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PROJECT PORTRAYAL
COLLABORATION FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF TEACHER EDUCATION: CITE
EASTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND EVOLUT1ON

The CITE project brought teachers and administrators from four pudlic
school districts together with university professors to design and implement
a research-pased pre-student teaching program. The major goal of the 3-year
CITE program was to develop reflective pedagogical thinking in third-year
education students. During the year of planning (1985-86) and two years of
implementation (1986-88), we have learned much about program development,
collaboration, organizational change, and the use of research to develop
reflective student thinking about classroom practice.

Year 1: Planning

In October, 1985, we recruited participants by providing an informational
meeting for principals from four local districts. We sought two teachers and
an administrator from each of three or four buildings in each district. We
also 1included five district and county administrators involved with
instruction or staff development.

In November, 1985 we held a half-day orientation meeting with the 70
patrticipants from the four districts and EMU. Then teachers and
administrators were interviewed to find out what research concepts and ideas
should be included in the assigned pre-student teaching activities. In
January, February, and March we had three half-day meetings where teachers
and professors presented research to the whole group for consideration. The
topics, based on the interviews, included unit and lesson planning, teacher
expectations, classroom management, and reading comprehension.

“In April, participants formed small groups to design pre-student teaching
activities that would illuminate research on the topics above é&nd other
topics: cooperative learning, inquiry lessons, learning and development,
social issues, and special-needs students. The professors then selected
activities to pilot test with their courses.

Formative data collected during the first year indicated that teachers were
pleazed to be given an active role in determining the pre-student teaching
program. They liked the personal interviews and felt their input was
valued. They appreciated the opportunity to provide leadership through
presenting information, leading discussions, and chairing design teams.
Professors also valued the opportunity to learn about recent research along
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with teachers and other professors.
Year 2: Pilot Testing

In 1986-87 we pilot tested the CITE pre-student teaching program. We began
with one elementary and one secondary section of the blocked courses:
Curriculum and Methods, Social Aspects of Education, and Measurement and
Evaluation. Students registered to attend the block of CITE classes two days
a week with Friday reserved for their half-day field experience.
Approximately 50 teachers served as Classroom Teacher Educators.

Each week of the semester, students went to the same project teacher's
classroom for 2 1/2 to 3 hours to observe, record activities, collect test
data, teach all or part of a lesson, work with a small group, conduct
interviews, anc¢ so on. For example, Curriculum and Methods students recorded
on a seating chart who the teacher called on and the level of question. They
then analyzed the findings in light of the research on teacher expectations.
Other assignments were based on research on ciassroom management, direct
teaching, and higher level thinking. Social Foundations assignments required
students to attend a school board meeting, study the ethnicity of the
community, or examine special student needs. Measurement assignments dealt
mostly with test data interpretation and test development.

Since the assigned activities had been collaboratively developed, both
professors and teachers felt ownership and commitment to CITE. Thus, they
were very willing to help students make”CITE a good learning experience.
Professors led students through reflective discussions and writing activities
to encourage application and analysis of course ideas. The teachers assisted
students in the completion of the assigned activities.

The culminating event cf the semester was the Teaching Week, where students
went to the classroom for a half day for an entire week to teach a
mini-unit. The teachers and professors had helped the student design the
iessons to be taught during the Teaching Week. To reinforce the importance of
this week, students were asked to keep guided Reflection Journals.

At the end of the week, students, teachers, and professors were invited to
EMU for a "Celebration." Attendance at this event was impressive--over
two-thirds of the participants. The enthusiasm of the students was clearly
evident, even to our Dean, who rushed to his office to get a notepad to
record some of the students' comments.

At the beginning of each semester, CITE teachers and administrators came to
a meeting at EMU to meet tie professors and to discuss their role as
mentors. We also offered four voluntary workshops during the year on direct
lesson design, classroom management, cooperative learning, and reading
comprehension. EMU paid for the teachers' substitutes. The workshops were
attended by teachers who felt they had not had sufficient oppurtunity to
learn about the research-based topics in their local staff development
programs--approximately 20 at each workshop.




To provide a personal link between EMU and the schools, we assigned a
quarter-time faculty member to each of the four districts--a "CITE
liatson"--te visit each teacher several times each semester. The liaison's
Jjob was to identify problems, answer questions, provide moral support, and to
maintain contact with principals and district administrators. Teachers
appreciated tke liaisons' visits and the opportunity to share concerns and
suggestions in a personal manner.

To continue collaboration and interaction, participants met in various
groups. CITE Professors and liaisons met five times during the semester te
discuss implementation ideas, to provide suggestions for scheduling or
program changes, and to discuss the evaluation design. The CITE Advisory
Board (20 representative members) also met to make program decisions, to
provide input, and to discuss evaluation. Finally, a Dignitaries Dinner was
held which included a State senator, superintendents from the participating
districts, and EMU professors and administrators. A teacher and a student
shared their experiences in CITE at this April dinner.

Extensive formative evaluation data were coliected during Year 2 which
helped us refine the program and plan instruments for the final year. In
general, students were very satisfied with the opportunity to work in
meaningful ways 1in classrooms. However, they indicated a need for more
integration of content across courses--a constant challenge in college
teaching.

The pilot-testing of the "think aloud journal" helped us refine our
understanding of students' thinking. This work also highlighted the need for
professors to teach students explicitly to use course concepts and principles
to interpret their field experiences.

Year 3: Expansion and Evaluation

We doubled the size of the program during Year 3 to include two sections of
the elementary and two sections of the secondary blocked courses. The field
experience structure remained essentially the same with a few exceptions
(e.g., refinement of assignments and visitations on days other than Friday).
Even with 120 students participating each semester, this expansion allowed
CITE to serve less than one-third of all EMU teacher education students.

To increase attendance at the beginning-of-the-semester meetings, we held
the meetings at each district in the Fall. In Winter semester, the university
liaisons scheduled a meeting in each building to discuss ways to encourage
reflection, and to help orient teachers who were new to the program.

Meetings for the Advisory Board and professors continued throughout the two
semesters. The liaisons also met with teachers regularly. An evaluaticn
team of three teachers and four CITE faculty worked extensively on the
evaluation during Year 3.

During Winter 1988, questionnaire and interview data were collected from
all participants to assess program implementation and outcomes. The
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imglementation questions included:

(1) How do professors and teachers use research to build student
reflection?

(2) How is the field experience used to develop reflection?
(3) How were the collaborative structures implemented?

(4) How was institutional support for the innovation created?

IT1. MAJOR ISSUES ADDRESSED DURING IMPLEMENTATION

This section is organized around the four implementation evaluation
questions listed above.

Use of Research

Our understanding of how to integrate research on teaching and learning
into a teacher education program has grown by leaps and bounds during the
past 2 years of implementation. We have learned that although part of the
Job is creating a common language using research-based content, there is a
more intriguing issue--how to use the research-based concepts to develop
teachers' reflective interpretations and decisions. While we had stated this
latter outcome in our 1985 proposal, we had little idea of what this kind of
thinking looked like in pre-student teachers, nor did we know how to measure
it.

During the planning year, we brought teachers and professors together to
identify and learn about research-based practices (mostly from research on
effective teacning). As we designed and pilot-tested field activities to
develop students' ability to understand and apply these concepts, we found
that the Social Foundations (SFD) and Measurement (MSMT) professors felt
"frozen out," i.e., that oniy the Curriculum (CUR) content fit into the CITE
project's research base.

By the end of the second year, our reading of the literature on reflection
and our attempts to design a measure of student thinking helped us see how
these two courses fit into CITE. These insights also helped us clarify how
research can be integrated into a teacher education program. The SFD course
focussed on the social context of teaching, i.e. the conditions that have to
be considered when making a teaching/learning decision. The MSMT course
provided the diagnostic and assessment tools used by teachers to consider the
learner's readiness for a particular strategy or content. Thus, the CUR
course's strategies, concepts, and principies could be best applied in a
reflective manner when the social conditions of learning and assessment of
the learner's readiness were considered.

This integration of the three courses for reflective decision-making was a




major insight. As we discussed these ideas with CITE professors and teachers
uring Year 3, we gradually came to see how a "crossover field activity"
involving factors from all three courses) would help <tudents see how
decisions are based on conditions, not merely prescriptions. We are now at
work on such an activity to be implemented in Year 4.

As we developed the coding scheme for our “"critical incident" student
interviews (see Simmons, Sparks, Starko, Pasch, & Colton, Appendix A), we
refined our understanding further. C(learly, it was more desirable for a
student to refer to a research-based prirciple of teaching to interpret a
teaching event f{e.g., Wait time helps because more students get correct and
thoughtful answers) than to just label the event (e.g., “She used wait time
because research shows it works.") But the thinking that would show more
reflective integration of the courses would be conditional (e.g, "These
Hispanic kids are quiet and shy because of their awkwardness with English. So
we used wait time to give them a chance to prepare an answer ahead of time.)

Again, we had made a leap in our understanding of the desired outcomes cf
our innovation. At the end of Year 3, however, only three of the seven core
CITE professors shared this understanding of the use of research to develop
"conditional reflective pedagogical thinking.* FEach semester, two or three
professors have moved in or out of the project due to scheduling demands.
With such personnel changes, full implementation is challenging. We plan to
conduct meetings, data analysis sessions, and extensive discussions with the
nine CITE professors during Year 4. Redesign of the assigned field activities
and the development of a crossover assignment to more directly meet our
vision of student thinking are now underway.

As we examined data and refined our conception of reflective thinking, we
were struck by another important insight. First, professors seem to be most
comfortable discussing theory- or research-based ideas and least comfortable
with the conditions or contextual factors that impact learning. Second,
teachers seem to be most comfortable with discussing the conditions of
learning and less comfortable with the research- and theory- bases of
teaching and learning. Thus a major goal in university-school partnerships
that seek to use research-based knowledge is to bring these two groups'
perceptions of teaching closer together. OQur coding framework (now called A
Taxonomy of Reflective Pedagogical Thought) holds great promise for meeting
this goal because it respects the teacher's concern for conditions and at the
same time emphasizes the importance of research-based pedagogical concepts
and principles.

Now that we have a deeper understanding of reflective thinking, it remains
to "spread the word." Already, we have involved the Advisory Roard in
applying our framework to student interview data. They were intellectually
stimulated by the task and approved our idea to offer participant seminars on
reflection during Year 4. In October all teachers and professors will attend
a half-day Symposium where the framework will be presented and applied to
student interview transcripts. We will invite 20 participants to return to
the spirit of collaborative planning by participating in six CITE Seminars
during 1988-89. EMU will pay half of the tuition for this 2-credit course.




The seminars will focus on the refinement of the framework and the
development of coaching strategies to promote student reflection. The
research-based curriculum content, the social factors, and the measurement
:ools from the three CITE courses will be examined as they relate to teaching
ecisions.

The Use of Field Experiences

During our two years of implementation, our participants have convinced us
of the value of a highly structured pre-student teaching field experience
such as CITE. We believe Tow-structure field experiences that involve
observation only are less powerful. The structure of CITE included three to
five written assignments per course that were turned 1in, discussed, and
checked by the professors. We found that the Teaching Week mini-unit
provided a structure that every professor implemented. The lower-structure
field experiences used before at tWU were implemented much more loosely, with
some professors hzrdly emphasizing the field component at all.

&

The students, teachers, and professors all commented on how the CITE field
activities promoted students' ability to apply and make sense of course
concepts. The assignments made the course content easier to teach because
students saw concrete examples in the field. It also became easier to bring
students to a higher level of thinking about course concepts and principles
when they had a place to experiment with various strategies.

As we gained more experience with the pre-student teaching component of
CITE, we came to appreciate the crucial role of the teacher in implementing
the field experience. The teacher needs to understand not only the research
on teaching, but also how to coach students' thinking and practice. The
majority of our teachers have had prior training in effective teaching in
their district workshops and/or through our planning year. But only a fourth
of them have had any training in coaching. We have a long way to go before
all CITE teachers are capable of coaching students for reflection.

Now that we have a better idea of what reflective thought looks like,
however, we can begin to move more directly toward this goal. During Year 4
we will work with a group of 20 teachers during the CITE Seminars to develop
coaching strategies that will help us meet the goals of CITE--students'
re.lective pedagogical thinking. These teachers will then work with other
CITE teachers. 9

Collaboration

Through our experience with CITE we have come to a new understanding of
university-school collaboration. At first, we saw it as collaborative
planning and governance. Now, we have expanded this view to include the
crucial aspect of learning together. By the end of Year 3, we had spent two
years on the “nuts and bolits" of implementation. New learning was shared
mainly by the project staff, the Advisory Board, and the evaluaticn team.
Many teachers fondly recalled the excitement of the planning year when we had
joined together to learn about researck on teaching. The Advisory Board has




suggested that we provide more large meetings at EMU with all p_-ticipants
learning about the new research on teacher reflection. The Symposium and
Seminars address this need.

Another insight is that "using research" probably isn't powerful enough to
sustain long-term collaboration. Much research on teaching has been
presented as a set of "findings" with little theoretical underpinning. Such
“cut and dried" research is less provocative than a theory or conception of
teaching such as reflection. The lack of precision in the term "reflection"
leaves room for participants to develop frameworks and theories and test them
out. We find the notion of developing reflective thinking to be an exciting
rallying point for further collaboration.

We have also come to appreciate the structures that serve to maintain
collaboration. The-20 member Advisory Board has met two or three times each
year. It has been useful in making program decisions and in revining the
CITE evaluation plans. The University Liaison role has also been important
in creating a sense of personal contact between the schools and” and
university. The Liaison met with teachers, discussed .program directions,
invited suggestions, and let teachers and administrators know they were
valuable to the success of CITE.

Other activities that have successfully promoted collaboration during the
life of CITE include: providing tickets to an EMU play with a reception for
CITE teachers and faculty; the End-of-Semester Celebrations; the yearly CITE
newsletter with contributions from students, professors, and teachers;
opportunities for teachers and professors to present CITE at local
conferences; recognition in the media (three articles); and a national
Distinguished Achievement Award from AACTE for the use of research in teacher
education.

Collaboration on the Final Report has taken place through work with the
Advisory Board who reviewed the outline and evaluation plans and will read
the drafts of the PAR and the Portrayal. The Advisory Board also helped
create the Practice Profile.

Organizational Changes to Support Institutionalization

We knew from our experience in staff developmont that change was going to
be slow and that organizatiora® support would be critical to program
continuance. Therefore, CITE had a systematic plan for promoting
institutionalization. From the beginning we acknowledged the need to win a
series of political/academic victories within the uriversity. These
victories are listed below in chronological order:

1. The Department of Teacher Education supports the blocking of




three courses with an associated rield experience (Winter, 1985).

2. Teaching faculty in Curriculum, Social Foundations, and
Measurement agree to cooperate in supporting the Teaching Week
where students are released from classes to teach their
mini-units in a collaborating classroom (Winter, 1985).

3. The University Council on Teacher Education (UCTE) agrees to
enter the block schedule proposal into the university input
system to gain institutional approval and thus, a measure of
credibility (Fall, 1985).

4. The university, after instructional committees from all
colleges support the organizational change, gives its approval
for the block schedule (Fall, 1986)

5. After initial criticism from students, faculty, and
administrators regarding the inconvenience of the block schedule,
minor adjustments are made, and support for the block schedule is

reaffirmed by the UCTE (Fall, 1986).

6. Letter is sent from Project Administrator (Teacher Education
Department Head) to University President requesting institutional
support for CITE after federal funding ceases (Fall, 1987).

7. President responds with a request that the Provost, the Dean
of the College of Education, and the Project Administrator meet
with him to discuss the CITE budget request (Winter, 1988).

3. Eastern Michigan University is given the AACTE Distinguished
Achievement Award for Using Research in Teacher Education in the
CITE program (Winter, 1988).

9. Provost, Dean, and Project Administrator agree on a basic
leve} of support for CITE after federal funding ceases (Spring,
1988).

10. President agrees to match Academic Affairs financial support
with funds from his own program development monies to continue
funding CITE at the same level ($15,000 in addition to salaries
for a half-time coordinator, a half-time graduate assistant, and
five quarter-time university liaisons).

This chronological 1listing perhaps obscures the enormity of the
institutional change that took place at EMU between January, 1985 and July,
1988. Consider the environment for teacher education one year prior to
writing the CITE funding proposal. . Only students in elementary education had
a structured field experience, 1imited to their reading methods course and
some sections of subject-area methods. Those field experiences that did
exist required little or no collaboration between wuniversity and K-12
instructors. Secondary teacher education students had no pre-student




teaching field experiences in their courses and were forced to find their own
placements to fulfill the requirement. Thus, with few exceptions, field
experiences were not associated with professional education courses.

The general methods course, Curriculum and Methods, was taught by a variety
of faculty with little predictability as to content and approach and with
little attention to contemporary research. University administrators and
faculty were critical of the education program and believed it lacked
coherence, academic rigor, and impact. No university support was allocated
to structu{ed pre-student teaching field experiences or to collaboration with
K-12 schools.

Outside observers wzre not aware of any significant external professional
recognition received by EMU's teacher education program, even though its
tradition in the field extunds back to the previous century and it ranked at
the top in AACTE's productivity rating (EMU is now first in productivity).
Faculty contributions to teacher education conferences and professional
Journals were scattered and few in number.

Factors Supporting Change

There were several organizational and institutional factors that
contributed to the success of CITE. First, in 1985, EMU approved a major
revision in its teacher education program that required the redesign of the
core courses. The revision also recommended greater use of recent research
on teaching and more structured pre-student teaching field experiences. The
pre-student teaching requirement was increased from 48 tc 100 hours. Thus,
when the RFP came out in summer, 1985, we were ready to collaborate with
local schools to work toward these goals.

A second factor involves personnel. The Project Administrator was the
Department Head of Teacher Education and a Professor of Curriculum with a
research interest in curriculum change and program evaluation. He had been
in a similar position at a former institution and had participated in program
development that had culminated in a successful field-based program. He
helped conceptualize the revisions in the EMU teacher education program and
was a partner in the development of the CITE project.

The Project Director, an Assistant Professor in the Department of Teacher
Education, was a nationally known consultant in staff development and
effective teaching. During her relatively brief time in Michigan, she became
widely respected for her skills in professional development and effective
instruction in the K-12 and university world.

Another factor that helped CITE succeed was the turnover of personnel.
From 1983 to 1988 15 out of 42 faculty members retired. At the same tune,
enrollment in the teacher education program increased by 50%. Thus, we were
able to hire many new faculty members who shared tne vision of field-pased
teacher education. In fact, three of the present leaders of the CITE project
have been tenure-track faculty for 3 years or less.




The changes brought about by CITE and the other factors mentioned have
substantially altered the rele and status of field experience in the program,
increased the degree to which faculty utilize contemporary knowledge about
research on teaching and learning. enhanced the role of the teacher education
faculty members in the university, brought EMU faculty in direct contact with
school personnel, substantially increased the spiritual and financial support
for field-based teacher education, and created the conditions that have
brought notoriety to the program and to selected faculty teaching in the
program. Thus, the nature, status, and potential of teacher education at EMU
have dramatically improved.

IT1. MPJOR OUTCOMES
The four outcome questions addressed by the evaluation were:
(1) How has CITE developed students' reflective pedagogical thinking?
(2) How have teachers redefined their role as teacher educators?

(3) How have professors modified their thinking and practice regarding the
use of research and field experiences in teacher education?

(4) How has CITE been institutionalized?

Participants' general reactions to CITE are also reported in the outcome
questions.

Question 1: Pre-Student Teacher Outcomes

Eight high, middle, and low achieving elementary and secondary pre-student
teachers were interviewed immediately following the Teaching Week. Students
were asked to describe one positive and one negative teaching event.
Audiotapes of the interviews were transcribed and coded independently with
.81 interrater agreement.

A coding scheme had been developed by the evaluation team over several
meetings where data from Fall semester were coded for practice and categories
were refined. The result is the Taxonomy for Reflective Pedagogical Thinking
(Figure 1) which distinguishes the simple labeling of events (Level 3) from
the use of principles to explain events (Level 5) from contextual (Level 6)
and ethical (Level 7) decisions (See Figure 1).

Of the six low achieving students, only one was able to do more than merely
describe an event with an appropriate pedagogical label (Level 2 or 3). All
18 medium or high achievers were able to describe teaching events using
course principles (Level 5: "If the teacher did x, then the students were
likely to do y"). Eleven of the 24 students moved beyond Level 5 to
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LEVEL 1 - no description of an instructional event

LEVEL 2 - Gescription of an instructional event without any use of pedagogical
language as concept labels for what occurred

EEDACOGICAL LANGUAGE (CONCEPT) LABELING BEGINS:

LEVEL 3 SIMPLE - description of an instructional event with one use of
pedagogical language as a concept label for vwhat occurred

LEVEL 3 COMPLEX - same as LEVEL 3 SIMPLE but with more than one use of
pedagogical language as a concept jabel

LEVEL 4 - same as LEVEL 3 plus vhim/personal preference/tradition is used
to explain an instructional event; reference is made to use
of instructional rules & techniques but no explicitly stated
cause - effect pedagogical principles are recognized; 1level
of emergent principles but cause - effect connections are
vaquely stated

ERINCIPLED PEDAGOCTCAL THINKING EEGTNS:

LEVEL S SIMPLE - an instructional event is explained using one cause -
«ffect pedagogical principle ("if ... then ...")

LEVEL 5 COMPLZ - same as LEVEL 5 SIMPLE but with more than one use of
cause - effect pedagogical principles

QONDITIONAL PEDACOGICAL THINKING EEGINS:

LEVEL 6 SIMPLE - one aspect of contextual data is used along with
cause - effect pedagogical principle(s) to explain an
instructional event ("if ... then ... because ...")

LEVEL 6 COMPLEX -~ same as LEVEL 6 SIMPLE but with more than one
use of contextual data along with cause - effect

pedagogical principle(s)

LEVEL 7 - same as LEVELS 5 & 6 plus reference to
moral/ethical/political issues to explaln an
v v ¥ instructional event

e -
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integrate the conditions of learning into their interpretations (Level 6: "If
the teacher did x, the pupil outcome is likely to be y, because of factor
z"). These findings were encouraging, especially when we realize that low
achieving students were overrepresented in this sample. That is, there were
far fewer than one-third low achieving students in the entire CITE sample
(approximately one-tenth).

Students have responded positively to CITE. Over 80% of students expressed
great satisfaction with the CITE program. Typical comwents are: "I learned
far more than any other pre-student teaching experience.* "I enjoyed the
interaction of the three classes and their parallel to actval classroom
experiences.” While students experienced considerable a~xiety regarding the
Teaching Week, they came to appreciate the opportunity to “dive in." As one
student said, "Everyday I thought, 'This is what it's all about.' What feels
good is I know I'm not perfect, and I know I can make mistakes. But this is
what I'm cut out for."

Question 2: Teacher Outcomes —

Teachers definitely saw an important role for themselves as CITE Classromm
Teacher Educators. Over 96% of the teachers saw a great benefit for EMU
students and for themselves. More than 60% alsc reported many benefits to
their pupils and districts. Teachers' comments indicated that they enjoyed
assisting budding teachers in their careers, appreciated the collegiality,
EndEthat teacters themselves were kept "up to date" by their participation in

ITE.

Teachers defined their role in CITE as a model, encourager, coach, and
personal support. They reported that they appreciated the opportunity to
make a valuable contribution to the preparation of teachers. As one teacher
said, "I have been able to see the effort that is being exerted toward
jmproving teacher education. 1 only wish my student teacher had had a
program like CITE before student teaching."

Over 65% of teachers felt strongly satisfied with the collaborative nature
of CITE; only 4% reported low satisfaction. Teachers indicated a need for
more meaningful interaction with university faculty; brief meetings with the
liaison during the hectic school day did not adequately meet this need. The
Symposia and Seminars on reflection during Year 4 will provide this
much-needed interaction.

A comment that illustrates many teachers' feelings about CITE is, "The
teacher is more active with the CITE pre-student teacher now. We don't just
observe and do paperwork (like other pre-student teaching)." Thus, teachers
appear to be satisfied with the CITE collaboration and committed to their
role as a Classroom Teacher Educator.

?

The 11 professors were highly -atisfied with their participation in and the
collaborative nature of CITE, with average ratings of 4.63 and 5.00 on a

Question 3: Professor Outcomes




six-point scale. They found one of the most satisfying aspects of #he CITE
to be the ease with which course concepts could be taken to a deeper level.
As one professor put it, “Students begin ‘to take their decision-making
seriously and attempt to use principles in real 1life instead of memorizing
for a test."

CITE professors also changed some of their practices as a result of
participating in CITE. One professor said, "It has forced me into preparing
more...I have a predisposition sometimes to lecture because that is my
stronger more of presentation, and I think I have now integrated far more
participation into the process."” Three of the seven regular CITE faculty
reported that they were experimenting with new ways of teaching that were
more consciously structured toward enhancing student reflection and the
integration of theory and practice. Rather than "“business as usual," they
reported experiencing new professional excitement and growth as they
pa;%icipated in data analysis and became more intrigued by the concept of
reflection.

A major outcome of CITE concerns professors' thinking about field-based
teacher education. Over the 3 years of CITE, the atmosphere of "college
teaching” slowly changed. Rather than the typical norms of profersor
jsolation and student responsibility for learning, expectations gradually
shifted toward faculty collaboration and sharing of responsibility for
learning among students, professors, and teachers.

A1l seven regular CITE professors reported a new appreciation for the field
experience for enhancing and deepening student learning of course content.
Interestingly, it was the congruence between the Strategies taught at the
university and those used in the classroom that brought professors a welcome
relief from the "ivory tower" stigma. One professor expressed it this way:
“There is a temptation of people in the classroom to Say, 'You have been out
of the classroom so long, y~: don't know what's happening.' But when
students came back and say they are doing things their teachers think are
good and the teachers are doing things (we learned about), it's a
validation."

Another comment related to professors' increased comfort and interest in
relating to teachers: "(This has) reinforced a stronger sense of comfort in
dialoguing with teachers about what we do in the university." By the end of
Year 3, CITE faculty expressed greater interest in working with teachers to
further develop our thinking about reflection and teacher education.

Question 4: Institutionalization of the Innovation e=————%

There are no guarantees: the history of innovation in education provides
little comfort. However, the progress toward application-based teacher
education demonstrated by CITE has been nothing short of remarkable. If the
status of an innovation rests on whether the leaders plan for the future
rather than rest on past achievements, then the continuance of CITE is
promising.



Theoretical frameworks to integrate dinstructional tcchnique with social
context and theory with practice are being developed by a group of CITE
participants. A Seminar for Reflection for CITE teachers and professors will
be implemented next year with partial scholarship support from the
university. Funding for structured field experiences is secure for next
year. Newly appointed faculty who are supportive of CITE and its visions of
teacher education will join us next year. Finally, a new director has been
appointed--a teacher who has participated since the first year of CITE.
Collaboration for the Improvment of Teacher Education continues.

Summary and Discussion <= —>

A1l participants have responded positively to their involvement in CITE,
probably because of the collaborative nature and the extensive involvement of
participants, especially in the planning year. Another reason for the
enthusiasm is that CITE has not required participants to make huge changes in
what they normally do. As we have implemented CITE and looked at evaluation
data, our collaborative Advisory Board and evaluation team have suggested
that deeper changes in thinking and practice need to occur among teachers and
professors. Since these suggestions have come from the participants
themselves, it is likely they will be implemented with the same enthusiasm we
have seen so far.

The student data on reflective pedagogical thinking are encouraging. We
have developed an interview technique and a framework for coding reflective
thought that will help us not only analyze data, but will also be a valuable
“staff development" tool as we Share it with more and more participants. Now
that we have a clearer vision of reflective thought, we are less confident
that the CITE pre-student teaching activities are as powerful as they could
be in promoting this goal. We also recognize that teachers and professors
can do much more to promote the conditional decision making we see as
desirable. It remains to us to collaboratively fine-tune these aspects of
the program--a major task of Year 4.

EMU has authorized funding for CITE at the same level provided by OERI--a
promising move toward institutionalization. Future plans also include

further refinement of the Taxonomy for Reflective Pedagogical Thinkin
through collecting data with more experienced teachers anh with non-CITE
students (to be presented, we hope, at AERA, 1989).

IV. IMPLICATIONS FOR OTHERS

Our experience with CITE has brought us many understanding related ‘o
collaboration, the use of research and field experiences, teacher reflecticn,
and change. The implications for dimproving teacher education are listed
below. Then, feasibility and productivity of project features are
presented.

Implications




Dmelicahons

1. The creation of a developmental Taxonomy of Reflective Fedagogical
Thinking has great potential for program evaluation, staff development, and
program revision. The exercise of collaboratively develcping such a
framework was an exciting activity which brought the evaluation team closer
together. The taxonomy can also be used for a developmental view of teacher
preparation, with different levels being stressed at different stages (e.g.,
pre-student teaching, student teaching, induction, certified teaching).

2. Collaborative analysis of student thinking interview datu is a powerful
staff development activity for both teachers and professors. The 15 to 20
hours of meetings yielded more than Jjust a coding scheme for student
interviews. This process provcked a rich dialogue concerning what students
were/weren't learning, instructional strategies, student evaluation criteria,
etc. This experience was unparalleled for the participants as well as
extremely helpful 1in developing a team who have a shared view of CITE's
curricular goals.

3. The view of effective teaching as contextual instructional decision
making shows promise for unifying the various curricular components and
philosophies which have existed as separate entities in teacher education
programs. Teaching research-based practjces in Curriculum courses is not
enough. Social Foundations, MeasurementfaHuman Development and Learning all
provide a means for gathering data to aid in making instructional decisions.

4. When making external funding decisions, preference should be given to
programs which have already initiated change from within. The impressive
level of institutionalization was achieved partially because of EMU's prior
moves to reform its program. Thus, the OERI funding allowed EMU to
capitalize ocn the mumentum already there to move ahead vigorously toward
collaborative program design and implementation

5. Successful dissemination involves informal, cultural, and personal
strategies as well as more typical formal vehicles. The CITE students became
ambassadors for teacher education throughout the university as they praised
their experiences in CITE. Celebrations; social events; dignitaries' dinners;
local newspaper “thank you's"; and articlesad presentations within the
university, state, and nationallys and a national award have all served to
create excitement, dignity, and dissemination of CITE.

Feasibility and Productivy of Project Features

We believe that the developmental process over the past 3 years would be
useful for any teacher education program that wants to collaborate to use
research in field experiences, especially pre-student teaching programs. We
have gainedhgreater understanding of how the field and courses Support one
another, there is a common language among teachers and professors, and there
is, for the first time, a coherence amorig three of the core professional
courses.

CITE's collaboration through interviews, meetings, common readings, and




liaisons could easily be accomplished by those involved in a pre-student
teaching or student teaching program. Research can be shared and discussions
of how it should be applied for decision making are valuable. Collecting and
analyzing data on how students are using course content to interpret events
in the field are wonderful collaborative activities because they build a
common understanding of the desired outcome and a framework for understanding
student thinking.

The CITE project features--the research-base, field experiences,
collaboration, and institutional support are all productive (see Sections Il
and III above), and have been shown to be feasible even in a iarge program
like ours (over 1200 student teachers each year).

V. INSTITUTIONALIZED FEATURES OF CITE

A1l aspects of CITE wiil continue after September 30, 1983. There will be
a half-time Director (a former CITE teacher); a half-time Coordinator
(Graduate Assistant); five quarter-time university liaisons; an Advisory
Board ; and an Evaluation Team. EMU will fund all the staff positions and is
contributing $15,000 for supplies, materials, and dissemination at
conferences. We have letters from the President of the University and from
the Provost (Academic Affairs) authorizing these funds. It is clear that EMU
values the innovative, highly visible, and successful nature of CITE.

The reasons for such thorough support are discussed in Section II: the
readiness provided by the other changes in the program, the project and
department leadership, the AACTE award, changes in personnral, and prior good
relations with schools.

VI. OVERALL STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

Our Most Effective Endeavors

1. A1l first-year teambuilding, planning, and collaborative activitizs were
successful because our group included 70 participants, we provided
released-time, we gave teachers and administrators an “honored" role and
listened to their ideas, and we learned together about the research with both
teachers and professors presenting information.

2. The "design-team" idea worked very well because people could choose
areas of research they were interested in and worked together to develop
pre-student teaching field activities that would help students apply the
information.

3. The organization of the "nuts and Lolts" of placing 120 students in

- 15 -

18




schools, providing written assignments, and having the coordinator go the
university classes to make placements, handle problems, and collect data
worked well because it gave a structure to CITE and made things clear to all
participants. It also relieved the professors of many of the logistical
details involved in field experiences.

