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SUMMARY OF EVALUATION REPORT

A new teacher education program at the University of Wyoming has been in the planning stages
since 1989; implementation began in the Fall of 1992. The program made radical changes to the
preexisting program. Many classes in the foundations of education and methods of instruction were
combined and integrated into five courses: EDUC 2000, Phase I; EDUC 3000, Phase Il; EDUC 4000, Phase
ilia, Genera! Methods; and EDUC 4250, Phase llia, Specific Methods; and EDUC 4740, Phase llic,
Professional Perspectives. In its present form the program requires at least 4 semesters to complete,
though a student who stays in her initial cchort would require 5 semesters. The program involves students
in field experiences in schools participating as Wyoming Centers for Teaching and Leaming initially in

Phase | and increasingly in Phases II, Phase llla, and Phase liib/c, the residency, which takes the place
of student teaching.

In the Fall of 1992, the first cohort (Cycle A) of students entered Phase | of the program and
completed Phase Il in Spring, 1994. The second cohort (Cycle B) began Phase | in Spring, 1993. They
took Phase Il in Spring, 1994, and should complete Phase ill in Spring, 1995. The third cohort (Cycle C)
began Phase 1in Fall, 1993, are scheduled to take Phase Il in Fall, 1994, and to complete Phase lli in Fali,

1995. The fourth cotiert (Cycie D) began Phase | in Spring, 1994, are scheduled to take Phase li in Spring,
1995, and to complete Phase Il in Spring, 1996.

Program Evaluation

In the Fall of 1993 an in-house formative evaluation of the program was initiated under the
direction of the Dean of the College of Education and the Associate Dean for Undergraduate Studies. Dr.
Alan Moore, of the Division of Leadership and Human Development was appointed to coordinate this one-

year evaluation project. Assisting in the evaluation were Mr. Jacque Leighty and Mr. Gary Fertig, graduate
assistants.

The evaluation was conducted for three main reasons.

1. There was a need by the College of Education to include systematic feedback about how
the program was developing, as it proceeded from its initial implementation toward its full
implementation over the first few years. This was to provide information for decision makers to use
as the program was modified.

2, " Stakeholders in the evaluation needed to be provided the opportunity to express their
ideas and concems about the new program.

3. An evaluation component needed to be built into the teacher education program so that
it could continue to be sensitive to its outcomes and improve over time.

The CIPP model of Stufflebeam was used as a general model in designing and carrying out the
evaluation. This model was chosen because of the primarily formative evaluation needs of the new
program. *Fundamentally; the use of the CIPP Model is intended to promote growth and to help the
responsible leadership and staff of an institution systematically to obtain and use feedback so as to excel
in meeting important needs, or, at least, to do the best they can with the available resources.”
(Stuffiebsam, 1983, in Madaus, et al., p. 118). The primary emphases for this evaluation were on the input
and process parts of the model. This evaluation should serve to set the stage for evaluation with more
emphasis on products, which would involve outside evaluators as well as intemal evaluators.




During Fall, 1993, the evaluation coordinators engaged in planning, clarifying evaluation questions,
collecting and analyzing data, preparing brief written and oral progress repotts, and preparing and
disseminating the Preliminary Evaluation Report. This report and an executive summary of it were
completed and prasented on January 31, 1994. Copies of these were distributed to decision makers in
the College of Education, and were made available to the general public through Coe Library and the
Leaming Resource Center at the University of Wyoming. The report is currently available through the
Dean’s Office, College of Education, University of Wyoming, Laramie, Wyoming 82071.

During Spring, 1994, surveys of University facuity, CTL mentor teachers, clinical faculty, and

students involved in the program were prepared. These were administered during April and early May,
1994.

Methods of data cullection included interviews with individuals and groups in person and by
telephone, written questionnaires administered both in person and by mail, analysis of program
documents, and observations in classes and at meetings. ’ :

EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Evaluation questions were developed based on individual interviews, focus group interviews,
questionnaires, and program docurients collected during September and October, 1993 from College of
Education facuity, mentor teachers, CTL administrators, education students, education graduate students,
and University administrators. The 236 separate questions raised by these siakeholders were assigned
to categories by theme. From these, 131 questions were extracted which represent each of 17 question

categories. Not all questions were addressed during the evaluation of 1993-1994. The followii.g were the
questions addressed in this evaluation: :

Input evaluation questions

1. What are the costs to students in terms transportation, housing, and effect on student
employment?

Process evaluation questions

2. Is the model of the "new program® {i.e., "teacher as reflective decision-maker') being realized?
3. What experiences seem particularly effective / ineffective for students in achieving outcomes of

Phase X? Does the portfolic function as intended?

4, In what ways should the content, structure, sequence, and articulation, of Phases |, I, and IIf be
changed? '

5. What parts of the cohort concept are working well and what needs to be modified?

6. How can communication between university methods teachers and CTL teachers be improved?

7. How have student enroliment pattems changed as a result of the program?

number of students

number of majors

credit hour generation
demographic profile of majors
double majors, endorsements

000




f. part-time, non-traditional, athletes, minorities, single parents, married students
g. time in major
B. How well is student advising working? ‘
9. What are students’ experiences related to integration of the new program and the rest of their

university experiences in areas such as a) classes outside the College of Education, b)
extracumicular activities, c) student employment? :

Product evaluation questions

10. What impact does the program have on University Faculty members? To what extent are people
outside their areas of expertisefinterest? :

1. What impact does the program have on teachers in partnership districts?

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

A summary of results to date is reported here. Every attempt has been made to objectively
summarize and condense the responses and comments of UW faculty, CTL mentor teachers, Clinical
Facufty, Phase |, Il llla, and llic students who were active in the Phase program during Fall, 1993, and
Spring, 1994. The reader is strongly encouraged to read both the Preliminary Evaluation Report and the
full Evaluation Report, which contains more detailed questionnaire results, statistical summaries, and direct
quotes from those surveyed. The summary necessarily lacks much of the impact that direct quotes of
respondents provide. Even greater detail is contained in Avpendix A, the actuai questionnaires, and
Appendix B, the verbatim comments of respondents in both full reports.

1. What are the costs to students in terms of effect on student employment, and
costs of transportation, and housing costs?

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

A clear consensus existed among Fall '93 Phase | students that participation in the new
undergraduate program imposes a financial burden which the campus-based program did not. Only 12%
of the respondents—including several assigned to WCTL-L~ did not agree. Transfer students and degree

holders attempting to complete the requirements for licensure form a well-defined special interest group
on this point.

Most of the difficulties the students cited were anticipated, rather than actual. Regarding their own
costs during Phase |, most agreed that so far this was not a problem. But, the anxiety level is high, even
among Phase | students, who tend to focus on three main prospective costs: a) the cost of an extended
program, which will take at least 5 years to complete, b) many students who find part-time employment
not only desirable, but necessary, have found it difficult to keep their jobs during Phase semester, and

c) direct out-of-pocket expenses associated with travel and lodging make the new program mare difficult
to finance than the old one.
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Sprinq, 1994 Phase | Students

Fifty-eight percent of respondents in Cycle D expressed the opinion that the Phase program would
be more difficuit for them to finance than the old program would have been. Many students for whom the
added expenses incurred in Phase | had posed no serious problems expressed apprehension over the
prospect of major burdens associated with succeeding Phases.

A new area of concem centered on the additional costs of a five-year baccalaureate program.
Some recipients of scholarships awarded them as outstanding students by the College of Education

pointed out that this financial support would be withdrawn after four years, even though the new program
is not designed to be completed in that time.

Spiing, 1994 Phase |l Students

There were very strohg statements from Phase |l students that adding an extra yeér to the

pregram was a serious financial burden, particularly in fight of the fact that scholarships are for only four
years.

Fall, 1993 Phase llla_Students

Roughly 70 percent of Phase llia students believed that the new program cost more than the old
one did, and that they had not yet identified the additional financial resources which wctid offset the
higher costs. Program requirements of various kinds entailing greater costs, in money and in time, than
students expected seem to be the sharpest focal point of a sense of grievance. '

The requirements of more advanced Phases can be especially hard on a) married students and
parents, b) out-of-state students who not only pay higher tuition, but are often especially hard hit by costs

of lodging away from Laramie, and c) independent students who have similar problems, whether they
come from Wyoming or not.

Then there are the substantial costs of pursuing an extended degree program, which entails both
further educational expenses and an additional period during which the student suffers a loss of income.

A few Cycle A students, having spent more than they had expected to, expressed concem over maeting
upcoming expenses of student teaching.

Students were nearly unanimous in their appreciation of the Phase prcgram’s incorporation of
training activities in CTL classrooms, but even thase who were in a position to bear the additional
expenses associated with travel and who felt no great urgency to complete their training and enter the

work force resented what they interpreted as demands being imposed on them without so much as
consultation, let alone consent.

2. Is the model of the "new program" (i.e., "eacher as reflective declslon-
maker) being realized?

Fall, 1993 UW Facuity

At the end of Fall, 1993, UW Faculty were divided in their perception of whether the Phase
program, as currently implemented, embodied well the College vision of a renewed teacher education
program. Nearly equal numbers of faculty respondents agreed as disagreed that it did. Several faculty
wrote that changes are necessary before the program embodies the vision of facutty.

7
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UW Faculty neither strongly agree nor strongly disagree with whether the theme, "teacher as
decision-maker was an effective organizing principle for students. Comments indicated that the theme is

supported, in theory, by facuity, but they felt it was not emphasized or well articulated, often because of
lack of time. '

Spring, 1994 UW Faculty

in Spring, UW faculty generally agreed that the Phase program, as currently implemented,
embodies well their vision of a renewed teacher education program. Comments emphasized that a
strength of the program was getting students into the schools earfier. There were concems that some
logistical problems still needed solution, that increased communication among UW faculty and mentor

teachers was needed, and fear that some of the proposed changes would not reflect the vision of a
renewed program.

Fall, 1993 Mentor Teachers

Most mentor teachers agreed that the major theme of the new program, "teacher as refiective
decision-maker," provided an effective organizing principle for their UW students. In contrast, several CTL

faculty commented that they found this theme to have little practical value as an organizing principle for
their UW students. '

Spring, 1994 Phase Il Mentor Teachers

Most Phase Il mentor teachers agreed that the three themes of Phase Il provided an effective
organizing framework for their student. However, a number of them expressed confusion over the
relationship among *themes," "processes,” “outcomes," and "documentations." Some mentor teachers
were unaware of the themes. Others were aware that themes existed for Phase |l, but were not sure what
purpose they served. According to 11 mentor teacher comments, the three themes of Phase |l were not

generally understood or systematically used by mentor teachers and UW students as an organizirg
framework or to plan and coordinate leaming activities.

Spring, 1994 Phase lllb Mentor Taachers

Most of the Phase llib teachers responding to the survey agreed that the three fiuid periods of

*guided teaching," independent teaching,” and ‘teaming" provided an effective organizing framework for
their Phase lllb student.

3. What experiences seem particularly effective / ineffective for stddentfs In
achieving outcomes of Phase X? Does the portfolio function as intended?

Fall, 1993 UW Faculty

Experiences which were seen by UW faculty to be most effective for students in achieving
expected outcornes were involvement in classrcoms, observing, and teaching in the schools. Although
faculty were divided on whether course activities enabled their students to achieve the expected outcomes
for their phase, slightly more agreed that they had. Of the only 5 faculty commenting on this item, the
consensus among them was that their course activities did help students achieve outcomes, though time
was short for Phase llla. Comments reflect that the workload is seen as appropriate for all except Phase
Illa, specific methods for elementary education students.

')




Better coordination, co-planning, and communication between methods professors and CTL
mentor teachers were seen to be the most important modifications to make in assignments and

experiences for students. Comments clarify that on-campus and field experiences were not well-
coordinated in Phase llla.

Although faculty were divided in whether or not they feit satisfied with the amount and quality of
evaluative feedback provided by CTL faculty and mentor teachers, a slight majority felt dissatisfied. In
comments, several reported that there was littte evaluative feedback provided by the teachers in the field.

UW faculty were nearly evenly distributed in their perception of the effectiveness of student
portfolios as effective training experiences. Facuity feel the pottfolio is playing little role in the program.
It was not used in Phase llla by many of the instructors. The definition and role of the portfolio are unclear.

Spring, 1994 UW Faculty

In Spring, 1994 Faculty, the predominantly mentioned effective experience was that in the school
in actual teaching, and visits structured around themes, such as cooperative leaming or equity.
Assignments that “make them think like a teacher" were seen to be particularly -effective. Two facuity
members felt the development of an interview portfolio for Phase llic brought the program together for

many students. Several comments suggested a reduction in either the number of outcomes or the number
of credit hours would improve the program.

Most faculty strongly agreed that the development of professional portfolios by students had
enhanced the effectiveness oftheir training experiences. In contrast, comments from two faculty members
cautioned that the portfolios were not really professional portfolios and contained little original thinking.

Fall, 1993 Mentor Teachers

Alarge majority of partnership teachers believed that CTL activities helped their university students
to achieve the expected outcomes for their phase. To the extent CTL faculty were unsure about expected
outcomes, they were also unsure about how well specific activities heiped stucents achieve those
outcomes. Several comments indicated that they were not aware of many Phase outcomes in advance
of what students told them was expected upon amival at their CTL sites. However, even in these instances

-many CTL facully believed they were able to provide meaningful activities that helped UW students
achieve the outcomes for their Phase. '

Giving UW students the experience of applying in the classrcom what had been taught at the
university was considered valuable by CTL faculty. Planning lessons, teaching them, assessing studenits'
work, and subsequently evaluating the effectiveness ofthat lesson for the pumpose of making modifications
was also mentioned as an effective experiences for UW students in achieving expected Phase outcomes.

CTL faculty suggestions for improvement included the following: a) there is a need to scoordinate
assignments for the university students with the curriculum that teachers are responsible for delivering in
the CTLs, b) "integrated units* are great in theory but often create unrealistic teaching expectations for
mentor teachers and their UW students, c) more efficient planning and communication between UW
professors and mentor teachers is needed so that each party knows in advance of cohort visits what the
UW students are to accomplish in the classroom; the "assignment sheets" given to Phase llla students
prior to each CTL. visit were mentioned as being quite helpful in this regard, more time for mentor teachers
and UW students to "reflect" together about lessons taught would be helpful in clarifving the relationship
between experiences in the classroom and Phase cutcomes.
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Some mentor teachers believed a lack of communication was to blame for the poor timing of
many on-campus assignments. Others believed UW students were being.assigned too much unnecessary

“busy work," while others remarked that many of the on-campus assignments were “out of tune with reality
in the classroom.” o ' '

Spring, 1994 Phase |l Mentor Teachers

Many of the comments made by the 35 Phase Il mentor teachers who responded to this question
reflected their overwhelmingly positive reaction to the four-week block of time students spent in their
classrooms during Phase Il. Experiences in the classroom specifically mentioned as being effective for
UW students in achieving the expected outcomes for Phase Il included working with smali and large
groups of students, teaching units and doing demonstrations, using hands-on leaming activities, and
accompanying their mentor teachers to faculty meetings.

In general, UW stucents were said to develop as teachers by virtue of experiences gained in the
areas of classroom management, short and long-term fesson planning, and assessing the progress of
pupils.

One teacher remarked that it was not appropriate for the Phase students to teach lessons using
the lesson plans of their mentor teachers. The lesson plans of experienced teachers are the product of
years of development and familiarity with the curriculum content. In addition, Phase students needed
opportunities to develop their own lesson plans, with guidance from the mentor teacher.

Several mentor teachers were concemed that students were being held responsible for too many
assignments during Phase II, that many of these assignments were not suited in either method or content
to the prevailing curriculum, and that greater emphasis should have been placed on students’ involvement
in smaller tasks, such as playground duty, settling disputes between students, or accompanying the class

to music and/or PE. Several mentor teachers felt the Community Profile assignment required too much
* of the Phase students’ time, time which could have been better utilized in their respective classrooms.

Phase Il mentor teachers were divided over whether developing the professional portfolio, begun
in Phase |, was a central concem for them and their student. The design and purpose of the professional
‘portfolio was not clear to a majority of tiie 14 mentor teachers who commented on this question. Other
teachers described the portfolio process as "busy work" for LiW students that took too much time. There
were no positive comments about the professional portfolio nor was there any acknowledgment of the
portfolio as something that UW students should be developing throughout their Phase experiences.

Spring, 1994 Phase lllb_Mentor Teachers -

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey did not believe developing the
professional portfolio, begun in Phase |, was a central concem for them and their student. The two mentor
teachers who commented on this item were not aware of the professional portfolio or its purpose.

Implementing .classroom management, planning and teaching lessons, using the mentor teacher
as a role model, and working with students with a wide range of abilities were ali mentioned as ¢'fective
experiences for students in achieving the expected outcomes for Phase llib.

Ofthe 9 Phase llb mentor teachers who offered suggestions for modification, most believed that
a closer coordination of assignmeants between UW and the scheol district would better meet the needs
of Phase students and the schoot districts' students. Assignments from UW were often criticized as being
“vague' or "not in tune with the realities of the classroom". Having UW faculty visit the CTL classrooms
was mentioned as a good way to make university assignments more relevant to tha students in the various

10
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school districts and classrooms. Mentor teachers requested more responsibility for assigning tasks to UW
students, thereby reducing the amount of "busy work" assigned by UW Professors.

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

A large majority found oppo:tunities to observe pupils and teachers in naturai classroom settings
as an indispensable part of their Phase | training. Behaviors most frequently observed were instructional
methods, classroom management, and informal social interaction. Many respondents wrote that informal
conferences with mentors, in which a broad range of professional and personal topics were discussed,
had been especially valuable to them. Several alsc cited the teaching of minilessons and other direct
interactions with pupils as exciting and inspirational leaming experiences. Structured interviews with
administrators, and workshops conducted on site by clinical facuity and administrative persornel were
valuable. Observations of various student services facilities or programs (e.g., resource rooms, Ex-Dropout
Recovery) had been highlights of their first semester's work in their CTL schools.

_Phase | students generally agreed that their campus-based work had been valuable, though they
did not. feel as strongly about it as they did about their CTL activities. Most seemed to find their libraty
assignments valuable, and many commented that they look forward to continuing to develop professional
portfolios. Some workshops and lectures were given highly favorable comments; others were roundly
condemned. A pattem of resistance to the number of observation assignments emerged.

Even at this earty stage in their training, many students find the development of a portfolio valuable
and inherently rewarding. Even students who had doubts about the value of their own portfolios
recognized the potential benefits of compiling one. Some students who did not find compiling a portfolio
especially useful expressed a desire for clearer definitions and more assertive guidance from instructors:

More than 70% of students surveyed agreed that their classwork and leaming activities had
enabled them to achieve course outcomes at levels they themselves found acceptable. A few students,
in different cohorts and different areas of concentration, complained that although they thought they had

met the outcomes acceptably, the outcomes themselves failed to represent an acceptable range of
cognitive levels.

Apparently there was significant variation in approaches to the outcomes taken in different cohorts,
with some emphasizing reading and writing, while others laid emphasis on other types of activities.
Informal exchanges with Phase students over the course of the Fall semester suggest that some tend to
interpret different approaches to meeting the outcomes as inconsistency within the program, and to see
these as further evidence of an inequity founded on differential burdens of time and expense arising from
assignment to CTL's nearer to or farther from Laramie.

Spring, 1994 Phase | Students

Cycle D Phase | students expressed an even higher level of satisfaction with on-campus activities
in their cohorts than those in Cycle C, though nothing like the strong consensus in suppoit of CTL work
emerged in either group. Students found much to praise in their first semester of work in the campus-
based componerit of the Phase program. Among activities mentioned as valuable were papers, lectures,
and class discussions. Several respondents believed that too much emphasis was placed on writing as
a means of giving evidence of the achievement of 2bjectives.

More than one student felt fairfy strongly that their work on campus had failed to rise to the level
of effectiveness they had experienced in CTL's. Some argued that course content shiouid be changed

to emphasize obviously practical material. Related comments contained requests for mare work, and more
substantial intellectual challenges. ‘

11
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Results on a scaled item suggest that students in Cycle D considered portfolio development a
valuable activity, though they may not have been quite as enthusiastic about it as their predecessors in
Cycle C. While it was not uncommon for the fall’s students to attack the very idea of assembling a public
school teacher's portfolio, such remarks were entirely absent in the spring. Negative comments dealt onky
with respondents’ apprehension that their efforts to prepare professional portfolios were not receiving the
necessary guidance and support from university faculty.

Spring, 1994 Phase li Students

Several students commented that great differences in thie expectations of different Phase II
instructors was a problem. They suggested that "all cohort groups should cover the same material and
have the same assignments.* Many who commented expressed the view that writing papers on top of
working in the schools every day for 4 weeks was an excessive work load. Most of those commenting

found portfolios to be useless busy work though a few found them to be helpful in seeing how they were
developing as teachers.

Fall,- 1993 Phase llla Students

Activities in the CTL’s were valuable to virtually all students, both in- General and in Specific
Pedagogy. Eighty-five percent of the respondents submitted strongly positive written responses to the
question regarding "particularly valuable® activities in the CTL. In general, Phase lila students felt that the
training they had received in their mentor teachers’ schools had been so valuable that they wished the
UW faculty members responsible for assessing their achievement had known more about it. All students
who continued their studies in Education up to this point greatly enjoyed bsing in schools.

Widespread criticism focused on the nature and extent of CTL activities required by UW faculty.

_In reporting the effectiveness of their experiences with public school personnel and pupils, students often

condemned what they perceived as a disjuncture between campus and CTL activities. They felt that the

assignments intended to inform their observations cn site rarely enhanced their experiences, and
frequently interfered with them.

Most respondents, regardless of their areas of concentration, found that coordination of activities
was a feature of instruction which required more attention in Phase llla. Students in Phase lila felt strongly
that communication between UW faculty and mentor teachers, stood in great need of improvement. This
theme persisted in responses to questions throughout the survey. Students ascribed a wide range of
pr. blems to what they perceived as inadequate cooperation, both among UW instructors and between

campus and school officials, in the planning, implementation, and evaluation of leaming activities in their
course. '

Among the students who distinguished between their experiences in General and Specific
Pedagogy 60% reported that unrewarding experienices had predominated in on-campus work. Responses
on the related open-ended questions suggest that the experiences of Elementary Education majors in
Specific Methods were so radically different from the experiences of students in more conventional

content-area courses that, for purposes of thesa questions, at least, the two groups constituted separate
populations.

Some students in Elementary Education found their Specific Methods activities valuable, and
although they were aware that their experiences were not typical, they made a point of putting in a good
word for them. Secondary Education majors tended to make invidious comparisons between the

instruction they received in their specific content areas, and the activities of their General Pedagogy
cohotts.
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Some students identified attempts to comply with University Studies Writing requirements as
factors undermining the effectiveness of instruction in Phase courses. Dificulties in organizing and

conducting meaningful writing activities may have contributed to the load cf *busy work" so odious to so
many Phase students.

Those who offered constructive sugnestions placed great emphasis on the value of classroom
experiences in the CTL's, and recommended that UW faculty extend more authority, responsibility, and
courtesy to their mentor-teacher partners.

Thirty-six percent of respondents found their work on portfolios useful while twenty-six percent
strongly disagreed with the proposition. Fall's"Phase | students were much more enthusiastic about this
characteristic feature of the new undergraduate program than were seniors. Several students asserted
that their disillusionment with their portfolios arose from the frustration t".ey felt over being calied upon to
document Phase lll outcomesz which they had failed to achieve. Despite the difficulties encountered by

the pioneers at each stage of Cycle A, several respondents identified portiolios as integral parts of a
program they were finding valuabia. '

4. In what ways should the content, structure, articulation, and sequence of
Phases |, ll, and lll be changed?

Fall, 1993 UW Faculty

UW Faculty reported that there is actually little stability in cohort groups and there is no consensus

that it is a positive experience for students. There were suggestions that tiie cohort experience should
include a greater variety of experiences.

Atthough faculty were divided on whether they thought the Phase program has clear, relevant
performances standards for students, slightly more agreed that it did than disagreed. In contrast, the
majority of the 8 faculty commenting on this issue see the performance standards as vague, trivial, or
excessively wordy. Most of those responding felt the program as currently configured does not provide
for the delivery of important content. There is a concem that the program lacks sufficient substance.
There may be too many standards and too many are judged by writing tasks.

Faculty were nearly evenly distributed in their perception of the effectiveness of student portfolios
as effective training experiences. Faculty feel the portfolio is playing little role in the program. It was not
used in Phase llla by many of the instructors. The definition and role of the portfolio are unclear.

Except for 2 faculty responding, the consensus is that mentor teachers were not involved enough
in the planning and assessment of student leaming. More to the point, there is a need for advance
communication and establishment of a common understanding of what curriculum and methods should
be experienced by students. Better coordination, co-planning, and communication beiween methods
professors and CTL mentor teachers would were seen to be the most important modifications to make
in assignments and experiences for students.

Although faculty were divided in whether cr not they felt satisfied with the amount and quality of
evdluative feedback provided by CTL faculty and mentor teachers, a slight majority felt dissatisfied. In
comments, several reported that there was little evaluative feedback provided by the teachers in the field.

The plan to use 3- or 4-member teams in elementary Phase llla was seen as a change which

would help. Other suggestions included a) securing more faculty, b) assigning a secretary to each phase
team, c) combining general and specific methods, and d) using field representatives.
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A common suggestion to relieve the pressure on students during fieldwork was to make the earfier
experiences closer to Laramie - either in Laramie during early summer, or using WCTL-L, Laramie, and
Cheyenne exclusively for Phase | and Il. Other ideas were to make participation in the program voluntary,
and to make better use of simulations, videos. compressed video for observation.

Spring, 1994 UW Faculty

Most faculty agreed that assignment of students to stable cohort groups enhanced students’
training. In comments some faculty clarified that cohorts were not really "stable, and that cohorts can
become a "club” which excludes everyone else — faculty, teachers, and other students. When cohotts are
working well they are seen to be very effective in promoting leaming.

Most faculty agreed that the program has clear, relevant performance standards for students. In
comments, some suggested that some need revisicn to make them clearer and more relevant. The
difference between *awareness® and "mastery” in the outcomes needs clarification.

Most faculty strongly agreed that the development of professional portfolios by students had
enhanced the effectiveness of their training experiences. Comments from two faculty members cautioned
that the portfolios were not really professional portfolios and contained little original thinking.

Most of those who commented felt that the program does provide a vehicle for the delivery of

important content, although a sizable number felt this was not the strength of the program, because class -
time was too short. '

Fall, 1993 Mentor Teac.aers

A slight majority of CTL respondents thought the new program had clear, relevant perfermance
standards for students. But among those adding comments, a majority felt performance standards were
never made clear to CTL faculty. UW students were reportedly contused by standards characterized as
“ague," *incomplete, or which changing relative to different expectations from UW professors.

There was disagreement among mentor teachers about whether their studenis’ on-campus work
had been well-coordinated with their experiences in the field. Teachers were nearly evenly divided
conceming this item. Some believed a lack of communication was to blame for the poor timing of many
on-campus assignments. Others believed UW students were being assigned too much unnecessary "busy

work,* while others remarked that many of the on-campus assignments were "out of tune with reality in
the classroom.”

Several comments clarified that UW students were not in their CTL classrooms long enough at
any one time. Larger blocks of time were requested for this purpose. Friday aftemoons were mentioned
as being a poor time for UW students to be in the classroom. Others said that the timing of UW
assignments was disruptive to their regular classroom activities.

Although a majority of mentor teacher thought that UW instructors requested an adequate amount
of assessment and evaluative feedback on our students’ work, up to 33% did not feel this was true. The
perception among several who wrote comments was that UW instructors requested very little to no
assessment -or evaluative feedback from CTL faculty.

CTL faculty suggestions included the following: a) there is a need to coordinate assignments for
the university students with the cumiculum that teachers are responsible for delivering in the CTLs, b)
"integrated units" are great in theory but often create unrealistic teaching expectations for mentor teachers
and their UW students, c) more efficient planning and communication between UW professors and mentor




12

teachers is needed so that each party knows in advance of cohort visits what the UW students are to
accomplish in the classroom; the “assignment sheets" given to Phase llla students prior to each CTL visit
were mentioned as being quite helpful in this regard.

CTL faculty pointed out that the Specific Methods portion of Phase llla was not well coordinated
with various classroom curricula and suggested: a) that fewer methods professors be assigned, and b)
that methods professors visit the CTL sites as part of an effort to improve communication with mentor

teachers and as means for understanding what kinds of assignments might be most relevant for UW
students in particular classroom settings. .

Suggestions for reducing academic, social, orfinancial hardships of students included a) honoring
students' requests for cohort assignments at locations where they have friends and/or family they could
stay with, b) restructuring CTL experiences into blocks of time appeared to work well, as in Phase I, ¢}
create a fund of some sort to help UW students pay for the added expenses these hardships involve.

CTL faculty expressed confusion over the leaming goals for UW students that were being
assessed. A lack of communication existed between university professors and CTL faculty and, in many
~ cases, CTL faculty were not asked for any input conceming an assessment of their UW students’ work.
Some suggestions were a) to make mentor teacher full partners in the process of assessing UW students,
b) mentor teachers and professors should plan together what the student is to accomplish on any given
visit, and c) generally more frequent communication is needed in the early stages of each Phase.

Spring, 1994 Phase || Mentor Teachers

Most Phase Il mentor teachers agreed that assignment of students into cohort groups appears
to have enhanced their training. Most of the 12 comments reflected the view that cohort groups did
function to enhance the training of UW students. Several teachers expressed concems that the cohort
cornicept could be counterproductive if students did not get along well with fellow cohort members, or
cohort members kept to themselves as much as possible, thus inhibiting UV students from blending in
with faculty at the CTL sites.

Phase Il mentor teachers were divided over whether developing the professional portfolio, begun
in Phase 1, was a central concem for them and their student. The design and purpose of the professional
portfolic was not clear to a majority of the 14 mentor teachers who commented on this question. Other
teachers described the portfolio process as "busy work" for UW students that took too much time. There
were no positive comments about the professional portfolio nor was there any acknowledgment of the
portfolio as something that UW students should be developing throughout their Phase expetiences.

Several mentor teachers felt the Community Profile assignment required too much of the Phase
students' time, time which could have been better utilized in their respective classrooms.

Phase !l mentor teachers strongly agreed that having a UW student for a four-week block of time
was preferable to a series of shorter visits. They were overwhelmingly in favor of the four-week biock of
time. Many felt that this was the "best idea of the Phase Program. Generally speaking, the teachers
viewed the four-week block of time as beneficial because it provided the sustained exposure necessary
for mentor teachers, UW students, and public-school students to develop relationships in the classroom.

A majority of Phase Il mentor teachers felt that CTL faculty and mentor teachers participated
effectively in the planning of activities and evaluation procedures in Phase Il. However, in comments,
several teachers stated that they were never asked to participate in the planning of activities and

evaluation procedures. One teacher requested guidelines conceming the mentor's role in evaluating UW
students.
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Spring, 1994 Phase lilb Mentor Teachers

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey did not believe developing the
professional portfolio, begun in Phase |, was a central concem for them and their student. The two mentor
teachers who commented on this item were not aware of the professional porifolio or its purpose.

- Almost all Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey agreed that the scheduled 12-week
full-time residency for their Phase b student fit their school schedule well. One teacher requested that
Phase students begin their full-time residency when the public schools resume instruction: after Christmas;
that is, during Phase lllb, UW students should come and go according to the school district calendar and

not UW's schedule. Another mentor teacher suggested that a 16-week residency would be more effective
than the current 12-week residency.

Spring, 1994 Clinical Facuity

Clinical faculty were asked what parts of the cohort concept are working well and what needs to
be modified. Clinical faculty in towns with large cohort groups found it difficult to organize activities. They
saw little cohesion among the students in large cohort groups. Smaller cohort groups "bonded” to a

greater degree than farger cohort groups, thus allowing members to provide one another with emotional
and -professional support. -

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

Some felt their visits to CTL's had not been aciequately planned and prepared for in advance, and
it is common to hear students in all phases express a desire to see CTL personnel more effectively
integrated into the planning, instruction, and evaluation of their cohorts’ work.

While 30% of respondents have not had problems with schedule conflicts between required
undergraduate work in Education and content-area courses in other colleges, 60% have. Outside classes
most frequently mentioned as conflicting with the Phase schedule included offerings in Math, Sciences,
and foreign languages. The major factor, in Phase |, appears to have been the pre-emption of Friday

coursework outside the College. Upperclassmen and post-baccalaureate students were most intensely
frustrated with these confiicts. :

Spring, 1994 Phase | Students

Blocking Phase classes on Thurédays and Fridays created schedule conflicts with other courses
for some. Several respondents believed that too much emphasis was placed on writing as a means of
giving evidence of the achievement of objectives.

A well-established theme of dissatisfaction with the uncertainty of program design ran through
comments from students in all demographic categories.

Several comments designated advising as an area calling for serious attention, and a source of
considerable anxiety and resentment. Some commentators perceived a connection between changes
being made in program design and the difficulties so widely experienced by students in the area of

advising. There was a sense that stabilizing program structure would permit a desirable degree of flexibility
notably absent to date. .

Scheduling problems arising from the Thursday/Friday blocked hours occasioned a broad pattern
of comments. As in the Fall, students in some subject areas experienced serious interference with course
selection during a Phase semester.
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Spring, 1994 Phase |l Students

Severai students commented that great differences in the expectations of different Phase I

instructors was a problem. They suggested that "all cohort groups should cover the same material and
have the same assignments."

Many who commented expressed the view that writing papers on top of working in the schools
every day for 4 weeks was an excessive work load. Although some felt the outcomes were clear, several
thought the outcomes should be rewritten to make them clearer and less complex.

Most of those commented found portfolios to be useless busy work though a few found them to
be helpful in seeing how they were developing as teachers. Several commented that they wished there

had been greater preparation in working with exceptional children in the classroom, with discipline and
mainstreaming.

Eight out of the ten students who commented reported that they had experienced schedule
conflicts between Phase I and their content courses outside the College of Education.

Fall, 1593 Phase llla Students

Most respondents, regardless of their areas of concentration, found that coordination of activities
was a feature of instruction which required more aitention in Phase Illa. A significant pattem of

constructive criticism suggests the desirability of including CTL personnel more actively in the planning
and evaluation of student activities in Phase llla.

Fewer than a quarter of the students who responded felt that their workload in Phase llla had not

been excessive. Nearly twice that many strongly agreed with the proposition. At least at the level of
student perceptions, this was a problem area. '

Some students identified attempts to comply with University Studies Writing requirements as
facters undermining the effectiveness of instruction in Phase courses. Difficulties in organizing and

conducting meaningful writing activities may have contributed to the load of "busy work* so odious to so
many Phase students. )

Written comments indicated that Secondary Education majors tended to have greater problems
with schediule ccnflicts than did Elementary Education majors.

5. What parts of the cohort concept are working well and what needs to be modified?

Fall, 1993 UW Facuity

In Fall, 1993, most facuity did not feel that the assignment of students in the Phase program to
stable cohort groups appears to have enhanced their training. They report that there is actually little
stability in cohort groups and there is no consensus that it is a positive experience for students. There are
_suggestions that the cohort expericnce should include a greater variety of experiences.

Spring, 19v4 UW Faculty

Facuity surveyed in Spring, 1994 agreed that assignment of students to stable cohort groups did
enhance students’ training. In comments some faculty clarified that cohorts were not really "stable," and
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that cohorts can become a “club" which excludes everyone else -- facully, teachers, and other students.
When cohorts are working well they are seen to be very effective in promoting leaming.

Fall, 1993 Mentor Tea_chers

A large majority of mentor teachers agreed or strongly agreed that assignment of students in the
Phase program to stable cohort groups appeared to have enhanced their training. Their added comments
reflected two views: a) cohort groups helped UW students_ by serving as a source of emotionai support
and as a forum in which they felt comfortable discussing their teaching experiences, or h) cohort
affiliations were too cohesive and this prevented UW students from "blending into the on-site faculty”. in

a few instances, it was noted that UW students did not appear to "fit in well* with their fellow UW cohort- -
group members. ‘ '

Sbrinq, 1994 Phase il Mentor Teachers

Most Phase Il mentor teachers agreed that assignment of students into cohort groups appears
to have enhanced their training. Most of the 12 comments reflected the view that cohort groups did
function to enhance the training of UW students. Several teachers expressed concems that the cohort
concept could be counterproductive if students did not get along well with fellow cohort members, or

cohort members kept to themselves as much as possible, thus inhibiting UW students from blending in
with facuity at the CTL sites.

Spring, 1994 Clinical Faculty

Of the 10 CTL facuity who commented, most voiced concems about the process of placing
university students with mentor teachers. They fear that if there are too many cohort groups at a time they

will run out of mentors and teachers willing to be observed. CTL faculty requested information about
students needing placement in a more timely fashion.

Clinical faculty were asked what parts of the cohort concept are working weil and what needs to
be modified. Clinicai faculty in towns with large cohort groups found it difficult to organize activities. They
saw little cohesion among the students in large cohort groups. Smaller cohort groups *bonded" to a

greater degree than larger cohort groups, thus allowing members to provide one another with emotional
and professional support.

Clinical faculty believed that if cohort membership continues to increase in the future, more time
will be needed for mentor teachers, college students, and UW faculty to meet in person for the purpose
of coordinating activities. Also, monetary compensation for mentor teachers will eventually become
necessary to ensure their participation in the Phase program. :

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

Apparently there was significant variation in approaches to the outcomes taken in different cohorts,
with some emphasizing reading and writing, while others laid emphasis on other types of activities.
Informal exchanges with Phase students over the course of the Fall semester suggest that some tend to
interpret different approaches to meeting the outcomes as inconsistency within the program, and to see
these as further eviderice of an inequity founded on differential burdens of time and expense arising from
assignment to CTL's nearer to or farther from Laramie.

The program’s emphasis on group work in stable cohorts may be having the effect of making the

problems of any class of students-such as single parents and other "non-traditionals,” or seconc:
bachelor's and licensure-only candidates—common problems for all in the program. While this may be
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a strength of the new program, it places a premium on effactive communication between College
personnel and students. Structural problems which are not promptly identified and resolved may become
the basis of a generalized sense of disempowerment and neglect, or, in extreme cases, even of abuse.

Spring, 1994 Phase Il Students

Several students commented that great differences in the expectations of different Phase i

instructors was a problem. They suggested that "all cohort groups should cover the same material and
have the same assignments.”

6. How can communication between university methods teachers and CTL teachers be
Improved?

Eail, 1993 UW Faculty

Faculty were sharply and evenly divided on whether CTL faculty and mentor teachers had
participated effectively in the planning of activities in the phase in which they worked. In comments, a
range of experiences was reported. Some felt communication and planning was good, others thought it
poor. The lack of communication in Phase llla was mentioned by many. Better coordination, co-planning,
and communication between methods professors and CTL mentor teachers were seen to be the most
important modifications to make in assignments and experiences for students.

Spring, 1884 UW Facuity

Again, in Spring, 1994, faculty were nearly evenly divided on whether their students’ oh-campus
work was well-coordinated with their field experiences. Iri contrast, there was strong agreement that CTL
faculty and mentor teachers had participated effectively in the planning of activities. There were comments
that mentor teachers were superb cooperative colleagues. Most faculty were satisfied with the amount and
quality of evaluative feedback provided by CTL faculty and mentor teachers.

Fall, 1993 Mentor Teachers

There was disagreement among mentor teachers about whether their students’ on-campus work
had been well-coordinated with their experiences in the field. Teachers were nearly evenly divided

conceming this item. Some believed a lack of communication was to blame for the poor timing of many
on-campus assignments.

CTL faculty suggestions included the following: a) there is a need to coordinate assignments for
the university students with the curiculum that teachers are responsible for delivering in the CTLs, b) more
efficient planning and communication between UW professors and mentor teachers is needed so that
each party knows in advance of cohort visits what the UW students are to accomplish in the classroom:;
the "assignment sheets* given to Phase llla students prior to each CTL visit were mentioned as being quite
helpful in this regard.

Some CTL faculty pointed out that the Specific Methods portion of Phase lila was not well
coordinated with vatious classroom cumicula and suggested: a) that fewer methods professors be
assigned, b) that methods professors visit the CTL sites as part of an effort to improve communication with
mentor teachers and as means for understanding what kinds of assignments might be most relevant for
UW students in particular classroom settings, and ¢) make mentor teacher full partners in the process
of assessing UW students, d) that mentor teachers and professors should plan together what the student
is to accomplish on any given visit.
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UW Facuity were asked if their partners in the schools and classrooms where students worked
were appropriately involved in the planning and assessment of their students’ leaming. Also, if they
believed there is room for improvement in this area, what measures might be implemented to strengthen
the partnership? Most comments expressed the opinion that there was appropriate involvement of the
mentor teachers in planning and assessment of students. Several faculty suggested that there is still a
need for greater planning together and training before working in a given phase of the program.

Spring, 1994 Phase. Il Mentor Teachers

Most Phase Il mentor teachers believed their student's on-campus work was well coordinated with
_his/her experience in the field. In comments, mentor teachers expressed the desire to communicate more
actively with the university to coordinate on-campus work with UW students’ expectations in the field.
Some expressed frustration over the fact that they often had to find out what was expected of them by UW
faculty through their UW Phase students rather than directly from UW faculty. :

To make more effective use of instructional and support personnel, many of the mentor teachers
suggested setting up a series of meetings in the field for clinical faculty, mentor teachers, and UW facutty.
These meetings would facilitate communication and help to clarify future roles and expectations. Specific
suggestions included allowing stidents to change mentor teachers after two weeks and having UW faculty
provide seminars to teachers in the school districts.

Spring, 1994 Phase lllb Mentor Teachers

Among the suggestions of mentor teachers to sirengthen the partnership were that more meetings
with and without CTL students should he scheduled, and that actual UW observations of the CTL would

be helpful. Mentor teachers requested more opportunities to plan and assess their students’ leaming in
concert with UW facuity as a means to strengthen the partnership.

Spring, 1994 Clinical Faculty

Clinical faculty suggested several mechanisms for improving communication among university
methods teachers, the clinical faculty, and mentor teachers: face-to-face meetings, holding workshops,
having lunch together, amanging conferences, and sharing written outlines of course activities and goals.

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

The fact that communication between UW faculty and mentor teachers was never mentioned as

an issue by Phase | students may indicate that this is not perceived as a problem. It may be that this
communication is effective and not problematic.

Spring, 1994 Phase Il Students

Several studenis wrote that communication between the CTL and the university could be
improved. There apparently were incidents where the CTL's did not know students were coming.

Fall, 1993 Phase llia_Students

_ Students in Phase llla feit strongly that communication between UW faculty and CTL personnel,
particularly mentor teachers, stood in great need of improvement. This theme persisted in responses to
questions throughout the survey. Students ascribed a wide range of problems to what they perceived as
inadequate cooperation, both among UW instructors and between campus and school officials, in the
planning, implementation, and evaluation of leaming activities in their course.
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7. How have student enrolilment patterns changed as a result of the program?
number of students

number of majors

credit hour generation

demographic profile of majors

double majors, endorsements

part-time, non-traditionail, athletes, minorities, single parents,
married students

g. time in major

o NN

Though a profile of the current students in the Phase program is included below, we do not yet

have a comparable profile of students prior to the new program or students curmrently finishing under the
old program.

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

The profile of students in Phase 1, Fall, 1993, follows. Seventy-five percent are female, 88% are
Caucasian, the median age is 20-21. Although some 20% of the 69 students surveyed in Phase | were
married, only 10% reported that dependents were presently living with them. A large majority of
participants meet the profile of the “raditional" college student.

Students had completed an estimated median of 19 hours in education, 14 hours outside
education, and a total of 51 total hours, estimated separately by students. More than 1/3 of these students
had transferred from a community college or other college or univessity. Five respondents indicated that
they had already eamed a bachelor's degree;. two of these aiso reported having eamed M.S. degrees.

A majority of the students Were preparing for early childhood and elementary education afthough
at least 30% were preparing to teach at the middle school, jui:ior high or high school level.

Sprina, 1584 Phase | Students

The profile of students in Phase |, Cycle D follows. Seventy-one percent were female; all but two
were Caucasian. The median age of the group as a whole was 20-21, with 20% reporting ages older than
23, qualifying them as "non-traditional* in that respect. Ancther imiportant index of non-traditional status,
family formation, yielded a similar profile: Roughly 13% were marmied, and the same number—including
some unmarmied students—reported having dependents living with them.

The typical student estimated that she had completed something under 20 hours of coursework
in education, and roughly twice that many credit-hours outside the College of Education. Some 60% of
these students had taken all their classes at UW; about half of the remaining group, or 20% had
transferred in from a community college. Three had eamed AA degrees before entering the Phase

program; 5 already held bachelors degrees. No respondents in the spring cohorts reported holding
advanced degrees.

More than half of those who had declared an area of concentration were preparing to teach at the
elementary or early childhood evels. About one thiid were pursuing majors in content areas. Four of the
59 reported a dominant interest in Special Education.
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Phase llla_Students

The profile of students in Phase lila, Fali, 1993, follows. Seventy-one percent were female, 91%
were Caucasian, the median age was 22-23. Although some 18% of the 55 students surveyed in Phase

Il were married, only 9% reported that dependents were presently living with them. A large majority of
participants met the profile of the "raditional* college student.

Students had completed an estimated median of 47 hours in education, 62 hours outside
education, and a total of 114 total hcurs, estimated separately by students. Nearly half (47%) of these
students had transferred from a community college or other college or university. No respondents
indicated that they had already eamed a bachelor's degree or higher.

Alarge majority of the students were preparing for early childhood and elementary education with
no more than 13% preparing for teaching at grade seven or above.

8. How well is student advising working?

Fall, 1993 UW Faculty

There is a strong concem among UW facufly that students may not be receiving effective advising.
Comments reflect lack of faculty knowledge conceming advising. Some feel that advising is inconsistent
and that, in particular, Phase llla students during Fail, 1993 semester were misadvised.

Spring, 1994 UW Facutty

" Though faculty are divided on whether they believe students are receiving effective advising, a

majority responded that they did not. The changes and transmons in Room 100 were listed as reasons
for advising problems. :

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

Other colleges failed to block courses needed by Education majors, creating insoluble problems
for many Phase students. An unresponsiveness to scheduling problems of this sort was noted by a
number of respondents, who tended to infer from their experience that scheduling and advisement were
low priorities in the new program. Several students, commenting on conflicts within the College, were less
inclined to attribute scheduling problems to the apparent indifference of College personnel than to

administrative incompetence. Upperclassmen and post-baccalaureate students were most mtensely
frustrated with these conflicts.

Spring, 1994 Phase | Students

A well-established theme of dissatisfaction with the uncertainty of program design ran through
comments from students in all demographic categories. Several comments designated advising as anarea
calling for serious attention, and a scurce of considerable anxiety and resentment.

Some commentators perceived a connection between changes being made in program design
and the difficulties so widely experienced by students in the area of advising. There was a sense that
stabilizing program structure would permit a desirable degree of flexibility notably absent to date.




9. What are students’ experiences related to Integration of the new program and -
the rest of their university experiences In areas such as a) ciasses outside

the College of Education, b) extracurricular activities, ¢) student
employment.

Fall, 1993 Phase | Students

While 30% of respondents have not had problems with schedule conflicts between required
undergraduate work in Education and content-area courses in other colleges, 60% have. Outside classes
most frequently mentioned as conflicting with the Phase schedule included offerings in Math, Sciences,
and foreign languages. The major factor, in Phase |, appears to have been the pre-emption of Friday

coursework outside the College. Other colleges failed to block courses needed by Education majors,
creating insoluble problems for many Phase students.

Although stud.nts were far more likely to agree strongly than to disagree strongly that the
program conflicted with extracurricular or co-curricular activities, the division of opinion was remarkably
even in Phase |. By far the most frequently cited non-academic conflict was with employment. By far the

greatest cause of anxiety, however, was apprehension over the prospective interference which students
feared they would encounter during later phases of their programs.

Spring, 1994 Phase | Students

Scheduling problems arising from the Thursday/Friday blocked hours occasioned a broad pattemn

of comments. As inthe Fall, students in some subject areas experienced serious interference with course
selection during a Phase semester. '

Phase | students appeared content with the degree to which their CTL activities are aligned with
formal studies on campus. The factor of long-distance travel, mentioned as an overall design flaw by
several students in Cycle C, was not an issue for students in Cycle D.

Only about a quarter of the respondents disagreed in any degree with assettion that Phase i did
not cause course confiicts, while nearly two-thirds agreed or strongly agreed with it. Even -in Phase |,
schedule conflicts with content-area courses were perceived as a major problem.

