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ZONTE 7F§ AFFECTING METHODS INSTRUCTION IN SELECTED
TEACHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS

Jamaes Ratha and Judith Ruchkin

INTRODUCTION

Many observers of the educational scene acknowledge
that there is a decided over-supply of teacheras. While some
may disagree about the quality of those persona who have

been prepared to teach, it is clear tee few of the recent

1

nd

eacher graduates are able to find employment as full tims

their teaching competence.

o]
iy

school teacheras regardlesa
Can our society continue to underwrite the funding of nearly
1400 schoola, departmenta and colleges of education in the
face of this fact? The answer seems clear, but how will we
decide which institutions give up the teacher education

function?

In search of quick solutioens +to this problem, poliecy

n to formula-like suggestions.

[

makers seem eager to list
The Clark and Guba studies [1] were cited not so many years

"ago as providing evidence that the masters level
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ingtitutions were the ones which should remain in teacher
aducation. This argument _ was based 1in part on the
observation that the commitments of faculty t@; teacher
education was perhapa more focussed at maastera level
institutions than at any other, and the reward sayatems in
those inatitutionas were more congruent with a teacher

education mission than those ia found in 4institutions

aapiring to be "research universitiea.*

Another solution was proposed by a group of deans whose

policy inquiry was sponsored ;by NIE. Their ideas [Z2Z]

included the recommendation that R&D institutions take over
the teacher education funciion. The basis of this group‘sa

argunent was that when 1inguiry and scholarship are thsa

central focus of schools of education, then the guality of

]
in

teacher éducatigg programs will greatly improve. The deans
claimed that "the very character of sachoolas of education
will be altered if +they were to become enagead in
inquiry."(p.24). The group acknowledged that achieving such
a goal would mean a dramatic decrease in the number of
achoola of education. Thia 1line of +thinking has been
aelaborated guite recently by Dean Hendrik Gideonse [31, who

incidently was a member of the Tucker group. He asserted

that lack of activity in the R&D realm on the part of a
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of its further participation in the privilege of preparing

taeachers.”(p.78). Another member of the Tucker group, Dean

e

ichard Wisniewaski of the University of Tennessee éelaborated
upon this view. He contended that the colleges of education
that value acholarship not only will have a record of
productivity, but will equally important, offer programs

predicated on state-of-the-art ingquiry and scholarship. 4]

Howevear, most observers are wary of the notion that a
formula will ever be found that will reduce the number of
teacher education institutions in this country, and they are
aspaecially concerned about the one proposed by the Tucker
group and others. As Fox [5]1 obaerved, "a division of labor
has occurred in education in the second half of this
century. Not only do teachera teach and achool of education
faculty members teach teachers, but within schools of
education, certain faculty members ’'do ressesarch while othersa

teach teachers.”™ If Fox were correct, then perhaps teacher

education specialists are employed as "specialists® at RED

institutiona to carry out the teacher preparation mission
and these persons s&re not much different from thelir
counterparta at inatitutions with other sorts of

orientations. And thus, the kinds of experiences teaacher
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candidates underge in R&D inatitutions in their professional

training might be quite similar to.  _those. assigned to

o

candidates in other institutieons. Tucker and the others

might be focussaed on the wrang element: after all,
institutions do not teach candidates, but professors do. Do

professors in teacher education at a major R&D university,

relegated to a role as a teacher educator, perform any

differently than a colleague with similar research
dispositions at a four year college or at a masters level
institution? [&1

There are those who would anawer this queation in the
affirmative. The work of Astin(l13977) [71] and others,
2g. Feldman and Newvcomb(l1l953)[2] 1lands support to the

claim that an "institutional press®” operates at placea such

asz Stanford, University of Chicago, and Harvard which might
transform teacher educators into research oriented
professionals. :

We were intereated in <finding out if there were

differenceas in the teaching of methods courses in R&D

Hy

institutions and in other teacher education programa. Of

course, there may be nany differences bstween programs and

institutions, but we were interested essentially in

O
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iscerning what sort of emphasis is given to “research™ 1in
the methods courses offered in institutionsa having an R&D

and and comparing it with the emphasis found in

1]
i ]

mphaai

non-R&D teacher education institutions.

Variable of Interest. What differencea would we
expaect to see in the approachea taken in methods courses by

persons imbued with an R&D spirit of inquiry as opposed to

instructors with other wonts and dispositionsa? We took a
clue from the work of Freidson. 9] In hias study of

physicianae, Freidson differentiated between <clinical and

scientific perspectives or mentalities. The clinician
focuses on the present and the problem under study; the
scizntist sz=zks genaralizations and principles; th=

clinician is confident in his interventions while +the
scientist prizes the doubt: the clinicsal peraon is wont %o
action while the scientist tends to delay action until
additional data are available. Of . course, 4in all action
arenas,even in medicine there is an optimum amount of either

for a practitioner to be too

o+
b
i
o)
1]
n
(1]
o
o
o
1]

approach. It
analytic as well as too confident. wTha point is a matter of
emphasis. We were convinced that if we could capture the
extent to which methods courses in teacher education

programs wera clinical as opposed to scientific, we might be

[
[y
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able to differentiate between approaches found on campusea

having an R&D emphasis and those having other priorities.

While ocur inquiry would not decide the correctnesa of

Tucker group‘a assertion concerning whish sort o

"
‘HVI\

h

inatitutions should be in teacher education, it might serve

o

as an heuristic, and raise questions about thia issue which

might help guard againat taking wrong directions.

SAMPLE SELECTION
{

Design. A 9ﬁr§asiva sampling design was utilized in
this study. The principal goal of our research effort was

to compare elemnents of the methods courses offered in

teacher education institutions having an R&D orientation
with those found in insticutions of similar aize which do

23 =

not have an R&D orientation. Taking a probability sample of
all teacher education inatitutions wasa not contemplated
since there was a need to over-sample, from a proportional

point of view, those inatitutions that were seen as hnaving

an R&D orientation. The situation was somewhat analogous to

a community study comparing library users with non-users.

Since +the former group is so

mall in contrast te +the

11}

1i
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latter, a strict probability sample would be inefficient.
Alsoa, there was no attempt here to estimate parameters of
all teacher education institutions in the United States hut
to compare, in very limited ways, institutiona that were
oriented toward R&D and those that were not. Two samples

ware drawn to make thisa comparison.

1. Those institutions which were a part of the Dean’s
Network, a group of colleges of education which
characterized themselves as having an R&D orientation, made
up the first sample. The purposes of the Dean®*a VNatwork
organization were never dquite éleaf but almost implicitly

the gr organized to advance the goasla of R&D

]
=
o
£
b
]

institutions in aducation. Some ma2mbers saw the ain of the
group to be one of lobbying Congress, giving emphasis to the
unique orientation of its members. Indeed a number of
Network activities were held in Washington with breakfasts
given for members of Congress in the Rayburn Building.
Others envisioned a different role for the Dean’s Network;
some thought it might become a replacement for NCATE: othera
as a source of collegial consulting over mutual problems,
e.g., How can we handle the specizal education mandates in
teacher education? What resourcea can we share dealing with

multicultural education? The group originally included the

[
AW}

O
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colleges of education of the two football conferences, the
Big 10 and the Big 8, with the Univeraity of Chicago and the
University of Wiaconsain-Milwaukes also serving as ragular
menbers. In 1980, the Network increased to thirty-eight

membera. The expansion led to extending 4invitationa to

which did were not members of AACTE. Since we planned to use
AACTE rosters to secure “matches” from non-R&D institutions

to carry out the compare-and-centrast design, we eliminated

size of institution" would have some impact on our
research. (As it turned out later, size was an irrelevant
variable.?> Given our premise, we "matched™ an institution

on the AACTE membership list which was not a member of the

i

Dean”s Network with an institution that was part of +the

13
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Naetwork. We selected as a natch, in eaach cass, the
inatitution on the AACTE roster with an UG teacher education

stimated by the number of teachsr

\m‘

student body size,(
education graduates in 1980), closest in number to that of
the Network institution. We also paired institutions on the
baais of wheth2r they were private or public. For instance,
a private unjiversity in the Dean’s Network was matched with
a private institution on the AACTE roster with a similar

sized teacher education student bady. Wa mailed

manner. ) T

2. We felt that size of institution might be a very

significant factor, so we sampled institutions with very few
graduates in teacher education curricula. We toock as a

cutoff the smallest institution on the Dean‘s Network list,
and argued that any size less than that was “small.” The
cutoff was 57 graduates. Tﬁis operational definition
applied to the membership list of AACTE gave us the names of

254 institutions which graduated less than 57 teacher

education students in 1980. We constructed a frequency
distribution of these 254 institutions and sampled
propaortiocnately from the various strata of the

distribution. Tha frequency distribution ranged in values
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v

from a low of 4 gradustes to =a high of 57. We decided t
saend questionnaires to 32 of these institutions so that our

sampling daesign would specify equal sample sizes across thae

three categories of institutions.