4. The professor meetings were vital to developing the much needed
coordination and coherence among courses and to identifying and clarifying
"bugs" in the innovation.

5. The University Liaison role was valuable in providing personal contact
with teachers and administrators in schools. One of the first visions our
planning team had was of more professors in schools and more teachers in the
u?1¥ersit1es. The Liaison position has helped move us move toward this
vision.

6. The Advisory Board was crucial in maintaining teacher input during Years
2 and 3. The 20 members came from all four districts and EMU and included
teachers, principals, and professors. This group was helpful in reacting to
e:aluation plans and reports, helping make presentations, and making future
plans.

7. The social activities and celebrations made CITE fun for participants.
We provided free tickets to an EMU play; we had a "celebration" party at EMU
at the end of each Teaching Week for students, teachers and professors; we
had reporters write several articles about CITE; and we put an “ad" in the
Ann Arbor paper that listed names of all CITE participants and congratulated
them on the AACTE award. The CITE newsletter is also a way of honoring and
celebrating the project and participants. We always brought food to our
meetings at districts and schools to create a comfortable caring atmosphere.
A1l these actions sent the message that we valued the CITE participants.

8. We wrote about and made presentations about CITE during all three
years--5 articles and over 10 presentations. These activities have often
involved teachers as co-presenters or co-authors. Such national and state
visibility brings recognition and status to all participants; people feel
like they're part of “something big."

9. The evaluation team was not only valuable for conducting the evaluation,
it also served as a valuable learning experience for all six of us. It
brought back the excitement of being on a research team that was breaking new
ground. It gave us time to think, muse, create frameworks, share our
insights, and learn together--an all-to-rare experience in a "“teaching
university® like EMU. We have created a Taxonomy of Reflective Pedagogical
Thinking that we hope to present at AERA and that has provided us with a
research agenda for the next two years. The Taxonomy is also useful as a
staff development tool with teachers and professors as we examine student
interviews together. It has also pointed the way to modifications in how we
teach our courses and how we design the CITE assignments.
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Things We Would Do Differently

1. We would se¢ up more large-group meetings with new learning durirg Years
2 and 3. While we had beginning-of-the-semester meetings for teachers and
professors during Year 2, attendance was poor after the first semester. Most
people were busy and, because they had “done CITE" for one semester already,
they thought they would gain nothing new by coming to another orientation
meeting. During Year 3 we tried having the meetings at the districts in the
Fall, but ran into interference with Parents' Nights at the schools. So in
the Winter we triea having each liaison meet with teachers at each Sschool--a
method that was highly dependent on how committed the liaison_was. Also,
meetings before or after school tended to be hurried, which hindered
meaningful discussions of student outcomes.

If we had it to do over, we would have budgeted for and provided for a
half-day release for all CITE teachers at the beginning of each year. To do
this, however, would have cost one-third of our operating budget because we
had expanded to over 100 teachers. We did not want CITE to be a small
“hothouse" project that could never be expanded and institutionalized, so we
chose to expand even though it reduced our ability to provide intense
released-time worksessions with teachers. We'll know in two more years
whether our current plan of Seminars and Symposia me~ts our goal of preparing
our teachers to know the research ard be able to coach for reflecticn.

2. We would have budgated for a half-time position (instead of
quarter-time) for the CITE Director. The amount of time required for writing
reports was not included in the original time estimate. The Director has
spent at 1least 100 hours each March and July for three years preparing
reports for OERI. This extensive expenditure of time, especially during June
and July (the months usually spent off duty), was not anticipated. Other
writing projects had to take a back seat to CITE during this time. We must
admit, however, that the Evaluation Design Report (July, 1987) and this Final
Report have stimulated us to clarify questions, measures, and outcomes.

3. We would have tried harder to convince the Department Head to keep the
CITE faculty stable. As it was, we had 14 different people teaching CITE
courses, with only six of them teaching every semester of implementation.
This meant that we had professors (often visiting lecturers) teaching CITE
sections who were new and knew little about it.

4. If, magically, we had in 1985 had a deeper understanding of reflection,
we might have been able to get to where we are now a little earlier. But,
then we would not have gained what we have by "learning it for ourselves" and
the lfvel of excitement about going further with our innovation might have
been less.

Most Important Resources

The most important resources to capture are described under "Organizational
Change" in Section II: the Dean's support, the President's support, the




UCTE's support, the professors and schools' support, the appropriate project
leadership, and enthusiastic student reactions all helped ensure continuation
of CITE.

Most Valuable Lessons

The most valuable lessons learned are presented in Section II. Using
research in teacher education is more than Jus*. inserting findings into the
curriculum; one must generate a theoretical framework for how research is
used in decision making, and courses need to be integrated to emphasize
contextual decision making.

Field experiences can be powerful to the extent that (a) they are highly
structured (the Teaching week helped do this) and (b) professors and teachers
emphasize them, discuss them, and use them to develop students' conditional
reflective thinking.

Collaboration is more a matter of learning together than of planning,
coordinating, or providing input to decisions.  Genuine excitement occurs
when folks join together to learn about something that is dintellectually
stimulating and holds promise for significant improvement. Research on
teaching did not hold attention for long because it tends to be less
theoretical and leaves less room for self-generated Anowledge. Reflection
holds more promise for such continued involvement.

Institutionalization is accomplished by making changes where there is
already a climate and readiness for change, where the project leadership are
experienced in change and staff development, ana where awards, articles, and
presentations are sought.
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VII. PRODUCTS AND DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES

CITE has been disseminated through presentations, papers, articles, and
media attention. Each is described below.

Presentations

The presentations made about CITE are listed with audiences reached and
probable impact.

1986 Presentations

October 8-10: Michigan Association of Supervision and Curriculum
Development (MASCD), Boyne, MI. Project Director and teacher. 20
participants. Interested discussion and requests for materials.

October 17: Michigan Association of Teacher Educators (MATE), Kalamazoo,
MI. Project Director and Coordinator. 25 participants. Many questions and
requests for materials.

December 4-6: Michigan Educational Association, Institute of Professional
Development, Lansing, MI. Student Teaching Coordinator and teacher. 25
participants. Questions and discussior of developmental stages qf teachers.

December 14: National Staff Development Council (NSDC), Denver, CO. Project
Director. 50 participants. Discussion and questions.

1987 Presentations:

February 14-18: Association of Teacher Educators (ATE), Houston, TX.
Project Director and Student Teaching Director. 15 participants. Discussion,
questions, requests for materials.

October 9: Reflection Conference, Houston, TX. Project Director and
Evaluation Consultant. Prepared a paper which was distributed to all 40
participants. Much discussion and learning for all.

November: Michigan Education Association, Lansing, MI. Project Coordinator
and Teacher. 30 participants. Discussion and requests for materials.

1988 Presentations

February 8: Association of Teacher Educators (ATE), San Diego, CA.
Presented with other OERI projects. Project Director, Student Teaching
Director. 150 participants. Much discussion, requests for information.
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Fetruary: American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education (AACTE),
New Orleans, LA. Paper presented by Project Administrator and Project
. Coordinator. 100 participants. Many questions and requests for papers.

April: Effective Instruction Consortium, Lansing, MI. Project Coordinator
and Teacher. 10 participants.

May 11: Michigan Association of Colleges of Teacher Education (MACTE),

Lansing, MI. Project Evaluation Consultant. 150 participants. Many requests
for information.

Future Presentations, 19881§2

October 5-7: Michigan ASCD, Poyne, MI. Project Liaison and Teacher.
(accepted)

October 21: Michigan ATE, Lansing, MI. Project professor. (proposed)

October 21-22: Reflection Conference, Orlando, ?L. Project Director,
Professor, Evaluation Consultant. (accepted).

December 14: NSDC, Chicago, IL. Project Director, professors, teachers.
(accepted)

February 18-22. ATE, St. Louis, MO. Project Director, professors,
teachers. (proposed)

March 2-5. AACTE, Anaheim, CA. Project Administrator. (proposed).

March 27-31. American Educational Research Association, San Francisco, CA.
Project Director, Evaluation Consultant, Coordinator (teacher), and
Professor. (two presentations proposed).

Publications

Five articles have been written for presentation or submission to
journals.

Simmons, J.M. & Sparks, G.M. (1987). Judgement criteria perspectives on a
new “teacher as reflective decision maker" model of teacher supervision and
evaluation. Presented at reflection conference, to be published in Waxman
(Ed.) in 1988, also avialable in ERIC.

Sparks, G.M. (in press). The teacher as mentor in a large pre-student
teaching program. Presented at ATE and to be included in OERI's volume of
papers.

Pasch, M., Sparks, G., & Colton, A. (1988). Collaborative research-based
pre-student teaching. Paper presentad at AACTE and published in ERIC.

)
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Starko, A. (submitted). Reflections on teaching for reflection: True
confessions.

Sparks, G., Pasch, M., & Colton, A. (submitted to Journal of Teacher
Education). Using research to develop reflection in pre-student teaching.

Other Media Attention

There have been two articles on CITE in the AACTE newsletter, one
announcing CITE's AACTE Distinguished Achievement Award.

The local Ann Arbor newspaper has had two articles on CITE, whereas the EMU
alumni newsletter and student newpaper have contained over five articles.

Summary Statement

CITE has received national attention and recognition through the AACTE
Distinguished Achievement Award for using research in teacher education. We
are receiving requests for information on CITE almest daily, with over 20
requests received so far.

CITE has been successful in “spreading the word." Many people will gain
from our experience by building on our strengths and avoiding our
weaknesses. CITE is not, however, a packaged pre-student teaching product
that can be picked up and implemented anywhere. We believe that the

rocesses of planning, examining research, refining outcomes, and so on have
Lrougﬁf about the great benefits from CITE. And, we still have a way to go
before reaching fully satisfactory implementation.
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1. USE OF PRE-STUDENT TEACHING
FIELD EXPERIENCES IN

PRACTICE PROFILE DRAFT

'FACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM Unacceptable

A. Pre-student teaching .

activities accompany
the 3 core courses.

B. Level of reflection .
required by field
activities.

C. Relaticnship between -
course content and field
experience activities.

26

Vague directions
irregnlar attendance
at field placement.

Only passive observa-
tion or unstructured
low-level/clerical
activities, i.e.,

grading papers for
long periods.

Little or no discussica

of student field
experiences as they
relate to course
concepts.

Accegtable

. Clear directions and
re%ular (once-a-week)
attendance at field
placement with a one-
week mini-unit.

. Field activities not

routinely used as the .

basis for class
discussion.

. Active apprenticeship .

rctivities with inquiry
into practices, effects,
and context factors
specified by structured
assignments.

. Frequent discussion of
student experiences with
an explicit attempt to help
students apply course
content to help make meaning
from their experiences
(concept oriented).

. Emphasis on understanding
and applying each concept
(Concept recognition,
Application), i.e., Chart
of space useage in Class-

Ideal

Specific directions and
accountability for
activities and once-a-week
attendance at field place-
ment with a one-week
mini-unit.

Accountability for activities,
that is, field assignments
done at regular times and
feedback is g ven.

Field activities are
scheduled and used as a
lab for class discussion.

Student-generated inquiry
into causes ai. effects in
classrooms and schools, e.g.
"Why students did pooriy on
a quiz if direct instruc-
tion was used? Could
context or test factors be
operating?"

Frequent discussions with
explicit attempt to help
students use course concepts

for decisions and revisions
regarding their teaching and

student learning.

Emphasis on identifying what
students saw as well as

other ways it could be done,
advantages and disadvantages
of each (critical discussion).
Case or Problem-Oriented

room Management; who teacher discussion.

calls on, etc.




II. RESEARCH CONTENT IN COURSES
AND FIELD EXPERIENCES (PST)*

Unacceptable

A. Use of Research by . Little or no reference

professors, students,
teachers - in courses,
assignments and field
activities.

B. Courses, Assignments,
and Field-Based
Activities Reflect All

Cognitive Levels

C. Integration of Research
and Theory across Three
Core University Courses:?
Social Aspects of Educa-
tion, Curriculum and
Methods, Measurement
and Evaluation.

* PST = prestudent teacher

to research as a
source of information
for sense-making/
decision-making about
a "case'" or class
problem.

Recall and understanding
only, i.e., list
research findings on
teacher expectations.

Little or no mention of
concepts from one
course to the other

two courses.

Acceptable

Professor occasionally
(1 or 2 times per week)
refers to research as a
source of sense-making/
decision-making.
Student activities once
a week are directly tied
to assigmment.

Teacher helps students
with assigned activity
referring to research
every other week.

Application, analysis

and synthesis levels, i.e.,
apply findings on teacher
expectations as observer

in a class, coding teacher-
student interaction and
analyzing codings.

Occasional mention or

discussion of how 2 or more

courses relate to one
another, i:e., Social

Foundation brings up teacher

expectations and equal
opportunities in the class-
room in terms of equity;
curriculum class brings up
teacher expectations in
terms of questioning
strategies.

Ideal

. Frequent and explicit
discussion of research as

a source for sense-

making and decision-

making in every class.

. Beyord the assigned field
activity, students
spontamneously use research-
based concepts to interpretl
what they see or do in the
classroom.

. All levels plus evaluation,
e.g. discuss vhether it is
desirable a) to treat ever)
student equally, b) to call
on boys the same amount as .
girls; or c) to use exter-
nal reinforcers.

. Frequent discussion of
concepts as they relate
to the three courses.




Ideal

III. STUDENT OUTCOMES Unacceptable . Acceptable
% Students evidence no * Students can use research- * Students initate on
connection among based language to analyze their own inquiry into
courses, research-based a classroom situation teaching and learning
concepts, and field exper- using research-based
iences concepts from all 3
courses

* Students evidence

* Students report confidence/
confidence /self-efficac

self-efficacy re: teaching

30




IV. ORGANIZATION/COLLABORATION Unacceptable

A. Shared purpose and role
redefirition. Degree to
which professors and
teachers believe they
share responsibility for
the quality of teacher
preparation.

B. Mutually defined program
design, redesign, and
implementation of tasks
among university and
school participants.

32

* Complete separation of
university and district
roles and purpose.

* Attitude that
University prepares
teachers and schools
teach kids.

* University definition
of program

% No mutual development
of "field assignments"

Acceptable

* Co-existence with moderate
crossover of purposes and
roles in teacher education.

* Individual teachers see
small part of their role

as helping to prepare future *

teachers.

% University faculty begin
to see teacher as a person
who can be helpful in
preparation of teachers.

%* Student goes in to class-
room and individual
teacher is helpful.

% Vague but mutually
determined program
development tasks.

Ideal

* High correlation of

*

purpose and roles -
both university and
schools share roles
and purposes.

A critical mass of
teachers and admin-
istrators see one
purpose of their
school as preparing

teachers.

School creates an en-
vironment and procedure
processes that reflects
their responsibility fo
preparing teachers, i.e
a building orientation
by the administrator,
ongoing topic at facult
meeting, school-based
teacher preparation
comnittee, whole school
talk about helping
students.

University perceives an
values whole school as
active contributors to
the preparation of
teachers.

* Specific mutually defin

tasks.

% Teachers present in univ

*

sity classes.

Faculty go to classroom
during "teaching week"
to observe.

n
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IV. ORGANIZATION/COLLABORATION(continued)

C. Teacher Role
Preparation

D. Program Development
Design Team

E. Shared decision-making
among University and
School Participants re:
program design and
implementation.

F. University Liaison Role
is carried out by a
faculty member who
maintains building
level contact as well
as contact with
individual teachers.

@
@
(YN

Unacceptable

* No meeting(s) to
examine research and
to design "field-based
activities."

* none

* No organizational
structure(s) exists
for shared decision-
making, i.e., no
Advisory Board.

* No Liaison

* No contact with
schools and/or
teachers.

Acceptable

* 5 large group meetings to
examine research and
design field hased
activities.

* District and University
people share in presentation
of research.

* Research presented is
based on teachers" views
of the areas of research
that are important to
beginning teachers.

* Develop activities with
every-three-year
evaluation of
research-base . and
activities assigned,

*Institutional structures

(Advisory Board, Partici-
pant meetings, university
liaison contacts) exist
and are used informally
and/or less than twice a
year.

* 3/4 of school participants
regularly attend meetings.

* Visits site 3 times per
semaster.

* Has contact with each
teacher on each visit on
a one-on-one or small
group basis.

Ideal

% Established process for
selecting new people.

* Established process for
meeting with new people
to train them in research.

* Ongoing research updating
meetings.

* Developed coaching component
for teachers, i.2., guide-
lines.

* Training in how to work
with pre-student teacher.

% Develop activities with
yearly re-design of
activities and examination
of research,

* Easy give and take among
university and school
participants.

* participation of school
and university equally
valued by each group.

* More than 3/4 of the
school participants
regularly attend meeting.

* Visits site more than 3
times por semester.

* Has contact with each
teacher on each visit on a
one-on-one or small group
basis.

% Holds at least two (2)
building level meetings
per semester to discuss
operational details of the
of the program

* Begin to discuss teachers’
"coaching'" role vis-a-vis

students.
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ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES
REQUIRED TO CONTINUE CITE

Unacceptable

A cadre of CITE professors
and teachers is selected
and prepared (8 professors
and 120 teachers for every
4 sections of Core).

Institutional Support
Budget, Personnel, etc.

C. Leadership

* No cadre exists;
participants are picked

at randem every semester.

* No preparation is
prcvided.

* No line-item in the
budget for personnel,
materials, etc.

* No personnel or
inexperienced
uncommitted
personnel.

Acceptable

* Professors meet to discuss
courses.

* Seminars/workshops
for teachers and
professors provided
twice a year

* Budget available for
half-time coordinator,
4 liaisons, 1 GA (% time)
plus workshops, released-
time, etc.

* Committed, competent CITE
participant as coordinator
with well-organzied
detail-oriented GA, and
personable committed
liaisons.

* Department.-Head.and Dean
comiitted to program.

Ideal

#* Professors and

teachers meet twice
a semester (on re-
leased time) to

. learn about new

research and to
refine assignments,
activities, purpose:

Budget available fo
all plus food for
meetings, brochures
research on program
effects.

Teacher-Educator or
Researcher continue:
the project with we
organized detail-
oriented GA, and pe
sonable committed
liaison, plus
Expansion, research
and quality improve
ment.
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PROGRAM ASSESSMENT REPORT:
COLLABORATION FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF TEACHER EDUCATION
EASTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY

I. MAJOR QUESTIONS

Imp] . . .

1. How has research on teaching been applied by professors and
teachers who work with CITE students?

2. How have the field experiences been used to develop course
concepts/principles and reflection about them?

3. How have the collaborative structures been implemented?
Qutcome Questions
1. How has CITE develcped students' reflective pedagogical

thinking? How have students reacted to their experiences in
CITE?

2. How have participating K-1. teachers redefined their role as
teacher educators? How have they reacted to their
experiences in CITE?

3. How have CITE professors moc fied their thinking and
practice regarding the use o. field experiences and research
in teacher education?

4. How has the CITE project been institutionalized? 1In what
form will the project continue after federal funding ends?

II. PROGRAM/COMPONENT DESCRIPTION
Level of Schooling:

Third and fourth-year college students preparing to be K-12
general education teachers.

Num £ Partici .

120 Teachers

25 Administrators (including union representatives)

20 Sch.ols (4 districts)

1 Michisan Department of Education representative

1 Washtenaw Intermediate School District representative

3 Part-time staff (Director 1/4; Coordinator 1/2; Grad. Ass't
1/4&)

4 University Liaisons (1/4 time each)

100 - 120 students per semester
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lime Spent in Program:

Students are in CITE for one semester
Teachers and professors are invited to participace each semester

Bhase of Preparatiopn:
Pre-student teaching (third or fourth year in college)

Compopents:

During the planning year (Year 1), representatives from all
groups met five times to examine research and design
research-based activities. Workshops and meetings were provided
for participants throughout the two years of implementation
(Years 2 and 3).

For implementation of CITE, students register for three courses
together: Curriculum and Methods, Social Aspects of Education,
and Measurement and Evaluation (8 semester credits).

Students go to a teacher's class for 3 hours once a week for 9
weeks to complete activities assigned by professors (e.g.,
observations, experimentation with techniques, or ethnic studies:
these were designed by the collaborative planning group).

During the tenth week, stﬁdents 80 to the classroom every day for
a half day to teach a mini-unit. They keep a "think-aloud
journal" for their reflections.

Guidance and support are provided by Classroom Teacher Educators
(teachers,), university liaisons, professors, orientation
meetings, and staff.

Goals/Objectives:

Students use research-based course concepts and principles to
analyze and interpret what they see and do in the field
(beginning stages of reflection).

Teachers help students learn from research-based assignments
through coaching and see their collaborative role as important to
teacher preparation.

Professors help students apply research-based concepts and
principles to make meaning of their field experiences and see
this as an important role.

Collaborative structures and central features of the program
remain in place, funded by EMU.




Special Features:

Eastern Michigan University has a very large Teacher Education
program, with over 6C0 student teachers each semester. The CITE
program serves approximately one-third of the pre-student
teachers. Students not in CITE have a field experience in
Elementary Reading; all other students find their own placements
for pre-student teaching. One hundred clock hours of pre-student
teaching are required before studeni teaching.

III. SAMPLE

--Approximately 100 undergraduate studénts in Fall and 90 in
wWinter from diverse backgrounds (10% minority) participating in a
4-year program for elementary and secondary regular education
students.

--Approximately 120 experienced elementary and secondary teachers
(range = 8 to 37 years teaching experience; median = 19 years),
each with one or more years experience in CITE. A subgroup of 24
teachers helped examine resesrch and design activities during the
planning year.

--Ternn professors with a wide range of experience in higher
education. Four of the ten professors serve as quarter-time
university liaisons to districts. All are in the Department of
Teacher Education anc¢ have doctoral degrees.

IV. METHODOLOGY

The data reported here were collected during the Winter 1988
semester of the third year of the CITE project (the second year
of program implementation). At this point, implementation was as
"true” to the ideal project configuration as possible. Table 1
presents information on the instruments used for each question,
who collected the data, when, and how.

V. INSTRUMENTATION

The instruments described here were developed by the project
evaluation team (three professors, an evaluation consultant, and
three teachers). Copies of the instruments are presented in
Bppendix A of this 1eport.

Student Measures
Stud ; ) .

This instrument had 11 questions regarding interaction with
the teacher and professor, value of the assigned activities,
interrelatiocn of courses, benefits, and reactions to various
aspects of the program. We created the instrument during Spring,
1987, and have modified those questions that were unclear or
difficult to interpret. Students completed the forms during
class and at home after both Fall and Winter semesters. Jver 80%
(Fall) and 70% (Winter) of the forms were returned. The
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TABLE 1: EVALUATION QUEéTI(NS AND DATA GATHERING PROCESS

IMPLEMENTATION QUESTIONS

1.

3.

Use of research in CITE

Use of field experience
in CITE

Maintenance of
Collaborative Structures

OUTCOME QUESTIONS

1.

Students' Reflective
Pedagogical Thinking

Teachers' Role

Re-Definition and
Reactions

Protessors’ Thinking
Practice and Reactions

Institutionalization

~

TYPE OF DATA

'Intqrview

Questionnaire

Course documents
Interview
Questionnaire
Course documents

Policy documents
and interviews

TYPE OF DATA .
Interview

(15 mins--focus on

critical event)

Think Aloud Journal
(during teaching week)

Questionnaire
Interview

Interview
Questionnaire

Interview
Department Documents

FROM WHOM

All professors, 12 teachers

All students

Project staff
All professors, 12 teachers
All students
Project staff

Project Administrator,
Director

FROM WHOM

12 students (Pilot)
24 students

(Blocked on elementary/secondary
level of course performance (low,

medium, high)

All gtudents (24 matched to
interviews)

Teachers
12 teachers

Professors

Project Administrator, Dean
Director

WHEN

Spr '87, Dec g7
Apr '88

Spr '87, Dec '817
Apr '88
Throughout

Spr '87, Dec '87
Apr '88

Spr '87, Dec '87,
Apr '88
Throughout

Spr '88

WHEN

Dec '87 (pilot)
Apr '88

Dec '87 (pilot)
Apr '88

Dec '87, Apr '88
May '88

June, Dec '87
May '88

May '88
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quantitative scores were analyzed on a computer by a graduate
student; the open-ended responses were summari:ed by a teacher
using content analysis.

Think-Aloud Journal

We developed and pilot-tested this instrument during Winter
and Fall of 1987 with students completing the form each night of
their teaching week. Most students felt it was too long and
repetitive. We simplified it greatly for Winter semester 1988 by
asking students to answer four questions each night of the
teaching week: What technique(s) did you try? How did it work
and why? What would you do differently? and What did you learn
today? The instrument assessed how students use course concepts
and principles in planning, implementing, and analyzing their
teaching experience. Journals were returned by all students.
Preliminary analyses included counting the number of course
concepts used--a measure of breadth. A more sophisticated
categorical analysis scheme for examining levels of reflective
pedagogical thought has been used to analyze the Winter 1988
data.

Student Interviews

The "critical event" interview assessed the depth to which a
student could use course concepts and principles to analyze one
successful and one unsuccessful teaching event from the CITE
semester. The l5-minute interviews were pilot-tested with 12
students by the evaluator and a teacher during Fall of 1987.
After the Winter 1988 teaching week, 24 students( two medium, two
high, and two low achievers from each of the four secondary and
elementary Curriculum courses) were interviewed. The analysis
scheme focused on the use of students' contextual knowledge and
course concepts/principles in the students' descripti»ns and
interpretations of two instructional events.

The "experiential" interview was a sub-study of six students
using three in-depth (90-minute) interviews with each student.
These were conducted by a person outside of the study who used
the data to describe what students experience as they go through
the CITE program.

Ieacher Measures
Teag] ; . .

This instrument had 11 questions regarding interaction with
the student, value of the assigned activities, intervelation of
courses, benefits, and react.ons to various aspects of the
program. We created the instrument during Spring, 1987, and have
modified those questions that were unclear or difficult to
interpret. The questionnaire was mailed to teachers after Fall
and Winter (1987-88) semesters. We sent follow-up letters to
increase the return rate after Winter semester. 1In the Fall, &5%




returned the questionnaires; in the winter, 70% returned them.
This instrument was scored by a graduate student and analyzed
using a computer program. Responses to open-ended questions were
tallied by a teacher.

Ieacher Interviews

A subsample of teachers were interviewed by the project
coordinator (a former CITE teacher) during May and June, 1988.
The group of 12 represented a range of experience with the
project--1 to 3 years. The interview focused on teachers'
understanding of the project, reactions to the collaboration, use
of research, and how teachers helped students think about their
teaching experiences. Content analysis of interview tapes was
conducted by the interwviewer.

pProf 1 Admini
Professor Questionnaires

These were similar in purpose and analysis to the teacher
and student questionnaires.

Prof 3 Admini :

These 45-minute interviews were conducted by the project
evaluator after Fall 1987 and Winter 1988 semesters. The
professors’' interview focused on how the faculty used
research-based information in their courses and how they
attempted to get students to analyze and reflect on their
experiences in the field. Key administrators in the project and
in the College of Education were interviewed regarding
implementation and institutionalization issues. Transcripts were
analyzed by the interviewer for recurrent themes.

VI. RESULTS/FINDINGS

Rather than report the findings from each instrument
separately, we will present findings as thet relate to each
evaluation question and discuss the results. Tables with
summaries of quantitative questionnaire data may be found in
Appendix B of this report.

Implementation Question 1: How has research on teaching
: - with CITE
students? °

A key element of CITE implementation was the use of
research-based concepts and principles in the courses and field.
Both professors and CITE teachers were responsibie for
implementation. During the first year. a collaborative team of
70 participants examined resea:'ch and developed pre-student
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teaching activities to illuminate research-based concepts and
principles of teaching and learning. How professors and teachers
implemented the research-based activities is examined here.

Professors' Use of Research

The professors were responsible for integrating the
pre-student teaching field activities into their courses. They
also explained the purposes of the assignments to students,
established due dates, and graded them. Copies of the
assignments and course descriptions are provided in Appendix C.
The application of the research on teaching we examined during
the planning year was most apparent in the Curriculum and Methods
course. Research on questioning, participation, direct teaching,
and classroom management were applied in these field activities.

The connection with research on teaching was less clear in
the Social Aspects of Education (SFD) and Measurement and
Evaluation (MSMT) courses. The SFD assignments stressed teacher
expectations, equity, ethnicity, and school governance. The MSMT
field activities focused on the more technical aspects of
creating tests and interpreting standardized test scores. Thus,
some field activities were used to develop concepts and skills
that, while not directly related to the research examined during
the planning year, were greatly enhanced by the field activity.

Another reason for including activities that did not focus
directly on research-based concepts or principles--was the
development of pedagogical reflection. Students in CITE were
urged to examine measurement and social issues as goptextual
factors that could inform the use of the more technical
research-based ideas and strategies. For example, a student
might choose to use cooperative learning not just because
"research shows it's effective,” but rather as a result of
considering diagnostic information and home background of pupils.
We h .ped that as EMU students progressed in the semester, they
would begin to integrate the gonditions of learning with the
concepts and principles from the CUR course.

While this broader goal of the use of research for
contextual decision making became clear to the evaliuation team
near the end of the second year of CITE, the professors'
interviews at that time indicated little understanding of how the
research on teaching and the courses all fit togather. At the
end of Year 2 (the first year of implementation), the SFD anc¢
MSMT professors felt that the most important part of CITE was the
CUR course, and that their courses were somehow peripheral to the
research emphasis. The CUR professors were integrating the
research into their courses, but lacks< the broader view of how
the rese xrch could be use for reflection and decision-making.
They tended to see it as something that gave their course content
greater credibility.




The inclusion of new faculty made implementation of tne
research base of CITE somewhat challenging. During the two vears
of implementation and expansion, six professors joined the
project for the first time. To orient them, the CITE director
met with each new faculty to explain the structure and goals of
CITE. Notebooks containing research summaries from the planning
year were also given to all new faculty. The CITE professor and
liaison meetings (held & to 5 times a semester) also provided a
means for helping uew faculty with implementation.

In Fall 1987 (beginning of Year 3), a half-day meeting was
held to share how the course concepts fit together and how the
application of research related to all courses. We alsoc intended
to present a framework for student decision making and discuss
how the courses could work together to help students see how the
measurement tools and social conditions can influence teaching
decisions. Unfortunately, one SFD professor new to the project
took much of the time up with philosophical challenges and
general disruption of the meeting (he had a history of this
behavior!). For this reason, the meeting was less productive
than expected.

There was slow progress toward meaningful application of
research in all courses. By the eni of Year 3, interviews
indicated that the three MSMT faculty came to view their courses
as providing data gathering and analysis tools for instructional
decision making. The two SFD faculty were beginning to see how
their content could provide the social and conditional knowledge
for flexible and sensitive teaching decisions. Project meetings
and other discussions were helpful in bringing about these
changes.

The three CUR professors had become intrigued with helping
students apply principles and concepts to instructional
decisions. One professor had students gather data on questioning
patterns before sharing research on teacher expectations and
gender and race differences. He hoped that "students would be
more receptive to doing their own research on a daily basis when
they become teachers." Two other professors shared three levels
of reflection (technical, principled, and ethical) with students
and led them through activities to practice conditional decision
making.

lntegration of Research-B

Another challenge in program implementation was the
integration of research-based concepts across the CITE courses.
During the first semester of implementation, one student said,
"Why are we taking these courses together, anyway? Where's the
crossover?" If we expect students to copsider measurement data
and social factors in making an instructional decision or
interpretation, then the perception of relevance among the
courses is crucial.
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When asked in Fall 1987 about their satisfactior with the
relationship among topics from the three CITE courses, 30% of
students were highly satisfiecd (rating of 5 or 6) (M=3.85 SD=1.2;
l1=low 6=high); 14% reported dissatisfaction. In Winter 1988,
there was an increase in satisfaction: &7% of the students were
highly satisfied and only 3% were dissatisfied (M=4.49 SD=.97).
The questionnaire item regarding the "level of shared
purpose/focus among people involved in courses and field" yielded
a mean of 4&.69 (SD=.95) with 60% very satisfied and 1%
dissatisfied. Thus, it appears that progress has been made
toward greater cross-course integration.

Approximately one-third of respondents made comments on the
interrelatedness of the three CITE courses. While a few comments
questioned the relevancy of SFD or MSMT, most students reported
that the courses reinforced sach other. As one student wrote,
"By attending these courses concurrently the topics made much
more sense; they presented the total picture."

Interestingly, it was the students' in-class discussions that
tended to raise the professors' awareness of the crossovers among
the three courses. In the interviews, professors reported that
students mentioned having "already studied" topics such as levels
of questioning or expectations. Soon, professors came to realize
that they could build on and elaborate a concept from one of the
other courses. They became more motivated to talk to each other
about what was occurring in the courses and devoted more time to
such discussions during meetings.