Well over half of Cycle D’s Phase | students reported having experienced no significant conflict
between their teacher training and their pursuit of a well-rounded education. Some of these commented-
. that they had avoided such conflicts by heeding the advice of their counselors in the College of Education

not to schedule any activities which would conflict with their blocked work in courses.

Not more wian 20% of Phase | students responding to the poll agreed to any exteat that the
pregram had interfered with their personal or social life. For students in Cycle D, this area of concem
appears to have presented no significant problems during their underclass years.

Spring, 1994 Phase Il Students

Eigﬁt out of the ten students who commented reported that they had expetienced schedule
conflicts between Phase Il and their content courses outside the College of Education. Many of the few
who commented found the program conflicted with their ability to keep a patt-time job.
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Fall, 1993 Phase llla_Students

Written comments indicated that Secondary Education majors tended to have greater problems
with schedule conflicts than did Elementary Education majors.

Eighty percent of Phase llla students felt that program requirements had conflicted with their
desires to participate in broadly educational activities in voluntary associations. Only 11 students reported
no significant conflict between their Phase commitments and campus activities traditionally understood

as rounding out the college experience. Several others accounted for a lack of conflict by explaining that
they had relinquisned college life outside the classroom. '

Over 60 percent of students in Phase llla believed that disruptions of personal or social life which
they attributed to their participation in the new undergraduate program might have been avoidable.
Students generally agreed that the workload had made it impossible for them to experience what they
regarded as a *nomal* undergraduate education, but they reacted to this condition differently. Some
considered it a legitimate cost of pursuing superior technical training. Some non-traditional students

regretted the extent to which their undergraduate studies had interfered with what they regarded as family
obligations.

10. ~ What impact does the program have on University Facuity members? To what
extent are people outside their areas of expertise/interest?

Fall, 1993 UW Faculty

Faculty were evenly divided on whether their undergraduate teaching assignments in the Phase
program were well aligned with their areas of professional specialization. Of the only 6 faculty who

commented on this item, miost felt that their specialized professional knowledge was not used in the
program.

There was sharp division among the faculty about whether they feit their time, as a human
resource availabie to the College of Education, was well used in the Phase program. All but one faculty
member adding a comment felt their time was not well used. The comments of these were generally that
the amount of time spent in meetings was excessive or that the program required too much time.

The majority of faculty felt that their actual instructional efforts are not fairly represented in the
faculty workload formula. Most comments expressed the view that the amount oftime spent was excessive
in relation to the facuity workload formula.

Although 3 faculty disagree, a large majority felt their instructional responsibilities had drawn them
out of their fields of major interest into areas where | feel they felt less well qualified. But of the only 5 who

commented on this item, the consensus was that being drawn out of their major field was not necessarily
a negative, and even a benefit for some.

A majority of faculty felt that their experiences in the CTL had contributed significantly to their
professional growth. Of the 7 faculty adding a comment to this item only 2 thought it had not contributed
to professional growth. Most felt it had contributed, even that this was the best part of the program.

A majority of faculty expect to participate in the Phase program in future years in roles similar tc
those they have played that semester. However, the bulk of those commenting expressed reluctance to
continua but felt some lack of choice.
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Spring, 1994 UW Facuity

Faculty in Spring, 1994, were also divided on whether their undergraduate teaching assignments
in the Phase program wagc been well aligned with their areas of professional specialization. About half the
faculty agreed and half disagreed. One comment clarified that the teaching assignment was certainly in
a comfortable area even it if was outside his or her specialized area.

Facuity are nearly evenly divided on whether they feel their time, as a human resource avallable
to the College of Education, was well used in the Phase program.

UW faculty strongly agreed that their experiences in the CTL had contributed significantly to their
professional growth.

Though most agreed that their actual instructional efforts were fairly represented in the'faculty
workload formula, reservations were expressed in several comments. There was concem that travel time
was under-represented, and that an overioad was accepted in doing Phases lilb and llic. One facufty

member believed the proposed reduction in Phase | credit hours would create an overload, unless
expectations were reduced as well.

Faculty were asked if they have found their work in the Phase program professionally and/or
personally rewarding. Almost every response to this question was extremely positive. Faculty felt that the
program allowed them to promote and see growth in students, to provide them with critical skills need
to effectively evaluate their school visits. They believe their students are self-motivated, responsible, and

actively involved in their leaming. Several reported seeing the schools and the relationship between school
and the University "with new eyes.”

11. What impact does the program have on teachers in partnership districts?

Fall, 1993 Mentor Teachers

A slight majority of mentor teachers felt that the university and the school district had provided
adequate training and support for mentor teachers, but a sizable minority disagreed. Concem over a
general lack of training was expressed by some CTL faculty.

A majority of mentor teachers felt their time, as a resource made available to teacher education,
had been well used in the Phase program, but several comments indicated that they were frustrated by
the amount of time used to facilitate UW students’ completion of on-campus assignments.

Partnership teachers were neutral conceming whether their instructional efforts in UW's Phase
program had been appropriately recognized and compensated by the school district. Nine CTL facuity feit
they had received little or no recognition or compensation. Money, tumon waivers, and release time were

- suggested as possible ways to provide adequate compensation.

A large majority of CTL faculty reported that their experiences with UW faculty and students in the
Phase program had contributed significantly to their professional growth. Mentor teachers said they
enjoyed having the UW students in their classrooms, they leamed from their students as well as teaching
them, that the Phase program had opened a new channel of communication between the schools and
the university, and that working with the UW students encouraged mentor teachers to reflect on their own
classroom teaching methods and assumptions about how children leam.
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Spring, 1994 Phase |l Mentor Teachers

A large majority of Phase l mentor teachers agreed or strongly agreed that their experiences with
UW faculty and students in the Phase program had contributed significantly to their professional growth.
The Phase Il students were appreciated by the majority of their mentor teachers for the enthusiasm and
new ideas they brought to the classroom. Several mentor teachers found that working with Phase
students encouraged them to reflect on their own theories of education and teaching practices.

Phase Il mentor teachers were asked if they had found their werk in the new program
professionally and/or personally rewarding. A clear majority ofthe 33 Phase ll mentor teachers responding
-this question stated that they found the new program to be professionally and personally rewarding. A
common theme throughout the comments was that having an enthusiastic Phase student contributed
significantly to &4 more positive classroom environment for both the mentor teachers and their students.

The Phase Il students were appreciated by the majority oftheir mentor teachers for the enthusiasm
and new ideas they brought to the classroom. Several mentor teachers found that working with Phase
students encouraged them to reflect on their own theories of education and teaching practices.

Spring, 1994 Phase llib Mentor Teachers

Most Phase lllb teachers responding to the survey believed their experiences with UW faculty and
students in the Phase Program contributed significantly to their professional growth.

Phase lllb mentor teacher were asked if they found their work in the new program professionally
and/for personally rewarding. Comments to this question represented a wide range of reactions on the part
of mentor teachers to having Phase students in their classrooms. Mentor teachers stated that, in many
cases, their Phase students were highly motivated individuals who reduced the total amount of work for
their mentor teachers. In other cases, mentor teachers reported that the preserice of Phase students in
their classrooms hindered classroom routines ana :ncreased mentor teacher stress levels.

Spring, 1894 Clinical Faculty

Clinical faculty were asked what impact their district's participation in the Wyoming Teacher
Education Program has had on teachers in their district. Clinical faculty characterized the impact of their
districts’ participation in the Phase program on classroom teachers in terms of the enjoyment of working

with college students, the enthusiasm many Phase students contribute to their CTL sites, and the infusion
of new ideas and perspectives on teaching.

Clinical faculty were asked what impact their district's participation in the Wyoming Teacher
Education Program has had on their school and district. A few clinical facufty viewed the Phase program
as providing the school districts with a potential source of new teachers who could be hired after
completing their student teaching. Some believed that the Phase program conferred a certain amount of
prestige on participating schoais. Others mentioned the benefits of having UW personnel visit the CTL
sites where they could provide inservices, workshops, or seminars to district personnel.
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COMPLETE EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Evaluation questions were developed based on individual interviews, focus group interviews,
questionnaires, and program documents, collected during September and October, 1993 from Coliege
of Education faculty, CTL teachers, CTL administrators, education students, education graduate students,
and University administrators. The 236 separate questions raised by these stakeholders were assigned
to categories by theme. From these, 131 questions were extracted which represent each of 47 question
categories. Although all question categories are listed here, not all questions were addressed during the
evaluation of 1993-1994. Those questions in boidfaced type are addressed in this report.

Input evaluation questions

Costs and Funding for the College

1. What are the past, current, and projected future costs of the program?

Resources - Faculty

2. What are the faculty resource needs of the new program and do we have sufficient faculty to meet
these needs?

Quality of College of Education faculty

3. Do our facuity have sufficient knowledge and experience to deliver the program? How can we heip
: our own faculty to acquire these skills?

Faculty - Specialists vs. Generalists

4. What should we do about the issue of whether to hire specialists or generalists?

Design - Intemship

5. How can intemship experienced ke designed to better articulate with the rest of the university, with
public schools, and with students’ lives?

Resources - CTLs

6. Have resources been adequate in identifying and rewarding well-trained mentor teachers?

Incentives for CTLs

7. What incentives are there for CTL people’s commitment over the long term?

Quality of CTL Facuity

8. What qualifications have been established for mentor teachers and how do we ensure that

Q7

students are placed with quality master teachers?




10.

11.
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Student costs

What are the costs to studente In terms of effect on student employment, and
costs of transportation, and housing coats?

Student Time
How do we address the problem of the time required to complete the program?

Travel and Housing Off Campus Expenses

How can the awkward logistics of travel and housing be handled?

Process evaluation questions

12.

13.

14.

18.

16.

17.

18.

Vision

is the model of the "mew program" (lLe., “eacher as reflective decision-
maker”) being n:~lzed?

_ Design - Relationship to past

To what extent have we camied forward what we have leamed from previous experimental

-programs into the new program?

Quality

Tc what extent does the program acad'eniically isolate education students by using blocked
course with only education majors, science and math courses oniy for educators? How do we
justify almost no upper division requirements in the "Area of Concentration." The only upper

division requirements are in education. To what extent does-the program meet the state
standards?

Design - Program Administration

Have we made the organizational changes necessary to support the new teacher education
program?

Curriculum

What experilences seem particularly effective / Ineffective for students In
achieving outcomes of Phase X? Does the portfolio function as intended?

Design - Changing content of Phases

In what ways should the content, structure, articulation, and sequence of
Phasss |, II, and Ill be changed?

Qutcomes - how do we measure them?

Do we have an adequate system in place for evaluating altemative ways of meeting Phase
competencies other than by "seat time" in the Phase courses?




19.

21,

28.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

Quality - student screening

Do we have in place a process to screen student applicants, and to monitor mastery of outcomes
in progressing through tha program?

Design - Adding new courses

Is the program philosophy subverted when we add courses like World Literature and a Matt- 11
course to the program in order to comply with University Studies requirements? .

Design of Off Campus Experiences

What benefits and clisadvantages have been obsetved from the practice of placing all students
in a single cohort in one building, as opposed to placing them in several buildings?

Deslgn of Cohorts

What parts of the cohort concept are working well and what needs to be modifled?
Integration of Faculty and Cuniculum

How do we deal with the problem that although the syllabus for Phase ill emphasizes integration
of curriculum, there are 7 separate methods teachers with separate agendas.

Role of CTL teachers
What is the best use of clinical faculty in the Phase program?

Communication between the COE and CTLs

How can communication between university methods teachers and CTL teachers be improved.

Common Lang' uage for Professional Practice between University and School

How can we resolve academic and philosophical differences between the University faculty and
the mentor teachers?

Design - Other

How can we implement adaptations which will preserve the goals and principles of the new
program while bringing it into line with the resources available to the college and the university,
students, and cooperating agencies? How can we develop special emphases based on student
level (Early Childhood, Middle School) or other factors while mesting the basic outcomes?

Student Enroliment_Pattems

How have student enroliment patterns changed as a result of the program?
a. number of students

b. number of majors

c. . credit hour generation

d. demographic proflle of majors
] double majors, endorsements )




31.

35.

37.

27
t. part-time, non-traditional, athietes, minorities, singis parents,
married students
g- time in major

Aliemative Tracks for Students

How can we develop altemative "tracks” for non-traditiona! students and students who transfer into
education from cther majors, rather than deaiing with students on an ad hoc basis?

Students Who Declare a Major Lata_er

What are we doing/nof doing to address students who came to us with degree in hand? How
many students will we lose from elementary education because they have not declared their major
as freshmen? Do we want tc axclude those who declare later or change majors?

University Studies

What is the effect of the Phase program on the general, liberal education of students in i&? How
~an we coordinate the new teacher education programs, especially the slementary education
program, with the University Studies Program?

Student Advising

How well Is student advising working?

_Effect on Student Lives

What are studenis’ experiences ralated to Integration of the new pm«ghm and
the rest of their university experiences In areas such as a) classes outside

the College of Education, b) extracurricular activities, c) student
employment.
Students - Other

How are the cohorts dealing with a student whose teaching area either isn't in or isn't strong in
the cohort's district-e.g., AgEd or For. Lang.?

Community Colleges
How well is the program integrated with programs in the community colleges?
Perceptions of the Program

How is the program perceived by students, UW faculty outside the College of Education, school
administrators, other states and NCATE? How effective/ineffective has our publicity been?

Input from stakeholders
What do important stakeholders have to say, stich as, a) UW faculty and clinical faculty infout of
Phase participation, b) students who are In, axpect to be in the Phase course, and from students

who've opted out, and ) varicus campus groups, for example student affairs, athletics, the
Collega of Aris and Science.

0




38.

Evaluation

How will this evaluation present a fair comparison between the new program and the oid?

Product evaluaticn questions

39.

a1,

47.

Qutcomes - knowlaedge and skills

To what extent does the new program impart knowledge and skills mandated by the Wyoming
Program Approval Standards and NCATE”

Qutcomes - better teachers

To what degree are new program graduates better prepared to teach (from the perspectives of
students, partnership members, employers, etc.)?

Quicomes - stronger academic background

Is the goal of strengthening the academic background of teachers being accomplished by the
program?

Effects on Facul

What impact does the program have on University Faculty members? To what
extent are people outside their areas of expe:tise/interest?

Effects of Program on Teachers :

What Impact does the program have on teachers In partnership districis?
Qutccmes - Other

What things have happened as a result of new alliances growing out of the Phase program? What
were important unintended outcomes for students patticipating in Phase X?

Effucts of Program on Collaboration between University and Schools

Do participants in the program—UW facuity, CTL staff, teacher candidates, public school students—
perceive any significant changes in the relationships between the university and the public schools
participating in the program?

Effects of Program_on Resfructuring Schoeols

What new, different, changed relationstiips have occurred among faculty/staff within a school &
school district?

Graduate Programs

What affoct does the program have on graduate programs in the college, in terms of faculty,
mongy, other resources?




SUMMARY OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS
Fail, 1993 UW Faculty Survey

Faculty neither strongly agree nor strongly disagree with whether the theme, 'teaéher as decision-
maker was an effective organizing principle for students. Comments indicated that the theme is supported,
in theory, by faculty, but they felt it was not emphasized or well articulated, often because of lack of ima.

Faculty are divided in their perception of whether the Phase program, as currently implemented,
embodies well the College vision of a renewed teacher education program. Nearly equal numbers of
faculty respondents agreed as disagreed with the item statement. Comments reflect this lack of

consensus. Several faculty wrote that changes are necessary before the program embodies the vision of
taculty.

Most faculty did not feel that the assignment of students in the Phase program to stable cohort
groups appears to have enhanced their training. They report that there is actually little stability in cohort
groups and there is no consensus that itis a positive experience for students. There are suggestions that
_‘the cohort experience should include a greater varisty of experiences.

Although faculty were divided on whether logistics of travel and housing for students were handled
satisfactorily, slightly more believed is was satisfactory than unsatisfactory. Although some faculty thought

travel and housing were not a problem for their students, others expressed concem about traveling and
housing in the more distance sites.

There is a strong concem that students may not receiving effective advising. Comments reflect
lack of faculty knowledge conceming advising. Some feel that advising is inconsistent and that, in
particular, Phase llla students during Fall, 1993 semester were misadvised.

Although faculty were divided on whether they thought the Phase program has clear, relevant
performances standards for students, slightly more agreed with the item statement. In contrast, the
majority of the 8 faculty commenting on this item see the perfomance standards as vague, trivial, or
excessively wordy. There may be too many standards and too many are judged by writing tasks.

Faculty were divided on whether performance standards had enabled them to provide their
students with reiiabie, fair assessments of the stated outcomes, but slightly more felt they had not. Otthe
only 4 faculty members who commented on this item, all feit performance standards did not enable them
to provide students with good assessment of outcomes, often due to time constraints.

Faculty were nearly evenly distributed in their perception of the effectiveriess of studert portfolios
as effective training experiences. Faculty feel the portfolio is playing little role in the program. ®* was not
used in Phase llla by many of the instructors. The definition and role of the portfolio are unclear.

Facuity were nearly evenly divided on whether their students were well prepared to undertake the -
work required of them in their course. .

Although faculty were divided on whether course activities enabled my students to achieve the
expected outcomes for their phase, slightly more agreed that they had. Of the only 5 faculty commenting
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on this item, the consensus among them was that their course activiies did help students achieve
outcomes, though time was shoit for Phase llla.

There was some consensus that the total workload for students was commensurate with the
number of credits awarded, in keeping with prevailing practice in the College of Education. Comments

reflact that the workload is seen as appropriate for all except Phase llia, specific methods for elementary
education students. '

Although faculty were divided on whether submission dates for materials used in ovaluation of
students imposed undue stress either on students or on instructors, slightly more feit it had imposed
undue stress. The consensus of those adding comments was that due dates placed a great deal of stress
on students. Much of this was related to articulation difficulties between on-campus and CTL activities,
particularly in Phase llia.

Faculty were evenly divided on whether their undergradbate teaching "assignments in the Phase
program were well aligned with their areas of professional specialization. Of the only & faculty who
commented on this item, most felt that their specialized professional knowledge was not used in the
program.

Aithough 3 faculty disagree, a large majority feit their instructional responsibilites had drawn themn
out of their fields of major interest into areas where | feel they feit less well qualified. But of the only 5 who
commented on this item, the consensus was that being drawn out of their major field was not necessarily
a negative, and even a benefit for some.

There was sharp division among the faculty about whether they felt their time, as a human
resource available to the College of Education, was well used in the Phase program. All but one faculty
member adding a comment fett their time was not well used. The comments of these were generally that
the amount of time spent in meetings was excessive or that the program required too much time.

A majority of faculty expect to participate in the Phase program in future years in roles similar to
those |' have played this semester. However, the bulk of those commenting expressed reluctance to
continue but felt some lack of choice. '

Though faculty are sharply divided on whether they feit their students’ on-campus work was well-
coordinated with their experiences in the field, a majority feit it was wefl-coordinated. Comments clarify
that on-campus and field experiences were not weli-coordinated in Phase illa. Some expressed the idea
that the coordination which did occur was due to their own efforts.

Faculty were sharply and evenly divided on whether CTL faculty and mentor teachers had
participated effectively in the planning of activities in the phase in which they worked. In comments, a
range of experiences was repoited. Some feit communication and planning was good, others thought it
poor. The lack of communication in Phase llla was mentioned by many.

Although faculty were divided in whether or not they felt satisfied with the amount of evaluative
feedback provided by CTL faculty and mentor teachers, a slight majority feit dissatizfied. In comments,
several reported that there was litle evaluative feedback provided by the teachers in the field.

Faculty were nearly evenly divided in their satisfaction with the gualily of evaluative feedback
provided by CTL faculty and mentor teachers. Only 4 facully added a comment to this item. Since few
experienced evaluative feedback from the field, it may have been imelevant for most to comment on its
quality.
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A majority of faculty feit that their experiences in the CTL had contributed significantly to their
professional growth. Of the 7 faculty adding a comment to this item only 2 thought it had not contributed
to professional growth. Most feit it had contributed, even that this was the best part of the program.

Only 8 of 14 (53%) faculty responded to the question of extent to which logistics of travel and
housing for them were handled satisfactorily. Only 3 faculty added a comment. Since faculty amanged
their own travel and housing, they felt it was satisfactory.

The majority of faculty feit that their actual instructional efforts are not fairly represented in the
faculty workload formula. Most comments expressed the view that the amount of time spent was axcessive
in ralation to the faculty workload formula.

Experiences which were seen to be most effective for students in achieving expected outcomes
‘were invoivement in classrooms, observing, and teaching in the schools.

Better coordination, co-planning, and communication between methods professors and CTL
mentor teachers would help were seen to be the most important modifications to make in assignments
and experiences for students.

Responses were roughly evenly divided between those who thought placements were good, and
those who thought CTL placements were less well aligned with students’ professional aspirations.

- Nearly all who responded to the question of whether human resources were being used efficiently
answered "no". The plan to use 3- or 4-member teams in elementary Phase lila was seen as a change
which would help. Other suggesstions included a) securing more faculty, b) assigning a secretary to each
phase team, ¢) combining general and specific methods, and d) using field representatives.

A common suggestion to refieve the pressure on students during fieldwork was to make the earlier
experiences closer to Laramie - either in Laramie during earty summer, or using WCTL-L, Laramie, and
Cheyenne exclusively for Phase | and Il. Other ideas were to make paricipation in the program voluntary,
and to make better use of simulations, videos, compressed videc for observation.

Except for 2 faculty responding, the consensus is that CTL teachers were not invelved enough in
the planning and assessment of student leaming. More to the point, there is a need for advance
communication and establishment of a common understanding of what curriculum and methods should
be experienced by students.

Faculty were about equally divided between those who found their work in the Phase program
rewarding and those who did not.

Most of those responding felt the program as cumrently configured does not provide forthe delivery
of important content. There is the concem that the program lacks sufficient substance.

Fall, 1883 CTL Faculty Survey
Most CTL faculty agreed that the major theme of the new program, “eacher as reflective decision-
maker," has provided an effective organizing principle for their UW students. In contrast, several CTL

faculty commented that they found this theme to have little practical value as an organizing principle for
their UW students. Five comments stated that they were unaware of any such organizing theme.

A large majority of mentor teachers agreed or strongly agreed that assignment of students in the
Phase program to stable cohort groups appeared to have enhanced their training. Their added comments
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reflected two views: a) cohort groups helped UW students by serving as a source of emotional support
and as a forum in which they felt comfortable discussing their teaching experiences, or b) cchort
affilations were too cohesive and this prevented UW students from "blending into the on-site faculty*. In
a few instances, it was noted that UW students did not appear to "fit in well® with their fellow UW cchort-
group members. T

A slight majority of CTL respondents thought the new program had clear, relevant performance
standards for students. But among those adding comments, a majority feft performance standards were
never made clear to CTL faculty. UW students were reportedly confused by standards characterized as
“ague,” "incomplete,® or which changing relative to different expoctations from UW professors.

A small majority of CT.. teachers felt performance standards had enabied them to provide their
students and their UW instructors with reliable, fair assessments of student outcomes. Severai CTL faculty
repoited that performance standards and student outcomes were not clear and, therefore, difficult to

assess. UW faculty did not appear concemed about the role or contribution of CTL faculty in the process
of assessing UW students according to three comments.

Most CTL faculty thought that the logistics of travel and housing for students were handled
satisfactorily. Comments related to this question were largely that travel amangements made by UW for
its cohoit students were considered to be excellent. Though several commented that housing was
generally not a problem, they believed this was due in large part to the efforts of CTL faculty who located
provided- housing for UW students. Several other comments requested that UW take greater responsibility
for cohort students’ housing and not assume that housing can always be located and/or provided by CTL .
facuity.

A large majority of partnership teachers believed that CTL activities helped their university students
to achieve the expected outcomes for their phase. To the extent CTL faculty were unsure about expected
outcomes, they were also unsure about how well specific activities helped students achiove those
outcomes. Several comments indicated that they were not aware of many Phase outcomes in advance
of what students told them was expected upon amival at their CTL sites. However, even in these instances
many CTL faculty believed they were able to provide meaningful activities that helped UW students
achigve the outcomes for their Phase. .

There was disagreement among CTL teachers about whether their students’ on-campus work had
been well-coordinated with their experiences in the field. Teachers were nearly evenly divided conceming"
this item. Some believed a lack of communication was to blame for the poor timing of many on-campus
assignments. Others believed UW students were being assigned too much unnecessary "husy work," whiie
others remarked that many of the on-campus assignments were "out of tune with reality in the classroom.”

Most CTL mentor teachers felt that scheduling of visits by cohort groups fit in well with the rhythms
of instruction and leaming in their school/classroom. Several comments clarified that UW students were
not in their CTL classrooms long enough at any one time. Larger blocks of time were requested for this
purpose. Friday aftemoons were meritioned as being a poor time for UW students to be in the classroom.
Others said that the timing of UW assignments was disruptive to their regular classroom activities.

Although a majority of CTL faculty and mentor teachers felt they had participated effectively in the
planning of activities and evaluation procedures in the phase in which they worked there were a sizeable
percentage who felt they had not. According to many comments, mentor teachers and CTL faculty rarsly,
if ever, participated in the planning of activities and evaluation procedures.

A large majority of CTL teacher thought that UW instructors requested an adequate amount of
assessment and evaluative feedback on our students’ work. However up to 33% did not feel this was true.
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The perception among several who wrote commentis was that UW instructors requested very little to no
- assessment or evaluative feedback from CTL faculty.

Though a majority of CTL teacher who responded to the survey agreed that UW Instructors had
requested appropriate kinds of assessment and evaluative feedback on fheir students’ work, one-third
disagreed. Six CTL faculty believed there was "no real direction® in this area. - ,

A slight majority of CTL teachers felt that the university and the schooi district had provided
adequate training and support for mentor teachers, but a sizable minority disagreed. Concem over a
general lack of training was expressed by some CTL faculty.

A majority of CTL teachers feft their time, as a resource made available to teacher education, had
been well used in the Phase program, but several comments indicated that they were frustrated by the
amount of time used to facilitate UW students’ completion of on-campus assignments.

Partnership teachers were neutral conceming whether their instructional efforts in UW's Phase
program had been appropriately recognized and compensated by the school district. Nine CTL faculty fait
they had received littie or no recognition or compensation. Money, tuition waivers, and release time were
suggested as possible ways to provide adequate compensation.

A large majority of CTL faculty reported that their experiences with UW faculty and students in the
Phase program had contributed significantly to their professioral growth. Seven CTL faculty commented -
specifically on how much they enjoyed having UW students in their classrooms.

Giving UW students the experience of applying in the classroom what had been taught at the
university was considered valuable by CTL facuity. Planning lessons, teaching them, assessing students’
work, and subsequently evaluating the effectiveness of that lesson for the purpose of making modifications
was also mentioned as an effective experience for UW students in achieving expected Phase outcomes.
More time for mentor teachers and UW students to "reflect* together about lessons taught was suggested
as being potentially helpful for clarifying the relationship between experiences in the classroom and Phase
outcomes.

CTL facuity suggestions included the following: a) there is a need to coordinate assignments for
the university students with the cumiculum that teachers are responsible for delivering in the CTLs, b)
"integrated units" are great in theory but often create unrealistic teaching expectations for mentor teachers
and their UW students, c) more efficient planning and. communication between UW professors and mentor
teachers is needed so that each party knows in advance of cohort visits what the UW students are to
accomplish in the classroom; the "assignment sheets” given to Phase llla students prior to each CTL visit
were mentioned as being quite helpful in this regard.

Responses indicated that CTL faculty believed most UW students received placements that were
waell aligned with their professional aspirations.

About half the comments stated that the present use of human resources was sufficient. Some
CTL faculty pointed out that the Specific Methods portion of Phase llla was not well coordinated with
various classroom curricula and suggested: a) that fewer methods professors be assigned, and b) that
methods professors visit the CTL sites as part of an effort to improve communication with mentor teachers
and as means for understanding what kinds of assignments might be most relevant for UW studerts in
particular classroom settings.

Suggestions for reducing academic, social, or financial hardships of students included a) honoring
students' requests for cohort assignments at locations where they have friends and/or family they could
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stay with, b) restructuring CTL experiences into blocks of time appeared to work well, as in Phase li, c)
create a fund of some sort to help UW students pay for the gdded expenses these hardships involve.

CTL faculty expressed confusion over the leaming goals for UW students that were being
assessed. A lack of communication existed between university professors and CTL faculty and, in many
cases, CTL faculty were not asked for any input conceming an assessment of their UW students’ work.
Some suggestions were a) to make mentor teacher full partners in the process of assessing UW students,
b) mentor teachers and professors should plan together what the student is to accomplish on any given
visit, and c) generally more frequent cormmunication is needed in the early stages of each Phase.

Comments indicated that CTL faculty did find the program professionally and/or personally
rewarding. Mentor teachers said they enjoyed having the UW students in their classrooms, they leamed
from their students as well as teaching them, that the Phase program had opened a new channel of
communication between the schools and the university, and that working with the UW students
encouraged mentor teachers to reflect on their own classroom teaching methods and assumptions about
how children leam. ' '

Although the precise nature of the academic content UW students received at the university was
not known by most CTL faculty, it was the experience of translating this content into actual classroom
practice that CTL faculty found most helpful for the UW students.

Fall, 1993 Phase 1 Survey

The profile of students in Phase |, Fail, 1993, foilows. Seventy-five percent are female, 88% are
Caucasian, the median age is 20-21. Although some 20% of the 69 students surveyed in Phuse | were
manied, only 10% reported that dependents were presently living with them. A large majority of
participants meet the profile of the "traditional® college student. :

Students had completed an estimated median of 19 hours in education, 14 hours outside
education, and a total of 51 total hours, estimated separately by students. More than 1/3 of these students
had transferred from a community coliege or other college or university. Five respondents indicated that
they had already eamed a bachelor's degree; two of these also reported having eamed M.S. degrees.

A majority of the students were preparing for earty childhood and elementary education although .
at least 30% were preparing to teach at the middle school, junior high or high school level.

Students placed a high value on several aspects of their experiences in CTLs. A large majority
found opportunities to observe pupils and teachers in natural classroom seitings as an indispensable part
of their Phase | training. Behaviors most frequently observed ..are instructional methods, classroom
management, and informal social interaction.

Closely refated to classroom cbservations were two other activities in which CTL mentor teachers
played central roles. Many respondents wrote that informal conferences with mentors, in which a broad
range of profassional and personal topics were discussed, had been especially valuable to them. Several
also cited the teaching of minilessons and other direct interactions with pupils as exciting and ingpirational
leaming axperiences. :

Many activities in the CTLs occured outside classrcom settings and did n.ut revolve around
mentor “eachers. Among these, structured interviews with administrators, and workshops conducted on
site by clinical faculty and administrative personnel were valuable. In addition, a few students reported that
their zbservations of various student services facilities or programs (e.g., rescurce rooms, Ex-Dropout
Recovery) had been highlights of their first semester's work in their CTL schools.
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Phase | students generally agreed that their campus-based work had been valuable, though they
did not feel as strongly about it as they did about their CTL activities. Most seemed to find their library
assignments vaiuable, and many commented that they look forward to continuing to develop professicnal
portfolios. Some workshops and lectures were given highly favorable comments; others were roundly
condemned. A pattem of resistance to the number. of observation assignments emerged.

Some expressed gratitude for the effective guidance they had received from cohort leaders, but
over all, students were concemed that assignments and work icads seemed to vary strikingly from cohort
to cohort. In addition, comments refiecting constemation over a ~erceived lack of firm, reliable direction
throughout the semester. Transfer students reported that the Phase | program had failed to take into
account their maturity and experience.

Finally, some siudents were frustrated over schedule confiicts between Phase classes blocked at
the end ofthe week, and content-area courses like math, introductory-levei foreign language, and physical
education classes which, owing to the nature of the skilis to be developed there, cannot appropriately be
blocked into one end of the week.

Students generally feit their on-campus work was well-coordinated with their field experiences, but
comments on related open-ended questions suggest some arsas where improvement Is possible.

A clear consensus exists among Fall '93 Phase | students that participation in the new
undergraduate program imposes a financial burden which the campus-based program did not. Only 12%
of the respondents—including several assigned to WCTL-L~ did not agree. Transfer students and degree
holders attempting to complete the requirements for licensure form a well-defined special intorest group
on this point.

Most of the difficulties the students cited were anticipated, rather than actual. Regarding their own
costs during Phase |, most would agreed that so far this is not a problem. Still, difficulties associated with
the share of the expense of improving teacher training in Wyoming which must be bome personally by
students in the College of Education constituted the area of gravest concem for cohort membaers during
the Fall of '93. The anxisty level is high, even among Phase | students, who tend to focus on three main
prospective costs: a) the cost of an extended program, which will take candidates for bachelor's degrees
at loast 5 years to complete, b) many students who find part-time employment not only desirable, but .
necessary, have found it difficult to keep their jobs during Phase semester, and c) direct out-of-pocket
expenses associated with travel and lodging make the new program more difficult to finance than the old
one. .

Most students in Phase | reported having been given a clear idea of what the outcomes of their
coursework were expected to be. When asked whether the outcomes were unclear to them, however,
respondents showed a slight tendency to shift down the scale, away from confident assertion that they
understood the goals and objectives of their studies.

Although some students could report that none of the outcomes were unclear, cthers feit that
during the last two weeks of the course, they were not sure whether or how they had achieved them.

Several students specifically acknowledged the helpfulness of cohort leaders in enabling them to
come to terms with outcomes. Others felt that their instructors had not provided them with the direction
and support they needed.

Two other, related, problems involving cutcomes were noted by some students. Soma feit that
the outcomes themselves were not difficult to understand, but meeting them proved difficult because they
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kept changing. A broader area of concem, the relatioaship of Phase | outcomes and activities to the
overall program, surfaced in several responses to open-ended items.

More than 70% of students surveyed agreed that their classwork and leaming activities had
enabled them to achieve course outcomes at levels they themselves found acceptable.

Others folt that they had been unabie to meet the outcomes at levels they were satisfied wih.
They tended to ascribe their failure to instructional design factors. Even among satisfied students, opinion
seemed divided over the merits of relying heavily on reading and wiiting to achieve outcomes.

Apparently there was significant variation in approaches to the outcomes taken in different cohorts, - -

with some emphasizing reading and wiiting, while others laid emnphasis on other types of activities.
Informal exchanges with Phase students over the ccurse of the Fall semestar suggest that some tend to
interpret different approaches to meeting the outcomes as inconsistency within the program, and to see
‘these as further evidence of an inequity founded on differential burdens of ime and expense arising fro
assignment to CTLs nearer to or farther from Laramie. -

Afew students, in different cohorts and different areas of concentration, complained that although
they thought they had met the outcomes acceptably, the outcomes themseives failed to represent an
acceptable range of cognitive levels.

Many students, responding to surveys in early December, found it difficult to assess their own
achievement because they had received few grades on the exercises they had compieted during the first
thirteen weeks of the course. They perceived a decoupling of instruction from evaluation, and tended to
foal ardous about that. '

Well over two-thirds of the students felt that their on-campus instructors had monitored their
progress well and evaluated their achievement fairly, but over a quarter disagreed. Over two-thirds of
respondents fslt that, on the whole, assessments of their work had improved the quality of instruction in
the course.

Well over half of the Phase | students believed that their interactions with mentor faculty had been
valuable. About 25% of those surveyed expressed doubt that their work in CTLs had been well monitored.
For Phase | students, this aspect of their experience was not salient. Some fekt their visits to CTLs had
not been adequately planned and prepared for in advance, and it is common to hear students in all
phases express a desire to see CTL personnel more affectively integrated into the planning, instruction,
and evaluation of their cohorts’ work, :

Even at this early stage in their training, many students find the development of a portfoiic valuabie
and inherently rewarding. Even students who had doubts about the value of their own portfolios
recognized the potential benefits of compiling one. Some wtudents who did not find compiling a portfolio
especially useful axpressed a desire for clearer definitions and more assertive guidance from instructors:

Phase | students decisively rejected the proposition that their workload had heen too heavy. In
fact, some of the students who indicated on scaled responses that they felt the workload had not been
*realistic* complained that it had actually not been heavy enough. Cthers expressed a belief that aithough
the amount of work had been reasonable, the level of expectations had been too low.

it would appear that there were significant differences in workload from cohort to cohort. The
perception of difference, at any rate, gave rise to concem both among students who feit they were being
called upon to do too much work, and among those who feit that they were not being asked to do
enough.
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While 30% of respondents have not had problems with schedule conflicts between required
undergraduate work in Education and content-area courses in other colleges, 60% have. Outside classes
most frequently mentioned as corflicting with the Phase schedule included offerings in Math, Sclences,
and foreign languages. The major factor, in Phase |, appears to have been the pre-emption of Friday
coursework outside the College.

Many students perceived significant differences in their instructors’ attitudes toward the
management of schedule conflicts. Those who commented on this point unanimously ascribed to the _
College cf Education an attitude of indiffsrence to the needs and concermis of students. .

Other colleges failed tc block courses needed by Education majors, creating inscluble problems \
for many Phase siudents. An unfesponsiveness to scheduling problems of this sort was noted by a
number of respondents, who tended to infer from their experience that scheduli~g and advisement were
low priorities in the new program. Several students, commenting on conflicts within the Coilege, were lass
inclined to attribute scheduling problems to the apparent indifference of Coliege personnel than to

administrative incompetence. Upperclassmen and post-baccalaureate students were most intansely
fiustrated with these conflicts.

Although students were far more likely to agree strongly than to disagree strongly that the
program conflicted with extracuricuiar or co-cumricular activities, the division of opinion was remarkably
even in Phase |. By far the most frequently cited non-academic conilict was with employment.

By far the greatest cause of anxiety, however, was apprehension over the prospective interference
which students feared they would encounter during later phases of their programs.

Only 30% of respondents agreed that the program interfered with social or personal dimensions
of their life. Three areas of concem accounted for most perceived problems: a) time spent traveling, b)
exhaustion attributed to the Phase schedule, and ¢) stress arising from uncertainty and apprehension over
expenses and delays not yet encountered, but anticipated over the rest of the students’ programs.

The tone and frequently vicarious content of comments, here and above, suggest that a culture
of grievance and victirnization may be emerging amonyg Phase students, affecting even those who have
not personally experienced unusual difficulties. The program’s emphasis on group work in stable cohorts
may be having the effect of making the problems of any class of students—such as single parents and
other "non-traditionals,” or second-bachelor's and licensure-only candidates—common problems for all in
the program. While this may be a strength of the new program, it places a premium on affective
communication between College personnel and students. Structural problems which are not promptly
identified and resolved may become the basis of a generalized sense of disempowerment and neglect,
cr, in extreme cases, even of abuse. :

Fall, 1993 Phase Il Survey

Only cne Phase Il cohort, comprised of four "hardship cases" assigned to WCTL-L, was scheduled
for the Fall 1993 semester. Their comments, although collected and valued, were not included in this
report.

Fall, 1993 Phase llla Survey

The profile of students in Phase lila, Fall, 1993, follows. Seventy-one percent ara fomale, 81% are
Caucasian, the median age is 22-23. Although some 18% of the 55 students surveyed in Phase lil were
married, only 9% reported that dependents were presently living with them. A large majority of participants
meet the profile of the "traditional” college student.
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Students had completed an estimated median of 47 hours in educativ:,, 62 hours outside
education, and a total of 114 total hours, estimated separately by students. Nearly half (47%) of these
students had transferred from a community college or other college or university. No respondents
indicated that they had already eamed a bachelor's degree or higher.

Alarge majority of the students were preparing for early childhood and slementary education with
no more than 13% preparing for teaching at grade seven or above.

Activities in the CTLs were valuable to virtually all students, both in General and in Specific
Pedagogy. Eighty-five percent of the respondents submitted strongly positive written responses to the
question regarding “particularty valuable® activities in the CTL. All students who continued their studies
in Education up to this point greatly enjoyed being in schools.

Widespread criticism focused on the nature and extent of CTL. activities required by UW facully.
In reporting the effectiveness of their experiences with public school personnel and pupils, students often
condemned what they perceived as a disjuncture between campus and CTL activities. They feit that the
assignments intended to inform their observations on site rarely enhanced their experiences, and
fraquently interfered with them.

Students in Phase llla feft strongly that communication between UW faculty and CTL personnel,
particularly mentor teachers, stood in great need of improvement. This theme persisted in responses to
questions throughout the survey. Students ascribed a wide range 'of problems to what they perceived as
inadequate cooperation, both among UW instructors and between campus and school officials, in the
planning, implementation, and evaluation. of leaming activities in their course:

In general, Phase llla students feft that the training they had received in their mentor teachers’
schools had been so valuable that they wished the UW faculty members responsible for assessing their
achievement had known more about it.

Students in Cycle A were well aware that changes would occur in the structure of the Phase
program, in part as a consequence of their experiences in it. Among the changes they recommended,
issues relatad to travel and scheduling received a high priority.

Among the students who distinguished between their experiences in General and Specific
Pedagogy 60% reported that unrewarding experiences had predominated in on-campus work. Responses
on the related open-ended questions suggest that the experiences of Elementary Education majors in
Specific Methods were so radically different from the experiences of students iri more conventional
content-area courses that, for purposes of these questions, at least, the two groups constituted separate
populations. :

Some students in Elementary Education found their Specific Methods activities valuable, and
although they were aware that their experiences were not typical, they made a point of putting in a good
“word for them. Secondary Education majors tended to make invidious compatisons between the
instruction they received in their specific content areas, and the activities of their General Pedagogy
cohorts. Many of the comments addressed the shortcomings of the first cycle of Specific Methods
instruction, but General Pedagogy worked very well for some.

Most respondents, regardless of their areas of concentration, found that coordination of activities
was a feature of instruction which required more attention in Phase llia.
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Those who offered constructive suggestions placed great emphasis on the value of classroom
experiences in the CTLs, and recommended that UW faculty extend more authority, responsibiiity, and
courtesy to their mentor-teacher partners. :

Roughly 70 percent of Phase llia students believed that the new program cost more than the old
one did, and that they had not yet identified the additional financial resources which would offset the
higher costs.

The requirements of more advanced Phases can be especially hard on a) married students and
parents, b) out-of-state students who not only pay higher tuition, but are often especially hard hit by costs
of lodging away from Laramie, and c) independent students who have similar problems, whether they
come from Wyoming or not. '

Then there are the substantial costs of pursuing an extended degree program, which entails both
further educationa!l expenses and an additional period during which the student suffers a loss of income.

A few Cycle A students, having spent more than they had expected to, expressed concem over
meeting upcoming expenses of student teaching.

By no means are ali Phase students directly affected by the degrees of finanicial hardship attested
to by some of their classmates. Many of those not directly affected are nevertheless troubled by the
circumstances that call forth such extreme sacrifice on the part of peers in their cohorts. ‘

Program requirements of various kinds entailing greater costs, in money and in time, than students
expected seem to be the sharpest focal point of a sense of grievance. )

Students were nearly unanimous In their appreciation of the Phase program’s incorporation of
training activities in CTL classrooms, but even those who were in a position to bear the additional
expenses associated with travel and who feit no great urgency to complete their training and enter the
work force resented what they interpreted as demands being imposed on them without so much as
coneultation, let alone consent.

Despite the numerous technical problems that have been encountered in the course of deveioping
and implementing the new program, most students believe that it will be far superior to its predecessor
in many ways, once it is up and running smoothly. They also recognize that it will inevitably cost more
than the old program did. What they have a hard time understanding is why they and their fellow students
are being asked to shoulder such a heavy share of the costs of improving the quality of teacher education
in Wyoming. .

A majority of students felt that course outcomes were not clear to them, a view expressed more
strongly still with reference to Specific Methods. Once again, comments on open-ended items plainly
show that our survey was reaching two distinctly different populations. For some students, Geneyal
worked well, while Specific did not, for a few others, the opposite was the case.

Many comments highlighted the extent to which students depended on instructors’ assessments
of their work to clarify their own sense of where they were supposed to be going, and how they would be
able to get there. A minority of respondents agreed that classwork and leaming activities had helped thein
meet the outcomes at a level acceptable to them. The disappointment was more acute among those who
submitted separate scores for their experiences in Specific Pedagogy, where the distribution was marked
by a familiar bimodal tendency.
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_Some students were not mersly satisfied with their progress, but pleased, and clearly expressed
their appreciation of the new program. Those who expressed global dissatisfaction tended to focus on
Phase llla, rather than on the program as a whole.

A few were so profoundly alienated by their experiences last Fall that they had difficuity
sppreciating anything they had achieved in the entire program. A widespread perception that too much
had been undertaken in too little time was offered as one explanation for the frusiration which animated
many comments. -

Phase llla students strongly concumred that the assessments they had received from mentor
teachers in CTLs had been fair and useful.

Scores which clustered in the middle ofthe scale on the general responses tc the item conceming
whether their achievement had been well-monitored and evaluated by on-campus instructors suggest a
certain ambivalence or confusion. Those indicating separate scores for Specific Pedagogy diverged
clearly. it may be that responses here included a factor offrustration over poor coordination of instruction,
both between components on campus, and between campus classes and work in the CTLs. Many
students expressed concern cver what they perceived as shallow and dilatory assessment and evaluation.

Several students mentioned gratefully the visits they had received in CTL classrooms from uw
instructors. They seemed to believe that their petformances on site were meaningful dermonstrations of
their cumulative achievement in the Phase program, and felt that observations and consultations should
be factors in determining their grades. A significant pattem of constructive criticism suggests the

desirability of including CTL personnei more actively in the planning and evaluation of student activities
in Phase lila.

Thirty-éix percent of respondents found their work on portfolios useful while twenty-six percent
strongly disagreed with the proposition. Last Fall's Phase | students were much more enthuslastic about
this characteristic feature of the new undergraduate program than were seniors.

Comments indicate that the wording of the ltem may have been confusing to respondents. Over
a dozen students subm™ed remarks which suggested that they believed their instructors considered
course notebooks professional portfolios. They themselves made a clear distinction between the two.

Severa! students asserted that their disillusionment with their portfolios arose from the frustration
they felt over being called upon to document Phase lll outcomes which they had failed to achieve.

Despite the difficulties encountered by the pioneers at each stage of Cycle A, several respondents
identified portfolios as integrai parts of a program they were finding valuable.

Fewer than a quarter of the students who responded feit that their workload in Phase llla had not
been excessive. Nearly twice that many strongly agreed with the proposition. At least at the level of
student perceptions, this was a problem area.

Some students identified attempts to comply with University Studies Witing requirements as
factors undermining the effectiveness of instruction in Phase courses. Difficultie’. in organizing and
conducting meaningful writing activities may have contributed to the load of "busy wark® so odious to so
many rhase students.

Many respondents openly admitted that stress associated with workload and other aspects oftheir
activities had begun to impair their morale. Pressures on students have caused such widespread
unhappiness that even those not directly affected have rallied to the support of suffering classmates.
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Wiitten comments indicated that Secondary Education majors tended to have greater problems
with schedule conflicts than did Elementary Education majors.

Eighty percent of Phase lila students felt that program requirements had conflicted with their
desires to participate in broadly educational activities in voluntary associations. Only 11 students reported
no significant conflict between their Phase commitments and campus activities traditionally understood
as rounding out the college experience. Severai others accounted for a lack of conflict by explaining that
they had relinquished college life outside the slassroom.

Over 0 percent of students in Phase llla belisved that disruptions of personal or sacial life which
they attribiied t their participation in the new undergraduate program might have been avoidable.
Students generally agreed that the workload had made it impossible for them f¢ experience what they
regarded as a *normal* undergraduate education, but they reacted to this condition differently. Some
considered it a legitimate cost of pursuing superior technical training:

Some non-traditional students regretted the extent to which their undergraduate studies had
interfered with what they regarded as family obligations.

Spring, 1984 College of Education Faculty Survey

Faculty generally agree that the Phase program, as currently implemented, embodies weil their
vision of a renewed teacher education program. Comments emphasized that a strength of the program
was getting students into the schools earlier. There were concemns that some lcgistical problems still
needed solution, that increased communication among UW faculty and CTL teachers was needed, and
fear that some of the proposed changes would not reflect the vision of a renewed program.

Most faculty agreed that assignment of students to stable cohort groups enhanced students’
training. In comments some faculty clarified that cohorts were not really *stable,” and that cohorts can
become a "club® which excludes everyone else — faculty, teachers, and other students. When cohorts are
working well they are seen to be very effective in promoting leaming.

Logistics of travel and housing for student were handled satisfactorily as seen by faculty.
Comments reflected the situational nature of this aspect of the program. Since many students did not
travel to distant sites during Spring, 1994, travel and housing presented a minimal problem. There was
concem expressed that their CTL will not be able to be so accommodating in the-future.