4. Two other purposive samples were selected for
diveras reasons, mostly unrelated to the reaearch quéstlg'
addressed in this paper. All colleges and univgrgiﬁies

which participated in the longitudinal study of higher

I

education, sponsored for a time by the American Council on

Education, and carried out by Astin and othsra, were

sampled.[10] In the random selaction process, thirty-twa

institutions were selected and if an institution were drawn

which was already includ=ad in the three previocusly defined
groups, the aelection was ignored and a subatitute

institution was identified.

5. The final group was selected in a way =similar to
that of the fourth group. A roster ‘of institutions visited
by Professor James Conant in 1963 during his Carnegie

Foundation study of teacher eaducation was sampled. {111

Thirty-two 1institutions selected at random from the Conant

roster ware seant guestionnaires. As before, if an
institution were selected that had also been namad in
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pPrevioua samples, it waa replaced in the process.

As result of these decisions, we mailed questionnaires
to five groups, each with thirty-two institutions. As in

any survey, there are persons in a cample who elect not ta

participate, or even with the best of intentions, fail to

return questionnaires. Table I describes the results

associated with implementing our asampling design.
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Table I
RETURN RATES FOR EACII SUB-GROUP SAMPLED
Dean“‘’a Network Matching Small Astin Conant
Inastitutionsa Inat‘na Inst*na Inat*na Inat’na
Number of
Inatitutions 28 254 435 77

Numbar of

Inatitutions 26 254 181 ’ &1
in Population

Belonging to

AACTE .
Hunmbar of
Questionnairea 32 3z 32 32 32

Mailead

Numnber of original

sample who declined 6 13 21 16 20
to participate or

who did not return

questionnaires.

Number nominated

as replacenmenta 0 1 2 2 2
and mailed

questionnaires

Total number of

quaestionnaires

nailed 32 33 34 34 34
Professor 26 18 ; 14 17 i3
Returns

Student 60 43 29 35 20
Returns i

Return Rate 81x 66% 41 S6x% 41x%

of Professors
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Discussion of Final Sample. The relatively poor

than

RE&D

H

raturn rate of +he institutions with othe
orientations reduced our confidence in the axtent te which

our samples represanted their respective roups. We yer

o]

encouraged, howaver, by the relatively large return rate
from the R&D population, and the "matching” nature of our
design. For example, in a survey of research producktivity -
in American institutions of higher education, (defined in
terms of contributions to AERA meetings and 14 leading
educational research journals), Eash [12] identified 25
institutions that represented the major research producers

n education. Twelve of those institutions were represented

b

in this study.[1i3] We were able to compare eighteen mnatched

airs in addressing our principal research question. The

o

return rates of our other three purposive samples weare
unacceptable, and even after repeated efforts to bolster the
number of returns, we had to abandon our plans to carry out

further analyses with these groups.

We have tried to convey here the narrow nature of the
research question we were addressing. We were making no
effort to make & statement about the collection of ‘teacher
education institutions in +the United States. Indeed, we

over-sampled elements of the teacher education community to
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carry out our atudy as efficiently as
foreatall any attempt to generalize our r

education community, we felt

antire teacher
dapict the

repreaenting =all teacher education instit

United States. The need for sharing this inf

all the more apparent when we found that
hypotheses were not supported by the data,

subsequently discovered other unanticipated r

interest.

Thre:s comparisons of our sample with ot

extent to which our sample misaes the

e
1

poasible, Ta

eaults *to th

(]

it important to
mark in
the

utions in

ormation became

our original
and when we

elationships of

her populations

ara offered here. First, Clark and Guba(l977) ([14] reported
an extensive survey of teacher education programs in the
United States. In the process of carrying out their study,
they developed a classification scheme for portraying some
of the basic characteristics of teacher education
institutions. How well doea the sample utilized in thise

study fit the Guba and Clark description of the population

of teacher education institutionza 4in

the United States in
19777 Tsble II portrays the sxtent +to which the picture
offered by Clark and Guba metches the prafile of

institutions sampled in this study.

13
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Table II

15

HATCH BETWEEN POPULATION DEFINED BY CLARK AND

GUBA{(1977) AND THE SAHMPLE OF
Classificatien Number{x) in
Clark and Gulbwa
FPublic/Doctoral 1i12(8%)
Private/Doctoral 51(4ax)
Public/Masters 284(21%)
Private/Masters 278(20%)
Public/Bachelors 94(7%)
Private/Bachelors 2500(41%)
Totals 1357
A second comparison is in order. The

survey broke out their gross classification

distribution of which were

public va private and "highest degree

which were also in AACTE.[15] Since the

rosters were

group™ and in the “"amall
the extent +to which

profile of AACTE. The data

20

a2 to

THIS STUDY

Clark

in thes

lavel™

AACTE

Number(x) in
Current Study

35(37%)
15{16%)
15(17%)
10¢11%)
2(2%)

17¢18%)

and Guba

identify the

varjious
categorias

membership

used to identify institutions in the “matching
group,” it made sense to inspect
the sample utilized in this study fit

are reported in Table III.
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Table IIX
MATCH BETWEZN SUB-POPULATION (AACTE MEMBEBERS) DEFINED BY CLARK
AND GIBAC(1S77) AND THE SAMPLE OF THIS STUDY

Classification Numbar(x) in Number (%) in
Clark and Guba Current Study
Fublic/Daoctoral 99(15%) 35¢37x)
Privata/Doctoral 32(5%) 15¢16%)
Public/Masters 32(5%) 16(17%x)
Private/Masters 155¢24%) 10¢11%)
FPublic/Bachelors S0(8x%) 2¢2%)
Privatg!Bg:helarg S50{(41%> 17¢18%x)
“Trorats s T es

Ase can be seen, our sample did not match very well the
profiles offered by Clark and Guba. We were over-represented

at the doctoral level area and sericusly under-represanted

in the private/bacheloras arena. While this mismatch was
natural conseJuence of our sampling decisions, it represents

a serious obstacle to making generalizationsa without

A third assesament of the goodness of fit of the sample

of this study to a larger population of institutions in the

21
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United States is afforded by comparing tha distribution of

institutions here with one reported in Barron‘s
reference.[16] In this source, institutions are clasaified

into categories depending upon the degree of admiassions

competition Six classifications are of interest +to  usa.
Tha first is 1labeled "most coapetitive™ and includes

institution such as Dartmouth, Amherst, Willianms and
Stanford. The next ia termed *highly competitive™ and
institutions such as University of Virginia, Tufts, Duke and
Middlebury College are assigned to this classification. The
next, “very competitive" accounts for most of the SUNY
institutions, the California State Universities and those of
the Big 10. The fourth classificatieon, and the modal <class,

lasbeled *competitive™ ranges from Abilene Christian

University through Youngstown State University. The "lessa

competitive”™ category is comprised of principally private,

-

church related institutions. The ast category, called
*non-competitive™ includes most of the institutions in the
United States with open admission policies. How well does
the sample studied in this research match up with Barron‘s
description of aducational institutions in the - United

Statea? Table IV depicta the match.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Raths and Ruchkin 18

Table IV
MATCH BETWEEN POPULATIGN DEFINED BY BARRON®S(1981)
AND THE SAMPLE OF THIS STUDY

1

Clasaification Number (%) in NHumber (X)in
Barron‘s(1981) this study

Most Compatitiva,
Highly, and Very 157 (122 10¢11=)
Compatitive
Competitive 578¢4a6x) 57(60x)
Leass and Non-
Conpetitive S02{(40%) 28(29%)

Totals 1269 95
1
Categories are collapsed here for convenience.