In the Year-3 interviews, professors suggested the following
ideas for creating more integration among courses: a 'crossover
CIZE activity" that would be discussed in two or more classes, a
master schedule showing what topics were being taught and when,
team teaching of certain complimentary topics, detailed
discussion of course syllabi, stability of "core" CITE faculty,
and developing course "conceptual maps."

The ethos of ~ourse independence is stxrong in higher
education. After two yvears of implementation there has been
progress toward the goal of cross-course integration. There is
now a much greater readiness for achievement of this goal. A
major task of Year & is to strengthen the integration of the
courses through crossover assignments and more detailed
discussions and scheduling of topics.

The evaluation consultant estimates that the CITE faculty is
now approximately one-third of the way toward the ideal of a
commonly articulated vision of how to prepare reflective college
students */ho can use research processes and findings to make
enlightened decisions about teaching. The shift awezy from a view
of research as providing a "set of rules for effective practice"
or as "scientifically-based evidence as proof" is well underway
among the CITE faculty. Movement toward a view of research as
conceptual tools (e.g., labels, inquiry questions, data
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gathering/analysis procedures, contextual findings) is
illustrated by the faculty's participation in data analysis and
refinement of a scheme for coding levels of reflective thought in
student interviews. Integration across course content and
development of student reflective decision making skills are
relatively new ideas to the CITE faculty. We now have the
commitment and readiness to make further progress in these areas.

Teachers' Use of Reseaxrch

Another key aspect of CITE implementation is how CITE
teachers refer to research in their interactions with students in
the field. If we are using research-based course concepts and
principles to develop pedagogical reflection in students, then
teachers need to help students reach this goal. We have selected
and prepared CITE teachers with this in mind. However, we have
not been 100% successful in creating a cadre of teachers who have
the necassary skills to develop reflection.

We have rnlied on principals' recommendations to select
teachers, a method that has worked moderately well. In several
cases, however, we have recruited a teacher because we needed to
place a secondary student in a particular subject area. While
the core of 25 planning teachers gained much knowledge of
research during the first year, the approximately 80 teachers
added during Years 2 and 3 have had fewer opportunities for
intense work with research on teaching and learning. As we have
expanded, we have offered released-time workshops on
research-based topics (direct teaching, classroom management,
cooperative learning, thinking, and comprehension skills). These
were helpful for those teachers whc had few opportunities for
such workshops in their districts.

Thus, not all CITE teachers have had adequate preparation to
meet our goals. Approximately 75% of the pool of 100 teachers
have had prior training in effective teaching (e.g., Madeline
Hunter-based workshops, cooperative learning, classroom
menagement). But "effective teaching" workshops may or may not
have prepared them to coach our students for reflective thinking

{(as opposed to rule-based thinking). Approximately half of the
CITE teachers have had “raining in peer observation or action
research, areas more likely to equip them for this role. Plans
to address this need include a Fall Symposium on Reflection and
seminars for teachers and professors spread across the year.
Plans for these development activities are discussed at the end
of the next section.

To assess ‘ceachers' use of research-based ideas in their
interactions with students, teachers were asked to list the three
topics they discussed most ofter. with their students. The 109
responses, separated by the time of discussion, were grouped into
the categories presented in Table 2.
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Table 2: Teacher Reports of Topics Discussed with Student.
) ] o b "

The 109 responses fell into the following categories:
Planning/feedback on units and lessons (31)
Classroom management and discipline (27)
Content/subject matter (15)

Appropriate activities for students' level/interest (11)
Variety of activities/flexibility (8)

Timing (8)

Outcomes of learning (7)

EMU student's feelings, confidence (7)
Questioning/Active Participation (&)

Tests (&)

Media/materials (3)

DUz ; bef bi ]

The 109 responses fell into the following categories:
Special student needs, including community and SES (28)
Preparation/planning./discussing the "why" of lessons (25)
Management/Discipline (23)

Content/Curriculum goals (11)

The "job" of a teacher (5)

School procedures and policies (5)

Materials (&)

Questions/Active Participation (3)

It is encouraging to see that topics were not limited to the
technical aspects of teaching, e.g., lessons, management,
content, gquestioning, materials, and tests. Teachers and
students also discussed contextual factors such as special
student needs, community/SES background, variety/flexibility,
appropriateness of activities, and curriculum goals. These
topics, along with discussions of the "why" of lessons, lead
students a step closer to reflective thought.

In the interviews teachers were asked how educational
research can be useful in teacher education. Their comments
indicated that they placed a great importance on research and the
way it was integrated into CITE and the field experience. As one
teacher put it, "The forms used in CITE kept us all focused on
certain research-based practices. I knew what to emphasize in my
modeling and in our discussions." Teachers also mentioned the
importance of reseaich for them and for students as a way to
"stay up to date."
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Summary of Fiundings: Implementation Question 1

It has taken 2 years of implementation to come to a full
understanding of how the research base fits into our innovation.
At first, Social Foundations and Measurement professors thought
their course content was peripheral to the rather
technique-oriented research base of CITE. As we continued
implementation we saw that the three courses functioned together
to provide the social insights and diagnostic tools important for
making decisions about the use of research-based techniques. The
desire to integrate the courses more fully led to greater
crossovers in topics and assignments. Further, the Curriculum
professors have gained a greater understanding of reflective
thinking through evaluation data analysis and discussions. These
insights have led to more explicit teaching of reflection in the
CUR courses. Progress is still needed toward greater integration
of CITE courses and explicit teaching of reflection.

As implementation has progressed, we have gained a clearer
understanding of the CITE teachers' role in helping to implement
the research-based aspects of CITE. Knowledge of research is not
enough; the ability to help students apply the research findings
within the context of the classroom has become the goal. While
the assigned activities lend some structure leading toward this
goal, we now realize the importance of developing a cadre of CITE
teachers who can coach students' reflective pedagogical thinking.
Seminars and symposia designed to meet this goal are described in
the next section.

WML—HMMWE] ; level Brincin] i
reflection about them?

To gain an understanding of how the field experiences have
implemented in the CITE courses and in the field, data from
students, teachers, and professors are reporteu.

y £ Field E . in C

The documents in Appendix C illustrate the field activities
th~t were integrated into the courses. Each week the student nad
an assignment from one or more of the three core courses to
complete in the community, school, or classroom. Their findings
and experiences were then discussed in class at EMU.

! ) i . On the questionnaire,
students were asked to describe the two most valuable assignments
from each course. The 56 Winter semester students' comments are
summarized in Table 3.
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COURSE
Curriculum and Methods

Ubservation of classroom management
and questioning techniques

Pre. aring and teaching th. mini-unit
Lesson design observatio'i/use

Trying a variety of methods

(games, jigsaw, etc.)

Social B £ Ed .

Visit school board meeting

Study of class multicultural/ethnic
composition

Observing a child at risk and special
needs

Study of community resources
and social compositi - n

Environmental, extra-environmental
social issues, e.g., drugs, child abuse
Measurement and Evgluation

Test blueprint/table of specifications
Writing test guestions/creating tests
Testing terms, interpreting scores

Administering a test/evaluating results

-12- [;L;

students' Reports of Most Valuable Field Assignments

NUMBER OF COMMENTO

29

17

15

12




The assignments that required observation of management and
questioiing, attendance at a school board meeting, development of
tests, and analysis of ethnic factors and special student needs
were valued most by students. The mini-unit taught during the
teaching week was also highly valued.

As we progressed with implementation and as we learned more
about teacher reflection, it became clear to us that merely
assigning activities to be done in the field was not enough to
develop students' reflective pedagogical thinking. To be most
powerful, the field activities need to be: (1) made very clear
to students in terms of expectations and goals, (2) integrated
into the everyday coursework to develop course concepts and
reflection.

Clarityv of Assignments. The field experience assignment
requirements and purposes were explained to students by each
professor. If it was unclear what was expected, students would
miss many of the intended benefits. When asked about the clarity
of the field activities assigned by their professors, 47% of the
wWinter students reported great satisfaction (12% were
dissatisfied) (M=4.33, SD=1.22; low=l; high=6). With nine
professors and changing staff, this area had been challenging in
the past (the Fall mean was 2.86 (SD=1.45)). Two professors had
not established clear deadlines for students or only emphasized
one or two of the assignments. As program refinement has
progressed, implementation in this area has improved.

jence j . Students'
responses to the question, "What is your satisfaction with the
relationship between course topics and field experiences?"
yielded a Winter mean of 4.54 (SD=.87) on a scale of 1 (low) to 6
‘high). Over 54% were extremely satisfied (rating of 5 or 6);
fewer than 2% were extremely dissatisfied (1 or 2). One student
commented, "You leave the semester with a very balanced idea of
what to expect and how to handle a situation." Another wrote,
"Many of our assignments from class forced us to look for things
we may rnot have noticed otherwise." Thus, students felt
satisfied with how the field activities were integrated into the
course work.

In the interviews, the most frequent comment was that the
professors used the field experiences to reinforce the course
content presented in class. This use of the field experience is
consistent with the "audio-visual" view of the field experience.
In other words, schools and classrooms function as a concrete,
living example of course content, just as film on England helps
develop the content of British culture. As one professor said,
"There is no way they could have learned scme of the things they

did without Leing there (in the field'. As many times as you
tell them something... unless they have really expe;ienced it
they don't remember it or don't believe it." This view

emphasized one important role of field experienceg to provide
three-dimensional and accurate learning of otherwise abstract
course content.
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By the end of Year 3, a different view of the field
experience vas emerging--one of "active inquiry". Three
professors began to develop assignments that required students to
become mini-researchers through observations, coding of data, and
experimentation with techniques. Students were asked to write
reports that used course concepts and principles tn explore the
"why" of their findings and experiences. This "active inquiry"
use of the field was much closer to the CITE goal of developing
students' reflective pedagogical thinking. In contrast, the
"audio-visual" role of the field described above puts the student
in a more intellectually passive apprentice-like position.

A few professors mer.tioned the problem of working with
students placed with teachers who provided negative examples or
no modeling of course content. For example, some students drew
mistaken conclusions about the need for planning because their
teachers seemed to spend so little time on it. They initially
thought CITE courses were spending too much time on the planning
phase of teaching. Another student said, "Mrs. X doesn't use
frequent questioning and the students just love her..."
Transforming such surface impressions into more profound
consideration of instructional decisions and pupil outcomes in
the face of quick loyalty to their first teacher mentor was a
challenging task for some professors.

The CITE professors also used the field experiences in
another way--to lend credibility to the research-based course
content of CITE. For example, students were motivated to learn
course concepts such as active participation when they saw it in
practice in their teacher's classroom. Another purpose of the
field experience was as a career-clarification exercise. The SFD
professors emphasized this use of the field to help students
understand the political and social lives of schools. Other
professors stated that the field activities helped make students'
expectations about teaching "much more realistic." A few
students decided that teaching was not at all what they wanted
for a career--an outcome we see as desirable so zarly .n the
student's college career.

The CITE Teacher's Role in the Field E .
Student Views of Teachers. Students' reports of the

teachers' role in CITE provide a window on how teachers
implemented the field experience. One item on the questionnaire
related to satistaction with the quality of the student's CITE
field placement. Over 73% of the students reported high
satisfaction (rating of 5 or 6), with 7% rating low satisfaction
(1 or 2) (M=4.83 SD=1.15). Another item asked students to rate
the quality of instruction and guidance provided »y the CITE
teacher (M=4.45 SD=1.38). Over 54% were highly satisfied while
12% were dissatisfied. Thus, most but not all students were
satisfied with the quality of their field exper.ence.
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A separate open-ended question asked students to comment on
the quality of interaction with their CITE teachers.
Twenty-seven (48%) of the respondents expressed great
satisfaction with their teacher with comments such a: "Very
helpful, cooperative and supportive;" and '"Made time to talk,
advise, and give feedback." One student reported, "She even
adopted new methods based on what I was learning in my courses.
She would ask ME what I was learning!"

The 13 (23%) students who were dissatisfied wrote that their
teacher was vague and confusing or that the teacher didn't listen
and could not take time to talk. When asked if their teacher
should be used in CITE next year, 3% said "no" and 14% were '"not
sure." Based on such feadback collected over three semesters,
some teachers have not been invited to participate in CITE next
vear. Plans for more intensive teacher development (described at
the end of this section) have also been made.

. A key role of the
teacher in the implementation of the CITE field experience is to
help students complete their assigned activities. It was hoped
that teachers would value the assigned activities and provide
assistance where needed. When teachers rated the value of the
assigned activities, the highest ratings went to the CUR
activities. Approximately 30% of the teachers were unacquainted
with the assignments from SFD and MSMT. Another 13% were not
clear what the assignments from any of the courses were.

Although all teachers received copies of the assignments and
course syllabi in their CITE folders, it was up to the student to
engage the teacher's assistance in completing the assignments.
Some of the SFD activities (e.g., the school board meeting) and
most of the MSMT activities (e.g., creating the test) did not
require direct teacher involvement. It would be ideal, however,
for all teachers to be aware of the assigned activities so they
can share their experience and insights with students. In the
interviews, two teachers mentcioned the field assignment forms as
helpful in getting the student to look at what was happening in
the classroom.

A major role for the CITE
teacher was to discuss teaching and learning with the CITE
student. Teacher and student questicnnaires (see results in
lable 4) indicate that roughly half the teachers spent from 0 to
15 minutes a day talking with students during the 3semester.
During the teaching week, the amount of time went up, with close
to half of the participants reporting 16-30 minutes a day.
Approximately 15% of students and 22% of teachers repcrted more
than 30 minutes a day of interac%ion. The participants all
reported a desire for more time for discussion, a difficult task
in today's hectic schools.

The 12 teacher interviews provide more detail on how
teachers worked with students in the field. Four teachers said
they let the student experiment in the classroom with the
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TABLE 4: MINUTES PER DAY SPENT IN DISCUSSION

"he actual time spent

--during semester

-during teaching week

The time participants
would have preferred to
spend

-during semester

-during teaching week

0-15
mins

45%
36%

14%

13%

TEACHERS STUDENTS

E.

16«30 31+ 0-15 16-30 31+
mins mins mins

35% 19%
40% 25%
5% 29%
a7% 40%
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strategies students were learning on campus. Then they discussed
the results together. Four teachers reported they discussed
events after they happened in the classroom--why they did it a
particular way and why a strategy might be modified or used
differently from what the student learned at EMU. Five comments
indicated that teachers talked with the student before modeling
how, when, and why to use a particular strategy. These teachers'
comments indicate an effort to help students think about how
course methods and concepts apply to everyday classroom
situations.

. Teachers were
asked on the questionnaire how much they had changed their
content or methods to accommodate the CITE students. Over 45% of
teachers reported making moderate to large changes; over 62% were
satisfied with those changes. The changes were typically in the
areas of content or pacing related to the teaching week, or in
emphasizing the techniques the student was obsexrving (e.g.,
higher level questioning). Interestingly, 55% of teachers made
few or no changes in their teaching or content. Thus, those who
chose to change were cheerful about it; those who did not
indicated that it was possible to have a CITE student without
major changes in class routines or content. If teachers were
negative about the changes or felt that major accommodations
needed to be made for the CITE student, we would predict a high
attrition rate among teachers and difficulty in recruiting new
teachers as the word got out that "it's too much work."

In summary, the majority of students have been satisfied
with the assistance, interaction, and time provided by the CITE
teacher. But, for ideal program implementation, we would like to
see higher levels of satisfaction among students and a greater

awareness among teachers of the value of zgll three courses'
assignments.

There is still
much progress to be made in the teacher's role in implementation.
CITE teachers need tr have the skills and inclination to assist
students to make links between the course concepts and principles
and classroom instructional actions and deliberations. The
changing structure of the assigned field activities may help the
teachers to move in this direction. For example, we plan to
include more interview-type activities that require students to
discuss specific events with teachers. The crossover assignment
will also help teachers see how all three courses relate to
classroom teaching decisions.

In addition to such structural changes, a major goal of CITE
next yvear is to provide staff development activities for teachers
and professors. The goal of such activities is to improve
participants' abilities to link research-based concepts and
principles with the conditions of classrooms and to make these
ties explicit for EMU students. The kind of staff development
needed for CITE participants has become clearer to us in the past
6 months as we have analyzed data and clarified our student
outcomes .




In the Fall of 1988 we will have a half-day symposium for
all CITE participants on coaching students for reflection. As a
follow-up we will offer CITE teachers a partial scholarship for a
two-credit six-session seminar on reflection. Professors and
teachers will present research-based content and will discuss how
the content relates to reflective instructional interpretaticns
and actions. The group will participa®e in the refinement of the
Reflection instrument developed for the analysis of student
thinking. in one sense, we are returning to a planning phase
with a collaborative team helping us study how to develop and
coach for reflection. The Advisory Board has engaged in some
~reliminary planning activities and has shown enthusiasm for the
idea. It is our hope that these efforts will improve the quality
and sophistication of -our cadre of teachers to promote the
reflective thinking of students.

s . Impl tation Question 2

The field experience assignments were seen by students as
clearly presented, valuable, and integrated into the CITE
courses. Professors reported using field activities to give
credibility to and to reinforce course content, with some moving
on to the more sophisticated use of the field as an arena of
inquiry. This trend will be actively pursued in Year & through
new field activities, meetings, and discussions.

Most students (75%) were highly satisfied with their field
placement and the assistance received by the teacher. Teachers
spent time helping students complete the assigned activities and
felt they were wvaluable. The teacher's role with students was
played out as a model, a coach, and as a support. Teachers who
made changes in their class routines to accommodate CITE students
were pleased to do so. The crucial role of the teacher in
developing reflection in students remains to be fully described
and implemmented. Now that we have a clearer vision of our
desired outcomes, we have created a Seminar on Refiection to
collaboratively refine our framework for reflective thinking and
to create ways to develop reflection.

Impl . ; ‘s 3. How H ] 11al -
Structures Been Implemented?

B final area of CITE implementation involved collaporation.
The structures designed to promote collaboration are described in
this section. Materials illustrating the collaborative
activities are provided in Appendix D. Participants' reactions
to the collaborative nature of CITE are reported with the results
of the outcome questions.

Advisorv Board

One of the main vehicles for collaboration has been the
20-member CITE Advisory Board, composed of representatives of all
four districts and EMU. During the 2 years of CITE
implementation, the Board has met six times to make decisions
regarding implementation, evaluation, and future directicns. At
the most recent meeting, participants suggested ways to increase
the involvement of all teachers. Ideas such as inviting CITE
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teachers inte a class to share their experience and teaching a
block of CITE courses in a school will be implemented during the
next 2 years.

The most exciting aspect of the May 1988 Advisory Board
meeting was when we joined together to analyze the students'
"eritical incident" interview data. Teams examined transcripts
and rated them according to the coding framework created by the
evaluation team. This activity made clear our desired outcomes
for CITE students and generated much enthusiasm for the Fall
symposium and seminars on reflection.

University Liai

Another powerful collaborative device has been the role of
the four university liaisons. Each professor has been released
quarter-time to serve in one oi the CITE districts. The liaisons
visited each teacher every two or three weeks to answer
questions, invite suggestions, discuss special needs, and
develop a personal relationship. Often, the teachers met before
or after school to share their experiences with the liaisons and
each other. This steady communication has made clear to teachers
that their input and participation are valued. In some
instances, teachers have taken advantage of the opportun.ty to
ask for materials or research articles on a topic of interest.

The liaison also developed a personal relationship with the
principal through meetings to explain CITE, and through
discussions about the principal's reaction to the program.
Finally the liaisons worked with the principal in recruiting new
teachers. A current emphasis of liaisons is to establish a
building contact person (a teacher) in each CITE school to assist
with communications, recruitment, ad coordination.

Meetines and Celebrations

Meetings and celebrations have provided a means of bringing
CITE participants together. At the beginning of Fall 1987
semester we had a meeting for CITE participants in each of the
districts. In Winter 1988, we relied on building-level meetings
with the liaisons. At the end of each semester, we invited
teachers, professors and students to an "End-of-Semester
Celebration" at EMU. While we have not had 100% attendance at
all meetings, participation has been enthusiastic and everyone
has ttended at least two of the functions each semester. The
inf onal interactions at such gatherings create a valuable sense
of ownership and participation in "something important." Such a
sense of togetherness is essential to the spirit of CITE.

The meetings$ for CITE professors and liaisons have helped to
bring a sense of common purpose to the university CITE courses
and field experiences. The four or five luncheon meetings each
semester have provided an opportunity for nrofessors tc share
what they are doing in their courses, how they are using the
field experience, and what student outcomes they are finding.
Such opportunities are often rare in "teaching" universities like
EMU where there is little opportunity for collaboration on
research.
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Media/F o

Communications through the media also have provided a sense
of collaboration. When CITE won the AACTE Distinguished
Achievement Award in February 1988, part of the monetary award
was used to put a half-page "Thank you" in the Ann Arbor
newspaper. We listed every school and every participants' name
in the paper with a description of the award. Two articles on
CITE have appeared in the EMU alumni newspaper with participants'
photographs taken at meetings. One article in the local paper
featured students' thoughts as they approached the teaching of |
their week-long unit. Such public recognition of CITE |
participants serds a message that "we are in this together"--the |
essence of collaboration.

Newsletter

Another collaborative activity is the CITE newsletter sent
to participants every Fall. The newsletter includes sections
written by project teachers, staff, and students. It serves as a
celebration of accomplishment, a vehicle for recognition, and a
means for communicating CITE's purpose and goals.

collal . . 1 publicati

Presentation and publication opportunities also offer a
means of collaborating. Five teachers and three professors have
made presentations on CITE at local and national conferences. In
the year to come, more teachers and professors have volunteered
to present and to assist with writing articles for publication.
To date, five professors and one teacher have submitted five
final manuscripts for publication.

5 . Impl . tion 3

Collaborative structures have been developed and
implemented. These range from information dissemination through
newsletters, meetings and celebrations. Of these, the
"celebration" has been significant since it has led to increased
recognition and support from university and school district
decision-makers. Of equal significance is the role of the
"university liaison", a role created by CITE that holds promise
for further collaboration if school districts choose to match the
university's contribution of released time with resources of
their own. If that occurs, a two-person team (one professor and
one teacher) can be created to develop the clinical and field
dimension of teacher education from earliest observation through
and including an induction-year program.

Finally, mention should be made of the prolific dissemi-
nation of the project identity, activities, and findings through
presentations and papers at professional mee“ings (15 presented
or proposed) as well as articles (5) submitted to professional
journals.
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reflective pedagogical thinkine? How have studepts
reacted to thedir CITE experience?

Our thinking about the desired student outcomes of CITE has
grown profoundly during the 3 years of the project. Initially,
we wanted to develop students' ability to apply research-based
knowledge to the analysis and interpretation of teaching events.
We focused on tne research on teaching and learning and gave
little attention to the research on teacher thinking. During
Year 2, the emphasis on teacher reflection was apparent in our
(Sparks & Simmons, 1988) and others' (e.g., Schon, 1987) writing.
In October of Year 3, we attended the Conference on Reflection in
Houston. As we began to refine our implementation questions and
design instruments to capture our desired outcomes, we came to a
much deeper understanding of the development of reflective
pedagogical thought.

In this section, we will present the research agenda and
findings related to CITE students' reflective thinking. Then, we
will present questionnaire data on students' reactions to the
CITE semester. Finally, to get a more detailed view of how
students experienced the CITE semester, findings from the six
intense "experiential interviews" are presented.

; . % . ; {cal Thinki
MIMMMEMMMM In

contrast to the more typical focus of teacher education programs
on classroom teaching behaviors, the CITE Project has placed a
primary emphasis on students' pedagogical thinking. There are
three reasons for this choice. First, it is consistent with the
currently dominant paradigm for research on effective teaching
which emphasizes a view of the classroom teacher as an
instructional decision-maker working within a specific contextual
setting (Brophy & Good, 1986; Clark & Peterson, 1986; Shulman,
1986).

Secondly, it emphasizes learning to recognize, describe,
explain, and think reflectively about the teaching-learning
process. This is a particularly appropriate goal for a student's
initial semester of professional courses and field experience
(Berliner 1984; Simmons & Sparks, 1987). This program goal
suggests specific instrucilional approaches and tasks which can
help students begin to "make sense" of the teaching-learning
process as they, for the first time, encounter it from an
occupational perspective. Modeling and guiding reflective
pedagogical thinking using specific concepts and findings from
educational research becomes then a way of defining one of the
major roles of campus professors and classroom teacher educators
toward the CITE students (Krogh, 1987; Ross, 1987; Zeichner,
1987-82; Zeichner & Liston, 1987).




Finally, it was hoped that developing ctrong conceptual
understanding and reflective habits and skills would provide a
firm foundation for students' later learning, particularly durirg
the early survival stages when the "how" of classroom performance
becomes such a high priority (Fuller, 1969; Veenman, 1984).

A significant product resulting from the CITE Project at EMU
is the development and pilot-testine of the PEDAGOGICAL LANGUAGE
ACQUISITION AND CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT TAXONOMY OF TEACHER
REFLECTIVE THINKING. It is - ed i

i ! i inki (see FIGURE 1.
The framework was developed during Year 3 by a team consisting of
the CITE Project director, administrator, teacher/coordinator,
one professor, and the evaluation consultant. ' During development
of the framework and its categories, the team discussed ideas
from the professional literature, reviewed what had been
emphasized in previous CITE faculty meetings and planning
sessions with the classroom teachers, and examined the CITE
Project and course goals for using research concepts and
principles in teaching.

Although different levels of pedagogical thinking on the
taxonomy are assigned ascending numbers, the team recognizes that
further data must be analyzed before it can properly be regarded
&s a formal, hierarchical taxonomy. At this early point in its
developmeat, the team views the framework as a categorical system
for distirnguishing among types of reflective thinking.

Distinctions among the categer’ ‘s in the framework are based
on current l.terature in cognitive psychology, teacher thinking,
schema theory, and novice-expert differences. The primary
purpose of the taxonomy is to give precise structure and meaning
to the process of reflective pedagogical thinking, particularly
for novice teachers. Ideas for the category levels were drawn
from the small but growing body of teacher education literature
dealing with reflection (e.g. Goodman, 1984; Ross, 1987; Wildman
& Niles, 1987; Zeichner & Liston, 1987) and the special
collection of papers prepared for the October 1987 OERI
Conference on Teacher Reflection (Clift, Houston, & Pugach, in
press; Waxmam in press). Other current literature on reflective
thinking from general psychological and philosophical
perspectives (e.g. King, 1977; Kitchener, 1977; Schon, 1983,
1987; von Manen, 1977) was also helpful in this review process.
The categorical structure of the taxonomy also recognizes the
special roles of pedagogical language acquisition and gradually
increasing cognitive complexity in the process of learning to
teach (Simmons & Schuette, submitted).




LEVEL 1 - no description of an instructional event

LEVEL 2 - description of an instructional event without any use of pedagogical
lanquage as concept labels for what occurred

LKVEL 3 SIMPLE - description of an instructional event with one use of
pedagogical language as a concept label for vhat occurred
LEVEL 3 COMPLEX - same as LEVEL 3 SIMPLE but with more than one use of

pedagogical language as a concept label

LEVEL 4 - same as LEVEL 3 plus vhim/personal preference/tradition is used
to explain an instructional event; reference is made to use
of instructional rules & technigues but no explicitly stated
cause - effect pedagogical principles are recognized; level
of emergent principles but cause - effect connections are
vaguely stated

ERINCIPLED PEDAGOGICAL THINKING BEGING:

LEVEL 5 SIMPLE - an instructional event is explained using one cause -
effect pedagogical principle ("if ... then ...") '

LEVEL 5 COMPLEX - same as LEVEL 5 SIMPLE but with more than one use of
cause - effect pedagogical principles

LEVEL 6 SIMPLE - one aspect of contextual data is used along with
cause - effect pedagogical principle(s) to explair an
instructional event ("if ... then ... because ...")

LEVEL 6 COMPLEX - same as LEVEL § SIMPLE but with more than one
use of contextual data along with cause - effect

pedagogical principle(s)

LEVEL 7 - same as LEVELS 5 & 6 plus rrlerence to
moral/ethical/political issues to explain an
J’ instructional event




The resulting TAXONOMY OF TEACHER REFLECTIVE THINKING
distinguishes between (a) no description of instructional actions
(LEVEL 1) up through (b) instructional decisions and actions made
on the basis of unexamined tradition/personal preference (LEVEL
4), (c) explicit consideration of contextual factors such as
student characteristics, subject matter, community values (LEVEL
6), and (d) consideration of moral/political issues (LEVEL 7).
The team tried to build in a high enough ceiling in the taxonomy
to allow it to be used eventually to code critical-incident
pedagogical thinking data from experienced teachers. This is one
aspect of further research which the team has planned for Year &
(Simmons, Sparks, Starko, Pasch, & Colton, in process).

Three fundamental assumptions underlie how the team
distinguished categories of thinking in the framework: (1) the
type of pedagogical thinking of which a person is capable can be
externally recognized only to the extent that one possesses
adequate explicit language with which to express those thoughts;
(2) using pedagogical language is superior to using lay-person
language to describe educational phenomena because of _ts more
precise meaning and power to communicate more complex messages to
others in the same occupational group; and (3) single-concept
thinking precedes and is less complex than principled thinking
which involves recognizing relationships among two or more
concepts.

All three assumptions are derived from psychological
literature on cognitive development and the relationship between
thought and language (e.g. Sternberg & Smith; 1928; Vygotsky,
1962). The third assumption is one which the team intends to
test empirically in future research they have planned comparing
samples of "think aloud" Critical Incident Interview data for
novice and more experienced teachers (Simmons, Sparks, Starko,
Pasch, & Colton, in process).

During the development stage, three successive versions of
the framework were drawn up, mulled over, and revised in separate
meetings of the team. A -

REFLECTIVE THINKING was carried out using Critical Incident
Interview data from a high, average, and low performance
stratified sample of 12 Fall 1987 semester students. Transcripts
of their Critical Incident Interview data were practice coded,
compared, and recoded while further revisions and language
clarifications were made in the framework. This process
continued until inter-rater reliabilities rose above .80 for the
four coders. 1In this way, the categories within the framework
were clarified and revised before coding the 24 Winte: 1988
semester studen. interviews as Year 3 CITE Project outcome data.

Student Thipking: Data Collection and Analvsis. The Fall
1987 and Winter 1988 semester student samples were selected on a
stratified Lasis in order to obtain a full range of students'
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pedagogical thinking at the conclusion of their semester in the
project. During the Winter 1988 semester, each of the four
Curriculum professors identified two high, two average, and two
low achievers from his/her section to be interviewed immediately
following the end-of-semester teaching week. Students were asked
to describe and explain a critical incident of strong teaching
and of poor teaching which they had observed or experienced while
in the CITE Project.

This stratified sample of 24 students was used to measure

Year 3 final outcomes of the CITE Project. TABLE 5 presents the
i isti Twelve students were

enrolled in elementary education, and twelve were enrolled in
secondary education. There were eight students each an the high,
average, and low Curriculum Course Achievement Level Groups.
Student ages ranged from 21 to 40 with an average age of 26.8
vears. The sample included 16 females and 8 males. The grade
point average for the students ranged from 2.18 to 3.91 with an
average of 2.94 (A=4.00). Of the total sample, four students
were enrolled on a post-B.A. degree basis to obtain teacher
certification.

_Two members of the team blindlv and independentlv coded

containing the 24
reported incidents of strong teaching and the 24 reported
incidents of poor teaching. Each of the 48 incidents was rated
holistically using the TAXONOMY. Ten possible codes were
available for use --- i.e. LEVELS 1 through 7 with simple/complex
distinctions possible for LEVELS 3, 5, and 6. The coders found
data which corresponded to all coding categories except LEVEL 1
--- simple description. The resulting averages and pairs of
codes for each student's two critical incidents are presented in
TABLE 6.

Of the 48 incidents coded, there was complete agreement
between the raters in 19 incidents. In two additional cases, the
raters agreed on the level but disagreed on simple/complex
distinctions. In 18 other incidents, the raters' codes disagreed
by on.y one level. When single-level disparity is considered
acceptable, then the inter-rater reliabilitv is .81 (agreement on
39/48 incidents). Disagreements of two or more levels occurred
between the coders for only nine of the &€ incidents.

The overall Critical Incident Interview pedagogical thinking
mean rating for the entire group of 24 students was 4.48 on the
seven-point scale. Strong teaching incidents (mean = 4.50) and
poor teaching incidents (mean = &.46) were discussed in a manner
which demonstrated equally complex pedagogical thinking.