Though faculty are divided on whether they believe students are receiving effective advising, a
majority responded that they did not. The changes and transitions in Room 100 were listed as reasons
for advising problems. Of the four comments, two praised the work of the Advising Coordinator.

Most faculty agreed that the program has clear, relevant performance standards for students. In
comments, some suggested that some need revision to make them clearer and more relevant. The
difference between "awareness" and "mastery” in the outcomes needs clarification.

‘Though faculty are divided on whether performance standards had enabled them to provide
student with reliable, fair assessments of outcomes, a majority felt they had.

Most faculty strongly agreed that the development of professional portfolios by students had
enhanced the effectiveness of their training experiences. Comments from two faculty members cautioned
that the portfolios were not really professional portfolios and contained litle original thinking.
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Most faculty were either undecided oragreed with the statemaent that students were well prepared
to undertake the work required of them in their course.

Most faculty believed that course activities enabled their students to achieve the expaected
outcomes for their phase.

Most faculty agree that the total workload for students was commensurate with the number of
credits awarded. Suggestions from two faculty members were to reduce the number of credits from & to
2 for Phase llic, and to 4 credits for Phase |.

Most faculty agreed that submission dates for materials used in evaluation of students did not
impose undue stress either on students or on instructors.

Faculty are divided on whether their undergraduate teaching assignments in the Phase program
was been wall aligned with their areas of professional specialization. About half the faculty agreed and half
disagreed. One commaent clarified that the teaching assignment was certainly in a comfortable area even
it if was outside his or her specialized area.

Faculty are nearly evenly divided on whether they feel their time, as a human resource available
to the College of Education, was well used in the Phase program.

Faculty were nearly evenly divided on whether their students’ on-campus work was well
coordinated with their field experiences.

There was strong agreement that CTL facuity and mentor teachers had participated effectively in
the planning of activities. There were comments that CTL teachers were superb cooperative colleagues

Most faculty were satisfied with the amount of evaluative feedback provided by CTL faculty and
mentor teachers.

Most faculty were satisfied with the quality of evaluative feedback provided by CTL facully and
mentor teachers.

UW faculty strongly agreed that their experiences in the CTL had contributed significantly to their
professional growth.

Though most agreed that their actual instructional efforts were fairly represented in the faculty
workload formula, resefvations were expressed in several comments. There was concem that travei time
was under-represented, and that an overioad was accepted in doing Phases lii~ and lilc. One tuculty
member believed the proposed reduction in Phase | credit hours would create -zn overload, uniess
expectations were reduced as weil.

Faculty were asked what experiences and assignments were most effective for students in
achieving the expected outcomes of their phase. The predominantly mentioned experience was that in
the school in actual teaching, and visits structured around themes, such as cooperative leaming or equity.
Assignments that *make them think like a teacher” were seen to particularly effective. Two faculty members

felt the development of an interview portfolio for Phase llic brought the program together for many
students,

When asked how experiences and assignments should be modified in the future to better meet
the needs of their students, many of the suggestions for future modification were idiosyncratic. These are
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included verbatim in Appendix B. Several comments suggested a reduction in either the number of
outcomes or the number of credit hours. .

Facuity were asked if all students in their cohort group received CTL placaments weil aligned with
their professional aspirations and if standards of supervision and evaluation were adequata to ensire the
" equivalence of training- experiences offered students in different cohort groups. There was nearly
unanimous response that placements were well-aligned. But, several faculty felt they were not equivalent.
Several comments shared a concem for the potential problem of overloading nearby districts and the
difficulty placing students at the middle school, junior high, and high school levels.

Ancther question asked if the present use of human resources was efficient and if not, how might
we make more effective use of instructional and support personnel. Though several feit personnel were
being used effectively, this question evoked strong comments of concem. Assignment of facuity to the
program who were unwilling participants was seen to be a critical problem in need ‘of solution. There was
concem that faculty were being assigned to "slots* in the program without regard for their specialties,
interests, and talents.

UW Faculty were asked if their partners in the schools and classrooms where students worked
were appropriately invoived in the planning and assessment of their students’ leaming. Also, if they
believed there is room for improvement in this area, what measures might be implemented to strengthen
the partnership? Most comments expressed the opinion that there was appropriate invoivement ofthe CTL
teachers in planning and assessment of students. Several faculty suggested that there is stili a need for
greater planning together and training before working in a given phase of the program.

Facuity were asked if they have found their work in the Phase program professionally and/or
personally rewarding. Almost every responsa to this question was extremely positive. Faculty felt that the
program allowed them to promote and see growth in students, to provide them with critical skills need
to effectively evaluate their school visits. They believe their students are self-motivated, responsible, and
actively involved in their leaming. Several reported seeing the schools and the relationship between school
and the University “with new eyes.” :

Facully were asked if they feft the Phase program provide provided a vehicle for the delivery of
important content. Most of those who commented fait that the program does provide a vehicle for the
delivery of important content, atthough a sizable number felt this was not the strength of the program,
because class time was too short.

Spring, 1984 Phase il Mentor Teachers

The response rate for the mailed Phase Il mentor teacher survey was 43%. While this response
rate is less than desirable, the sample can cautiously be considered to be roughly reflective of the entire
group of teachers.

Most Phase Il mentor teachers agreed that the three themes of Phase Il provided an effective
organizing framework for their student. However, a number of them expressed confusion over the
relationship among “themes,” "processes,” "outcomes,” and "documentaunns.” Some mentor teachers
were unaware of the themes. Others were aware that themes existed for Phase i, but were not sure what
purpose they served. Some referred to the perceived value of several Phase outcomes and
documentations in their comments, however, they did not mention any one of the three themes in relation
to these outcomes and documentations. According to the 11 mentor teacher commants, the three themes
of Phase Il were not generally understood or systematically used by mentor teachers and UW students
as an organizing framework or to plan and coordinate. leaming activities.
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Most Phase || mentcr teachers agreed that assignment of students into cohort groups appears
to have enhanced their training. Most of the 12 comments reflected the view that cohort groups did
function to enhance the training of UW students. Several teachers expiessed concems that the cohort
concept could be counterproductive if students did not get along well with fellow cohort members, or
cohort membars kept to themselves as much as possible, thus inhibiting UW students. from blending in
with faculty at tha CTL sites.

. Though a slight majority of mentor teacher agreed that they and their Phase Il student clearly
understood the expected "outcomes,” "processes,” and "documentations® for Phase I, & sizable group did
not. Mentor teachers commented that there was not enough time to complete all the documentations or
to meet ail the stated outcomes, that the community portrait assignment was over-emphasized and not
particulary useful, and that expectations by UW faculty were not consistent among the various cohort
groups.

Phase Il mentor teachers were divided over whether developing the professicnal portfolio, begun
in Phase |, was a central concem for them and their student. The design and purpose of the professional
portfolio was not clear to a majority of the 14 menter teachers who commented on this question. Other
teachers described the portfclio process as "busy work® for UW students that took too much time. There
were no positive comments about the professional portfolio nor was there any acknowledgment of the
portfolio as something that UW students should be devaloping throughout their Phase experiences.

Alarge majority Phase Il mentor teachers feit that logistics of travel and housing for students were
handled satisfactorily. These were not seen as a problem by any of the 12teachers who added comments
to this question. :

Alarge majority of Phase Il mentor teachers feft that CTL activities helped their university student
achieve the expected outcomes for Phase li. Three teachers expressed confusion over the difference’
betwean CTL activities and classroom activities.

Most Phase Il mentor teachers believed their student's on-campus work was well coordinated with
his/her experience in the field. In comments, mentor teachers expressed the desire to communicate more
actively with the university to coordinate on-campus work with UW students’ expectations in the field.
Some expressed frustration over the fact that they often had to find out what was aexpected of them by UW
faculty through their UW Phase students rather than directly from UW faculty.

Phase Il mentor teachers strongly agreed that having a UW student for a four-week block of time
was preferable to a series of shorter visits. They were overwhelmingly in favor of the four-weak block of
time. Many felt that this was the "best idea of the Phase Program.” Generzally speaking, the teachers
viewed the four-week biock of ime as beneficial because it provided the sustained exposure necessary
for mentor teachers, UW students, and public-school students to develop relationships in the classroom.

A majority of Phase Il mentor teachers felt that CTL faculty and mentor teachers participated
effectively in the planning of activities and evaluation procedures in Phase li. However, in commaents,
several teachers stated that they were never asked to participate in the planning of activities and
evaluation procedures. One teacher requested guidelines conceming the mentor’s role in evaluating UW
students.

Most Phase Il mentor teachers agreed that UW instructors requested an adequate amount of
assessment and evaluative feedback on their students’ work. Some expressed confusion over how uw
students were to be evaluated, the mentor teacher’s role in this evaluation process, and what materials
existed for evaluating UW students.
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Most Phase Il mentor teachers felt that UW instructors requested appropriate kinds of assessment
and evaluative feedback on our students' work. Several mentor teachers reportad that no evaluation of
UW students was ever requested. Two teachers stated that one informal visit with a UW facuity member
constituted their Phase students’ evaluation.

Most Phase It mentor teachers believed that the university and the school district have provided
adequate training and support for mentor teachers. In comments to this item, some reported that, with
the exception of one or two shiort meetings, no training or support from the university or school district
occurmred.

A large majority of Phase Il mentor teachers agreed or strongly agreed that their time, as a
resource made available to teacher education, was well used in Phase II. Several commented that the time

UW students spent in the classroom interacting with their mentor teachers and students was deemad
beneficial.

Aithough a slight majority of Phase Il mentor teachers feit that their instructional efforts in UW's
Phase program had been appropriately recognized by the school district, a sizable minority did not.
Several mentor teachers stated that being a part of the Phase program was in and of itself sufficient
recogniticn and compensation for their participation. Several mentor teachers said they had been
*recognized® by their local school districts but not compensated inany sense. Tuition waivers were viewed
by some teachers as adequate compensation, but others dismissed the waivers as pieces of paper with
limited, if any, value. Several teachers requested money instead of tuition waivers.

A large majority of Phasa Il mentor teachers agreed or strongly agreed that their experiences with
UW faculty and students in the Phase program had contributed significantly to their professional growth.
The Phase Il students were appreciated by the majority of their mentor teachers for the enthusiasm and
new ideas they brought to the classroom. Severs’ mentor teachers found that working with Phase
students encouraged them to reflect on their own theories of education and teaching practices.

Phase |l mentor teacher were asked what experiences in their class/school were most effective
for students in achieving the expected outcomes for Phase Il. Many of the comments made by the 35
mentor teachers who responded to this question reflected their overwhelmingly positive reaction to the
four-week block of time students spent in their classrooms during Phase Il. Experiences in the classroom
specifically mentioned as being effective for UW students in achieving the expected outcomes for Phase
il included working with small and large groups of students, teaching units and doing demonstrations,
using hands-on leamning activities, and accompanying their mentor teachers to faculty meetings.

In general, UW students were said to develop as teachers by virtue of experiences gained in the
areas of classroom management, short and fong-term lesson planning, and assessing the progress of
pupils with a wide variety of social-emotional needs and leaming styles.

7,ne teacher remarked that it was not appropriate for the Phase students to teach lessons using
the v sson plans of their mentor teachers. The lesson plans of experienced teachers are the product of
yea.s of development and familiarity with the curriculum content. In addition, Phase students needed
opportunities to develop their own lesson plans, with guidance from the mentor teacher.

Phase Il mentor teachers were asked how assignments for university students should be modified
in the future to better meet their needs and the needs of their students. Several mentor teachers were
concemed that students were being held responsible fortoo many assignments during Phase lI, that many
of these assignments were not suited in either method or content to the prevailing cumiculum, and that
greater emphasis should have been placed on students’ involvement in smaller tasks, such as playground
duty, settling disputes between students, or accompanying the class to music and/or PE.
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Mentor teachers were asked if the present use of human resources was efficient and if not, how
might we make more eftective use of instructional and support personnel. To make more effective use of
instructional and support personnel, many of the mentor teachers suggested selting up a series of
meetings in the field for clinical faculty, mentor teachers, and UW faculty. These meetings would facilitate
communication and help to clarify future roles and expectations. Specific suggestions included allowing
students to change mentor teachers after two waeks and having UW faculty provide seminars to teachers
in the school districts. )

Phase Il mentor teachers were asked if they were appropriately involved as a partner with UW
faculty in the planning and assessment of their student's leaming and what should be done to strengthen
the partnership. There was a significant amount of disappointment expressed over the lack of contact
between mentor teachers and UW faculty. According to a majority of the 28 comments reviewed, a clear
understanding of Phase Il outcomes and the standardized means by which the mentor teachers could
assess goal attainment in relation to students’ activities in the classroom was neaded.

Phase |l mentor teachers were asked if they had found their work in the new program
professionally and/or perscnally rewarding. A clear majority of the 33 Phase Il mentor teachers responding
this question stated that they found the new program to be professionaily and personally rewarding. A
common theme throughout the comments was that having an enthusiastic Phase student contributed
significantly to a more positive classroom environment for both the mentor teachers and their students.

Finally, the mentor teachers were asked to submit any further observations which they thought
might contribute to a full and fair evaluation of the current effectiveness of the teacher education program.
Guidelines for evaluating the Phase students, an overview of what the Phase program is trying to
accomplish, more time in the classrooms, and more UW faculty involvement were all mentioned as
potential ways for improving the effectiveness ofthe teacher education program. Several meritor teachers
folt the Community Profile assignment required too much of the Phase students’ time, time which could
have been better utilized in their respective classrooms.

The Phase Il studients were appreciated by the majority oftheir mentor teachers forthe enthusiasm
and new ideas they brought to the classroom. Several mentor teachers found that working with Phase
students encouraged then: to reflect on their own theories of education and teaching practices.

Spring, 1994 Phase lllb Mentor Teachers

The response rate for the 47 Phase lllb mentor teachers was 37%. Those responding were
predominantly (92%) teachers at elementary schools. The low response rate for this questionnaire makes
generalization from the survey tenuous. This sample may be considered a volunteer sample and may differ
in Important ways from the entire group of Phase llib mentc: teachers.

Most of the Phase lllb teachers responding to the survey agreed that the three fluid periods of
*quided teaching,” indepandent teaching,” and “teaming® provided an effective organizing framework for
their Phase llib student.

Most of the Phase !lib teachers responding to the survey agreed that they and the student clearty
understood the expected "outcomes,” processes,” and "documentations® for Phase liib.

Most Phase lllb mentor teaching responding to the survey did not believe developing the
professionai portfolio, begun in Phase |, was a central concem for them and their student. The two mentor
teachers who commented on this item were not aware of the professional portfolio or its purpose: "No,
~ wasn't sure what the pertfolio was to include and neither was she”, *Unfamiliar to me untii last wesk of
program — Spring, 1994".
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Most Phase lllb mentor teaching responding to the survey felt that logistics of travel and housing
for her/his Phase lllb student were handled satisfactorily. :

Most Phase lilb mentor teachers responding to the survey thought that CTL activities helped their
university student achieve the expected outcomes for Phase llib.

While a slight majority of Phase lllb teachers responding to the survey felt that their Phase litb
student was well prepared, from the beginning of her/his residency, to assume teaching responsibilities,
a sizable minority did not. Ofthe six mentor teachers who commented, three believed their Phase students
were well prepared from the beginning while three believed that their Phase students should have been
better prepared to assume teaching responsibilities.

Most Phase lilb mentor teachers responding to the survey agreed or strongly agreed that CTL
faculty and mentor teachers participated effectively in the planning of activities and evaluation procedures
in Phase lllb. In comments to the item, two teachers expressed concem that whiie CTL faculty appeared
to have input, the mentor teachers did not.

Almost all Phase llib mentor teachers responding to the survey agreed that the scheduled 12-week
full-time residency for their Phase lllb student fit their school schedule well. One teacher requested that
Phase students begin their full-time residency when the public schools resume instruction after Christmas;
that is, during Phase lilb, UW students should come and go according to the school district calendar and

not UW's schedule. Ancther mentor teacher suggested that a 16-week residency would be more effective
than the cument 12-week residency.

Few Phase lllb mentor teachers (12) responded to the item, "CTL faculty and mentor teachers
participated effectively in the planning of activities and evaluation procedures in Phase llb.* Of those who
did respond, most agreed. Two teachers commented that they were never asked to participate In planning
activities and evaluation procedures during Phase llib.

Although most of those responding agreed that UW instructors requested an adequate amount
of assessment and evaluative feedback on their student’s-work, several comments indicated the opposite.

UW instructors did not request any assessment or evaluative feedback, according to three mentor teacher
comments.

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey thought that UW instructors requested
appropriate kinds of assessment and evaluative feedback on their student's work. Videotaping was
menticned as a problem in terms of procuring the necessary equipment. ' '

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey agreed that the university and the
school district had provided adequate training and support for mentor teachers working with Phase b
students. However in comments, some expressed the view that the university and school district did not.

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey feit their time, as a resource made
available to teacher education, had been well used in Phase lllb. But, three mentor teachers commented
that their Phasa students required more time than they could provide.

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey neither agreed nor disagreed that their
instructional efforts in UW's Phase program had been appropriately recognized and compensated by the
school district. About as many agreed as disagreed that recognition and compensation were adequate.
Tuition waivers were seen as inadequate compensation by the three mentor teachers who commented.




45

Most Phase Illb teachers responding to the survey believed their experiences with UW faculty and
students in the Phase Program contributed significantly to their professional growth. '

Phase lilb mentor.teacher were asked what experiences in their class/school were most effective
for students in achieving the expected outcomes for Phase !l. Implementing classroom management,
planning and teaching lessons, using the mentor teacher as a role model, and working with students with
a wide range of abilities ware all mentioned as effective experiences for students in achieving the expected
outcomes for Phase lil. '

Mentor teachers were asked how assignments for university students should be modified in the
future to beiter meet their needs and the needs of their students. Of the 9 mentor teachers who responded
to this quastion, most believed that a closer cocrdination of assignments betwaen UW and the school
district would better meet the needs of Phase students and the school districts’ students. Assignments
from UW wera often criticized as being "vague® or *not in tune with the realitics ‘of the classroom". Having
UW faculty visit the CTL classrooms was mentioned as a good way to make university assignments more
relevant to the students in the various schoo! districts and classrocoms. Mentor teachers requested more
responsibility for assigning tasks to UW students, thereby reducing the amount of "busy work" assigned
by UW Professors.

Phase llib mentor teachers were asked if the present use of human resources was efficient and
how we might make more effective use of instructional and support personnel. Most comments involved

a request for more contact time with UW faculty members and, in particular, the Phase lila meth
instructors.

Mentor teachers were asked if they were appropriately involved as a partner with UW faculty in
the planning and assessment of their student's leaming, and what should be done to strengthen the
partnership. Among the suggestions were that more meetings with and without CTL students should be
scheduled, and that actuai UW observations of the CTL would be helpful. Mentor teachers requested more
opportunities to plan and assess their students’ leaming in concert with UW faculty as a means to
strengthen the partnership.

Phase lllb mentor teacher were asked if they found their work in the new program professionalty
and/or personally rewarding. Comments to this question represented a wide range of reactions on the part
of mentor taachers to having Phase students in their classrooms. Mentor teachers stated that, in many
cases, their Phase students were highly motivated individuals who reduced the total amount of work for
their mentor teachers. In other cases, mentor teachers reported that the presence of Phase students in
their classrooms hindered classroom routines and increased mentor teacher stress levels.

Clinical Faculty

The response rate for the mailed survey of the 31 clinical faculty members active in the Spring
semester, 1994 was 39%. This low retum rate makes generalization from the sample of retumed
questionnaires dangerous. However, the results below may give some sense of the views of these
important participants in the teacher education program. :

The first section of the clinical faculty survey asked what activities these faculty performed as part
of the Phase program. It appears that all members of the clinical facully act as liaisons between the school
district and the College of Education, help to recruit mentor teachers and place students in their
classrooms. Most clinical faculty members reported working more directly with students, amanging for
seminars, providing instruction for Phase students, and helping to coordinate their evaluation. Fewer than
half reported arranging for travel and housing in the district for Phase students.
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Clinical faculty members were asked to comment on those activities performed as part of the
Phase program. The nine clinical facuity who commented viewed their role as liaison between the
University and school districts as vital to the succaessful coordination of the Phase program partnership.

Clinical faculty acted as advocates for the Phase program withun their respective schooi districts.
Communication with UW was generally effective according to several CTL comments.

Clinica! faculty indicated that recruiting mentor teachers for the Phase program was one of their
most important jobs. Mentor teachers could volunteer, were chosen by administrative personnel, or
clinical faculty would actively recruit teachers they believed would make exemplary mentors. Several
clirical faculty believed that the success of recruitment efforts in the future will depend on the provision
of adequate compensation for mentor teachers. -

In addition to recruiting mentor teachers, clinical faculty believed that appropriate placement of
Phase students with mentor teachers was a primary concerm.

Of the 10. CTL facully who commented, most voiced concems about the process of placing
university students with me’ttor teachers. They fear that if there are too many cohoit groups at a time they
will run out of mentors ard teachers willing to be observed. CTL faculty requested information about
students needing placement in a more tirnely fashion.

A large majority of the 11 CTL faculty who commented did provide or ararge for instruction in
seminars for cohort groups. Seminars were seen as positive additions to the overall Phase experience. -

A majority of the 10 CTL faculty who commented said they were instrumental in efforts to
coordinate the evaluation of Phase students; however, several requested more time to visit Phase students
throughout their school districts.

Clinical faculty indicated they were invoived more in housing than in travel arrangements for their
Phase students. Like travel, housing was regarded as the students’ responsibility, although clinical faculty
and mentor teachers often located or provided housing for students. There was a waming that as numbers
get larger they will not be able to provide as much personal attention as with this cycle. Several clinical
faculty from Albany and Laramie Counties remarked that housing was not a problem because UW
students reside in this area.

The first 6f several open-ended questions asked if their role as a member of the clinical faculty
was sufficiently clear. A majority of the 12 clinical facuity responding to this question believed that their
role was sufficiently clear.

Clinical faculty were asked if the amount and type of compensation for their work was adequate.
Most of the 12 clinical faculty who commented believed that the amount and type of compensation for
their work was adequate. A few requested that additicnal release time be amanged to visit CTL.
classrooms, mentor teachers, and Phase students in the school district. One clinical faculty suggested
differential compensation contingent upon the number of Phase students in the school district.

Clinical facuity were asked how mentor teachers in their disirict were chosen, whether they
volunteered, were appointed, if so, by whom, and were minimum qualifications set. CTL committees may
ask for volunteers to become mentor teachers, work with principals to select mentor teachers, and some
clinical faculty reported working with superintendents of instruction and staft development to recruit mentor
toachers. Qualifications mentioned for being = mentor teacher included: tenure, knowiedge, desire, ability
to share knowledge of teaching strategies, having a Masters degree, being an experienced classroom
teacher, making a good match for a prospeciive Phase student, and having special skilis.
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Clinical faculty were asked if resources had been adequate in identifying and rewarding well-
trained mentor teachers in their district. The twelve clinical faculty responding to this question were split
in their views pertaining to the allocation of resources to mentor teachers. About half the clinical facuily
believed that mentor teachers could make use of more extensive training by UW and the schooi districts
and that they also deserved financial compensation. :

Clinical facully were asked what parts of the cohort concept are working weil and what needs to
be modified. Clinical faculty in towns with large cohort groups found it difficult to organize activities. They
saw little cohesion among the students in large cchort groups. Smaller cohort groups "bonded" to a

greater degree than larger cohort groups, thus allowing membars to provide one another with emotional
and professional support.

Clinical faculty were asked how communication between university methods teachers, the clinical
faculty and the mentor teachers can be improve. Clinical faculty suggested several mechanisms for
improving communication among university methods teachers, the clinical faculty, and mentor teachers:
face-to-face meetings, holding workshops, having lunch together, amanging conferences, and sharing
written outlines of course activities and goals.

Clinical faculty were asked what impact their district's participation in the Wyoming Teacher
Education Program has had on teachers in their district. Clinical faculty characterized the impact of their
districts’ participation in the Phase program on classroom teachers in terms of the enjoyment of working
with college students, the enthusiasm many Phase students contribute to their CTL sites, and the infusion
of new ideas and perspectives on teaching.

Clinical faculty were asked what impact their district's participation in the Wyoming Teacher
Education Program has had on their school and district. A few clinical faculty viewed the Phase program
as providing the school districts with a potential source of new teachers whe couid be hired after .
completing their student teaching. Some believed that the Phase program conferred a certain amount of
prestige on participating schools. Others mentioned the benefits of having UW parsonnel visit the CTL
sites where they could provide inservices, workshops, or seminars to district personnel.

Clinical faculty were asked what incentives there are for their district's commitment to participate
in the Wyoming Teacher Education Program over the long term. The potential for professicnal growth, the
renewal of schools, and the opportunity to provide a higher-quality teacher education program were
mentioned as incentives for continued participation in the Phase program. Clinical facully believed that
if cohort membership continues o increase in the future, more time will be needed for mentor teachers,
college students, and UW faculty to meet in person for the purpose of coordinating activities. Also,
monetary compensation for mentor teachers will eventually become necessary to ensure their participation
in the Phase program.

Educatlon Student Survey

Questicnnaires were distributed by mail to members of Phase Il cohorts following their completion
of the month-long blocked field experience earty in the semester. From the 95 students in Phase li, 22
responses were received by May 18, for a response rate of 23%.

Phase lllb students were in the field throughout the whole semester, completing student teaching
assignments arid related site-based activities. To facilitate comparison between the experiences of Phase
lib student teachers and their counterparts in the old program, surveys like those sent to WYCET student
teachers were mailed to Phase lllb participants in April. By May 18, 10 out of 48 students, only 22%
percent of the total, had retumed responses.
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Owing to relatively low rates of retum from students in Phases Il and lllb, readers are advised to
interpret results from these surveys with extreme caution. Those responses for Phases il and ilib should
be considered as if they had been cbtained from a volunteer sample, whicit may not be representative
of the entire group of students.

Spring, 1994 Phase | Students

The response rate for an in-class written survey of students in Phase | was 61%. The profile of
students in Phase |, Cycle D follows. Seventy-one percent were female; all but two were Caucasian. The
median age of the group as a whole was 20-21, with 20% reporting ages older than 23, qualifying them
as "non-traditional® in that respect. Another important index of non-traditional status, family formation,
yielded a similar profile: Roughiy 13% were married, and the same number—-including some unmarried
students—reported having dependents kving with them.

The typical student estimated that she had completed something under 20 hours of coursework
in education, and roughly twice that many credit-hours outside the College of Education. Some €0% of
these students had taken all their classes at UW; about half of the remaining group, or 20% had
transferred in from a communily college. Three had eamed AA degrees before entering the Phase

program; 5 already held bachelor's degrees. No respondents in the spring cohorts reported holding
advanced degrees.

More than half of those who had declared an area of concentration were preparing to teach at the
elementary or early childhood leveis. About one third were pursuing majors in content areas. Four of the
59 reported a dominant interest in Special Education. K

As had their predecessors in Cycle C, Phase | students placed a high value on several aspects
of their experiences in CTL's. Alarge majority characterized opportunities to observe pupils and teachers
in natural classroom settings as an indispensable part of their training. Behaviors most frequently
observed were instructional methods and styles, classroom management, students’ leaming styles, and
informal social interaction. '

Closely related to classroom observations were two other activities in which CTL mentor teachers
played central roles. Many respondents wrote that informal conferences with mentors, in which a broad
range of professional and personal topics were discussed, had been especially valuable to them. Several
also cited the teaching of minilessons and other direct interventions with pupils as exciting and
inspirational leaming experiences. ' :

Only three respondents indicated less-than-satisfactory experiences in CTL's. Unrewarding
experiences noted in the open-ended: responses typically involved uneasiness with a particular teacher’s
style or personality, or significant divergence between the Phase student's educational philosophy and
the climate of lsaming observed in a particular school or classroom. Still, even these encounters, though
inherently unpleasart, seemed valuable to some. ‘

Blocking Phase classes on Thursdays and Fridays created schedule corflicts with other courses
for some.

Phase | students have expressed a high level of satisfaction with on-campus activities in their
cohorts. Cycle D registered even higher approval ratings than Cycie C had in the fall, though nothing like
the strong consensus registered in support of CTL work emerged in either group. Only 2 students strongly
disagreed that on-campus work had been particularly valuable to them this spring, while not a single
respondent indicated strong agreement that they had undergone especially ynrewarding experiences in
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the campus-based component of their studies. Students found much to praise in their first semester of
work in the campus-based component of the Phase program. A broad paitem of gratitude for the work
of cohort leaders emerged in the writien comments. Among activities mentioned as valuable were papers,
lectures, and class discussions, which appear to have helped students personalize some of the more
abstract lessons, and situate particular observations in appropriate theoretical contexts. '

Severa! respondents believed that too much emphasis was placed on writing as a means of giving
evidence of the achievement of objectives.

More than one student felt fairly strongly that their work on campus had failed to rise to the level -
of effectiveness they had experienced in CTL's. Some argued that course content should be changed

to emphasize obviously practical material. Related comments contained requests for more work, and more
substantial intellectual challenges.

Afew respondents suggested that better coordination of CTL activities with on-campus work would
enhance the effectiveness of instruction in Phase . Others offered broad condemnations of campus-based
activities. Frustration with conventional on-campus training had roots which went beyond Phase |, In some
cases. In informal conversations, a pattem of disappointment with the EDCl 1010 prerequisite emerged.
In general, such expressions of frustration were more likely to come from older, academically more
advanced members of the cohorts.

A well-established theme of dissatisfaction with the uncertainty of program design ran through
comments from students in all demographic categories. Several comments designated advising asan area
calling for serious aitention, and a source of considerable anxiety and resentment.

Some commentators perceivad a connection between changes being made in prcgram design
and the difficulties so widely experienced by students in the area of advising. There was a sense that
stabilizing program structure would permit a desirable degree of flexibility notably absent to date.

Scheduling problems arising from the Thursday/Friday blocked hours occasioned a broad pattem -
of comments. As in the Fall, students in some subject areas experienced serious interference with course
seloction during a Phase semester.

Phase | students appeared content with the degree to which their CTL activities are aligned with
formal studies on campus. The factor of long-distance travel, mentioned as an overall design flaw by
several students in Cycle C, was not an issue for students in Cycle D. :

Twenty-five percent indicated that they were, as yet, undecided over whether the new program
would prove more difficult for them to finance than the old would have been. Fifty-eight percent of
respondents in Cycle D expressed the opinion that the Phase program would be more difficult for them
to finance than the old program would have been.

Many students for whom the added expenses incurred in Phase | had posed no serious problems
expressed apprehension over the prospect of major burdens associated with succeeding Phases:

. Another area of concemn centered on the additional costs of a five-year baccalaureate program.

Among Phase | students, issues associated with lost income owing to delayed entry into the labor market
were of minor importance. Some recipients of scholarships awarded them as outstanding students by the
College of Education pointed out that this financial support would be withdrawn after four years, even
though the new program is not designed to be completed in that time.
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Trends are difficult to determine on the basis of a single year's observations, but thls spring,
owing to a lower number of non-traditional students, many concems prominent in the comments of last
fall's groups were absent. [t is worth noting that many of those now entering the program, though they
recognize that they are undertaking the most expensive undergraduate program of study in the university,
cheerfully accept the extra costs as the price of excellence in tieir training: ‘

Outcomes for Phase | were clear to 7 students out of 8, at least among respondents to the Cycle
D survey.

Problems tended to cluster around practical questions of how to meet clearly-presented outcomes,
and what point would be served by doing so. One respondent specified particular points of difficuity.

In other cycles, at other levels of study, students expressed concem over a perceivad
inconsistency in instruction and evaluation from cohort to cohort within Phases. This concem seems to
have been absent in Cycle D. A broader concem, that of the alignment and articulation of outcomes
beyond specific classes, at the program leve, surfaced here, as it had elsewhere.

More than two-thirds of Phase | students surveyed. this spring believed that their cohort leaders
had done a good job of monitoring and evaluating their achievement in the course, an approval rate
slightly higher than that given to CTL mentor teachers. Nearly four-fiiths feit that the assessments they
had received had been useful to them in their efforts to keep their work efficiently on target.

in written comments, no one complained that standards were too high; several students reported
that they felt "grading was too easy." Respondents were grateful for comments and feedback received

on their writen work, and many expressed a wish that they had received even more such focused
instruction.

Results on a scaled item suggest that students in Cycle D considered portfolio development a
valuable activity, though they may not have been quite as enthusiastic about it as their predecassors in
Cycle C. While it was not uncommon for last fall's students to aftack the very idea of assembling a public
school teacher's portfolio, such remarks were entirely absent this spring. Negative commients dealt onty
with respondents’ apprehension that their efforts to prepare professional portfolios were not receiving the
necessary guidance and support from university faculty. Ironically, an exercise intended to have authentic
value to students and to provide valid evidence for evaluating meaningful outcomes of classroom leaming
is perceived by significant numbers of Phase trainees as nothing more than a form of curency to be
applied toward the acquisition of coliege credits.

Not a single student strongly agreed that the amount of work was excessive; only 5 agreed to any
extent. The related open-ended question, which applied the workioad question to all education courses
taken by respondents, tumed up no dissatisfaction with the extent of work assigned in Phase courses.
On the contrary, a few students remarked that the workload could have been greater. As in the fali, there
were objections to the way in which assignments were paced, with maijor projects stacking up at the end
of the semester. Six students complained that the workioad they had encountered in their science and
math seminars had left something to be desired. All agreed it had been too heavy for the 1 credit hour
awarded. :

Only about a quarter of the respondents disagreed in any degree with assertion that Phase | did
not cause course conflicts, while nearly two-thirds agreed or strongly agreed with it. Even in Phase |,
schedule conflicts with content-area courses wera perceived as a major problem.

Waell over half of Cycle D's Phase | students reported having experienced no significant conflict
between their teacher training and their pursuit of a weli-roundec education. Some of these commented
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that they had avoided such conflicts by heeding the advice of their counselors in the College of Education
not to schedule any activities which would conflict with their blocked work in courses.

Not more than 20% of Phase | students responding to the poll agreed to any extent that the
program had interfered with their personal or social life. For students in Cycle D, this area of concem
appears 1o have presentad no significant problems during their underclass years.

Phase |l Student Survey

Sparse retums on mail surveys undermined efforts to report representative attitudes and opinions.
Since the response rate to the Phase Il student survey was so low (23%), one cannot be confident that
the demographic characteristics or opinions of this sample are like that of the entire group of 95 students.

A better estimate of the demographic characteristics of this group is represented by the Fall, 1693 Phase
| survey of this same Cycle C.

Although statistical treatmert of the results is invalid, student comments in response to opern-.
ended items on Part C of the survey might prove interesting, particularty to cohort leaders whoss students
will ba rising to Phase i in the coming semesters.

The four weeks in the schools was seen to be the most valuable activity in Phase Il by most of
those commenting. Several students wrote that communication between the CTL and the university could
be improved. There apparently were incidents where the CTL's did not know students were coming.

Several students commented that great differences in the expectations of different Phasa Il

instructors was a problem. They suggested that "all cohort groups should cover the same material and
have the same assignments.”

Many who commented expressed the view that writing papers on top of working in the schools
every day for 4 weeks was an excessive work load.

Although some feit the outcomes were clear, several thought.the outcomes should be rewritten
to make them clearer and less complex. i

Most commenting felt they had been well-monitored and evaluated by their instructors.

Most of those commented found portfolios to be useless busy work though a few found them to
be helpful in seeing how they were developing as teachers.

Several commented that they wished there had been greater preparation In working with
exceptional children in the classroom, with discipline and mainstreaming.

Eight out of the ten students who commented reported that they had experienced schedule
conflicts between Phase Il and their content courses outside the College of Education.

Many of the few who commented found the program conflicted with their ability to keep a part-time
job.

There were very strong statements that adding an extra year to the program was a serious
financial burden, particularty in light of the fact that scholarships are for only four years.

9]
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Phase llib Students

As with the Phase |l student survey, sparse retums (22%) on mail surveys of Phase lilb students
undermined efforts to report representative attitudes and opinions. No fair demographic characterization
of the Phase lllb students is possible, much less any kind of systematic comparison of their self-
assessment of their performances in student teaching with thuse submitted by WYCET studenits.

Althcugh statistical treatment of responses is impossible, student comments in response to.open-
ended items on Part Il of the survey might prove interesting to some readers. These comments may be
found in the Detailed Survey Results section of this report.




DETAILED SURVEY RESULTS
Fall, 1993 College of Education Faculty Survey

A survey of faculty teaching in the Phase program during Fall semester, 1983 was conducted. A
written questionnaire was distributed earty in December, 1993, with a request that it be completed and
retumed by December 15, 1993. As of January 15, 1994, 14 of the 18 facufly members surveyed had
retumed the questionnaire, for a response rate of 78%. The survey questionnaire included 23 scaled items
and 9 open-ended items. For each scaled item, a column of the questionnaire encouraged comments and
elaboration. The questionnaire is included in Appendix A. In summarizing the data, scaled items were
coded numerically whera 1 was "Strongly Disagree” and 5 was "Strongly Agree.” Since this coding remains
an ordinal scale, means and standard deviations for each item are not appropriate descriptive statistics,
so only medians and modes are reported for these iter:s.

1. The major theme of the new program, “eacher as reflective deciston-maker,"
provided an effective organizing princlple for students in the cohort with

whom | worked.
. vValid Cuwulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 1 7.1 7.7 7.7
Disagree 3 21.4 23.1 30.8
Undecided : 4 28.6 30.8 61.5
Agree 4 28.6 30.8 92.3
Strongly Agree i 7.1 7.7 100.0
Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0
Stt‘ongly Disagt‘ee I_
Agree e
Undecided ———————————
Is\gree v A "
trongly ree
gree  |e———— f ......... ) S I....... D 1
0 1 2 3 4 5
Histogram frequency -
Madian = 3 Modes = 3 and 4

Faculty neither strongly agree nor strongly disagree with whether the theme, "teacher as decision-
maker was an effective organizing priaciple for students. Comments added to this item indicated that the
theme is supportad, in theory, by faculty, but they feit it was not emphasized or well atticulated, often
because of lack of time.
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2. The Phase program, as cumently implemented, embodies waell the College visicn,
as | see I, of a renewed teacher education program.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 4 28.6 28.6 28.6

Disagree 2 14.3 ~ 14.3 42.9

Undecided 3. 21.4 21.4 64.3

Agree 1 7.1 7.1 71.4

Strongly Agree 4 28.6 28.6 100.0
Total 14 100.0 100.0

Strongly DiSagee | o —

Disagree A

Undecided RS

Agree P

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 3 Modes = 1 and 5

Faculty are divided in their perception of whether the Phase program, as currently implemented,
embodies well the College vision of a renewed teacher education program. Nearly equal numbers of
faculty respondents agreed as disagreed with the item statement. Comments reflect this lack of
consensus. Several faculty wrote that changes are necessary before the program embodies the vision of
faculty. :

3. Assignment of students In the Phase program to stable cohort groups appears to
have enhanced their training.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 3 21.4 21.4 21.4

Disagree 3 21.4 21.4 42.9

Undecided 4 28.6 28.6 71.4

Agree 2 14.3 14.3 85.7

Strongly Agree 2 14.3 14.3 100.0
Total 14 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree |msssssssere—— :

Disagree

Undecided

Agree -

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency
Median = 3 Mode = 3
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, Most faculty did not feel that the assignment of students in the Phase program to stable cohort
groups appears to have enhanced their training. They report that there is actually little stability in cohort
groups and there is no consensus that it is a positive experience for students. There are suggestions that
the cohort experience should include a greater variety of experiences.

4, Logistics of travel and housing for students were handled satisfactorily.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 21.4 23 .1 23.1
Disagree 2 14.3 15.4 38.5
Undecided 1 7.1 7.7 46.2
Agree 5 35.7 38.5 84.6
Strongly Agree 2 14.3 16.4 100.0
Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree

PR

Disagree .

Undecided ]

Agree s

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency
Median = 4 Mode = 4

Although faculty were divided on whether logistics of travel and housing for students were handled
satisfactorily, slightly more believed is was satisfactory than unsatisfactory. Although some faculty thought
travel and housing were not a problem for their students, others expressed concem about traveling and
housing in the more distance sites.
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5. My students appear to be recelving effactive advising.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 4 28.6 33.3 33.3
Disagree ' 4 28.6 33.3 66.7
Undecided 2 14.3 16.7 83.3
Agree 2 14.3 16.7 100.0
Strongly Agree 0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Missing 2 14.3 Missing

Total 14 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree

P P SR
Disagree I
Undecided R
_ égr‘ee S S —
trongly Agree
’g (A S ) P } ) ) 1
0 1 2 3 4 5
Histogram frequency
Median = 2 Modes = 1 and 2

There is a strong concem that students may not receiving effective advising. Comments reflect
lack of faculty knowledge conceming advising. Some feel that advising is inconsistent and that, in
particular, Phase llla students during Fail, 1993 semester were misadvised.

6. The Phase program has clear, relevant performances standards for ‘students.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 21.4 23.1 23 .1
Disagree 2 14.3 15.4 38.5
Undecided 1 7.1 7.7 46.2
Agree 4 28.6 30.8 76.9
Strongly Agree 3 21.4 23.i
Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree s ————
Disagree O
Undecided IR
Agree PR
Strongly Agree S
......... } I
0 -1 2

Median = 4 Mode = 4
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Although faculty were divided on whether they thought the Phase program has clear, relevant
performances standards for students, slightly more agreed with the item statement. In contrast, the
majority of the 8 faculty commenting on this item see the performance standards as vague, trivial, or
excessively wordy. There may be too many standards and too many are judged. by wiiting tasks.

7. Performance standards have 'enabied me to provide my students with rellable,
fair assessmenis of the stated outcomes. : .

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 21.4 23.1 23.1
Disagree 4 28.6 30.8 53.8
Undecided 1 7.1 7.7 61.5
Agree 2 14.3 15.4 76.9
Strongly Agree 3 21.4 23.1 100.0
Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Undecided

Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 2 Mode = 2

Faculty were divided on whether performance standards had enabled them to provide their
students with reliable, fair assessments of the stated outcomes, but slightly more felt they had not. Ofthe
only 4 faculty members who commented on this item, all feit performance standards did not enable them
to provide students with good assessment of outcomes, often due to time constraints.
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8. My students’ development of professionai portfolios has enhanced the
effectivenass of their training experiences.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree "3 21.4 25.0 25.0
Disagree 2 14.3 16.7 41.7
Undecided 3 21.4 25.0 66.7
Agree 2 14.3 16.7 83.3
Strongly Agree 2 14.3 16.7 100.0
Missing ) 2 14.3

Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree | aeeessssessceesmmmrmr
Disagree R
Undecided E——————
Agree PR

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 3 Modes = 1 and 3

Faculty were nearly evenly distributed in their perception of the effectiveness of student portfolios
as effective training experiences. Faculty feel the portfolio is playing litle fole in the program. it was not
used in Phase llla by many of the instructors. The definition and role of the portfolio are unclear.

9. My students were well prepared to undertake the work required of them In my
course.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 21.4 23.1 23.1
Disagree 3° 21.4 23.1 46.2
Undecided 2 14.3 18.4 61.5
Agree 2 14.3 15.4 76.9
Strongly Agree 3 21.4 23.1 100.0
Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0

COUNT VALUE
Strongly Disagree |messesssssssesmsemsiamrm—"s"
Disagree U
Undecided S ——
Agree A ———

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 3 Mode = 1, 2, and §




62
Faculty were nearly eveﬁly divided on whether their students were well prepared to undertake the

work required ofthem in their course. Although there was some disagreement, there was socme consensus
that students were well prepared to undertake the work required of them in their course. -

10. Course activities enabled my students to achieve the expected outcomes for

their phase.
valid Cumulative
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 1 7.1 7.7 7.7
Disagree 4 28.6 30.8 38.5
Undecided 1 7.1 7.7 46.2
Agree 5 35.7 38.5 84.6
Strongly Agree 2 14.3 15.4 100.0
Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree |measesssses
Disagree -
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 4 Mode = 4

Although faculty were divided on whether course activities enabled my students to achieve the
expected ouicomes for their phase, siightty more felt agree that they had. Of the only 5 faculty
commenting on this item, the consensus among them was that their course activiies did help students
achieve outcomes, though time was short for Phase lila.
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'11_. The totai workload for students was commensurate with the number of credits
awarded, In keaping with prevailing practice in the College of Educatlon.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 1 7.1 7.7 7.7
. Disagree 2 14.3 15.4 23.1
Undecided 3 21.4 23.1 46.2
Agree 5 35.7 38.5 84.6
Strongly Agree 2 14.3 156.4 100.0
Undecided 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree

h I
Disagree I—E
Undecided e
Agree S S

Strongly Agree

0 1 2 . 3 4 5
Histogram frequency

Median = 4 Mode = 4

in responses to the scaled item, there was some consensus that the total workioad for students
was commensurate with the number of credits awarded, in keeping with prevailing practice in the College
of Education. Comments reflect that the workioad is seen as appropriate for all except Phase liia, specific
methods for elementary education students. '

12. Submission dates for materials used In evaluation of students did pnot impose
undue stress either on students or on Instructors.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 5 35.7 38.5 38.5
Disagree 2 14.3 15.4 53.8
Undecided 1 7.1 7.7 61.5
Agree 3 21.4 23.1 84.6
Strongly Agree 2 14.3 156.4 100.0
Missing 1 7.1

Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly DiSagree | s N —
Disagree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 2 Mode = 1
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Although faculty were divided on whether submission dates for materials used in evaluation of
students imposed undue stress either on students or on instructors, slightly more felt it had imposed
undue stress. The consensus of those adding comments was that due dates placed a great deal of strass
en students. Much of this was related to articulation difficulties between on-campus and CTL activities,
particularly in Phase lila.

13. -My undergraduate teaching assignments in the Phase program have been MI
aligned with my areas of professional specialization.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 14.3 15.4 15.4 u
Disagree 4 28.6 30.8 46.2
Undecided 1 7.1 7.7 53.8
Agree 3 21.4 23.1 76.9
Strongly Agree 3 21.4 23.1 100.0
Missing 1 7.1

Total 14 100.0 160.0
Strongly Disagree |osscseesasmmeensmm
Disagree - ——
UndECided TR
Agree A

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 3 Mode = 2

Faculty were evenly divided on whether their undergraduate teaching assignments in the Phase
program were well aligned with their areas of professional specialization. Of the only 6 facuity who
commented on this item, most felt that their specialized professional knowledge was not used in the

program.
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14, My Instructional responsibilities have drawn me out of my fields of major
interest into areas where | feel lass well qualified.

vValid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 21.4 23 .1 23.1
Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 23.1
Undecided 0 0.0 0.0 23.1
Agree 5 35.7 38.5 61.5
Strongly Agree 5 35.7 38.5 100.0
Missing 1 7.1

Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree | s ——
Disagree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

0 1 2 37 s 5
Histogram frequency

Median = 4 Modes = 4 and 5

Although 3 faculty disagres, a large majority felt their instructional responsibilities had drawn them
out of their fields of major interest into areas where | feel they felt less well qualified. But of the only 5 who
commenrtted on this item, the consensus was that being drawn out of their major field was not necassarily
a negative, and even a benefit for some.

15. My time, as a human resource available to the College of Education, was well
used In the Phase program.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 4 28.6 33.3 - 33.8
Disagree 2 14.3 16.7 50.0
Undecided 0 0.0 0.cC 50.0
Agree 2 14.3 16.7 66.7
Strongly Agree 4 28.6 33.3 100.0
2 14.3

Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree | S
Disagree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 3 Modes = 1 and 5
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There was sharp division among the faculty about whether they felt their time, as a human
resource available to the College of Education, was well used in the Phase program. All but one facuity
member adding a comment felt their time was not well used. The comments of these were generally that
the amount of time spent in meetings was axcessive or that the program required too much time.

16. | expect to participate In the Phase program in future years in roles similar
- to those | have played this semester.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 14.3 14.3 14.3
Disagree 1 7.1 7.1 21.4
Undecided 2 14.3 14.3 35.7
Agree 5 35.7 35.7 71.4
Strongly Agree 4 28.6 28.6 100.0
Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree |pessecessasscesssme
Disagree DEEEE—
Undecided N :
Agree ITIS————————

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 4 Mode = 4

A majority of faculty expect to participate in the Phase program in future years in roles similar to
those | have played this semester. However, the bulk of those commenting expressed reiuctance to
continue but felt some lack of choice. '

69




67
17. My students’ on-campus work was well-coordinated with their experiences In the
fleid. :
' Valid Cumulative
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 21.4 21.4 21.4
Disagree 2 14.3 14.3 35.7
Undecided 0 0.0 0.0 38.7
Agree 7 50.0 50.0 85.7
Strongly Agree 2 14.3 14.3 100.0
Total 14 100.0  100.0
Strongly Disagree |mssressss
Disagree E—
Undecided
Agree R
Strongly Agree S
......... IR (PP (R (I |
0 2 4 6 8 io0

. Histogram frequency

Median = 4 Mode = 4

Though faculty are sharply divided on whether they feit their students’ on-campus work was well
coordinated with their experiences in the fiéld, a majority feit it was well-coordinated. Comments clarify
that on-campus and field experiences were not well-coordinated in Phase llla. Some expressed the idea
that the coordination which did occur was due to their own efforts.

