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A study examined the meanings 20 student (physical

(/gducation) teachers gave to their 'student teaching experiences.

Investigated were the student teachers! definitions of role
competence and incompetence. A criticai incident report form, on:

which student teachers recorded two specific incideqts occurring
-during student teaching (one dealing with role competence, the other

LY

with role incompetence), was used to collect data. .Four patterns
appeared consistent when the data were analyzed: (1) language used in

.. describing incidents, categorized as Incident Descriptors; (2) number
- and structure of individuals invélved in the incidents, categorized

as Incident Involvement; (3).incidents refering to specific domains
of student-'behavior and activity, classified as Incident Domain; and
(4) combination of the two previous patterfis, categorized as Incident
Involvement X Domain. Findings emerging from an analysis of Incident
Descriptors indicated that competent teaching experiences were
defined by students working on appropriate activities within the
planned lesson. Incompetent teaching experiences emphasized students'
wasting time and.not listéningé and teachers' trying a behavior that .
e

© did not work. Analysis of Inci

nt Involvement showed that both

incompetent and competent teaching most often involved experiences
with the entire class. In the area of Incident Domain, social domain
was ranked first for both role competence and incompetence. Analysis
of Incident Involvement X Domain indicated that social experience
with the entire class dominated both incompetent and competent

teaching experiences. (CJ)
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fo.eay there has:beep_an eprosionvéf research onrteaching
in the last decade, ﬁould orobébly nbk surorise anyone here,
The bulk -of this research appears %o have focused on two ;ery
important and significaﬂt.questions. “The first, whaf is going
on in qontémporary.gymnasigms? Research along theseiliﬁes is
probably best typ;fied by the descriptive-analytic studies

comnleted at Columbia in the 1970's. The second predominate

research question seems to be---how can we make what goes on,

" go on’'better? The answers to these questions have, and I hooe

-

will continue to;3deeoen our.undefstanding of teachinglphysical
educetion.‘ o | M

However, in éhe hajority of the completed research, the
definition of the teaching under investisation has been ‘supplied
by the'reSearcher.- Tﬁe researcﬁer, for the most part, observes
and analyzes éhelteaching process wfth a preselected s?stéﬁ
and a predetermined purvose. These a poriorl svstems and
purposes define the teéching'act for the researcher;_ Researchers
have defined teaching in terms of 1nteracéion patterns, ALT, A
aptitude x treatment interaction and a ?ost of other pressaae,
process and‘product measures. Make no mistake, i actively
believe in and support any research’w%ich will enhance our
understanding of teacﬁing.a

But I also believe that if we are goline to change or
redefine teaching, new definiEions can not come sclelv from

L4

researchers. If we are goinf to chanpe teaching and teachers,

we mustgundérstand what 1s being chanred. If new definitions
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of teaching afe 'to be reallzed, it appeafs ;errative’to under-
™= stand qu teachers define teaching. For 1t is only when we -
can influence'the definitions teazhers give.tu tgtir’attions,
‘. can we ultimately trgﬁsform the teaching gct{ We need to
undebQQand wpy teachers do wﬁat Ehey do;'we need to khow ﬂow

“ and what meanings they give to their exnerlences. By under-
ol
5

standing the meanings and dgfinitions téachers glve to thelir

teaching, we é%ﬁ begin to uﬁderstand.both‘the potential for

. change 1n teaching as well as the medium for that change.

o Therefore, this study endeavored to ascertain the

meanings teachers give their exoeriences in the gymnas{dm.

Based on the assuhbtion'student;teach;rs' strive for competencé

in théir teaching, thig study sought to understaﬁd'how these

nd teachers define comoétence through fheir actual teachine ex-
periences. ‘Two questions berved to direct this investigation:
First, How do student-teachers define role -competence through

N thelr gymnasium experience§£ and secondly, what experiences
défine incompetent teaching for student-teachers?

The most approprilate researchomethodologygfor this study

appeared té be the critical incident technique as defined by
« . .

Flanagan (1954). The use of this tachnique would allow for

* the analyses of specific gvmnasium events idenfjfled by

student-teachers as having significant imnact on their role - N

as phvsical educators.