It is difficult to estimste how well our sample
represents the institutiona cited in Barron‘a. It must be
understood that not all the institutions in Barron’s offer

teacher education programs. We have approximately a 1/15th

sample at each competitive level. Haowever, the =sample was

not selected using textboeok techniques representing the
state-of-the-art in survey research. In reporting our
findings, we have assumed cautiocusly that the various levels
of "competitivenesa™ were adequately represaented in our

sample. We also intend to gualify seriously the

\DU\
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o
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"serendipital™ results reported

the chance that our samples are biased in some systenic
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nannar. Suffice it to say, we are dealing with thae

n tha whole a return rate of 59

(]
~

responsas that represent

of institutions that were sampled for aeveral different

H

purposes, none of which was to represent all of the teacher

education institutions in the United States.

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

Once the sample was identified, each dean [17] of ¢the

respective school, college or department of education was
nailed a 1letter telling of our interest in describing
instructional 4intent in methods courses. The deans wvere
invited to pass on our guestionnaires to a faculty nember
who "regularly teaches methods courses.” The choice of the

faculty member was left to the dean. The materials the dean

was to pass on to the faculty member included three student

questionnairea. The faculty member was directed in the

1]

materials received from the dean to distribute the

queationnaires to “any three students enrolled in your

methods course."” The students were to complete the
questionnaire in private. The professor and the studenta
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were each given a pre-stamped envelope in which to return
the gueationnaire to ua at the University of Illinois. We
assurad the professor and aaked, in turn, that atudenta be
aasurad, that no individual, no inatitution, and no progran
would be identified with apecific reaponsesa in our report of

this research.

Deana returned post-cards telling uas either that they

1]

did not choose to participate in the study, or informing us

of the name of the faculty member to whom the questionnaires
had been directed. When an institution - declined to
participate, we selected an alternate, if one were
available. After a period of time, if a professor who had
been designated by the dean as the persen wwho would respond

for the institution had not sent in a guestionnaire, wve

called or wrote to urge compliance with our reguest. Only
oneg such follow up was carried out for any one faculty
menmber; it was assumed that if a response was not
forthecoming after our prompt, the instructor was not

intereasted in cooperating with the study, as was his or her

right.
Table V depicts the pattern of responses of the various

professors and students who were invited indirectly to
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participate in the study. Of course, we have no idea 1if
deaa actually asked professors to complete the
gquestlionnaire or whether instructers invited students to

send the instruments to us.

Table V :
PATTERNS OF RESPONSES TO THE DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

Number of Students Per Institution
Sub-Group 8] 1 2 3
Dean -} Nétwark Profs. Responded o 3 1z 11
Inastitutions
Mo Prof Response o] n} Q o
Hateh;ng Profs. Responded 2 i ic 5
Institutions
Ng Praf Respcnaa 2 8] 2
Small Profsa. Respanded 2 1 S &
Institutions
No Prof. Réspéﬁsé 0 o Q (8]
Astin Profs. Respanded 3 3 S &
Institutions ,
No Prof. Responded O 1 o 1
Conant Profa. Responded S 2 2 <
Institutions
No Proi. Responded O o] 1 8]
The array in Table V 1s included here to help the

O
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reader anticipate the various N‘s reported in the findings

o

sectian of this report. When we are describing the
profesaora, weae made use of the

questionnaires we received from faculty.

studaent accounts, we counted the one

even responses we raceived from candidates. When we

]

describe the relationship between the reports of professors

and those of their students, we included in the analyses

for whom we had =at least +two atudent

]

only profeasor
questionnaires. Further, we dropped five other cases in
which the students described one methods course while the
faculty member described another. The final effective N for
the description of the relationships between the professors’
scores and those of their students was seixty-one. In these
analyses, we averagasd the various student assessments to
arrive at a single student score for a given professor’s
course. We had hoped +to have one-hundred and sixty
profesgsors in our sample, thirty-two coming from each of the

five groups listed in Table V. As can be seen, the response

ate sevaerely reduced our sample size. More will be said of

H

this later.
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resultas of research in several different ways in our
teaching, we wondered if the emphasis of soma instructors

was more clinical in the Friedson(l975) senae while

others were more gsclentific. We assumed that those with

H

a clinical mentality would aim more at using the findings cf

more attention to the process of research. We thought that
professors committed to the prizing of the process approach
would likely use research findings with caution, sesk to
idgﬁtify flaws in major studies, and attempt to re-cast the

-esults of ressearch into new and challenging hypotheses.

On the other hand, instructors committed to the
application of research findings would tend to present
f-fact. Instructors with thia

mode of thought would deliver instruction with sone
confidence, instilling in their students the "rightneas"” of

what was being taught.

We anticipated, tooe, that some methods instructors

ERIC
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would find research
instructors would p
source of truth abou
students

encourage

teaching.

We developad a

differentiate betwe
teaching were mosat 1

from thoase describead

interested in disecri
methods courses f£r
with a "clinical men

irrelevant to the te

rationalized in th
Thisa
inatr
resea
which
inatr
teach

EVIDENCE

24

on teaching less than compelling. Theae
rize their peraocnal experiences as a
t teaching, and in +turn, they would

to value their own personal experiences

a principal source of knowledge about
aix item acale that was designed to
en inatructora whose dispositions in
ike the ones described f£first, above,
asecond and third. That 1a, we vera
minating between instructora who +taught
om a “ascientific mentality™ from those

tality"” or from those who found research

aching of methoda. The saix items are

paragraphs that follow:

item contrasted an approach in which the

uctor emphasized sharing evidence £romnm
rch articlea asa contrast to an approach
relied heavily on anecdotes from the
uctors” personal experiences with

SCHOLARSHIP In this item, we asked for differentiations
between methods instruction which focused on
listse of steps to follow in teaching as
opposed to avoiding "how to" topics in favor
of examining issues found in the field of
padagogy.

2

O
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LIMITATIGNS ‘This item was designed to differentiate

between  instructors whe worked to give
candidates confidence in the "rightness"” of

the methodas that were being taught in the
course and those instructors who continually
drew attention to the limitations of *pat”
methoda by stressing situations 1in which a
given practice might not work or in which a
suggeated approach might yield seriouas side
effects.

DOUBT Itern 4 was written to distinguish between the
methods instructor who stressed the power of
our current Knowledge base in teaching, in
contrast to the instructor who encourages
candidatas to doubt the efficacy of any and
all prescriptions for teaching.

PRIMARY The fifth item asked for estimates of the
extent to which candidates were given the
opportunity to read primary sources in their

methods courses, rather than secondary
sources., It was felt important to know, for
inatance, how much stresas wvas given to

reading Bruner, for instance, instead of
reading what an author like Bruce Joyce said
about Bruner’s views.

HYPOTHESIZING The last item worked to differentiate
instructors who gave emphasis in clasas to the
sharing of personal experiences as opposed to
encouraging candidates to formulate

hypotheses about teaching that might be
aubject to further testing.