18. CTL facuity and mentor teachers have participated effactively In the planning
of activities In the phase In which | worked.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 6 42.9 42.9 42.9
Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 42.9
Undeciaed 1 7.1 7.1 50.0
Agree 1 7.1 7.1 57 .1
Strongly Agree 6 42.9 42.9 100.0
Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree |mmsssssesssssssemssssssssssesnmmmmsn
Disagree
Undecided r—
Agree —
Strongly Agree A
......... j U R |
0 2 4 6

Histogram frequency
Median = 3.5 Mode

1 and 5
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Faculty were sharply and evenly divided on whether CTL facully and mentor teachers had
participated effectively in the planning of activities in the phase in which they worked. In comments, a
range of experiences was reported. Some felt communication and planning was good, others thought it
pocr. The lack of communication in Phase lila was mentioned by many.

19. | am satisfled with the amount of evaluative feedback provided by CTL faculty
and mentor teachers.

Valid Cumulative

Va.ue Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 2 14.3 14.3 14.3

Disagree 5 36.7 35.7 50.0

Undecided 2 14.3 14.3 64.3

Agree 3 21.4 21.4 85.7

Strongly Agree 2 14.3 .14.3 100.0
Total 14 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree |masssmsssresssessese

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency
Median = 2.5 Mode = 2

Although faculty were divided in whether or not they felt satisfied with the amount of evaluative
feedback provided by CTL faculty and mentor teachers, a slight majority feit dissatisfied. In comments,
several reported that there was little evaluative feedback provided by the tcachers in the field.
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20. . | am satisfled with the quality of evaluative foedback provided by CTL faculty
and mentor teachers. :

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 14.3 15.4 15.4
Disagree 4 28.6 30.8 46.2
Undecided 2 14.3 15.4 61.5
Agree 4 28.6 30,8 92.3
Strongly. Agree 1 7.1 7.7 100.0
Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree |messsssescenesssmm
Disagree S N A VI
Undecided SN ERANEN
ggr‘ee P S
trongly Agree -
D (P SOOI ) ) A ) I
0 1 2 3 4 5

Histogram frequency
Median = 3 Mode = 2 and 4

Faculty were nearly evenly divided in their satisfaction with the quality of evaluative feedback
provided by CTL faculty and mentor teachers. Only 4 faculty added a comment to this item. Since few
experienced evaluative feedback from the field, it may have been irelevant for most to comment on its

quality.

21. My experiences In the CTL have contributed significantly to my professional

growth. .
valid Cumulative
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 14.3 16.4 16.4
Disagree 2 14.3 15.4 30.8
Undecided 2 14.3 15.4 46.2
Agree 1 7.1 7.7 53.8
Strongly Agree 6 42.9 46.2 100.0
- Missing 1 7.1
Total 14 100.0 100.0
Strongly Disagree |musssess
Disagree ]
Undecided e
Agree ——
Strongly Agree R S
......... PPTTTS VTS S SRS |
0 2 4 6 8 10

Median = 4 Mode = §
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A majrity of faculty felt that their experiences in the CTL had contributed significantly to their
professional growth. Of the 7 faculty adding a comment to this item only 2 thought it had not contributed
to professional growth. Most felt it had contributed, even that this was the best pait of the program.

22. Logistics of travel and housing for me were handled satisfactorly.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 1 7.1 . 12.5 12.5
Disagree 2 14.3 25.0 37.5
Undecided 0 0.0 0.0 37.5
Agree 2 14.3 25.0 62.5
Strongly Agree 3 21.4 37.5 100.0
Missing 6 42.9

Total 14 100.0  100.0°
Strongly Disagree T
Disagree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 4 Mode = 5.000

Only 8 of 14 (53%) faculty responded to the question of extent to which logistics of travel and
housing for them were handled satisfactorily. Only 3 faculty added a comment. Since faculty amanged
their own trave! and housing, they felt it was satisfactory.

23. fliy al:tual instructional efforts are faitly represented in the facuity workload
rmula.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent- Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 3 21.4 21.4 21.4

Disagree 4 28.6 28.6 50.0

Undecided 3 21.4 21.4 71.4

Agree 3 21.4 21.4 92.9

Strongly Agree 1 7.1 7.1 100.0
Total 14 100.0 100.0

Str;ongly Disagree

Disagree P

Undecided [PEGI——— ]

Agree N

Strongly Agree _ﬂ I I I I

Median = 2.5 Mode = 2
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The majority of faculty feit that their actual instructional efforts are not fairly represented in the

faculty workload fomiula. Most comments expressed the view that the amount oftime spent was excessive
in relation to the faculty workload formula.

Cpen-Ended items

1. What experiences and assignments were most effective for students In achieving
the expected outcomes of their phase? '

Involvement in classrooms, observing and teaching in the schools are seen to be among the most
offective experiences.

2, How should oxperiences and assignments be modified in the future to better meet
the needs of your students?

Better coordination, co-planning, and communication -between methods professors and CTL
mentor teachers would help. Other suggestions are unique. Please see Appendix B.

3. Did all students In your cohort group received CTL placements well aligned with
_thelr professional aspirations? Have standards of supervicion and evaluation

been adequate to ensure the equivalence of tralning experiences offered
studants In different cohort groups?

Responses were roughly evenly divided between those who thought placerents were good, and
those who thought CTL placements were less weil aligned with studer’s’ professional aspirations.

4. ls the present use of human rescurces efficlent? If not, how might we make more
effective use of instructional and support personnel?

Nearly all who responded to this item answered "no.” The plan to use 3- or &~member teams in
elementary Phase llla was seen as a change which would help. Other suggestions included
securing movs faculty, assigning a secretary to each phase team, combining general and specific
methods, and using field representatives.

5. Some of our students have reported encountering academic, social, or financlal
hardships assoclated with fleldwork assignments. Are there ways In which the

. program couid be ..>difled to reduce such hardships, without compromising the
Integrity of our new standards for professional training?

A common suggestion was to make the earfier experiences closer to Laramie - either in Laramie
during early summer, or using WCTL-,, Laramie, and Cheyenne exclusively for Phase | and Il.
Other ideas were to make participation in the program voluntary, and to make better use of
simulations, videos, compressed video for observation.

8. Were your partners in the schools and classrooms where your student worked
appropriately Invoived In the planning and assessment of your students’

iearning? If you belleve there Is room for Improvement In this area, what
measures might be Implementad to strengthen the partnership?

Except for 2 faculty responding, the consensus is that CTL teachers were not involved enough in
the planning and assessment of student leaming. More to the point, there is a need for advance
communication and establishment of a common understanding of what curiculum and methods
ghould be experienced by students.
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7. Have you found work In the Phase program professionally and/or perscnaily
rewarding?

Those responding to this question were about equally divided between those who found it
rewarding and those who did not

8. In your view, does the Phase program provide a vehicle for the dallvery of
Important conient?

< Most of those responding felt the program as cumently configured does not provide for the
delivery of important content. Thera is the concem that the program lacks sufficient substance.

9. Please submit any further obsaervations, Ideas, or questions which you think
might contribute to a full and fair evaluation of the current effectiveness of
the Phase program.

Several unrelated ideas were expressed by different faculty. Many of the ideas are contained in
responsas to previous saections. Please see Appendix B.

Fall, 1993 CTL Teacher Survey

A survey of mentor teachers in Wyoming Centers for Teaching and Leaming (CTLs) who worked
with UW students in the Phase program during Fall semester, 1993 was conducted. A written
questionnaire was distributed early in December, 19983, with a request that it be completed and retumed
by December 15, 1893. As of January 15, 1983, 55 (31%) of the 177 suiveys sent were retumed. There
was no list of the names of mentor teachers available through the Office of Undergraduate Studies or the
Wyoming School University Partnership. So, the contact teachers in the Wyoming Centers for Teaching
and Leaming throughout the state were, and a mailing list was developed based on their lists of mentor
teachers. K is clear than not all 177 teachers to whom the survey was sent actually worked with UW
students during Fall, 1993. Thus, it is impossible to accurately estimate the actual response rate of those
for whom the survey was actually intended. Since suiveys from 124 Phase | and lila students were
collected, a minimum response rate of 44% can be estimated.

The survey questionnaire included 15 scaled items and 9 open-ended items. For each scaled item,

_a column of the questionnaire encouraged comments and elaboration. The questionnaire is included in
Appendix A. In summarizing the data, scaled items were coded numerically where 1 was "Strongly
Disagree" and 5 was "Strongly Agree." Since this coding remains an ordinal scale, means and standard
deviations for each item are not appropriate descriptive statistics, so only medians and modes are
- reported for these items.
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1. The major theme of the new program, ‘teacher as reflecilve decision-maker,”

has provided an effective organizing principle of students In the cohort with
whom | worked. .

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 1.8

1.9 1.9
Disagree 5 9.1 9.6 11.5
Undecided 14 25.5 26.9 38.5
Agree 28 50.9 53.8 92.3
Strongly Agree 4 7.3 7.7 100.0
Missing 3 5.5
Total 55 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 1 |mm
Disagree 5 | e
Undecided 14
Agree 28 | o ——— A S
- Strongly Agree 7 R f—
......... ; S (AU SR GUEPRP |
0 6 12 18 24 30

Histogram frequency
Median = 4  Mode = 4

Most CTL faculty agreed that the major theme of the new program, “teacher as reflective decision-
maker," has provided an effective organizing principle for their UW students. in contrast, several CTL
faculty commented that they found this theme to have litle practical value as an organizing principle for
their UW students. Five comments stated that they were unaware of any such organizing theme.
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2. Assignment of students In the Phase program to stable cohort groups appears to
have enhanced their tralning.

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 1.8 1.9 1.9
Disagree 2 3.6 3.8 5.7
Undecided 9 16.4 17.0 22.6
Agree 27 49 .1 50.9 73.6
Strongly Agree 14 25.5 26.4 100.0
Missing 2 3.6
Total 55 100.90 . 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 1 |msm
Disagree A T—
Undecided © | m————e—
Agree oy G S——NSSSS
Strongly Agree 14 | eesssessescees————
......... PP TS SRR PEI |
0 6 12 18 24 30

Histogram frequency
Median = 4 Mode = 4

A large majority of mentor teachers agreed or strongly agreed that assignment of students in the
Phase program to stable cohort groups appeared to have enhanced their training. Their added comments
reflected two views: (1) seven CTL faculty said cohort groups heiped UW students by serving as a source
of emotional support and as a forum in which they felt comfortable discussing their teaching experiences,
or (2) four CTL faculty commerted that cohort affiliations were too cohesive and this prevented UW
students from "blending into the on-site faculty”. In a few instances, it was noted that UW students did
not appear to "fit in well* with their feilow UW cohort-group members.

N
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3. The new program has clear, relevant performance standards for students.

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent . Percent

Strongly Disagree 7 12.7 12.7 12.7
Disagree 8 14.5 14.5 27.3
Undecided 17 30.¢ 30.9 58.2
Agree 20 36.4 36.4 04.5
Strongly Agree 3 5.5 5.5 100.0
Jotal 55 100.0 100.0
COUNT VALUE

Strongly Disagree 7 |msosrressssssssmn
Disagree 8 | meCC———
Undecided 17 | o e (O N ST
Agree 20 | 0 A SR
Strongly Agree S J [r—

......... I.........I.........I.........I.........I

4 8 12 16 20

0
Histogram frequency
Median = 3 Mode = 4

A slight majority of CTL respondents thought the new program had clear, relevant performance
standards for students. But among those 20 CTL faculty adding comments, @ majority felt periormance
standards were never made clear to CTL faculty. According to seven comments, UW studenis were
reportedly confused by standards characterized as "vague," “incomplete,” or which changing relative to
different expectations from UW professors.

4, Performance standards have enabled me to provide my students and their UW
instructors with rellable, fair assessments of student outcomes.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 1.8 1.9 1.9
Disagree 9 16.4 17.0 18.9
Undecided 19 34.5 35.8 54.7
Agree 20  36.4 37.7  92.5
Strongly Agree 4 7.3 7.5 100.0
Missing 2 3.6
Total 55 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 1 |wm
Disagree 9 | ————————
Undecided 19 | o S
Agree 20 |
Strongly Agree 4 | ere—
......... I.........I.........I.........I.........I
0 4 8 12 i6 20

. Histogram frequency
Median = 3 Mode = 4

78




76

A small majority of CTL teachers felt performance standards had enabled them to provide their
students and their UW instructors with reliable, fair assessments of student outcomes. Four CTL faculty
they reported that performance standards and student outcomes were not clear and, therefore, difficuit
to assess. UW faculty did not appear concemad about the role or ccntribution of CTL faculty in the
process of assessing UW students according to three comments. More information conceming how to

assess UW students was requested in one comment as was a standardized assessment instrument with
which to assess UW students.

5. Logistics of travel and housing for students were handled satisfactorily.

valid Cumulative
. Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 1.8 1.9 1.9
Disagree 4 7.3 7.5 9.4
Undecided 17 30.9 32.1 41.5
Agree 24 43.6 45.3 86.8
Strongly Agree 7 12.7 13.2 100.0
Missing - 2 3.6
Total 55 100.0 100.0
COUNT '
ggrongly Disagree 1 |mm
1sagree : ]
Undecided 17 | S
Agree 24 |
Strongly Agree 7 | eee————
......... IS DI (R (PPN |
0 5 10 15 20 25

Histogram frequency
Median = 4 Mode = 4

Most CTL faculty thought that the logistics of travel and housing for students were handled
satisfactorily. Comments related to this question were largely that travel amangements made by UW for
its cohort students were considered to be excellent. Though several commented that housing was
generally not a problem, they believed this was due in larga part to the efforts of CTL faculty who !ocated
provided housing for UW students. Several other comments requested that UW take greater responsibility
for cohort students’ housing and not assume that housing can always be located and/or provided by CTL
faculty.
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6. CTL activites helped my university students achleve the expected outcomes for

their phase.
Valid Cumulative
Frequency .Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 3.6 3.7 3.7
Disagree 1 1.8 1.9 5.6
Undecided 11 20.0 20.4 25.9
Agree 31 56.4 57.4 83.3
Strongly Agree 9 16.4 16.7 100.0
Missing 1 1.8
Total 55 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 2 |mm
Disagree 1 m
Undecided 11 | ———
Agree 31 | A R
Strongly Agree 9 | eevenem———
......... I GURDRPP GUPPRRPPY SRS |
0 8 16 24 32 40

Histogram frequency
Median = 4 Mode = 4

Alarge majority of partnership teachers believed that CTL activities helped their university students
to achieve the expected outcomes for their phase. To the extent CTL faculty were unsure about expected
outcomes, they were also unsure about how well specific activities helped students achieve those
outcomes. Several comments indicated that they were not aware of many Phase outcomes in advance
of what students told them was expected upon arrival at their CTL sites. However, even in these instances
many CTL faculty believed they were able to provide meaningfui activities that helped UW students
achieve the outcomes for their Phase.

o)

-
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7. My students’ on-campus work has been wellcoordinated with thelr experiences

in the fleld.
valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 7 12.7 12.7 12.7
Disagree 17 30.9 30.9 43.6
Undecided 9 16.4 16.4 60.0
Agree - 20 36.4 36.4 96.4
Strongly Agree 2 3.6 3.6 100.0
Total 55 100.90 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 7 | r——
Disagree 17 | p———rcr—————
Undecided
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Histogram frequency
Median = 3 Mode = 4

There was disagreement among CTL teachers about whether their students’ on-campus work had
heen well-coordinated with their experiences in the field. Teachers were nearly evenly divided conceming
this itern. Out of 13 comments expressing concem over a perceived lack of coordination, about one-third
believed a lack of communication was to olame for the poor timing of many on-campus assignments;
another third believed US students wer2 being assigned too much unnecessary *busy work,* and the final
third remarked that many of the on-campus assignments were "out of tune with reality-in the classroom.”
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8. Scheduling of visits by cohort groups has fit in well with the rhythms of
instruction and leaming In my school/classroom.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 3 5.5 5.6 5.6
Disagree 11 20.0 20.4 25.9
Undecided 8 ~ 14.5 14.8 40.7
Agree ' 28 50.9 51.9 82.6
Strongly Agree 4 7.3 7.4 100.0
Missing 1 1.8
Total 55 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 3 |macmm
Disagree 11 | e ——
Undecided 8 | o——
Agree p1: R (—————SSS
Strongly Agree v N e———
......... ) P RPN (IR SRR |
o 6 12 18 24 30

Histogram frequency
Median = 4 Mode = 4

Most CTL. mentor teachers felt that scheduling of visits by cohort groups fit-in well with the rhythms
of instruction and jeaming in their school/classroom. Several comments clarified that UW students were
not in their CTL classrooms long enough at any one time. Larger blocks of ime were requested for this
purpose. Friday aftemoons were mentioned in three CTL comments as being a poor time for UW students
to be in the classroom. Anocther three comments said that the timing of UW assignments was disruptive
to their regular classroom activities; for example, *.. Phase lil asked for identification of lessons taught on
_ aceratin date 2-3 months in advance. This was unrealistic.”




8. CTL facully and mentor taachers participated effectively In the planning of
activities and evaiuation procedures in the phase in which | worked.

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree ] 9.1 9.1 9.1
Disagree 13 23.6 23.6 32.7
Undecided 11 - 20.0 20.0 52.7
Agree 22 40.0 40.0 92.7
Strongly Agree 4 7.3 7.3 100.0

Total 55 100.0 100.0

COUNT

Strongly Disagree 5 |masssess
Disagree - 13 | p————eeesssrcess—"
Undecided 11
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Histogram frequency
Median = 3 Mode = 4

Although a majority of CTL. faculty and mentor teachers felt they had participated effectively in the
planning of activities and evaluation procedures in the phase in which they worked there were a sizaable
percentage who felt they had not. According to 12 comments, mentor teachers and CTL faculty rarely, if
ever, patticipated in the planning of activities and evaluation procedures: "We did not paticipate in either

planning or effective evaluation,” " wasn't asked to participate in the planning!*, *The faculty did not plan
with us at all."

0 of
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10. UW instructors requested an adequate amount of assessment and evaluative
feedback on our students’ work.

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 7 12.7 13.0 13.0
Disagiee 11 20.0 20.4 33.3
Undecided 6 10.9 11.1 44.4
Agree 29 52.7 53.7 98.1
Strongly Agree 1 1.8 1.9 100.0
Missing 1 1.8
Total 55 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 7 | ee—
Disagree R
Undecided 6 | eeser——
ggree L 20 |
trongly Agree 1
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0 6 12 18 24 30
Histogram frequency :
Median = 4 Mode = 4

A large majority of CTL teacher thought that UW instructors requested an ndequate amount of
assessment and evaluative feedback on our students’ work. However up to 33% did not feel this was true.
The perception among eight who wrote comments was that UW instructors requested very liitle to no
assessment or evaluative feedback from CTL facuity: " don't recall any amount of assessment and
evaluation feedback.” Three commented that Art was the only subject for which an assessment form was
provided and feedback requested from CTL teachers. '
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11. UW Instructors requested appropriate kinds of assessment and evaluative
feedback on our students’ work.

Valid Cumulativa
Frequency- Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 5 9.1 9.4 9.4
Disagree 13 23.6 24.5 34.0
Undecided 8 14.5 16.1 49 .1
Agree 27 49.1 50.9 100.0
Strongly Agree 0 0.0 0.0 -100.0
Missing 2 3.6
Total 85 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Oisagree 5 |messsoes
Disagree 13 | eerrams————
Undecided 8 | erme——
Agree 27 |
Strongly Agree 0
......... ) QAP (UNDIPDI SUPPp SUPIRIRR |
0 6 12 18 24 30

Histogram frequency
Median = 4 Mode = 4

Though a majority of CTL ‘eacher who responded to the survey agreed that UW instructers had
requested appropriate kinds of assessment and evaluative feedback on their students’ work, one-third
disagreed. Six CTL faculty believed there was 10 real direction” in this area. One comment expressed
disappointment that CTL faculty were not asked to be more involved in assessing UW students: "We had
the students 1/3 of the ime. Our input should have been vaiuable!”
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12, The university and the school district have provided adequate tralning and
support for mentor teachers.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 8 14.5 14.8 14.8
Disagree 14 25.5 25.9 40.7
Undecided - 5 9.1 9.3 50.0
Agree 24 43.6 44 .4 94.4
Strongly Agree ' 3 5.5 5.6 100.0
Missing 1 1.8
Total 55 100.0 100.0
COUNT

Strongly Disagree 8 |ssecsesssm
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Histogram frequency
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A slight majority of CTL teachers feit that the university and the school district had provided
adequate training and support for mentor teachers, but a sizable minority disagreed. Concem over a
general lack of training was expressed by eight CTL faculty: 4 don't recall any training or suppoit given®,
*have had none", “most of us had little or no training®.

13. My time, as a resource made avallable to teacher education, has besn well used
in the Phase program.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree - 1 1.8 1.8 1.8
Disagree 6 10.9 10.9 12.7
Undecided 18 32.7 32.7 45.5
Agree 26 47.3 47.3 92.7
Strongly Agree 4 7.3 7.3 100.0
Total 55 100.0 100.0
COUNT

Strongly Disagree 1 |
Disagree 6 | neesee—
Undecided 18 | peee———e——
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A majority of CTL teachers feit their time, as a resource made available to teacher education, had
been well used in the Phase program. Five comments indicated that they were frustrated by the amourt
of ime used to facilitate UW students’ completion of on-campus assignments: “we redid lassons two or
three times to get a grade from a University teacher.” :

14, My Instructional efforts in UW's Phase program have been appropriataly
recognized and compensated by the school district.

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 8 14.5 14.8 14.8
Disagree . - 10 18.2 18.5 33.3
Undecided 14 25.5 25.9 59.3
Agree _ 19 34.5 35.2 94.4
Strongly Agree 3 5.5 5.6 100.0
Missing 1 1.8
Total 55 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 8 | cnaar————
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Agree < e
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Histogram frequency
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Partnership teachers were neutral conceming whether their instructional efforts in UW's Phase
program had been appropriately recogrized and compensated by the school district. Nine CTL faculty feit
they had received little or no recogniticn or compensation: "No recognition or compensation here — just
lots of work." Money, tuition waivers, and release time were suggested as possible ways to provide
adequate compensation.
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15. My experiences with UW faculty and students in the Phase program have
contributed significantly to my professional growth.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 1.8 1.8 1.8
Disagree 8 14.5 14.5 16.4
Undecided . i2 21.8 21.8 38.2
Agree 26 47.3 47.3 85.5
Strongly Agree 8 14.5 14.5 100.0

Total 55 100.0 100.0

COUNT

Strongly Disagree 1 |m
Disagree 8
Undecided

Agree
Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = 4 Mode = 4

A large majority of CTL facuty reported that their experiences with UW faculty and students in the
Phase program had contributed significantly to their profossional growth. Seven CTL faculty commented
specifically on how much they enjoyed having UW students in their classrooms. Three comments reported
too little contact with UW facuity to make an evaluation. ’

Open Ended Questions

1. What experiences In your class/school were most offective for students In
achieving the expected outcomes for their phase?

Giving UW students the experience of applying in the classroom what had been taught at the
university was considered valuable by CTL facutty. Planning lessons, teaching them, assessing students’
work, and subsequently evaluating the effectiveness ofthat lesson for the purpose of making modifications
was also mentioned as an effective experience for UW students in achieving expected Phase outcomes.
More time for mentor teachers and UW students to "reflect' together about lessons taught was suggested

as being potentially helpful for clarifying the relationship between experiences in the classroom and Phase
outcomes.

2. How should assignments for university students be modified in the future to better
mesi their needs and the needs of your students?

CTL faculty suggestions included the following: There is a need to coordinate assignments for the
university students with the curricuium that teachers are responsible for delivering in the CTLs, “integrated
units* are great in theory but often create unrealistic teaching expectations for mentor teachers and their
UW students, more efficient planning and communication between UW professors and mentor teachers
is needed so that each party knows in advance of cohort visits what the UW students are to accomplish
in the classroom. The "assignment sheets® given to Phase lila students prior to each CTL visit were
mentioned as being quite helpful in this regard.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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3. Did all studerts in your CTLs cohort group receive placements well aligned with
thelr professional aspirations?

Responses indicated that CTL faculty believed most UW students received placements that were
wall aligned with their professional aspirations.

4. Is the present use of human resources efficlent? It not, how might we make more
effective use of Instructionai and support personnei?

About half the comments stated that the present use of human resources was sufficient. Some

CTL faculty pointed out that the EDUC 4250 methods portion of Phase llia was not well coordinated with

various classroom cumicula and suggested: (1) that fewer methods professors be assigned, and (2) that

methods professors visit the CTL sites as part of an effort to improve communication with mentor teachers

and as means Jor understanding what kinds of assignments might be most relevant for UW students in
sular classroom settings.

5. Some of our studenis have reported encountering acedemic, socclal, or financial
hardships assoclated with fleldwork assignments. Are there \vays In which the program

could be modified to ieduce such hardships, without compromising the Integrity of our
new standards for professional tralning?

Suggestions for reducing academic, social, or financial hardships of students included honoring
students’ requests for cohort assignments at locations where they have friends and/or family they could
stay with, restructuring CTL experiences into blocks of time appeared to work well, as in Phase II; create
a fund of some sort to help UW students pay for the added expenses these hardships involve.

6. Were you appropriately Invoived as a partner with UW facuity In the planning and
agsessment of your students’ learning? If you belleve there Is room for Improvemerit
In this area, what shouid be done to strengthen the partnership?

CTL faculty expressed confusion over the leaming goals for UW students that were being
assessed: "The students were evaluated on goals that were not made clear to the CTL staff". A lack of
communication existed between university professors and CTL faculty and, in many cases, CTL faculty
were not asked for any input conceming an assessmert of their UW students’ work. Some suggestions
were to make mentor teacher full partners in the process of assessing UW students, mentor teachers and
professors should plan together what the student is to accomplish on any given visit, and generally more
frequent communication is needed in the early stages of each Phase.

7. Have you found your work In the new program professionally and/or personaliy
rewarding? Please explain.

Comments indicated that CTL faculty did find the program professionally and/or personally
rewarding. Mentor teachers said they enjoyed having the UW students in their classrooms, they leamed
from their students as well as teaching them, that the Phase program had opened a new channel of
communication bctween the schools and the university, and.that working with the UW students
encouraged mentor teachers to reflect on their own classroom teaching methods and assumptions about
how children leam. -

8. in your view, does the Phase program provide a vehicle for the delivery of
Iimportant content to students?

Although the precise nature of the academic content UW students received at the university was
not known by most CTL faculty, it was the experience of translating this content into actual classroom
practice that CTL faculty found most helpful for the UW studente; "The important content is leaming to

§9
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| relate to real students and real schools.” The amount of content the university expected UW students to
f absorb was said to be unrealistic and, at times, not well-coordinated with the subject-matter content being
taught In the CTL classrooms. Practical teaching experience in the schools required UW students to gain
knowledge in content areas not always addressed at the university.

9. Please submit any further observations, ideas, or questions which you think might
contribute to a full and fair evaluation of the cumrent effectivencss of the
undsrgraduate program.

Several unrelated ideas were expressed by different facuity. Many of the ideas are contained In
responses to previous sections. Please see Appendix B.

Fall, 1993 Education Student Survey

A survey of students in the Phase program during Fall semester, 1993 was conducted. A written
questionnaire was administered in Phase I and Phase llla general methods classes during later November
and early December, 1993. Time was allowed for students to complete the questionnaire in class or to
take home the section containing open-ended questions if more time or space for elaboration. was needed.
Of the Phase | students, 69 completed questions and 55 Phase llia students did so. The four Phase Il
students during Fall, 1993, also completed questionnaires, but the resulis of these surveys are not
included In this report.

The student questionnaire consisted of three parts. Part A requested demographic information,
Part B was comprised of 17 scaled items, and Part C included 16 open-ended items. Students in Phase
la were able to respond in separately to their Phase llla General Methods experience and to their Phase
Illa Specific Methods experience if their rating on a given item was different for each. The questionnaire
is included in Appendix XX. In summarizing the data, scaled items were coded numerically where 1 was
*Strongly Disagree” and 5 was "Strongly Agree.” Since this coding remains an ordinal scale, means and
standard deviations for sach item are not appropriate descriptive statistics, so only medians and modaes
are reported for these items.

Fall, 1993 Phase | :
Demographic Characteristics

The profile of students in Phase | follows. Seventy-five percent are female, 88% are Caucasian,
the median age is 20-21. Although some 20% of the 69 students surveyed in Phase | were married, only
10% reported that dependents were presently living with them. A large majority of participants meet the
profile of the "raditional” college student.

Students had completed an estimated median of 19 hours in education, 14 hours outside education, and
a total of 51 total hours, estimated separately by students. More than 1/3 (38%) of these students had
transferred from a community college or other college or university. Five respondents indicated that they
had already eamed a bachelor's degree; two of these also reported having eamed M.S. degrees.

A majority of the students were preparing for earty childhood and elementary education aithough at least
30% were preparing to teach at the middle school, junior high or high school level.

g0




Sex
Frequency Percent
Female 52 75.4
Male 17 24.6
Total 69  100.0
COUNT
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Histogram frequency

Ethnic Group or Race

Frequency Percent

Hispanic 3 4.3
Black 0 0.0
Asian-American 2 2.9
Caucasian 61 88.4
Other 3 4.3
Total 69 100.0
COUNT
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Age Group
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
18-19 18 26.1 26.1 26.1
20-21 23 42.0 42.0 68.1
22-23 12 17.4 17.4 85.5
24-29 4 5.8 5.8 91.3
30-39 2 2.9 2.9 94.2
40 or over 4 5.8 5.8 100.0
Total 69 100.0 100.0
COUNT
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Marital Status
Frequency Percent
Single 55 79.7
Married 14 20.3
Total 69 100.0  100.0
COUNT
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Histogram frequency

Dependents living with you?

Frequency Percent

Yes 7 10.1
No 62 89.9

0 15 30 45 60 75
Histogram freguency
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Transfer Status
Valid
Value Frequency Percent
Completed all credit at UW 40 58.0 62.5
Transferred from a comm. coll. 5 7.2 7.8
Transferred from another coll. 14 20.3 21.9
Other 5 7.2 7.8
Missing 5 7.2
Total 69 100.0 100.0
COUNT
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Credit Hours Outside Education

Cumulative
HOURS Frequency Percent Percent
| 1-10 4 9.8 9.8
: 11-20 7 17.1 26.8
: 21-30 6 14.6 41.5
: 31-40 5 12.2 53.6
41-50 6 14.6 68.3
51-60 2 4.9 73.2
61-70 2 4.9 78.0
71-80 3 7.3 85.4
81-90 2 4.9 90.2
91-100 2 4.9 95 .1
101-110 0 0.0 95.1
111-120 0 0.0 95.1
121-130 1 2.4 97.6
131-140 1 2.4 100.0
Total 41 100.0
Missing 28 40.6
Total 69

Hours Count
1-10
11-20
21-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
61-70
71-80
81-90
91-100
101-110
111-120
121-130
131-140
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Credit Hours In Education
- ' Valid Cumulative
Hours Frequency Percent Percent
1-10 7 15.6 15.6
11-20 19 42.2 57.8
21-30 11 24.4 82.2
31-40 4 " 8.9 91 .1
41-50 1 2.2 93.3
51-60 1 2.2 95.6
61-70 1 2.2 97.8
71-80 1 2.2 100.0
Total 45 100.0
Missing 24 34.8
Hours Count
1-10 7 | ——————
11-20 1 O | A R
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Total Credit Hours
Cumulative
Hours  Frequency Percent - Percent
11-20 3 6.4 6.4
21-30 1 2.1 8.5
31-40 3 6.4 14.9
’ 41-50 13 27.4 42.6
51-60 5- 10.6 563.2
61-70 4 8.5 61.7
71-80 3 6.4 68.1
81-90 4 8.5 76.6
91-100 3 6.4 83.0
101-110 2 4.2 87.2
111-120 1 2.1 89.4
121-130 1 2.1 91.5
131-140 1 2.1 93.6
141-150 1 2.1 95.7
151-160 2 4.2 100.0
Total 47 100.0
Missing 22 31.9

Hours Count
11-20
21-30
31-40
41-50 1
51-60
61-70
71-80
81-90
91-100
101-110
111-120
121-130
131-140
141-150
151-160
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Highast Degree Held

BA Soc., ¥S Bus 1
BS,MS Physics 1
Bus Ed : 1
Early Ch 1
Educ 2
Elem Ed 11
Elem, Early Ch 1
Elem/Sﬁec Ed 2
Englis 2
Geology 1
Hist, Sec¢ Ed 1
Math 1
Math Ed 1
Psychology i
Sec Ed/Russian 1
Social Work 1
Speech Path 1
Trade and Ind 1
Missing 38

Total 69

7

. vValid
Frequency Percent Percent
Rone 57 82.6 85.1
AA 2 2.9 3.0
BA 2 2.9 3.0
BS 3 4.3 4.5
Other 3 4.3 4.5
Missing 2 2.9
Total 69 1C0.0 100.0
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Princl~ .. Area of Concentration

Ar Frequency Percent
L.,Lementar{ 16 24.2
Early Childhood 14 21.2
Social Science 8 12.1
Science 6 9.1
Math 5 7.6
Special Educ 5 7.6
Arts 3 4.5
English 3 4.5
Foreign Lang 3 4.5
App Sci & Tech 2 3.0
Middle/Secondary 1 1.5
Total 66 100.0
COUNT
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Sciﬁnce g EE— .
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Arts 3 —.
English C J —
Foreign Lang 3 e )
App -Sci & Tech PR —
Middle/Secondary 1 |mm
) ) ) | I
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Histogram frequency
Preparation Level
Level Frequency Percent
Pre-K, Kindergarten ' 16 23.2
Primary (grades 1-3) 35 50.7
Intermediate (grades 4-6) 32 46.4
Middle school (grades 5-8) 23 33.3
Jr. High (grades 7-9) 18 26.1
High school (grades 9-12) 21 30.4
Other : 4 5.8
Total 69
Primary (grades 1-3) SR ———— e
Intermediate (grades 4-6) 32 | cessm—"—"
Middle school (grades 5-8) 23 |jessseescess——
Jr. High (grades 7-9) 18 | easonesss— °
High school (grades 9-12) 21 |sreessssssessssasesm—"r
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Scaled Items

1. Fleld experiences have boen particularly valuable to me this semester.

: Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
. Strongly Disagree 3 4.3 4.3
Disagree ' 6 8.7 13.0
Undecided 3 4.3 17.4
- Agree 24 34.8 52.2
Strongly Agree 33 47.8 100.0
Total 69 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 3 |
Disagree
Undecided" .

Agree
Strongly Agree

Histog_ram frequency

2. | have had especially unrewarding experiences In my fleld experience this

semester.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent . :
Strongly Disagree 34 49.3 49.3
Disagree 25 36.2 85.5
Undecided 2 2.9 88.4
Agree 6 8.7 97.1
Strongly Agree 2 2.9 100.0
Total 69 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 3¢ |pesscssssses———
Disagree A
Undecided 2 |pum
Agree 6 | monesnsnans
Strongly Agree 2 |um
) U } S ) ) S .1
0 8 16 24 32 40

Histogram frequency

Toge her, the first two items present a consensus in support of the value of field experiences in Phase I.

Students placed a high value on several aspects of their experiences in CTLs. A large majority
found opportunities to observe pupils and teachers in natural classroom sedtings as an indispensable part
of their Phase | training. Beliaviors most frequently obseived were instructional methods, classroom:
management, and informal social interaction.

33
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Closely related to clessroom chservations were two other activities in which CTL mentor teachers
piayed central roles. Many respondents wrote that infformal conferences with mentors, in which a broad
range of professional and personal topics were discussed, had been especiaily valuable io them. Several
also cited the teaching of minilessons and other direct interactions with pupils as exciting and inspirational
leamning experiences.

Ma.ly activities in the CTLs occured cutside classroom settings and did not revolve uround -
mentor teachers. Among these, structured interviews with administrators, and workshops conducted on
site by clinical facuity and administrative personnel were valuable. In addition, a few students reported that
their observations .of various student setvices facilties or programs (e.g., resource rooms, Ex-Dropout
Recovery) had been highlights of their first semester's work in their CTL schools.

3. On-campus education coursework has been particularly valuable to me this
semaester.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 6 8.7 8.8 8.8
Disagree 9 13.0 13.2 22.1
Undecided 7 10.1 10.3 32.4
Agree 32 46.4 47 .1 79.4
Strongly Agree 14 20.3 20.6 100.0
Missing 1 1.4
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4. | have had especially urrewarding experiences In the campus-based component
of my program this semester.
Cumulative
Frequency - Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 19 27.5 27.5
Disagree 30 43.5 71.0
Undecided 6 8.7 79.7
Agree 10 14.5 94.2 .
Strongly Agree 4 5.8 100.0
Total 69 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 19 | pe— s re————
Disagree B —— s
Undecided 6 [ T ’ :
Agree 10 | esr——
Strongly Agree L ) [e——
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Histogram frequency

Again, a clear consensus emerged in questions 3 and 4. Phase | students generally agreed that
their campus-based work had been valuable, though they did not feel as strongly about it as they did
“about their CTL activities. Most seemed to find their library assignments valuable, and many commented
that they look forward to continuing to develop professional potfolios. Some workshops and lectures
were given highly favorable comments; others ware roundly condemned. A pattem of resistance to the
number of observation assignments emerged.

Some expressed gratitude for the effective guidance they had received from cohort leaders, but
over all, students wera concemed that assignments and work loads seemed to vary strikingly from cohort
to cohort. Caution is advised in interpreting such comments, which are in some measure idiosyncratic.
For example, two students in the same cohort rendered strikingly divergent accourits of thaeir experiences.
While one reported, "There were no unrewarding experiences on campus," the other wrote, "instructions
on outcome requirements were vague. All semester | wondered if | had met any outcomes or not.* In
addition, comments reflecting constemation over a perceived lack of firm, reliable direction throughout the
sernester appeared in the responses of humerous students, one of whom put it this way: "The Phase |
program seemed very unchallenging & lacking in content-seemed ‘shallow’ & juvenile.* On a related

note, transfer students reported that the Phase | program they had completed failed to take into account
their maturity and exf arience.

Finally, some students were frustrated over schedule conflicts between Phase classes blocked at
the end of the week, and content-area courses like main, introductory-level foreign language, and Physical

Education classes which, owing to the nature of the skills to be developed there, cannot appropriately be
blocked into one end of the week.




5. My on-campus work was well coordinated with my experiences In the fleld.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 4 5.8 5.8
Disagree 9 13.0 18.8
Undecided - 13 18.8 37.7
Agree 27 39.1 - 76.8
Strongly Agree 16 23.2 100.0
Total 69  100.0  100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree L R pr—
Disagree 9 | ome———
Undecided L [ —————
Agree 27 | — e ———— S ——
Strongly Agree 16 | wee—ne—— -
......... ) ) R (P |
0 6. 12 18 24 30

Histogram frequency

Responses on this scaled item were about as positive as those on questions 3 and 4. Comments
on related open-ended questions suggest some areas where improvement is possible, however. A few
students who had reported positive experiences added comments like, *Yes, because it [on-campus work]
gave me an idea of what to expect in the school. Also, it informed me on questions | had conceming the
Phase program. The ‘team’ helped support me-I liked that." Students who were undecided or disagreed
on this point, though, frequently wrote finnly-worded explanations, represented by comments such as:

“We never really knew what exactly we should look for or do in the field until the moming before
entering the public school. Coordination could definitely be improved.”

*Could have been a little better. I'm not sure my CTL mentor teacher was prepared for more than
a 'gusst’ in his room."

"Once again, those at the field sites had no idea what was going on, and neither did I."

Students dissatisfied with the content of campus-based activities, and those for whom long-
distance travel presented problems, also complained about the coordination of activities in Phasa |

*On-campus work was basically a joke-so, no, they didn't work well together.”
“There seemed to be little connection between our visits and our on-campus work, other than that

the same faculty member was in charge. I'm not sure, still, what the point was of traveling so far
to do so little.”
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6. The distinctive requirements of the new undergraduste program have made It
more difficult to finance m+ education.

Cumulative-
Frequency Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 1.4 1.4
Disagree 7 10.1 11.6
Undecided 12 17.4 29.0
Agree 17 24.6 53.6
Strongly Agree 32 46.4 100.0

Total 69 100.0 100.0

COUNT

Strongly Disagree - 1 |g
Disagree 7
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

A clear consensus exists among Fall '938 Phase | students that participation in the new
undergraduate program imposes a financial burden which the campus-based program: did not. Only 8
(12%) of the 69 respondents—including several assigned to WCTL-L~ did not agree.

Not surprisingly, most of the difficulties the students cited were anticipated, rather than actuai.
Regarding their own costs during Phase 1, most would probably have agreed with the respondent who
wrote, "So far this is not a problern.” Still, difficulties associated with the share of the expense of improving
teacher training in Wyoming which must be bome personally by students in the College of Education
constituted the area of gravest concem for cohort members during the fall of '93. The anxisty level is
high, even among Phase | students, who tend to focus on three main prospective costs:

(1) Extended programs, which will take candidates for bachelor's degrees at least 5 years to complete:

"1 have a 4-yr. scholarship (Superior Student in Educaticn) & will probably have to find
funding for my 5th year. The idea of the scholarship is lost, | believe.”

“The fifth year it will take to complete the program is when my scholarships run out. . . .*

“Yes, | am in my third year right now. It will take me another 2 years to finish because of
the program. | go to scheol on financial aid; | will not get any my fifih year. How will |
finish?" '

Transfer students and degree holders attempting to complete the requirements for licensure form
a well-defined special interest group on this point:

"1 am a second-degree student, so financial aid is not available to me. . .. | also have to
take <15 credit hours and summer courses to be able to continue the program, which
cos? extra in time and work opportunities. if | don't take summer classes, | have 2 credits
for the fuliowing semester before entering Phasae (il."
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*Yes, certainly. First of all, it takes too much time for a degree-holder to get through this
program, aven if cne jumps directly from phase to phase. And, if one does jump from
phase to phase, holding down a job is nearly impossible . .. ."

"Yes, without a doubt. When | came to Wyoming, | was told the program would take me

a year-| already have a bachelor's degree—but, upon amiving here, | was informed of the
*new” Phase program, which will take 2 years."

One indication that cohort group membership is a meaningful experience for many Phase
students appears in a generalized concem over perceived inequities in the program. For
example, students suffer impairment of morale through their sympathy with cohort members who
are placed under financial duress, whether they are directly affected themselvas or not:

*Not for me, but many mamied people are gefting screwed. Make exceplions or
something to help them out. Also, remember: Wa're poor college students in need ef
any money."

“Yes. Get to know today’s student population—we have jobs.,family responsibilities, etc.
THIS IS NOT AWEALTHY PRIVATE SCHOOL. [The student making this comment reporis

elsewhere, "Lost grant money because | could not have enough hours for full ime in a

Phase semestar."]

Many studenis find part-ime employment not only desirable, but necessary, both for meeting
cument expenses and for building a savings account which will help them mest the costs of
student teaching. During Phase semesters, many have found it difficult to keep thair jobs:

"Yes. | pay for schoo! unassisted, and my work schedule was difficult to work around th2
traveling. This practical problem needs to be addressed.”

" have to work-twu jobs. The scheduling in Phase li will interfere with this."

*Somewhat. It will be hard for me to kesp a job while in Phases Il & lll, and a job is a
necessity for me."

"Yes—-EXTREMELY!! | live independently about 600 miles from my family. | have yet to
receive any financial aid, including that of my parents. | have to work at least 20-25 hours
per week to afford to live. | have no idea what will happen in Phases il & lii ... it's
rather scary, and I'm not looking forward to it.

Naturally, direct out-of-pocket expenses associated with travel and lodging were frequently cited
as factors making the new program more difficult to finance than the okd one. Here again,
students not personally embarrassed by increased costs expressed concem over problems faced
by classmates. A widespread perception of inequities fostered by the present program, coupled
with an acute sense of disempowerment in the processes of program design and decision
making, suggests a problem which trarscends logistics and includes a significant ethical
dimension:

"It has not affected my ability to finance school, but it does cost a lot of money when you
start traveling 400 miles.”

“They haven't yet, but | could see it happening in the future with having to find a place to
stay, fuel expenses and food during Phases Il & Ill. I'm a traditional student, so I'm in
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much better shape than the non-traditionals with families and jobs to wony about.”

"My only additionul expenses have been for gas to and from the CTL .. .. | bealieve this
is a bigger problem for other students. | alsc believe that the additional expense is worth

the quality of the program. The umverssty justhastobeMupfronxﬂutmnsfer
students, etc."

"No, not until next semester will | know, in Phase Il. it's hard to get more funding to cover
expenses while you are in another town."

*Yes. | was lied 1 by advisors in McWhinnie 100. They stated that transportation and
lodging would be provided. Then it was stated that dorm expenses would be deducted
for ima gone. That's not true!"

‘it seems that this is the biggest problem. If the universily is going to require students to
live in these communities, then the university and the CTL should finance at least a place
to stay. Tuition and books are expensive enough, as itis. Some of us may have to give
up teaching because of these expenses.”

"Not mine, but if | had to be placed out of Laramie, my finance situation would cause me

1o take off a sermnester & just work."

*Since | have not had the chance to go to a school in a different school district, | did not
run into financial difficulties other than the ‘normal’ cnes. | was in Laramie (WCTL-L).
do think that the College of Ed. should &ty & find (& offer) more financial aid, Iike
scholarships, to Education majors.”

"Cheyenne, Laramie, & Casper should always be available. Housing Is easier to find
there. Right now,.| don't know how | will pay for residency during Phase II."

"Not this semester, but next semester in Phase il | may end up paying two rents if | don't
go here or to Cheyenne."

*Yes. | now have to go to school longer, so my scholarship will be over before my
schooling is done. In Phase I, paying for 2 places to live will be very difficult.”

"Jackson is a very expensive place. Phase Il is the problem. Finding somevihere to live
for 4 weeks & paying rent there and here and food will ba very expensive.”

"Not me so much, biit | know of a lot of people who are having difficulties. Jackson is
expensive, and to pay for being up there—gas, food, lodging—-gets very expensive. We're
already paying to go to UW; | think it's somewhat their mrponssbilrly to provide funds for
certain things."

*Most definitely. | am manied. So, come Phase I, | will be paying for a place at the site
& here for my spouse, who Is in school. Plus, my site is across the state, and just travel
expenses are a lot. | got my third choice, even after expressing a desire to stay close to
my spouse. Also, the way that the program is spread out over 3 yrs is keeping me here
longer, way longer, than | need to be."

“Yes. We have to pay for extra gas, lodging, etc. In Phase Il, we will be paying rent here
as well as in the town of our practices. That Is ridiculous! How are we to afford this?
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Then in Phase llla, it is near impossible to have a job-! cannot survive on what loans |
get—-my unmet need is already over $2,000. | do not come from money, and we shouid
not be required to do such a program if the school is not going to supplement.*

7. | have been given a clear Idea of the expected outcomes of my coursswork this

semester.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Undecided

Agree

Strongly Agree
Missing

Total

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Undecided

Agree

Strongly Agree

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

7- 10.1 10.3 10.3
10 14.85 14.7 25.0-
i0 14.5 14.7 89.7
22 31.9 32.4 72.1
19 27.5 27.9 . 100.0

1 1.4
69 100.¢ 100.0

COUNT
7 | eomcrcc—
10 | c——
10 | e ———
.t [ —— A
19

.................. P I |
10 15 20 25
istogram frequency
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s. Cutcones for this course were unclear {o ms.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 16 23.2 23.2
Disagree 28 40.6 63.8
Undecided 6 8.7 72.5
Agree 15 21.7 94.2
Strongly Agree 4 5.8 100.0
Total 69 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 16 | eo——c———r———eme—
Disagree - ' ]
Undecided (- —
Agree 15 | p————ceee—
Strongly Agree 4 | e
) QS (. | ) I......... I
0 ] 12 18 24 30

Histogram frequency

Most students in Phase | reported having been given a clear !dea of what the ocutcomes of their
coursework were expected to be (see responses to item 7). When asked whether the outcomes were
unclear to them, however, respondents showed a siight tendency to shift down the scale, away from
confident assertion that they understood the goals and objectives of their studies. As one student wrote,
*The syllabus we were given had all of the outcomes well outlined. The only confusing part was how to
achieve them." Written comments on this subject revealed several pattems of response undoriylng the
selection of points on the scale.