Hs MID Low ENTIRE
GROUP GROUP GROUP GROUP
R I IR R I IR R S SN IR S S e S R IR T N S
GENDER :
female ns=7 ns=6 n=3 n=15
male ns}l ns=2 n=S ns=38
TYPE TEACHER:
elem. ns=4 ns= 4 ns=s4 ns=12
secord. ns=s4 ns=4 n=4 ne=12
P e S o
mean mean mean nean
AGE 30.75 26.50 23.13 26.79
b

GPA 3.39 2.98 2.46 2.94

THINK ALOUD INTERVIEW PEDACCGICAL THINKING LEVEL: ©
5.16 4.31 3.38 4.48

REFLECTIVE JCURNAL PEDAGOGICAL THINKING LEVEL:
"41 3"9 2050 3'47

® CURRICLUM ACHIEVEMENT GROUPS: near the end of the semester, each CITE
Project Qurriculum course professor selscted two so-called "typical"
" high, average, and low achievers from als/her section to for. the
stratified sample for the critical incident interviews

b GPA: 4.00 = A; GPAs shown are taken from university records for credits

completed to-date at EMU, entering GPA for transfer students, or

c overall bachelor's degree GPA for graduate students

INTERVIEW & JOURNAL SCORES: defined as level of pedagogical thinking

demonstrated in critical incident interview and and think aloud
journal entries;s score range from 1 - 7 on the Pedagogical Language
Acquisition & Conceptual Development Taxonomy of Teacher Reflective
'I'I:'gmking developed by Simmons, Sparks, Pasch, Starko, and Coltua
(198 )
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TABLE 6: DEMOGRAPHEIC CHARACTERISTICS AND REFLECTIVE
PEDAGOGICAL THLJKING STUDENT QUTCOMES

ann TURC ALOTD INYRRVIRY = ____ REPLECTIVE JOURNAL
o i Gl +LEVEL -LEVEL MM D1 D2 D3 D 05 MM
SSS3SEREEIE IS EEEEIEIE SRR RS RS ESEE LSS ISR EEESIERUSITEESRLRE SR SEERSEERIRERSTRE RRERS
rk LI TR 16 T B I oy eS8 450 P 1 4 4 31 LM
w2 39 Se-bs  Sc-5¢ 5.5 55 35 45 42 m  LI3
9/ P25 Y Se-fe Se-ds 45 S5 Sed 42 4e3 53 M
W P IS Ge-be -8 625 -6 6-6 6=F -6 6-6 .00
615 -0 350 Se-Sc Se-5%¢ 5.0 55 56 S5-6 S m 5.}
1 3 LU S = L1 6 55 56 222 m LM
519 13 313 Gs-bc  be-bc 6.M0 44 S-4 5SS 25 m L2
YL I T P B T T Y 1 B % L I Y L O o R ST I X | B

HIGI GROUP nean ages, GPAs, and level of pedagegical thiaking scores:
10 T IS N 91 5.13  S.16 L4

1 2 LU Ss-bc Se-5¢ S.
1 31 U Se-6s Ge-be S,
133 K L2 Sed Se-5¢ d.
6y P S Ssed Se-4 L
13 rd LU SeSc Se<he

683 3 L2 Ssed Sc-és 5.0
83 U 260 b U-e 4TS
S64 XU 61T S Je-fe 42§

KID GROUP mean ages, GPAs, and level of pedagogical thiaking scores:
.50 2.8 LIS 5.0 441 3.4

8 22 13 4 -8 3.5 -2 -4 21 43 22 LM
663 N 2.4 I -5 LS8 45 42 22 55 1.2 LM
993 K2 221 Ss-6s S-S 5.5 -3 24 244 212 m 1.3
% 3 LN 29 -2 LM -3 243 85 23 1.3 M
1IN w22 241 -l =4 L1 = 43 55 o om LD
B3 U L S 27 M 1l o mom o m om0
M - 23 23k -2 2B 1 21 21 m om0
11 L2 L8 3 =4 350 11 11 221 -1 k150
LOV CROUP mean ages, GPAs, and level of pedagogical thinking scores:

843 L6 L6 I L 2.50

"+ and "-" levels i:Ffer to scores for i i i
o ) s i efer pedagccical thinking durin
crétvcal Incsgent Interviews where students discussed one pgsitivegC*)
and one negative (-) event. Scores nf the two coders are presented.

D1, D%, etc. refer to the journals analyzed for each day of the
Teaching Week. The two numbers are the coders' scores.




Thus, at the end of their initial semester of campus courses
and related field experience activities, principled pedagogical
thinking (LEVEL 5) was generally Jjust beginning to emerge in
these CITE students. Most of them were able to describe and
correctly label instructional events using one or more examples
of pedagogical language they had been taught (LEVEL 3), but many
students tended to expiain these events more in terms of "what a
teacher generally does" or their own personal preference (LEVEL
). Fifteen of the 24 students were able to use "if...then...",
cause - effect pedagogical principles (LEVEL 5). At LEVELS 3, 5
and 6, the critical incidents reported by students demonstrate
that they could think about pedagogical concepts and principles
in both simple (26 incidents coded "S" in TASLE 2) and complex
fashion (32 incidents coded "C" in TABLE 2). As the taxonomy in
FIGURE 1 indicates, "simple" thinking at LEVELS 3, 5, and é means
using one concept/principle while "complex" thinking means using
multiple concepts/principles.

One reason for stratifying the sample according to level of
Curriculum course performance was to see how well students of
different abilities would be able to use pedagogical concepts and
principles frocm their CITE courses. The average Critical
Incident Interview scores of the high (5.16), mid (4.91), and low
(3.38) subgroups was congruent with the status ratings of course
performance made by the Curriculum course professors. Grade
point averages (GPA) also related to the student subgroups'
interview scores and course performance. These relationships
were expected and lend some validity to the coding svstem
framework.

Another reason for the stratified sample was to generate
variability on the measure of reflective thinking so as to
further test the categorical structure of the framework. Five
students in the lowest subgroup had difficulty in using any
pedagogical language to descriptively label instructional events,
and hence, were coded as functioning at LEVEL 2. The weakest
example of this involved a student (¥ 459) who vaguely ca2scribed
teaching incidents in lay-person language and then could not
remember any concept/princ:ple connections to his course content
(strong teaching incident) or simply identified a topic from a
course which was completely mismatched to the poor teaching
incident he described.

At the opposite extreme, 11 of the 24 students were able in
at least one of their reported t ‘:aching incidents to demonstrate
conditional pedagogical thinking (LEVEL 6) in which contextual
data (e.g. concerning pupil characteristics, subject matter,
previous learning, communi.y values) were used to explain an
instructional event. This type of statement involves a logic
pattern of "if the teacher chooses to do x action..., the pupil
outcome is likely to be y... because of factor z." Most of the
students operating at this lever were in the high and medium
subgroups.
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The team also attempted to use the TAXONOMY OF TEACHER
REFLECTIVE THINKING to code what the students had written in
their teaching-week Thipk Aloud Journal entries. These journal
entries had been recorded by CITE students after each day of
teaching their mini-unit. The journal passages were also rated
holistically in a blind and independent manner by two other
individuals form the team. Their pairs of ratings are also shown
in TABLE 2. (Note that these two coders did not use the
simple/complex subscripts on the levels when coding the data.)
The inter-rater reliabilitv for complete agreement was .60 for
61/102 cases. If 22 disagreements of one level are added in, the
reliability becomes .81 for the journal data. There were 19
cases of disagreemernt of two or more levels by the raters.

The overall group average on the Think Aloud Journal data

was 3.47 compared to the Critical Incident Interview mean rating
of 4.48 discussed earlier. Despite this moderate difference on
the two measures, the same high (4.41), mid (3.49), and low
(2.50) descending pattern for the various Curriculum Achievement
Groups was maintained for the journal data.

The team has interpreted the Think Aloud Journal data in a
much more cautious manner than the Critical Incident Interview
data because the directions and stimulus for what the students
wrote in their journal entries were poorly focused for what the
taxonomy emphasizes. The team plans to revise this form and to
provide more guided practice in the higher levels of reflective
pedagogical thinking.

In addition to the pedagogical thinking data results
reported above, there have been several other worthwhile outcomes
resulting from t’ - development of the TAXONOMY CF TEACHER
THINKING. These ade ideas regarding faculty development,
curriculum mate.. ..s, instructional delivery strategies, and
ideas for further research with CITE students, professors, and
classroom teacher educators. Implementation of these ideas is
already planned for year 4. We plan to:

(1) give specific attention to pedagogical language acquisition
and conceptual development in CITE courses through:
cognitive mapping and think-aloud exercises, professor and
teacher modeling of reflective pedagogical thinking, and
structured questioning frameworks to guide students in
linking research-based concepts and principles with
instructional events;

(2) develop new field experience activities and directions for
processing these as written assignments thus bringing
students to gradually higher levels of pedagogical thinking;




(3) identify cross-over concepts and principles among the three
CITE courses and involve professors in seeing how this
integration fits within the seven categories of the TAXONOMY
OF TEACHER REFLECTIVE THINKING;

(4) develop and provide a seminar/graduate course on reflective
pedagogical thinking and supervision to be offered for CITE
professors and teachers during Year &;

(5) continue to strengthen and expand the CITE faculty/research
cadre who have developed a shared understanding and
commitment to pedagogical thinking and reflection as a
primary instructional goal of the CITE Project curriculum;

(6) continue to use and experiment with the use of collaborative
data analysis of interview transcripts and journal entries
as a faculty development activity; and

(7) establish a research agenda for further investigations of
the TAXONOMY and the impact of CITE --- e.g. longitudinal
case studies with CITE students, and novice-expert
comparisons between CITE students and experienced CITE
teachers.

Student Reactijons to CITE

Students have responded positively to their experiences in
CITE. On the questionnaire, 82% expressed great satisfaction
with project, with no students expressing dissatisfaction (M=5.25
SD=.75; 1l=low and é=high). When asked to list the benefits
received from CITE, 35% of the comments referred to the hands-on
structured field experience that provided for application and
transfer of learning. Typical comments include, "An intensive
semester of interrelated topics which won't leave my memory as
other coursework has;" "I learned far more than in any other
pre-student teaching experience;" "I enjoyed the interaction of
the three classes and their parallel to the actual classroom
experiences."

“Over 21% »f the other comments indicated that students
benefitted from CITE by becoming more self-confident and better
prepared for student teaching. Fifteen percent of the comments
referred to a "more realistic" view of teaching with decreased
idealism. One comment elaborated this view, "I learned there is
more to it than just teaching; I understand now what is
invoived." Twelve percent of the comments regarding benefits
focused on the teaching week, with another 12% mentioning an
increased interest in teaching as a career.




Student Experiences During the CITE Semester

Three in-depth open-ended interviews were conducted with six
students from January to April in an effort to produce a "rich
qualitative impression" of what these students experienced as
they went through the CITE program. All students were invited to
volunteer for selection in this component of the study. From the
15 who volunteered, six were randomly selected to be informants,
three elementary and three secondary pre-student teachers. Each
informant was scheduled for three tape-recorded one-hour
interviews throughout the semester. A verbatim transcript for
each interview was produced and analyzed for recurring themes.

Planning and Teachine. CITE was experienced by these six

students as a process with several phases, climaxing in teaching
week. First, informants settled into their classroom
assignments. They observed the classroom teacher, sometimes
worked with individual egtudents or s.mall groups as a helping
person, and usually taught a brief lesson of some kind. Most of
all, however, they got to know *he pupils as individuals and as
representatives of their respective grade level. As the teaching
week assignment was given, students narrowed their focus to
planning their units. They collected ideas, information, and
activities from their university instructors, classroom teachers,
other teachers and colleagues, resource centers, and libraries.
They made choices about content and organization, planning to do
what they believed to be compatible to the students' abilities
and interests, their own preferred teaching styles and values,
and their own understanding of the content. They planned things
that they believed "would work."

As they apprvached the teaching week, planning became an
on-going, pervasive, and consuming activity. The chief concern
was always: "What will interest the students, get them involved,
and keep them participating so they learn?" Anxiety and high
hopes dominated the period just before the teaching week. They
were working hard, often doing many things at once. They
implemented plans they discovered were memorized, making changes
as they went in response to pupil reaction and unexpected events
in the classroom.

Secondary-level students went through a dramatic trial
period in which pupils "tested" the students' authority. When
informants became aware of "being tried," they intercepted and
regained control without becoming personally threatened or angry.
One said: "They had to test me and see what I was made of. They
did, and I showed them I wouldn't let themr walk on me." One CITE
student discovered pupils leaving the room with the bathroom
pass, so she simply took the pass and told students they had to
stay in the room. In another incident: "One kid had a magazine.




He was quite a large kid, and he had a group of boys around him
and his magazine. I decided I had to go over and get this
magarzine. He raised up and looked back at me, and I'm thinking
to myself, 'I've got a lot of nerve, acting like I'm going to
have this magazine.' I felt like he could have hit me. I said
to myself, 'Now I have to stand my ground and think this kid is
not going to hit me because he thinks I'm an adult, and I'm not
going to let him off." He Jjust stood there and stared at me. 1I
finally just walked arcund him and took it. He went and sat
down. He didn't mention the magazine any more until it was time
to go."

At the end of the teaching week, informants felt drained.
They refocused on other things they had to do, all the things
from their other courses they had ignored during the teaching
week. RAll were excited about what their pupils had acuvomplished,
and learned. The earlier hopes for 100% participation and
achievement were seen as unrealistic, and EMU students were
satisfied that they did the best teaching they could have done
given their novice role in another teacher's classroom.

Perceived Concerns. Getting students interested and

participating was the chief concern in all phases of the CITE
program. Informants believed that "it is easy to give students
information if you have well-planned things that really interest
them." Getting respect from students was another important
concern, especially since the informants had arrived mid-year
when routines and norms had already been established by the
classroom teacher. Lack of respect was nct a problem
experienced, however. When the teaching week arrived, informants
discovered students had already grown to respect them. Classrcom
teachers who treated informants as suppo.~ted colleagues also
helped, although during the teaching week they felt "on their
own."

Several concerns that surfaced during the teaching week
remain as issues for future work. When students gave wrong
answers or didn't read aloud well, informants in elementary
classrooms were reluctant to call on them, believing these
students would suffer embarrassment. Whether or no*t they should
call on such students and how to react with corrective
instruction that supports the students are two questions
elementary informants had at the end of the term. One informant
found out that her students were confusing the fire in a
fireplace with the fire of a torch and did not know how to
correct this "misinterpretation.” RAnother said, "I don't like to
tell them they're wrong; but I don't want them to get wrong
information, and I want to encourage them to answer quections."
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Time and judgements about time was another area of concern.
When students became involved in an activity, it usually took
more time than anticipated. On the other hand, time seemed to
pass quickly, and keeping classroom activity on schedule despite
various kinds of interruptions came to be scen as a skill to be
honed in the future. Giving precise directions, especially for
student movement during transitions, was another skill identified
for future work.

Feelings Experienced durine the CITE Program. Feelings ran

strong. Informants experienced fun, tension, excitement,
challenge, success, exhaustion, and surprise. Informants in
elementary classrooms were sometimes amused with their students
and happy when students responded to them in a learning
situation. Those in secondary classrooms had stronger feelings
of identification with their students and found themselves
comparing their students to themselves or others they know at
that age. All felt comfortable in their classrooms. Initiating
some action with students the first time was something informants
had to "just do." About confronting the class while a substitute
teacher was there, one informant said: 'My heart beat fast the
first time I 4id it. The secnnd time, my heart didn't go
anywher: near as fast as the first time."

with the approach of the teaching week, tension increased
and feelings of anxiety were common. One informant explained:
"With anything major I do in the classroom, there's a little
self-doubt, a little fear inside; but it peaks and goes away.
After you get in there, it's OK. It just creeps up on me to keep
me working, trying my best." Another said: "Fear, anxiety, and
panic. It's been up and down. F=ar one minute and I'm telling
myself I can handle it in the next. One minute I'm in a paniec,
and I feel my stomach tightening up, and then I have to say, 'Oh,
I can handle it. Back down.' 1It's a surface panic. I really
feel like I can do it."

During this period of tension, informants found themselves
constantly pianning. Ideas came in the middle of the night for
one who felt she was in a "tizzv." One young man who had
intended not to think about teaching all the time, "like a lot of
teachers do," said: "I got a lot more involved than I thought I
would. I thought it was something I could pick up and leave when
I was done with it, but I thought aboutr it throughout the day--in
math class, in history class, watching TV, while I was eating.
I'd pull the books back out, check this and check that to make
sure I remember." At the beginning of the teaching week, the
dominant feeling was: "Oh, boy. I hope I can do it. I hope
they can do it. They can do it. We can do it."

Once the action started, feelings of nervousness faded. One
represented all when she said: "Once I got going, the panic
swings of up and down just sort of went away. Reality was here
now, and I didn't have time to worry about what MIGHT happen. It




was happening, and I was doing it." Another added: '"Once I got
rid of the nervousness, it was a piece of cake. How did I get
rid of the nervousness? Just live through it. Keep going. Just
jump in and do it. And don't let the students know I'm nervous."

At this point, the teaching week became a challenge.
Informants were stimulated by questiors that kept them involved:
"Will the plan work? How many students can I get iavolved in
working on the objectives? How else can we work on the
obi=ctives? How can I get those who aren't cooperating to do

something?" Teaching was fun. Informants found out: '"Wow! I
can do this! I always know I could, but this reinforces that 1
can manage. It's all going on at once, but I can do it." The

week was exciting, and at the end, they found out: '"Wow! They

actually learned something, and they remembered it for a test!"

Informants generally agreed that "ideas about teaching are
already formed, and education just fine tunes what you know."
Still, throughout the semester, informants experienced some
surprises: There was a lot more to teaching than students
thought. It wasn't just "go in and teach." There were routines
to teach and to reinforce. Teaching elementary students required
helping them be responsible for themselves rather than taking
care of them and doing things for them. Being firm was not being
"mean." Students really were individuals and often needed to be
handled in different w2ys from one another. Student behavior in
secondary classrooms is less disciplined than "it used to be."
Teachers weren't one, big, happy family. Secondary students were
not adults; they didn't know everything.

Hard Work: Plannine, U
There was consensus that the CITE r.ogram is hard work. There is
"the actual planning, knowing what you want to teach, how you
want to teach it, how to lay it out so it rolls along smoothly."
One informant said, "My plan was good, so I didn't make any
changes; but of course when you're up there, you don't follow
it." Another explained: '"Basically I used the plan, but I made
changes all week to adjust to students and their moods." One
informant used some animal skeletons from the teacher next door
because the "children were fascinated with them." Questions and
answers from students often raised points not included in the
lessnn plans.

Most of the six informants met unexpected circumstances that
forced a change in plans. Several found they were going tc have
less time than they were originally allowed because of some
interruption. One person got to the door of his room with the
class and discovered another teacher using that rcom, and the
room he ended up in had no blackboard. He was able to "go with
what he could do on the spot." He found out that "if you keep



the objectives in mind, you always know where you're heading."
Generally, informants felt they were overprepared, but zhis
overplanning helped them to be ready for all the things that
could happen. They also had ideas and activities to use when
they needed something for extra time or extra help with
individual students.

There as general agreement with one woman's conclusion:
"It's more fun to go in and do it than the actual planning. But
vyou need the planning in order to get to your goal. Without the
planning, you wouldn't know what your goal is. So it wouldn't be
as much fun to teach without the planning. Going in there with
no plan would be like going in undressed." Another added: "The
biggest thing I learned is to follow my lesson plans, but not to
panic if things don't go right. Be ready to change on a moment's
notice and still cover everything."

How did these students experience CITE? "I've practiced
what we've learned about teaching, and I know it works." Another
said: "CITE is added work, but the most satisfying part is being
in the classroom. It gives meaning to what I'm learning in my
university classes." Another added: "what you really learn
about is your goal of becoming a teacher. Ewveryday I thought,
'This is what it's all bout.' What feels good is I know I'm not
perfect, and I know I make mistakes. But I think this is what
I'm cut out for. I'm happy that I'm becoming a teacher."

Summary: Student Qutcome Questions

Undoubtedly, the student outcome data are the richest set
of findings attributable to the CITE pattern of courses with an
zssociated field experience. Quantitative ani qualitative data
confirm the conclusion that the CITE pattern of courses with an
associated field experience was valued by students. They were
highly satisfied with the field experience and the chance to
collaborate with a classroom teacher educator. The teaching
week, although stressful, resulted in a transformation from
"teacher education student” to "student teacher". One student
summarized the value of CITE as a vehicle for change by stating,
"I learned there is more to being a teacher than teaching. I
understand now what is involved."

Possibly, the greatest benefit of the CITE project was
unanticipated at the time we wrote the grant. The development of
the Taxonomy of Teacher Reflective Thinking was accomplished
through a collaborative process as we searched for a coding
scheme to analyze student pedagogical thinking. The taxonomy
holds promise as (1) an instructional tool in pre-gervice teacter
education to explain and emphasize the reflective quality of
teaching--the importance of a common professional vocabulary, the
application of sound instructional principles, and the effect of
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context and other conditions on learning, (2) as a research tool
to evaluate the gquality of teacher thousht in particular
environments, and (3) in- ! i

teacher reflection and the utilization of educational research in
teaching practices. Lastly, we have been pleasantly surprised to
observe that four university faculty have become excited and
involved in the taxonomy development process and plan to revise
their courses as a consequence of that activity.

Coding of the "Critical ircident" interviews using the
taxonomy indicated that all of the average and above average CITE
students were operating at level 5--using pedagozical princirles
to explain events. Eleven brighter students showed evidence of
level 6 by tying the pedagogical principals to classroom or
social conditions in explaining an event. Seven of the eight
students who were rated low on classroom performance were only
able to label what they saw with reference to pedagogical
principles (level 3).

their role as teacher educators? How have veachers reacted

to CITE?

One expected outcome of CITE was that teachers would
d.scover a greater role for themselves as partners in teacher
education. We hoped that teachers would report that their iaput
had been solicited and taken seriously--that they felt like true
collaborators. We were also interested in finding out how
teachers perceived their role as a support and guide for the CITE
student. Finally, we assessed teachers' reactions to and
perceptions of the benefits of CITE.

Teacher's I . ¢ Their Rol

CITE teachers definitely saw their role in the structured
field experience as a valuable part of teacher preparation. This
commitment was reflected in their rating of how much EMU students
benefitted from the classroom experience of CITE. Over 96% of
Winter 1988 CITE teachers reported a great benefit for EMU
students and 91% reported a strong benefit for EMU's teacher
education program. No teachers gave a low rating on this item.

In the interviews teachers praised the program for providing
the opportunity for students to "take theory and use the
classroom as a laboratory for experimentation, to try things out
and to make mistakes and to think back about what went well or
badly and why" (12 comments in 12 teacher interviews). Thus,
teachers clearly felt that their role as a developer and
implementer of CITE was of value to teacher education and to
students.

Twenty comments on the questionnaires indicated that
teachers appreciated the opportunity to help contribute to the
preparation of teachers. Lmong these comments were statements




such as, "i have been able to see the effort that is being
exerted toward improving teacher education. I wish my student
teacher had had CITE." "Being allowed to help guide a future
educator is important to me because I enjoy and believe in what I
am doing and want others to feel the same."

The intervi~ws provided the most detail on how teachers
perceoved their .ole with CITE students. Most of the comments
reflected the teacher's role as a "Coach." Five teachers
meationed modeling a particular strategy (e.g., questioning) for
the student while two others reported giving students examples
of metheds (e.g., playing games or forming groups) to try with
students. Many comments from the questionnaire and interviews
indicated that teachers spent time helping students with the
pre-student teaching activities assigned by their professors.
Six teachers mei.tioned going over the mini-unit detai) before the
student taught it.

Another area of the teacher's role is as a support person.
Six teachers showed a touching sensitivity to the pre-student
teacher's uncertainty. As one teacher said, "I try to make them
feel comfortable first, then I show them what to do, and give
them materials." Another said, "Something I feel like I need to
step in when the student is doing a lesson and having difficulty.
I try to be subtle." A third teacher said, '"You don't want to
make them feel like they failed, so you need to be sensitive."

leachers' Perceptions of Collaboration

When asked on the questionnaire about their perceptions of
collaboration, 65% reported great satisfaction and 4% reported
low satisfaction (M=4.87 SD=1.19; 1=low; 6=high). Over &3%
strongly agreed that their input had been actively sought, while
9% strongly disagreed. Over 57% felt their input had been taken
seriously, while 2% felt it had not. Thus, most CITE teachers
appeared satisfied with the opportunities for input and with
CITE's responses to their ideas, suggestions, and comments.

An area of lower satisfaction was the amount of time
teachers spent communicating with university faculty (M=3.98
SD=1.5). Over 41% strongly agreed that they had had frequent
opportunities to communicate with professors; 25% strongly
disagreed. It is possible that the teachers did not consider
their university liaisons "university faculty," and that the
responses were skewed by this misunderstanaing.

The teacher interviews shed light on this area. Five of the
twelve teachers said that there needed to be more activities
similar to the first-year meetings when all participants were
learning together. Three teachers mentioned that there was * .o
little time to have meaningful discussions with the university
liaiscn because of the competing pressures at school. There
seumed to be zgreement that teachers and faculty need to meet
more often away from schools. The Fall Symposium and the
year-long Seminar on Reflection are attempts to respond to the
desire for more meaningful interact:on and collaboration.
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reachers' I : ved Benefi ¢ CITE

Thirteen teachers reported great satisfaction in observing

the students grow in confidence and skills over the semester: "I
enjoy speaking the same teacher lingo with the student and seeing
them become more comfortable in front of a group.” "The most

satisfying aspect of my CITE participation is seeing the growth
in the attitudes and abilities and knowledge of the CITE
students.”

Another 9 comments on the questionnaires indicated that
teachers also benefitted from CITE through the provision of
collegiality with a young, enthusiastic, interested student.
Typical comments are, "My college student and I got along very
well, were able to communicate openly, gave lots of
encouragement, praise, and respect to one another” and "I enjoy
working with well-prepared, anxiour pre-teachers who are ready
and able to learn about teaching."

Five teachers mentioned on the questionnaire their own
grewth as a result of CITE: "It keeps me up to date.”" "Having
another teacher in the room causes me to examine what I do and
the way I do certain things." Of the 12 teachers interviewed,
five echoed this idea: "The collaboration keeps us up on the
recent research literature and findings through the CITE
materials and the new ideas reflected in the students’
pre-student teaching activities."

Finally, over 60% of the teachers’' reported that their
pupils, and their district had benefitted greatly from '
participation in CITE (M=4.75 SD=1.05; 1=low; 6=high). Fewer
than 4% reported little benefit for these groups. Many comments
mentioned that pupils had enjoyed and learned from the unit, and
that it was good for students to be exposed to a young
professional adult.

Summarv: Teacher Outcome Questions

Based on these results , CITE teachers came to see
themselves as partners in teacher education. They felt like
valued collaborators, they took their role seriously in helping
students complete assignments and the mini-unit, and they
experienced satisfaction and benefits in the process. R comment
that illustrates teachers' sense of involvement and commitment to
their role as a teacher educators is, "The teacher is more active
with the CITE pre-student teacher now. We don't just observe and
do paperwork (like in other pre-student teaching)."”
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1ified their think: i . F ]  Eield
experiences and research in teacher education?
The topic of faculty satisfaction and changes due to their

participation in the CITE Project is addressed using interview
and questionnaire data.

Facultv Satisfact;

The Winter 1988 semester questionnaire responses from 11
professors indicated a high level of overall satisfaction with
their participation in the CITE Project (M=4.63 SD=1.11; 1 =
extremely dissatisfied and 6 = extremely satisfied). When asked
to rate the benefits received by various participants in the CITE
Project, professors saw themselves in second place (M=4&.36
SD=1.07), behind the students (M=5.18 SD=0.72) but ahead of the
classroom teachers (M=4.l4 SD=0.83). When asked about their
relative influence on what the CITE students learned during the
semester, professors indicated that they were responsible for
62.5% of the learning while the classroom teachers had 37.5% of
the responsibility.

Professors' open-ended responses regarding the most
satisfying aspect of their participation emphasized improved
student learning due to the field experience component (7
comments), university - field collaboration (1 comment), and
being involved in change processes themselves (1 comment). The
following comments are typical: "being able to place students in
a classroom setting and having the opportunity to prepare them
for it and to have some feedback from the students about the
experience;" "students are able to implement class assignments in
a real setting;" "listening to (a: least some) students begin to
take their decision-making seriously and attempt to use
principles in real life instead of memorizing for a test." Three
professors identified logistical coordination as the least
satisfying aspect of CITE participation while four professors
commented on the need for better communication and preparation of
the field experience teachers as models of what the students were
studying.

According to the questionnaire data, faculty perceptions of
communication and collaboration efforts by Project leadership
were positive. On a six-point scale (1 = strongly disagree and ¢
= strongly agree), faculty believed that their input had been
actively sought (M = 4&.77 SD = 1.03) and that their input had
been taken seriously (M = 5,29 SD = 0.45) by the CITE Project
leadership. While they recognized that opportunities to
communicat= with classroom teacher educators were somewhat less
frequent, they nevertheless regarded such opportunities as
generally satisfactory.

Al

_35_

51




Individua. interviews were conducted by the Project
Evaluation Consultant with all regular and adjunct faculty
part. cipating during Year 3 az instructors and liaisons. These
data provide rich pe spectives on faculty perceptions and
teachir:z practices.

During the 3-ye2r time frame of the ZITE Project, a staff
sorting process unfolded as various regular and adjunct facuilty
were assigned to teach courses, serve as liaisons, participate in
the CITE Advisory Board, etc. A total of 14 faculty were
assigned as CITE liaisons or professors from 1985-88. Eight of
these individuals can be considered "regular" Project faculty who
participaced during at least four of these six semesters. The
majority of those with inconsistent participation in the Project
were adjiunct faculty who remained pleasantly supportive but only
superficially aware of the actual Project goals and curriculum
components. R key aspect of CITE's success i.. building toward a
cadre of faculty who shaie common understandings of the research
base and the reflection goals of the prcjiect. We are part way
there with only one adjunct faculty teaching a CITE section this
Fall. Two newly hired faculty members will also join the
oroject during Year &.

It is difficult to conclude that the eight regular Project
faculty changed in major ways; it is more correct to say that
faculty whose orierntation was congruent with the Project's goals
were happily challenged, experienced support for their efforts,
and responded accordingly. The Year 3 interview data reveal some
specific aspects of participant satisfaction and professional
growth which occurred due to teaching in the Project and
participating in planning sessiocns with other faculty and
classroom teachers.

Three of the eight regular faculty reported in the
interviews that they were experimeriting with new ways of teaching
which were more consciously structured toward enhancing stud=snt
pedagogical thinking, reflection, and the integration of theory
and practice. Rather than "business as usual", they reported
experiencing new professional excitenent and growth in facing the
challenge of focusing their planning and instructional effort »n
these goals, discussing strategies witn other Project faculty,
and individually monitoring the results in their own classrooms.
Trese same faculty were those who were more visibly involved in
Project plannirg, liais.n, and evaluation team efforts. Two
other professcrs added r-~derately greater emphasis to the use of
sociological and historical research to their courses, and one
professor scated that the use of the field experiences to build
course concepts and techniques was prcductive.




When asked about changes in instructional practices due to
the CITE Project, one professor said, "It has forced me into
preparing more, and I €ind that very beneficial. I have a
predisposition sometimes to lecture because that is my stronger
mode «f presentation, and I thin. I have [rnow] integrzted far
more participation on the part of students into the process.”
Another less experienced Project professor said, "One of the most
exciting things is working with other professors to share
experiences and to try to share the students' experiences or
connect the experiences the students have between one class and
another, so that we are not all working independently of one
another, but that the students are seeing real connections among
the various classes that they take. I think it has made me more
aware of what other people are doing and how I fit into the grand
scheme of things rather than Jjust being out there all by myself."

o {0 Thioking Al Field-Based Teacher Ed :

Because the Project clearly emphasized collaboration and
certain instructional goals and because evaluation efforts were
visibly being made to assess the achievement of those goals, the
atmosphere for university teaching slowly changed in the CITE
Project. Rather than the typical norms of professor isolation
and a high level of student responsibility for learning,
expectations gradually shifted toward faculty cocllaboration and
sharing of the responsibility for learning among the
professor/classroomr teacher/student.