The scales were initially adminiastered in "interview

t the Univeraity of

\D\
@
1]

atyle™ with methoda instruct

rs
Maryland and at Western Maryland University. Faedback
received from these seasjions was used to refline and re-draft

the item Next, several colleagues at +the University of

30U
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Illinois and the University of Maryland were asked +to {1iil
out a reviasion of the instrument as though it were a
gueastionnaire, and these colleagues were interviewed after
they had completed it to learn of ambiguities and problenma

with the languagea.

(]

After several iterations

f re-drafting, re-testing
with colleagues, and re-drafting again, we were confident
that the scale was assessing what we felt was an important

variable associated with methods teaching. The tast was
then administered to a group of undergraduates at the
University of Maryland. These pilots provided us with

informsation that increased our confidence in the

instrument. We interided to sum the results of the six

scales and label the total score, Science. We planned to

weight each of the scales aa the inverse of itse standard
deviation in the summing processa, but since each =acale had
almost the same standard deviation, we used the unweighted

sum of the items to find the Science acore.

s of the Seale. After all the

questionnaires were in, we found that we had &8 'faéulty
responses that were amenable to analysis. The scales wers

rated on a five-point range, with a2 5 assigned to the end of

31
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the scale that represented *the process®”™ approach. The

table of intercorrelations among the items follows:

Table VI

\H‘

[NTERCORRELATTONS AMONG THE SIX ITEMS ASSESSING EMPHASIS
GIVEN TO SCIENCE IN METHODS COURSES, N=88

EVID SCHLRY LMTNS DOUBT PRHY HYPTH
EVID 1.00
SCHLRY .0Z21 1.00
LMTHNS -.087 . 435 1.00
DOUBT -.031 <117 =420 1. 70
PRHY =-.111 .118 - 0639 - 008 1.00
HYPTH 400 =170 =114 =047 . 063 1.00

The means and atandard deviations of each scale and the
total score are reported in Table VII. Also included in this

table are the correlations of &ach of the scales with the
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Table VII
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND CORRELATIONS WITH SCIENCE
SCORES OF EACH OF THE SIX ITEMS INCLUDED IN

THE EACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE, (N=233)

ITEN MEAN 5.D. CORRELATION WITH
SCIENCE SCORE

EVID 2.96 1.35 =065

SCHLRY 2.36 1.34 =343

LHTNS 2.43 1.38 -1=4e

DOUBT 2.25 1.44 - 207

PRMY 2.93 1.37 -051

HYPTH 2.94 1.32 - 221

TOTAL i16.88 4.28

A coefficient alpha was computed for the scale, and the
procedure yielded an estimate of .45. Given the amall number
of items invelved in this scale, the value is almosat
reapectable, On the other hand, the estimat suggests that
there is a great deal of error variance in the data we have

the lack of clarity 1in the concept

o

gathered, due perhaps t

we are measuring, the vagaries of self-report instrunents,

and imperfect communication between the researchers and the

0]

profaessors who elected to respond to our questionnaire.

3
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The analysias of the student results is not given much
attention here, since the reliability estimate of the

student Science scorea is a scant .32.

Hook &2nd Rosenshine [18] warn researchera about the
lack of accuracy of teachers’ self-reports of their teaching

practicea. There were 61 professors in our sample who had

at least two students complete a questionnairs. When we
avaraged the studentzs’ assessments and correlated them wikth

the professor”’s self-report, we found a correlation of .28.
While this value iz & bit disquieting, it is not as low as
some of the teacher-student ratings reported by Ehman, who
inquired into +the problem of teacher self-report mnore
generically. [191. He reported correlations as low as -.38

between the Jjudgments of students and teachers of the

teacher“s performance. Both the Hosck and Rosaenshine
analysis and the work of Ehman suggest that the accuracy of

teacher self-report varies dramatically depending upon the

"issue” being depicted. Variables of "social value"
presumably are more likely to be distorted than are
variables of a more neutral sort. While we would have

referred a higher correlation, the fact that the

"U‘

reliability of the atudent =caleasa was 8o low perhaps

precluded ocur finding a more substantial relationship
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batween profassor and student =scores.

PRINCIPAL RESULTS AND SERENDIPITAL FINDINGS

[«

the problems of low rate of return, only 18 pairs survive
from the original 32 seta of matches. An analysis of the
Science scores for the two groups yielded a t-statistic of

-3947, a value that was deemed not significant. Means and

atandard deviations are reported in Table VIII.

Table VIII
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON THE SCIENCE SCALE FOR
INSTITUTIONS WITH AN R&D ORIENTATION CONTRASTED
WITH THOSE WITH A NON-R&D ORIENTATION.

Eampsrisnn Graups N HEAN sD t=value
1nstitutinns with i8 17.72 4.05

an RE&D Orientation

Institutionse without
an R&D Orientation ia 17.11 S5.16

i}
0
o
L
o

The mean of all 88 professors who completed the

was 16.88 with a standard deviation of 4.28. While the means

of the R&D-oriented institutionsg and their "matches" wvere
highe than the grand mean, the two meana were not

35
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significantly different from each other. Our initial
hypothesis was not supported by the data. (We had student

scores for only 16 matched pairs. The mean of the student

was 17.03 with =a standard deviation of 2.32. Tha

b
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reluctant to make much of this difference because of the low
reliability associated with the student scores and the
selection bias that might be reflected in the sample of 16

schools.)

We were observing quite a bit

of varlance in the faculty Science scoresa, and we decided to
continue to "exploit®™ the data to see if we could find some

factora that might account for some of the variance. The

publication of the Eash{(1983) nanuscript alerted us to one

possibility. (We were painfully aware that a great deal oi

the variance was error variance, due to the unreliability of

the scores generated by our measuring instruments.)

We had taken as a given that the institutions within

the Dean’s Network were R&D oriented. Eash“s findings

ERIC
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suggested that we might use his classification scheme to
"purify™ the concept. We re-coded our data, assigning a
"dummy™ variable of 1.0 to each institution in our sample
listed by Eash as being in the top 25 research producers in
the United States. Eleven institutions were thus codad. The

others, all 77, were assigned a dummy value of 0.0.

We had been particularly concerned about institution
size, as assessed by the number of teacher candidates
graduated in 1981l. We coded all 88 institutions as a 3 if

they graduated more than 300 teacher candidates in that

i ]

yvyear, as 2 1f they graduated between 100 and 300
candidatesa, and as a 1 if the institutions graduated less

than 100 teacher education students.

n our concern for describing the samples we had used,

Lo

wa had assigned each a coded value depending upon the
competitivenesas of its student boady as classified in the
Barron“s reference cited earlier. For this purpose, those

zed in Barron‘s classificationa as

[

inatitutions character
most competitive, highly competitive or very competitive

oded wvalue of 3; those deaignated asa

o
11
H
h
o
m\
[
o
]
fa
o
[+ N
1]
n

LM

competitive by Barron‘’s were coded 2, while those classified

as less competitive or non-competitive were given the
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arbitrary value of 1.

Finally, it was noted that some professors reported
they had received their doctoral training in institutiens
included in Eash‘s list of the top 25 research producers in
the United States.(N=34) Others said they had studied in
other institutions. To factor this wvariable into +the
analysis, the doctaral program of sach teacher aducator was
assigned a wvalue of 1.0 if it were included in Eash’s list

of the top 25 research producers, and a O otherwise.

