*f.cir -SUcoesiful coitiOletion of the experience. ,Ourin. this. course, each

Student teacher is required to deVelop and implement two in.structiona%units

6-,
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each requiring apprOXimatelY two weeks to complete instructional units I .

are to Include: ,Performance objectives, a cliagnastic pretest to determine if '
.

_prerequisite knowledaeS_ and skills are present, instructional strategies -ad:7.i-
t

)dressed't6 each performance objective, and criterion-referenced instruttientS:.

These units must be approved by the claSsrOOm =supervisfng.'teiciher and the

university supervisor prior to :implementation. Some time ago, a. multi-stage

evaluation system was established' to monitor the development ind implementatiOn-

, .

/.. _
,

of this .COnipetency4ased.,iprOgrani,(DentOn, 197-7):. Evaluation of -stUdent_
,...-

:teaChers _. in this Systen,),-inClUdes'lsiipei.'vlsOr -rating-5: .lbased on in-class ..

OliSerVations, and ratings of instruCtional ma.teria-l-s-.produced by the student
. 1;

teadher Generally six supervisor 'visits are completed during' a. semester.
..._

Iti00- visits' are reCOrded, as ratings on atVal_uati on Profile instruMent.

:It.:May be of significance that the final evalNatiOn for each student teacher.._

recorded pn this instrUnient\Tepresents a_ consensus rating -resuj.ting, from a
.._

three-way conference ,between the ,Stwdent.,,teacher, the diaSirodniSOpervis#,,

and the University supervisor. In addition, a Curriculum Context Checklist

:fdr rating the components of each instructional 'unit it :coMpleted by. the

UniverSity supervisor. Two of these forms are completed during the field,

experience. These rating scales provided the dePendent.measures for research,

question one in this study. .,

Student teachers,, also are requested to contribute_to the formative

evaluation- process by completing weekly reflection sheets throughout the

semeSter. These eif-report sheets solicit an assessment of their morale

and factors influencing the rating. Values gleaned from these sheets provided

the dependent measures for research question two in this study. In addition,

suMmative proYedures are conducted by student teachers at the conclusion of
)

each unit, and summaries of learner performances are recorded on Summ4y

1
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Evaluation , of Unit fOrts. Values. for this:formare' obtainedAV-Strident

teaChers retain. the utni test responses of learney,,§ after providing =,

feedback. to them regarding, their perfoimakes. Copies/of these inStruMeirts

,are-,a4ifable in ERIC (Denton & Norris,,.. ,,

The afOrementiOned learner performance data were subsequently used to
*/ \- , -.

Y--43-40' for each student .i0Ocher. Subsequent analysis of these data revealed

.- . . .. .._ . ,

develop .4 criterion-referenced sUitiary on each learner and summayized as group

.-..differences. itperfOrMarice among learners depending on. t e major of the

StUdeni, teacher (Denton &.'1JOrriS 197:9-Deriton & Make 4982) which in turn'
,,,..: ;

: ,
q.

.

/ -

/
1-iiiiifi'40:0',.-044beiwi:f7Y-= .

...

, ,., .
, ,_ - ,,,,f,,,,,;

't.--riitiLodY: , ,
,

_, , - .-.. 7 ,

,/
Ififohnation. from 82 `secoridary/iyef student teachers and 9001 learfiet!s'

41411:i,_OY these student teachers/cOMpriSed_ the total_ sample for, this data
, _... 0, c ; \ /

,base ,.: 'Fifty-six of theta stirdent teachers were the
, ,

-- i \ ., ,
,

remaining 26 candidates :wer teacher certification students Major ng' in other
-.... ,

A.

.

the student te?herS were "supervised.'by five university supervi§Or§
. .-

.1/4

.
0V,PY-7. the course of five §eMetters (i.e., Spring 1,978' - 7 student teachers_,

. , _ _
i i ., . -N,)- / .., ,

, . 1
,

:,..fall- 1978 -'18 student 'teacifei-t,--sreilig--1979' - -14-- tade-n-t- teachers, all
- 1i97-- 9/student teachers, SPri ng 1980 -:29 student teachers). The t tal

number of secondary-level student teachers numbered 291 during this p riod f
(7',,\. 1

-,

(spi-iii9 39 - 68, Fall 78- 64, Spring 79 - 52, Fall 79 - 52; Spring 80\- 55).