Students were accustomed to working toward simple unit objectives, rather than being éxpec_ted
to work toward course-level outcomes, and many were nonplussed at first:

"t was very confusing at the beginning. | had a hard time understanding what was expected of
me. But it all workad out later; it was easier to understand what was going on.*

Although some students could report that *none were unclear," others feit obliged to admit, during
the last two weeks ofthe course, that "[tlhey were listed, but I'm not REAL sure how I've achieved them-iit
scmte areas, not all." Another student had a similar experience, with iess satisfactory results: *Most were
unclear, due to the fact that | never knew for sure whether | had material that satisfied them or not." At
the extrema end of incomprehension, one encounters a statement like this: "All outcomes are a joke, so
far, as writing a paper (with no research required) does not address anything.”

Several students specifically acknowledgeu. the helpfulness of cohort leaders in enabling them to
come to terms with outcomes. Others felt that their instructors had not provided them with the direction
and support they needed: "We didn't really know what to do for any of them. We needed more guidance
from our teacher." One student feit that differential treatment had been accorded the outcomes: " feel
we weren't given enough information about each outcome. The instructor dwelled or, favorite outcomes
instead of giving [appropriate] attention [to each]. in such cases, respondents were reluctant to assign
responsibility to the Phase professors severally; rather, they suggested that the source of the problem lay
outside their cohorts:

*At first it was unclear to myself & cohort leader. Made everyone frustrated. Here again, if cohort
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leader had been triined & educated about [the outcomes], 1 don't think it would have been so
frustrating.” ' o

Two other, related, problems involving outcomeés were noted by some students. Some felt that
the outcomes themselves were not difficult to understand, but meeting them proved difficult because they
kept changing: "if outcomes were assigned and not changed a week later, [| could have formed a clearer
conception of them.] Evety time you asked for a clear definition, they would state, ‘Use your creative
thinking.” A broader area of concam, the relationship of Phase | outcomes and activitias to the overall
program, surfaced in several responses to open-ended items:

*In Phase, yes; for my schedule, NO. We need advisors!!"

"No. Courses that | didn't need, . . . now | do need, accurding to the Ed. dept. There was not
a cumiculum description until very recently, & even so, it is unclear & confusing.”

"it was clear, after the first couple of weeks, what the requirements were for Phase |. However,
the scope of the whele program was mysterious and remained so. Wa did get the semester-by-
semester plan in [EDUC] 1010, but little rationale about why this was the cne way. Clearly this
program is designed for undergrads, and it asks too much of degree holders. That seems to be
agreed on by all | have talked to, administration, facuity, and students. Little or no effort was
made to adjust this ‘flexible’ program to me and my background until | pushed to extremes. Had

a facufly member not championed my cause, | would have transferred to a more appropriate and
sansible program.”

Since the principle underiying the organization of course activities around the achievement of outcomes
also applies to the articulation cf coursework leading to a degree and/or to a license to teach, this area
of student concems would appear to merit sustained “attention.
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9. Classwork and leaming activities have helped me to meet the outcomes of this
course at a level of achlevement acceptable to me.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 5 7.2 7.6 7.6
Disagree 7 10.1 10.6 18.2
Uncacided 7 10.1 10.6 28.8
Agree 25 36.2 37.9 66.7
Strongly Agree 22 31.,. 33.8 100.0
Missing 3 4.3

Total 69 100.0 100.0 -

 COUNT

Strongly Disagree L [ ———
Disagree
Undecided 7
Agree 25
Strongly Agree 22

0 5 10 15 20 25
Histogram frequency

More than 70% of students surveyed agreed that thelr classwork and leaming activities had
enabled them to achieve course outcomes at levels they themselves found acceptable.

Those disagreeing with the statement were far more likely to write substantial comments in
response to the open-ended item. When a respondent who agreed wrcle more than one or two words,
she was likely either to share cradit for success with the instructor-"My instructor was the foundation.
Without her—where would | be? | don't know. [smiley face]"-or with classmates—"My group and | worked
hard on every outcome. Wa settled for the best, and nothing iless." Even among saiisfied students,
opinion seemed divided over the merits of relying heavily on reading and writing to achieve outcomes.
While one assaerted, " thought the white papers were an excellent way to achieve the outcomes, while
building our portfolios,” another explained that, "Yes[, | met the outcomes ai acceptable levels of
achievement,] but | have a hard time leaming by reading, so all the long reading assignments were a bit
bard to conquer.”
aw

Apparently there was significant variation in approaches to the outcomes taken in different cohorts,
with some emphasizing reading and writing, while others laid emphasis on other types of activitiss: "We
were given many handouts and worksheets," reported one student, "but there was none of our own

~writing.* Informal exchanges with Phase students over the cours ~ of the fall semester suggest that somie

tend to interpret different approaches to meeting the outcomes as inconsistency within the program, and
to see these as further evidenca of an inequity founded on differential burdens of time and expense arising
from assignment to CTLs nearer to or farther from Laramie. '

Afew students, in different cohorts and different areas of concentration, complained that although
they thought they had met the outcomes acceptably, the outcomes themsaives failed to represent an
acceptable range of cognitive levels. The tone of their remarks suggested frustration, but not resentment:

" think my work will be acceptable to the instructor, but not to me. | don't feel | leamed enough

in all of the areas. Some things, | feel, were never discussed to a point of understanding them,
and some of the assignments, such as the Spec. Ed. assignment, didn’t seem to teach too much.

10g




| don't feel | was challenged.”

" hope so, but maybe wa could've gotten ‘into mora depth?"

"No, | could have met them all at about the same level with about 2 weeks of seif-study. They are
low-level outcomes, and siiting through the class has mostly frustrated me. The paople are nice,
though."

*No. | believe there should have been more dstail to the outcomes. We brushed iighﬂy on each
topic, and | think wonaeded more depth.”

Others feit that they had been unable to meet the outcomes at levels they were satisiied with.
They tended to ascribe their failure to instructional design factors:

"Wae did very little in class to meet outcomes; only the seminars that required assignments gave
us anything to go on."

" feel this course could have been a little more structured. This is what we are used tol
(structure)”

"They did, but | would rather've had a more structured ciass—-where we did papers throughout the
semester, instead of trying to document at the last second."

This last comment highlights another area of widespread concem: .
many students, responding to surveys in early December, found it difficult to assess their own
achievement because they had received few grades on the exercises they had completed during the first
thirteen weeks of the course. They perceived a decoupling of instruction from evaluation, and tended to
feel anxious about that. As one respondent put it, *For the most part, we haven't tumed them in yet, 30
I'm not quite sure-but | have info for almost all the outcomes, due to leaming activities."

10. My achlevement has been weli-monitored and evaluated by on-campus Instructors.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 7 10.1 10.1
Disagree 12 17.4 27.5
Undecided 3 4.3 31.9
Agree 23 33.3 65.2
Strongly Agree 24 34.8 100.0
Total 69 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 7 | ee————
Disagree 12
Undecided 3
Agree 23
Strongly Agree 24

0 5 10 15 20 25
Histogram frequency
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1. My achievement has been weil-monitoréd and evaluated by my mentor teachers In
the fleld.

Cumulative
Fraequency Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree ~ 8 11.6 11.6

Disagree 9 13.0 24.6
Undecided 14 20.3 44.9
Agree 20 29.0 73.9
Strongly Agree 18 26.1 100.0
Total 69 100.0 100.0
‘ COUNT
_Strongly Disagree 8 | e ———
Disagree 9
Undecided

Agree
Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

12. Assessments of my work | have received have been useful to me in keeping my work
sfficiently on target.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 4.3 4.3
Disagree 1" 15.9 20.3
Undecided 8 11.6 31.9
Agree 238 40.6 72.5
Strongly Agree 19 27.5 100.0
Total 69 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 3 | me—
Disagree
Undecided

Agree
Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Well over two-thirds of the students feit that their on-campus instructors had monitored their
prograss well and evaluated their achievement fairly. The distribution of responses to items 10 and 12
display a tendency toward bimodality, though, w*h over a quarter indicating disagreement. On ftem 10,
only three respondents were undecided. Over two-thirds of respondents feit that, on the whole,
assessments of their work had improved the quality of instruction in the course.
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On twe pages of writter commaents, expressions of praise for and gratitude to the Phase leaders
predominated:

“Meatings w/ leader really helped get me on track.”

* think my achievemant has been wall monitored, & the assessments were very help_1'u| to me.”
*We have had quizzes and papers, both of which resulted in fair evaluation.” ‘

"By Phase, [evaluation] is very clear—my instructor is very excellent & provides excelient feedback.”

*Papers were given and graded. [t was well monitored and well organized. The class has been
very fair. 1 foel very well propared.”

" "We hand in papers, take quizzes & repoit to the instructor. The formative assessments have
baen useful, especially in pointing me towards my teaching career."

For a significant minority, however, assessment and evaluation was ineffective and frustrating.
Dissatisfied respondents tended to be more voluble and more substantial in their written commenits:

" feel as if my papers and other work are all at the same level as if | hadn't had any feedback.
A paper written quickly is deemed “excellent.” What is the challenge? | have leamed somae things,
true, but my reading, writing, and performance have all been more than adequate to meet the

- stated outcomes. Regurgitation is almost enough to get through the first semester of Education
classes, if you can write well."

*Same standard comment on every papei—

Papers are our only assignment--

Once | handed in a paper with deliberate problems-same standard comment--*

4 don't think my instructor worked very hard to keep us on task. We were not evaluated
_frequently—it was very rare. Some of my classmates had papers lost. Papers we tumed in to
have evaluated & given back to make improvements weren't given back unt! after Thanksgiving,
even though there should've been plenty of ime to get them back before.”

"Too much evaluation at end. Might have been easier to have outcomes evaluated throughout
the term."

*How can | receive full cradit when they don’t seem to know what they are doing?*

A pattem of disorientation which had emerged in informal conversations was represented also in
responses to open-ended items on the survey:

"We were only monitored (met with) once. There was no direction in what we did. it was mors,
‘You're on your own to complete things.™

"The teacher needs to take more control, and tell the students when things are due. Half of going
to college is baing a student (not in charge)."

"My evaluations have helped a little, but there was always a feeling of not being sure.”

Wall over half ofthe Phase | students believed that their interactions with mentor faculty had been

112



110G

valuable. About 25% of those surveyed expressed doubt that their work in CTLs had been well monitored.
For Phase | students, this aspect of their experience was not salient. Refarence to the results on ltem 4
may suggest that some felt their visits to CTLs had not been adequately planned and prepared for in
advance, and it is common to hear students in all phases express a desire to see CTL personnel more
effectively integrated into the planning, instruction, and evaluation of their cohorts’ work.

13. The development of a profassional portfolio has bsen a constructive dimensicn
of my work in the program.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 3 4.3 4.3
Disagree 6 8.7 13.0
Undecided 9 13.0 26.1
Agree 28 40.6 66.7
Strongly Agree 23 83.3 100.0

Total 69  100.0  100.0

COUNT

Strongly Disagree S | r—
Disagree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Even at this early stage in their training, many students find the development of a portfolio valuable
. and inherently rewarding: :

*This is probably the only reason why | would like the Phase program. This will be a great use
in the field." ’

*The portfolio is excellent & helped me better understand my outcomes.”
*The portfolio is all of the work that we have done. It gives us a sense of accomplishment.”

"]t is impressive and something | am proud of. It is a visual representation of my achievement
in Phase |."

"t was a lot of work & a lot of stress, but now | feel confident about my portfolio.”

Even students who had doubts about the value of their own portfolios recognized the potential
benefits of compiling one: ,

"t's kind of hard to know if the outcome has been completed, but the portfolio has given me the
opportunity to record my feelings, opinions, thoughts, and lessons for Phase 1.”

*3o far there isn't much in my portfolio, except the papers, that are constructive.”

" think a few of the outcomes are helpful but others are irrslevant.”
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Some students who did not find compiling a portfolid especially useful expressed a desire for
definitions and more assertive guidance from instructors: :

" like the idea of developing a porifolio, but | think I've gotten most of my ideas on my own. |
don't feei | had much direction with it in class.”

"No, it's a jumble of junk, organized into categories. It has a lot of potantial if used comectly, but

this course hasn’t done so."
" have no idea what we are supposed to do w/ portfolios. Mine is a messi"

*Phase | portfolio has not been a great exercise. |t is mostly a collection of almost everything
related to class. It is just a start.”

The most extensive comment displays a sound understanding of the role envisioned for portfolios

within the program as a means of organizing instruction and focusing evaluation, but asserts that to date,
" at least, they are nci fuifiling the function envisicned for them. ‘This has important implications for the
Phase experiences ofall our students, but is espacially significant for candidates seeking second degrees
or credentials for licensure only:

"it's been constuctive, but a little frustrating. There is a perception that since this is outcome-
based, it is flaxible. But, oddly, the program assumes that all people have essentially the same
background. There seems to be confusion on the part of the admin. & advisors between the
outcomes, which should be required of evgryone, and the means of achieving these outcomes,
which shouid be flexible. Just because | cafne in with no ed. classes shouldn’t mean that | have
1o take Fhase |, an almost trivial workioad of hoop-jumping introduction. Even the official Phase
documents attach. [i.e., specify] a process and means, and, by being included in a Phase, a time-
requirement for each outcome. My outside understanding of outcome-based ed. [was] that it
emphasized WHAT and not HOW LONG, and for me that [lock-step timeline] greatly dilutes the
WHAT."

The workioad In this course has bsen oxz:mlvo consldorlng the number of credit

14.
hours.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 . 13.0 13.0
Disagree 37 53.6 66.7
Undecided 10 - 14.56 81.2
Agree 1 15.9 97.1
Strongly Agree 2 2.9 100.0
Total 69 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 9 | e
Disagree 37 | e —————————————————
Undecided g L0 R O —
ls\gree v A 1; [ ——
trongly Agree
v pry R SRR SR ST ST .1
0 8 16 24 32 40

Histogram frequency
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Phase | students decisively rejacted the proposition that their workioad had been too heavy. in
fact, some of the students who indicated on scaled rasponess that they feit the workload had not been
*realistic® complained that it had actually not been heavy enough. Others expressed a belief that aithough
the amount of work had been reasonable, the level of expectations had been too low:

"No. They have besn easy busy-work type of assignments.”

*"No. There is way too much busy work. Half of the things | do, | do for the sake of doing and
don't leam anything." ‘

it would appear that there were significant differences in workicad from cohort to cohort. The
perception of difference, at any rate, gavs rise to concem both among students who feit they were being
ca'led upon to do toc much work, and among those who feit that they were not being asked to do
enough:

'[Our cohort's workload was reasonable,] For the most part—although unfair. Some groups did
very little.”

"'m not sure what this question means. ! think the worklcad could easily be greater, at least in

our cohort. We were all of pretty sound background, and had fewer assignments, | believe, than
many of the other cohorts.”

This perception of variation should be bome in mind when considering a final area of student

concem. Several respondents foundﬂxatﬂ\eMofas&gnments mdeudlfﬁcultformantodomw
best work:

"No. It was light for the first 3/4, and then really heavy at the end. [t shouid've been diffused
throughout the semester.”

"Yes, [it was reasonabila] until the end, when they are all due.”

*Sometimes, no. We wrote 4-5 papers a week, and it was difficult to schedule in my other classes
& work two jobs."

*Somewhat. Sometimes it was very overwhelming!”

" think that there are some things that could be taken out. The workload was heavy at the end
of the semester.”
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15. | have experienced schedule conflicts between my teacher education courses and
required work in my content area(s) ouiside the College of Education.

: Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 2.9 2.9
Disagree 19 27.5 30.4
Undecided 8 11.6 42.0
Agree 17 24.6 66.7
Strongly Agree 23 33.3 100.0

Total

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Undecided

Agree

Strongly Agree

- ' Histogram frequency

Again, a strong tendency toward bimodality indicates that while three of five respondents have had
problems with schedule conflicts betwseen required undergraduate woik in Education and content-area
coursosinohorcoﬂogas,ﬂﬁnypementhavenot.

QOutside classes most frequantty mentioned as confhctmg with the Phase schedule included
offerings in Math, Sciences, and foreign languages. The major factor, in Phase |, appears to have been
the pre-emption of Friday coursework outside the College.

Many students perceived significant differences in their instructors’ attitudes toward the
management of scheduie conflicts. Those who commented on this point unanimously ascribed to the
College of Education an attitude of indifference to the needs and concems of siudents:

"The other instructors were real good about it. Not the Education instructors. They think that
theirs [ecurses] are the only unes that matter.”

"It is difficult to construct [a program including] content courses around such a time-consuming
course.” -

*Yes. | wanted to take a Universily Studies course in Biology, & for the liie of me | could net fit
it in anywhiere in my schedule w/o conflicting w/ the Ed. course.”

"Yes! In Mathematics, [the schedule in] Education is hard to get around. Math courses are
usually MWF classes, and with having to leave for field work, it makes it difficult to complete all
the Math courses that are roqulrod .

“Yes . ... No blocked Math course, yet a lot are required.”

*Yes. | am a Math major. | was unable to take any Math classes this semester because Phase
| takes all day Fri. All Math classes are at least 3 days a week."
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*Absolutely. Lost grant money because | could not have enough hours for full time in Phase

somester. . . . Cannot take foreign lang. or any other courses that are important for good
teachers.” .

% had to miss my Spanish class 4 times."

"Yas, see #2 [with reference to conflicts with courses in foreign languages]. The College of Ed.
Qoesvuylimatoaccommodate its students."

Other colleges failed to block courses needed by Education majors, creating insoluble problems
for many Phase students. An unresponsiveness to scheduling problems of this sort was noted by a
number of respondents, who tended to infer from their experience that scheduling and advisement were
low priorities in the new program. Several students, commenting on conflicts within the College, were less
“inclined to attribute scheduling problems to the apparent indifference of College personnel than to
administrative incompetence. Although the open-ended question inquired specifically about conflicts with
coursework outside the Collage, some respondents offered comments on intra-College conflicts as a
relevant point of reference:

“ibrary classes need to be offerad every semester.”
*The Science course & seminars have conflicted w/ required Special Ed. classas.”

“Yes. The science classes for Education majors are scheduled ok. The seminars for these
classes are scheduled during the Special Ed. classes.”

Uppérclassmen and post-baccalaurcate smdemsattompted to explain the grounds for the intensity
of their frustration over ¢ nflicts:

"os. | have so few other credits to take, but since | can't take them concurrently, I'll be spending
that extra $ on summer school.”

“Yes. | have to stay here and take summer classes in order to get done et the end of next year." -

*Travel required that | skip other classes, and next semester | cannot complete the_ Phase il
[prerequisita] requirements, but am forced to take summer coursas and a low eredit load.”

“Yos, | have. In fact, because of tt{is program | will more than likely have to take at least 5 1210
6 years to graduate. This puts a [greater] financial burden on me. Plus, of course, | would like
to graduate sooner than this. Thersfore, | am looking into transfeming.”

“YES! In order to certify, all | need is teacher training and some Chemistry. Teacher training is

diluted [and] so inconveniently scheduled that officially it would take me 5 semasters. That's
ridiculous for @ person with my subject background [which includes an M.S. in Physics].*
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16. Commitments to coursework heve conflictsd with co- or extracurricular
activities which ! regard as esssntlal componsnts of my education. '

Cumulative
Frequency Percent. Percent
Strongly Disagree 5 7.2 7.2
Disagree 24 34.8 42.0
Undecided 12 17.4 59.4
Agree 14 20.3 79.7
Strongly Agree 14 20.3 100.0
Total 69 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree . 5 |
Disagree 24
Undecided _ 12
Agree - 14
Strongly Agree ) 14

o 5 10 15 .20 25
Histogram frequency

Atthough siudents were far more likely to agree strongly with this proposition than to disagree

strongly with it, the division of opinion was remarkably even in Phase |. By far the most frequently cited

" non-academic conflict was with employment, which none of the respondents specifically identified as an

inherently educational activity. Poor wording may hava created confusion on this point: Students tend

to view term-time employment as an "essential component of their education” because it enables them
to meet living expenses and pay for their schooling.

One varsily athlete reported that class commitments had frequentiy fomed him to repoit over an
hour late to practice in the aftemoon. Other students reported conflicts with activiies involving family,
volunteer work, clubs, and sports. One had been unable to continue physical therapy prescribed for an
injury from which he is recovering. By far the greatest cause of anxiety, however, was apprehension over
the prospective interference which students feared they would encounter during later phases of their
programs.
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17. My studiee toward this degree or license. have Interfored with dimenslons of
personai or soclal life in ways which might have bean avoldable.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree .8 11.6 11.6

Disagree 21 30¢.4 42.0

Undecided 19 27.5 69.6

Agree 9 13.0 82.6

Strongly Agree 12 17.4 100.0
Total 69 100.0 100.0

COUNT

Strongly Disagree = 8 | s

Disagree. 21

Undecided 13

Agree 9

Strongly Agree - 12

0 5 10 15 20 25
: Histogram frequency

Only 3 respondents in 10 agreed with this propositicn, though it is noteworthy that over 17%
agreed with it strongly. Three areas of concem accounted for most perceived problems: time spent
fraveling; exhaustion aitributed to the Phase schedule; and stress arising from uncerfainty and
apprahension over difficulties—especially expenses and delays—not yet encountered, but anticipated over
the rest of the students’ programs. The tone and frequently vicarious content of comments, here and
abeve, suggest that a culture of grievance and victimization may be emerging among Phase students,
affecting even those who have not personally experienced unusual difficulties. The program’s emphasis
on group work in stable cohots may be having the effect of making the probiems of any class of
students—-such as single parents and cther "non-traditionals," or second-bachelor's and licensura-only
candidates—common problems for all in the program. While this may be a strangth of the new program,
it places a premium on effective communication between Collage personnel and students. Structural
problems which are not promptly identified and rescived may become the basis of a generalized sense
of disampowerment and neglect, or, in extreme cases, even of abuse.

*Travel to ¢. irom Jackson takes a lot of tme. [f | was closer, | would have been abla to avoid
them, but there were no drastic problems.”

" was wondering if it was really necessary to drive all the way to Cody to sit and obsesve and
teach one 15-minute lesson. It seems to be unnecessary to drive this far just to watch. |

understand doing this for Phases Il & lil, but 900 miles seems a bit axcessive for the little that we
did." )

"it is difficult to work knowing that 'll be away for 4 weeks in Phase II."
"The College of Education needs to inform students entering the program of the changes that
have taken place and what is required. The advising of students also needs to be locked at, as

students were required to spend 3 or more hours waiting to be advised, even if they had seen an
advisor recently.”
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"Work. | know that it does not scund like i, but it is essential to my education, because without
it, | would not be in school. Please try to work w/ students whe have a hard time paying for
school w/o cutside sources [of funding]. Employers are not as understanding about such a time-

consuming course as | am. | love the program, but it has practical problems for people such as
myself."

“Yes. | will not be able to graduate in 4 yrs., which will definitely affect me!®

*So much time is spent worntying how | will pay for all this. We need straight answers that are
given in a timely fashion. We need a monthly newsletter that lets us know what is going on."

"Yes—traveling to Cheyenne-having to pick up & leave Laramie—my house & my commitments—it's
impossible!” '

It sometimes adds stress to my personal life."

1 actually don’t have [a personal life], because | am too busy. [scowly face] There is life after
college, | suppose!”

"My friends like to go out Fri. nights. | am usually too tired to go out with them. It put a strain on
my friendships." : ‘

" just got marmied, and Phase keeps me so busy, | barely get to see my husband!*
*Being newly manied and having to leave is not at all fun.”

"Yes. We are not medical students in residence, we are undergrads. We need a great deal of
education in many areas—not just what goes on in grade 3 at Cody or Jackson. The amount of
time in field is not necessary. Many colleges deal with this very well-quality, not guantity.

*Yes. |feel | have been so disappointed in the program that it affocts my emotions. It's hard for
me to have an active soclal life when I'm so stressed and angry.”

"is there a way to study for certification, but not a second--or third—degree? That'd be nice."

Two Phase | students submitted additional comments, which are reproduced below:

\
*One additicnal note:

| pay out-of-state tuition, something like $2,600/semester. This course was 7 credits—-which
. constitutes 1/2 of my course lcad. Our cohort leader did not do much of anything for us, and it
really angers me to think that $1,300 of my $ was spent on this course alone! What a waste of
my money.

Along the lines of money, [the cohort leader] is paid for ... expenses, and we are having to
struggle to get by. | think the whole idea sucks! Money has been tight throughout col'ege—but
now it is ridiculous! Maybe one way to help out-of-staters manage would be to let them nay in-
state tuition for the semesters that we have to travel so much."

"There are [three] categories of concem | have.

1. Too long for degree holders; .'no size doesn't fit all.
a. No version of the outcomes exists for degree holders, in which UNST writing, library
intros, etc., have been removed.
b. [scheduiing of Ed classes is] Incompatible with courses required for aimost any
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secondary field, which is amazingly inconvenient for those of us without “semesters off.”
'2. Phases |l & illa are impossible to pursue part-time, which makes this chnice of major difficuit
or impossible for people with jobs or children. (This doesn't affect me, but it does affect a friend
ofmineinasimilareimumstanco, who is ot enrolled inEdﬂmismeéterandthmmn’t
surveyed.)
3. There is not enough individual responsiveness. Each exception must prove "extreme®
circumstances and consult with the Associate Dean. Advisors aren't experts in anything but
Phase, usually at a level or in a subject different from that of the student. Cohoit leaders are often
experts in neither the Phase program nor the subject area or level of their students. No wender
evelyone seems unhappy or confused.”

Fall, 1993 Phase 1!

Only one Phase [ cohort, compnsmg four 'hardshxp cases® assigned to WCTL-L, was scheduled
for the Fall 1993 semester.

Fall, 1833 Phase lii

The Phase llla cumiculum was divided into two components, General Pedagogy and Specific’
Pedagogy, each with its own discrete instructional staff and syllabus. Although the survey form had not
baen desigrad to collect separate data for each compenent, nearly haif of the respondents reported
separate scores for General and Specific Pedagogy on several of the scaled tems. All reeponses which
spacified a component were classified separately as General or Specific; all scores which did not specify
a component were treated as General, and were not included among the scores for Specific Pedagogy.
Greater caution should be used in interpreting the results for General Pedagogy, in view of the likelihood
that they include a substantial responses which represent students’ efforts to assign a single score to what
was clearly perceived as two distinct expetiences.

Students in this group submilted extensive responses to open-ended questions associated with
scaled items. In these statements, they distinguished scrupulously between General and Specific
Pedagogy activities, to such an extent that their remarks included frequent references to individual
instructo’s and content areas. All comments which might be construed as relevant to evaluation of the
work of a particular faculty membaer, rather than to the program as a whole, have been suppressed in this
repoit. '

Two further factors restrict the validity of survey data as regards efforts to evaluate the
effectiveness of the Phase llla program in particuiar. As the written commant~ make clear, students oftan
found it impossible to focus narowly on their axperierices in last Fall's courses, responding instead in
general terms, taking into account expetiences which had occurred during eariier phases. Most of the
students had been members of the first cohorts to pass through each phase of the new undergraduate
program, and their reactions to the inevitable trial-and-error character of their training over a period of
three years strongly colored their responses to questions intended to focus on their experiences in Phase
lila. Among the additional comments appended by students to their survey forms one encounters
statements like, " am not a guinea pig.”

Furthermore, this survey, conducted during the final two weeks of instruction, is liable to the same
amray of distorting factors to which the familiar course evaluation surveys are prone. Both students and
instructors are typicaily under greater stress during this period than at other times. This stress nct unly
affacts social interaction, but also has a tendency to emerge as a factor In measurements of perceived
affectiveness of instruction. While students were eager to participate in the survey, they also reported
feeling greet stress, fatigue, and anxiety, not merely over Phase llia activities, but over the whole range
of academic experienices and the exigencias of social life as the winter solstice approached. [t seems
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_ possible, at least, that many respondents, if given a chance to edit the copy they submitted last month,
would change it in ways that might give us a mcre accurate picture of their considered- experience in the
course, and in the program as a whole.

Demographic Characteristics

The profie of students in Phase llla follows. Seventy-one percent are female, 91% are Caucasian,
the median age is 22-23. Although some 18% of the 55 students surveyed in Phase [ll were maried, only
8% reported that dependents were presently living with them. A large majority of participants meat the
profile of the “traditional® college student.

Students had completed an estimated median of 47 hours in education, 62 hours outside
education, and a total of 114 total hours, estimated separately by students. Nearly half (47%) of these
students had transferred from a communily coliege or other college or university. No raspondents
_ Indicated that they had already eamed a bachelor's degree or higher. ‘

- ‘Alarge majority of the students were preparing for early childhood and elemantary education with
no more than 1% preparing for teaching at grade seven or above. N

Sex

Frequency Percent
Female 39 70.9
Male 16 29.1

Total 55 100.0
Frequency ‘

Female 39
Male 16

0 8 16 24 32 40
Histogram frequency
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Ethnlc Group or Race

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Black - 1 1.8 1.9 1.9
Hispanic 1 1.8 1.9 3.7
Native American 0 0.0 0.0 3.7
Asian American 1 1.8 1.9 5.6
Caucasian 50 80.9 92.6 98.1
Other 1 1.8 1.9 100.0
Missing 1 1.8

Total 55  100.0 100.0

Frequency

Black 1 |m
Hispanic 1

Native American O
Asian American 1 |n
Caucasian 50

- ‘" -}
Other 1 im ~
EE P ) ) R S I
0 10 20 30 40 50
Histogram frequency
Age Group

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

i8-19 0o - 0.0 0.0 0.0
20-21 19 34.5 34.5 34.5
22-23 25 - 45.5 45.5 80.0
24-29 7 12.7 12.7 92.7
30-39 3 5.5 5.5 8.2
40 or over 1 1.8 1.8 100.0
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
18-19 0
20-21 19 | e ——————
22-23 g [ ———————
24-29 7 | e——— .
30-39 3 | nemm——
40 or over 1 |
......... S S (Y P |
0 5 10 15 20 25

Histogram frequency
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Maritsl Status

Cumulative
. Frequency Percent Percent
Single 45 81.8 81.8
Married 10 18.2 100.0
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Single 18 l
Married
......... E.........I.........I.........I.........I

Histogram frequency

Dependents living with you?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent. Percent
Yes 5 9.1 9.1
‘ No 50 9L.9 . 100.0
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Yes 5

No 50

0 10 20 30 40 50
Histogram frequency

Transfer Status
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Completed all credit at UW 25 52.7 52.7
Transferred from comm. coll. 17 30.9 83.6
Transferred from another coll. 6 10.9 94.5
Other . 3 5.5 100.0
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Compl all credit at UW 29 | U I
Tranf. from comm. coll. 17 R
Tranf. from another coll. 6 |sesmgs
Other 3 |emam
..... RS (D S |
0 10 20 30

Histogram frequency
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Credit Hours Outside Education

Valid Cumulative
Hours Frequency Percent Percent. Percent

11-20 1 1.8 4.8 4.8
21-30 1 1.8 4.8 9.5
31-40 1 1.8 4.8 14.3
41-50 1 1.8 4.8 19.0
51-60 5 9.1 23.8 42.8
61-70 6 10.9 28.6 71.4
71-80 1 1.8 4.8 76.2
81-90 3 5.4 14.3 95.2
91-100 0 0.0 0.0 95.2
101-110 0 .0 0.0 96.2
111-120 1 1.8 4.8 100.0
Missing 34 61.8 .
Total 55 100.0 100.0

Hours Freqdency

11-20 1 ' .
21-30 1 |
3:-40 ; ——
41-50 [rr—
51-60 S | e ———C——
61-70 (15 B R
71-80 —
81-90 3 | m————
91-100 0
101-110 0
111-120 1 |
I....cveee ) P ) ) I

o
N
a
=)
©

Histogram frequency
Mean=64.0 Std Dev=21.6 Min=20 Median=62 Max=120
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Credit Hours in Education

21-30
31-40

41-50 -

51-60
61-70
71-80
81-90
91-100
Missing

Total
Hours
21-30

31-40 .

41-50
51-60
61-70
71-80
81-90
91-100

Valid Cumulative
Hours Frequency Percent Percent Percent

1 1.8 4.8 4.8

6 10.9 28.6 33.3

4 7.8 19.0 52.4

7 12.7 33.3 85.7

2 3.6 9.5 . 95.2

0 0.0 0.0 95.2

0 0.0 0.0 95.2

1 1.8 4.8 100.0
34 61.8
55 100.0 100.0

Count
1| c—
0 | ——
4 | esesssssse——
T ———
2 | —
0 .
4]
1 | —
) PSPPIV R, ) PR I
0 2 4 6

Histogram frequency
Mean=50.9 Std Dev=7.2 Min=23 Median=47 Max=97
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Total Credit Hours

81-90 2
91-100 1
101-110 12
111-120 10
121-130 9
131-140 1
141-150 2
Missing 18
TJotal 55
Hours Count
81-390 2
91-100 1
101-110 12
111-120 - 10
121-130 9
131-140 1
141-150 2
I
0

Mean=114.8 Std Dev=15.4 Min=85 Median=114 Max=147

3.
1.
21.
18,
16.

NOChRNOOD

Valid Cumulative
Hours Frequency FPercent Percent Percent

5.4 5

2.7 8
32.4 40
27.0 67
24.3 N

2.7 94

5.4 100
100.0

4 8
Histogram frequency

ocovon=n

Highest Degree Held

Frequericy Percent Percent Percent

- None 48 87.3 92.3 92.3
AA 4 7.3 7.7 100.0
Missing 3 5.5
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency _
2Rne 48 1
P f—
......... ) S
0 10 - 20

Histogram frequency
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Major

Valid Cumulative

Major Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Art Education 1 1.8 7.1 7.1
Elementary Educ 8 14.5 57.1 64.3
Forest Technology 1 1.8 7.1 -71.4
Information Prccessing 1 1.8 71 78.6
Secondary English 2 3.6 14.3 92.8
Secondary Soc. Stud. 1 1.8 7.1 100.0
. Missing 41 74.5
Total 65 100.0 100.0

Principal Area of Concentration

Area Frequency Percent
Early Childhood 13 23.6
Social Science 10 18.2
English 7 12.7
Foreign Language 5 9.1
Elementary 5 9.1
Math 4 7.3
Science 3 5.4
Arts 3 5.4
Appl Sci. & Tech. 2 3.6
Library Science 1 1.8
Physical Education 1 1.8
Special Education 1 1.8

Total ) 55 100.0
Area Frequency
Early Childhood 13 | msreess————
Social Science 10 | pe———c———
-English [ [——
Foreign Language LR P —
Elementar‘y 5 [
Math 4 | soesmems
Science K e—
Arts ki [——
Appl Sci. & Tech. PR f—
Liprary Science 1 |
Physical Education 1 |pg
Special Education 1 |oa

A I......... ) P | G 1
0 5 10 15

Histogram frequency
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Preparation Level

Frequency Percent

Pre-K, Kindergarten 26 47.3
Primary (grades 1-3) 41 74.5
Intermediate (grades 4-6) 35 63.6
Middle school (grades 5-8) 18 32.7
Jr. High (grades 7-9) 7 i2.7
High school (grades 9-12) 6 10.9
Total 55
Pre-K, Kindergarten 26 | Eee————eE

Primary (grades 1-3)

49
Intermediate (grades 4-6) 35 | G — e ——CE—
Middle school (grades 5-8) 18 | wesresssssssssmssm

Jr. High (grades 7-9) [ [
- High school (grades 9-12) 6 |y I I I ;
Loeeeees SRR phreeee garereee 1

Bar chart frequency




Scsaled ltems

1. _Fleld experiences have bsen particularly valuable to me this semester.
General Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 1.8 2.0 2.0
.Disagree 4 7.3 7.8 9.8
Undecided 2 3.6 3.9 13.7
Agree 14 25.5 27.5 41.2
Strongly Agree 30 B54.5 68.8 100.0
Missing 4 7.3

Total 55 100.0 100.0

Frequency

Strongly Disagree 1 |
Disagree
Undecided 2
Agree 14
Strongly Agree 30

o 6 12 18 24 80
Histogram frequency

Specific Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 1.8 4.0 4.0
Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 4.0
Undecided 1 1.8 4.0 8.0
Agree 7 12.7 28.0 36.0
Strongly Agree 16 29 .1 64.0 100.0
Missing 30 54.5

Total 55 100.0 100.0-

Frequency

Strongly Disagree 1 |mm
Disagree 0
Undecided 1
Agree 7
Strongly Agree 16

Histogram frequency
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2. | have had especislly unrewarding experlences in my fleld experience this
semester. : '

Ganeral Mothods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 26 47.3 51.0 51.0
Disagree 17 30.9 33.3 84.3
Undecided 1 1.8 2.0 86.3
Agree 4 7.3 7.8 94 .1
Strongly Agree 3 5.5 5.9 100.0
Missing 4 7.8
Total 55 100.0 106.0
Frequency

Strongly Disagree 26
Disagree 17

Undecided 1 imm
29"981 4 | ere—
trongly Agree k< ) [—
..... ....‘I.......lII........-I.........I..-.......I
0 6 12 18 24 30

Histogram frequency

Specific Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1" 20.0 45.8 45.8
Disagree 8 14.5 33.3 79.2
Undecided 1 1.8 4.2 83.3
Agree 2 3.6 8.3 91.7
Strongly Agree 2 3.6 8.3 100.0
Missing : 31 56.4
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency

Strongly Disagree 11
Disagree 8

Undecided 1 |emp

Agree 2 | pusm—

Strongly Agree 2 | I I I
Loveee R SRR Leveees il

Histogram frequency

Activities in the CTLs were valuable to virtually all students, both in General and in Specific
Pedagogy. Like the Phase | respondents, students in General Pedagogy appear to have interpreted [tem
2 as a simple inversion of item 1.. Respondents addressing their experiences in Specific Pedagogy in
particular, however, made a distinction between their overall assessment of CTL activities, which only two
respondents identified as lacking value in any degree, and their satisfaction with particular activities
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considered separately.

Forty-seven (85%) of the fiity-five respondents submitted strongly positive written responses to
open-ended question 1 regarding "particularly valuable® activities in the CTL. All students who continued
their studies in Education up to this point greatly enjoyed being in schools. Suggestions for improving
the quality of training done in the CTLs clustered tightly around factors presently beyond the control of
CTL personnel, with the exception of some mild criticism of those activities most nearly resembling
instruction on campus. As one student wrote, “Some of the school’'s after school workshops were
valuabie, but | got.the most out of just teaching."

One respondent found CTL activities a useful complement to instruction received on campus,
citing the value she had found in "experiencing things in the classroom that we've been leaming at the
University." Hers was the only such comment. Widespread criticism focused on the nature and exlent
of CTL activities required by UW faculty. In reporting the effectiveness of their experiences with public
school personnel and pupils, students often condemned what they perceived as a disjuncture betwaen
campus and CTL activities. .They felt that the assighments intended to infortn their cbseivations on site

“rarely enhanced their experiences, and frequently interfered with them:

'Ithunkmshoudspmdmomumolntmﬁddandlossoneampus | leamed $o much more at
my school.”

*Any time in the classroom seems to be valuable to me. The time spent teaching and working
with a mentor is of much more value than theory & ‘busy work’ assigned on campus.”

" onjoyed constructing my own lesson & teaching it. Although averyone got their isaming cycle
back & were asked to redo them & tum them in a month later, [one specific methods] dept. did
not want the comeciions back bafore we taught the lesson. This tells mothattrnydidn'twe if
we taught it effectively, they just wanted it for a grade."

"if it were not for my CTL schodl, | would have golten no education this samester. . . "

"CTL experiences have been the ‘saving grace’ of the program. Thoy are the only iime I've feit
| was getting necessary, mlevant instruction.”

" leam so much more when | am in the schools. 1t is difficult to say which is most valuable. |
would say that being with the kids, getting to know them, and teaching is very valuable. One way
for improvement would be to either increase the number oftimes there or make less mquments
for 3 days."

"The time in the schools is wheiu | leamed the most about teaching. The work foad can't be so
much, if we are supposed to be leaming from our mentor teacher. The time in the public schools
has been well spent, bui too many demands have been put on us."

*The lessons have been most valuable to me. Don't have so much nonsense work required. [t's
just busy work that we feel we don't get anything out of."

"All experiences in the school have been rewarding. ! must add, however, that the positive

leaming experience came from the students and mentor teachers, not so much the assignments

we had to accomplish for profs on campus. Many of their assignments have been out of touch
with reality.”

"When in my CTL, | have leamed a lot about the real world of teaching, and it dogs not coirclate
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at all with what we jeam while on campus. This needs to be changed drastically on the part of
the UW faculty. My experience has been much more rewarding and valuable in the CTL.®

This pattern of criticism, which emerged somewhat unexpectedly in response to a question calling
for the identification of valuable CTL experiences, and suggestions for improving them, was axtended and
intensifiod in responses to the second open-ended question, *if you have had any unrewarding

. experiences in a CTL, what were they? Could such experiences be avoided or amaeliorated in the future?"

" loved being at the CTL, but | felt like | was too stressed with my campus studies and this
interfored with my teaching. Plus, a lesson that my mentor teacher told e to teach my campus
teacher statod was for a lower level class. | had to upgrade the lesson, and it flopped. [f it wasn't
for my mentor teacher, | would have never made it through this program.” - '

*The only unrewarding experience in the CTL is the fact of the work load aexpected from some

specific methods classes. My experience in the CTL was not as meaningful because of trying to
find time to do all the work."

"None, except that because of the lengthy requirements from campus [instructors], our mentor
toachers get their toes stepped on a lot." '

*Radoing a ... lesson was especially unrewarding, & [it] was not necessary for iy [Specific
Methods] teacher to make me redo it in my public school.”

""We had too much work assigned to us while we were there, from specific methods. The types
of lessons that the specific methods teachers wantad us to teach were unrealistic.” '

" didn't like the nonsense work that was required of me from a few of the specific pedagogy
instructors. | feel there wasn't enough time allowed Iin order to finish everything. Instead, | was
running around trying to get little things done when | could have been in the classroom cbserving
or teaching." .
*Too many of the assignments, especially those in specific methods, interfere with my being in the
classroom. | have been unable to work with my mentor teacher as much as | would have liked
to. One visit over, | spent so much time pulling students out of class to interview them that | didn't
get to do any teaching.” ,

*The only unrewarding thing [in our CTL visits] is all of the BUSY WORK the jerks in specific
‘methods give us to doi”

"The only problem | had was trying to complete busy work the idiot specific [methods] teachars
gaveustodo...."

*The real answer for [this item] is that | loved spending time in my classroom and with my mentor
teacher. She keeps me in the program and still wanting to teach, [in spite of aextremely
discouraging experiences on campus, in classes cluttered with busywork assignments, as
explained in response to item 4].

*"CTL was my escape from methods. | have had only positive experiences in my CTL. If it wasn't
for CTL, | would have dropped out of the program.”

Students in Phase llla feit strongly that comraunication between UW faculty and CTL personnei,
particularly mentor teachers, stood in great need of improvement. This theme emerged in comments to
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questions 1 and 2, and persisted in responses to questions throughout the survey. Students ascribed a
wide range of prcblems to what they perceived as inadequate ccoperation, both among UW instructors
and between campus and schoo! officials, in the planning, implementation, and evaluation of lesaming
. activities in their course: ,

- " think that the actual teaching in the schools was valuable. One way to improve that is to have
the instructors communicate. If the UW instructors & the CTL teachers would get togsther and
explain what is going on, it would be helpful.”

*The hands-on experience in a classroom is the best way for us to leam how to teach, in my
opinion. That is why | support the program. To improve this, we should give all of our outcomes
to our mentor teachers at the beginning of the semester so they know what they're agreeing to,
rather than just saying they'll work with us."

" did not enjoy going there with lesson plans that | was supposed to teach and had agreed to
teach during my last visit, and finding out that the class had already covered my material the week
before bacause they had wotked ahead. it made me lock unprepared. This lack of
communication could be bridged if we knew exactly what we were doing from day one, and the
CTL teachers knew gveivthing their commitment implies when they agree to do it"

*The most unrewarding expesience is trying to please my mentor teacher & also all the professors
on campus. The pressure on myseif isn't fair, & neither is teaching something unrelated to
anything for the [CTL classroom] students.”

“The major problems were the amount of time allctted to plan lessons on campus & how to
communicate the major changes that were forced to be made to lessons on campus to the
mentor teachers who need o plan these things for us into their days. Time was a huge factor-not
enough time for us to meet requirements & mentors to still meet their duties.”

*More coordination in planning, Mentor Teacher with UW faculty”

*"[Especially valuable activities included] Planning & teaching lessons, reflecting on the lessons
& getting feedback for improvement as wall as feedback for the positive paits of the lessons from
mentor teachars. :

improvement: Specific instructors work more closely w/ mentor in developing lessons.”

“Basically, | found that my mentor teacher was not as well informed as we both would have liked.
| think more communication betweer: the CTL and UW. is needed.”

"My mentor is unhappy with this program’s demands & tells me she will not participate again.
That's unfortunate, because she's one of the best teachers I've ever seen.”

*The communication betwesn UW and the public schools was very limited. Tha College of Ed
needs to have more clearly defined goals."

" think that the UW teachers need to talk to each other. There was & is some confusion as to
what we are doing in the classroom (field). | had one teacher who thought it would be nice if |
taught but did not know how | would be able to get all the other things done. You shiculd have
all the observations & such done in Phases | & i, and keep [Phase] ill for teaching."

in general, Phase llla students feit that the training they had received in their mentor \.achors’
schools had been so valuable that they wished the UW faculty members responsible for assessing their
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achievement had known more about it. Although none employed the termn, many seemod to believe that
their performance in classroom seitings constituted occasions for valikd authentic assessment. One
respondent phrased it this way:

*The actual teaching was the best thing the coilege could have done. There should be more
evaluations required of on-campus teachers as well as mentor teachers about the student.”

Students in Cycle A wera weli aware that changes would occur in the structure of the Phase

program, in part as a consequence of their expariences in it. Among the changes they recommended,
issues related fo travel and scheduling received a high priority:

"Last year in Phasa [I, | and some others had to live in motels for the four weeks. The financial
obligations were temrible. The time in the public school was great. Travel, Hoysing, and money
need to be worked out better in the future.”

"My two mentor teachers have been wonderful, and have heiped me in every way possible.
Working in various grade levels has helped me decide where | want to be. The month-long stay
in Phase il [last spring] was great, but we needed help with finances.”

"All CTL experiences are good except for the fact that we show up, teachSdays,andloave it
is hard to find any continuity.”

*.. . Not enough time to get the real benefit of an assignment because another cne had to be
done. Too much to do in 3 days."

"1 think going to the public schools is very valuable. The only recomméndation for Phase ill would
be to not have such a long break in the time periods. For example, make it like Phase I."

"Teaching. itself has been very valuable. A lot of the teachers at my school . . . really went out of
their way to work with me. | just wish the time would have baen more centralized. Get rid of
overy 1/3 [third] week-it's a waste."

" love working with the children and the teachers. The drives to the CTLs are long. | feal that the
farther you have to travel, then the more credits you should get."

"1 have found that obsexving, assisting, and teaching lessuns have been very valuable experiences
for me. Improvements would include fewer academic demands placed on the students while on
site, and fewer trips to the CTLs which would last longer. (Those of us traveling long distances
have NOT enjoyed itl)*

" have had an experience in a CTL, but | do not know if | would call it unrewarding. ! am an
athlete who is in season. When | go to my CTL, | am only able to go for half a day. This is hard
cn me because I'm not always able to finish my required schoolwo.k, and it's difficult on me and
the students when I'm only there for half a day."

*The work load is way too much. Give people the option to take these classes part -time, or at
least offer methods in the summer schedule.”