A procedure for partitioning variance using regression
techniques [20] was utilized to assesz the extent to which
the variables of R&D orientation (re-defined after Eash),

competitive levels of enrollments, imstitutional size and

L]

esearch productivity of the instructor‘s doctoral program
would account for the variance obhserved in this study. The

results are set down in Table IX.
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Table IX

PERCENT OF VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR
IN THE SCIENCE SCORES BY R&D
STATUS, LEVELS OF COHPETITIVE ENROLLMENTS,
INSTITUTIONAL SIZE, AND R&D PRODUCTIVITY
OF PROFESSOR”S DOCTORAL PROGRAM

S0URCE PROPORTION OF VARIANCE

Uniquely explained by R&D statua (@]
Uniguely explained by Size 2.3x%
Uniquely explainad by Levels of

Competitive Enrcllments 8.5x%

R&D Productivity

Confoundead 2.9%

Unexplained(Error Variance) 79.1x

in the Science ascores is accounted for by the competitive

lavels of enrollments of the inatitution. The higher the

competitiveness, the greater the Science score. (The simple

nrollmentse indicator

[in]

correlation of the competitiveness of

w
©
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second significant predictor was the research productivity

lavel of the instructor’s doctoral pragram. Thosa whao

[+ ]

graduated fromnm program with a high level of research

productivity rated themselves higher on the Science scale
than those who graduated from programs not included in
Eash“s top twenty-five. (The correlation of raeasarch
productivity of doctoral programs and the Science score was
»30.) A components of variance analysis was applied to the
student scores, but only 5.6% of the variance in student

Science scores was accounted for by the variables included

in the modeal.

The +two variables which accounted for a significant

portion of the variance in faculty scores, competitiveneas

b

of enrollments and research productivity of doctoral progranm
were also examined using a comparison of group means. Table
X reporta the differences in the mean scores on the faculty

Science scale of the levelas of these two predictor

variables.

40



Table X

HEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE SCIENCE
SCORES OF PROFESSORS ATTENDING DOCTORAL PROGRAMS IN
INSTITUTIONS WITH HIGH R&D PRODUCTIVITY AND THOSE
ATTENDING DOCTORAL PROGRAMS IN INSTITUTIONS WITH
LOWER R&D PRODUCTIVITY AND THOSE WORKING IN

INSTITUTIONS OF VARYING COMPETITIVE
UNDERGRADUATE ENROLLMENTS

PROFESSORS MEAN 5D
Professors
Attending 34 18.47 4.94

Doctoral Programs
with High R&D
Productivity

Praofessars Attending

Doctoral Programs 54 15.88 4.28
with Lower RE&D

Productivity

Professors Working g9 20.55 2.32
in Institutions with

Highly Competitive

UG Enrollments

Professors Working 54 17.07 4.51
In Institutions with

Competitive UG Enroll-

ments

Professors Working 25 15.16 3.09
In Institutions with .
Non-Conpetitive UG

=nrollmentsa
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The very unreliable satudent scoras mRirrored the
findingas of the faculty data for both the variable research
productivity of faculiy members doctoral pragram (High

’roductivity, M=17.16, n=30, =sd= 3.25; Less Productive,

o

=15.79, n= 157, &d=2.98) and tha variasbla conpatitive

X
1]

enrollments (Very competitive, M=17.00, n= 17, sd = 4.03;
Competitive, M=16.31, n= 112, =d=3.94:; non-Competitive,

H=15.132, n= 58, ad=3.95.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

with a rather lengthy aceount of the limitatiens that hava
bean intradueeé into this study by a combination of factors,
not all of which were out of our control. We had a rather
mediocre return rate, our data were deemed only marginally
reliable, our original definitionas were chsnged in the
course of the data analysis period +to take idvantage of
nawly available research findings, and we were rcrelying here

soclely on the self-report of professors. Given these

limitations, let us summarize ocur findings.
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1. Given that the mnmiddle value of our acale, 18, (if
everyone narked in the middle of each item), waa highor than
the mean value we observed acrosa all 88 cases, 16.88, it
can be said that the scientific mentality described by
Freidason which guided the coding of our scale is not very
much prevalent in the methods course of the professers who

alacted to raspéné to our asurvey.

2 Students enrolled in methods coursea at inastitutions

igher +than averaga are

-

whaera the competition to enter is

o
]
o
)

nore likely to experienc the sort of scientific mentality

wva assessed than are atudents attending less competitive

institutions.

3. Students who =study with professors who themaalves earned

their doctorates at institutions with a record of high

o*

research productivity are more likely to meet up with the
scientific emphasis reflected in our scale than are students
who study with professora who received their degrees from

other universities.

4. Students who study teacher education in institutions

with a record of high research productivity are no nore

likely to encounter methods courses taught with the science

HR
ELTJ‘
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emphasisa reflected in our scale than are students attending
institutions without a record of high research

productivity.

Discussion. Given the methodological weakness of

this =study, what can be said about the reasonableness of the
findinga? Whenever null results are reported in a resegféh
report, the lack of reliability in the m2asuring instruments
seriously limits the confidence that can be placed 4in the
claim of "no difference”. However, when differencea are

observed, when trenda are found in the data, the lack of

reliability is not so much a problem. The trends looned
through all the arror variance that clouded up the

relationships that were being investigated. In this sense,

i

then, finding of null results via-a-via the difference

between institutions with research productivity and thos

with less can hardly be taken seriously - but the rathe

dramatic findings about the importance of the
competitivenesa of candidates and the research training of

teacher educators aseemsa worthy of consideration.

Ancother methodological factor is that of sampling. A
key to the interpretation of the finding of any survey is in

the analysis of the representativeness of the samples. Do

44
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the samplea here repreasent the populationa? We were able to
sample at least 12, with 11 useable returns, of the highly
productive reasearch institutions cited in the Eash report.
bid the remaining 77 represent teacher education
institutiona with lower rearch productivities. The best we

can say is that we don“t know. Our estimates of "fit”

e

included in the section above deascribing our sample suggestsa

that given the range of inatitutions in our =manmpls, largs
and small, highly competitive +to non-competitive, private

and public, there is some reaaon to pay s=ome heasd to the

rasults of thias study.

Finally, there is the issue of the variable of interest

utilized in this study. What is +the significance of =a

“scientific mentality”™ and

fu}

manifesting it in the methods course. O0f course, wa hava no
evidence to suggest that being *scientific®™ in working with

teacher candidates is more, or leas, effective than being

*clinical®”. In fact, we imagined that baing too scientific
or too clinical would most likely hinder effective

instruction. Our problem was to identify a variable that
would very likely distinguish bstween the emphasis given to
instruction in teacher education in an institution committed

to an R&D orientation and the eéemphasis found in other

45
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institutions. Claima were made that suggested that progranms
in R&D institutions would be better ar at least different,
but the nature of the difference was not specified. We
thought it reasonable that the spirit of research found in

tha scientific mentality was a factor likely to

differentiate between the two kinds of institutions. In one

sanse ws were wrong, using the Dean‘s Network group as the
way to identify research institutions in teacher education.
Wa wera wrong too when our method of defining research
institutions was mnodified, making use of the Eash findings.

And vyeat, our measures did revaal differences anon

o

inatructors who were +trained in research universities and
thase who were not; and among institutions having various

lavels of competitive enrcllments of students.

to merit

1. In making decisions about teacher education programs,

aams important to base

whether to keep them or not, it

1]

o
o

th ecisions on the characteristica of faculty and the

]

p=1=

characteristics of students enrolled in the program, and not
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on the overall reputation of the institution itself. For

instance, should Harvard have a teacher education program

")

Now, presumably, Harvard can decide. But if policy makers
were to advance some sort of rule or generalization, or

perhaps following tha model of medical education in
accepting the judgments of a latter day Abraham Flexner,
they should not consider solely Harvard‘’a reputation, nor

even its research productivity, but in addition the

qualities of its students and professors.