Participation of student teachers.in this i4iiry was based on' W.hether.\their '

_university supervisors were activelyjnvqlvedtn the research program.

It is important to note that the major of the stu 'ent teacher wa not
1-

khown by the,university supervisor during the field experience. In a ion,
.

a contigency table, was developed and statistically tested 'to determine Whether
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'

n

.,.

-----------------.7.

student,teachers were evenly.distribiged across university supervisors with.
. .....:----

respect to their emic'major. Thts7mparision was not statistically
,

significant, indicating expected numbers_of.stUdent teachers of each category
--

(majors and non- majors) were, ihjeality,,lassigned to each university suPerviSor

Even though these precautions we-re:taken, certainly no claim can be bade that

findings frOm this inquiry will ggnerali to other settings.

\

eln order to enroll in Student teachin , each candidate in this sample

.had-Met the following criteria: (a) had- attar ed senior standing, (b) had

attained a minimum grade-point ratio'of ) had completed at least

75 percent of the courikrk required for, two te ching fields witiVa minimum

grade-point ratio of 2.25, (d) at least one temes er prior to student teaching ,

had fulfilled all re quirements (i.e., a statement f personal commitment,

three letters of recommendation, successful completion of an English proficien-
i

cy-examination) for, admission to :the teacher education program, and (e) had

completed ten hours of professional education coursework.

In contrast to the commonalitidsamong majors and non-majors, the Most

pronounced difference between individuals majoring in educition and non-majors

seeking teacher certification while completing degree requirements in

agriculture, liberal arts, or science were the required semester hours of

professional education coursework. .Non- majors completed 22 semester hours!

of-professional education coursework, organized into four courses [general
.

'teaching methods (3 hrs.), educational psychology ( 3 sirs.), teaching

field- `methods. (4 hrs.), student teaching (12 hrs.).] Majors completed the

aforementioned courses and five additional courses totaling 34semester holirs,"
-- i,e., introduction .to secondary education (1 hr.), earlyfiel0 experience

i . -

,

(; hrs.), Subject matter of teaching ( 3 hrs,), preparation of instructional'

materials (3 hrS.),/, and adolescent psychology (3 Jra'.).

. ,

9
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instt-uffients . .

. , .

Three scales were used, in obtaihing' measures of the various dependent
. .

'varfables in thit.investigation. The following -briefly des,pribes.these

instruments. An Ivaluation Profile-was employed:to obtain the variables,

associated with the instructional effectiveness of, the student teacher as

.

Perceived by the university supervisor. This instriventM-completed on a :1..

'biweekly basis by the university, supervisor :;Itiesscale, consists of twentY-
\

, . \

eight Likert type items divided into two categories, i.e., instructionatcom-. .

petenciet (20. ftemt);:.andOrsonal'and=profetsional competencies` (9

ThIeJoilowing_listingt under instructional- competendfeS were not included

1
. 4, .

.:,

1

fmthe analysis, teff-evaluation, and overalt rating for teaching a two week
,..

,

were

.

- unit. These items e,omitted becausetneither item. was directly linked with
4 oll .

. other cbmponents in teacher preparationlprogram. Conversely, with the

,exception of these two items, scale items are referenced to performance obj-

'"

jectivet in 'the student teaching program: Further, with the exception of the

two items, instructional skills addi-essed on this instrument are compatible
.

,

with the skillls and knowlcdges stressed in the diagnostic - prescriptive model-
,.

of instruction, on which this program is based. The supervisor has the choice,

of marking one of five' categories ranging from excellent to inadequate. If the

skill is not observed or not_applicable to tbiclatsrobm situation the supervisor

has the option of markind*N/A. The alpha coefficient, a = .94 determined for

this instrument suggests a high degree of internal consistency among responses

to the various items.

second rating scale, the Curriculum Context:Checklist, is used to

provide university supervisor ratings of.the two curritular units developed

and implemented by the student teacher. Values from this scale provide

data for the planning effectiveness of the student teacher. This instrument

10.
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cohtains a 5.choice scale identical to the scale of the evaluation .profiles.