A number of one-of-a-kind difficuliies were cited. One student reported a stifling experience with
an authoritarian mentor teacher; another suffered through a tying day with a substitute teacher, in the
absence of the mentor. Although most students who commented on CTL activities outside the classroom
found them swiprising and enlightening, one respondent "did not enjoy attending PTO functions or staff
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meetings because | had a lot of planning, reading & writing to do. These took away from what | feit were
priorities." Two students mentioned problems which they thought could be remedied through curriculum
changes onh campus:

" have had a very hard time developing a well organized, easily followed lesson plan for my grade
level. This has caused me to feel very unsuccessful in the classroom, so | would suggest having

a formal class on lessan planning in Phase | to give students an idea of how to preperly prepare
to teach.” :

" am in a .niddle schnol classroom in the CTL, and this is not at all convenient when trying to
work with the UW facully during Phase llla. The reason this is, is that the specific methods
classes are focused solely on an elementary classroom. Somathing must be changed! Either

- do not allow UW students to be in a middle school classroom, or adapt to those students who
are in those classrooms.”
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3. On-campus education coursework has been particularly valuable to me this
semester.

General Msthods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 10 18.2 19.6 19.6
Disagree . 18 -32.7 35.3 54.9
Undecided 6 10.9 11.8 66.7
Agree 16 29.1 31.4 88.0
Strongly Agree 1 1.8 2.0 100.0
Missing 4 7.3
Total 55 100.0 100.0.
Frequency

Strongly Disagres 10 ____
Disagree 18

Undecided 6 | —eeese—

Agree 16 | ————————————

Strongly Agree 1 |
Tooeaoas.. I......... Ieieeonncs ) ) I
0 4 8 12 16 20

Histogram frequency

Specific Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 13 23.6 38.2 38.2
Disagree 7 12.7 20.6 - 58.8
Undecided 1 1.8 2.9 61.8
Agree ' 8 14.5 23.5 85.3
Strongly Agree 5 9.1 14.7 100.0
Missing 21 38.2 .
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Strongly Disagree 13 | pueese——c—
Disagree 7 | ere—
Undecided 1 |mm
Agree 8 | e — '
Strongly Agree 5
......... f.........I.........I.........I
0 4 8 12 16

Histogram frequency
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4. | have had especlily unrewarding experiences in the campus-basad component
of my program thie semester.

General Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 3 5.5 6.0 6.0
Disagree 11 20.0 22.0 28.0
Undecided 11 20.0 22.0 50.0
Agree 14 25.5 28.0 78.0
Strongly Agree 11 20.0 22.0 100.0
Missing 5 9.1
Total 55  100.0  100.0
Frequency

Strongly Disagree 3 |ponessmm

Disagree 1

Undecided M ————————
Agree 14
Strongly Agree 1

Histogram frequency

Specific Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 4 7.3 11.1 1.1
Disagree 10 18.2 27.8 38.9
Undecided 0 0.0 0.0 38.9
Agree 9 16.4 25.0 63.9
Strongly Agree 13 23.6 36.1 100.0
Missing 19 34.5
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Strongly Disagree 4 |pawesrsssses
Disagree ]
Undecided
Agree 9 | e —
Strongly Agree 13 | e ————
......... S i (|
0 4 8 12 16

Histogram frequency

All distributions except that for Item 4 exhibit a striking bimodality. On Item 4, a majority of
respondents may have had unrewarding experiences in the campus components of Phase llla.

Among the twenty-odd students who distinguished between their experiences in General and
Specific Pedagogy and reported scores reflecting only their evaluation of their leaming in Specific
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Methods, only one registered an "Undecided" opinion. The division of opinion ran about 60% in support
of a proposition that unrewarding experiences had predominated in on-campus work.

Further analysis of the data is required. Responses on the related open-ended questions suggest
that the experiences of Elementary Education majors in Specific Methods were so radically different from
the experiences of students in more conventional content-area courses that, for purposes of these
questions, at least, the two groups constituted separate populations.

Students in traditional content-area programs submitted such comments as these:

'The Specific Pedagogy has been very valuable to me, and my only suggestion is, 'Don't let
Louise Jackson leave the university.’ Also, some presentations have been very helpful, [e.g..]
guest speakers.”

"The Specifics English class . . . [has been most valuable to me]. | suggest in Phase llia that
emphasis be on Specifics, and not on General."

"My Social Studies/Secondary class has been fabulous. QOur professor has mtrodueed us to so
many interesting ideas | cannot wait to try them.”

Some students in Elementary Education aiso found their Specific Methods activities valuable, and
although they were aware that their experiences were not typical, they made a point of putting in a good
word for them:

*As much as everyone moans about Specific Pedagogy, | really like the ideas they're trying to get
across in education. They focus on education for the future. The down side is that we are the
first students to go through the program, and at times it has besn quite unorganized. But i feel
that once the kinks get worked out, the program will be very beneficial and efficient.”

Secondary Education majors tended to make invidious comparisons between the instruction they
received in their specific content areas, and the activities of their General Pedagogy cohotts:

*Sometimes | felt like | wasn't geiting anything out of General Methods; | was only them. to fili a
seat. More emphasis was put on the Elementary level, and it made me feel like Secondary wasn't
important. if General Methods was incorporated into Specific, it would be more beneficial.”

"1 think the ... General Methods class was a waste. This might be different if we had leamed
anything — | think the general methods might be taught better if taught by the perscn who was
communicating with your CTL teacher; as it is, my General Methods teacher has no clue what is
happening in the fieid. This could simply be a lack of communication.”

*Specific Methods [were especially valuable for me]. Since | am specializing in one subject, | see
really no need to have a separate [general] methods course. | think if there is a combination of
General Methods incorporated into my specialty, it would be more beneficial.”

Such proposals for restructuring would have little appeal to Elementaty Education majors, based
on their experience in Cycle A's Phase lila:

*General Ped. was valuable to me. It correlated well with what we did in our CTLs. Specific was
horrible. We didn't know what was due or when or how to do it.”

"1 have really enjoyed the General Pedagogy class for Phase llla. It has given me some stability,
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along with a little bit of routine, which 1 find very necessary when everything else is constantly
changing. Maybe by doing this, creating a routine within each Phasas, it would make it easier for
students to accomplish the required tasks w/ minimal stress."

“The only place where | have leamed in Laramie is in my General Methods class. Other than that,
this semiester has been a huge waste of money to me. | feel very cheated cut of an education.
Specific Methods needs to be more flexible to what car actually be done in the CTLs. They also
need to teil the students what is expected of them ahead of time, so we can do a decent job when
we tum in assignments. The way it is now, we rush just so we can tum something in.”

"t is very difficult to discuss particular experiences that were unrewarding, but it would not be out
of line to say ‘the semester.’ As | said befora, the only place | leamed anything was h my
Generz: Methods class. Things that could be changed are the Sp. Methods teachers being more
prepared, giving assignments that can actually be used in the CTL—and used effectively.”

Comments on ltems 3 and 4 filled over eight single-spaced typed pages, printed in a smali font.
Much of this data addressed the shortcomings of the first cycle of Specific Methods instruction. A few
specimens represent suggest both the content and the tone of these remarks: '

*The most frustrating part of campus experiences was working with 7 instructors who could not

even agree on the basics—goals, objectives, concepts, etc. We looked to these people for:
guidance & suggestions, & all that we got was confusion & negative comments. These instructors

need to realize that we are not working w/ only them as one person, but 6 other of their

colleagues & mentor teachers, who all have different opinions.

Suggestions: A smaller "group of instructors, 3-4 maximum, to guide inst for all arcas of
curriculum-—not 7 who believe that their area is the most important & naeds the most time spent.”

"1 feal that | have leamed nothing from my Specific Pedagogy classes this semester. We have
been told to just tum in werk because we didn’t have time to do our best; then, when we get our
work back, they teil us that we aren’t doing good enough work. Our group has been cailed the
'‘Guinea Pig’ group several times. | have been told that this program isn’t working, but that it won't
change for us because we are the first group through t."

*Only have 3, at most, people to answer to! Communication between instructors must be clear

before axplanation of tasks to us. More positive feedback is needed—some of us are now lacking
.in seif-estean. —Practice what you preachl!!! The professors need to go to the communities, not

Laramie, & see how each works. They are out of touch.”

"The most unrewarding experience in all of my college career has been the Specific Methods
instructors. The university needs to hire positive role models that provide encouragement to their
students. These ‘instructors teach in a way that they would not want modeled: ‘Do as | say, not
as | do' method."

Not ail respondents made distinctions among better and worse experiences in Phase llia:

*No on-campus activities have been valuable.”

" have not found any on-campus activities to be valuable. Specific Methods teachers have many
outcomes, but do not know how, of agree on how, they will be met."

" know that the'e have been many things of value, but have been so disgusted with the
disorganization on this end that | am unable to think of any, specifically, at this ime.”
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" have found very few activities rewarding or valuable this semester. The expetiences with most

of the Specific Methods teachers were homible. | do not feel ready to teach certain subjects
because of this."

*This whole semester has been extremely unrewarding. | don't feel as though I've leamed a thing

from my Specific Mathods teachers. | feei unqualified to teach, and cheated out of a quality
education.”

*The professors (all but 1) in Phase llla have made this a living hell. They cannot werk fogether,
come to any group conclusions, nor do they show consistency in their actions. If the students

are not their top priority, they should not be here. | have been cheated out of an entire semester's
education." 1

~ "Nona. | have been ccnfused and frustrated throughout this entire Phase. | would recommend

putting one person in charge, instead of having all the teachers have a power struggle over whose
topic is most iimpottant.”

" folt so overwhelmed and frustrated this semastsr. | hisiped pian the Phase program. | feit this
semester was going to go much better than it really did. The things that were expected of us
were crazy. This has been my worst-and a lot of [my classmates’] worst-semester. The
organization really needs to improve."




5. My on-campus work was well coordinated with my experiances In the fleld.

General Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 7 12.7 14.0 14.0
Disagree 21 38.2 42.0 56.0
Undecided 9 16.4 18.0 74.0
Agree - 11 20.0 22.0 96.0
Strongly Agree 2 3.6 4.0 100.0
Missing 5 9.1
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Strongly Disagree 7 | eeese—
Disagree ) R [ ——————SEE S
Undecided 9 | e eee— ~ ‘
Agree 11 | ——
Strongly Agree PR —
......... ) (PSR S [ R |
0 5 10 15 20 25

Histogram frequency

Specific Methods

- Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 8 14.5 24.2 24.2
Disagree 8 14.5 24.2 48.5
Undecided 3 5.5 9.1 67.6
Agree 13 23.6 39.4 97.0
Strongly Agree 1 1.8 3.0 100.0
Missing - 22 40.0
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Strongly Disagree 38 |pesseeses——
Disagree R ———
tUndecided 3 RSN
ggree 1v A 1:13 -]
trongly Agree
?? ....... ) ) ) ) S I
0 4 8 12 16 20

Histogram frequency

The bimodal distributions on these questions are what one weuld expect, in light of the
respondents’ enthusiasm for their field experience, and their decidedly mixed reactions to their work in
- the on-campus components of Phase Illa. As many as 14 among the Specific Pedagogy subset of
volunteers—over 40 parcent of the respondents on this question—affirmed that their work had been well
coordinated. Written comments suggest that these respondents were drawn principally from the
population in departmentalized Spacific Mathods classes, as the following remarks suggest:
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*Specifics was very well coordinated w/ my mentor teacher, but in Gensral Pedagogy, we were
asked to do things that my mentor teacher had never heard of.”

“IN GENERAL METHODS, NO! LEAVE COORDINATION OF FIELD ACTIVITIES TO SPECIFIC
METHODS IN PHASE Ill.

"General Pedagogy was a waste of time. Much work was repetitive of Phase li. We leamed very
littie in Specifics, but what we did leam we were allowed to practice in the field. Take what is
salvageable from General and incorporate it into Specifics.”

*Specific was really rewarding, because it had a focus, it was organized, and it had meaning.”

Among students enrolled in the Uniﬁod Specific Methods program, however, General Pedagogy

workad vary well for some:

" have especially found the General part has coordinated well w/ experiences in the field."

*General Pad. was well coordinated, but Specific had nothing to do with our CTL experiences. .

"n General Pedagogy, yes, but in Specific, definitely NOT! There was very little coordination, [a
circumstance] which could have been avoided by clearer expectations from our professors and
more communication batween the CTL teachers & UW staff.”

"General Ped. experiences ware wonderfully coord. in the field! This is clearly the [result] of hard
work from instructors both on campus and in the field. Specific is quite the opposite-| have (and
many other students have also) done 2 times the work expected this semester. Each time | write
a lesson, | wiite two: one to meet the requirements of the inflaxible instructors on campus; the
other is the lesson that | actually use to teach in the field."

Most respondents, regardiess of their areas of concentration, found that coordination of activities

was a feature of instruction which required more attention in Phase llia:

"What we leamed on campus was valuable, but was taught too late for using the info. effectivety
in the CTLs. Everything was about 2 wks late on being taught.”

*The off-campus work can not be coordinated with the CTL. The on-campus expectations can't
be applied in the classroom.”

"No, it was ali just busy work. The Specific teachers would even come right out and say, You
won't use this in a regular classroom, but we wiil have you do it anyway'i!!"

"Not at all. The ‘cocrdination’ was nonexistent. Campus instructors appeared entirely
unconcemed whether their activities integrated with our CTL limitations—they wanted their
requirements filled, regardless of whether they were practical.”

Those who offered constructive suggestions placed great emphasis on the value of classroom

experiences in the CTLs, and recommended that UW faculty extend more authority, responsibility, and
courtesy to their mentor-teacher partners:

" don't feel that the Specific teachers even communicated with the teachers in the field. If we
didn't have the cormect information from the field for our Specific teacher, we were wrong. The
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Specific [instructors] forget that [our mentor teachers’ classrooms] were not our classrooms. We
waere asked to teach what the field teacher told us. This was frustiating. Communication nesds
to improve between everyone.” .

"No, the professors here tell us one thing to do, but in reality it is impossible to do in the field.
In ¢ Jler words, it looks good on paper but doesn't work."

*No. Our mentor teachers were upset to have to give us a topic 3 weeks before they taught it
because they didn't know where they'd be in 3 weeks."

*No. | believe that a meeting between Specific Pedagogy and CTL teachers is esserntial. Both
need to realize that both have needs and are human! Instructors on campus could also be the
cohort Izaders, helping to eliminate this miscommunication.”

"Nolll Communications needs to be better. Hire some of the mentor teachers during the sSummer
to help plan Specific. They know what is going on baecause they are there now. The professors
are cut of touch. COMMUNICATION is keyll"

*Spec. Methods teachers need to be able to see us at the CTL schools. | am in an integrated,
multi-aged classroom (3-4) in Cheyenne, where our teachers plan and teach everything together.
My partner (who is also in my campus ciasses) & | received a LOT OF HASSLE for doing the
same lessons & doing them together. THESE TEACHERS NEED TO SEE WHAT ALL OF OUR
SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES ARE." :

*No. Mentors should be rmuch more involved in the coordination of on-ioﬁ-campus work, and

should be more involved in evaluating & assessing Phase students—possibly even awarding final
grades."
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6. The distinctive requlirements of the new undergraduate proqram have made R
nuuvtﬂﬂkuktoﬂhan&olnyeduunknu

General Methods

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 1.8 2.0 2.0
Disagree 12 21.8 23.5 25.5
Uridecided 3 5.5 5.9 31.4 -
Agree 17 30.9 33.3 64.7
Strongly Agree 18 32.7 35.9 100.0
Missing 4 7.3

Total 55 100.0 100.0

Frequency

Strongly Disagree 1
Disagree 12
Undecided
Agree 17
Strongly Agree 18

Histogram frequency

Specific Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0
Disagree 5 9.1 23.8 23.8
Undecided 1 1.8 4.8 28.6
Agree 8 14.5 38.1 66.7
Strongly Agree 7 12.7 33.3 100.0
Missing 34 61.8
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency

Strongly Disagree 0

Disagree 5

Undecided 1

Agree 8

Strongly Agree 7

Histogram frequency

Only one student strongly disagreed with this statement; twelve others disagreed, and three were
undecided. Roughly 70 percent believed that the new program would cost more than the old one did,
and had not yet identified the additional financial resources which would offset the higher costs.

One student reasoned,
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" am lucky that my parents are financing my education. With the amount of work | have been
doing for Phase lli, it would be impossible to hoid a job. | am feeling the crunch with paying for
gas & using my car to drive to Cheyenne this semester. When something like this is required, the
Coliege needs to think about students and their finances. Another problem is the amount of
copies we have had to make. Some of us have spent a hundred dollars, & we are not finished
yet. We have aiready completed one assignment ... in which we had to copy songs for each
grade (between 50-210 songs). Five cents adds up quicklyl Now another asssgnmant is due.
In this collection, we have to hava games & activities. More copying."

The note of sclidarity with classmates evident in the preceding comment is more pronounced
among Cycle A students than it was among the Cycle C group in Phase I. As the program has
progressed, it has uncovered serious financial needs in sore of its students. One wrote, "They haven't
affected me greatly, only the expense of driving back & forth every day. (We have to have a large van
to accommoedate a handicapped son who is an adult. We have to have a van-NCT ECONOMICAL FOR
DRIVINGH)"

The requirements of more advanced Phases can be especially hard on manied students and
parents:

*Yes, greatlyl We have had to pay rent in two places, which ran us $600 a month. We had to
travel 4,000 miles, which takes money for gas & wear and tear on your car. Not including utilities,
.foed, and so on. ... My husband and | have had more stress, wormny, and financial troubles due
to working toward a degree than if we had quit and worked a minimum-wage job. Good thing
we want to become educatorsl” -

*Yes, | have to work to pay part of the family bills. By being in the CTL so much & having
overwhelming amounts of homework, the hours | can work are extremely limited. | received many
scholarships this ysar & still had to take out all the loans | could, so my husband & | could make
it through the year."

*With my wife in the program, it's hard to get out of school in ten years.”

*Yes. We are expected to be out of town, and what if we don't have family or friends to stay with?
I'm married; both my husband and | are in college. This is very hard when we're expected to pay
rent in two different places. Living isn't cheap these daysl”

"We were lucky to be able to stay with people in our site, but | did have to pay for meals, and also
| have paid for someone to stay with my children when | am out of town."

Out-of-state students not only pay higher tuition, but are coften especially hard hit by costs of
lodging away from Laramie:

"Travel, housing, food! I'm not from Wyoming, and | have no relatives here. So | don* have
anyone to stay with or ask for help when I'm out in the field. No one wili rent for 4 weeks. This
has been a major probiem for me. | feel this is where a lot of improvernent needs to come from."
Independent students have similar problems, whether they come from Wyoming or not:

“t is difficuk to find an apartment in Laramie that will allow you to leave in the middle of the

semester. Students can't afford to find a place to live in both cities, yet we often leave for maybe
a whole month and come back."
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Then there are the substantial costs of pursuing an extended degree program, which entails both

further educational expenses and an additional period during which the student suffers a loss of income:

“Yes. Due to the poor planning and unclear nature of this entire program, | was poorly advised
and will not graduate on time. I'd say that is a financial burden—school isn't cheapl! (My
scholarship only covers 4 years.)" ' .

'Duetovuymad*)ising, the new program will cost me an extra semaester in addition to the
expense of visiting my CTL. it is expensiva to pay rent in two places.”

A few Cycle A students, hawngspentmoremantmyhadexpectedto axpressed eoncanovor

moehng upcoming expenses of student teaching:

*The financial requirements of this program are ridiculous. I've put myself so far in debt with
unexpected unannounced expenses that I'm geing to have to work during student teaching.
_ Expenses:

travel

food

housing

lost wages—no way to hold a job, due to the unusual, unreasonable amounts of
time we're not on campus.”

*Obviously, for the first group of Phase students who had no time to prepare, having to maintain
2 residences, attempt to hold a job, pay regular biils & tuition, & travel are things that are a great
financial burden, not to mention a [source of] tremendous undue stress.”

1 feel travel has deplated my savings."

"t is a real worry about finding funds to finance the travel and housing anangements 1 am very
worried about student teaching.”

By no means are ail Phase students directly affected by the degrees of financial hardship attested

to by some of their classmates. Many of those not directly affected are nevertheless troubled by the
circumstances that call forth such extreme sacrifice on the part of peers in their cohorts. Some express
their concem in plain terms:

"Transportation is a killer. Because of a very tight budget, | was not prepared to pay for gas. |
liked it more when the university providad transportation. For Phase |, it made it worse, especially
for those students who had to pay for rent in Laramia, then pay for rent and food wherever they
were staying." [The respondent received an assignment which did not entail this expense.]
*Not really. | know others have had problems."

Others emphatically assert their own ability to “make it" in the new program:

*No. There are loans and extra loan money that is provided due to the nature of travel & housing
in the Phase program. | have had no problems, and | have a family, too."

*Not really. | spend a litle extra money every time | travel to my school, but that is to be
expected.”

"None!"
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Program raquirements of various kinds entailing greater costs, in money and in time, than students
aexpected seem to be the sharpest focal point of a sense of grievance to vshich some have applied the
tem “radical disempowerment" Students were neardy unanimous in their appreciation of the Phase
program’s incorporation of tralining activities in CTL classroocms, but even those who were in a position
to bear the additional expenses associated with travel and who felt no great urgency to complate their
training and enter the work force resented what they interpreted as demands being imposed on them
witheut so much as consultation, let alone consent. Some had become so bilter that they had trouble
focusing on the expliclt tupic of a question bearing squarsly on finances:

"t seoms to me that | fill out one of these evaluations every semester & express my
disappoiniment, but nothing is ever done about it! | am sick of it. As a student paying for my
own education, | have been thoroughly screwed over by the Education College. | feel | have
wasted my money & wish | could transfer. | am doing my best to swear away people at this
university from having anything to do with the Education College or the disgusting Phase
program. | am™not a guicea pig. .

Despite the numerous technical prablems that have been encountered in the course of developing
and implementing the new program, most students believe that it will be far superior to its predacessor
in many ways, once it is up and running smoothly. They also recognize that it will inevitably cost more
than the oid program did. What they have a hard time understanding is why they and their fellow students
are being asked to shouider such a heavy share of the costs of improving the quality of teacher education
in Wyoming.
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7. ! have been given a ciear Idea of the expected outcomes of my coursswork this

- satnester. :

General Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 11 20.0 22.0 22.0
Disagree 14 25.5 28.0 50.0
Undecided 5 9.1 10.0 60.0
Agree 11 20.0 22.0 82.0
Strongly Agree ' 9 16.4 18.0 100.0
Missing 5 9.1
Total 55 160.0 100.0
Frequency

Strongly Disagree 11
Disagree. 14
Undecided . 5
Agree 11
Strongly Agree 9

Histogram frequency

Specific Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 15 27.3 40.5 40.5
Disagree 11 20.0 29.7 70.3
Undecided 1 1.8 2.7 73.0
Agree 7 12.7 18.9 91.9
Strongly Agree 3 5.5 8.1 100.0
Missing 18 32.7
Total 50 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Strongly Disagree 15 |m—————srees———
Disagree R .
Undecided 1 i
Agree 7 | en————m—
Strongly Agree L — . I I
SEETRRRE FARRRRERE SRRERRRE SRR

Histogram frequency
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8. Outcomes for this course were unclear 2 ine.

General Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree . 5 S.1 10.4 10.4
Disagree 13 23.6 27 .1 37.5
Undecided 5 9.1 10.4 - 47.9
Agree 17 30.9 35.4 83.3
Strongly Agree 8 14.5 16.7 100.0
Missing 7 12.7 :

Total 55 100.0 100.0

Frequency

Strongly Disagree
Disagrree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Specific Mathods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 7 12.7 17.5 17.5
Disagree 6 10.9 15.0 32.5
Undecided 1 1.8 2.5 35.0
Agree 15 27.3 37.5 72.5
Strongly Agree 11 20.0 27.5 100.0
Missing 15 27.3 Missing
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Strongly Disagree 7 |msssssocssss
Disagree 6 | ————————
Undecided 1 {mm
Agree 1S | ————————————————ceas
Strongly Agree M | ——————
......... ) P L (P |
0 4 8 12 16

Histogram frequency

The bimodal distribution which emerged on ltems 3 and 4 reappeared here in an equally striking
fashion. Students who made a distinction between General and Specific Pedagogy components of their
coursework were more likely to have had an extreme reaction to their experiences than were those who
reported a single score representing the degree to which course outcomes had been clear to them.
Responses on ltem 8 tended to shift somewhat toward the positive when compared with those on ltem
7, perhaps suggesting that some studonts who felt they had not "been given" clear understanding of the
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expected outcomes believed they had been able to puzzle them out for themselves. One respondent
obseived, "The outcomes were written out, but thera are so many that it becomes overwhelming. We
students were feft to figure out how to meet thése outcomes." Although an unacceptable level of
confusion appears to have prevailad throughout the semester, by December something between 33 and
40 percent feit they had achieved a workable orientation toward their tasks in Phase llla.

Once again, comments on open-ended items plainly show that our survey was reaching two
digtinctly different populations. For some students, General worked well, while Specifiz did not

"General Methods outcomes were reasonable and clear. Specific Methods outcomes &
expectations were a hazy blur."

*Outcomes for General Pedagogy-very clear!

Outcomes for Spacific Pedagogy—-very unclear. it is Novembaer 29, and | still do not know what
is expected to be in my poitfolio.”

For a few others, the opposite was the case:

"n General Pedagogy, we had too many options, and by the end of the semester they were all
jumbled together and we weren't sure what we had to do to meat each outcome.”

Some students reported no problems:
*All outcomes of my coursework have been very clear.”
“The outcomes were given in the beginning, and they were clearly given."
Most of the forty-eight responses indicated general confusion and frustration, however:
"They were often worded unclearly-then no explanation of them was offered later."

*"No. The outcomes are so generally stated that even the designers can't seem to wade through
the ambiguity.” '

Many comments highlighted the extent to which students depended on instructors’ assessments

of their work to clarify their own sense of where they were supposed to be going, and how they would be
able to get there:

"Yes. The outcomes are listed on my syllabus, but | have no idea what they mean. | do hot know
my grades or how they will be broken up yet, & it is December. The teachers are now leaving
it up to us to document the outcomes which they have not completed.”

"No! | feel that communication has been very weak. We have too many instructors to
communicate w/ on coursework, gradas, and their attitudes on subjects.”

*Oniy in General Methods [were outcomes clear]. As far as Specific Methods go, ! still am not
sure what was expected of me at midterms. The instructors say they communicate weil, but they
could not clealy communicate if their lives depended on it! It really would have helped if
assignments could be written up and handed out to us. A regular syllabus would also be helptul.”
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9. Classwork and leaming actlvities have helped me to meet the outcomes of this
course at a level of achlevement acceptable to me.

General Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 7 12.7 14.0 i14.0
Cisagree 8 14.5 16.0 30.0
Undecided ' 12 21.8 24.0 54.0
Agree 19 34.5 38.0 92.0
Strongly Agree 4 7.3 8.0 100.0
Missing , 5 9.1
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Strongly Disagree 7 | ————
Disagree ————
Undecided 12 | peecesce———
Agree 1 | o —— S —
Strongly Agree 4 | oeoesse—"
......... P S (P S |
0 4 8 12 16 20

Histogram frequency

Specific Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 6 10.9 19.4 19.4
Disagree 10 18.2 32.3 51.6
Undecided 3 5.5 9.7 61.3
Agree 10 18.2 32.3 93.5
Strongly Agree 2 3.6 6.5 100.0
Missing 24 43.6
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Strongly Disagree 6 |meesCE———
Disagree QI e———————— o
Undecided 3 | e——————
ggree v A 12 ==
tron ree
iy Agree L | e— E ......... ) ) SN ) I
0 2 4 6 8 10

Histogram frequency

A minority of respondents agreed with this statement. The disappointment was more acute among
those who submitted separate scores for their experiences in Specific Pedagogy, whera the distribution
was marked by a familiar bimodal tendency.

Some students were not merely satisfied with their progress, but pleased, and clearly expressed
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their appraciation of the new program:
*Definitely. The whole Phase program has made me into an overachiever, which is good."
"Yes—| feel as if | have leamed and benefilied a great deal from the program.”

Those who expressed global dissatisfaction tended to focus on Phase lila, rather than ¢n the
program as a whole:

*No. Everything was underexplained. We all were still confused after we had handed them in."

"Not at a level acceptable to me, because | always felt that | was just getting things done to please
the instructors, and not really sticking with my ways and values."

"No. | think that most of the cutcomes have been leamed outside of class with no instruction as
to what was wanted."

A few were so profoundly aiienated by their experiences last fali that they had difficulty
appreciating anything they had achieved in the entire program:

*No--| do nct feel | have benefitted from this program in any way. This is vaty frustrating, since
I'm paying many $'s for an education.”

"No! In talking with students from the old program, i feel they will be beiter prepared to go into
the teaching profession, as far as teaching methods are concemed.”

*No. | feel as though | should attend another teacher ed. program, somewhere else, to get the
education | rightfully deserve.”

A widespread perception that too much had been undertaken in too little time was offered as one
explanation for the frustration which animated many comments: ‘

*There was so much to do and get in, that the instructors themselves couldn’t get everything in.
Some of the activities were helpful, and others weren’t"

"No. There is too much in the short amount of time. If they could do an overview and have us
choose projects that pertain to grade level, area of concentration, or just projects that pertain in
general. . "

"'m not sure yet. | have not had time to study the outcomes in detail because of all the work |
have had to put into assignments. ’'m sure i will find out when | start puiting my porifolic together
this weekend. | feel like all the work | have done this semester has been done half way. There
is just not enough time to do everything our best.

" was not able to do my best on anything this semester. | am constantly running around trying
to get things tumed in before the deadline. As a class, we tried to talk to the Spec. Meth.
teachers about this, and they completely ignored us.”

One student, addressing the common sense of dissatisfaction prevailing among classmates in the
unified methods classes, suggested a means by which the College could aitempt to redress their
grievance:
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*No. | would not want my child to have a teacher who only had the specific methods I've been
. . I've asked to audit Spec. Methods during Pre-Session and Summer

given this semester. .

School to make up for this lack. The classes should be offered to us free of charge.”

19. My achievement has been well-monitored and svaluated by on-campus Inatructors.

Generai Methods

Valid Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 5
Disagree 14
Undecided 14
Agree 14
Strongly Agree 4
Missing 4

Total 55

Frequency

9.1 9.8 9.8
25.5 27.5 37.3
25.5 27.5 64.7
25.5 27.5 92.2

7.3 7.8 100.0

7.3

Strongly Disagree 15 EEEEET—
4

Disagree

Undecided 14 | e ————————
ggree 14 | e ————
trongly Agree 4
yagree % | e—— ! ......... I...... weeloasnngassl
0 4 8 - 12 16

Spaocific Methods

Histogram frequency

Valid Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 7 12.7 20.6 20.6
Disagree 12 21.8 35.3 55.9
Undecided 4 7.3 11.8 67.6
Agree 9 16.4  26.5 94.1
Strongly Agree 2 3.6 5.9 100.0
Missing 21 38.2
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Strongly Disagree 7 |msennsssssssset
Disagree 12 | pee—————
Undecided 4 | poeseseses
égr‘ee A 9 | e ss———CE—
trongly Agree PR F—
......... ) (AP (PP (PP |
0 4 8 12 16

Histogram frequency
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11. My achlevement has been well-monitored and evaluated by my mentor teachers In
the fleld.

General Methods

vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Disagree ~ 3 5.6 - 5.9 5.9
Undecided 2 3.6 3.9 9.8
Agree 21 38.2 41.2 51.0
Strongly Agree 25 45.5 49.0 100.0
Missing 4 7.3 Missing

Total 55 100.0 100.0

Frequency
Strongly Disagree O
Disagree 3
Undecided 2
Agree 21
Strongly Agree 25
0 5 10 15 20" 25

Histogram frequency

Specific Methods

Valid Cumulative
frequency Percent Percent Percent

. Strongly Disagree 1 1.8 4.3 4.3
Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 4.3
Undecided 1 1.8 4.3 8.7
Agree 7 12.7 30.4 39.1
Strongly Agree 14 25.5 60.9  100.C
Missing 32 58.2

Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Strongly Disagree 1 |gm
Disagree 0
Undecided

Agree
Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency
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12. Assessments of my work | have received have been useful to me In keeping my work:
efficlently on target. '

General Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 12 21.8 24.0 24.0
Disagree 7 12,7 14.0 38.0
Undecided 9 16.4 18.0 56.0
Agree 16 29 .1 32.0 88.0
Strongly Agree 6 10.9 12.0 100.0
Missing 5 9.1
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency

Strongly Disagree 12
Disagree 7

Undecided 9
Agree 16
Strongly Agree 6

Histogram frequency

Spacific Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 6 10.9 19.4 19.4
Disagree 4 7.3 12.9 32.3
Undecided 3 5.5 9.7 41.9
Agree 14 25.5 45.2 87.1 -
Strongly Agree 4 7.3 12.9 100.0
Missing 24 43.6
Total 55 100.0 100.0
‘ Frequency
Strongly Disagree 6 |usessssssssces
Disagree 4 | co—
Undecided 3 | emc—
Agree 14 | ————————————————
Strongly Agree 4 e—— I I I
SERERERER Toveeerees Loveenens FSRERLRLE i

Histogram frequency

Phase llla students strongly concumed that the assessments they had received from mentor
teachers in CTLs had been fair and useful. This factor did not suifice to suppress the bimodality of
responses to ftem 12. Asked whether course assessments had helped them keep their work efficiently
on target, fewer respondents strongly agreed than registered unceriainty; nearly a quarter strongly
disagreed.
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Scores clustering in the middle of the scale on tha general responses to ltem 10 (Assessment by
on-campus instructors) suggest a certain ambivalence or confusion. Those indicating separate scores
for Specific Pedagogy diverged clearly. it may be that responses here included a factor of frustration over
poor coordination of instruction, both between components on campus, and between campus clasges and
work in the CTLs. '

Anxdety over final grades was an important factor for some respondents:

"0 Nol We are just gelting our grades back in General Methods from the beginning of the
semester (Dec. 1). in Specific, you don't know what you need to do to get an "A". We have so
many different instructors. Each instructor grades differently. We get an "S" on almost everything-
-Is this an "A" or a "C*? Every teacher is different.” -

"We have been graded a iot by Satisfactory, Unsatisfactory. Now, tell me, how is S/U supposed
to be transferred to a grade?

“ foal real unclear as to how | have been assessed and how | am doing, because | haven't really
received any grades."

*Assignments—-many we haven't received back, or they have a vV’ [checkmark] or ‘S’ on them.
What do they stand for, an ‘A’ or a 'C'? No, we don't have tests. No, they grade tco hard &,
axpect too much.*

*The grading scale is insane. They want us not to be grade-oriented; then they move the scale
up to a 83% for an "A" for a 10-credit class. This only reinforces grades. 10 cradits of a "B" will
kill my GPA."

Many students expressed concem over what they perceived as shallow and dilatoty assessment
and evaluation:

*Even the graded papers or assignments ‘| get back are unclear. There is a grade with no
explanations why, and some sheets have no *V" marks [checkmarks] next to descriptors for
grading.”

*Absolutely not in Specific. | have nc idea how we will be graded in Specific Ped. Each instructor
has his/her own system that is nothing like the others’. We simply act like robots & do what is
asked from each instructor to get a grade—-none of it is meaningful whatsoeverl I'm not sure what
| have achieved this semester in Specific.”

*Yes], assessment and evaluation have been helpfull-More specifically in Specific Methods,
though. Generai Pedagogy often lost its focus.” : )

"We get back assignments several weeks after we tum them in, filled with unconstructive negative
feedback! How am | supposed to correct and care about an assignment | tumed in weeks before
& has no relevance now? | am tired of being taught to teach one way, & then not given the
respect as students ourseives to [be] treated that way. | feel if we are expected to be working on
20 things at orice, the teachers can at least grade them in this century.’

"General-Dec. 1 we received feeaback for the first tima on an assignment, that was due around
Oct. 207 We have no clue what our progress is.

Specific—Our busywcrk has been handed back within a month. Lesson plans never receive
positive feedback, except from [one of the seven instructors in the unified methods group].”
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*General Ped. has been great with all of this. [In] Specific Ped. | have no idea where | stand. We
have been told that our work isn't where it should be, but not how we can get it to where it should
be. The assessment that we have got back has been very negative and unclear. lslon't think that
| have been receiving full credit for my achievements. | also feel like | have not been listened to."

*The instructional personnel seemed too busy with their concems about the program to consider
student needs. We have requested formal evaluations of Specific Methods and been denied the
opportunity to voice an opinion."

" wish | was more aware of how | was doing on my paperwork. There were times when the
instructor hasn't even graded them, and it's frustrating to have to wait until the end (report card)
te find out how | did."

Some students criticized aspects of the formal evaluation programs in their on-campus classes:

"Assessent in General has been obsolete. In fact, today we just received our first grade on our
first assignment, that was due two months ago. In [Secondary] Specifics, we were always
informed, and most of all, an understanding was formed between instructor & students.”

"My big comp‘.iint with assessment of Specific Pedagogy is the fact that all we wera told [was]
that this semester. was to be outcomes based. Why, then, is a majorily of our grade (at least for

a couple of profs) to come from a final exam? These teachers are not practicing what they
preach!"

"No, no formative assessments, —|-would say "no" to all these [aspects of open-ended item 10].
Some professors were biased.”

*Everything | have tumed in has been "Ripped On" No constructive comments or positive
feedback has been used, except for [one of the seven unified methods instructors]. The papers
have not been handed back in time for us to cormrect them. These teachers are terible role
modals.”

-*Formative assessments have been helpful. Again, not enough time to do the work adequately
and access the professors when we needed them for help & guidance.
Summary evaluations cannot be accurate this semester-we didn't leam anything to become
competent.”

Several students mentioned gratefully the visits they had received in CTL classrooms from UW
instructors. They seemed to believe that their performances on site were meaningful demonstrations of
their cumulative achievement in the Phase program, and feit that observations and consultations should
be fuctors in determining their grades. A significant paitem of constructive criticism suggests the

desirability of including CTL personnel more actively in the planning and evaluation of student activities
in Phase lila:

"Achievement has been based priniariiy upon the regurgitation and repetition of information by
students via endless papers. In this program, achievement could be much better monitore~! by
mentors.” ' '

- " don't believe our instructors know all that I've achieved. They don't seem to have a very clear

idea as to how this program is to go. | also don't feel I've received full credit for my
achievements.” '
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"W have been graded on work, but | believe finals are nonsense. [t [our course grade] should
be based on how we teach, not how we take a [paper-and-pencil] test. .. -,

"'ve only been evaluated by my CTL teacher. They have been useful. | feel I'm receiving full
credit.” -

1 do not feel that my achievement has been monitored by my Specific Methods teachers, because
they don'’t read our evaluations [by CTL mentors], they don't see us teach. Thaey just grade our
lesson plans and hope that they work out.”

One respondent suggested that in addition to greater empowerment of CTL mentor teachers,
ampowerment of teacher traineas might enhance the effectiveness of the Phase program:

*As far as assessment of my achievement, | don't feel | have been entirely accurately assessed.
My mentor evaluates my lessons, and my UW professor grades me based on the other's word.
I have no say, nor can | explain my teaching. | am graded without my own representation.”
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13. The development of a piofessional portfolio has been a constructive dimension
of my work In the program. X

General Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 13 23.6 26.0 26.0
Disagree 10 18.2 20.0 46.0
Undecided 9 16.4 18.0 64.0
Agree 13 =~ 23.6 26.0 90.0
Strongly Agree 5 9.1 10.0 100.0
Missing 5 9.1
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Strongly Disagree 13 |mareessessseem—
Disagree 10 | eeoesce————
Undecided 9 | ees———
Agree 13 | e —————
- Strongly Agree 5 :
......... oY UTUUES SO SRR |
0 4 8 12 16

Histogram frequency

Specific Mothods ”

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 5 9.1 20.0 20.0
Disagree 4 7.3 16.0 36.0
Undecided 6 10.9 24.0 60.0
Agree 7 12.7 28.0 88.0
Strongly Agree 3 5.5 12.0 100.0
Missing 30 54.5
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency

Strongly Disagree 5
Disagree 4
Undecided 6
Agree 7
Strongly Agree 3

Histogram frequency

Thirty-six percent of respondents found their work on portfolios useful; twenty-six percent strongly
disagreed with the proposition. Last Fall's Phase | students were much more enthusiastic about this
characteristic feature of the new undergraduate program than were seniors.

Comments on open-ended item indicate that the wording of the item may have been confusing
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to respondents. Over a dozen students submitted remarks which suggested that they believed their

instructors considered course notebooks professional portfolios. They themselves made a clear distinction
between the two: -

"t would have been if it [had been] for my benefit & not the instructor's. | feel that keeping a
portfolio is a good idea; however, if it is for the instructor, there need to be more guidelines.
Portfolios are suppcsed to have what | feel is important & useful for the future. not what the
instructor feels is important.”

*The way | have constructed it~yes. - The way | put it together for the program—-no. It was a
reiteration of everything I've done, instead of what's valuable and important to me.”

*Ygs, but it has been somewhat confusing as to who it is for now!"

" don't know. The way my portfolio looks now, | don't think it is professional. | think it is a bunch
~ of papers put together that | have written for this program. | thought the porifolic was supposed
to represent me. It doesn't” '

"Not really. | feel that no principal would want to look at all of the garbage we put into it. The
papers we wrote are-all B.S."

"They have been mentioned in General, but in Specific, No!! | don't feel as though the university
staff has emphasized this or explained this to us. And a lot of the things we are supposed to
include seem inappropriate to be puiting in a realistic professional portfolio.”

*During Phases | & |}, we-were misiad as to what our portfolios were. Ours ended up being more
like work folders than portfolios. [My General Pedagogy professor] has heiped a lot, but our
Specific Pedagogy ‘“portfolio” is a last-minute, thrown-together, litle-meaning, busy-work
assignment.”

" believe my portfolio will be very helpful when | start interviewing, etc. However, it will not include
the things | put in for a grade. | will have to do a lot of modifications. Also—-when the professor
says, ‘This is what you need in your portfolio’~it's not truly portfolio assessment, because we-as
students—don’t get to say what we want in it." .
Several students asserted that their disillusionment with their portfolios arose from the frustration
they felt over being called upon to document Phase Il outcomes which they had failed to achieve:

"No. We haven't done this yet, but they will give us an assignment to do one for Specific a week
before they are due. | feei that the portfolios we are [creating] and have created are only to show
that we have met the outcomes. | would never take these ‘portivdios’ on a job with me.”

" feel the portfolic was helpful and necessary to complete and tum in at the end of Phase | &
Phase I, but to expect us to tum in a portfolio at the end of Phase llla is inappropriate, first
because we are already bogged down w/ numercus assignments, and second, it should be
tumed [in] at the end of the Phass, which would be Phase llic. It makes more sense.’

"Not at this poini-We should be able to have the time to fairly deveiop our portfolios. These will
all be ‘thrown together because of too much work piled on us, & not enough time to do it."

“The information in General has been useless, and | would want no such thing in my portfolio.
Great ideas in Specifics | will definitely use in the future.”
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% can see that it is a nice way to present yourself to employers, but it is really hard to know how
to put one together. For me, it has been just to get it done, not really a constructive dimension.”

"*No, too unorganized, not really sura what to include, because we have received so much material
throughout the year."

*No. It was not even discussed until 11/29. | feel [that] if it was as important as the instructors
believe it is, then we should have been preparing it all semester, not just last week."

“n the past, | would say, yes. But this semester | will have to say no. | don’t want to turn in work
| have already done. | want to tum in things that will help my portfolio show who | am. Not what
| have done [in classes], but what kind of teacher | am. Portfolios are part of an outcome-based
program. | don't feel we should [develop] portfolios and then have finals, too. This point really
upsets me! | could go on for days about the portfolios, papers, and finals.”

"No, the professors waited [until] a week before finals to throw that at us.”

*The teachers have placed the poor resuits of their teaching on us. We now have to document
2 examples from every outcome, which will be creative writing!l"

Despite the difficulties encountered by the pioneers at each stage of Cycle A, several respondents
identified portfolics as integral parts of a program they were finding valuable:

“Yes! The importance was stressed, and time or opportunity was given to develop one. Phase
liia’s will be tricky."

"Yes—-but we emphasize it one semester, then don't talk about it the next.”
"Yes. This has been useful-very realistic in preparation for the job market.”

*Yes. The portfolio is an important part of our work, and it contains important information for
interviewing." ‘

"Yas. The portfolio is a great project that serves many purposes.”
"Yes, but they are a lot of work.”

" really enjoy puiting ‘ogether my portfolios, and | hope that never changes in this program.”




160

14. The workioad in this course has been excessive considering the number of cred
hours.

General Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 2 3.6 3.9 3.9
Disagree 10 18.2 19.6 - 23.5
Undecided .9 16.4 17.6 41.2
Agree. 9 16.4 17.6 58.8
Strongly Agree 21 38.2 41.2 100.0
Missing 4 7.3
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency

Strongly Disagree 2
Disagree 10
Undecided

Agree 9
Strongly Agree 21

0 5 10 15 20 25
Histogram frequency

Specific Methoda

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 1.8 3.2 3.2
Disagree 5 9.1 16.1 19.4
Undecided 3 5.5 9.7 29.0
Agree 6 10.9 19.4 48.4
Strongly Agree 16 29 .1 51.6 100.0
Missing 24 43.6

.....................

Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency '
Strongly Disagree 1
Disagree 5
Undecided 3
Agree 6

Strongly Agree 16

Histogram frequency

Fewer than a quarter of the students who responded to this item feit that their workload in Phase

llla had not been axcessive. Nearly twice that many strongly agreed with the proposition. At least at the
level of studernt perceptions, this was a problem arsa.

Students who believed that they had been given too much work to do were mora likely to write
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extended comments than were those who had felt satisfied with their assignments. Even the most positive
statements were subject to qualifications:

"Tha workload was not bad in either part of the program.”
*Yes~for the 18 credits . . ."

*Yes, in Phases | & li. No for Phase lll. Most of the work is busy work-that's for frashmen &
sophomores. Education's upper clusses should [be] geared to productive work."

“To some degree, but some of the work is ‘busy work’ that becomes repetitive throughout the
semester,’

*For the most part, yes; at some times, it has been too much.”

*The workload solely has not been great. The time constraints have only made it seem so. if
things [had been] spread out, we could have handled more work and leamed more.”

* think that the work itself is realistic, but Ino‘ to get it done in the amount of time in the CTL
classrooms. All methods teachers are very specific, so students hava been redoing evecything.
which there really isn’t time [for]."

*Yes, but not realistically structured for the student.”

"t could be organized and simplified to make it reaiistic, and | try to do that on my own."

*For the most part. A great deal of the work could have been better spent on more practical,
realistic stuff. Less theory, more practical stuff.”

Counting the ten comments above as positive, the remaining forty must be considered negative,
although many contain reflective suggestions for improvements in the next cycle:

"No way!l They require too much to be done when we are at our sites, when | feit the object was
to be in the classroom—leaming from mentor teachers.”

"No. They wanted us to do things that were not possible while we were in the schoois. They
wanted us to be teaching all the time & running around gathering information. This was not
possible. If the instructors had communicated, this would not have been a problem.

“The workload is astronomical! | feel it is about two semesters of work crammed into one. There
- are too many teachers pulling in different directions.”

"Phase llla was a chore. Before, it was challenging, but this semester it was also a ‘dare’ to do—a
race to see what you could ‘spit’ out.”

"No. We have been given a ton of work, and hardly any time to do it. It is ridiculous.”
Two students identified attempts to compiy with University Studies Writing requirements as factors

undermining the effectiveness of instruction in Phase courses. Difficulties in organizing and conducting

meaningful writing activities may have contributed to the load of "busy work” so odious to so many Phase
students:
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*General-yes; Specific-no. Too much writing. Al of us in the first cycle were under the old
program with no Univ. Studies requirements, so we don't have to do the W1, W2, or WS business.
Yet we are being required to in the Phases.”

"t things were better organized, | think it would be. The work load has seemed much more
overwhelming at the beginning of each semester than it actually vas for Phases Il & llla. [UNST]
Writing 2 & 3 courses are worthless—busy work & page counting do not make better writers.”

Many respondents openly admitted that stress associated with workload and other aspects of their
activities had begun to impair their morale:

"Nolll Each week of the semester has gotten worse & worse with the amount of work required
of us. Just when we thought we could:i't handle any more work—Surprise, surprise—-more work
was dumped on us. Some professors have seen this & lessened the load. Others .. . have given
us more to do. A litle of this pushing is good for us, but it is cutting off time-for sleeping, eating,
& other important outside activities.” :

"No. It has been very overwhelming. The instructors say they understand we are overworked,
but they keep piling it on.”

"Noi! Each Specific Methods teacher (except for [one]) assumes that theirs is the most important
subject, and we should concentrate on it. | feel | have done a ‘half-assed’ job on most of the
assignments because there is too much to do everything as well as | would like to. A et of
assignments, | feel, are busy work, and are ‘hoops’ we have to jump through to feed the teachers’
inflated egos.” . :
"Not in the least. Instructors all seem to believe their classes are the most important content
areas, & assign work accordingly. | cannot fulfill responsibilities outside the program due to this
problem.*

"Noll! We have been told that we should just try to get the work done, not to do our bast work
because there isn't enough time. | have no life because of this class.”