2. The predictive value of knowing if a profesaor has

graduated f£from an institution with a high ressarch
productivity record is of some interest. There are two

interpetations of the finding. One is that students in

-hose institutions learn what to say about their teaching;

r

and the other is that they teach differently. In our cass,

since students confirmed what the professoras said, at least

in t of their mean sacores, we might argue that the
methoda courses are in fact different, and not jusat

characterized differently by +their professors. It is

portant however, to argue that while the coursea may be

W-‘-
WU

different, they are not therefore better, one from another.
We don‘t know if exposing candidates to a "scientifie™

maentality is important, but perhaps that issue itself could
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be studied. But even if the difference here is only in the

0
[
®

testimony of the professors, and the rhetorical differen
observed in this study do not manifest themselves in

onatru

[ 1]
'}

classrooms, the support given for th

i

e
Hy
-

“institutional press* in general, and for the
press" specificaslly is of interest. As deans and directors
of teacher education programs are looking for candidates
with a scientific mentality, perhaps it 1is reasonable ¢to
recruit, at least initially, from institutions with records
of high R&D productivity. O0f course, i1f the clinical
mentality is more attractive as an attribute of a potential
faculty member, it would be prudent to loock elsewhera for

candidates with this gquality.
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University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign

Caollege of Education

CENTER FOR INSTRUCTIONAL RESEARCH
AND CURRICULUM EVALUATION (CIRCE)
Room 270

1310 South Sixth Street

Champaign, lllinois 61820

{217) 333-371NM

Dear

We write to ask your cooperation in carrying out a study with the primary
goal of describing irstructional intent in methods courses for candidates

in teacher education programs. We are also interested in the perceptions
that faculty and students hold concerning useful induction into professional
practice. It would be extremely heipful if you would ask a faculty member

in your institution who regularly teaches methods courses to consider
responding to the enclosed questionnaire. In our cover letter to the faculty
member, also enclosed, we are asking that he/she in turn distribute question-
naires to three students in his/her class. Of course, we respect the right
of faculty and students to decline to participate in this effort, regardless
of their reason.

To follow-up on our request, we are asking if you would kindly fi11 in the
name of the methods instructor on the enclosed post card indicating to whom
you have sent the materials and the faculty member's office telephone number.
1f the materials are not submitted as we requested, we will telephone the
faculty member for this response. Again, if for any reason, the faculty
member elects not to participate, we will simply say thank you and that will
be the end of it. We appreciate your assistance in helping us carry out our
study.

Sincerely,

James Raths Judith Ruchkin o 7
Professor of Education Associate Professor of Education
University of I1linois ' University of Maryland -
Urbana-Champaign . College Park

JR/JR:1jm

Enclosures: Faculty Cover Letter
Post Card for Dean to Send to Researchers
Questionnaire for Faculty Member with Reply Envelope
Three Copies of Questionnaire for Students with Reply Envelopes

o<



University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign

College of Education

CENTER FOR INSTRUCTIONAL RESEARCH
AND CURRICULUM EVALUATION (CIRCE)
Reom 270

1310 South Sixth Strest

Champaign, lllinois 61820

{Z17) 3333711

Dear Colleague:

More than ever, teachers need to be able to use their minds as they carry
out the complex tasks of teaching. Thus, "“teacher as thinker' is the focus
of our study. While methods courses may be directed to affective goals, to
providing apportumtles for candidates to practice and rehearse their skills
or to observe various teaching strategies, we are not asking about these
intents. Our concerns are limited to instructional intent and perceptions in
methods courses in order to address a cognitive aspect of teacher prepara-
tion. We are interested in your instructional emphasis and the opinion you
and your students hold about rational, deliberate, or intuitive, spontaneous
approaches as well as scientific study. By scientific study, we mean both
the processes of inquiry and the uses of the results of such a process.

We ask that you complete the attached faculty questionnaire and return it to
us in.the enclosed envelope. In addition, we would appreciate your giving
the student version to any three students enrolled in one of your methods
classes. We would like them to complete the instrument in private and to
mail it to us in the envelope we have enclosed for them. Please assure them
and be assured yourself that in reducing the data, no individual, institu-
tion, or program wiil be identified with specific responses.

if yau prefer to r‘espond "to our questmhs by télephane, we will be happy to
call. If we do not receive in 10 days a response from you in the mail, we
plan to telephone to discuss your reactions. Of course, at that time you can
tell us that you have elected not to participate in the survey. In any
event, thank you for giving our request your serious consideration. Our
study obviously depends on your willingness to share with us your practices
and perceptions about thinking that is appropriate for future teachers.
Thank you.

Sincerely,
Judith P. Ruchkin

James Raths
JPR/JR/cja/M/W
Enclosures

1. Faculty instrument and return envelope
Student instruments and return envelopes

™y
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FACULTY VERSION

TEACHING STRATEGIES IN METHODS CLASSES

what sort of emphasis you give to the
following "paired" approaches. We know that each end of the con-
tinua below are valued and each likely receives some emphasis in
every course. Because we believe that only in the rarest of cases is
the emphasis given to these components exactly equal, we are asking
that you not check the middle point in the scale. We would like to
learn which of the two approaches you stress more than the other.
While this task may be frustrating to you, we feel that the forced
choice will work to depict accurately the character of your course.

1. We are interested to know

EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

1. Sharing anecdotes Higher in this Higher in this 1. Sharing evidence
from your person- direction direction from research
al experiences in 2 1 0F T 2 studies to support/
classroom teaching clarify ideas and
to support/clarify principles you are
ideas and principles presenting.
you are presenting.

2. Sharing lists of o S B 2. Examining scholarly
steps to follow 2 1 0* 1 -2 topics and concerns
in carrying out and avoiding "how
teaching acts. to" issues.

3. Working to give o 3. Drawing attention to
candidates confi- 2 1 o 1 2 the limitations of "pat"
dence in the meth- methods by stressing
ods taught to help situations in which a
them cope with the given practice may not
real world of work or may vyield
teaching. » serious side effects.

4. Stressing the power 7 4. Encouraging candidates
of the knowledge 2 -1 0* 1 2 to doubt the efficacy
base of teaching of any and all pre-
and reaffirming that scriptions for teaching
the profession knows and stressing the need
fairly well what to be flexible in the
makes a good teacher. teac:hing role.

5. Assigning primary e ______ 5. Assigning secondary
sources to candi- 2 1 0= 1 2 sources to candidates

IN YOUR METHODS COURSE,

HOW MUCH EMPHASIS DO YOU GIVE TO THESE APPROACHES:

&———— EMPHASIS ———>

dates so that they

might form some

basis for making

choices in their

teaching from the

direct contact they

make with the writings - .
of eminent scholars 94
and theorists.

*Please do not check the middle point of the scale.

to help them more easily
understand the contri- .
butions of seminal
thinkers in the field.




— —_— i‘f“x -
6. Providing opportun- Higher in this Higher in this 6. Providing candidates
ities for candidates = direction direction with the opportunity
to share their per- /2 0* T 2 to formulate tentative
sonal experiences hypotheses about
with teaching. their teaching experi-
ences.

7. If we have missed what you regard as your central cognitive emphasis, please
describe the approach which characterizes your methods course.

*Please do not check the middle point of the scale.
ll. In your course, how do you encourage candidates to make use of
researcn findings in their professional roles. (Check the one re-

sponse that best characterizes your intents in this matter.)

1. to find rules to follow in teaching.

B 2. to support personal and professional beliefs,
- 3. to change personal and/or professional beliefs.
L 4. to resist policy recommendations said to result from em-

pirical studies.

5. to provide a framework for thinking about teaching.

1. In your methods course, what two research or scholariy sources are
most important for your students to read and/or understand for the

purposes of advancing the goals of your course?

1.
2.

IV. Please indicate your views of the following items by circling a number
on the scale that is provided:

1. To what extent might an intuitive, or -
spontaneous approach to professional 5 ;
problems and tasks be useful in be- a great not very
coming a teacher? deal much

[0 3 Z 1
a

2. To what extent might a rational and . -
deliberate approach to professional 5 Ll 3 2 1
problems and tasks be useful in agqg t rat verv




VIi.