According to Project written records and the interview data,
the focus in Year 3 was on such issues as: What are CITE
students actually learning? How do the three CITE classes
reinforce eacr other? What content is being presented in the
other CITE courses and how does it fit with what is being taught
in this class? What is the student seeing in the field
experience setting to illustrate what is presented in the
university classes? How can professors and teachers help
students to learn the right things rather than the wrong things
as they wrestie with theory-practice connections? Such questions
have gradually provided the impetus for faculty self-perceptions
to begin to shift somewhat from exclusive concern with their own
subject/topic expertise (e.g. measurement, social foundations,
curriculum) to their role as teacher educators working in a team
setting.

Ccmpared to the typical isolated university teaching
environment, concern for what and how the students were learning
became a somewhat new and frequently discussed topic among
faculty. This allowed most professors in the regvlar Project
faculty group to freshly examine their own curricula and question
their instructional strategies in a very professionally healthy
manner by the er.d of Year 3. On a collegial level, manv faculty
read each other's course syllaki searching for concepts which
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could be connected across CITE courses, but remained moderately
frustrated by their lack of fuller knowledge of how and when
topics and assignments were being presented by other professors
and of the degree to which field experience teachers would model
what was being taught that week at the university. As Year &
begins, faculty readiness for increased dialogue and planning in
these areas is high.

All eight of the regular Project faculty commented on how
the use of real-life examples was very important in motivating
students to learn educational theory and that it actually
enhanced and deepened what they learned. RAccording to one
professor, what is taught at the university becomes subject to a
"reality test" as CITE students take those concepts to their
field experience classroom and bring back stories of what they
had seen and done. From her perspective, however, the
collaboratively developed university and field curriculum in the
CITE Project resulted in generally positive "feedback" from the
school environment to university professors about what they were
teaching CITE students. That was a very refreshing and affirming
experience when '"there is a temptation of people in the classroom
to say 'You have been out of the classroom so long, you don't
know what's happening'. When students would come back and say
that they are doing things that their teachers think are gocd and
that the teachers are doing things they should do out there--it's
a validation. I think that is definitely beneficial to
professors, and I think should reinforce ... a stronger sense of
comfort in dialoguing with teachers about we do in the
university."

Along with this increase in professor self-confidence in
relating to teachers, their interest and commitment to doing so
also gradually increased. During Year 1, much professor and
teacher time had been srent in collaboratively developing the
CITE Project course topics and related field experience
activities, but such meetings were not held during Years 2 and 3.
At the end of Year 3, however, professors were expressing
interest in ways to informally meet with teachers as equals to
chat and work on common tasks. One professor suggested "rap
sessions" with no set agenda in non-academic settings like a
restaurant at which students, teachers, and professors could use
case studies to focus on theory - practice connections and the
complexities surrounding contextual decision-making. Professors
would contribute their knowledge of research-based theory, and
classroom teachers would contribute their knowledge of the
subtlies of classroom contextual influences. The Reflection
Seminars will provide an opportunity for such dialogue and
collaboration.




Summarv: Professor Qutcome Questions

Professors were highly satisfied with their participation in
CITE and perceived many benefits to student learning. The eight
faculty who participated almost every semester of CITE found
themselves experimenting with new ways to develop applications of
their content to the realities of the classroom. Three faculty
sought tc¢ promote student reflection through class discussions of
decision making and the use of course principles in the school
context. Professors also reported changes in thinking about
their content as it related to CITE: the importar.ce of
cross-over concepts among courses, the focus on what students
were gaining, and a new appreciation for the field as it lent
credibility to course contents. Finally, collaborative planning
with teachers in projects such as CITE became more highly wvalued.

. . . . C
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The following objectives for institutionalization of the key
elements of the CITE Project guided project planning and
development:

1. The required teacher education field experiences will be
increased and taken by students in a structured pattern.

2. The University will support and affirm the importance of
structured field experiences through official curriculum
approval action.

3. The funding for the teacher education program at Eastern
Michigan University will have increased to include:

a. support for four (%) one-quarter time positions for
university faculty who become coordinators of EMU fiela
experiences at area school districts.

b. support for one half time coordinator of pre-student
teaching field experiences who was/is a K-12 teacher
from one of the participating districts. The
coordinator will be aided by a graduate assistant
provided to the Department of Teacher Education as an
additional allocation.

c. funding of a new teacher education administrator whose
role will be defined to a substantial Jdegree as one
involving the developmert and coordination of clinical
and field experiences.




The following results have been achieved relevant to the
institutionalization objectives (See Appendix E):

1. The required field experiences in the teacher education
program have been increased substantially as a direct result
of the CITE Project. Over two hundred students,
approximately one-thiré of the eligible EMU students,
participate in the blocked course pattern of Curriculum and
Methods, Social Foundations and Measurement and Evaluation
with an associated field experience each year as compared to
no students prior to the initiation of the project. This
pattern will be continued in 1988-89 and increased to 300
students, orie half the eligible students, in 1989-90.

2. AS can be seen in Appendix E, the university has affirmed
the principle and intent of block scheduling to facilitate
the implementation of structured field experiences.

3a. The university has released four university faculty as
field-experience liaisons to suppoxr: the CITE Project. Th.
Provost (Academic Vice President) has agreed to provide
funding for five university liaisons beginning in the Fall
of 1988.

3b. The funding of a half-time coordinator of CITE pre-student
teaching field experiences as well as a graduate assistant
have been approved by the Provost and Academic Vice
President for 1988-89. Furthermore, the structured field
experience program has been allocated $15,000 from the
Provost's Development Fund to support its activities.

3c. A new position, an Associate Dean for Teacher Education,
whose role will include the development and coordinaticn of
clinical and field experiz ces, has been requested for
1988-89 but has yet to be funded.

There is a strong likelihood that the project will continue
to grow in size, scope, ar quality. The institutionalization of
structural elements--coor .nator, liaisons and budgetary support
for project activities--is a promising cdevelopment. The creation
of a teacher education administrator, although not yet a reality,
remains a reasonable probability. The interview data with key
administrators demonstrate the high level of spiritual supporxrt.
from that group. In addition, plans for new project activities
include a seminar for teachers on reflecticn and decision-meking,
a block program for honors students, and a scheme to take an
elementary and secondary education block and house it in a
district school testify to the vitality of the project. Another
illustration of project vitality is the creation of a research
group of eight CITE faculty, K-12 teachers, student teaching
supervisors, and outside consultants to investigate and develop a
model of teacher reflection that can be used in research and in
staff development.
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Given the financial support provided by the university, the
high level of administrative approval. and the vitality of the
CITE program beyond federal support, the likelihood of continued
development is high as is the optimism of participating
personnel.

VII. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION/FUTURE DIRECTIONS

of Teacher Education.
(CITE) has as its purpose to improve the professional core of a
large teacher education program at Eastern Michigan University, a
program that recommends over 1000 initial elementary and
secondary education teaching certificates each year. The CITE
program consists of three key elements that together define its
innovative character, (1) the integration of contemporary
research into a newly revised teacher education program,
specifically into three core courses (Curriculum and Methods,
Measurement and Evaluation, and Social Aspects of Teaching), (2)
the development of a set of collaboratively designed field
experience activities that are based on the contemporary
research, and (3) the creation of collaborative roles and
structures that will elevate and enhance *he relationships
between the university and four K-12 districts--Ann Arbor,
Lincoln, Ypsilanti and Willow Run. These four districts were
chosen because a majority of EMU students complete their field
experience in them and the districts represent a mix of ethnicity
and urban and suburban envircnments. The CITE Program has
successfully implemented these key elements cver a 3-year period,
(1985-1988).

Impiementation Results

1. Through a collaborative process, research findings were
identified and inserted into the three core courses.

2. hgain through a collaborative process. research-based field
experiences were developed and integrated into the course
requirements of three courses.

3. New collaborative roles and structures were created:

a. A block schedule was developed and implemented to
permit students in CITE to attend a participating
teacher's classroom for one morning a week and to be
released for one week in the latter portion of the
semester to teach a mini-unit in the participating
teacher's classroom.

/

b. Four university liaison faculty were chosen to act as
"linking agents" to facilitate two-way communication
between the universi:y teaching faculty in the taree
core courses and the participating K-12 teachers.

c. A CITE Advisory Board was created to provide input and
make program decisions.
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Outcome Questions and Results

]

Prior to assessing pedagogical thought, the project staff
had to design an assessment procedure and coding scheme that
could measure it. A major unanticipated outcome of the project
was the development of the TAXONOMY Of TEACHER REFLECTIVE

THINKING th~t consists of ten categories, including three
simple/complex suvb-categorical distinctions. The taxonomy ranges
from Level 1,"No description of an instructional event", to Level
3, "Description of an instructional event using pedagogical
language," to Level 7, "Explanation of an instructional event
using moral/ethical reascning" at the apex of the hierarchy.
Through an analysis of interviews and journal entries, it was
determined that most CITE students were able to describe and
correctly label instructional events using one or more examples
of pedagogical language (Level 3). All but one of the 16 average
or above average students were operating at Level 5 where they
explained events using pedagogical principles. Six brighter
students showed evidence of Level 6 by referring to conditions in
their explanations.

The CITE students expressed satisfaction with the blocked
pattern of classes with its associated field experience. They
were highly satisfied with the field experience and their
opportunity to collaborate with a participating K-12 teacher.
The teaching week, although stressful for the students, was
judged as important in forcing them to assume the mantle of a
teacher in a realistic way.

The evaluation results from questicnnaires and interviews
involving K-12 participating teachers suggest that they came to
see themselves as partners in teacher education. They took their
role seriously in helping teacher education students to complete
assignments with special attention to prreparing and teaching a
mini-unit during the teaching week. In regard to CITE, the K-12
teachers overwhelmingly believed that they benefitted trom
participation and that their rols in the process was valued by
university faculty.
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Improvements over the life of the project were noted in the
clarity of field activity assignments and their integration into
courses. However, the evaluation results suggest there was only
incremental progress by professors in viewing field experiences
not only as an environment to observe and apply educational
research about teaching, learning and schooling, but also as a
laboratorv for reflection-in-action.

In regard to the research content in the courses, greater
understanding of reflective thought has led to more explicit
teaching of reflection in the curriculum course. In the final
semester of CITE, the three courses were functiocning better to
provide not only technical skills for teaching but also social
and diagnostic insights for making context-based decisions. Some
progress occurred in the level of collaboration among faculty
teaching in the three core courses, although the goal of
correlated teaching of cross-cutting concepts in the three
courses was not vet a rea.ity.

: . How ] the CITE . ] {octitutionalized?

In a real sense, institutionalization of roles and
structures is the most difficult outcome to realize because
success requires additional resources. However, in the case of
CITE, the institutionalization objectives were fully realized.
University resources were secured to replace the federal funding
with an extra measure included. For 1988-89, a half-time CITE
coordinator and a graduate assistant position have beei. funded,
the number of university liaisons was increased from four to
five, and the project was given $15,000 for supplies, services,
mater ‘als and travel expenses.

Future Developments

One of the measures of the vitality of an innovation is the
level of creativity that remains after it becomes accepted in the
environment. Given that standard, CITE scores well. Workable
and practical plans have been made for 1988-8°2 in a number of
outcome areas. In regard tc enhancing studant reflective
thinking, the TAXONOMY OF TEACHER REFLECTIVE THOUGHT will be
further refined and developed through the analysis of additionel
interviews with Fall, 1988 CITE students and with two groups cof
experienced teachers. A refined structured interview form will
be created to improve the wvalidity and reliability of the
responses. Plans are being made tc present the taxonomy at AACTE
and AERA and to write on article on the theme of reflectaion for
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submission to the Journal of Teacher Education. The
instructional theory that undergirds the taxonomy will be used by
three of the CITE faculty as the fundamental .integrating
principle of the program as they teach the Curriculum course.
Social Foundations and Measurement faculty will be encouragec to
explore the application of the taxonomy in their courses.

In regard to teacher development, a half-day Sympc:ium on
Reflection is planned for the Fall for both K-12 teachers and
university faculty. A two-credit Seminar on Reflection will also
be offered with the university awarding a partial scholarship for
20 CITE teachers. During both experiences, university and school
faculty will present research-based content and discuss how the
content relates to reflective decision making. The taxonomy will
be examined as an instrument for the analysis of reflective
thought.

In regard to university faculty development, the symposium
has been mentioned. Of great importance is the plan to implement
one or more cross-cutting concepts such as competency tes+ing or
mastery learning and teach it in a correlated manner in the three
courses. We expect to see a greater spirit of collaboration that
will communicate to students that the three-course pattern has
curiiculum as well as scheduling benefits.

In regard to further institutionalization, the CITE block
program will be offered to honors students for the first time in
the wWinter, 1989 and is likely to spur additional thoughts on
enhancement as the brightest students at EMU reflect on teaching
from the illuminating platform that CITE provides. Finally, we
have an ambitious goal to teach the three CITE courses on-site at
a pirticipating elementary or secondary school in Fall, 1989. 1If
we .ce successful, it will permit us to leap forwars toward a new
level of collaboration between the university and the K-12
schools.

VIII. IMPLICATIONS FOR TERCHER EDUCATION

Our experience with CITE has brought us many understandings
related to collaboration; the use of research, field experiences,
teacher reflection, and change. The implications of our insights
for improving teacher education are listed below.
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CREATION OF A DEVELOPMENTAL TAXONOMY OF REFLECTIVE
PEDAGOGICAL THINKING (Simmons, Sparks, Pasch, Starko, &
Colton, 1988) HAS OCCURRED.

While concern for teacher thinking and reflection is
widespread today, no one uses these terms with any precise,
shared meaning, and there is little available in the
literature which suggests how teacher educators might foster
such goals in teacher candidates. The categorical framework
developed by the CITE evaluation team is based on the
language acquisition, conceptual development, and teacher
thinking literature. It has been used here to assess the
levels of pedagogical thinking demonstrated in student
Critical Incident Interviews and Teaching Week Reflective
Journals. Inter-rater reliability and the instrument's
ability to discriminate among high/average/low teacher
candidates were both promising. Further research is planned
by the CITE team with novice and experienced teachers.

SPECIFIC, DIGNLiFIED ROLES/AREAS OF EXPERTISE FOR EACH GROUP
IN TEACHER EDUCATION COLLABORATION EFFORTS NEED TO BE
CLEARLY IDENTIFIED.

Two different but valid views-- (a) university faculty's
xnowledge of research and theory, and (b) classroom
teacher's knowledge of pupil, curricular, and community
contextual influences on instruction -- have been brought
togetiier in CITE through the Taxonomy's recognition of the
importance of both aspects to instructicnal decision .naking.
Thus, the goal of reflection bridges the two "ca.nps."

THE VIEW OF EFFECTIVE TEACHING AS CONTEXTUAL INSTRUCTIONAL
DECISION-MAKING SHOWS PROMISE FOR UNIFYING THE VARIOQOUS
CURRICULAR COMPONENTS AND PHILOSOPHIES WHICH HAVE UNTIL NOW
EXISTED AS SEPARATE ENTITIES IN TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS.
Teaching research-based practices in Curriculum courses is
not enovgh. Students need to see Social Foundations as
providing knowledge of contextual factors and a critical
spirit for teacher reflection and Measurement and Evaluatio:.
as providing a set of technical data gathering/analysis
tools for decisions about practice.

UNIVERSITY - SCHOOL DISTRICT COLLABORATION EFFORTS NEERD TO
HAVE A SHARED TASK AS A FOCUS (not just trust and shared
purposes).

CITE built trust and commitment through the relatively
simplc tasks of creating a research-based pre-student
teaching program. The more complex task of Aeveloping
reflection emerged as we collaborated to refine our
outcomes.
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PREFEFPENCE SHOULD BE GIVEN IN EXTERNAL-FUNDING DECISIONS TO
TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS WHICH HAVE ALREADY INITIATED
CHANGE ON AN INTERNAL BASIS.

EMU had already made a change in its program that enabled
three courses to be taught in a block and had stated a need
for the use of research and improved pre-student teaching.
Such prior change efforts create 2 more promising culture
and readiness for innovation and demonstrate local
commitment to change before external resources are awarded.

SUCCESSFUL DISSEMINATION REGARDING AN INNOVATION INVOLVES
INFORMAL, CULTURARL, AND PERSONAL STRRTEGIES AS WELL AS MORE
TYPICAL, FORMAL COMMUNICATION VEHICLES.

In the case of the CITE Project, administrator interview
data revealed the unexpected way in which the enthusiasm and
satisfaction of CITE students was influential in developing
greater respect for the University's teacher education
program. Student.s had praised CITE in their contacts with
professors in the wider university community. (CITE
students took courses in these other departments as part of
their liberal arts and teaching major/minor preparation.)
This greater respect for the up-to-date research base and
academic integrity of teacher preparation was helpful when
teacher education policies were voted on by University
groups and when future internal funding decisions were made
for Year 4. Saimilarly, attention to Project celebrations
(e.g. end-of-semester parties for all participents) and
acknowledging the role of public school personnel (e.g. a

. newspaper ad in a local paper after the 1988 AACTE Award for

the Use of Research in a Teacher Education Program was won)
were extremely powerful in fostering widespread awareness of
the Project, its positive impact, and participant pride.

THE USE OF COLLABORATIVE, DATA-FOCUSED ACTION RESEARCH
EXPERIENCES AS A VEHICLE FOR FACULTY DEVELOPMENT IS VERY
PROMISING.

In this case, a faculty and toacher team spent 15-20 hours
developing a cetegorical framework to distinguish levels of
pedagogical thinking in teachers. 1A significant amount of
time was spent examining transcripts of student "Critical
Incident" interviews for a stratified sample
(high/average/low) of students. This process piovoked a
rich dialogue concerning what students were/weren't
learning, instructicnal strategies, student evaluation
criteria, etc. This experience was unparalleled for the
individuals participating as well as extremely helpful in
developing a team of CITE participants who now have a
generally shared view of curricular goals related to the
Project. The same experience in a very short, one hour
version was successfully used with the Project Advisory
Board to build readiness for revising the field experience
activities and developing ideas related to a Seminar on
Reflection for Project teachers during Year 4.




A GREATER KNOWLEDGE-BASE AND POSITIVE ATTITUDES TOWARRD THE
USE OF RESEARCH IN TEACHER PREPARATION NEEDS TO 3BE GRADUARLLY
DEVELOPED IN MOST TEACHER EDUCATORS IN THIS COUNTRY.

For those teacher educators without recent preparation and
who work in colleges/universities with a great emphasis on
faculty teaching and service, there is little time and
readiness for reading the research literature, thoughtfully
and confidently using it in preparation programs, and doing
their own research in teacher education or school settings.
Professional organizations, individuals, and federal funding
agencies all share responsibility for speedily addressing
this problem in a dignified and ccordinated fashion. Due to
the staff development programs available in some school
settings, public school teachers are much more knowledgeable
regarding effective teaching research than are teacher
education faculty in the region. This situation not only
results in weaker teacher preparation programs but also lack
of faculty confidence for collaborating outside the walls of
che ivory tower.
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APPENDIX A: EVALUATION
INSTRUMENTS




STUDEN T
MEASUFE G

CITE PROJECT---Year 3 & Followup Data Collection (9/87) - .1
Student Informed Consent & Information Sheet---continued
CITE PROJECT STUDENT INTFORMATION CARD---page %
NAME : STUDENT NUMBER: .
last first m.i.
THIS YEAR:_19 THIS TERM (check one): Fall Winter Spring
STUDENT INFORMED CONSENT

The federally-funded CITE Project is a three-year attempt to improve and
investigate teacher education at Eastern Michigan University and in the Ann
Arbor, Lincoln, Willow Run, and Ypsilanti School Districts. The project
focuses on: (1) strengthening the campus - field and cross course integration
of the teacher education program, (2) developing collaboration between the
university and classroom-based teacher educators, and (3) increasing the use of
research on effective teaching/learning in the campus courses and field
experience actitivies in which EMU students participate.

As such, we are interested in program evaluation data gathered from all of
the CITE Project participants---EMU students, professors, classroom.teacher
educators, and CITE Project administrators---in order tc learn more about how
to improve this and other teacher education programs for the future.

Consistent with University policy, we ask that you sign this consent form
to signify that we have informed you of the purposes of these CITE Project data
collection activities and of the voluntary conditions of your participation.

During the semester in which you take CITE Project courses, you will be
asked to complete a 20 minute conceptual levels instrument at field experience
orientation, a 20 minute written questionnaire about your experiences and
satisfaction at the end of the semester, and to participate in a 10 minute
"think aloud"™ interview during the last wesek of classes. In addition, the
Project Evaluation Staff will review the mini-unit lessons "think aloud”
journal entries which you do as part of your course assignments for your CUR
304/305 course. We are also interested in obtaining permission for the CITE
Project to access your university records to determine your overall GPA, etc.

THANK YOU----CITE Project Evaluation Staff

I understand why I am being asked to participate in program
evaluation activities sponsored by the Eastern Michigan
Department of Teacher Education. My signature indicates
that I have consented to voluntarily participate unde: the
conditions outlined above.

signature
date




———
COUABORATION

FOR THE
D IMPROVEMENT OF
TEACHER cDUCATION
"

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

PLEASE HELP US LEARN MORE ABOUT YOUR EXPERIENCE IN THE CITE PROJECT BY
THOUGHTFULLY AND HONESTLY ANSWERING THE QUESTIONS BELOW. YOUR SPECIFIC ANSWERS

WILL BE KEPT CONFIDENTIAL FROM BOTH YOUR COURSE INSTRUCTORS AND CLASSROOM
TEACHER EDUCATOR. THANK YQU!!

Name: Semester:

Field experience teacher's name:
School District: School Building:

RRARRRRERRTRRRIR R KT F Skl ke dedrdedokkoddkde ki irkk dededokdedkdededededededededeodrk dedodekeioied

(:) On the average, how much time did you spend talking with your field
erperience teacher per visit to the school? How much time did you wish that
you could have talked to her/him? Check one answer in each column.

actual what I would
time = have preferred
A. average # of minutes during the ( ) 0-15 ( ) 0-1i5
mini-unit teaching week ( ) 16-30 ( ) 16-30
( ) 31-45 ( ) 31-45
( ) 46 + ( ) 46 +
B. average # of minutes during the ( ) 0-15 ( ) 0-15
rest of the semester ( ) 1l6-30 ( ) 16-30
‘ ( ) 31-45 ( ) 31-45
( ) 46 + ( ) 46 +

C. any comments?

C}A“ How satisfied were you with the guality of interaction you had with your
field experience teacher? Circle one number.

extremely extremely
unsstisfied satisfied
-------- loccceccc2unencecclecccccccdocccecacboncccfocncnna-

2-B. any comments?




CITE PROJECT---Years 2 & 3 Data Collection -,

sStudent Questionnaire
page 2

C§4h Would you recommend that your field experience teacher be included in the
CITE Project next semester? Circle one answer.
yes no not sure

3-B. any comments?

C) For each CITE course, identify which two assignments made by your
professors were most valuable in terms of vour own learning as a prospective
teacher? Explain brielly what you learned from each. {[do pot include the
mini-unit teaching week assignment]

EDP 340-Measyrement & Evaluation course:
A. -name of the assignment:
-what 1 learmed:

B. -name of the assignment:
-what I learned:

SFC 328-Social Aspects of Teaching course:
C. -name of the assignment:
-what I learned:

D. -name of the assignment:
-what I learmed:

1 E. -name of the assignment:__

-what I learned:

F. -name of the assignment:
-what I learmed:

-Qu
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Student Questionnaire
page 3

¢

GbA" How well did the topics/concepts from your 3 CITE courses relate to each
other? Circle one number.

extremely extremely
unrelated interrelated
-------- P Ry A R S R EEEE L ERY - TR TR

5-B. any comments?

5-C. How well did the topics/concepts from your 3 CITE courses relate to what

You saw and did in vour field experjence school and classroom? Circle one
number.
extremely extremely
unrelated interrelated
-------- A Y T

5-D. any comments?

<) Please indicate your degree of satisfaction with the following aspects of
your participation in the CITE Project. Circle one number for each item.
extremely extremely
dissatisfied satisfied
-------- loceccecc2ececaacdeccccecclocccccccSencccecfoccccaan
A. overall quality of your three CITE 1 2 3 4 5 6
campus courses
B. overall quality of your CITE field 1 2 3 4 5 6
experience placement
C. clarity of communication from CITE 1 2 3 4 S 6

staff regarding your participation
in the project

D. clarity of assigned pre-student teaching 1 2 3 4 5 6
activities (in pink/biue/yellow booklet)

E. quality of instruction/support/guidance 1 2 3 4 5 6
£rom your campus professors in preparing
your mini-unit lessons

F. quality of instruction/support/guidance 1 2 3 4 5 6
from your ¢lassyoom teacher educator (CTE)
in preparing your mini-unit lessons

G. level of shared purpose and focus among 1 2 3 4 5 6
people involved in your CITE campus
courses and the field experience

(Z) What have been the main benefits for vouy personally of participating in the
CITE Project? Explain briefly.
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Student Ouestionnaire
page &4

@) What do you see as the major strengths of the CITE Project? Explain
briefly.

@) What do you see as the pajor wegknegses of the CITE Project? Explain
briefly.

Cﬁ) When you were preparing and implementing your mini-unit lesson, what topics
do vou wish that you had known more about? Explain briefly.

Q:) Overall, how do you feel about your participation in the CITE Project?
Circle one number.

extremely extremely
dissatisfied . satisfied
-------- locccccccecmcccelenccccccleccnceceboccccccfocncacen

THANK YOU AGAIN FOR YOUR TIME & COOPERATION

IN ANSWERING THESE QUESTIONS!!
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CITE PROJECT---Year 3 Data Collection
STUDENT CRITICAL INCIDENTS "THINK ALOUD"™ INTERVIEW
(7/87)

Directions for administering:
-individual interviews to be conducted by project evaluation staff
-Fall 1987 sampling to include 12 students (2 strong, average, & weak

students nominated by each professor from the elementary and the
secondary level curriculum courses); Winter 1988 complete (100%)
sample to be used

-interviews to be audiotaped
-interviews to be conducted at the end of each semester after the teaching

week has been completed

-use probing questions & ask for specifics as appropriate
-approximately 10 - 15 minutes needed to administer

tions v o

processes before, during, and after instruction. Analyzing what
teachers think about and what the sources of these ideas are has
been fruitful both for teachers themselves and for researchers.

In this case, we are interested in your thinking at the conclusion

|
|
\
One way to study teaching is to focus on the teacher's thinking
In

of your campus courses and field experience this semester. As we
have said to you before, at this point of your pre-student
teaching preparation as a teacher, we are not particularly
interested in evaluating your initial teaching performances with

actual pupils. Rather, we are interested in how vou think about
concepts, issues, and experiences related to classroom teaching.

this case, ea..y field experience such as occurs in the CITE
Project is regarded as an opportunity for you to further
understand, apply, and experiment with concepts you have learned
in your campus courses and vice versa. For this reason, the
types of teacher thinking processes that occur in your mind are a
central focus of this CITE Student Critical Incident "Think
Aloud" Interview being conducted after the end-of-semester
teaching week.

Your answers will pot be part of your course grades. They are being

analyzed as part of the CITE research project.

FRRRFAIhdedrde s drddesb A ddrdede sk dedevdedeke ded Jededrde A ded e e o A A de sk A A e At s s v s s deb sk e A e e

---turn the page over & turn on the tape recorder---




TEACHEE

: MERSIUEES
—— COLLABORATION
&D E F?&Jgévwgm OF CLASSROOM TEACHER EDUCATOR
U [ TEACHER EDUCATION QUESTIONNAIRE
l FALL, 1987

s

PLEASE HELP US LEARN HORE ABOUT YOUR EXPERIENCE IN THE CITE PROJECT BY
THOUGHTFULLY AND HONESTLY ANSWERING THE QUESTIONS BELOW. YOUR SPECIFIC ANSWERS
WILL HELP US TO IMPROVE WHAT OCCURS IN TEACHER PREPARATION PROGRAMS SUCH AS THE

CITE PROJECT. AS A KEY PARTICIPANT IN THE PROJECT, YOUK PERSPECTIVES ARE VERY
IMPORTANT. THANK YOU FOR RESPONDING!!

Nane : Semester:
School Build.ng: School District:
How many years have you been a classroom teacher (including this year)?

Indicate below.with a check how much staff development or graduate class
exposure you've had in each of the indicated topic areas:

. aware- 10 - 20 more than

none ness hours 20 hrs.
peer observation/coaching « ) « ) « ( )
classroom action research « ) ( ) « ( )
M. Hunter effective %eaching ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
cultural aspects of educ. ¢ ) « ) « ) « D
classroom measurement/eval. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

Semesters in which you have participated in the CITE Project (circle all that

apply): Year 1 Year 2 Year 3:
Fall 1985 Fall 1986 Fall 1987
Winter 1986 Winter 1987 Winter 1988
> FTRRRRR KRR KRR IRRRTTRT vk dhddidk

SCHOOL DISTRICT - UNIVERSITY COLLABORATION IN THE CITE TEACHER EDUCATION
PROGRAN:

@ To what extent do you think each of these groups listed below has

benefitted from participating in the CITE Project? Circle a number for each
group. :

* has not has benefitted
benefitted enormously

-------- Y S J iy . SR S

EMU teacher education program 1 2
EMU faculty in teacher education 1 2
CITE Project (university) gtudents 1 2
Classroom Teacher Educators (you) 1 2
classroom pupils in school district 1 2
public school districts 1 2

HEROoOO WD
(LR RV NV RV RV
OO
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Classroom Teacher Educators Ouestiounnaire
page 2

(:) Please indicate the relative influence you think you've had on your CITE
Project students' learning this semester.

Divide 100% t> show the relative balance of influence between

you and that of the Classroom Teacher Educators.

My % of influence as Classroom Teacher Educator= %
% of influence by university professors - %
total = 100 %

(:) Please rate the amount and gual’ty of collaboration occurring this semester
between the university faculty, the CITE Project leadership, and the Classroom
Teacher Educators in the public school settings. ("We" refers to the general
group of Classroom Teacher Educators from the school districts involved in the
CITE Project.)

strongly strongly
disagree agree
-------- R R A R R et LEE TP LR - TR R P

A. Ve/I frequently took initiative to provide 1 2 3 4 5 6
input to the Project leadership.

B. Our/my input has been actively sought by 1 2 3 4 5 6
the Project leadership.

C. I believe our/my input has been taken 1 2 3 4 5 6
seriously by the Project leadership.

D. We/I had frequent opportunity to 1 2 3 4 5 6
communicate with the university
faculty.

E. Our/my communication with the university 1 2 3 4 5 6
faculty has been very satisfactory.

F. On an overall basis, I am very satisfied 1 2 3 4 5 6

with the CITE Project collaboration.

USE OF FIELD EXPERIENCE IN THE CITE TEACHER EDUCATION PROJECT:

@ Based on what your CITE student said and did during her/his field
experience time in your classroom, in what ways does she/he seem to be..

A. especially well prepared by the CITE Program campus courses in the areas of
curriculum/instruction, social/cultural foundations, and

measurement/evaluation?

B. especially poorly prepared by the CITE Program 6ampus courses in these same
areas?




CITE PROJECT---Years 2 & 3 Data Collection
Classroom Teacher Eduycators Ouestionnaire ’
page 3

(5)A. Outside of scheduling changes, how much (if at all) did you change what

or how vou taught pupils in your classroom because of the presence or influence
of your CITE student? Circle one response.

no changes many changes
-------- R A TR EE Y SR LR

5-B. 1If you made some changes, what specifically did jou change? Briefly
explain. Check here ( ) if you did not make any changes.

5-C. 1If you made some changes, how do/did you feel about making these
changes? Circle one rumber. Check here ( ) if you did not make any

changes.
extremely extremely
unsatisfied satisfied
wmmmee-- locecen-- 2-cccce- K Geocncnan-an Sececn-- I

C) During your CITE student's field experience time, to what extend was it

possible to informally chat or conference with her/him about classroom matters
and CIT%Z field experience assignments? Check one answer in each column.

actual what I would
. have preferred

A. average # of minutes during the ( ) 0-15 ( ) 0-15
mini-unit teaching week ( ) 16-30 ( ) le6-30

( ) 31-45 ( ) 31-45

( ) 46 + ( ) 46 +

B. average # of minutes during the ( ) 0-15 ( ) 0-15
rest of the semester ( ) le6-30 ( ) 16-30

( ) 31-45 ( ) 31-45

(. ) 46 + ( ) 46 +

C. 1If you and/or your CITE student wanted more time tc conference, what
would be a practical and acceptable way (to you) for that to be arranged?

GD What three topics did you talk most about during such chats or
conferences. ..
A. During the mini-unit teaching week?

1-

2-

3.