Individual ite)is of this instrument identify components of the dirricul.um unit

,

e.g., general-goals:, 'focusing generalizations, concept list, diagnostic component.
;

Valme(for4 planning effectfveness' obtained from this instrument were analyzed in .

relation to research qbestion'_one of this inquiry. -

Teaching candidates* contributed to the data base of this inquiry by ,

an instrument which serve. formative evaluation functioni fo'h the candidate .

and provides_time--ordered data for programmatic research. This instrument

the,Weekly Reflections Sheet requests students teachers to estimate the percent.
of time they have Spent during the preceding week -observing, planning, assisting

,

team teaching, and/or assuming full i'esponsiKlity.. ..in. addition, Candidates assess.
.

their morale and provide a written rationale for the -rating. Morale is described w

'on the instrument in the following manner. "Morale refers to your mental and

emotional conditiOn with regard to your performance of Itie.required tasks during

student teaching. High morale is tharacteriied by enthusiarlii,, confidence,

a sense of accomplishment.... Low morale is,,chafacterized by a lack of absence, ..

..
,-...,

.
Of these feelingS " Candidates have the choice of marking one of five categories'

, .:..r,
from low to high.

,

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

.
Given the nature of the research questions .for ,this inquiry and the

unbalanced sample sizes of majors and non-majors, data were treaed descriptively

for both research questions. However, non-parametric sigiLtests were applied

to a Variety of cOMparisong to determine whether either-group, majort or.,

non-majors, .producr a greater number of highratings.,

Question One - Nanning effectiveness of the student teachers,,are summarized

in table 1. The sign test comparing *mean ratings orthe various, curricular

Place table 1 about here
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A

44Onents -between majors and non-majors did not yield a significant differenCe,
. .

In fact, exactly half of the mean. ratings favor each group: Examining the ratings

across units by majors and non-majors ?Lwieal that without exception non-majors

-ved higher, ratings on their initial unit; majors on the other hand:received

higer ratings cr their second instructional unit,for 3 of the 6 components.

In general, little variation in planning effectiveness.ratings were found to
.

occur across the units regardless Of the student teacher's major.
. .

......, 'Assessing the,student teacher's competence in implementing the plan wasA .

-

.

..

.

..-1.

accomplished. through six classroom visits and corresponding evaluations. .

. ;

Summaries of the instructiona- l-competence ratings across the six evaluation .

. . . . . . . . ..

,visif.s are presented in table 2. in addition, graphic displays of these data
. ._, .

Place table a and figure about' here.

are presented in figure .1- These numerical 'and graphical presentations reveal

..-
ha

,

.nuinber of trends' across the evaluation visits. First,--hrgher ratings-I

_

.

occ9rred :across all instructional compete ties for,both majors and non- majors

...----
.

. .

as the,student teaching.experitre progressed. Second, differences in supervisor

\

_;,,.-...

rat'ings non-majors tended
,

to be small. Third, sign tests
.
..

revealed a_sAgnificant .number.of higher ratings for evaluation visits 3 and 4
, . . .

.

forrion-majors while majors attained a significantly greater number of more
,

. .

>:"-----
.

favbrable ratings.for evaluation. visit 6. ,The sign tests for the remaining

evaluation'visits (1, 2,. and 5) did not prodpce a significantly greater.

number of more favorable ratings for either group of student teachers.' Fourth,

the range in ratings across the six evaluation visip.of1.3 .2 for Majors
.

, and non - majors was observed for the 18'instruCtional canpetencies. This
. .

observed range of mean values represents 32 percent of the possible range of ,

,

scores, reflecting the degree of, discrimination exercised by the'supervisors

,

sf)
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in rating lie student teachers: : ....
- -,

.
_. . '4

. 1 .

Visual examination of the graphs 4111 f. ure l reveal similar slopes for

1
-,.