]
Kot
|

3. To what extent might the products

of science, such as research findings 5 n 3 2 1
and inventions, be useful to someone - a great not very

becoming a teacher? ‘ deal much

b, To what extent might a scientific o B .
approach, such as a problem solv- 5 4 3 7 1
ing process, be useful to someone a great not very
becoming a teacher? deal much

To what extent is a scientific approach to professional or occupational
problems apparent among the following persons (in general):

1. Your friends

2. Your colleagues in education

5 & 3 Z 1
a great not very
deal much

3. Your colleagues in liberal arts ) - -
5 4 3 2 1
a great not very
deal much

4, Your students o B _
5 y 3 2 1
a great not very
deal much

5. Yourself —

To what extent are the products of science, such as research find-
ings and/or inventions, used by the followiny person(s) in general:

1. Your friends _— — S —
5 L 3 2 1
a great not very

deal . much

2, Your colleagues in education

: 3 2 1
) great not very
deal much

w ol
) &=
Lo



3. Your colleagues in liberal arts

5 I 3 2 1
a great not very
deal much

u, Your students

5 15 3 2 1
a great not very
deal much

5. Yourself . .
5 4 3 2 1

a great not very

deal much

VIl. Please answer the following questions about yourself. (Please be
assured that all responses to this questionnaire will be kept confiden-

tial. Responses will be summarized in broad categories suggested by
the items below.]
1. I have taught methods courses on a fairly regular basis for

~ years.

2. The titles of the methods courses | teach are: . .

3. The students in my methods classes are generally:

above average in academic ability.

. about average in academic ability.

below average in academic ability.

L, My undergraduate major was ___ B My under-

graduate institution was ____ .

5, My intended major when I started college was _____ .

6. My highest degree was earned at the following institution:

7. The major | pursued in earning rﬁy’ highest degree was _________ .
(1f different from above, the major | began pursuing toward my
highest degree was _____ - )

8. On what area of inquiry, research, administration, evaluation are
you now working?

9. Tne organization that | view as my primary professional associa-
tion is: ) 3 ) .

10. My sex is .




11. My age is .

12. My current institution i

Comments:

Many thanks for your help in this study of the instructional intent and
perceptions of methods courses. Please return to us in the envelope
provided.
Judith P. Ruchkin
James D. Raths
Center for Instructional Research
and Curriculum Evaluation (CIRCE)
270 Education Building
1310 South Sixth Street
Champaign, Illinois 61820
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STUDENT VERSION

TEACHING STRATEGIES IN METHODS CLASSES

We are asking you to help us learn about teaching strategies used in
methods classes. Our concerns are limited to certain academic approaches that
advance the goals of the course While methods courses may be directed
to affective goals, to providing opportunities for candidates to practice and
rehearse their skills, or to DbSEFVE various tea:hmg Strategles we are ncrt
asking about these intents.
aspects of methods instruction.

Thank you so rnuc:h for your help.

I, We are interested to know what sort of emphasis is given in your
methods class to the following "paired" approaches. We know that
each end of the continua below are valued and each likely receives

some emphasis in every course.
rarest of cases
equal,
scale.
more than the other in your methods course.
frustrating to you,
accurately the character of your methods course.

IN YOUR METHODS COURSE,
HOW MUCH

C———— EMPHASIS§ ——————2

1. Sharing anecdotes Higher in this Higher in this 1.
from your instruc- = direction @ direction
tor's personal exper— 2 1 0* T 2
iences in classroom
teaching to support/
clarify ideas and prin-
ciples presented.

2. Sharing lists of e,
steps to follow 0* i 5]
in carrying out
teaching acts.

]

3. Working to give ) o 3.
us confidence in 2 1 o* T 2
the methods taught
to help us cope
with the real
world of teaching.

of the knowledge 2 1 0% 1 2
base of teaching

and reaffirming that

the profession knows

fairly well what

makes a good teacher.

*Please do not check the middle point of the scale.

Sy

Because we believe that only in the
is the emphasis given to these components exactly
we are asking that you do not check the middle point on the
We would like to learn which of the two approaches is stressed
While this task may be
we feel that the forced choice will work to depict

EMPHASIS IS GIVEN TO THESE APPROACHES:

Sharing evidence
from research
studies to support/
clarify ideas and
principles presented.

Examining scholarly
topics and concerns
and avoiding "how
to" issues.

Drawing attention to
the limitations of "pat"
methods, stressing
situations in which a
given practice may
not work or may yield
serious side effects.

Encouraging us

to doubt the efficacy
of any and all pre-
scriptions for teaching
and stressing the need
to be flexible in the
teaching role.



=2=
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5. Assigning primary Higher in this Higher in this 5. Assigning secondary
sources so that direction direction sources to help us
we might form R 0* T2 more easily understand
some basis for i the contributions of
making choices seminal thinkers in
in our teaching the field,
from the direct
contact we make with
the writings of
eminent scholars and
theorists.

6. Providing opportun- - i , 6, Providing the oppor=
ities to share our 2 1 0~ T 2 tunity to formulate
personal experi= tentative hypotheses
ences with teaching. about our teaching

experience,

7. If we have missed what you regard as the central cognitive emphasis, please
describe the approach which best characterizes this methods course.

*Please do not check the middle point of the scale,
1. In your methods course, which of the following uses of research
findings was stressed by your instructor. (Check the one response

that best characterizes his/her intents in this matter.)

1. to find rules to follow in teaching.

N 2. to support personal and professional beliefs.
3. to change personal and/or professional beliefs.
__ 4. to resist policy recommendations said to result from em-
pirical studies.
__ 5. to provide a framework for thinking about teaching.

I11. In your methods course, what two research or scholarly sources were
most important to read and understand for the purposes of advancing
the goals of the course?

1§

M
L]

1V. Please indicate your views of the following items by circling a number
on the scale that is provided:

1. To what extent might an intuitive, or B - -
spontaneous approach to professional 5 4 3 P 1
problems and tasks be useful in be- a great not very
coming a teacher? deal much
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problems and tasks be useful in a great not very
becoming a teacher? deal much
3. To what extent might the products )
of science, such as research findings 5 4 3 2 1
and inventions, be useful to someone a great not very
becoming a teacher? deal much

4, To what extent might a scientific ) -
approach, such as a problem solving 5 n 3 2 1
process, be useful to someone a great not very
becomingy a teacher? deal much

To what extent is a scientific approach to professional or occupational
problems apparent among the following persons (in general):

T. Your friends

5§ 37z T
a great not very
deal much

5 4 3 2z 1
a great not very
deal much

3. Your liberal arts professors

5 4 3 Z 1
a great not very
eal much

y, Your fellow students in education o .
5 4 3 2 1
a great not very
deal much

5. Yourself _
5 4 3 2 71
a great not very
deal much

To what extent are the products of science, such as research find~
ings and/or inventions, used by the following person(s) -in general:

1. Your friends . e

[ 21
a great not very
deal much

wn
J
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2. Your education professors ) -
5 4 3 72 0
a great not very

deal much

3. Your liberal arts professors o
5 4y 3 2 1
a great not very

deal much

b, Your fellow students in education

5 & 3 2 1
a great not very
deal much

5. Yourself e
5 & 3 2 1
a great not very

deal much

Please answer the following questioris about vyourself. (Please be
assured that all responses to this questionnaire will be kept confiden-
tial. Responses will be summarized in broad categories suggested by
the items below.) - ’

1. Your current major is:

2. Your sex is: Male or Female
3. Your age is: ___
L. After graduation, you plan to -

— (occupation)
5. You live in a campus dormitory: Yes No
6. You live at home: Yes No

7. Most of your friends are majoring in:

8. What was your intended major when you started college:

9. You transferred to this institution: Yes No
If Yes, how many credits did you transfer in?
(approximately)

10. What is your chief co-curricular or extracurricular involvement
on campus:

11. You have completed __  hours toward graduation (approxi-
mately = counting this semester).
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12. You have hours in Education courses (approximately -
counting this semester).