B. During the rest of the semester?
1-
2-

3-




CITE PROJECT---Years 2 & 3 Data Collection
Classroom Teacher Fducators Ouestionnaire
pags 4

C’ For each CITE course, identify which two assignments made by campus

professors appeared to be most valuable in terms of your CITE student's own
learning as a prospective teacher? Explain briefly what you think she/he
learned from each. [do pot include the mini-unit teaching week assignment]

EDP 340-Measurement & Evaluation course:
A. -name of the assignment: _

-what she/he learned:

B. -name of the assignment:

-what she/he learned:

C. -name of the assignment:

-what she/he learned: A

D. -name of the assignment:

-what she/he learned:

E. -name of the assignment:

-what she/he learmned:

F. -name of the assignment:

-what she/he learned:
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Clasaroom Teacher Educators Ouestionnaire

page 3

GENERAL ISSUES CONCERNING THE CITE PROJECT:

@ In your opinicn, what was the most satisfying aspect of your participation
in the CITE Project? Briefly explain.

In your opinion, what was the least satisfying aspect of your participation

in the CITE Project? Briefly explain.

@ Overall, how do you feel about your participation in the CITE Project?
Circle one number.

axtremely extremely
dissatisfied satisfied
-------- leccccencencecccdecccccccloccccceboccccccfocccnnnn

THANK YOU AGAIN FOR YOUR TIME & COOPERATION

IN ANSWERING THESE QUESTIONS!!




.CITE PROJECT---Years 2 & 3 Data Collection (7/87; revised 11/87)
Structured Interview Questions for Classroom Teacher Educators (sample)

Directions for administering:
-individual interviews to te conducted by Project Evaluation Staff
-two groups to be selectively sampled on 100% (target) basis:
(1) Yeer 1 design team CTEs still participating in CITE Project (this
group represents maxizum project collaboration and ownership)
(2) CTEs who have received peer coaching and effective teaching
training as part of their own district staff development program
(this group represents maximum project content knowledge)
-interviews to be audiotaped
-interv?aws to be conducted near the end of winter 1988 semester
-use probing que:tions & ask for specifics as appropriate
-emphasize that the interview questions focus on their opinionms,
experisnces, and perceptions of the CITE Project
-arproximately 30 - 45 minutes needed to administer

1. Understanding of the CITE Project Innovation

a. How would you explain to a friend in another school what the CITE
Project is all about? What are its es.ential features?

b. What should be the expected student outcomes for a CITE student
because of participating in the project? [compared to other
teacher preparation programs]

c. If you were involved in years 1 or 2, how would you say that the CITE
Project has changed since then?

2. Perceptions & Experiences with Campus - Field TE Program Coilaborgtiom:

a. What can the campus part of the TE program contribute most to a CITE
student's learning? what can the field part of the TE program
contribute most?

b. What problems can occur in campus - field TE program collaboration?

c. What have been the actual benefits for the university and the EMU
professors due to this CITE Project collaboration? What have
been the actual costs and difficulties occurring for them?

d. What have been the actual benefits for the school districts, the
classroom teacher educators, and other people there due to this
CITE Project collaboration? What have been the actual costs and
difficulties occurring for them?

e. What suggestions do you have for strengthening campus - field TE
program collaboration in the future?

3. Perceotions & Experiences with the Use of Research in TE Programs:®

a. How can educational research be useful to a classroom teacher? How can
it be useful in a teacher education program?

5. How can using educationa’ research in the classroom be problematic?
How can it be prolL.ematic to use it in a teacher education
program?

c. Wrat has been the extent of your own participation in any educational
research efforts otiier than CITE?

d. What professional journals do you read at least semi-regularly?
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CITE PROJECT---Years 2 & 3 Data Collection
Structured Interview OQuestjons forx Classsroom Teacher Educators (sample)

page 2

4. Perceptions & Experiences with the Use of Field Experjence in TE Program:

b.

a.

What previous experience ha're you had in working as a classroom teacher
educator? [number ot years? kinds of roles?]

How did the EMU student's presence in your classroor influence what or
how you taught your classroom pupils?

How did the CITE field experience influence your EMU student's...
(1) pedagogical knowledge?
(2) teaching performance?
(3) attitudes?
(4) reflective thinking habits?

What did the EMU students seem to be learning from the CITE field
experience that was problematic or negative?

What links do you see among the ideas or concepts taught in the three
CITE campus courses? [ask for a few examples]

What did you do in your own classroom teaching and/or discussion of
field experience assignments to help your CITE student see and
understand the inner-connections among the three CITE courses
they were taking on campus?

What did you do in your own classroom teaching and/or discussion of
field experience assignments to help your CITE student see and
understand the inner-conpections between their campus courses and
their field experience with you?

A: you talked with the Project liaison and other CITE Project classroom
teacher educators, what special problems were occurring out in
the schools regarding the conceptual integration of the CITE TE
program?

Select one of the CITE field experience assignments and "think aloud"”
for me about how you would carry it out yourself. What would
yocu think about as you were doing it in your school situation?

What differences did you notice existing between your pedagogical
thinking as a experienced teacher and that of your CITE student
who is just learming to be & teacher? [ask for a few examples]

Select a field experience incident in which your CITE student was
floundering or puzzled. From your perspective, why was the
student having difficulty? What could you say or do to help the
CITE student learn from this experience?
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CITE PROJECT---Years 2 & 3 Data Collection (3/87; revised 7/87; 11/87)
Campus Professors/Liaisons Ouestiocnnaiie

Directions for administering:
-complete (100%) sample to be used
-questionnaires to be distributed by Project Coordinator and completed at
the end of each semester
-approximately 10 - 15 minutes needed to administer

PLEASE HELP US LEARN MORE ABOUT YOUR EXPERIENCE IN THE CITE PROJECT BY
THOUGHTFULLY AND HONESTLY ANSWERING THE QUESTIONS BELOW. YOUR SPECIFIC ANSWERS
WILL HELP US TO IMPROVE WHAT OCCURS IN TEACHER PREPARATION PROGRAMS SUCH AS THE
CITE PROJECT. AS A KEY PARTICIPANT I THE PROJECT, YOUR PERSPECTIVES ARE VERY
IMPORTANT. THANK YOU FOR RESPONDING!!

Semester: Year:

Are you also a liason to one of the participanting school districts? Circle
one answer: yes no

Semesters in which you have participated in the CITE Project (circle all that

apply): Year 1 v Year 2 Year 3:
Fall 1985 Fall 1986 Fall 1987
Winter 1986 Winter 1987 Winter 1988

X ] RAR KRS R RIS RRRRR® X ] =

QD To what extent do you think eac™ of these groups listed below has

benefitted from participating in the CITE Project? Circle a number for each
group,

has not has benefitted
berefitted enormously
-------- locccceneeccccccdeecececcfecacacccBecaccacfoccanna-

EMU teacher education Prograg

EMU faculty in teacher education (you)
CITE Project (university) students
Classroom Teacher Educators (CTEs)
classroom pupils in school district
public-school districts

DR R-Ne - B
ol el el
VRV BV RV IS, NV, ]
OV O O O OV ON

Please indicate the relative influence you think you've had on your CITE
Project students' learning this semester.

Divide 100% to show the relative balance of influence between
you and that of the Classroom Teacher Educators.

My % of influence as university professor - %

A of influence by Classroom Teacher Educators = ____ %
total = 100 &

1:0




CITE PROJECT---Years 2 & 3 Data Collection (
c
page 2
C) Please rate the amount and aquality of collaboration occurring this semester
between the university faculty, the CITE Project leadership, and the Classroom
Teacher Educators in the public school settings. ("We* refers to the EMU
Teacher Education Department faculty working on the CITE Project.)

strongly strongly

disagree agree

-------- R T Y Rt EET LR TR LR

A. We/l frequently took initiative to provide 1 2 3 4 ) 6
input to the Project leadership.

B. Our/my input has been actively sought by 1 2 3 4 5 6
the Project leadership.

C. I believe our/my input has been taken 1 2 3 4 5 6
seriously by the Project leadership.

D. We/l had frequent opportunity to 1 2 3 4 5 [

compunicate with the Classroom
Teacher Educators (CTEs).

E. Our/my communication with the Classroom 1 2 3 4 5 6
Teacher Educators has been very
satisfactory.

F. On an overall basis, I am very satisfied 1 2 3 4 S 6

with the CITE Projec% collaboration.

GENERAL ISSUES CONCERNING THE CITE PROJECT

@ In your opinion, what was the most satisfving aspect of your participation
in the CITE Project? Briefly explain.

GD In your opinion, what was the least sat.sfving aspect of your participation
in the CITE Project? Briefly explain.

@D Overall, how do you feel about your participation in the CITE Project?
Circle one number.

extremely extremely
dissatisfied satisfied
-------- ) R T LR T TR L LR SRR

THANK YOU AGAIN FOR YOUR TIME & COOPERATION
IN ANSWERING THESE QUESTIONS!!
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Directions for administering:

-individual interviews to be conducted by project evaluator

.complete (100%) sample to be used

-interviews to be audiotaped

.interviews to be conducted near the end of each semester

-use probing questions & ask for specifics as appropriate

-approximately 30 - 45 minutes needed to administer

-skip quickly over questions (indicated as *) for which answers have not
changed since previous interview with people already involved in
the CITE Project during years 1 &2

1. Mfmmﬂmmﬂsﬂm

*a. How would you explain to & friend at another university what the CITE
project is all abouc? What are its essential features?

*b. What should a CITE srudent be 1ike or have developed that a non-CITE
student at EMU wouldn't? [expected student outcomes]

4 If you were involved in years 1 or 2, how would you say that the CITE
Project has chenged from then to this year?

d. How have (if at all) your own actions oI beliefs about your work as a
teacher educator been influenced by your participation in the
CITE Project?

2. 4 - :

*a. What can the campus part of the TE program do best? what can the
field part of the TE program do best?

#b. What problems can occur in campus-field TE program collaboration?

c. What have been the actual benefits for the university and the EMU
professors due to this CITE Project collaboration? What have
been the actual costs and difficulties occurring for them?

d. What have been the actual benefits for the school districts and the
Classroom Teacher Educators and other people there due to this
CITE Project collaboration? What have been the actual costs and
difficulties occurring for them?

e. What suggestions do you have for strengthening campus-field TE program
collaboration in the future?

3.WWJMQJM&
a. In what specific ways can research be useful in teacher education
programs?
b. What can be problematic about using research in teacher education
programs?

c. What has been the type and extent of your own participation in any
educational research efforts [other than CITE]?
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CITE PROJECT---Years 2 & 3 Data Collection
Structured Intexrview Questions fox Campus Professors/Liaisons
page 3

5. Conceptual Integration Across TE Program

a. What activities did you participate in this semester regarding
collaborative faculty planning across multiple sections of the
same CITE Project course and among the three CITE project
ccurses?

b. What did you notice in class discussion and/or student assignments
completed for your course that indicated that CITE students were
able to link what they were learning in your class with their
other two CITE courses?

c. What did you do in class presentations and/or assignments to help
students see and understand the inmer-connections among the three
CITE Project classes they were taking?

d. What did you notice in class discussion and/or student assignments
completed for your course that indicated that CITE students were
able to link what they were learning in your class with their
CITE field experience?

e. What did you do in your class presentations and/or assignments to help
students see and understand the inner-connections between your
campus course and their field experiences?

f. 1f you served also as a liaison, what special problems did you
encounter from discussions with classioom teacher educators and

others out in the schools regarding the conceptual integration of
the CITE TE program?




CITE PROJECT---Years 2 & 3 Data Collection (3/87; revised 7/87)
Stryctured Interview Questions for Project Administrators

Directions for administering:

-individual interviews to be conducted by project evaluator

-complete (100%) sample to be used

-interviews to be audiotaped

-interviews to be conducted near the end of each semester except Pruvject
Director who is to be interviewed monthly
\ -use probing questions & ask for specifics as appropriate

| -approximately 30 - 45 minutes needed to administer

b.

c.

vation

How would you explain to a friend at another university what the CITE
Project is all about? What are its essential features?

What should a CITE student be like/have developed that a non-CITE
student at EMU wouldn't?

How would you say that the CITE Project has changed from years 1 & 2
compared to thls year? How has it changed from last semester to
this one?

2. Formative Evaluation of Progress Towgrd Achievement of Project Goals:

What have been your particular project goals during this semester
during this month?

To what extent have these goals been achieved? What compromises
occurred? What problems occurred?

What are your project goals for next semester? for next month? for
next year?

b.

c.

b.

Talk about what you are learning about ...

®))

(2)
(3)
(4)

- (3)
(6)
(N

campus-field collaboration in the design and implementation
of TE programs.

use of research in TE programs.

use of field experience in TE programs.

conceptual integration across TE program courses and
campus-field components.

faculty development and program change efforts.

management of such a research and development project.
institutionalization of such an innovation.

What new issues and questions now seem important with respect to the
above topic areas? [rapcat topics 1 - 7 above]




CITE PROJECT---Years 2 & 3 Data Collection -
Structured Interview Ouestions for Project Administrators

v,

How would you explain to a friend at another uaiversity what the CITE
Project is all about? What are its essential features?

What should a CITE student be like/have developad thet a non-CITE
student at EMU wouldn't?

How would you say that the CITE Project has changed from years 1 & 2
compared to this year? How has it chaanged from last semester to

W, v t of Project Goals:

What have been the particular project goals during this semester?

To what extent have these goals been achieved? What compromises
occurred? What problems occurred?
What are the project goals for next semester? for next month? for

Talk about what you are learning about ...
(1) campus-field collaboration in the design and implementation

(2) use of research in TE programs.

(3) use of field experience in TE programs.

(4) conceptual integration across TE program courses and
campus-field components.

(5) faculty development and TE program change efforts.

(6) management of such a research and development project.

(7) institutionalization of such an innovation.

page 2
1.
a.
b.
c.
this one?
2.
a.
during this month?
b.
c.
next year?
3.
a.
of TE programs.
b.

What new issues and questions now seem important with respect to the
above topic areas? [repeat topics 1 - 7 above]




CITE PROJECT---Years 2 & 3 Data Col. ction So= s
Structured Interview Questions for Project Administrators

page 3
Project Coordipator---Marifran Brown (1986-87)
Amy B. Colton (1987-88)
1, v

a. How would you explain to a friend at another university what the CITE
Project is all about? What are its essential features?

b. What should a CITE student be like/have developed that a non-CITE
student at EMU wouldn't?

c. How would you say that the CITE Project has changed frou years 1 & 2

compared to this year? How has it changed from last semester to
this one?

2. v uation :
a. What have been the particular project goals during this semester?
during this month?
b. To what extent have these goals been achieved? What compromises
occurred? What problems occurred?

c. What are the project goals for next semester? for next month? for
next year?

a. Tealk about what you are learning about ...
(1) campus-field collaboration in the design and implementation
of TE programs.
(2) vuse of research in TE programs.
(3) use of field experience in TE programs.
(4) conceptual integration across TE program courses and
campus-field components.
(5) faculty development and TE program change efforts.
(6) management of such a research and develupment project.
(7) institutionalization of such an innovation.
b. What new issues and questions now seem important with respect to the
above topic areas? [repeat topics 1 - 7 above]




APPENDIX B:
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TABLE | : FALL '87 STUDENT OUESTIONNAIRE DATA

ELEMENTARY STUDENTS (N = 33)

0-15
Question mean S.D. (minutes) 16-30 31-50 46+
1) Time spent talking with teacher
A. during the teaching week (actual) 1.57 .92 . 22* 9 1 3
(preferred) 2.13 .72 5 18 7 1
B: during the rest of the semester
(actual) 1.80 1.02 18 10 3 4
(preferred) 2.38 .91 3 20 3 6
Yyes no not sure
3) Recommend CITE teacher be used next
semester? 1.40 .77 772 6% 172%
1-2 5-6
(low satisfaction) 3-4 (high satisfaction)
2) A. Satisfaction with quality of
interaction. 4,09 1.70 207 342 46%
5) A. Relationship among topics from
3 CITE courses. 3.18 1.26 27% 612 122
B. Relationship between course topics
and field experience. 4.03 1.22 12% 567% 322
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1-2 5-6
Question mean S.D. (low satisfaction) 3-4 (high satisfaction)

6) Degree of satisfaction with:
A. qualify of CITE courses 3.83 1.44 177% 52% 31%
B. qualitv of CITE field placement 4,40 1.35 14% 297 57%

C. clarity of communication from
CITE staff 3.34, 1.30 KT A 467% 23%

D. clarity of assigned pre-student
teaching activities 3.31 1.64 26% 51% 23%

E. quality of instruction/guidance
from your professors in preparing
your mini-unit 3.69 1.63 292 317 407

F. quality of instruction/guidance
from your classroom teacher in
preparing your mini-unit 3.86 1.27 207 467 347

G. level of shared purpose and focus

among peopie involved in courses
and field 3.54 1.1° 14% 637% 237

11) Overalil, feelings about participation
in the CITE Project? 4,14 1.17 6% 547% 40%
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SECONDARY STUDENTS

0-15
Question mean . (minutes) 16-30

Time spent talking with teacher

A. during the teaching week (actual)
(preferred)

.* during the rest of the semester
(actual)

(preferred)

not_sure

Recommend CITE teacher be used next
semester? 172

1-2 5-6
(low satisfaction) (high satisfaction)

A. Satisfaction with quality of
interaction. . 6% 65%

. Relationship amonp topics from
3 CITE courses.

. Relationship between course topics
and field experience.




1-2 5-6
Question mean S.D. (low satisfaction) 3-4 (high satisfaction)

6) Degree of satisfaction with:
A. quality of CITE courses 4,11 1.01 6% 57% 37
B. quality of CITE field placement 4.63 1.23 8% 292 637%

C. clarity of communication from
CITE staff 3.21 1.43 37 427 212

D.'clarity of assigned pre-student
teaching activities 2.58 1.50 52% 367 127

E. quality of instruction/guidance

from your professors in preparing
your mini-unit 3.94 1.13 15% 49% 367

F. quality of instruction/guidance
from your classroom teacher in
preparing your mini-unit 4,09 1.57 17% 347 49%

G. level of shared purpose and focus

among people involved in courses
and field 3.52 1.30 217% 547% 25%

11) Overall, feelings about participation
in the ©TITE Project? 4.60 1.01 4% 352% 617

A
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TABLE 2: WINTER '88 STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS (ELEMENTARY)

ELEMENTARY (N = 33)

0-
Question mean S.D. (minuggs) 16-30 31-50 46+
1) Time spent talking with teacher
A. during the teaching week (actual) 1.87 .85 36% 46% 12% 6%
(preferred) 2.16 77 13% 67% 10% 10%
B. during the rest of the semester
(actual) 1.75 .86 46% 39% 9% 6%
(preferred) 2.03 74 22% 56% 19% 3%
Jes o not sure
3) Recommend CITE teacher be used next
semester? 1.15 .50 91% 3% 6%
1-2 5~6
(low satisfaction) 3-4 (high satisfaction)
2) A. Satisfaction with quality of
interaction. 4.84 1.08 6% 22% 72%
5) A. Relationship among topics from
3 CITE courses. 4.27 1.06 6% 58% 36%
B. Relationship between course topics
and field experience. 4.69 .81 - 39% 51%




1-2 5-6

Question mean S.D. (low satisfaction) 3-4 (high satisfaction)
6) Degree of satisfaction with:

A. qualify of CITE courses 4.87 .65 - 27% 73%
B. quality of CITE field placement 5.03 1.13 6% 12% 82%
C. clarity of communication from

CITE staff 4,27 1.03 3% 61% 36%
D. clarity of assigned pre-student

teaching activities 4.39 1.29 12% 34% 54%
E. quality of instruction/guidance

‘ from your professors in preparing

your mini~-unit 4.60 .99 - 46% 54%
F. quality of instruction/guidance

from your ¢lassroom teacher in

preparing your mini-unit 4.45 1.30 9% 45% 46%
G. level of shared purpose and focus

among people involved in courses

and field 4.81 .82 - 31% 69%

11) Overall, feelings about participation
in the CITE Project? 5.27 71 -- 15% 85%
] SO
Y




TABLE 2: WINTER '88 STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS (SECONDARY)

SECONDARY (N = 26)
Question mean S.D. (miéhggs) 16-30 31-50 46+

1) Time spent talking with teacher

A, during the teaching week (actual) 1.61 .63 46% 46% 8% .
(preferred) 2.00 .77 24% 57% 14% 5%
B. during the rest of the semester
(actual) 1.68 .94 56% 28% 8% 8%
(preferred) 2.09 .83 19% 62% 10% 9%
yes no not sure

3) Recommend CITE teacher be used next

semester? 1.5 .86 73% 4% 23%
1-2 5-6
(low satisfaction) 3-4  (high satisfaction)

2) A, Satisfaction with qudlity of
interaction. 4.96 1.11 4% 23% 73%

5) A, Relationship among topics from
3 CITE courses. 4.73 .77 - 38% 62%

B. Relationship between course topics
and field experience. 4.34 .93 4% 40% 56%
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1-2 ' 5-6
Question mean S.D. (low satisfaction) 3-4 (high satisfaction)

6) Degree of satisfaction with:
A. qualify of CITE courses 4.92 1.01 4% 31% 65%
B. quality of CITE field p.acement 4.57 1.13 8% 31% 61%

C. clarity of communication from
CITE staff 4.5 .99 -- 46% 54%

D. clarity of assigned pre-student
teaching activities 4.26 1.15 11% 50% 39%

E, quality of instruction/guidance
from your professors in preparing
your mini-unit 4.53 1.36 11% 23% 56%

F. quality of instruction/guidance
from your c¢lassroom teacher in
preparing your mini-unit 4.46 1.5 15% 19% 66%

G. level of shared purpose and focus

among people involved in courses
and field 4.53 1.1 4% 46% 50%

11) Overall, feelings about participation
in the CITE Project? 5.23 .81 - 23% 77%




TABLE 2: WINTER '88 STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS (ENTIRE SAMPLE)

ELEMENTARY (N = 33) SECONDARY (N = 26) TOTAL (N = 59)
0-15
Question mean S.D. (minutes) 16-30 31+

1) Time spent talking with teacher

A. during the teaching week (actual) 1.76 .77 40% 46% 14%
(preferred) 2.09 7 17% 64% 19%
B. during the rest of the semester
(actual) 1.72 .89 50% 35% 5%
(preferred) 2.05 77 21% 59% 20%
yes no not sure

3) Recommend CITE teacher be used next

semester? 1.3 7 83% 3% 14%
1-2 5-6
(16w satisfaction) 3-4 (high satisfaction)

2) A. Satisfaction with quality of
interaction. 4.89 1.08 5% 22% 73%

5) A. Relationship among topics from
3 CITE courses. 4.47 .97 3% 49% 47%

B. Relationship between course topics
and field experience. 4.54 .87 2% 77% 54%




A.

B.

C.

D.

E,

Question

6) Degree of satisfaction with:

qualifty of CITE courses
quality of CITE field placement

clarity of communication from
CITE staff

clarity of assigned pre-student
teaching activities

quality of instruction/guidance

from your professors in preparing
your mini-unit

quality of instruction/guidance
from your c¢lassroom tedcher in
preparing your mini-unit

. level of shared purpose and focus

among people involved in courses
and field

11) Overall, feelings about participation
in the CITE Project?

mean

4.89

1-2
S.D. (low satisfaction)
.82 - 1%
1.15 7%
1.01 1%
1.22 12%
1.16 5%
1.38 12%
.95 1%
.75 -

5-6

3-5  (high satisfaction)
29% 70%
20% 73%

55% 44%
41% 47%
35% 60%
34% 54%

39% 60%

18% 82%




TABLE 3 : TEACUER OUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS FALL '87
(N = _46 )
4 1-2 5-6
Question mean S.D. (little benefit) 3-4 (preat benefit)

1) Who has benefitted from CITE?

A. EMU teacher education program 5.23 .74 - 147 867%

B: EMU faculty in teacher education 4,57 1.21 117 27% 627

C. CITE Project (university) students 5.51 ..63 - 7% 937%

D. Classroom Teacher Educators (you) 4.57 1.17 6.5% 377 56.5%

E. Classroom pupils in school district 4.59 1.07 Y4 417 552

F. Public school districts 4.57 .85 - 527 48,
2) My % of influence as Classroom Teacher

Educator 49,27 18.25 -— - —-~=

%2 of influence by university

facilitator 50.73 18.25 -— - -




3)

5)

Question
We/I frequently took initiative
to provide input to the Project
leadership.

Our/my input has been actively

sought by the Project leadership.

I believe our/my input has been
taken seriously by the Project
leadership.

We/I had frequent opportunity to
communicate with the university
faculty.

Our/my communication with the
university faculty has been very
satisfactory.

On an overall basis, I am very

satisfied with the CTE Project
collaboration.

Changes made in teaching as a
result of CITE students.

How felt about changes made,

mean

S.D.

1.28

1.41

1.39

1.40

1.32

1.27

1.34

2,49

1-2
(disagree)

- 31%

15.5%

1172

162

72

92

1-2

(no_chgnges)

592

5-6

3-4 (agree)
562 13%
40% 44 ,5%
377 522
51% 332
367 57%
29.5% 61.5%
5-6
3-4 (many changes)
322 97
147




0-15
Question mean S.D. (minutes) 16-30 31-50 46+

6) Time spent talking with student
A, during the week (actual) 2,72 1,22 21% 28% 9% 42%
(preferred) 2.97 1.01 6% 347 17% 432

B. during the rest of the
semester (actual) 2.49 1.16 232 352 122 307

. (preferred) 2,71 1,03 92 447 15% 322

12 5-6
(dissatisfied) 3-4 (very satisgfied)

11) Overall, satisfaction with
participation in CITE? 5.11 .90 02 227% 78%




IABLi.ng__;

ggestion
1) Who has benefitted from CITE?

A. EMU teacher education program

. EMU faculty in teacher education
C. CITE Project (university) students
D. Classroom Teacher Educators (you)
E. Classroom pupils in school district

F. Public school districts

2) My X of influence as Classroom Tescher
Educator

Z of influence by university
facilitator

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS Winter 88

(N= 46)

mean

5.53
4.73
5.70
4.72
4.78
4.78

49.27

50.73

‘ 1-2
S.D. (1ittle benefit)
.69 07%-
1.05 0%.
.54 07%-
.16 3.7
1.01 3.7
1.11 3.7
 18.25 —
18.25 —

34

9.47%
37:5

“)

3.

35.2

33.3
33.4

5-6
(preat benefit)

90.6%
62.5
9.3
61.1
60.0
63.0




‘Question
We/1 frequently took initiative

to provide input to the Project
leadership.

Our/my input has been actively
sought by the Project leadership.

I believe our/my input has been
taken seriously by the Project
leadership.

VWe/I had frequent opportunity to
communicate vith the university
faculty.

Our/my communication with the
university faculty has been very
satisfactory.

On an overall basis, I am very

satisfied with the CIE Project
collaboration.

Changes made in teaching as a
result of CITE students.

How felt about changes made.

\

1-2
"(disagree)

3.8

"(no changes)

54.7
3.1

65.4

: 5-6
"(many changes)




Question
6) Time spent talking with student

A. during the week (actual)
(preferred)

B. during the rest of the
semester (actual)

(preferred)

1i) Overall, satisfaction with
participation in CITE?

0-15

.97 1.9

S.D. - (minutes) '16-30 31-50 46+

- 36% 40%, 25%

- 13% 477 40%

- 457, 35% 19%

- 147, 57% 297,
(d{ssatisfied) 3-4 (very satisfied)

18.6 79.6
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A COOPERATIVE EFFORT OF THE EMU COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
WITH ANN ARBOR, LINCOLN. WILLOW RUN AND YPSILANTI SCHOOLS

DEPARTMENT OF TEACHER EDUCATION 234 BOONE HALL  EASTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY  YPSILANTI M1 48497
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ASSIGNED ACTIVITIES AND DUE DATES

COURSE ACTIVITY ¢ ASSIGNED DATE DUE DATE

CUR 304/305 ’

Curricukum and
Methods

EDP 340
Measurement and
Evaluation

SFD 328
Social Aspects
of Teaching




—

COLLABORATION
D M FOR THE
IMPROVEMENT OF
Ul= TEACHER EDUCATION

—

January, 1987

Dear Colleague,

I'm so glad you've decided to take one of our CITE pre-
student teachers this semester. Your willingness to guide
our students through their first field activities is
appreciated.

The student's experience in your class will influence
many of his or her attitudes toward teaching and learning.
We know you will strive to provide a model worth imitating.

I will be serving as the CITE university liaison for
the Ann Arbor schools only. Drs. Weiser, Gwaltney, and
Gardner will work with the Willow Run, Ypsilanti, and Lin-
coln districts respectively. I do, however, plan to visit
your class during the week of April 6-10 when the pre-student
teacher is teaching the mini-unit (preferably in social
studies).

I look forward to meeting you on February 11 for hors
d'oeuvres here at EMU (you should have already received an
invitation, please call if you have any questions).

If you have any questions or concerns regarding your role
in this project, please feel free to contact me Tuesday or
Thursday, 8:30-11:00am. (487-3260). Thank you agair for your
participation in this important project.

Singerely, _
Georgea SpaEks

.\
A COOPERATIVE EFFORT OF THE EMU COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
WITH ANN ARBOR LINCOLN WILLOW RUN AND YPSILANTI SCHOOLS

CEPARTMENT OF TEACHER EDUCANCN 234 BOONE HAL,  EASTERI, MICHIGA!, UNIVERSITY  vPSLANT W 4x487
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GOALS FOR CUR 304/305 - CURRICULUM AND METHODS

Students will:
1.

Describe the relationship detween a particular educational
philosophy and (a) the school curriculum and (b) styles of
ieaching

Create instructional lessons and units using a systematic

process, including:

3. Amlyzirg broad content goals

b. Writing clearly stated objectives

c. Designing and implementiny lessons that increase student
success on & variety of objectives (e.g., basic skills,
prodlem solving, affective)

d. Evaluating the extent to which objectives have been met

Give examples of appropriate use of the following teaching
strategies:

Active student participation

Open-ended discussion

Lecture

Demonstration

Role-playing/simulation

Inquiry/discovery

Cooperative group learning

(- X I -S - X )
e ® & e o o o

Demonstrate success in using the above strategies in
simulated and real classroom settings

Evaluate classroom management using concepts and
principles taught in class:

3. Beginning the school year with a system to establish
a positive learning climate

Using time productively

Preventing student misbehavior

Using alternative approaches to respond to student
misbehavior

Recognizing a variety of causes for student
misbehavior

9. Matching management style to teaching style

-» L -4
- -« o o

Describe how planning, instruction, and classroom
management can be adapted for children with special needs.




ACTIVITY # 1

COURSE WAME___ CUR 304/305- Curricylym and Methods
TYPE OF ACTIVITY: '

TOPIC OF ACTIVITY (brief description):

Content Outline for teaching week:

Decide on confent for a mini-unit to be taught by the pre-student teacher
during the week of April 11-15, 1988 (approximately 30-60 mins. each
day).

CLASSROOM TEACHER ROLE:
Look at your curriculum plans and decide which content or topics

would fit into your plans for this week. Discuss possible content and topicCs
with your pre-student teacher and help them find suitable resources that they

can use to create a cuntent outline for their unit.

SHUDENT ROLE/ACTIVITY:

Participate with your CITE teacher in the above discussion and decisions.

ANALYSIS/REPORT REQUIRED POR GRADE:

Turn in the content outiine to your professor on the specified deadline.
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ACTIVITY #

L

COURSE NAME__ Curriculup aad Methods ClIR 3047205,
TYFE OF ACTIVITY:
X__Observation TEACHING Other

TOPIC OF ACTIVITY {urief description):
Observation of classroom management.

CIASSROOM TEACHER ROLE:

Teach as usual.

If time is available, discuss routines with pre-student teacher.

STUDENT ROLE/ACTIVITY:
Read Evertson, Chapter 1,2, or Emmer, Ch. 1-3, before observation.

ANALYSIS/REPORT REQUIRED POR GRADE:
1) Completed observation sheet.

2) Map of the classroom with notations describing areas that contribute

to classroom management (i.e. seating that allows for a clear view of classroom’
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Use this observation sheet to help you identify rules and procedures

in your classroom, as well as strategies employed when disruptions occur.
Rules posted in the classrnom:

!

Procedures for:

Getting students' attention

Distributing materials

Collecting work

Pencil ﬁharpening

Housekeeping (i.e. plant watering, erasing boards, etc.)
Bathrooms

Moving to another location (gym, cafeteria)

Arriving in (or returning to) room

List teacher's strategies when disrupticns occur.
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ACTIVITY #____ 3

COURSE NAME___ClP 304/305 Curciculun-aod Mathads
TYPE OF ACTIVITY:
~J_Ovservation _____ TEACHING Other

T0PIC OF ACTIVITY (hrief description):

Levels and types of questions.