_ the plots 1 majors and non-majors across the instrudri)onal competencies exwirwd,
44,

Yet'15 of the 18 graphs reveal one or Mare intersections of the curves of wajors

r
10

and non-majos. These intersections, as peceiVed by the university supervisor,

indicate uneven progress inmastering.instructional combeiencies, such as, use

ofiessori.plans, diagnostics used, and introducing and concluding lessoni. The
t

. -

. three instructional competencies whose graphs did not include intersections are
.

4

use Of duplicating equipment,.use of audio-visual' -andclarity-of

directions. Non-majors attained higher ratings than their counterparts across

.

all ,ratings of the competencies, use of duplicating equipment and use of audio-
,

. .

visual equipment while majors attained uniformily igher ratings on the skill,
...

introducing and concluding .n s, than did their non -major colleagues._

Question Two.- Weekly self-ratings of more studentleactiers are- reported ,

in table 3 and figure 2. Similar to the supervisory ngs, the moale ratings

S

Place table 3 about here

across both. majors and non-majors gradually increase over the course of the

semeyter. Both grodpi of student teachers report lower morales during. the

darly weeks'of the experience. However, figure 2 reveals that non-major's appear

through'theselfdoubt period slightly sooner thanLilajors (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
.

fWiled to produce a significant finding since eight self-ratings of morale were

, higher for, majors compared lbSeven ratings favoring non-majors.

1

4

Place figure2'about here

II

co'

.
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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

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
, .

_are majoring in other colleges (agricUillureliberal arts and science).

'DISCUSSION

This inquiry was conducted to determine whether differences in instructional

sk411 and unit development ratings by supervisors and morale ratings of student

teachers are different giv,e6 the adedemic major of the teaching candidate:'

The initial research question of this inquiry led to the examination of .

N,supervisory ratings of the unit. components developed-by the student teachers.

While no overall differences were found between'gtudent teachers majoring in

education and their counterparts not majoHng,in education, examination of the

data revealed that when intragroup comparisons were made non-majors consistently

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

unit. Conversely, majors tended to receive higher intragroup ratings on the

second unit. These observations are compatible with the findings reported

elsew4re (Fenton & Norris, 1979; Denton & Tooke, 1981; Denton, Morris & Tooke;

1982)4at learners of student teachers achieved nearly the same percentage

of curricular objectives in unit one, regardless of the student teacher't
1

acadehicfajor. For unit two, however, performance on the percent of unit

objectives achieved was substantially higher for learners,Of student teachers

majoring in education. The similar ratings and nearly equal learner performance

on unit one among majors and non-majors appear to verify the assumptions that

university supervisors perceived'and, rated the planning-capabilities of student

teachers without regard to their academic major of the student teacher., However,
.

14 .4
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° the modest improvement of ratings of majors and the concomitant higher cognitive

performance among their leanners_cdUp ed_with.the converse situation with non-
.

majors (slightly lower ratings and lower cognitive attainment-values of thef

learners) in unit two suggest a relation between these inditators of the teaching

candidate's competence. It is encouraging that these trends of the supervisory

/

ratings parallel the trends observegd in learner cognitive attainment. Yet an _

explanation of these observed trends is not clarly evident. Perhaps majors

earn higher ratings because'of higher quality plans, whichin turn'positiVely4

influence'learner attainment. This explanation would be compelling,' had the

ratings for instructional planning of non-majors been substantially lower than

corresponding ratings of majors, but this was not the case.

The reported relation of learner cognitive attainment to the major of the

_

student teacher appears to be slightly linked to instructional planning but other

vaiables such as teaching competencies ratings and morale also may influence

this relation. Supervisor ratings regarding. the instructional competencies

of student teachers followed a similar = pattern to the instructional plat ratings

of majors and non-majors. That is, non-majors were rated significantly higher

on the program :,s instructional competences during unit one compared to student,

teachers majoring in education. However, this trend reversed itself during

44 .
unit two withlmajors receiving a significantly greater number of higher skill

ratings than their counterparts not majoring in, education. These observations

!

and a casual examination of the data presented in,figure 1 indicate gradual.

improvement in skill performances across the student teaching experience.,

Again a slight but perceptible link between supervisory quality ratings of

instructional competence and learner cognitive attainment was found to occur.