The avallable population‘for this investigation cqnsisted
of 20 Kent State University phvsical education sthdent-teachers.
All student-teaching was conductednduring the sorine 1982,
semester. |

: ' Data were collected during the second, sixth, and ninth

ERIC - 4
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week of thé io-wgek experience. The data co}}gction instrument
consisted of a critical incident report form. Using this form,
sté%ents were askéd to report two specific inciaentq,whidh N
occdrred during their student teaching, one ﬁhioh dealt with

rolyéompetence and the other'with role indbmpetence. A total

of 143 incidents were reported.

Data analysis in the critical incident technique serves
to sumarize and describe the datamas efficientiv'and accurately
as possiblgf ﬁAnalysis requireq’;he recogniti&n and identi-
fication 6f recurring aﬁd consistent trends or pattern§ in the
data. ‘In rebiéwing the data, four patterns apoeared consistent.
The first.identified pattern wés the languafe coding svstem.
This classificatlon was labelled: Incident Descriptors. A

second pattern was the number and structure of individuals

- involved in the reported incideénts. This classification

system was titled: 1Incident Involvement. Thirdly, the
incidents appeared to clearly refer to specifickdomains of
of student behavior and activity. This pattern formed the

classificatiqn: Incident Domain. The final pattern appeared

‘

after analysis of the second and third oatterns.' This nattern
<

was a combination of the two previous patterns and thus called

a

the Incident Involvement X Domain. .

S

kL

After the classification syvstems were established, daté
were again reviewed for trends within the classifications.
These trends formed the categories for each classificatform™

E]

svstem.

9 Guees
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Once the four classification systems and their fespective
_categorles were dbrived, the nextjhrocedure was valildation. ;
Twenty 1incidents were'randomly selected from the available
‘ 1h3. These 1ncidents were then analyzed 6} five pensonsfrom
a. graduate course at Kent State University. Inter-observer
exact agreement for the schemes were: 90% for Incident
’ Involvement, 84% for Incident Domain and 77% for Incident
Involvement. X Domain. The reliabllity of the claséifications

were consldered acceptable and analyses of all the incidents

were then completed by this investigator.

SHOW TABLE 1 HERE

Table 1 reﬁ#als the descriptor categorles, or precise
words used by the student-teachers ‘to describe incidents of
competent gnd incompetent teaching. It appeared competent
teachling experlencdes were defined as Telling students to Work
on Activit{fg the teacher Felt appropriate within the planned
Lesson‘and}having students do as they are Told. Such a
definition would support Templin's (1979) concluson that in
student—teachiné "... the abllity to control ig often equated

with the abllity to teach" (p. 484), \

A

X i

Incompetent teaching was described by the student-teachers
as experlences whereby the teachers' Felt a behavior they Tried
did not Work;, resulting in the students wastineg Time and not.

Listening. This definition indicates the teachers defined
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incompetence 1n terqg of managing time and student behavior

rather than an 1nabllity to facilitate and cu}tivate'learning.

One might speculate here that the reason children fall to learn T
in schools today 1s not because of a lack gf discipline, but

rather, because teaching 1s defined as discipline. It leaves

one to wonder how teaching might change 1f 1t were defined as

an ability to aild learning and impart knowledge rather than

an abllity to control people's behavior.

SHOW TABLE 2 HERE

.Incidents of both incompetent and competent teaching most
often involved experlences with the entire class. It was noted,
the frequency of occurrence 1in ths category was more than
doubled the second ranked categéry, and the three remalning
categorles combinéd did not equal the Class category. Therefore,
1t was concluded that student-teachers difine competent and
incompetent teaching through experilences dealinglwith the

entire class. This role definition through the g}istihg soclal

unit, that 1s the.class as the existing soclal structure for;
feaching, supports Burlingame's (1972) contention "... for new
teachers, the chlef new role learning appeéﬁb to be that of a

teacher operating in thg existing soclal structure" (p. 52).