CLASSROOM TEACHER ROLE:

Teach as usual, any lesson that requires asking a variety of questions

STUDENT ROLE/ACTIVITY:

Complete the observation sheet.
It may be necessary to.observe several lessons in order to discern trends in

questioning.

ANALYSIS/REPORT REQUIRED POR GRADE:
1) Observation sheet.

2) A 1-2 page analysis of question trends during this lesson. The analysis
should address questions such as:
a) Did you find examples of lower level and higher level questions?
b) what kinds of questions were most common?~
c) Did you observe trends in the number, gender, or ability lesel of

the students' responding?
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Questions Qbservation:

Use this observation sheet to record the types of questions asked during a 30-

minute period. You should also tally the number of students who respond to

each question using a “B" for boy and a "G" for girl.

Questions should be written below the question that preceded it, even if tha*

means there is a blank space on one side of the paper.

Use more paper, if

needed. Put a star by questions that require higher level thinking.

Example: Convergent

Divergent

What is the capital of
Brazi1? B8

Convergent Questions

*What similarities do

you see between the culture

of Brazil and that of the U.S.?
BGBB

Divergent Questions
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ACTIVITY #- - &

COURSE NAME Curriculum and Method CUR 304/305

TYFPE OF ACTIVITY:

Ovservation . __ TEACHING Other

TOPIC OF ACTIVITY (brief description):

. for gour ability to use concepts from the ti~ee Core courses to ana:*ze
A %ﬂ;LﬁL_ﬂiﬂ_ﬂmﬂi_J.“cn ang_tearning during the leachin

Jeaching Week: April 11-15

Students will go to their CITE classroom every morning or afternoon durin
this week. They will spend 20-60 minutes of each day teaching a “mini-unit“
{guideTines attached). Much of the unit will be prepared in class at EMU,

but the CITE teacher's guidance and assistance with content and materials
will be necessary. In the elementary grades the unit should be, preferably

LASSROUR WEACHEK ROLE: a SOCIAL STUDIES mini-unit.

1) Before the Teaching Week, help EMU student with ideas, materials, etc.

2) During the Teaching Week, please do not hesitate to provide assistance
Wi 1scipiine, management, or instructionai propiems that arise while

EMU students are teaching. This is the first teaching experience fo- most
students; your support, guidance, and encouragement 1s critical to make
this a successful experience. Please Do Not Leave the Room.

BTUDENT ROLE/ACTIVITY:

Design mini-unit.

Get CITE teacher's feedback before April 11

Get CITE professor's feedback before April 11

Each day during the Téaching Week, make notes on your unit and daily plans
as indicatea velow.

ANALYSIS/REPORT REQUIRED POR GRADE:

Turn in unit and daily plans with your reflections and redesign notes written
on them (or attached).

For example:
-What went well? Why?
-What didn't go well? Why?
-How did the students respond?
-What would you do differently next time? Why?
-What have you learned from this experience?.

Grade will be based on the notes and reflections you have made (in writing
on your unit plans) as a result of teaching your unit. 1 will se looking




GUIDELINES FOR THE TEACHING WEEX
MINI-UNIT April 31-15

Students prepare 4-5 days of 20-50 minute linked lessons to teach during
April 11-15. The lessons will lead to two to four cognitive objectives,

and at least one affective objective. While the CITE teacher helps the
students select the content and material the CITE professors provide guidance
on objectives, lesson format, and activities. The mini-unit will be graded
by the professor. CITE teachers have an opportunity to comment on the lesson
on the STUDENT EVALUATION FORM.

The format for the mini - unit is:
I. RATIONALE
11. CONTENT OUTLINE
I11. OBJECTIVES

*2-4 cognitive (lower and higher)
*1+ affective

IV. ACTIVITIES

*Hunter's 7-step lesson design may be used to assist in planning
but need not be followed at all times.

*ALL lessons should include:
-clearly stated objectives
-readiness (SET) activities
-input with modeling
-assessment throughout
-active student participation
-adequate guided practice
-3 variety of methods e.g. direct teaching, role playing,
cooperative learning, inquiry methods, or concept lessons
(at least 2 of these should be used)
-large-grcup, small group, and individual activities

V. TEACHING MATERIAL (i.e. worksheets, etc.)
VI. EVALUATION METHODS (match objectives)
*Diagnosis (before teaching, if necessary)
*Checking for understanding (closure)
*Not just paper and pencil methods

VII. BIBLIOGRAPHY
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Dear Colleague,

Thank you very much for opening your classroom to one

of the pre-student teachers from my class, Social Aspects of

Teaching (SFD 328). The students benefit a great deal from

the first-hand experiences they receive while completing

their field assignments,.and the guidance they receive from

you is very valuable.

If you have any questions regarding the assignments or
the university course, please feel free to contact me at
487-3260.

Again, thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

ﬁbtéhﬁUiz;a“

Dr. Ric Samonte



ORJECIIVES grp 320:

Social Aspects of Teaching
Studente will:

1. Dacoguise ths significaut aspects of society's ralstionship to the

educationsl systam. Subsumsd ia this ebjective the edditiscal rr>~
quitensnts tes

A. Explain the eiguificance of the schosl as & symbol of faith %2
democretic culturs. )
3. BExplaia the telaticnship of the educaticnal system to processes

of social and cultural change or maintenance of the status quo.
C. Describe the fumctiocs of the school systeam is the process of
eocizl eemtyel.

D. Explain the relstionship of the educstisnal system to public
opinien.

E. Desscride the functiom of the school system in the process of social

vefors 4n such areas of human velaticns as Tacisl, cultursl snd
ether groups.

¥. Describe the relationship o2 the educationsl fnstitution to the
social structures of distriduted pover and status.

Il. Describe, the important dimensions of the isteractions betweesn the

school end the environing commmnity. Subsumed 4u this objective
ars additiomal requirsments to:

A. IExplain hev diffavences within snd between communities make a difference
48 the orgstizatisn of the scheel. '

3. Describe bov other sucial systexs in any community have graat influence
i the wiucastiomal syste=.

C. Describe how power and public opinicn eperste to influencs the cemduct
of schooling in local echools, in nsighborhoeds.

D. Describe hov relatisns of familiss to the scheols affect the socialisation
and sducstion of childrea and adolescents.

II1. Describe vhat 15 wseful to knew sdout human pelstions 4n the schools.
Subsumed 48 this objective are sdditional requivessnts tos

A. Descrive the asture of the sulture of the schools, bov it differs from the
erlture eutside the school and is it similar,

3. Describe the general picturs of ths social srgenization of tbe achool

as portrayed in roles and iatergroup relaticos.
€. Descride the tesching-lesrning processss influenced by school patternms

of leadership, congeniality, suthorily, cemmmicatien, stretification and
decision-making. . . .
Describe how the school experience of students' parents operate to influence
zelstionsbips amvng §tudent, parent.snd teacher.

IV. Explais the impact of the school or the actions of teschars and suplls

ia the classroom. Subsumed in this objective are sdditicoal require-
msnts to3

A. Dxplsis the significance of congruence (or its lack) 4n the roles of

teachers asd learnars.

Descride how aspects of the parsonal qoalities and resources of teschers
influsnce pupil learuing.

Describe the impsct upon teaching-learning processes of psrticular
actions of pupils and teschers.

D. Describe the role of the individusl classroom in the growth aséd ad-

Justaent or malsdjustment of pupils ovar tims.
o B¢ Explain hov the social climste of & classroom developed ané en vhat grounds
¥ ‘ does 1ts justificatisn sest.
o 183
J
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§FD328 SOCIAL ASPECTS OF TEACHING
F1ELD-BASED ACTIVITY

VISIT TO A MEETING OF A LOCAL BOARD OF EDUCATION

Make arrangements to visit a reguiar or special meeting. of
the Board of Education of the district In which you are acsigned
for field experiences. Prior to o0ing, discuss the i1ssues and
concerns with which the Board has bdeen deal ing with your Classroon
Teacher Educator. ask your CTE I4 the Board has beon discussing
personnel i1ssues (contracts with employee groups, hiring,
terminating, tenure decisions, etc.)} curriculum issues Cadditiont
or deletions of subjects, cianges In materials and/or me thodol ogy,
controversies, etc.); policy issues (establishing or changing
policies relative to use of buiidings and facilities, modes of
operating the school system, changes in the hierarchy, etc.)s
rupil personnel issues (student coce of conduct, modes of
discipline, attendance/truancy, student rights, orading, etc.).

Atten. . - Lard of Education meeting, Remember that you ure
only an gbgerver. Do not attempt to participate in discussions.

14 the Board President calls upon yYou, foel free to resind. ¢

you feel you need to take notes, try to do so in an inobtrusive
manner,

When you write your report, please incl* ~p the followings
1> Your name, student number, and SFD326 Section

2) The name of the schoo’ district whose board meeting you
attended.

3) A resume cf the meeting, includings

8) Who attended? Were there any identifiable groups or
Issue=~oriented indiviguals?

) Was it a regular or a special meeting? What was the
date of the meeting?

S) What were the major items un the agenda? Were the
agenda | tems handled completely?

@) What was your reaction to the board meeting?
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SFD328 SOCIAL ASPECTS OF TEACHING

FI1ELD=BASED ACTIVITY
MULTICULTURAL EDUCATION

The Concept or Skill in this Aactivitys
Developing the ablility to create a resource list for

mul ticul tural/mui tiethnic/bilingual ecducation.

i1,

Protecdures!

The university student in $FD328 wi)l research the

materials holdings of the school which he/she is placed and at
Eastern Michigan University in the éollowing wars!

111,

{. Assessment of the Eastern Michigan University Library
holdings.

2. Assessment of the Library of the school in which the
assigned ¢or ¢ield=brsed experionce.

3, Assesament of the Teacher Educator’s professional
éiles and library,

4. Evaluation and topical anlysis of newspapers,

magazines, professional periodicals, and children’s
publications.

s, lnvestigation o¢ iho oféerings of general bookstores
and specialized teacher’s bookstores and shops.

é. Topical analysis of social studies und geography
textbooks appropriate to the level of the Teacher
Education Student’s assignment éor content
appropriate ¢or mul ticul tural educatior.

Roles: The Classroom Teacher Educator, University
Professor, and Media Special ists/Librarians can assist
the university student In jocating materials and
z~anting permission to use and evaluate them.

analysis/Re~_rting

The student will prepare a list o¢ materials in 114y
above, annotated and categorized by type and tocation,
This rerort will dr prepared In duplicate and shared wi tt
the Clawssroom Teacher Educator and th. University
pProfe~sor of the student’s sectitn of SFD328.




SFD328 SOCIAL ASPECTS OF TEACHING
FIELD=-BASED ACTIVITY

CULTURAL PLURALISM/MULTICULTURAL EDUCATION ANALYSIS

11.

111.

The Concept or Skill highlited by this activitys

Developing an awareness hopefully leading toward
sensitivity to the guttyral plyralism within the

school environment, with particular attention
directed toward the classroom to which the Teacher
Education Stucent is assigned.

Proceodure)

The student will develop a checklist of criteria for

observation of cultural and ethnic diversity within the
schoo! and the classrowm,

The Classroom Teacher Educator, The University
Professor, and other relevant personnel will assist :n
or provide Quicdance in developing the instrument.

Analysis/Reporting:

The Teacher Education Student will submit a completed

checklist illustrating his/her understanding to the
composition of the school environment,

The Teacher Education Student will submit an analytical
report in duplicate to the Classroom Teacher Educator

and the University Professor in whose section he/she 18
enrolled.




SFD328 SOCIAL ASPECTS OF TEACHING
FIELD-BASED ACTIVITY
ENVIRONMENTAL AND EXTRA-ENVIRONMENTAL SOCIAL ASPECTS
1. Concept or SKill highlighted by this activitys

Learning to analyze environmental! and extra~environmental

social aspects relevant to the education and welfare of
the child,

11. Procedure!

1. The Teacher Education student will observe the class
group and identify those characteristics which would
be associated with a °child at risk®,

2. The Student will interview the teacher and share
inéormation regarding the family structure of
selected children In the class.

3. The Student will cooperatively investigate the
avenues availzble to the teacher for dealing with

social problems such as neglect, abuse, and truancy,
among Others, :

4, Students will take a walking tour of the school
np~ighborhoods and analyze residency patterns (l.e.,
e family, multiple family), socio=economic
<ors, and maturity of neighborhoods (i.e., numbers
o children, mature, elderly, or retired individuals,
and other factors).

I111. Analysis/Reporting

The Student will write a report of his/her experiences
and findings in 11, above, and submit a copYy of the

report to the University Professor and the Classroom
Teacher Educator,




September 9, 1987

dear Classroom Teacher,

Students in EDP 340: Introduction to Measurement and Evaluation
are learning measurement and evaluation concepts. As part of the
course, they will develop instructional objectives for their mini=unit,
will construct a table of specifications or test blueprint for a
cognitive test, will write sample items to measure those obsectives,
will analyze test results and will graphically display the results of a
test,

Because the teaching of their mini-unit occurs at the end of the
semester, the CITE students will need your help in completing the
EDP 340 assignments. They may ask you for oxanplos_of test questions,
classroom test resuits, information about student performances on
standardized tests or the MEAP test, and your attitudes toward
measurement and evaluation.

We at Eastern, therefore, thank you for your support in making this
3 successful introduction to the teaching profession. Your help 1s
greatly appreciated. If you have any questions about the class or its
ass:onments, please call me in the afternoon at 487-1436 or leave a

message with the secretary at 487-3z50. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Louise Jernigan
Department of Teacher Education

Eastern Michigan University

(Wﬁuu\ W\\\M ““’7- '\Ns )
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Course Pazk Information for EDP 340

Course: EDOP 340 Introduction to Measurement and Evaluation

Credit hours: Two semester hours

Instructor: Dr. Louise Jernigan

Office: 234 in the Teacher Education Department, Boone Hall

Phone: (313) 487-3260 for the Teacher Ed. secretary or
487-1436 for Dr, Jernigan’s office phone,

Course description: General introduction to the basic principles and problems in
measuring, evaluating, and reporting growth and development. Students learr huw to
construct teacher-made tests. Other topics include measurement of cognitive
abilities, interests, attitudes, and personal and social adjustment.

General objectives: This course introduces students to the basic principles of
educational and psychological measurement and to the use of these principles in
evaluating student peréormances and in guiding instruction. This course provides
students with opportunities to construct and use teacher-made and pub)ished tests,

to interpret and report test results, and to *xplore dimensions of individual
differences,

Topic areass
1. Definition of measurement and evaluation
2, Purposes and roles of measurenent and evaluation
8. Mistorical background
b. Current roles
3. Planning measurement and evaluation
a. ldentification and writing of instructional objectives
b. Preparation of a table of specifications or test blueprint
c. Selection of appropriate measurement techniques
d. Criterion-referenced versus norm-referenced testing philosophies
4. Characteristics of good measuring instruments
a. Reljabiltity, validity, usability
b. Use of correlational techniques
S. Principles of corstructing of classroom tests
3. Types of items and their uses for paper-and=-pencil and performance measures:
Multiple-choice, T~F, matching, short answer/completion, interpretive
exercise, essay
b. 2cdvantages and limitations of different types of items
€. "r22lices and suggestions for construction of items
d. axninistra’ion and scoring of tests
e, lsprovement of items ¢rom item analysis results
é. Infornation-gathering technigues: published and/or standardized achieveent,
aptituce and special abilities tests; teacher-r.;d2 achievement tests; performance
measures including rating scales, observatiors' techniques, anecdota) records,
sociometric techniques, checklists and intercet 1nventories

a. Sources of information such as Buros’s Mcntal Meacurements Yearbooks,
Iests in Print, test manuals and publishers’ catalogues

b. Creation of a standardized test
C. Administration procedures of s’ ndardized tests
d. Interpretation of information threugy tintral tendency measuies,

var.ability measures, standard scoto,, grade equivalents, other norms,
profiles

7. Repcrting information and providi~p feecLick to i1ndividuals and others
2, Harks and grades
b. 3*=zr prans

8. Schieni~wide testing prograns



ACTIVITY ¢1 L

COURSE NAME EDP_340 Introduction tgo Measyrement and Evalyation

WEEK ACTIVITY WILL BE COMPLETED

TOPIC OF ACTIVITY (brie+ description)

- Observation ___ Teaching <X_ Other _Congtructing 3 test blueprint

Goals: A) To identify the content areas and instructional objectives for the unit

that will be measured by a cognitive test.

B) To develop a test blueprint or table of specifications for an end=of=uni!
cognitive test.

C) To weight appropriately the cells in the test blueprint according to the
time spent on particular areas and the focus given to the knowledge,
understanding and application domains.

CLASSROOM TEACHER ROLE:
1. To review the extent of coverage of the cognitive test.

2. To help the student dentisy appropriate sudareas for the major content area of
the teaching unit,

3. To assure that the test will be reasonable iccording to the material covered and
the limited available time for test administration to the class.

STUDENT ACTIVITY/ROLE:

1. To write a table of specifications or test blueprint for a unit paper—~and=penc!
test,

2. To include the instrucfional objectives formulated earlier.
3. To partition the content area covered by the unit into its subareas.

4. To label the cells by using letters and numbers to distinguish content areas from
objectives.

S. To indicate the weights and number of :tems for the 1ndividual cells andfor the
total test.




COURSE NAME EDP 340 Introdyction to Megsurement ang Evalyation

WEEK ACTIVITY WILL BE COMPLETED

ACTIVITY ¢#2 |

TOPIC OF ACTIVITY (bries description)

= Observation ___ Teaching X_ Other cting jtem

G2a1s: A) To plan the format for a teacher-made test.

B) To write appropriate directions for each specific 1tem type included in
the test.,

C) To apply the principle of good item writing,

CLASSROOM TEACHER ROLE;

The following activities are general in nature. The classroom teacher’s valuable
experiences will help the student improve the general framework of the test.

1. To provide suggestions about the type of evaluation procedures chosen.
2. To suggest improvements in the test’s format or directions.

3. To determine whether the reading level and difficulty level of the items is
appropriate for the class members.

STUDENT ACTIVITY/ROLZ:

1. To construct *he best items to measure cells in the table of specifications, For
eerly 2iementary students, you may plan to give thedirections orally.These te
items should cover the knowledge, understanding and application domalns. They

should also include a variety of item trpes, such as true-faise, multiple=choice,
matching, completion, and essay.

2, To match test items to cells in the table of specificiations based on the item
type’s ability tc nrasure tire odiective.

3. To state the cell I1n your t2>le of specifications that an item measures.

4. To organize the items around their item types so that directions are succinct,
S. To write appropriate directions and tell the point value of the items.

é. To provide an answer key for the items, on a separate page.

7. To assemble the test in a form that is ready to be given to the class members.
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ACTIVITY ¢2 |

COURSE NaME P_340 Intr ion to Measurement and Evaluation
WEEK ACTIVITY WILL BE COMPLETED

TOPIC OF ACTIVITY (briet description)

— Observation _ Teaching X_ Other ctin s

Goals: A) To plan the format for 8 teacher-made test.

B) To write appropriate Zirections for each spec:fic i1tem type included in
the test.

C) To apply the principle of good item writing.

CLASSROOM TEACHER ROLE:

The following activities are general in nature. The classroom teacher’s valuable
experiences will help the student improve the general framework of the test.

1. To provide suggestions about the type of evaluation procedures chosen.
2. To suggest improvements in the test’s sormat or directions.

3. To determine whether the reading level and difficulty level of the items is
appropriate for the class members.

STUDENT ACTIVITY/RC: %3

1. To construct the best items to measure cells in the table of specifications. For
etrly 2iementary students, you may plan to give thedirections orally.These te.
iteus should cover the knowledge, understanding and application domalns. They

should also include a variety of item types, such as true-false, multiple=cho:ce,
matching, completion, and essay.

2, To match test itons to celis in the table of specificiations based on the item
type’s ability tc measure tihe objective.

3. To state the cell In your table of specifications that an i tem measures.

4. To organize the items around their item types so that directions are succinct.
S. To write appropriate directions and tell the point value of the i1tems.

6. To provide an answer key for the items, on a separate page.

7. To assemble the test in a form *hat is ready to be given to the class members.




ACTIVITY ¢3

COURSE NAME _EDP 340 Introduction to Measycement angd Evaluation
WEEK ACTIVITY WILL BE COMPLETED

TOPIC OF ACTIVITY (brief description)

« DObservation — Teaching X __ Other _Appraigsing Items

Goals: A) Practice the principles ¢ item analysis.
8) Judge the adequacy of test items.

C) Improve items based on the results of the item analysis.,

CLASSROOM TEACHER ROLE:

The test items will be examplie tems from a classroon teacher’s test,

1. To provide the results from a teacher-given test so the EDP 340 student can rank
order the class members based on those test scores. This means that the EDP 34

student will request information from you. Ildeally, the items are not answered

correctly by all class members and the items are multiple~choice items. You onl
need to provide results from 4 items.

2. To review the testing procedures and results from the test with the student.
3. To s:iate the ¢onzrul chbjective each item was meant to measure.

4, To discuss with the student ways to improve the total test and any specific
items,

STUDENT ACTIVITY/ROLE:

The < udent does not have to construct ‘Les. 3 items, but may analyze items provide
by tue classroom teacher.

1. To compute the item dis-:culty ltevr. and discrimination power of the 4 jtems.

2. To determine i the items . 2 functioning properly for the objectives they were
neant to measure.,

3. To suggest changes which will improve the itcms,

4, To evaluate the tes: format and i1ts directions.




ACTIVITY ¢4 .

COURSE NAME _EDP 340 Introduction to Meagurement and Evaluation
WEEK ACTIVITY WILL BE COMPLETED

TOPIC OF ACTIVITY (brief description)

— Observation - Teaching X__ Other _Descriptive Statistics

Goals: A) Construct graphs according to the guidelines provided,
B) Apply the appropriate formulas for descriptive statistics.

C) Determine the most appropriate measures to cescribe the data.

CLASSROOM TEACHER ROLE:

The test results can be from a classroom teacher’s test or from the tota) group‘s
standardized test scores.

1. To provide the results from a teacher-given or standarJized test so the EDP 340
student can describe the class members’ test scores. This means that the EDP
340 student will request information from you. You need to supply the set of

test scores for « class. For the student to see a copy of the actual test would
be helpful.,

2, To rew:ow the test p~inictration procedures and the range of results from the
test o %h the ¢ivnt,

STUDENT ACTIVITY/R.E:

The student will describe the test results provided by the clazsroom teacher,
i1. To compute the mean, modian and mode for the set of scores.

2. 7o compute the range and erpraninaia wianuisd daviation for the data.

3. To organize the data in*s a frequency distribution,

4. To describe the shape ot “ne distrir-tion.

3. To cenevruct a frequency pa'ypron ha.ed on tng trequency distribution,

6. To consiruct a histogram,

7. To descr:ize the data with the most appropriai> inezsure of central tendency and of
variability,




ACTIVITY ¢S !,

COURSE NAME _SOP 340 Introduction to Measyrement and Evaluation

WEEK ACTIVITY WILL BE COMPLETED

TOPIC OF ACTIVITY (brief description)

X_ Observation ___ Teachiny X __ Other ]nterview aboyt Evaluation Procedures

Goals: A) To gain information about a student in the class.

B) To undarstand the information available in a student’s file.

C) To evaluate the advantages gained from norm-referenced test results
versus those gained from criterion-referenced test results,

D) To formu’ate a measurement and evaluation philosophy.
CLASSROOM TEACHER ROLE:

1. To helo the EDP student obtain a pupil's file. The file ghould |
be for a "typical" or “average" studenmt.

2. To help the EDP 340 student become petter acquainted with the iaformation
inciuded on students’ fi1les,

3. To ciecwss the use of that information, particuarly with regard to the classroom
teeciz’s initia)l use of that information,

4. To ¢ 125 the aruosteonal npanress of a pupil in the classroom chosen by the

v . . ae ' o [P
| 3 S . [ ) R e )

Ss To €inzugs wish -oo ST 040 student (he advantages gainsd from standardized test
resu.is o0 ths s slores.

STUDENT ACTIVITY/ROLE:

1. To observe a pupil in tho rnlarsmrcg -md codimpds hian/har 2hility, that is! is the
punii progress at, =£::v~ .o bl . 0 . zazfoual BVCLALS.

2. G tndarstand what 18 ac.iivDie i 2wGdent s record at the grade level of the
pre-student teaching exnorience.

3. To r2cemine if the inin-2ten i~ the o dant’s file candirms (he observed
cciir “iange=do the daf: vev:%s 1~ rre=stuccat teacher’s intunitive estimates?

4. 7o e -ruste the advantages ¢ - norm=referanced versus criterion-referenced
tec t,

S. To crz_i: a statement of evaluation philoeoznrs,




APPENDIX D: COLLABORATIVE
ACTIVITIES




ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING NOVEMBER 16, 1987

Those 1n attendance: Evelyn Jollimore. Teresa Mull, Verna Rollins, Chris Moody, |
Jerry Weiser, Suette King, Ruth Moorman, Phi1 MacBride,
Georgea Sparks, Mary Green, Amy Colton

The Advisory Board will be small enough to be a working group and large

enough to be representative of all participating groups.

CITE PROGRESS REPORT 1987-88

*There are 120 students fall 1987.
*There are two sections each of curriculum 304/305.

*The other two core courses the student takes are Testing and Measurement
EDP 340 and Social Aspects of Teaching SFD 328.

*CTEs number about 100.

*A large majority of the secondary students are majoring in science
and math.

*Areas presently working on:
-Collaboration; want everyone to keep growing.
-The establishment of an advisory board to help make future
plans and decisions.
-The refinement of goals/outcomes of CITE-need to answer:
How are CITE students going to be different after the ex-
perience?

REF INING OUTCOME:

*Need to look at how beneficial CITE experience is with the prestudent
teaching expevience.

*Students should be better abie to analyze their lessons &fter the
semester.

*Students should be able to manage classroom behaviors more effectively.

*Need to follow a group of CITE students through college into the pro-
fession.

*See if students make 1t.

OTHER COMMENTS MADE BY COMMITTEE MEMBERS

*There was concern that some CTEs were picking themselves to partici-
pate in the CITE Project without approval of the principal.

*Professors need to be crystal clear with Students about the teaching unit.
*CTEs should be required to do various things as a participant n CITE.

*There need to be more active participation strategies used.
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FUTURE PLANS

Ed

*Georgea has released time during Winter, 1988 to write grants to do
follow=up re_.arch on CITE studenis.

*tvaluation design in process.

*A media blitz in process.
-Ann Arbor News
-Observer

-Television
-University papers

*Next year:(recommendations and plans in the works)

-University budget not finalized.

-Budget request for itime project coordinatcr, itime
graduate student, and four additional liaisons.

-No expansion Of number of students.

-A glossary of common terms used in university courses.
-0ffer exciting options %o C7Es.

-Select students specifically to balance the progrem.
-Counseling to encourage the selection of CITE.

-Go after "low"/borderline students.

-Use scheol contact person to help recruit.

TARGET WHAT DISTRICT WORKSHOPS FIT GOALS OF CITE

*1 day concurrent sessions.

*Demonstration lessons that can be seen with real students (follow-up
workshops).

*Tangible carry-away things.

*pSTs and CTEs and guests invited to-participate in symposium.
*Invite keynote speaker.

*Topics:

-Working with pst's-How To Fit In.
-Mainstreaming/ Able Learners.

-Zoop«~ative Learning-follow-up.

-Soria Aspects in relation to field experience.
-Reading-update of research.

-Learning styles.

-Cognitive learning strategies 1.e. webbing.
-Technology.

-~ublisher's Exhibition (they will pay us).
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GROUP_IDENTIFIED PLUSSES OF THE CITE PROJECT

1. Students are better prepared-produce mcre organized lessons.

2. University is more aware of what is happening in classrooms (1.e. content
being taught).

3. Students have a better idva of whether they wish to continue irn education-
more aware of what teaching is all about.

4. Ircreased student confidence-as s/he goes through college and the profession.

5. Students make conscious decisions while teaching.

6. Students learn the mundane skills of teaching (nuts and bolts).

7. Involvement of teaching starf.

8. College students have more direct contact with pupils-more onportunities
to build relationships with children.

9, More involvement (counseling) of classroom teacher teachers in the teacher
education process.

10. Student teachers more easily placed with CTEs.

11. Direct correiation cof college courses to applied education.

12. Consistent monitoring of pre-student teachers.

13. Keeps CTEs on the “ball".

14, Provides consistency for improvement.

15. Dignifies teacher input.




WISHES MADE BY THE BOARD FOR THE FUTURE OF CITE (*indicates top recommendations)

10.

11.
12.
13.

14,

15

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.
22.

23.

|
\
. Lab school.»

.Have professors observe in CITE classrooms to see REALITY!!1***

. University and public school personnel need to “step back" together to con-

sider ideas and needs.*

Increased openness between the wuniversity and the public school teacheer.*

. Incorporate more technology in CITE program.*
. CITE teachers bring their class or portion of their class to EMU for modeling.*
. Need for a CTE coordinater in each school to coordinate the CITE project.*

. Funds for released time to continue about eight days of involvement of key

CTEs and administrators throughout the school year.*

. A budget. ***

. More training with the Yiaison, CTE and the students together.*

Group meeting between students and liaisons.*

Many mini-lessons instead of a unit plan.*
Remuneration for teachers.*

A core of teachers who are really good models rather than expand the numbers.
Quality not quantity.*

Make teachers consultants to professors to work with university- classes.

Examine the other components of the teacher education program to integrate
them into this collaborative approach.

Have a "university classroom" in tﬁe local school where teacher educatior
activities can take place.

fontinued and increased initial principal involvement 1n program.

Video taping as part of teaching week to allow college class to do some
observations of student's teaching.

More consistency with university ciasses 1n case there are two studenis who
have different professors.

Teleconferencing between CTEs and 1iaison and the student.
More visits from the liaison.

Students should experience a var:ety of grade “evels/disciplines.
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24. Pre-student teacher should do their student teaching with the same CTE.

25. Students should go out to schools on day other than Friday.
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING FEBRUARY 3, 1988

Those in attendance: Verna Rollins, Suette King, Maude Forbes, Ruth Moorman,
Chris Moody, Alane Starko, Amy Coiton, Marv Pasch,
Lou Jernigan, Marjorie Mastie, Helen Oltmanns, Regina Williams,
Teresa Mull

After having a aelicious lunch the commi ttee discussed concerns, questions, and
recommendations about the program:

1) The issue of having all students teach a mini-unit in the secondary
classes instead of just teaching individual lessons. Marv shared
the rationakbehind the teaching week. Amy discussed the students’
positive attitude about the teaching week.

2) CTE's need to see the students’unit plan well before it is taught.
Professors need to keep in mind what skills students need to
acauire to write a unit and plan accordingly.

3) There was a lengthy discussion about the pre-student teachers x student
teaching with the same CTE. Chris said in some cases this
is possible. It was suggested we look at a few students who do this
to see what impact it nas.

4) Marv briefly explained some of the things he is doing to see that CITE is aroun
in the fall.

5) Some suggested that the university person (1iaison and/or
prof.) meet periodically with the student and the CTE.

6) Strong feeiing that there needs to be more communication between
the CTE's and the profs teaching the CITE sections, aspecially
in regards to the 1iching activities assigned. Teachers would like to
see profs come tc .neir classes, as well as, meet with them on Campus-
perhaps the CTE's could visit the F4u class, or come to faculty meetings.

7)1t was felt that the profs could at least be expected to come out to the
classrooms during the teaching week.

8) CITE should make better use of long-time CTE's for planning,demonstrating,
communicating, etc.

9) Everyone--teachers, profss-needf to be clear about the research that is
tp be taught

10) A teacher should speak at the student orientation to give the
teacher's perspective of CITE.

Additional recommendations were added to the Practice Profile which is
attached. The last hour was spent revising the profile.
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CITE AWISORY BOARD LINCHEON MEETING

AGENDA

MAY 17, 1988 9:00-2:00 pm.

I. Writing and Presentation Opportunities
*Final Repa't
*Articles
*Conferences
*Newsletter _
I1. 1988-89 Staffing & Funding of CITE

II1. Working with "Newer" CITE Teachers
*Building contact persons

* jaison's Role

IV. Teacher Thinking and Reflection

*Jjgsaw" with articles' relevance to CITE

V. Work Groups
*Past pre-student-teaching activities
o they reflect current research?
*0 they promote reflection?
*Recammended changes?