"NO!! | have no time to do anything outside of my homework & classes because I'm so exhausted
by the time I'm finished. We also had to spend tons of ime working on what | perceived to be
BUSY WORK!"

"No. | feel that a lot of it is considered “usy work, and the purposes for the assignments are not
always clear even after several questions are presented. We students have become so
overwheimed w/ the worldoad, we don't have time to relax or be social."

Pressures on students have caused such widespread unhappiness that even those not directly
affected have rallied to the support of suffering classmates:

*For mae, yes—but for the poor pecple in Elementary, it's been unreal. I've seen good, responsible
students want to quit the program because of too much work...."

The following comment focuses on affective outcomes of Phasae llla, representing them as results
of course experiences in general, rather than as consequences of especially negative personal
Interactions: :

*No! | am $0 upset over the work load. The Specific and General instructors don't communicate.
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| | feel my self-esteemn and seif-image in school have been shattered. | feel it is one of the most
important things in teaching to have. | have never felt like this in any other class. Phase lil has
made me feel like | am not going to be a good teacher because of the work load. | have feit so
frustrated and overwhelmed. | think this is very sad, that a person who has worked so hard would
come to the end, almost, and wonder if they can really do it. | feel if the communication and

- organization had been better, | would not feel so bad. The Specific Methods teachers need to
fry to get along and understand us. This whole program is to fry to get teachers more ready
for the field. Yes, | might be more ready for the teaching field, but my seli-confidence, image, and
esteem are gone, AND ISNT IT SAD!

Such feelings ware widespread in Cycle A.
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15. | have experienced schedule conflicts between my teacher education coursss and
required work in my content area(s) outside the College of Education.

General Methods

Valid ' Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 5 9.1 10.0 10.0
Disagree 14 25.5 28.0 38.0
Undecided 8 14.5 16.0 54.0
Agree 11 20.0 22.0 76.0
Strongly Agree 12 21.8 24.0 100.0
Missing 5 9.1
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Stl‘ongly Disagl"ee 5 [P
Disagree R G O — —
. Undecided

Agree
Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Specific Mothods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 1.8 5.0 5.0
Disagree 5 9.1 25.0 30.0
Undecided 6 10.9 30.0 60.0
Agree : 4 7.9 20.0 80.0
Strongly Agree 4 7.3 20.0 100.0
Missing 35 63.6
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Strongly Disagree 1 |osmsmsm
Disagree -]
Undecided 6 | ———————————————————
Agree 4 | pnET——
Strongly Agree 4
......... ) P D I ¢
0 2 4 6 8

Histogram frequency

A bimodal distribution again suggests the presence of two populations undarlying the Phase lila
cohort groups. Written comments indicated that Secondary Education majors tended to have greater
problems with schedule conflicts than did Elemertary Education majors.

"The Engiish [Department] has no desire to work with us as Phase students. My only options
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have been to drop from the Phase program in order to pick up content”

*Yesi Phase Il was really not very good for me to get the needed English classes. | took 2
classes, but both were vety elementary. |would have liked to take actual required English classes
(3000+-lavel), not electives, which those classes were made to be. These ‘slectives’ were really
not ones | would have liked to take."

"Absolutely. In the beginning of Phases (Fall '92), | simply had three English classes and one
Communications course to take. Now ! still have an independent course to take to fulfili an
English requirement. | have to take it during student teaching. No communication betwsen uw
and College of Ed."

*Just Biology. . ."

"Yes. Due to Phase lila & b & c, | am unable to take some ciasses and will have to go an extra
semaester.”

" was unable to get an area of concentration | wanted because of ime. If | had the money or
resources, | would stay to complete ancther area, but that is just not possible o * desirable. | want
to get out of this college as fast as | can.” >

Unavailability of blocked courses during Phase Il was a problem for some:

"ves. None of the classes | needed wére blocked for me, even though | went through the
channels that were told to me."

*Phase II. When we were asked in Phase | for a list of classas in common that everyone needed—
it was given. Nobody did anything until bulletins came out, & then we were asked agaln fora list,
& only 6-7 classes were blocked, because the Education College wanted their way.’

One student, reflecting on the problems encountered by Elementary Education majors during
Phase llla, suggested a way of addressing both the shortage of blocked Phase i offerings and the
perceived shortage of time in Specific Pedagogy:

*Phase Il blocked classes [created schedule problems]. General Methods could be blocked the
second half of the Phase Il semester. Phase llla could be Specific Methods."

Several respondents asserted that schedule problems were not limited to any one Phase, and

complained that their undergraduate programs would take more time and money to complete as a
consequence:

“Yes. Beginning with Phase | (with MWF classes being eliminated), schedule conflicts exist. | will
have to enroll in an extra semester to complete my degree requirements.” :

"Yes! Some courses may work around the schedule, but areas like P.E. activities can't be done
if you miss class every 3 weeks. | have also had to take summer courses because they didn't fit
my schedule [during the year], and have not been abla to take some courses in areas | was
interested in."

"Yes. | have had to pay extra for a comespondence class because of the Phase program. it cost
over $100, & if | had been in the old program, the cost would have been included in regular
tuition.”
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"Yes. | still have courses to complete, whiéh { am unable to do because the Phase program takes
up all of my time & doesn't allow other classes to be scheduled concurrently.”

Advising was identifiad as a source of many scheduling problems:

"Advising needs to be improved greatly, so students can complete the Phase program
continuously and not have to stop to take other clas<es."

» " was wrongly advised and coukin’t get two Special Ed courses needed to graduate because of

the program.”

*Some, but it was due_to poor advising, not because of the Phase program.”

"Due to poor advising, yes. ldeally, all University reqﬁfremm, or at least most, should be met
before entering Phase. if not, it is very difficult to schedule any other classes. This is costing me
ancther semester."

*Suggestion—Avoid peer advising, especialty during such a fransitional period. Provide training
for instructors to advise students efficiently. Most of these problems are due to poor advising.”

Some rasponses went beyond the strict question of academic schedules, anticipating the content

of items 16 and 17:

*Definitely, [scheduling has been a problem]. Phase has become my life. | also have a hard time
falling asleep at night because | have so much on my mind.”

"Nof, scheduling is not a problem], because we have no life outside of the Phase program. We
are not nomal students.”

" have no life cutside of Education! Even my private life has been put on the back bumer due
to so much work and stress.”
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18. Commitments to coursawork have conflicted ' with co- or extracurricular
activities which [ regard as essentlal components of my education.

Generai Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 1.8 2.0 2.0
Disagree 10 18.2 19.6 21.6
Undecided 12 21.8 23.5 45.1
Agree 11 20.0 21.6 66.7
Strongly Agree 17 30.9 33.3 100.0
Missing 4 7.3

Total 55 100.0 100.0

Frequency ’

Strongly Disagree 1 |mm ' -
Disagree ' 1
Undecided

Agree
Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Specific Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Disagree - 2 3.6 10.0 10.0
Undecided 7 12.7 35.0 45.0
Agree 5 9.1 25.0 70.0
Strongly Agree 6 10.9 30.0 100.0

35 63.6

Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency

Strongly Disagree 0
Disagree 2 | ese———
Undecided T | A —
Agree 5 | pereme—————————
Strongly Agree [ ——————

...... seelacecsescslosessveeelececesassl

0 2 4 6 8

Histogram frequency

Only 11 students reported ne significant confiict between their Phase commitments and campus
activities traditionally understood as rounding out the coliege experience. Seven amplified their scaled
responses with the laconic comment "No" on the open-ended item. One sardonically referred to the
question as "Not Applicable.” Several others accountad for a lack of conflict by explaining that they had
relinquished college life outside the classrom:
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*Being away from Laramie has been difficult—but | am willing to sacrifice this to become a good
teacher."

"No, not now, but | dropped out of 'most everything because the work here was oveiwhelming."

*No, not at this time. They mentioned & prepared us last semester that Phase lll could take up
ail of our tima."

"My activities have been limited, but hey, that's the way it goes.”

This tone of resignation was generally absent from the comments of Phase ill students among the
eighty percent who felt that program requirements had conflicted with their desires to participate in broadly
educational activities in voluntary associations:

" believe in furthering myself with foreign languages, music, and physical fithess. | take it upon
ryseif to leam and further study these, as well as to educate myself in my mathods. i've had littie
time for this.”

™ had to drop my music scholarship, which meant not taking lessons or performing in the
Symphony or chamber orchestras.”

" have not been able to participate in intramural sports because we're gone so much. I'm [an
officer] of SWEA, & the club has suffered because others are too busy to come to meetings.”

"Yes. This year | have been unable to attend an orgamzation that m an officer in. While | have

been out of town & off campus, notification of meetings [has gone out] & meetings have been
held."

“Yes. I'm a Sunday School teacher & have had to go teach Sunday School & come home instead
of attending church, because | have so much work to do.*

" have been unable to join student organizations because of my inability to attend meatings. As
a transfer student, | wanted o join a sorority my junior year but was unabie to, due to unaxpected
costs associated with the program.”

"Yes. | play football, and am in season right now. It has been exiremely difficult for me. 1 do not
advise anyone who is in sports to be involved in the Phase program whiie they’re in season.’

" have barely had time or made time to go to 3 football games. That has been the highiight of
my seniester.” A

“Yes. | have been unable to attend honor society meetings & other activities because | was out
of town teaching at the CTLs."

"We are unable to attend any honor society meetings, because we are gone. We haven't been
able to play in intramural sports. We weren't able to attend the Sawyer Brown concert.”

: Others resorted to irony to indicate their regret over having had to choose between classroom
commitments and student activities:

" have no extracurmicular activities, due to lack of imei”
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" don't know; | never had time to look into other activities. Are there extracuricular activities on
campus?”

For those who had experienced frustrating conflicts between coursework and university activities
outside the classroom, the issue appeared to-tum on their understanding of the term education, an
understanding which was not restricted to technical training:

"Yes. I'm a cheerleader (on the dance team) and have found it hard to do both, and that's not
fair. This is college, the iast chance to do what you want to do before being out in the real world.
Education is not my whole iife. There needs to be time for other things. A person never leams
everything they need to know in school. Other activities are important, too. | feel there is more
to life than just school, but life has been just schooll”




170

17. My studies toward this degree or license have Interfered with dimensions of
personal or soclal life In ways which might have been avoldable.

Gereral Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Fercent

Strongly Disagree 2 3.6 3.0 3.9
‘Disagree 12 21.8 23.5 27.5
Undecided ' 6 10.9 11.8 39.2
Agree 16 29.1 31.4 70.6
Strongly Agree 15 27.3 29.4 100.0
4 7.3
Total . 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Strongly Disagree 2
Disagree 12
Undecided 6
Agree 16

Strongly Agree 15

Histogram frequency

Specific Methods

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 1.8 5.0 - 5.0
Disagree 1 1.8 5.0 10.0
Undecided 5 9.1 25.0 35.0
Agree 7 12.7 35.0 70.0
Strongly Agree 6 10.9 30.0 100.0
35 63.6 Missing
Total 55 100.0 100.0
Frequency
Strongly Disagree 1
Disagree 1
Undecided 5
Agree 7
Strongly Agree 6

Histogram frequency

The distribution of responses to item 17 again displayed a bimodal tendency, markedly skewed
to the left. More students strcngly agreed with the statement than disagreed with it to any extent. Over
60 percent believed that disruptions of personal or social life which they atiributed to their participation
in the new undergraduate program might have been avoidable.
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Most of the clear themes among the written comments iterated concems which had been raised
in responses to earlier items. Students generally agreed that the workload had made it impossible for
them to experience what they regarded as a nomal® undergraduate education, but they reacted to this
condition differantly. Soma considered it a legitimate cost o/f pursuing superior technical training:

*There is just so much work, so | study for 3 to 4 hours a night & then go to sleep. Not much of

a life for a senior in college. | keep telling myseif it will be werth it in the long run, & that is what

keeps me going.” :

*Not really. You have to sactifice a little.”

"NO--education comes first.”

*Definitely not a major concem of mine; that's school.”

"Yes. Spending a month away was detrimental to friendships here, but isn't that a part of ife?"

Some non-traditional students regretted the extent to which their undergraduate studies had
interfered with what they regarded as family obligations:

"Yes, somewhat. The workload is outrageous. | have little time with my family (Phase llla).
Phases | & Il were realistic; there were conflicts."

*Yes. The classes and requifemenis have put a great amount of stress on my marriage. | have
become stressed wortying about deadlines, outcomes, and class requirements.”

*Yes. | am newiy manied and have to spend a lot of time [away] from my husband, and | do not
enjoy it. When | talk to anyone about it (instructors), they act like | should just deal with it and

keep quiet. | feel that | should be given the opportunity to work things out in a way that would .
make life a litle easier.”

" am a single mother of two, 14 and 10 years [old]. [My] Being out of town has really affected
them. It is difficult to find someone to stay with them when | am away. When | began the
program, | was married, and it wasn't a problem. But over a period of 1% years, people’s lives
change, & the program has very little flexibility.”

Issues of financial and personal hardship raised in response to ltem 6 were also represented here:

*Yes. Hardship cases were meant to be hardship cases, & there should be a place for us. | have
2 children, a S-yr.-old & a 20-yr.-old multiply-handicapped son who has many medical problems.
| should not have to be in Cheyenne & wory about driving home 1 hour (in good weather)
because I've just been called & told he had another stroke. This happened 2 tiries last spring—-
the first time 1 week after | relumed from Phase Il. i should be able to stay in Laramie & have
the consistency of the Phase program.”

" don't have time to teach dance lessons any more, so | don't have any kind of income. | just
don't get out unless | just dor't do schoolwork.”

"The only affect the program has had on my personal life is limiting the time | am able to work,
therefore tightening my available funds. With increased financial aid, however, this problem has
not been a great one.”
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*Yes. It makes it difficult to maintain employment when we must be gone every 3rd week. Only
very flexible employers would be willing to work w/ such a setup.”

Problems with counseling and advising reappeared in one comment:

“By having concemed, authoritative counselors for each student, the problems ofscheduund and
coordinating might be made simpler for us all. Nancy can't serve all the needs of each student
in this college. I'm scared !'ll have to wait 6 hours to talk to her. Who has 6 hours to wait?*

The most commean criticisms came from: students who considered classroom activities a necessary
dimension of their education, but not a sufficient one:

"My studies keep me from going out and getting involved. If | didn't make time for church, | would
have socialization only with my peers in the Phase program.”

*This is my final semester at the University, and | haven't been able to enjoy the social Iife
nomally associated with college. 've missed games, conceits, and school functions duae to this
program.” :

*Yos. | don't have any time for myself. All | ever do is work on getting assignments done.’
“What social lifa?"

" have no social life right now. All my time goes toward attending classes, writing papers, &
completing assignments.”

"f they didn’t overload, we could have some time to relax, instead of cramming out papers.”

“Yes! My social life has been extremely lacking/nonexistent this semester. This angers me
because | feel cheated out of a lot of the fun in college. | explained the reasons for this in #12[:
... so exhausted by the time | am finished. We also had to spend tons of time working on what
| perceived to be BUSY WORKI]"

*The program has made my experience at this university very unrewarding and miserable! | feel
an important part of college life is extracumicular activities, not only because they help you
develop socially & intellectually, but also because they are an essential pait of any résume.
However, due to the time constraints and demands of the program, | have had to cut back on
what | do [in] extracurricular activities."

Other Data
Phase Hi students submitted additional comments, which are reproduced below:

*One more comment—The Phase program is worth all the difficulty & stress that it causes. |am
very thankful for all of the experience I'm getting, & | wouldn’t exchange it for anything!"

"The program itself is an exceilent [step] in the right direction. The people teaching the program
will make or break it, and so far, it's breaking."

*Overall, it's a good program, but a fot of work needs to be done. | think this [Phase] lila needs
the most work."
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"General comments: The ‘integrated’ methods DO NOT WORK! If they are not going to be teaching
us how to integrate by modeling it for us, then we should just have equal time w/ each separate
maethods instructor. That way, we might actually leam somathing."

" would never recommend this program to anyone. I've been lied to about the 'necessity’ of
enrolling, its expectations, and requirements to graduate. | feel cheated out of a quality education
and extremely disillusioned with the integrity of this institution.”

*As of now, | would discourage any student {from] aitending the College of Ed.”

"My personal thoughts: | feel that this could have been a good class (Phase lila) if there had been
more communication. 1 had 3 different instructors, one for General, one for Specific, & one while
fix the [CTL] classroom. The one in General would want severai things done while we were in the
field; the Specific teacher wanted cother things done. Getting these done was not a problem until
the [clinical faculty] instructor | had whiie | was in the school told me & my mentor teacher that
i was supposed to ba teaching as often as possible. My mentor teacher & | took that to heart.
While | was in the schools, | was teaching. | wouid teach every class for the 3 days we were
there; then | wouid have to do the work for the classes here on campus. | feel that teaching was
the best thing that | could do, and therefore that is where | spent most of my time. | feel that if
my instructors had communicated, | would have known what | should have been doing.

"In this program, we have covered the use of modeiing. | feel that some of the instructors in this
program are modeling ways not to teach. | do not want to say that | had any of these teachers,
and ! realize that it is hard on them to be starting a new program. | feel, however, that befora a
teacher takes on something like this, they need to be ready for the worst & greet it with a smile.
They have also been giving us an overabundance of information on interdisciplinary teaching, but
do not seem to be able to do [it] on their own. | think that Education teachers should be the best
teachers and be able to teach what they preach. Once again, it seems that there has been a lack
of communication. ! know that there have been several meetings where the instructors could do
nothing but argue. This does not get anything done, nor does it help the students to become
better teachers. The last time | was in the schools, | taught the kids about compromise. If you
would like, | would do the same for youl"

"Additional comments: The idea of the program is very good. It really helps to get into the
schools sarly. However, there are so many kinks that should have been worked out before being
thrown into the program. Last semester, | thought the real problem was expense. It does seem
odd that what is becoming one of the most expensive majors is the poorest-paying profession.
Now, money is no longer my biggest concem; now it is the quality of my education. | do not
mind paying a bit extra for good quality, but | feel I'm paying more now for the poorest education
that | have ever received. The largest problem is the area of Specific Pedagogy. Teachers are
poorly organized, they do not communicate weli with each other or with their students, and their
interest does not lie in this program.

“The idea was to integrate ail of the methods classes. Okay, that sounds good, but why are there
7 people iaaching 7 subjects? That is not integration. Each method is being taught individually,
without adequate time. We are not baing taught integration, but yet we are expected {o teach it
ourselvgs. [t really makes no sensae.

“The workload of the |.-ogram is faity massive, and it is difficult to get everything completed with
the time and thought that it deserves. A comment was made to us, ‘Well, just get it finished, do
everything halfway, just get it done.’” This comment was made by a Specific Pedagogy instructor.
This is especially poor, to make this kind of statement to a future teacher. | feel these people
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should be inspirations to us; instead, they are discouraging peopie from becoming good teachers.

*A few professors have bent over backward to help their students, but the poor professors do 2
bad things for every positive thing done. [One Specific Pedagogy instructor] and [one General
Pedagogy instructor] are the only reason the program has survived. Many thanks &
congratutations should be given to these peopie. On the other hand, individuals such as [cther
instructors] should be removed from the University before they do more damage.

M am very disappointed with Phase llla. My personaiity has become bitter due to the amount of
stress and chaos. | am holding on because | want to be a good, effective teacher. | have leamed
2 things: 1) patience, and 2) how NOT to teach.

' *Thanks for your time.”




Spring, 1994 College of Education Faculty Survey

A survey of faculty teaching the Phase program during Spring semester, 1994 was conducted.
Awritten questionnaire was distributed in mid-April, 1994, with a request that it be completed and retumed
by Mc, ¢, 1994. As of May 20, 13 of the 16 faculty members suiveyed had retumed the questionnaire,
for a resporise rate of 81%. The survey questionnaire included 19 scaled items and 8 open-ended items.
For each scaled item, a column of the questionnaire encouraged comments and elaboration. The

_ questionnaire is included in Appendix A. in summarizing the data, scaled items were coded numerically
where 1 was "Strongly Disagree” and 5 was "Strongly Agree." Since this coding remains an ordinal scale,
means and standard deviations for each item are not appropriate descriptive statistics, so cnly medians
and modaes are reporied for these items.

1. The Phase program, as currently Implemented, embcdies well the College vision,
as | see It, of a renewed teacher education program.

. Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 15.4 15.4
Disagree 1 7.7 23.1
Undecidad 3 23.1 46.2
Agree 3 23.1 69.2
Strongly Agree 4 30.8 100.0
Total 13 100.0 ‘
COUNT

Strongly Disagree 2 | ree——
Disagree

Undecided

Agree
Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Strongly Agree

Facuity generally agree that the Phase program, as currently implemented, embodies well their
vision of a renewed teacher education program. Comments emphasized that a strength of the program
was getting students into the schools earlier. There were concems that some logistical problems still
needed solution, that increased communication among UW faculty and CTL teachers was needed, and
fear that some of the proposed changes would not reflect the vision of a renewed program.
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2. Assignment of siudents in the Phase program to siable cohort groups appears to
have enhanced thelr training.

Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 15.4 15.4
Disagree 1 7.7 23.1
Undecided 2 16.4 38.5
Agree 2 15.4 63.8
Strongly Agree 6 46.2 100.0
Total 13 100.0

COUNT

Strongly Disagree 2
Disagree .
‘Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

OHOONN -

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Strongly Agree

Most faculty agreed that assignment of students to stable cohort groups enhanced students’
training. In comments some faculty clarified that cohorts were not really "stable.” and that cohorts can
become a "club" which excludes everyone else — faculty, teachers, and other students. When cohorts are
working well they are seen to be very effective in promoting leaming.
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3. Logistics of travel and housing for student were handled satisfactorily.

Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 15.4 16.4
Disagree . 1 7.7 23.1
Undecided 1 7.7 30.8
Agree 6 46.2 76.9
Strongly Agree 3 23.1 100.0
Total 13 100.0
' COUNT
Str‘ongly Disagr‘ee 2 | osoeEneas
Disagree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Logistics of travel and housing for student were hendled satisfactorily as seen by facutty.
Comments reflected the situational nature of this aspect of the program. Since many students did not
travel to distant sites during Spring, 1994, travel and housing presented a minimal problem. There was
concem expressed that their CTL will not be able to be so accommodating in the future.

4. My students appear to be recelving effective advising.

Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 15.4 16.4
Disagree 5 - 38.5 53.8
Undecided 1 7.7 61.5
Agree 3 23.1 84.6
Strongly Agree 2 15.4 100.9
Total 13 100.0 100.0

COUNT '

Strongly Disagree 2 |mesoeseses
Disagree 5
Undecided 1
Agree 3
Strongly Agree 2

Histogram frequency

Median = Disagree Mode = Disagree
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Though faculty are divided on whethar they believe students are receiving effective advising, a

major responded that they did not. The changes and transitions in Room 100 were listed as reasons for
advising problems. Of the four comments, two praised the work of the Advising Coordinator. :

5. The Phase program has clear, relevant performance standards for students.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 3 23.1 23.1
Disagree 1 7.7 30.8
Undecided 2 165.4 46.2
Agree - 4 30.8 76.9
Strongly Agree 3 23.1 100.0
Total 13 100.0

COUNT
Strongly Disagree 2 |moesssseessssssssssc
Disagree
Undecided

Agree
Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency
Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Most faculty agreed that the program has clear, relevant performance standards for students. In
comments, some suggested that some need revision to make them clearer and more relevant. The
difference betwaen "awareness” and "mastery” in the outcomes needs clarification.
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6. Performance standards have enabled me to provide my students with reliable,
falr assessmenis of the stated outcomes.

Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percaent
Strongly Disagree 1 7.7 7.7
Disagree 4 30.8 38.5
Undecided 1 7.7 46.2
Agree 5 38.5 84.6
Strengly Agree 2 15.4 100.0
Total 13 100.0

Strongly Disagree 1 |meemesssss
Disagree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree MNode = Agree

Though faculty are divided on whether performance standards had enable them to provide student
with reliable, fair assessments of outcomes, a majority felt they had.

7. My students’ development of professional portfollos has enhanced the
effectiveness of their training experiences.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0
Disagree 3 23.1 23.1
Undecided 2 15.4 38.5
Agree 1 7.7 46.2
Strongly Agree 7 53.8 100.0
Total 13 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Nisagree 0]
Disagree 3
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Strongly Agree Modz = St.ongly Agree
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Most faculty strongly agreed that the development of professional portfolios by students had
enhanced the effectiveness of their training experiences. Comments from fwo faculty members cautioned
that the portfolios were not really professional portfolios and comtained littie original thinking.

8. My students were well prepared to undertake the work roqu!red. of them In my
courss, .

Cuimulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0
Disagree 1 7.7 7.7
Undecided 4 30.8 - 38.5
Agree 4 30.8 69.2
Strongly Agree 4 30.8 100.0
Total _ 13 100.0
COUNT

Strongly Disagree O
Disagree 1
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Modes = Undecided and Agree

Most faculty were either undecided or agreed with the statement that students were well prepared
to undertake the work required of them in their course.
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9. Course activities enabled my student te achieve the expected outcomes for

their phase.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Dlsagree 0 0.0 0.0
Disagree 2 15.4 15.4
Undecided 4 30.8 46.2
Agree 2 15.4 61.5
Strongly Agree 5 38.5 100.0
Total 18 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 0
Disagree 2
- Undecided

Agree
. Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Strongly Agree

Most faculty believed that course activities enabled their students to achieve the expected
outcomes for their phase.

10. The total workload for siudents was commensurate with the number of credits
awarded, In keeping with prevalling practice in the College of Education. :

Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 1 7.7 - 1.7
Disagree 1 7.7 15.4
Undecided 1 7.7 23.1
Agree 8 61.5 84.6
Strongly Agree 2 15.4 100.0
Total 13 - 100.0

COUNT
Strongly Disagree 1 |gummms
Disagree | [—
Undecided g —
’s\gl‘ee | —
trongly Agree 2
......... f.........I.........I.........I
0 2 4 6 8

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree
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Most faculty agree that the total worldoad for students was commensurate with the number of
credits awarded. Suggestions from two faculty members were to reduce tho number of credits from 3 to
2 for Phase llic, and to 4 credits for Phase |.

11. Submission dates for materials used In evalustion of studenis did not Impcse
undue stress elther on studanis or on instructors.

Valid Cumulative

Value Label Frequency Percent Perceiit Percent
Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Disagree 1 7.7 8.3 8.3
Undecided 2 15.4 16.7 25.0
Agree 6 46.2 50.0 75.0
Strongly Agree 3 23.1 25.0 100.0
Missing 1 7.7 :
Total 13 100.0  100.0

COUNT
Strongly Disagree 0
Disagree 1
Undecided

Agree
Strongly Agree

X

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Most faculty agreed that submission dates for materials used in evaluation of students did hot
impose undue stress either on students or on instructors.
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12. My undergraduate teaching assignments In the Phase program have been well
aligned with my areas of professional specialization. '

Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 4 30.8 30.8 -
Disagree 1 7.7 38.5
Undecided 2 15.4 53.8
Agree 3 23.1 76.9
Strongly Agree 3 23.1 100.0
Total 13 100.0

Strongly Disagree 4 | CS—
Disagree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Undecided Mode = Strongly Disagree

Facully are divided on whether their undergraduate teaching assignments in the Phase program
was been weli aligned with their areas of professional specialization. About half the faculty agreed and half
disagreed. One comment clarified that the teaching assignmeint was certainly in a comfortable area even
it if was ouiside his or her specialized aroa.
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13. My time, as a human resource avallable to the College of Educatlon, was waell
usad in the Phase program.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 23.1 23.1
Disagree 3 23.1 46.2
Undecided 0 0.0 46.2
Agree 1 7.7 53.8
Strongly Agree 6 46.2 100.0
Total 13 7100.0 \
COUNT

Strongly Disagree 3 | ——
Disagree 3
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Strongly Agree

Faculty are nearly evenly divided on whether they feel their time, as a human resource available
to the College of Education, was well used in the Phase program.

14, My students’ on-campus work was wellcoordinsted with thelr experiences In the

fleld.
Valid Cumulative
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Disagree 4 30.8 36.4 36.4
Undecided 3 - 23 .1 27.3 63.6
Agree 1 7.7 9.1 72.7 .
Strongly Agree 3 23.1 27.3 100.0
Missing 2 156.4

Total 13 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree 0
Disagree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Undecided Mode = Disagree
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Faculty were nearly evenly divided on whether their studen's' on-campus work was well-
coordinated with their field experiences.

15. CTL faculty' and mentor teachers have participated eoffectively In the planning
of activities (n the phasa in which | worked.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Disagree 2 15.4 18.2 18.2
Undecided 0 0.0 0.0 18.2
Agree 3 23.1 27.3 45.5
Strongly Agree 6 46.2 54.5 100.0
Missing 2 15.4
Total 13 100.0 100.0
COUNT
g'grongly Disagree (2)
isagree [ —
Undecided 0
Agree 3 | eesseec—
Strongly Agree 6 | —————————————
......... P R AP
c 2 4 6 8

Histogram frequency

Median = Strongly Agree Mode = Strongly Agree

There was strong agreement that CTL faculty and mentor teachers had participated effectively in
the planning of activities. There were comments that CTL teachers were superb cooperative colleagues
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16. | am satisfled with the amount of evaluative feedback provided by CTL faculty
and mentor teachers.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 7.7 9.1 9.1
Disagree : 2 15.4 18.2 27.3
Undecided 0 0.0 0.0 27.3
Agree 4 30.8 36.4 63.6
Strongly Agree 4 30.8 36.4 100.0
Missing 2 15.4
Total , . 13 100.0  100.0

COUNT
Strongly Disagree 1
Disagree 2
Undecided 0
Agree 4
Strongly Agree 4

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Modes = Agree and Strongly Agree

Most faculty were satisfied with the amount of evaluative feedback provided by CTL faculty and
mentor teachers.
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17. | am satisfled with the gquality of evaluative feedbach provided by CTL facuily
and mentor teachers.

- Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Undecided 2 15.4 . 18.2 18.2
Agree 3 23.1 27.3 45.5
Strongly Agree 6 46.2 54.5 100.0
Missing 2 15.4
Total 13 100.0 100.0

COUNT
Strongly Disagree 0
Disagree 0
Undecided 2
Agree 3
Strongly Agree 6

0 . 2 4 6 8
Histogram frequency

Median = Strongly Agree WMode = Strongly Agree

Most faculty were satisfied with the quality of evaluative feedback provided by CTL faculty and
mentor teachers.
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18. My experiences In the CTL have eontrlbuh& significantly to my professional
growth.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 7.7 8.3 8.3
Disagree 1 7.7 - 8.3 16.7
Undecided 2 i5.4 16.7 33.3
Agree 1 7.7 8.3 41.7
Strongly Agree 7 63.8 58.3 100.0
Missing 1 7.7
Total 13 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree g [ —
Disagree 1|
Undecided 2 [
Agree 1 | o
Strongly Agree T | S S
......... Y (P (S |
o 2 4 8

Histogram frequency

Median = Strongly Agree Mode = Strongly Agree

UW faculty strongly agreed that their experiences in the CTL had cortributed significantly to their
professional growth. : '
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19. My actual Instructional efforts are falrly represented In the faculty workload

formula.
Valid Cumulative
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 1 7.7 9.1 9.1
Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 9 1
Undecided 3 23.1 27.3 36.4
Agree 6 46.2 54.5 90.9
Strongly Agree 1 7.7 9.1 100.0
Missing 2 15.4
Total . 13 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree g e —
Disagree
Undecided 3 | crees———
Agree 6 | e E——————
Strongly Agree g [ F—
D S I..ievenes ) Iieeeenen. 1
o 2 4 8

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Though meost agree that their actual instructional efforts were fairly represented in the faculty
workioad formula, reservations  were expressed in several comments. There was concem that travel time
was under-represented, and that an overload was accepted in doing Phases lllb and liic. One faculty

member believed the proposed reduction in Phase | credit hours would create an overload, unless
expectations were reduced as wall. :

Open-Ended ltems

1. What experiances and assignments were most effective for students In achleving the
expected outcomes of their phase?

The predominantly mentioned experience was that in the school in actual teaching, and visits
structured around themes, such as cooperative leaming or equity. Assignments that "make them think like
a teacher" were seen to particularly effective. Two faculty members feit the development of an interview
portfolio for Phase liic brought the program together for many students.

2. How should experiences and assignments be modified In the future to better meet the
needs of your students?

Many of the suggestions for future modification are idiosyncratic. These are included verbatim in

Appendix B. Several comments suggested a reduction in either the numbar of outcomes or the number
of credit hours.

3. Did all students in your cohort group receive CTL placements well aligned with
their profsssionai aspirations? Have standards of supervision and evaluation been

adequrte to ensure the equivalence of tralning experiences offered students in
diffcrent cohort groups?
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There was nearly unanimous response that placements were wall-aligned. But, several faculty feit
they were not equivaient. Sever~! comments shared .a concem for the potential problem of overloading
nearby districts and the difficulty placing students at the middle school, junior high, and high school levels.

4. Is the prssent use of human resources efficlent? If not, how might we make more
effective use of Instructional and support perscnnel?

Though several feit personinel were being used effectively, this question evoked strong comments
of concerm. Assignment of facully to the program who were unwilling participants was seen to be a critical
problem in need of solution. There was concemn that faculty were being assigned to "slots” in the program

without regard for their specialties, interests, and talents. :

5. Were your partners In the schools and ciassrooms where your students worked
appropriately Involved in the planning and assessment of your students’ leaming?
If you beileve there Is rvom for Improvement In this arca, what messures might be
implementsed to strengthen the partnership? S

Most comments expressed the opinion that there was appropriate invoivement ofthe CTL teachers
in planning and assessment of students. Several faculty suggestud that there is still a need for greater
planning together and training before working in a given phase of the program.

6. Have you found your work in the Phase program [rofessionally and/or personally
rewarding? Please expialn.

Almost every response to this question was extremely positive. Faculty ielt that the program
allowed them to promote and see growth in students, to provide them with critical skilis need to effactively
evaluate their school visits. They believe their students are self-motivated, responsible, and actively
involved in their ieaming. Several reported sesing the schools and the relationship beiween schoo! and
the University "with new eyes."

7. In your view, doss the Phase program provide a vehkle for the delivery of
important conitent? -

Most of those who commented feit that the program does provide a vehicle for the delivery of
important content, although a sizable number felt this was not the strengih of the program, bacause class
tin.3 was too short.

8. Pleass submit any further observations, Ideas, or questions which you think might
comribute to a full and fair evaluation of the curent effectiveness of the Phase

program.

Soveral unrelated ideas were expressed by different faculty. Piease see Appendix B for these
commaents. : )

Spring, 1994 Phase Il Mentor Teacher Survey

A survey questionnaire was mailed, in late April, to each of the 87 mentor teachers who were
working with Phase Il students during Spring, 1994. By May 18, completed instruments wers received
back from 42 of these Phase |l mentor teachers, for a response rate of 43%. While this response rate is
less than desirable, the sample can cautiously be considered to be roughly reflective of the entire graup
of teachers.
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1. The thres thermes of Phase Il provided an effective organizing framework for my
Phase li student.

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 c.0
Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Undecided 13 31.0 31.7 31.7
Agree 24 57.1 58.5 90.2
Strongly Agree 4 9.5 9.8 100.0
Missing 1 2.4

--------------------

Total 42 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree 0
Disagree 0

Undecided 13 | e e————— s
Agree Pl
Strongly Agree ——

casvsasan . | S O I...ovet 1

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Most Phase Hl mentor teachers agreed that the three themes of Phase I provided an effective
organizing framework for their student. However, a number of them expressed confusicn over the
relationship among “themes,” “processes,” "outcomes,’ and "documentations.” Some mentor teachers
were unaware of the themes. Others were awara that themes existed for Phase I, but ware not sure what
purpose they served, for example, 1 do not know what the three themes were. | was not told* and "t
wasn't that clear to me — not sure | can comment on value for Phase students”. Some refeved to the
perceived value of severa! Phase outcomes and documentations in their comments, however, they did not
mention any one of the three themes in relation to these outcomes and documentations. According to
the 11 mentor teacher comments, the three themes of Phase Il were not generally understocd or
systematically used by Montor teachers and UW students as an organizing framework or to plan and
coordinate leaming activities. ‘




2. Assignment of students " Into cohort groups appoars to have onhanced their
training. .

_ Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 0 .0 0.0
Disagree 3 7.1 7.1
Undecidaed " 10 23.8 31.0 _
Agree : 16 38.1 69.0 )
Strongly Agree 13 31.0 100.0

--------------

Total 42 100.0

Strongly Disagree 0

Disagree L i P —
Undecided 10 | uees————
Agree L f—————————————
Strongly Agree 13 I
[P S |
0 4 8 12 16 20

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Most Phase Il mentor teachers agreed that assignment of studenis into cohort groups appears
to hava enhanced their training. Most of the 12 comments reflected the view that cohort groups did
function to enhance the training of UW students. Several teachers expressed concems that the cohort
concept could be counterproductive if students did not get along well with fellow cohort members, or
cohort members kept to themselves as much as possible, thus inhibiting UW students from blending in
with faculty at the CTL sites.
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3. The expected “outcomes,” “processes” and "documentations” for Phase Il were
cieariy understood by me and my Phase |l student.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 4.8 5.0 5.0
Disagree 19.0 20.0 25.0
Undecided 26.2 27.5 52.5
Agree 40.5 42.5 95.0
Strongly Agree

Missing

Total

COUNT VALUE

Strongly Disagree pJ PR

Disagree P

Undecided 11 | e 2 e——————

Agree L [———CR————
Strongly Agree b [Ie—

0 4 8 12 16 20
Histogram frequency

Median = Undecided Mode = Agree

Though a slight majority of mentor teacher agreed that they and their Phase Il student clearly
understood the expected "outcomes,” "processes,” and "documentations® for Phase Il, sizable group did
not. Mentor teachers commented that there was not enough time to complete all the documentations or
to meet all the stated outcomes, that the community portrait assignment was over-emphasized and not
particularty useful, and that expectations by UW faculty were not consistent among the various cohort
groups.




4. Developing the professiona! portfollo, begun in Phase |, was a centml concem
for me and my student. -

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 5 11.9 12.5 12.5
Disagree 11 26.2 27.5 - 40.0
Undecided 8 19.0 20.0 €0.0
Agree 13 31.0 32.5 92.5
Strongly Ajree 3 7.1 7.5 100.0
Missing 2 4.8

Total 42 100.0 100.0

Stl"ongly Disagree 5 TR

Disagree R e
*  Undecided 8 |essr—— -
Agree P R [ ——
Strongly Agree ks R [—— I I I
..... wevsaleeeenacee enenscsoleceannnns

Histogram frequency

Median = Undecided Wode = Agree

Phase Il Mentor teachers were divided over whether developing the professional porifoilo, begun
in Phase |, was a central. concem for them and their student. The design and purpose of the professional
portfolio was not clear to a majority of the 14 Mentor teachers who commented on this question. Other
teachers described the portfolio process as "busy work" for UW students that took too much time: 1 saw
no usa for this activity. it seemed a tremendous strain on an already full schedule®. There were no
positive comments about the professional portfolio nor was there any acknowledgment of the portfolio as
something that UW students should be developing throughout their Phase experiences.
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5.  Logistics of travel and housing for students were handled satisfactorily.

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 2.4 2.8 2.8
Disagree 0] 0.0 0.0 2.8
Undecided 6 14.3 16.7 19.4
Agree 21 50.0 58.3 77.8
Strongly Agree 8 19.0 22.2 100.0
Missing - 6 14.3
Total 42 100.0 100.0

COUNT
Strongly Disagree 1 |
Disagree 0
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

A large majority Phase Il mentor feachets feit that jogistics of iravel and housing for students were

handled satisfactorily. These were not seen as a probiem by any ofthe 12 teachers who addsed ¢ ymments
to this question.
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6. CTL activities heiped my unlversily student achleve the expected outcomes for
Phase Ii. :
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Strongly Disagfee 0 .0 0.0
Disagree 1 2.4 2.4
Undecided 8 19.0 21.4
Agree 31 73.8 95.2
Strongly Agree 2 4.8 100.0
Total 42 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 0
Disagree 1 im
Agree K R [ e
Strongly Agree 2 |mm
PP SRS [ S |
0 8 16 24 32

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

A large majority of Phase Ii mentor teachers feit that CTL activities helped their university student

‘achieve the expected outcomes for Phase Ii. in comments, one teacher commented that the CTL activities

seemad to be "more of a distraction that an assistance". Three teachers expressed confusion over the
difference between CTL activities and classroom activities. :
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7. My student’s on-campus work has been well coordinated with his/her experienice

in the fleld. :
Valid Cumulative
. Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 3 7.1 7.3 7.3
Disagree 1 2.4 2.4 9.8
Undecided 10 23.8 24.4 34 .1
Agree 21 50.0 561.2 85.4
Strongly Agree 6 14.3 14.6 100.0
Missing 1 2.4
Total 42 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 3 | e——
Disagree 1 | mm
Undecided 10 | mscsss—
Agree P [ [T
Strongly Agree 8 -
......... EIII eeol
0 5 i0 15 20 25

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Most Phase Il mentor teachers believed their student's on-campus work was weli coordinated with
his/her expetience in the field. In comments, mentor teachers expressed the desire to cornmunicate more
actively with the university to coordinate on-campus work with UW students’ expectations in the field.
Some expressed frusiration over the fact that they often had to find out what was expected of them by UW
faculty through their UW Phase students rather than directly from UW facuity.
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8. Having a UW student for a four-week biock of time was preferable to a series of
shorter visits.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 G.0
Undecided 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Agree 10 23.8 25.0 25.0
Strongly Agree 30 71.4 75.0 100.0
Missing 2 4.8

Total , 42 100.0 100.0

COUNT

Strongly Disagree 0
Disagree 0
Undecided
Agree
Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Strongly Agree Mode = Strongly Agree

Phase Il menior teachers strongly agreed that having a UW student for a four-week block of time
was proferable 1o a series of shorier visits. They were overwhelmingly in favor of the four-week block of
time. Many feit that this was the "best idea of the Phase Program.” Generally speaking, the teachers
viewed the four-week block of time as beneficial because it provided the sustained exposure necessary
for mentor teachers, UW students, and public-school students to develop relationships in tha classroom.
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9. CTL fscuity and mentor teachers participated effectively In the planning of
acﬂylﬂu and evaluation procedures In the phase In which | worked.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 2 4.8 5.0 - 5.0
Disagree 4 S.5 10.0 15.0
Undecided 9 21.4 22.5 37.5
Agree 19 45.2 47.5 85.0
Strongly Agree 6 14.3 15.0 100.0
Missing 2 4.8
Total 42 100.0 100.0

COUNT '
Strongly Disagree 2 | ommn
Disagree
Undecided

Agree
Strongly Agree

Histogram frequancy

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

A majority of Phase Il mentor teachers felt that CTL faculty and mentor teachers participated
effectively in the planning of activities and evaluation procedures in Phase il. However, in comments,
several teachers stated that they were never asked to participate in the planning of activities and
evaluation procedures. One teacher requested guidelines conceming the mentor’s role in evaluating UW
students.
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10. UW Instructors requested an adequate amount of assessment and evaiuative
feedback on our students’ wori.

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 2.4 2.6 2.6
Disagree 4 9.5 10.3 12.8
Undecided 5 11.9 12.8 25.6
Agree 25 §9.5 64.1 89.7
Strongly Agree 4 9.5 10.3 100.0
Missing 3 7.1
Total 42 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 1 |m
Disagree 4 | e
Undecidad 5 I N .
Agree 25 |
Strongly Agree Y R ——
......... ) A (P (P (I |
0 5 10 15 20 25

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Most Phase Il mentor teachers agreed that UW instructors requested an adequate amount of
assessment and evaluative feedback on their students’ work. Some expressed confusion over how UW
students wers to be evaluated, the mentor teacher’s role in this evaluation process, and what materials
existed for evaluating UW students.
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1. UW Instructors requesied appropriate kinds of assessment and eviluative
fesdback on our students’ work. ' :

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 2 4.8 5.0 5.0
Disagree 7 16.7 17.5 22.5
Undecided 4 _ 9.5 10.0 32.5
Agree 25 59.5 62.5 95.0
Strongly Agree 2 4.8 5.0 100.0
"Missing 2 4.8
Total 42 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree P [r—
Disagree 7 | eeererem—
Undecided - N [—
Agree 2] | ——————
Strongly Agree 2 | om
......... ) (AP (S (P IS |
0 5 10 15 20 25

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mcde = Agree

Maost Phase Il mentor teachers feit that UW instructors requested appropriate kinds of assessment
and evaluative feedback on our students’ work. Several mentor teachers reported that no evaluation of
UW students was ever requested. Two teachers stated that one informal visit with a UW faculty member
constituted their Phase students’ evaluation.
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12. The university and the school district have provided adequate training and.
support for mentor teachers. .

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 5 11.9 . i2.8 12.8
Disagree 8 19.0 20.5 33.3
Undecided 5 i1.9 12.8 46.2
Agres 21 50.0 53.8 100.0
Strongly Agree 0 0.0 6.0 100.0
" Missing 3 7.1 ‘
Total 42 100.5 190.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree L e ——
Disagree 8 | sosesssesasesne
Undecided 5 [
Agree 2 R
Strongly Agree 0
......... ) (AP (DRI (PP (NI |
0 5 10 15 20 25

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Most Phase I} mentor teachers believed that the university and the school district have provided
adequate training and suppoit for mentor teachers. In comments to this item, some reported that, with
the exception of one or two short meetings, no training or support from the university or school district
occurred.
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13. My time, as a resource made available to teacher education, has been well used

In Phase |l.
Valid Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent Percent
‘Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Undecided 5 1.9 12.8 12.8
Agree 25 §9.5 64.1 76.9
Strongly Agree - 9 21.4 23.1 100.0
Missing 3 7.1
Total _ 42 100.0  100.0

Strongly Disagree 0
Disagree - 0

Undecided R .
Agree A [r—————ERE A
Strongly Agree 9

0 5 10 16 20 25
Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

A large majority of Phase Il mentor teachers agreed or strongly agreed that their time, as a
resource made available to teacher education, was well used in Phasae Il. Several commented that the time
UW students spent in the classroom interacting with their mentor teachers and students was deemed
beneficlal,
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14. My instructional efforts th UW’s Phase program have been lppmpﬁatoly
recognized by the school district.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 4 9.5 1.1 11.1
Disagree 8 19.0 22.2 33.3
Undecided 7 16.7 19.4 52.8
Agree 14 33.3 38.9 91.7
Strongly Agree 3 7.1 8.3 100.0
Missing 6 14.3

Total 42 100.0 100.0

COUNT

Strongly Disagree 4 | mec—

Disagree S
Undecided 7 | a—a——
Agree 14 | e ————————s—
Strongly Agree EC J [F—
......... ) (PR PP (P |
0 4 8 12 16

Histogram frequency
Median = Undecided Mode = Agree

Although a slight majority of Phase Il mentor teachers %ot that their instructional efforts in UW's

Phase program had been appropriately recognized by the rinooi district, a sizable minority did not.
- Several Mentor teachers stated that being a part of the Przse program was in and of itself sufficient
recognition and compensation for their participation. Several Mentor teachers said they had besn
*recognized" by their local school districts but not compensated in any sense. Tuition waivers were viewed
by some teachers as adequate compensation, but others dismissed the waivers as pieces of paper with
limited, if any, value. Several teachers requested money instead of tuition waivers.
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15. My oxperiences with UW faculty and studenis In the Phase program have
contributed significantly to my professional growth.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 2.4 2.5 2.5
Disagree .2 4.8 5.0 7.5
Undecided 2 4.8 5.0 12.5
Agree 22 52.4 55.0 67.5
Strongly Agree 13 31.0 32.5 100.0
Missing 2 4.8

Total 42 100.0 ~ 100.0

Strongly Disagree 1 (o
Disagree 2
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Alarge majority of Phase Il mentor teachers agreed or strongly agreed that their experiences with
UW facully and students in the Phase program had contiibuted significantly to their professional growth.
The Phase Il students were appreciated by the majority of their mentor teachers for the enthusiasm and
new ideas they brought to the classroom. Several Mentor teachers found that working with Phase
students encouraged them to reflect on their own theories of education and teaching practices.

Open Ended Questions

1. What oxperiences In your class/schoci were most effective for students In
achleving the expected outcomes for Phase 11?