SHOW TABLE 3 HERE
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Data presented in Table 3 represents the gtudent domain
repoffed in the incidents. For both competence and incompetence,
soclal domaln was ranked first. This finding suppor;s the
previous conclusion regarding behavioral control. The competent
experlences appeared to also value the emotional domain. in
this context, competent teachers were defined through experiencés
whereby the students not only'obeyed the teacher's commands,
but enjoyed doing so. As one student teacher put 1t:

'"Havipg studentg follow directions and enjoy
thgmseives in a lesson 1s my best reinforcement."
Also noted was the Psychomotor ranking: Dead Last in both 5 W
role definitions. It appeared teaching motor skills has 1little
to do wifh teaching physical echation, at least according to

these beginning teachers.

SHOW TABLE 4 HERE

Y

Soclal experlences with the entire class predominated

:both the incompetent and competent teaching exﬁeriences. ‘ ,

Defining role mpetence and incompetence through, the social

structure of| the entife class supported Templin's (1981)
conclusio ... the étudent-teacher quickly learns that within
the teacher's executive role pupill control and obedience are
primary conditions for teaching success..." (p. 77). Data ‘
analysls 1in this study lead to the conclusion that role
competence was defined, in part, as a teacher's abllity to
dominate the soclal interaction of the entire class. Faillure

to control the entire class's soclal behavior was defined as

incompetent teachinr.

.8
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The results and conclusions of this study suggests several
new research directions. A nagging question leftAin my mind
ﬁy these findings 1s how does this control 1deology become
embedded in our young teachers? The definitions these teachers
gave to thelr gymnasiuﬂiexpep;ences surely don't reflect
definitions offered in conteméorgiﬁwEe;ts on-teaching physical
education, at least_not ones with which I am familliar. This
leads to a second question: Are teachefs aware of the 1deologles
defined and living through their everyday gyﬁgasium practlices?
A scant few studles (van der Mars, Mancini and Frye, 1981)

suggest they are not.

The answers provided by this additional research Ay offeru/
insight necessary for consclous, constructive and meaningful
change iﬁ teaching physical education, Perhéps then we can
hope for a dorrespbndence between the democra;ic 1deals of -

our soclety and the pedagoglcal practices in our gyvmnasiums.
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- Table 1 ‘
INCIDENT DESCRIPTORS

Competence (N = 72) 7
Rank Category Frequency Rank Chtegory Frequency

incompetence (N = 71)

1

2.

3
4.
S

." Activity (24)

Lason

. Felt
Work
. Told

(13)
(12)
(11)
()

Ay . gy - = -
[

1. Felt- (19)

2. Work - (11)

3. Time (10),\

4.” Trled (9)
- 8.- Listen - (7)

11
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~ Table 2 L
INCIDENT INVOLVEMENT ' -

Competence (N = 72) Incompetence (N =71)
Rank Category ﬂequency Rank Category Frequency
) A

/ 1. Class - (40) 1. Class 43) .

2 Individual ~ (17) 2. Teacher 2)
3. Teacher (8) 3. Group  (9)
4 .4,

Group (7) %\ Individual  (7)
| . S ; |
?\ A 1
{ ‘ | o . B

! - ’
},\ ‘1
, 1
|
\




' o , - Table 3 b
S " INCIDENT DOMAIN " T

. Competence (N=70). Incompetence (N =72)
Rank Category Frequency Rank Category Frequency

Social 27) - 1, Social  (41)

o

Emotional - (26) 2. Emotional (13)
3. Cognitive ) 3. Cognitive  (13)
4. " Psychomotor - (8) o 4..J Psychomotor )
Y
- ~
>




R Table4 |
INCIDENT INVOLVEMENT X DOMAIN

Qompelence

Rank Category Frequency Rank Category Frequency .

Incompetence

1. Class- = 1.

Soclal (zo) :

2. Class- 2

Emotional  (13)

3. Individual- ' 3.

Emotional ' (9)
i Class - B
Cognitive (8)

Class - .
‘Psychomotor (5)

Class - - .
sccial - (27)

Class -
. Cognitive (11) -

Group - -
Social A7)

Class -
Emotional (7)

. " Individual - - l
: Social (6) .