*Crossover-concepts activity
*Symposium plaming

B
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spasks

May 17 Advisory Board Meeting

Those in attendance:

Helen Oltmanns, Maude Forbes, Verna Rollins, Evelyn Jollimore, Suette King,
Marv Pasch, Thomas Gwaltney, Alane Starko, Georgea Sparks,
Sally Stavros, Regina Williams, Chris Moody, Amy COlton, Ruth Moorman

*Georgea gave an overview of the research data that needs to be collected
f.~ the final report. Anyone who wishes to contribute to the report was
encourayed to do so.

*Board members were asked to sign-up for any conferences they would
Tike to be presenters for and any writing they might wish to do, for the
report and/or the fall newsletter.

*Marv gave an update on the university allocations for CITE once the budget runs
out in Oct. 1988. There will be 2 7 time coordinator, a + time

graduate assistant, an increase of 5 liaisons, and a 7,500 dollar budget.

He has asked the president of the university to match the funding.

*Brainstorming ideas to enharce university-school collaboration was done

in two small groups. Each group identified the top five on their 1list and
shared it with the entire board. The following ar~e the top recommendations.
They are not necessarily in any particular order:

-A building-level contact person(s)- could be a team of a student and
a teacher. These people shoulc¢ receive support and there '
should be group members. It was suggested that these people
be included on the ADvisory Board. Perhaps each school could
have a designated CITE corner or bulletin board for information.

-"Talks with Teachers" Thurs./Fri. afternoon with students,
terachers, and professors.

-"Work sessions" (a la first year) with interactions across
districts. Need to give the teachers more printed material.

-Seminar on coaching and research (Sat?).

-Personal appeal- re: recruiting, use contact person.
-Promotional video by teachers.

-Professors should spend more time in the classrooms. They could

also chat, observe, heip with students, tutor, profs come to

“back to school day, " (give the invitation§, go out during teaching
week, informal contacts...

i -Reacquaint administrators, superintendents with CITE. District
| meetings (teacher and students).

-Some kind of handbook with "heipful hints" for working with

your CITE students. This should be continually updated. Could

start with one sheet and a 5lank sheet for teachers to add
Su. estions.

-CITE block courses in a school.
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*Georgea presented the group with a preliminary draft of a reflection
scale .

The scale was:
0 Theory -free/thought free decision making (D-m)
1 Rule based d-m (rigid, 1 rule applied)
2 Alternative-based d-m (compare, analyze, select)
3 Alternative- and context-based d-m
a. classroom/school context considered
b. global/moral ethics considered
Each small group then read some of the student interviews
and tried to determine where on the scale the student's reflective

thinking fell.

As this was being done informal discussions took place regarding changes,
difficulties, etc. in the use of the scale.

*The small groups reexamined the pst activities and made suggestions for
enrcouraging higher level reflection, cross-over between courses, and
appropriateness. Georgea and AMy tod. notes and will share the information
with the CITE professors.

The same was true for the discussion on how to get the symposium™
to "fly"
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Prospective teachers
given ‘bridge’ to career

By CHONGC W. PYEN
NEWS STASY BEFORTIR

fessor in EMU’s Department of
Teacher Education.

She and her students reviewed a
list o their major worries, ranging
fruin forgetiing iesson conient and
running out of materials too ear! s
to facing tough questions from pu-

‘The students are part of a feder-
aily funded program designed to
beip belter prepare those who will
“ecome student teachers. Eas-
tern's program is one of 2 pre-stu-
dent teaching programs across *he
country which have been set up to
determine whether the nation’s
teacher education curriculum
needs an extra step between class-
room and intensive field exper-
jence.

“W'eleeuuaneeemryme

to provide a bridge to give that
teacher education student addi-
tional time by exposure to what it’s
like to be a teacher.”

The program runs from today
through Friday in conjunction with
Ann Arbor, Ypsilanti, Lincoln and
Willow Run public schools. Fifty
students are asszigned to elemen-

.%m /\‘nbc r

e,
A,

15§ 2

e
i

pils and losing electricity before
using an overhead projector.,

four different iesson plans (or “hip
pocket activities™) just in case

. something went wrong with of I'm pretty nervous, kind of wor

' tary schools and the otber ifty to g o 8 TS G ane of Clague  ried.” But she figures she ought to

\ secondary schools. Intermediate Scbool’s inth grade be helped by & family traditin:
| Pasch said the students’ sudden math class. g:r“mm many

role change causes them anxiety ‘“There is some nervousness, but  Scott Harmon, 22, had lttle to

and even fear as they take OVEr & 4 pm pot nervous, sometting I8  worry about tn the attention-getter

class for the first time after having
been students for about 15 years.

‘“The anxiety is high,” said
Sparks prior to her class. ‘‘But we
don't expect them to perform per~
fectly. We tell them to go in well
prepared, and they will be graded
for their own reflective, analytical
evalustions of each day rather

than perfect performance.”

nobody could beat Lisa Kaniewski,
27, a senior from Brights °.Shebad graders.
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The CITE pre-stwdent teaching pragram o
changang teacher preparation at FMU- Sia-
dents i cacher cducation used o anend
ulocation counes wath few oppottunties 1o
sintgeal schooks and fk theory with the
pracice Now oanore than 120 students po
out ty schools one motmg i week 10 appls
what shey are latnng e ghen core ednca-
o comnes socnal aspedts of education,
cnicunhan and mcthods, wd me.saremem
ad evrhiaeon Fhe semester long held ex-
prenience s with g ticaching week

How did this improsement come ahout?
In fall W85, the lederal Office of Educa-
tiomal Research and Improvement awarded a

theee-year grant o EMU's Callege .of

... Education 10 collaborate with tocat schooks
to improve teacher education. EMU faculty
warked intensely with more than 40 Ypsitan-
ti. Willow Run. Lincaln and Ann Arbor
tcachers and administrators to create pre-
student activitics that would encourage -
students (o apply cusriculum, social issues |
und measurement concepts. During the
1986-87 school year. EMU students tried out
those activities in project teachers’ cluss-
rooms, Once a weck they experimented with
a particular teaching sechnique, examined
sociad factors affc cting Studemt attitudes. or
created und interpreted tests.” Toward the
cid. they got their feet wet as they taught a
week-long mini-unit with their classroom
teacher educator's guidance.

Wow do participants like the CITE
evperience?

While a thorough progrum evatuation is
bcmg conducted this yeur, prelimidary reac-
tions are quite pusitive. Typitalicominents. ..
lram participating teachers include:

1 tike having the opportunity ta interact

regularly wuh EMU prol'essors und wuh ¢

.;. ERDRN
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EKC ‘ollege Fosters Future Teacher Clubs

Educaior Feb.y 1963

Participating in a CITE seminar are, lron left o right, Georgea Sparks,
Depl. of Teacher Education, EMU, Cliristella Moody, College of Education,
EMU, Lenore Bernsteln, Ypsiiantl Public Schools, Theresa Mull, Ypsilanti

Public Schools snd Amy Colton, Ann Arbor l’ubllc
coordinator.

other teachers who are all working toward a
common goal: ! :lping to improve tomor-
row’s teachers.”

1 love sharing niy enthusiusm and specin!
techniques with inconiing teachers.”

“Being involved with CITE has kept ime
sharp and abreast of curseit research and
recent effective practices.”

“I'm epthusiastic about the CITE pro-
gram. [ have been so impressed with the

. ﬂndh' cullber';)‘{é :ludtmsb they're so bnﬁhl |

Student comments hire inciuded the
fullowmg
1 gumed confidence. and lhc many slulls

L.
.

. Coilaboration for the Improvement of Teacher Education (CITE)

P ——— e e

Michael Madison (far right) of Ann Arbor Public Schools shares an idea
with Marvin Pasch (far lefi), Dept. of Teacher Education, EMU, and
Donald Zekany (middie), Ann Arbot Public Schools.

t ¥

Schools and EMU CITE

4

3

taught. One professor noted. “'1 don't have
to spend as much time explaining certain
questioning strategies because students sec
the strategies in action every week. | m2n-
tiun o strategy, and they pipe up. 'Oh. my
teacher did that fust week." Then they go on
to explain what they've been secing to the
cluss. It’s great!”

Long-term effects of CITE include more

tearned and applied will be remembered as |
enter the teaching profession. 1 learned so
much!”

*CITE gives us a well-rounded cur-
riculum. 1 had a fantastic hands-on ex-
perience in the classroom.™

“1 enjoyed working with good teachers
and learning through a ; 00d example.”

*1 think that the expericnce of teaching
" * the mini-unit wnll make my first day of stu- confident, competent and reflective new
3 1dent teaching & lot nic, ! teachers; continued colluboration with tocal

MRl ¥professors find i easier. to lCﬂCh.cm‘:'-" «schools 1o improve teacher education: and
their courses with the schools and greater coordination among courses and
clussrooms as luboratories where ,students ficld experiences. It appears that we are
“cun see concrele examiples of the concepts well on our way to achieving these goals!

-
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Distinguished
Achievement Awards

AACTE's 1987 Distinguished Achieve-
ment Awards (DAA) were bestowed dur-
ing February's Annual Meeting on Eastern
Michigan University and North Carolina
State University.

Each year, AACTE recognizes exem-
plary teacher euucation programs that de-
monstrate “innovation for excellence” in
the following categories:

® preparation of science and/or
mathematics teachers,

® use of current research to transform
the content 2nd curriculum of the
teacher education program, and

o imaginative internships and begin-

ning teacher programs in which the
teacher education program and its
faculty play prominent roles.

With a grant from the GTE Corpora-
tion, AACTE awarded $2,500 to each
winning institution. In 1588 no award was
bestowed in the first category.

_ Eastern Michigan University

For its exemplary “Collaboration for the
Improvement of Teacher Education Pro-
ject” (CITE), a joint eSort by university
and school district educators, Eastern
Michigan University (EMU) received the
DAA for innovation in applying research
to the content and curriculum of the
teacher eJducation program.

Begun in 1983, EMU's Department of
Teacher Education redesignied its teacher
certification and field exp-rience programs
to include recent research in existing
courses, such as curriculum and methods,
social aspects of teaching, and measure-
ment and evaluation.

Incorporated into the curriculum and
methods course, for example, was research
on beginning teacher evaluation (Fisher,
1978), efte.iive group methods (Bloom,
1984), and mastery learning (Guskey,
1987).

In 1985 EMU received a three-year grant
from the Office of Educational 1iesearch
and Improvement (OERI) to collaborate
with four school districts and develop pre-
student-teaching activities that included

continued on page 12
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March Conference Examines
‘Teaching For Thinking’

by Carol Smuth, Director for Accreditation/Certification/Assessment

A March 5 conference on “Teaching for
Thinking: The Challenge for Teachers and
Teacher Educators” focused on strategies
for developing K-12 students’ skills in
critical thinking and implicanons for
preparing teachers.

Held in Washington, DC., under joint
sponsorship of AACTE, the Association
Collaborative for Teaching Thinking, the
American Federation of Teachers, the Na-
tinnal Education Association, and the
Dustrict of Columbia ACTE, the con-
ference assembled 70 participants repre-
senting teachers, teacher educators and
NCATE, staff development specialists, and
school admunistrators.

Keynoting the conference was Arthur L.
Costa, president-elect of the Association
for Supervision and Curriculum Develop-
ment. Presentaticns on inservice programs
related to critical-thinking skills were given
by Debbie Walsh of the American Federa-
tion of Teachers and by s:aff development
specialist Karen Spencer. Robert Swartz of

the University ot Massachusetts-Boston
outlined a program at his institution for
preparing inservice teachers.

For preservice preparation, David Mar-
tin of Gallaudet University presented a
model in use at his institution for col-
laboration between teacher educators and
liberal arts faculey. In this model, new
teachers are prepared to work systematcal-
ly toward developing the cognitive abilities
of their students.

AACTE representatives who served as
panelists for the program included David
C. Smith and Patricia Ashton of the
University of Florida and William
Katzenmeyer of the University of South
Florida.

Organizers plan to issue a summary of
the conference along with papers from
related conferences held earlier. The final
conference in the series, held May 5, ad-
dressed the topic, “assessing thinking

skills”

Photo by Shavon Givens

David C. Smith () of the University of Florida and Arthur L. Costa (r) of the Association
for Supervision and Curriculum Development engage in a point-counterpomnt discussion of teacher
education curncula that supports cnitical thinking. The two served on a panel summanzing
the workshop on *“Teaching for Thinking: The Challenge for Teachers and Teacher Educators.”
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AACTE Briefs

Program Briefs
continued from page 5

the research acccmpanving EMU’s core
courses. In the planning phase, universi-
ty and school educators and admunistra-
tors learned about the new research and
identified effective teaching, planning, and
classroom management practices to be in-
cluded in students’ field experiences.

TJruversity and school educators formed
“design teams” and created teaching ac-
tivities for the identified concepts. One ac
tivity, for example, requires a student to
design and teach from a curriculum unit.

The project’s evaluation will be based on
questionnaires and interviews with pro-
fessors, students, and teachers; students’
reflective journals; and case studies.
Preliminary analysis of 1987 evaluation
data indicates that 95 percent of the
students were highly or moderately satis-
fied with the program overall.

For more information on EMU's project,
please see the August 1987 issue of Briefs,
page 10, where it was profiled as one of the
OERI grant recipients, or contact Georgea
Sparks, assistant professor of teacher educa-
tion, College of Education, Easte. Michigan
University, Ypsilanti, MI 48197, phone (313)
487-1414.

North Carolina
State University

In the third DAA category, AACTE
recognized North Carolina State Univer-
sity’s program for preparing experienced

@
SE BRIEFS

One Dupont Circle, Suite 610
Washington, DC 20036

teachers to become mentors for beginning
teachers. This program 15 a collaboratve
effort by the university and six school
districts.

As a resuit of legislaton mandatng a
two-year probationary status for beginning
teachers and the evaluation of their ef-
fectiveness during that time, North Caro-
lina State University (NCSU) designed a
model program for providing school-based
educators with the necessary skills to
supervise beginning teachers’ professional
growth. The model is based on research
indicating that inservice teacher develop-
ment requires school-based educators who
have instructional supervision skills
(Howey, Yarger, and Joyce, 1978).

Central to this model is the communica-
tion link between the university and the
schools for which NCSU established an
“extension professorship.” The person in
this position has substantial experience
with inservice education and high
credibility with school personnel.

The development of this model included
(1) identification of expert teachers, (2)
development of a curriculum in instruc-
tional clinical supervision transferable to
school-based inservice programs, and (3)
formation of instructional teams consisting
of a mentor teacher and a clinical professor
who would irstruct other experienced
teachers to become mentors for beginning
teachers,

The teams completed two semesters of
academic study and parucipated in an in-
ternship 1n which they taught colleagues
to become mentors. The topics for the in-

ternship included effective teaching, con-
flict management, and different models of
supervision and coaching.

More than 200 experienced teachers
have enrolled 1n the mentor training pro-
gram 1n the school districts. From the
course evaluations, untversity and school
personnel consider the program highly ef-
fective. They have plans to apply this ap-
proach to the supervision of student
teachers.

For infcrmation, please contact Lois Thues-
Sprinthall, project director and extension pro-
fessor, College of Education and Psychology,
North Carolina State Umwenity, Raleigh,
NC 27695, phone (919) 737-223:

Program Briefs 1s untten by Dagmar Kauffman,

researcher/umter

Research Briefs
continued from page 10

Project staff are using quahtative
methods to assess the project, Lanier said.
“Throughout the project, we have col-
lected a wealth of data that include inter-
views with instructors, mentors, and
students.” he explained. From a prelimin-
ary analysis of these data, he called the
project “successful.”

For information, contact Perry Lanier, pro-
fessor, College of Education, 501 Erickson
Hall, Michigan State University, East Lans-
ing, MI 48824, phone (517) 355-1734.

Research Brefs 1s untten by Dagmar Kauffman,
researcher/umnter.
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. THE DISTINGUISHED ACHIEVEMENT AWARD
HONORING AN EXEMPLARY TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM
AT EASTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY

Our thanks to the professional colleagues listed below whose talents, dedication

and cooperation enabled the College of Education to receive national recognition

for an exemplary teacher education program. The CITE program (Collaboration

for the Improvement a of Teacher Education) which resulted in the Distinguished -
Achievement Award" from the. Amencan Assocuuon' of Colleges for Teacher
Edncation is the product of their commitment to’ the preparation of superior

classroom teachers, The honor is theirs. We are proud to be associated with them.

We lo:;k forward to additional opportunmes for collaborauon as the program

expands. .
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it COLLABORATION
S IMPROVEMENT OF

TEACHER EDUCATION

Fall 1987 Newslette.:

I f you are thznkmg a year ahead,
sow seed.

If you are thinking ten years ahead,
plant a tree.

If you are thinking 100 years ahead,
educate the people.
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- Chinese poet, 500 B.C. s
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Project Director Georgea Sparks
Project Coordinator —__ Amy Colton

Phone 487-3260
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‘ A COOPERATIVE EFFORT OF THE EMU COU.EGE OF ECUCATION
| WITH ANN ARBOR, LINCOLN, WILLOW RUN AND YPSILANTI SCHOOLS

DEPARTMENT OF TEACHER EDUCATION
EASTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSTY
234 BOONE HALL

YPSILANTI, MI 46197
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WELCOME BACK!

We hope you had a nice relaxing summer. As you gear up for the new
year, we hope this newsletter will bring you up to date on the CITE
project, and give you an overview of the coming year.

REPORT ON SPRING
1987

We want to extend a big thank you
to all of the teachers who participated
in the Spring (May-June) ficld experi-
ence. While the term was too short to
provide the full CITE program (10
visits plus a teaching week), we felt
that some field experience was better
than none at all. Many of you felt that
referring to the Spring field experi-
ence as part of the CITE model was
inappropriate. We agree. We will
need to examine this issue further.

NEW CITE
COORDINATOR!

We are pleased to announce that
Amy Colton will be joining the CITE
staff in September as the new Project
Coordinator. Marifran Brown, our
1986-87 Coordinator, will be teaching
for Ann Arbor Schools this year.

Amy was a CITE teacher at Clague
Intermediate School in Ann Arbor last
year. She's taking a one-year leave of
absence to coordinate CITE and to
teach courses at EMU. We welcome
her!

FALL 1987
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YEAR TWO SUMMARY
1986-1987

Year Two was the pilot-testing year for the CITE project: the Core
Teacher Education courses and pre-student teaching field experiences,
which were collaboratively designed during Year One, 1985-86.

Key Events of Year Two
* Pilot-testing of program, including modifications during Winter terra.

* Workshops for Classroom Teacher Educators (CTEs): Lesson Design,
Classroom Management, Reading. Cooperative Learning.

* Presentations at six state and national conferences by CITE staff and

* Monthly meetings with CITE staff, professors and liaisons.
* Dinner for superintendents and state officials.

Evaluation instruments were also pilot-tested during Year Two.
Teachers, principals, liaisons, professors, and students responded to
questionnaires. These aided in the identification of several positive
features, as well as areas needing change.

Positive Features of CITE Areas Needing Change

* Mini-unic Teaching Week ) * Integration of Core course concepts
and field experiences

* Pre- teaching (PS i .

student g (PST) experience * Continued collaboration/

* PST conference time with CTEs involvement of CTEs new to CITE

* Liaisons' contacts with schools * Communications, 2mount of

* Collaboratio her educat

7LOn FEAGheT etton » Spring CTTE does not provide for

the full CITE experience
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CITE PROMOTES TEACHER REFLECTION

As we have refined our evaluation design we have given
much thought to how CITE benefits the E student. Itis
clear that our goal is not merely to have students go out to
classrooms to perform teaching skills in a rote manner. Rath-
er, we want them to experiment with certain teaching and
measurement skills. We also want them to analyze teaching
and learning in the light of student characteristics, the commu-
nity, and society. Many refer to this on-the-spot analysis and
experimentation as "teacher reflection in action.”

As researchers (Schon, Berliner, Stallings, and others) have
studied effective teaching, they have found that it is not just
the ability to perform certain strategies that makes a "good
teacher.” It is the ability to know when to use a particular
strategy that separates more effective from less effective
teachers. How are such decisions made? There seems to be a
lot of intuition and experience involved in such decision mak-
ing. It is not merely a matter of applying clear-cut rules.

What does all this have to do with CITE? Our purpose
in CITE is to promote teacher reflection and enlightened
decision making through structured field experiences.
Thus, we ask pre-student teachers to try out certain re-
search-based strategies and to analyze their ¢ffects on
students. We ask them to examine the school and home
environments and to link them to what happens in class-
rooms. It is our hope that such experimentation and r~al-
ysis will continue during student teaching and regular
teaching.

If we are to have true professionals in teaching, teaching-as-
decision-making will have to be emphasized over the more typ-
ical attitude of “teaching is just a series of ‘effective’ tech-
niques.” We are not saying that EMU students don't need a
solid set of skills. They do. We think, however, that these
skills ought to be presented as tools that can be experimented
with as student needs and social factors are considered. There
is too much intuition and artistry in teaching for it to be con-
sidered 2 simple set of effective behaviors or prescriptions.
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YEAR THREE OVERVIEW
1987-88

September 1987, begins the third and final year of the CITE project.
Approximately 100 pre-student teachers (PSTs) and Classroom Teacher
Educators (CTEs) will be involved. PSTs enrolled in the Core Teacher Ed-
ucation block will be spending one half-day per week in CTEs' classrooms,
and end their experience with a week of teaching. More time will be spent
on program evaluation this year, as required by our federal funding agen-
cy. '

MAIN GOALS FOR YEAR THREE
1987-1988

* Increased Collaboration

* Analytical and reflective use of research and field experience in the
Teacher Education Program

* Conceptual integration of Teacher Education Core courses and related
field experiences

Core Teacher Education Courses

Previously, CUR 311/314: Elem./Sec. Tkus, the CITE Teacher Education
Reading, and EDP 322: Human Develop- Core consists only of CUR 304/305:
ment were offered as a block of Core Elem./Sec. Curriculum and Methods, SFD
courses. Due to a decision by the Universi- 328: Social Aspects of Teaching, and EDP
ty Council on Teacher Education (UCTE) 340: Measurement and Evaluation. While
the CUR 311/314-EDP 322 block will no the Reading-Human Development courses
longer be offered and both courses will will have structured field experiences, they
have field experiences outside of CITE. will not be considered part of CITE during

Year Three.
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1987-1988 CORE TEACHER EDUCATION COURSES

with Instructors, Days and Times
CUR 304/305: Elem.Sec. Curriculum and Methods

Alane Starko MW 10:30-11:45 (Elem.)
Alane Starko MW 12:00- 1:45 (Elem.)
Trevor Gardner MW 10:30-11:45 (Sec.)
Georgea Sparks MW 12:00- 1:45 (Sec.))

SFD 328: Social Aspects of Teaching

Cal Michael MW  9:00-10:15

Ric Samonte MW 9:00-10:15
Ric Samonte MW 1:30- 245
Ric Samonte TTh k30- 245

EDP 340: Measurement and Evaluation

Robert Dedrick MW 8:00- 9:00
Robert Dedrick T 8:00 - 10:00
Warren Williams MW 2:00- 3:00
Louise Jernigan TTh 2:00- 3:00

The CITE project makes possible the UNIVERSITY LIAISONS
integration of the above courses and the
field experience. The majority of CITE Ann Arbor— Georgea Sparks
pre-student teacliers enroll in all three %‘V'ﬁ,"gl',‘ Run l;;-ryy %32,’5";'
courses. The courses are scheduled so that Ypsilanti Tom Gwalmey
a block of time is reserved for the [,eld ex-
pcricnce_ All liaisons can be reached at 487-3260.

The University Liaisons provide the
important link between EMU and the dis-

Several of the professors teaching tricts. Throughout the term, they will
CITE sections this term are new to the meet individually with teachers, as well as
project. We weicome them and appreciate coordinate school and districc CITE
their efforts to further the development of meetings.

both the Core courses and the field experi-

ences. The prqfessors met once during ghe It is a pleasure to welcome Perry
summer and will spend a half-day planning Marker as the new liaison for Lincoln

together in early September. Schools.
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PROJECT EVALUATION PLAN

During Year Three, we will be conducting a formal evaluation of
CITE. The evaluation focuses on project logistics and three major
outcomes:

1) reflective/analytical thinking of students, modeled by campus pro-
fessors and Classroom Teacher Educators (CTEs)

2) role re-definitions of professors and CTEs (i.e. Increased collabo-
ration and use of classrooms as an integral part of teacher prepara-
tion.)

3) institutionalization of the CITE project (i.e. How it continues with-

out federal funding.)
EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS PARTICIPANTS
* Questionnaires * Pre-student Teachers (PSTs)
* Interviews * Classroom Teacher Educators (CTEs)
* Audio tapes, video tapes * Liaisons
* Think-aloud Student Journals * Professors

* Project Staff

PROJECT EVALUATOR

Joanne Simmons, from MSU, is the Project Evaluator and has
been working with the evaluation committee since last March. Her
expertise is a valuable addition to the project.

CITE FALL 1387 PAGE 7
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Title: CITE SEMINAR PROMOTES TEACHER REFLECTION
2 credits CUR 680 Fall/Winter 1988-89

CITE (Collaboration for the Improvement of Teacher Education) is a 3-year
federally funded project (1985-88) to bring schools together with EMU
to develop and implement a research-based structured pre-student teaching
field experience. The program won a national award for excellence in

Feb. 1988. While federal funding ends in Sept., 1988, CITE will continue
at a modest cost tc EMU.

Our purpose in CITE is to promote teacher reflection and enlightened .
decision making. We ask pre-stud eachers to try out certain research-based
strategies and to analyze their on students. We ask them to

examine the school and home envirommefits and to 1ink them to what happerns

in classrooms.

The purpose of this proposal is to request funds to pay partial tuition for CITE
teachers participating in a "Seminar on Teacher Reflection" during
1988-89.

What is teacher reflection?

As researchers (Schon, Berliner, Stallings and others) have studied effective
teaching, they have found that it is not Jjust the ability to perform

certain strategies that makes a " good teacher." It is the ability to

know when to use a particular strateqy that separates more effective from
less effective teachers. How are such decisions made? There seems to be a
Tot of intuition and experience involved in such decision making. It is not
merely a matter of applying clear-cut rules.

As we have refined our evaluation design we have given much thought to how
CITE benefits the EMU student. It is clear that our goal is not merely

to have students go out to classrooms to perform teaching skills in a rote
manner. Rather, we want them to experiment with certain teaching and
learning in the 1ight of student characteristics, the community, and society.
Many refer to this on-the-spot analysis and experimentation as " teacher
reflection in action." -

Why is the Seminar necessary?

The value of the structured field experience is not in question. While

students praise the experience, approximately 15% have expressed dissatisfaction
with their CITE teacher. To enhance the experience for both the pre-student
teacher and the CITE teacher we now need to develop teacher refiection in

the CITE teacher. We've been asking the CITE teachers to nurture relection

in our EMU students without giving the teachers the tools to do s0.

Seminar description

The broad goal of the proposed Seminar is to develop teacher reflection
and coaching skills. We will address the following objectives:

*To heighten the awareness among participants of research and reflection.
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*To practice reflection in their own classroom situation.

*To promote reflective dialogue with colleagues and EMU students.
This course will focus on the following topics:

*Visions of the Teaching Profession

‘State of the Art:Reflection

*Experiential Learning Theory

*Skills and Techniques of Effective TEaching

*Teacher Development, Empowerment, and Self-Efficacy

*[ anguage Acquisition and Concept Development

*Cognitive Coaching

*Action Research

The six Saturday sessions will run from 10-2:30 on Oct. 29, Nov. 19,

Dec. 3, Jan. 14, Feb. 11, and March 18. Each session will include a pre-
sentation by one of the CITE professors (Sparks, Starko, Weiser,

Gwaltney, Gardner, Samonte, Jernigan, Polokow, Pokay), a sample lesson
from his or her course, small-group discussions, journal entries and follow-
up on field experiences. The field assignments will provide the )
necessary additional hours to satisfy the two credit requirement. It is
our intent that the participants will be working with CITE pre-student
teachers, thus providing an avenue for application. An additional benefit
of the seminar is that seminar participants will be better prepared to
workhas cooperating teachers with EMU student teachers and beginning
teachers.

Need to Support Teachers' Participation

Over the past three years the CITE teachers have given much of themselves
and their time to the EMU CITE project. Without their support CITE would
not have been an award-winniag project. By offering fellowships -
EMU has the opportunity to thank these people as well as to promote

their continued efforts in out teacher education program.

To compensate as many individual as possible CITE would 1ike to offer
one-credit fellowships to 20 CITE teachers They would then pay for the
other credit. This would cost the university approximately

This offer would be made on a first-come first-served basis.




we hope the Regents will be able to approve the proposed amount.

CITE has been a successful project, but it needs considerable "fine-tuning,"

especially in the area of CITE teachers' skilis.

Thank you for your consideration.

Marvin Pasch, CITE Project Administrator
1985-1988

Georgea Sparks, CITE Director, 1985-88

Amy B. Colton, CITE Director. 1988-89




APPENDIX E: DOCUMENTATION OF
INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT
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Provost a ice President for Academic Affairs
146 Pierce
487-3200
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! Eastern Michigan University
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Ronald W. Collins, DATE: June %, 1988 "
Provost and Academic Yice President Oglsi(D

FROM:’ {11 in Pasch, Head, Department of Teacher Educsation

SUBJECT: Follow Up After the May 12 Meeting on Planning for the CITE
Structured Field Experisnce and the Southside Project

I have appojpted a haYf-time visiting lecturer as CITE Coordinator and |
have appointe additions! graduate assistant to aid in organizing and
coordinating igid experience assignments. . Also, | have asked them to
plan the $7,500 of SS&M to fund the program for next year.

! am hopeful that between your efforts and those of Dean Westerman,
President Porter will be convinced of the worth and importance of
structured field experience for education students that will convinCe him
In regerd to the ﬁﬂ"iﬂiiﬂﬁ gmiectl I have appointed an additione!
graduate agsistont te be university liaison and chief recruiter. Since he
will complete his studies after Fall Semester, you will be able to
ré-assess our commitment before continuing the allocation for winter. |
will ask Dr. Pietig, my successor, to contact you in fall to determine
whether the Southside G.A. position will continue in winter.
| am thankful for the support you have given to both projects. | wouid
appreciate 1t if you could clear the organizational pathways so that the
additional 2 GA appointments are not viewed with suspicion at the budget
office and the Graduate School.

cc. Dean westermsn
Dr. Pretig

QGG & —

Ll

RECEIVED

JUN 07 1988

OFFICE OF THE v. PRES.
FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS
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0.5 = | ASSOCIATE VICE PRESIDEN
MGl Append. x FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS

NOV 111986

The NCATE Report (March, 1983) expressed a concern about the “lack of cleer structure
in the pre-stude.t teaching program” at Eastern Michigen University. This paralleled a
judgment mads by the UCTE that the teacher education curriculum should be a sequenced,
developmental program that would inc” xde structured, collaboratively designed,
appplication-based field experiences prior to student teaching. Mast recently, the EMU Regents'
Commission came to 8 similar conclusion.

The University received a three yeer grant ( 1985-88) from the National institute for
Education entitied “The Collsboration for the Improvement of Teacher Education (CITE) Project.”
Its primary purpess is to apply research knowledge to the improvement of teacher education.
The project has brought together University and school district educators to design and
implement a set of pre-student teaching field exper iences which wiil enable students to view
teaching as a systematic, deliberate activity and to base their teaching decisions on a firm bsdy
of knowledge.

This fall sixty students have voluntarily enrolled in & block of classes to begin to
implement the CiTE recommendations. “Blocking” during school district hours is essential if
students are to have access to classrooms.

The UCTE has recommended that three courses, CUR304/30S - Curriculum and Methods,
SFD328 - Social Aspects of Teac.1ing snd EDP 340 - Messurement and Evaluation be blocked as
co-requisites for all certification students. The block would be available during toth the fall and
winter ssmesters witi: at least three aiternative time spans scheduled 1.e.; 8-11, 10-1, and
12-3. (Pleass ses attached scheduie. )

Academic departments that would 1ike to schedule their subject matter methods courses
within the blacks in order to benefit from the structured field experiences are encouraged to do
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Block |

Block 1

Block Il

Appendix

EDP 340
8:00-10:00

EDP 340
10:00-12:00

EDP 340
12:00-2:00

CUR 304/305
8:00-9:15

SFD 328
9:30-10:45

CUR 304/305
10:00-11:15

SFD 328
11:30-1:00

CUR 304/305
12:00-1:15

SFD 328
1:.30-3:00
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CUR 304/305
8:00-9:195

SFD 328
9:30-10:45

CUR 304/305
10:00-11:15

SFD 328
11:30-1:00

CUR 304/305
12:00-1:15

SFD 328
1:30-3:00
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