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

trends observed for instructional planning explain the cognitive attainment
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.r3

.
:.

...

advantage observed for learners of majors is open to question. However,tt is
. .

e ncouraging that these supervisory ratings provide a logical basis for the
. !

. , . .

difference in learner cognitive attainment of siudentteachers with different.
- ,

.. ,
.

academic majors. fj

. ile.second research question of this inquiry addressed the equivalence of

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

r
...- ..,

In general, morale of the Student teachers improved during the course of the

/ . .

-

-

..

field e'xperience. -Differences in morale ratings between student teachers .

3 .

. .

majoring and not majoring in education were minor, yet tp,th groups displayed

a comMon pattern regarding. morale (self-confidence, satisfactibn, sense of
4

aCcOpiplishtent)-during-the experience. The dropin-mopele about 2 weeks into;

r
;

the experience likely was due to their apprehension of filling the role of teacher , I"

since at that time they were preparing to teach their first unit, As the planning

.

effort converged with the implgnentation cf the initial unit somewhere between

the fourth and eighth weeks of the semester morale (self-confidence) _began -.
,

.

tb improve perhaps because .they were experiencing first-hand their ability

to cope, even enjoy the challenge of teaching. This satisfaction with teaching'

then plateaued for about three weeks, and a9ain improved for two or three weeks.

While it may be coincidental, the plateau periods correspond with the time

,

period in the experience devOted.to reflecting, and evaluating their performance

on the initial unit and subsequent planing for unit 2. The subsequent gain
a

in s elf-confidence again co, responds to the implementation of the second unit. ..;

. .

. o Thus, it appears morale (self-:confidence) was,dependent to some extent on whether _=

. .
,.......

-----

they were actually responsible for teaching. 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. -

Perhaps what has influenced supervisory ratings, an learner cognitive



1,

,

.

attainment is perserverance and expertence. Student teachers majoring in educe-
,"

.
tip are provided with constructs associated %yin teaching through' required

.-f -,_-- ,

:courseWork for at least 6 and:possibly 7 semesters of the 8 semester program.:

Non- majors on the Other hand, _rarely enroll in ed::4tion-coursework fOr more

. -than- _ three semesters .including the semester of student teaching.. -It 'is con-.
. .

ceivable, that Majors in education through additional experiences, such as.the

early field .experienceounderstand that teaching is an iterative._ process while
- a

non - majors "psych-up" for the event ,'of teaching unit one then ex'P'erience a

AletAOwn" when. Called. upon to develop and -;implement a-,,setond -unit: ,This

'explanation, if Valid_ is consistent with :ithe-Slightl:y, fiviirp,blestatuS non:-
N

.Majors,,appear enjoy -regarding -superviSory -ratings threugglhe ,eariy -part

of the-e0erienCe).and, the subtequent shift_ in ratings `favOing."major-Sat the

conclusion of 'the .experience-. Additional support for .thiS:,-exliTanatien c.

,rests- with the observation that supervisory perceptions and ratings tend to

supported by reported shifts in learner cognitive attainment across the

experience. Thus, this inquiry lends empirical support to the'current emptiaSi".

in seine quarters of teacher education, that the preparatory period for becoming

á. tekcher should' be extended.
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Week

1

2
:3

4
5

Table-1

.1°

Sign Tett of Morale Rating Comparisons
Among. StUdent:Teadhers' Majoring
and 'Not MajOri.hg in 'EduCation

;

Majors (A) Non-majors (B) Sigh *.

a 3.80 4.00
4.14 3.96
4.09 3.19 -A

3.90 3.88 A

4.00 73.65

3.87 3;96
4.16 3.88- A+.

4.06 4-.32
4.06 4.22 B-

3.95 4.22 .B

'4(?1 4:19 A

4:43 4:58
4.58 4.'67 .B

'4.54 4.40 A

4.74 4.69 A

"k A = majors > X non-majors Group A

B = X non - majors > X maTors Group B

= 8 means

= 7 means

8/15 = riot
significAnt
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