13. I am currently enrolled’in . ) [(name of insti=
tution). - S -

14, The name of this methods course is S ) -

Many thanks for your help in this study of the instructional intent and
perceptions of methods courses. Please return to us in the envelope
provided.

Judith P, Ruchkin

James D. Raths

Center for Instructional Research and

Curriculum Evaluation (CIRCE)

270 Education Building

1310 South Sixth Street

Champaign, Illinois 61820
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ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

UNDERGRADUATE ENROLLMENTS IN DOCTORAL ;ﬁsTi%UTIGNS
ATTENDED AND QUALITY OF UNDERGRADUATE ENROLLMENTS

WHERE PROFESSOR TEACHES, N=95

QUALITY OF UG ENROLLMENTS OF
INSTITUTIONS WHERE PROFESSOR
EARNED DOCTORATE
QUALITY OF
UG INSTITUTIONS
WHERE PROFESSOR

TEACHES VERY COHMPETITIVE NON OMIT
GDHPETITIVE GGHPETITIVE
VEEY GDHPETIT LVE S 3 o 2
COMPETITIVE i8 27 7 S
NON-COMPETITIVE 7 14 = 2
TOTALS 30 44 12 g




Professors of Education

Tabla 2
DISTRIBUTION OF PROFESSORS: ATTENDED DOCTORAL PROGRAMS IN
INSTITUTION WITH HIGH V5 LOWER RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY AND QUALITY
OF UNDERGRADUATE ENROQOLLWMENT WHERE PROFESSOR TEACHES,N=95

R&D PRODUCTIVITY OF INSTITUTION
WHERE PROFESSOR EARNED DOCTORATE
QUALITY OF

UNDERGRADUATE HIGH PRODUCTIVITY LOW PRODUCTIVITY OMIT
ENROLLHMENTS

WHERE PROFESSOR

TEACHES

VERY COMPETITIVE 5 3 2
COMPETITIVE 23 29 S
NON-COHMPETITIVE 1= 20 2
TAOTALS 324 52 9

6u




Profeassors of Education

Table 3
DISTRIBUTION OF PROFESSORS: ESTIMATE OF THE QUALITY OF
STUDENTS AND WORKING IN INSTITUTION WITH VARYING LEVELS OF QUALITY
OF UNDERGRADUATE ENROLLMENTS,N=395

PROFESSORS ESTIMATE OF STUDENT QUALITY

ABOVE AVERAGE BELOW OMIT
AVERAGE AVERAGE
LEVELS OF
QUALITY OF UG
ENROLLMENTS
WHERE PROFESSOR
TEACHES
VERY COMPETITIVE & 3 o 1
COMPETITIVE 22 32 2 1
NON-COMPETITIVE &8 i7 1 2
TOTALS 36 52 < | 4

%




Table 4

AGE AND YEARS OF TEACHING HETHODS COURSES OF
PROFESSORS (N=951 IN INSTITUTIONS OF VARYING
COMPETITIVE ENROLLMENTS

QUALITY OF

UG ENROLLMENTS AGE YRS OF EEPl N

WHERE P?DFE%EDR TEAGHES imeaﬁfgd) (mean/sd)

VERY EEHPETITIVE o 31,11!8,3 o iéiﬁék?.% T 7§£irﬁﬁi%;
COMPETITIVE 46.62/8.2 12.11/7.7 54(3 OMITS)
NON-COMPETITIVE 48.,.52/7.8 10.88/5.6 25(3 ONITS)
Z;s;igi__g_g_,a_;ai_g_gaE!gs__,_E,E§a=,a=§;_s__,,E_ii__,!Eseassgig_g_ssig_

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE TEACHING METHODS COURSES

S




-Profeassors of Educatiorn

Table 5
PRIMARY PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PROFESSORS (N=95) BY QUALITY
1
OF UNDERGRADUATE ENROLLMENTS
Nature of Association

Rasearch Teacher Unien Subject ASCD
Education Matter

QUALITY OF
UNDERGRADUATE
ENRQLLHENTS

COMPETITIVE 11 & 1 31 =]
HNON- EDHFETITIVE S 1 =1 11 3
TDTALE 16 a8 & 48 10
1

()
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Professors of Education 7

Table &
SUMMARY OF RESULTS FOR PROFESSORS [N=8a]

ATTRIBUTES OF SUB-SAMPLES:IMEANS

HIGH LOW VERY COMPET- NON- ALL
R&D R&D COMPET- ITIVE COMPET-
PROD. PROD. ITIVE ITIVE
N 11 77 9 54 25 88
QUALITY
OF UG 3.00 2.76 4.66 2.00 1.68 2.79
% FEMALE 64% 42% 40% 433 S0 44%
SIZE 2.63 1.88 Z2.00 2.07 1.33 1.97
SCIENCE 19.18 16.55 20.55 17.07 15.16 16.88
S5T./3CI 15.75 16.04 17.00 16.31 15.13 16.01
ST./N”S 24 163 17 112 =12 i87
HIGH R&D PROD Professors working at an institution on Eash’s(1983)
list of high research producers.
LOWER R&D PROD Professors working at an institution not on Eash’s

list.

VERY COHMPETITIVE Profeassors working at an institution which has very
competitive enrollment atandards.

COMPETITIVE Profeasora working at an institution which hasa
competitive (middle) enrollment standards.

NON-COMPETITIVE Professors working at an institution which has low or no
enrollment standards., ag. a policy of open

enrollments.

S51ZE Coded as follows:3=300grads; 2=300-100;:l=less than 100.
SCIENCE Report of the extent methods are

taught”acientifically™.




Profassors of Education

Tabla 7

DISTRIBUTION OF PROFESSORS: WORKING IN INSTITUTION WITH HIGH
VS. LOWER RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY AND QUALITY OF ENROLLMENTS OF INSTITUTION

PROFESSOR ATTENDED AS UNDERGRADUATE

R&D PRODUCTIVITY OF INSTITUTION
IN WHICH PROFESSOR TEACHES

HIGH PRODUCTIVITY LOWER PRODUCTIVITY
QUALITY OF UG
ENROLLMENTS
OF PROFESSORS”
LUNDERGRADUATE
INSTITUTION

TOTALS 11 74
NOTE: THREE PROFESSORS OMITTED RESPONDING TO THIS ITEM.
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Professors of Education

CORRELATIONS OF CONTEXTUA

RED Productivity: « 20
(1=High,O=Lower)

Quality of UG
Enrollmentsa:

(5 or a4s=Very
Competitive;
3=Competitive; and

1 or Z2=Non-Competitive)

o
e

Size: (3=300 or more
graduates in TE

300 grads; 1=1
100 grads)

R&D Productivity of
Doctoral Program

Yearas of Experience -,08
Teaching Hethods
Coursas

~
=
)

saex of Profesasor .
=M: =F)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L

Do

fable

VAR

8

IABLES WITH SCIENCE SCORES

1
~

b )
i
=

%]
) ‘i w
ol

<12




Profasaoras of

Table

9
PRIMARY RESEARCH INTERES
AND RELATED VAR

Variablas R&D in

TiE—

il
(o
o]
<
1 ]
Iy
E
]
]}
|

1c. Unknown

m
ot

]
Y

N 20 43

o
“J
|
W

Science 15.95 17.05

%X Grad-

uatad from 30x% 44dx 32%
Highly Prod-

uctive(R&D)

Doctoral

Program.

% Employed 15x 13=% =15
in Highly .
Productive

R&D

Ingtitution
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Table 10

SCIENCE SCORES OF PROFESSORS WORKING IN VARIOUS
SETTINGS: PRIVATE OR PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS, BACHELORS,
MASTERS OR DOCTORAL LEVELS
BACHELOR MASTER DOCTORAL

PRIVATE

N 15 10 15

MEAN 15.5 17.2 17.1

=1s) 4.2 2.9 4.6
PUBLIC

N 2 14 32

MEAN 13.5 17.1 17.5

SD 4.9 3.1 4.8

M4