Many of the comments made by the 35 mentor teachers who responded to this question reflected
their overwhelmingly positive reaction to the four-week block cf time students spent in their classrooms
"during Phase ll. As one Mentor teacher put it: “The block of time allowed for continuity of program,
getting involved with students and seeing the flexibility needed to maintain our objectives.”

Experionces in the classroom specifically mentioned as being effective for UW students in
achieving the expected outcomes for Phase Il included: working with small and large groups of students,
teaching units and doing demonstrations, using hands-on leaming activities, and accompanying their
mentor teachers to faculty meetings. '

In general, UW students were said to develop as teachers by virtue of experiences gained in the
areas of classroom management, short and long-term lesson planning, and assessing the progress of
pupils with a wide variaty of social-emotional needs and leaming styles.

One teacher remarked that it was not appropriate for the Phase students to teach lesscns using
the lesson plans of their mentor teachers. The lesscn plans of experienced teachers are the product of
years of deelopment and familiarity with the cumiculum content. In addition, Phase students needed
opportunities to develop thcir own lesson plans, with guidance from the Mentor teachaer.
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2. How should assighments for university students be modifled in the future to better
meet thelr needs and the needs of your studenta?

Several Mentor teachers were concermed that students were being held responsible for toc many
assignments during Phase [, that many of these assignments were not suited in either method or content
to the prevailing cumiculum, and that greater emphasis should have been placed on students’ involvernent
in smaller tasks, such as playground duty, settling disputes between students, or accompanying the class
to music and/or PE. "Having the students actively involved in the classroom is most valuable, the many
other projects were so cumbersome that they may have overshadowed the more important classroom
expsiience.” '

3. Is the present use of human resources efficlent? If not, how might we make more
sffactive use of Instructional and support personnel?

To make more effective use of instructional and support personnel, many of the mentor teachers
suggested setting up a series of mestings in the field for Clinical faculty, mentor teachers, and UW faculty.
These meetings would facilitate communication and heip to clarify future roles and expectations. Specific
suggestions included: allow students to change mentor teachers after two wadks and have UW faculty
provide seminars to teachers in the school districts.

4. Were you appropriataly involved as a partrer with UW facuity In the planning and
assessment of your student’s leaming? If you belleve there Is room for Improvement

In this aras, what should be done to strengthen the partnership?

There was a significant amount of disappointment expressed over the lack of conitact between
mentor teachers and UW faculty: " feel that the mentor teachers need to meet with the UW facully to
know what is expected — one group had detailed expectations and another did not. As far as assaessing
my student’s leaming, five minutes of talking isn't fair to the student”. According to & majority of the 28
comments reviewed, a clear understanding of Phase il outcomaes and the standardized means by which
the mentor teachers could assess goal attainment in relation to studenis’ activities in the classroom was
needed. ‘

5. Have you found your work In the new program professionally and/or personaily
rewarding? Piease explain. '

A clear majority ofthe 33 Phase Il Mentor teachers responding this question stated that they found
the new program to be professionally and personally rewarding: “Yes, professionaily, | find myself
evaluating teaching, often through the eyes of my UW student. This helps me to improve. Personally,
| find it rewarding because | am helping someone else accomplish their dream while sharing mine!l® A
common theme throughout the comments was that having an enthusiastic Phase student contributed
significantly to a more positive classtoom environment fur both the Mentor teachers and their students:
" felt it rewarcling working with younger students who are going into the same field. It also makas you
take a look at how you are doing things and could change.”

6. Piease submK any further observations which you think might contribute to a full
and fair evaluation of the current effectiveness of the teacher education program.

Guidelines for evaluating the Phase students, an over/iew of what the Phase program is trying fo
accomplish, more time in the classrooms, and more UW fuculty involvement were all mentioned as
potential ways for improving the effectiveness of the teacher education program. Several Mentor teachers
feit the Community Profile assignment required too much of the Phase students’ time, time which could
have been better utilized in their respactive classrooms.

The Phase Il students were appreciated by the majority oftheir Mentor teachers for the enthusiasm
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and new ideas they brought to the classroom. Several Mentor teachers found that working with Phase
students encouraged them to reflect on their own theories of education and teaching practices.

Phase lilb Mentor Teacher Survey

During Spring, 1994, 47 mentor teachers worked with Phase liib students complsting their
residency. Maiied suivey's were sent to each these exceyt for the four teachers in Giileite, through
administraiive oversight on the part of the evaluators, Of these 43 questionnaires, 16 had been retumed
by May 18, resulting in a response rate of 37%. Those responding were predominartly (92%) teachers at
elementary schools. The low response rate for this questionnaire makes generalization from the survey
tenuous. This sample may be considered a voluntesr sample and may differ in important ways from the
entire group of Phase liib mentor teachers. )

Parit A

1. The three fluld periods of “guided teaching,” Independent teaching,” and
“teaming” provided an effective organizing framework for my Phase llib

student.
Valid Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 1 6.3 6.7 6.7
Disagree 2 12.5 13.3 v 20.0
Undecided 0 0.0 0.0 20.0
Agree 8 50.0 53.3 73.3
Strongly Agree 4 25.0 26.7 100.0
Missing 1 6.3
Total 16 100.0 100.0

COUNT

Strongly Disagree 1 | —
Disagree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree  Mode = Agree

. Most of the Phase lilb teachers responding to the survey agreed that the three fiuid periods of
"guided teaching,* independent teaching,” and “teaming® provided an effective organizing framework for
their Phase lilb student.




2. The expected “outcomes,” processes,” and “documentations” for Phase llib were
clearly undsrstood by me and my Phase lilb student.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 2 12.5 13.3 13.3
Disagree 3 18.8 20.0 33.3
Undecided 1 6.3 6.7 40.0
Agree 7 43.8 46.7 86.7
Strongly Agree 2 12.5 13.3 100.0
Missing 1 6.3 .
Total 16 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree p R [ ———

Disagree 3 | sescees—

Undecided 1| s

Agree 7 | S C A
Strongly Agree 2

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Most cf the Phase lilb teachers responding to the survey agreed that they and the student clearly
understood the expected “outcomes,” processes,” and "documentations® for Phase lilb.
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3. Developing the professional porifolio, begun in Phase |, was a ceniral concem
for me and my student. '

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 3 18.8 21.4 21.4
Disagree 5 31.3 35.7 57 .1
Undecided ] 6.3 7.1 64.3
Agree 3 18.8 21.4 85.7
Strongly Agree 2 12.5 14.3 100.0
Missing 2 12.5

Total 16 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree 3
Disagree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Disagree Mode = Disagree

Most Phase iilb mentor teaching responding to the survey did not believe developing the
professional portfolic, begun in Phase |, was a central concem for them and their student. The two mentor
teachers who commented on this item were not aware of the professional portfolic or its purpose: "No,
wasn't sure what the portfolio was to include and neither was she", "Unfamiliar to me until last week of
program — Spring, 1994".
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4. Logistica of ftravel and housing for my Phass Ilib student were handled

satistactorily.
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 1 6.3 6.7 6.7
Disagree 1 6.3 6.7 13.3
Undecided 1 6.3 6.7 20.0
Agree 9 56.3 60.0 80.0
Strongly Agree 3 18.8 20.0 100.0
Missing 1 6.3
Total 16 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree g [R—
Disagree
Undecided
Agrae

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Most Phase lllb mentor teaching responding to the survey felt that logistics of travel and housing
for her/his Phase lllb student were handled satisfactorily.
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CTL activities helped my university student achieve the expected outcomes for
Phase llib. . B

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 6.3 6.7 6.7 R

Disagree 2 12.5 13.3 20.0

Undecided 3 18.8 20.0 40.0

Agree 7 43.8 46.7 86.7

Strongly Agree 3 12.2 13.3 1€0.0
6.

Total 16 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree 1 | oopgmam
Disagree g p———

Undecided 3 | se——
gg"eel A Z A
trongly Agree
0 2 4 6 8 10
Histogram frequency .

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey thcught that CTL activities helped their
university student achieve the expected outcomes for Phase lilb. One mentor teacher commented: *The
video was excellent. it heiped us to focus on bringing 'it all' together." Another wrote, "Somewhat boring
CTL topics,” while a third complained, "No, outcomes were not closaly related to the classroom. No
classroom management, no reading instruction, no A.V. knowledge."




6. My Phase liib student was weli prepared, from the beginning of her/his
residency, {o assume tesaching responsibliiitise.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 18. 20.0 2.0
Disagree 12. 13.3 338.3
Undecided 6. 6.7 40.0
Agree 25. 26.7 66.7
Strongly Agree . 33.3 100.0
Missing

Total

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Undecided

Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree WMode = Strongly Agree

While a slight maiority of Phase llib teachers responding to the survey feit that their Phase b

" student was well prepared, from the beginning of her/his residency, to assume teaching responsibilities,

a sizable minority did not. Ofthe six Mentor teachers who comrmented, three believed their Phase students

were well prepared from the beginning of het/his residency to assume teaching responsibiliies while three

Mentor teachers believed that their Phase students should have been better prepared to assume teaching
responsibilities.
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“5_,: 7. CTL faculty and mwntor teachers participated effectivaly in the pianning of
- activities and evalustion procedures in the phase In which | worked.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

—‘ Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

3 Disagree 3 18.8 20.0 20.0
Undecided 3 18.8 20.0 40.0
Agree 4 25.0 26.7 66.7
Strongly Agree 5 31.3 33.3 100.0
Missing 1 6.3
Total - 16 150.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree 0
= 1 Disagree 3
M Undecided
X Agree
; Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Strongly Agree

Most Phase llib mentor teachers responding to the survey agreed or strongly agreed that CTL
faculty and mentor teachers participated effectively in the planning of activities and evaluation procedures
in Phase lilb. In'comments to the item, two teachers expraessed concem that while CTL faculty appeared
to have input, the mentor teachers did not: “"CTL facuity had input, we did not" and Too little too late in
evaluation and activities planning nonexistent”.
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8. The scheduled 12-week fulktime residency for my Phase IlIb student fit our
school schiedule well.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Disagree 1 6.3 7.1 7.1
Undecided 0 0.0 0.0 7.1
Agree 9 56.3 64.3 71.4
Strongly Agree 4 25.0 28.6 100.0
Missing 2 12.5
Total 16 100.0 100.0

COUNT
Strongly Disagree 0
Disagree
Undecided
Agrea

Strongly Agree

Histogrzm frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Almost ali Phase lilb mentor teachers responding to the survey agreed that the scheduled 12-week
full-time residency for their Phase Ilib student fit their school schedule wsil. One teacher requested that -
Phase students begin their full-time residency when the public schools resume instruction after Chiistmas; .
that is, during Phasae llib, UW students should come and go according to the school district calendar and
not UW's scliedule. Aricther Mentor teacher suggested that a 16-week residency would be more effective
than the current 12-week residency.
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CTL faculty and mentor teachers participated effectively In the planning of
activities and evaluation procedures In Phase llib..

vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 0.0 . 0.0
Nisagree - 18, . 25.0
Uadecided . . 33.3
Agree 31. . 75.0
Strongly Agree

Miseing

Total

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Undecided

Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Faw Phase lllb mentor teachers {12) responded to the item, *CTL facuity and mentor teachers
participated effectively in the planning of activities and evaluation procedures in Phase llib." Of those who
did respond, most agreed. Two teachers commented that they were never asked to participate in
planning activities and evaluation procedures during Phase Hiib: *We were not involved in the formulation
of the evaluation procedure and instrument®.
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10. UW Instructors requested an adequate amount of assessment and evaluative
feadback oin my student’s work.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 2 12.85 15.4 15.4
Disagree 1 6.3 7.7 23.1
Undecided 1 6.3 7.7 30.8
Agree 7 43.8 53.8 84.6
Strongly Agree 2 i2.5 15.4 100.0
Missing 3 i8.8
Total 16 100.0 100.0
COUNT
D;t_rongly Disagree 2 | e
sagree N [—
Undecided 1 | e
ggree ly A ;
trongly Agree ,
......... fIII
0 2 4 6 8

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree .

Although most responding to the scaled item agreed that UW instructors requested an adequate
amount of assessment and evaluative feedback on their student's work, several comments indicated the
opposite. UW instructors did not request any assessment or evaiuative feedback, according to three
Mentor teacher comments: "No real evaluation of student done after classroom contact. Unrealistic view
of CTL. student by UW". ‘
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1. UW Instructors requested appropriate kinds of assessment and evalusilve
fesdback on my student’s work.

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 6.3 7.1 7.1
Disagree 1 6.3 - 7.1 14.3
Undecided 1 6.3 7.1 21.4
Agree 9 56.3 64.3 85.7
Strongly Agree "2 12.5 - 14.3 100.0
Missing 2 12.5
Total 16 100.0 100.0
COUNT
-g;rongly Disagree 1 | —
sagree R—
Undecide- L
S¥rongly A
trongly Agreec
.................. ) P S SRS |
0 2 4 6 8 10

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Most Phase llb mentor teachers responding to the survey thought that UW instructors requested
appropriate kinds of assessment and evaluative feedback on their student’s work. Videotaping was
mentioned as a problem in terms of procuring the necessary equipment.
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12, The university and the school district have provided adequate tralning and
support for mentor teachers working with Phasa illb students.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent FPercent Percent

Strongly Disagree 12, 15.4 15.4
Disagree 2 12. 15.4 30.8
Undecided 3 7.7 38.5
Agree . 38.5 76.9
Strongly Agree . 23.1 100.0
Missing

Total

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Undecided

Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey agree that the university and the school

district hzd provided adequate training and support for mentor teachers working with Phasa llib students.
However in comments, some expressad the view that the university and school district did not: "We helped
each other as mentor teachers. We received no help from the University" and "Need guidance and
specifics in actual training to strengthen program’.
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13. My time, as a resource made avallable to tsacher education, has been well used
in Phase llib. ‘

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Disagree 3 18.8 21.4 21.4

Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 21.4

Agree 6 37.5 42.9 64.3

Strongly Agree 5 31.3 35.7 100.0

Missing 2 12.5 '
- Total 16 100.0 100.0

COUNT
Strongly Disagree 0
Disagree 3
Undecided 0
Agree 6
Strongly Agree 5

Hictogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey felt their time, as a resource made
available to teacher education, had been well used in Phase lilb. But, three mentor teachers commented
that their Phase students required mere time than they could provide.
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14. My Instructional efforts In UW’s Phase program have besn appropriately
recognized and compsensated by the school disirict.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 2 12.5 14.3 14.3
Disagree 2 12.5 14.3 28.6
Undecided 4 25.0 28.6 87 .1
Agree 3 18.8 21.4 78.6
Strongly Agree R ] 18.8 21.4 100.0
Missing 2 12.5

Total 16 100.0 -100.9D

Strongly Disagree 2 |messasssessscesmms
Disagree
Undecided
Agree
Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Undecided Mode = Undecided

Most Phase lllb mentor teachers responding to the survey neither agreed nor disagreed that their
instructional efforts in UW's Phase program had been appropriately recognized and compensated by the
school district. About as many agreed as disagreed that recognition and compensation were adequate.
Tultion waivers were seen as inadequate compensation by the three mentor teachers who commented.




18. My experiences with UW faculty and students in the Phase Program have
contributed significantly to my profesaional growth.

R Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 6.0 c.0
Disagree 1 6.3 7.1 7.1
Undecided 3 18.8 21.4 28.6
Agree 6 37.5 42.9 71.4
Strongly Agree 4 25.0 28.6 100.0
Missing 2 12.5

Total i 16 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree 0
Disagree 1

Undecided

Agree

Strongly Agree I
seeeesl

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Most Phase liib teachers responding to the survey believed their experiences with UW facutty and
students in the Phase Program contributed significantly to their professional growth.
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Open Ended Questions

1. What experiences In your class/school were most effactive for students In
schieving the expected outcomes for Phase IIIT

implementing classroom management, planning and teaching lessons, using the mentor teacher
as a role model, and working with students with a wide range of abilities were all mentioned as effective
experiences for students in achieving the expected outcomes for Phase |Ii.

2. How should assignmenis for university studenis be modifled In the future to belter
meet their needs and the needs of your students?

Ot the 9 Mentor teachers who responded to this question, most believed that a closer coordination
of assignments between UW and the school district would better meet the needs of Phase students and
the schoai districts’ students. Assignments from UV were often criticized as being "vague" or "not in tune
with the reaiities of the classroom". Having UW faculty visit the CTL. classrooms was mentioned as a good
way to make university assignments more reievant to the students in the various school districts and
classiooms. Mentor teachers requested more responsibility for assigning tasks to UW students, thereby
reducing the amount of "busy work® assigned by UW Professors.

3. Is the present use of human resources cfficlent? if not, how might we make more
sffective use of Instructional and support personnel?

Most comments involved a request for mcre contact time with UW faculty members and, in
particular, the Phase llla methods instructors: " would like to see the professors and instructors visit the
schiools where the Phase students are placed. It would help them in assigning projects, especially those
for students working in innovative programs".

4. Were you appropriately invoived as a partner with UW facuity In the planning and
assessment of your student’s leaming? If you belleve there is room for improvement
In this area, what should be done to strengthen the partnership?

"More meetings with and without CTL students should be scheduled. Also, actual UW
observations of CTL would be helpful®. Mentor teachers requested more oppottunities to plan and assass
their students’ leaming in concert with UW faculty as a means to strengthen the parinership.

5. Have u found ur work In the new program professional and/or rsonal
nmrdlng?yoﬂcau explzloh. prog P Y pe Y

Comments to this question represented a wide range of reactions on the part of Mentor teachers
to having Phase students in their classrooms. Mentor teachers stated that, in many cases, their Phase
students were highly motivated individuals who reduced the total amount of work for their Mentor teachers.
In other cases, Mentor teachers reported that the presence of Phase students in their classrooms hindered
classroom routines and increased Mentor teacher stress levels: "With miy student teacher’s comfort in the
classroom, | feit able to do several large projects and leave her to teach without having to worry about
the well-being of my class" and "it caused a great deal of additional stress. At this point in time, teaching
is so demanding | feit the CTL program only added o those demands". '

6. Please submit any further observations, Ideas, or questions which you think might
contribute to a full and fair evaluation of the current effectiveness of the teacher
educstion program.

Further comments were idiosyncratic and are presented, verbatim, in Appendix B.

228




222
Spring, 1994 Ciinical Faculty Survey

The Clinical Faculty of the new teacher education program consist of usually two teachers within
each school district where a school or several schools have been designated Wyoming Centers for
Teaching and Leaming (WCTL's). Among the responsibilities of these teachers are duties such as acting
as a liaison between the school district and the university, helping to recruit mentor teachers, and placing
proservice teachers in classrooms. A modest stipend of $500 per semester was paid to each of these
Clinical Faculty members during Spring, 1994, as compensation for these activities.

There were 31 Clinical Faculty members active in the Spring semiester, 1984. A questionnaire was
maiied to each of these teachers. By May 18, twelve had retumed the survey, resulting in a response rate
of 39%. This iow retum rate makes generalization from the sample of retumed questionnaires dangerous.

However, the resuits below may give some sense of the views of these important participants in the
teacher education program.

The first section of the Clinical Faculty survey asked what activities these faculty petformed as part
of the Phase program.

Activities performed by Clinical Facuity members

Clinical Facuity Member Actlvity Percent Performed
1. Acted as liaison between the University and my school

district. 100% *
2. Helped to recruit mentor teachers. 100%
3. Helped to place students with mentor teachers. 100% *
4. Arranged for practicum experiences in our district. 83.3%
5. Provided or arranged for instruction in seminars for

cohort groups in our district. 75.0%
6. Helped to coordinate the evaluation of Phase students. 75.0%

7. Arranged travel and housing in the district for Phase
students. 41.7%

* { pesponse missing.

Other tasks Jerformed, each mention once were aj organized food, meals, refreshments for
meetings, b) met with all Phase | and If students, and c) attended meetings and classes for UW faculty.

It appears that all members of the Clinical Faculty act as liaisons between the school district and
the College of Education, help to recruit mentor teachers and place students in their classrooms. Most
Clinical Faculty members reported working more directly with students, armanging for seminars, providing
instruction for Phase students, and helping to coordinate their evaluation. Fewer than half reported
amanging for travel and housing in the district for Phase students.
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Comments _related to CTL Faculty Activities
1. Acted as a liaison bstween the University and my school district:

The nine clinical faculty who commented viewed their role as fiaison between the University and
school districts as vital to the successful coordination of the Phase program partnership: “We work closely
with the administration of our district and the UW facully*. Clinical faculty acted as advocates for the
Phase program within their respeciive school districts: " supported the program. My positicn allowed
me to have contact with all teachers. The teachers were willing to accommodate my requests”.
Communication with UW was generally effective according to severai CTL comments: *Good
communication channel with UW — able to voice and resclve problems®, "Our UW faculty worked closely
with us, making the coordination between faculty and students very simple’, and "Trust and respect
among all clinical faculty. Good feelings from most UW facuity*.

2. Helped to recruit mentor teachers:

Clinical facutly indicated that recruiting Mentor teachers for the Phase program was one of their
most important jobs. Mentor teachers could volunteer, were chosen by administrative personnel, or
Clinical faculty would actively recruit teachers they believed would make exemplary mentors. Several
Clinical faculty believed that the success of recruitment efforts in the future will depend on the provision
of adequate compensation for Mentor teachers: "No problems signing them up the first ime. Howto train
them, how to provide more collaboration with UW faculty, how to reward them, how to retain them"; "At
this point we do not have teachers beating down the doors to be mentor teachers. | hope qualifications
don't get too time consuming or difficult. People are tired of extra work!"

3. Helped to piace students with mentor teachers:

in addition to recruiting Mentor teachers, Clinical faculty be’’=~4 that appropriate placement of
Phase students with Mentor teachers was a primary concem: "We viewed this as a vital part of the
program ... matched appropriate mentor and student”.

4. Arranged for practicum experiences In our district:

Of the 10 CTL faculty who commented, most voiced concems about the process of placing
university students with mentor teachers: "Iif we have too many cohort groups at a time we will run out
of mentors and teachers willing to be observed". CTL faculty requested information about students
needing placement in a more timely fashion: "Timelines of the information given to us from UW; that is,
names of students, which Phases needed, how to pick just the right mentor teacher”.

5. slr:t\::cdod or arranged for Instruction In seminars for cohort groups in our
t:

A large majority of the 11 CTL faculty who commented did provide or arange for instruction in
seminars for cohort groups. Seminars were seen as positive additions to the overall Phase experience:
*The district personnel were well prepared and very concemed for the leamning value of the seminars®, "
introduced technology. They were very receptive®, and "All were worthwhile because | feel both clinical
faculties listened to the preservice teacher/mentor teacher needs".




6. Helpad to coordinate the evaiuation of Phass students:

A majority of the 10 CTL faculty who commented said they were instrumental in effoits to
coordinate the evaluation of Phase students; however, several requested more time to visit Phase students
throughout their school districts: "We tried to see the students as often as we could. The students
soemed to appreciate a public school teacher in that capacity who was not necessarily their mentor. 1t
was hard {o see a flow on a unit when we were only in there 3-4 times".

7.  Arranged travel and housing in the district for Phase students:

Clinical faculty indicated they were involved more in housing than in fravel amangements for their
Phase students. Like travel, housing was regarded as the students’ responsibility, although Clinical facuity
and Mentor teachers often located or provided housing for students: "We tried to amange housing and
travel for Phase 1, housing for Phase Il and housing, if needed, for Phases llla and b. As numbers get
larger we will not be abla to provide as much personal altention, as with this cycle®. Several Clinical
faculty from Albany and Laramie Counties remarked that housing was not a prcblem because UW
students raside in this area: "We are unique in Albany County with students living here. We have helped
to provide student transportation to rural schools. This is time consuming for principals and contact
taachers”.

Open Ended Questions

8. Wags your roie as a member of the Clinical Faculty sufficlontly clear to you?
Pilease explain.

A majority of the 12 Clinical faculty responding to this question believed that their role was
sufficiently clear. This was due to several factors: "My role was explained two years ago in Casper and
again each time we have met with UW faculty —~ expectations are clear", *Yes, job descriptions were in
detil and the UW faculty cohort leader was detailed in the expec’tatlons of us", and "Yes, | attended on-
campus meetings where‘this was discussed”.

9. Welr:l the amount and type of compensation for your work adequate? Please
explain.

Most of the 12 Ciinical faculty who commented believed that the amount and type of
compensation for their work was adequate. A few requested that additional release time be amanged to
visit CTL classrooms, wientor teachers, and Phase students in the school district. One Clinical faculty
suggested differential compensation contingent upon the number of Phase students in the school district:
1 think Clinical Faculty having 30 te 40 students shouid receive more compensation than those working
with 5-20 students”.

10. How are mentor teachers In your district chosen? Do they volunteer? Are they
appointed? If so, by whom? Are there minimum qualifications set?

CTL committees may ask for volunteers to become Mentor teachers, work with principals to select
Mentor teachers, and some Clinical faculty reported working with superintendents of instructicn and staft
development to recruit Mentor teachers. Qualifications mentioned for being a Mentor teacher inciuded:
tenure, knowledge, desire, ability to share knowledge of teaching strategies, having a Masters degree,
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being an experienced classroom teacher, making a good match for a prospective Phase student, and
having special skills. ' :

1. Have resources been adequate In Identifying and rewarding welltrained mentor
teachers In your district? Please wxplain.

The twelve Clinical faculty responding to this question were split in their views pertaining to the
allocation of resources to Mentor teachers. About half the Clinical faculty believed that Mentor teachers
could make use of more extensive training by UW and the school districts and that they also deserved
financial compensation.

12. What parts of the cohort concept are working well and what needs to be modified?

Clinical faculty in towns with large cohort groups found it difficult to organize activities. They saw
little cohesion among the students in large cohort groups. Smaller cohort groups "bonded" to a greater
degree than larger cohort groups, thus allowing members to provide one ancther with emotional and
professional support. '

13. How can communication between university methods teachers, the Clinical
Faculty and the Mentor Teachers be improved?

Clinical faculty suggested several mechanisms for improving communication among university
methods teachers, the Clinical faculy, and Mentor teachers: face-to-face meetings, holding workshops,
having lunch together, amanging conferences, and sharing written outlines of course activities and goals:
*Communication has to be positive and regular in the entire process. ! did not feel that the university
person liked the Phases and it was not a priority. This was very frustrating in the communication process.
Mentors seemed to be the fewest in numbers at meetings and somewhat out on the fringes so to speak.
They need to be included far more and asked and respected in their opinions. They cany the biggest
burdens.”

14, What impact has your district's narticipation in the Wyoming Teacher Education
Program had on teachers in your district?

Clinical faculty characterized the impact of their districts’ participation in the Phase program on
classroom teachers in terms of the enjoyment of working with college st dents, the enthusiasm many
Phase students contribute to their CTL sites, and the infusion of new ideas and perspectives on teaching.

15. What Impact has your district's participation in the Wyoming Teacher Education
Program had on your school and district?

A few Clinical faculty viewed the Phase program as providing the school districts with a potential
source of new teachers who could be hired after completing their student teaching. Some believed that
the Phase program conferred a certain amount of prestige on participating schools. Others mentioned
the benefits of having UW personnel visit the CTL sites where they could provide inservices, workshops,
or seminars to district personnel.

. . . K . « " - . o o '
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18, What Incentivas are there for your district’s commitment to participate In the
Wyoming Teacher Education Program over the long term?

The potential for professional growth, the renewal of schools, and the opportunity to provide a
higher-quality teacher education program were mentioned as incertives for continued participation in the
Phase program. Clinical faculty believed that if c_.iort membership continues to increase in the future,
more time will be needed for Mentor teachaers, college students, and UW faculty to meet in person for the
purpose of coordinating activities. Also, monetary compensation for Mentor teachers will eventually
become necessaty to ensure their participation in the Phase program.

Spring, 1984 Education Student Survey

A survey of students in the Phase program during the 1994 Spring semester was cornducted.
Wiritten questionnaires were admiinistered during the last week of class to students in Phase | cohorts.
Though there were a total of 101 students in Phase |, only 96 questionnaires were distributed because
ona instructor received the suiveys too late in the semester to distribute to his class. Time was allowed
to complete the questionnaire in class, with the option of taking home the section containing open-ended
tems i mora tme or space for elaboration was needed. Fifty-nine Phase | students retumed
questionnaires, for a response rate of 61.4%.

Questionnaires were distributad by mail to members of Phase il cohorts fclicwing their completion
of the month-long blocked field experience early in the semester. From the 95 students in Phase !, 22
responses were received by May 18, for a response rate of 23%.

Phasa llib students were in the field throughout the whole semester, complsting student teaching
assignments and related site-based activities. To facllitate comparison between the experiences of Phase
lilb student teachers and their counterparts in the old program, surveys like those sent to WYCET student
teachers were mailed to Phase lilb participants in April. By May 18, 10 out of 48 students, only 22%
percent of the total, had retumed responses.

. Owing to relatively low rates of retum from students in Phases il and lilb, readers are advised to
interpret results from these surveys with extrame caution. Those responses for Phases I and lilb should
be considerad as if they had been obtained from a volunteer sample whxch may not be representative
of the entire group of students.

Student questionnaires for Phases | and i were a lightly edited version of the three-part instrument
used for Phases | and llla during Fall, 1993. Part A requested demographic information, Part B was
comprised -t 17 scaled items, and Part C included 14 cpen-ended items, with an invitation to append
additionai comments. The WYCET survey distributed to Phase lilb students aiso featured a section of
scaled itams and a section of open-ended questions. Part | offered students a 4-point scale on which to
rate their own proficiency in three general areas of teacher training: Section A-INSTRUCTIONAL SKILLS,
contained 9 items; Section B-KNOWLEDGE SKILLS, contained 5 items; "nd Section C-INTERPERSONAL
COMPETENCIES, contained 4 items. Part I-SUGGESTIONS FOR MODIFICATION OF THE TEACHER
PREPARATION PROGRAM contained three broad open-ended questions, followed by an invitation to
submit additional comments. it was supplemented by the request for demographic data featured as Part
A of the stan-lard Phase student survey. Copies of the questionnaires are included in Appendix A.

In summarizing the data for Phase |, scaled items were coded numerically where 1 was *Strongly
Disagree* and 5 was *Strongly Agree." Since this coding remains an ordinal scale, means and standard
deviations for each item are not appropriate descriptive statistics, so only ™edians and modes are
reported for these items.
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Spring, 1994 Education Survey
Spring, 1994 Phase |

Demographic Characteristics

The profile of students in Phase |, Cycle D follows. Seventy-one percent were female; all but iwo
wera Caucasian. The median age of the group as a whole was 20-21, with 20% reporting ages older than
23, qualifying them as “non-traditional” in that respect. Ancther important index of non-traditional status,
family formation, yielded a simitar profile: Roughly 1 student in 8 was married, and the same number—
including some unmarried students—reported having dependents living with them. ‘

The typical student estimated that she had completed something under 20 hours of coursework
in education, and had amassed roughly twice that many credit-hours in studies outside the College of
Education. Some 60% of these students had taken all their classes at UW; about half of the remaining
group, or 20% of the enroliment at this point in this cycle, had transferred in from a community college.
Three had eamed AA degrees before entering the Phase program; 5 already held bachsior's degrees.
No respondents in the spring cohorts reported holding advanced degrees.

More than half of those who had declared an area of concentration were preparing to teach as
generalists at the elementary or earty childhood levels. About one third were pursuing pregrams
characterized by departmentalized specialty in content areas. Four of the 59 reported a dominant interest
in Special Education.

Sex
Frequency Percent
Female 42 71.2
Male 17 28.8
Tetal 59  100.0

Female 42 | s s W ——
Male

Histogram frequency
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Ethnic Group or Race ,

. Valid
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent
Black 0 0.0 0.0
Hispanic 0 0.0 0.0
Native American 0 0.0 0.0
Asian-American 1 1.7 1.7
Caucasian 56 94.9 96.6
Other 1 1.7 1.7
Missing 1 1.7

Total 59 100.0 100.0

COUNT
Black 0
Hispanic 0
Native American O
Asian-American 1 |m
Caucasian 56 e R
Other 1 |m
......... | SIS IS ST S |
0 12 24 36 48 €0
Histogram frequency

Age Group

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

18-19 11 18.6 18.6 18.6
20-21 31 52.5 52.5 71.2
22-23 5 8.5 8.5 79.7
24-29 7 1.9 1.9 91.5
30-39 5 8.5 8.5 100.0
Total 89 100.0 100.0

COUNT

18-19 11 | e ve——
20-21 31 | e e ———— e
2450 7 |
4-
30-39 5 |memma

Histogram frequency
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Frequency Percent

Single 51 86.4
Married 8 13.6
Total 59 100.0
COUNT
Single 51 | e r———crReCR—
Married : ) [—
......... ) AP (P S I |
0 i2 24 36 48 60

Histogram frequency

Dependents living with you?

Frequency Percent

Yes 38 13.6
No 51 86.4

Histogram frequency

Transfer Status
Valid

Value Label Frequency Percent Percent
Completed all credit at UW 35 59.3 60.3
Transferred from a comm. coll. 11 18.6 19.0
Transferred from another coll. 9 15.3 16.5
Other 3 5.1 5.2
Missing 1 1.7

Total 59 100.0 100.0

COUNT

Completed all credit at UW 35
Transferred from a comm. coll. 11 | ue—————
Transferred from another coll. 9 |pees———
Other 3 _—
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Credit Hours Outsids Education

Cumulative
Hours Frequency Percent Percent
1-10 1 2.4 2.4
11-20 5 11.9 14.3
21-30 6 14.3 28.6
31-40 5 11.9 40.5
41-50 10 23.8 64.3
51-60 5 11.9 76.2
61-70 1 2.4 78.6
71-80 5 11.9 90.5
81-90 1 2.4 92.8
91-100 1 2.4 5.2
101-110 0 0.0 95.2
111-120 0 0.0 96.2
121-130 1 2.4 97.6
131-140 0 0.0 97.6
141-150 1 2.4 100.0
Total 42 100.0
Missing 17 28.8
Total 59

Hours Count

+

1-10 1 |

11-20 §
21-30 6
31-40 5
41-5¢ 10
51-60 &
61-70 1 |mwsmmm
71-80 S | pss— cescesmims
81-90 1 | mmmmmm
91-900 1 | mumm
101-110 O
111-120 O
131-140 O
141-150 1 | s

‘ I....+....T.... 4.0 T
0 2 4

Histogram frequency

Mean=50.0 Std Dev=29.7 Min=2

-

00 1~
-
=)

Median=45 Max=150
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Cumulative
Hours Frequency Percent Percent
1-10 5 11.4 11.4
11-20 20 45.4 56.8
21-30 11 25.0 81.8
31-40 3 6.8 88.6
41-50 3 6.8 95.4
51-60 2 4.5 100.0
Total 44 100.0
Missing 15 25.4
Total 59
Hours Count
1-10 5 | e————————
T11-20 20 | —m————— S
21-30 11 |pesesese—c—————
31-40 3 | eresnece
41-50 3 | s
51-60 R Pr——
AP R ST DR SR A S T TR DRL PN |
0 4 8 12 16 20
Histogram frequency
Mean=23.0 Std Dev-12.2 Min=8 Med=20 Max=56
235
nam . EEERT /;;,V,wu . @ L i PRI
o . 3 e YL, Yy 3 B e vy
S ey N A 4 o " e . oY '
v w 4 ‘--" G Y Y Gl BT ML W




232

Totel Credit Hours

Cumulative
Value Label Frequency Percent Percent
21-30 1 1. 1.9
31-40 5.
41-50
51-60
61-70
71-80
5i-90
91-100
101-110
111-120
121-130
131-140
141-150
151-160
161-170

Total 52 100.
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Missing 7 11.
Total 59

Hours Count
21-30
"31-40
41-50
51-60
61-70
71-80
81-90
91-100
101-110
111-120
121-130
131-140
141-150
151-160
161-170

-t b
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.
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0 4 8 12 16
Histogram frequency

Mean=73.9 Std Dev=26.13 Min=28 Median=67 Max=162
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Highest Degree Held

Valid
Frequency Percent Percent
None 49 83.1 84.5
AA 3 5.1 5.2
BA 3 5.1 5.2
BS 2 3.4 3.4
Other 1 1.7 1.7
Missing 1 1.7
59 100.0 100.0
COUNT ,
None A | e ————
AA g —
BA —
BS 2 |nm
Other 1 |m
......... ) (R (P (P P |
0 10 20 30 40 50

Histogram frequency
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~ Principal Area of Concentration

Area Frequency

Early Childhood
Elementary
Social Studies
Spec. Educ.
Math

Art

Creative Arts
Cult. Div.
English
Biology

Child Dev
French
Secondary Educ

Total
Missing

Total

Area

Early Childhood
Elementary
Social Studies
Spec. Educ.
Math

Art

Creative Arts
Cult. Div.
English
Biology

Child Dev
French
Secondary Educ

Percent
15 27.3
14 25.4
7 12.7
4 7.3
3 5.4
2 3.6
2 3.6
2 3.6
2 3.6
1 1.8
1 1.8
1 1.8
1 1.8
55 100.0
4 6.8
59
COUNT
15 | pes———r———————————
14 | r———m——
7 | eee——
4 | peeensm
(R fr—
2 |mpm
2 |-
2 o
2 \omm
1 |
1 =
1 |m
) I..ceeeenn ) I
0 5 10 15
Frequency
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Preparation Levsl

Level

Frequency Percent

Pre-K, Kindergarten 25 42.4
Prmary grades 1-3) 34 57.6
Intermediate (grades 4-6) 25 42.4
Middle school {grades 5-8) 15 25.4
Jr. High (grades 7-9) 13 22.0
High schoo (grades 9 12) 19 32.2
Other 4 6.8
Total 59
Pre-K, Kindergarten 25 | cnc———————
Primary (grades 1-3) 3 | r— e ————
- Intermediate {(grades 4-6) 25 | e—— S —
Middle school (grades 5-8) 15 | ooeses—
Jr. High (grades 7-9) p F< N (S ———
High school (grades $-12) 19 | pese———
Other 4 | e
; G | ; G  eieeneans I
0 10 20 30 40
Frequency
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Scaled [tems

1. Fleld experiences have bean particularly valuabla to me this semester.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Disagree 2 3.4 3.4 3.4

Undecided 1 1.7 1.7 5.1

Agree 20 33.9 33.9 39.0

Strongly Agree 36 61.0 61.0 100.0
Total 59 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Undecided

Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Strongly Agree Mode = Strongly Agree

2. | have had especlally unrewarding experiences In my fleld experiences this

semester.
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 27 45.8 45.8 45.8
Disagree 28 47.5 47.5 93.2
Undecided 1 1.7 1.7 94.9
rgree 1 1.7 1.7 96.6
Strongly Agree 2 3.4 3.4 100.0
Total 59 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 2T |
Disagree 4 B ————— ]
Undecided 1 |mm
Agree 1 |im
Strongly Agree 2
. SO SO ST SR I
0 6 12 18 24 30

Histogram frequency

Median = Disagree Mode = Disagree

Together, the first two items present a consensus in suppert of the value of field experiences in
Phase I.
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As had their predecessors in Cycle C, Phase | students placed a high value on several aspects
of their experiences in CTL’s. A large majority characterized opportunities to observe pupils and teachers
in natural classroom settings as an indispensable part of their training. Behaviors most frequently
obsaerved were instructional methods and styles, classroom management, students’ leaming styles, and
informal social interaction.

Closely related to classroom observations were two other activities in which CTL mentor teachers
played central roles. Many respondents wrote that informal conferences with mentors, in which a broad
range of professional and personal topics were discussed, had been especiaily valuable to them. Several
also cited the teaching of minilessons and other direct interventions with pupils as excitng and
inspirational leaming experiences. As one respondent reported, " enjoyed the experience of teaching a
lesson; it gave me an idea of what being a teacher will be like." Another wrote, "When | was put to work
in doing activities with the children, | felt as though | was contributing to the class." Several offered
comments like this: "All visits to school {were] valuable; [we] need more of them.”

Oniy two respondants indicated less-than-satisfactory experiences in CTL's on the first scale, and
only three on ltem 2. Unrewarding experiences noted in the open-ended responses typically invoived
uneasiness with a particular teacher’s style or personality, or significant divergence between the Phase
student's educational philosophy and the climate of leaming observed in a particular school or classroom.
Still, even these encounters, though inherently unpleasant, seemed valuable to some. "The realities of
teaching hit me in the face," wrote one student, adding, "Can’t be avoided.”

A few students reported a distracting circumstance related to CTL visits, but not inherent in the
activities themselves. Blocking Phase classes on Thursdays and Fridays created schedule conflicts with
other courses for some, and slanted experiences in the schools in a way which others interpreted as
unrepresentative, resulting in observations which failed to reflect characteristic rhythms of classroom life
across the span of a week. "Don't put all such experiences on Thursday and Friday" was one
respondent's recommendation for improving the effactiveness of Phase |.
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3. On-campus education coursework has been particularly valuable to me this

semester.
vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 2 3.4 3.4 3.4
Disagree 6 10.2 ©10.2 13.6
Undecided 9 15.3 16.3 28.8
Agree 35 59.3 59.3 88.1
Strongly Agree 7 11.9 1.9 100.0
Total 59 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 2 |\
Disagree 6 | e
Agree G R [r—NRRRRAEAAS S
Strongly Agree [ [—
......... ) QR (PP (R (P ¢
G 8 16 24 32 40

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

4, | have had especially unrewarding experiences In the campus-based component
of my program this semester. .

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 12 20.3 20.7 20.7
Disagree 31 52.5 53.4 74 .1
Undecided 8 13.6 13.8 87.9
Agree 7 11.9 12.1 100.0
Strongly Agree 0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Missing 1 1.7
Total 59 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 12 | s eeseesao
Disagree 31 | ——————————————————
Undecided 3 J [
Agree 7 | —
Strongly Agree 0
......... ) R (D S |
0 8 16 24 32

Histogram frequency

Median = Disagree Mode = Disagree
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Phase | students have expressed a high level of satisfaction with on-campus activities in their
cohorts. Cycle D registered even higher approval ratings on items 3 and 4 than Cycle C had in the fall,
though nothing like the strong consensus registered in support of CTL work emerged in either group. It
is worth noting that only 2 students strongly disagreed that on-campus work had been paiticularly valuable
to them this spring (item 8), while nct a single respondent indicated strong agreement that they had
undergone especially unrewarding experiences in the campus-based component of their studies (item 4).

Students found much to praise in their first semester of work in the campus-based compaonent of
the Phase program. A broad pattem of gratitude for the work of cohort leaders emerged in the written
comments. Among activities mentioned as valuable were papers, lectures, and class discussions, which
appear to have helped students personalize some of the more abstract iessons, and situate particular
observations in appropriate theoretical contexts. " like the smaller cohoit groups,” observed one. Another
explained, "Writing the papers was good. i helps to make the information more meaningfui to you." "'ve
enjoyad class," was still ancther student’s giobal assessment of the experience.

Several respondents believed that too much emphasis was placed on writing as a means of giving
evidence of the achievement of cbjectives. " think that typing up notes for an outcome is busy work,”
wrote one. Another, who expressly approved of writing papers, observed that *[sJometimes it seems that
there is a lot of busy work, not just in Phase but all education cumiculum courses.” "1 think the workioad
is a lot," reported one, who went on to suggest that *students would be a litle more positive if there wasn't
as much work." Another respondent believed that on-campus projects would be more cohe nt and seem
less onerous if better guidance were given in developing and presenting them: " think that portfolios
should be a larger part of the campus-based program in preparing them, what needs to be in them, etc.”

"The different seminarflectures were heipful,” volunteered ancther respondent, pinpointing an
instructional strategy which brought cohort groups together for coordinated leaming activities. A couple
of visiting lecturers were singled out for recognition. “When Myron Basom talked to our class, he
answered a lot of questions," reported one respondent. Others expressed appreciation for the efforts of
Nancy Warren, along these lines: "Having personal advising by Nancy Warren in my Phase | classroom
was very helpful.”

More than one student felt fairly strongiy that their work on campus had failed to rise to the level
of effectiveness they had experienced in CTL's. Some argued that course content should be changed

* to emphasize obviously practical material: *The class should be directed toward more relevant topics—

lesson plans, etc.," wrote one student. Related comments contained requests for more work, and more
substantial intellectual challenges.

A few respondents, anticipating item 5, suggested that better coordination of CTL activities with
on-campus work would enhance the effectiveness of instruction in Phase L. Typical comments ran along
these lines: " think that the mentor teachers, supervising teachers, and cther instructors need to be in
closer contact with each other to avoid mishaps." Cthers offered broad condemnations of campus-based
activities. "My in-class experience was ccinpletely a waste of time," wrote one. "The on-campus class was
a waste oftime," echoed a classmate in ancther cohort. Frustration with cenventional on-campus training
had roots which went beyond Phase |, in some cases. In infornal conversations, a pattem of
disappointment with the EDCI 1010 prerequisite emerged, represented by the following written comment:
*EDCI 1010 class was a complete waste of my time." In general, such expressions of frustration were
more likely to come from older, academically more advanced members of the cohorts.

A well-established theme of dissatisfaction with the uncertainty of program design ran through
comments from students in all demographic categories. One réespondent called for "[a] more thorough
introduction to the axpectations of this class & Phase program." Several comments designated advising
as an area calling for serious attention, and a source of considerable anxiety and resentment: "Personally,
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| believe advising is homible. Through guidance, . . . | have taken six credit hours cf no value to my
degree or areas in which | was interested.”

Some commentators perceived a connection between changes being made in program design
and the difficulties so widely experienced by students in the area of advising. "1 don't like the way that
the College of Education is not organized and they try to make you take things that aré not needed,”
complained one respondent. " wish the Phase program would stop changing,” wrote one. *Get the
program settled and stick with it!" urged another. *They haven't been able to do this so far.’ There was
a sense that stabilizing program structure would permit a desirable degree of flexibility notably absent to
date: "More flexibility in Phase Program [would be a significant improvement], especially when receiving
guidance and advising]."

Scheduling problems arising from the Thursday/Friday blocked hours occasioned a broad pattem
of comments. As in the Fall, students in some subject areas experienced sericus interference with course
selection during a Phase semester. One student commented, "The Phase | class was good, but maybe
we should go on MWF (more like a regular class)." *There needs to be some way to fulfiil foreign
language credits and do Phase at the same time," suggested another. One generally satisfled student
identified scheduling as an area offering great potential for program improvement: " feit there were too
many schedule conflicts with personal life, campus activities, and reguiar courses.”

Critical comments received in response to these items were overwhelmingly constructive, though
on some sensitive points a clear note of urgency came through. A general review of responses to items
1-4 will reveal an unambiguous endorsement of the effectiveness of Phase |, however, in both its on- and
oft-campus dimensions.

5. My on-campus work was well coordinated with my experiences In the fleld.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 2 3.4 3.4 3.4
Disagree 6 10.2 10.3 13.8
Undecided 7 11.9 12.1 25.9
Agree 30 50.8 51.7 77.6
Strongly Agree 1? 2%.3 22.4 100.0
Total 59 100.0 100.0
COUNT

Strongly Disagree 2 | um

Disagree

Undecided

Agree
Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Phase | students appeared content with the degree to which their CTL activities are aligned with
formal studies on campus. The ratio of students expressing any degree of disagreement with the




241

assertion in item five fell from 1 in 6 during the fall semester, to fewer than 1 in 7 this spring. The factor

of iong-distance travel, mentioned as an overall design flaw by several students in Cycle C, was not an
issue for students in Cycle D.

Nearly all responderits who offered comments on this item had positive points to make. Many

pointed to specific activiies which they felt had prepared them to make the most of their visits to
classrooms:

*The work we did coordinated well with the field experiences.”
*Yes—it was coordinated fine. | leamed a lot.”
*Yes, we were sent out knowing what to look for."

Some appreciated the value of conventional academic work done on campus to fumish an
intellectual foundation for practical observations in scheols:

*[Our work on campus] gave us bioad ideas on teaching and styles, as well as history.”
“The papers we wrote were great. They were shoit, but useful.”

*Papers coordinated w/ field experiences.”

*Finding current articles to go with each outcome is helpful & should be done all semester.

Several who expressed general approval of course integration offered consiructive suggestions
for improvement in areas of special importance to them. "Sometimes coursework is not suited for Art Ed,"
wrote one student. "Yes, it was fairly well coordinated,” wrote another, "but there were some things we
talked about that | didn't get to cbserve" A foreign language major, who had no problems with the
alignment of course activities, feit very strongly about the blocking of the class hours, which disrupted
study in A&S courses. Representing the issue as a broader problem of coordination of her university
program, she suggested that other departments should adjust their course offerings to conform to
scheduling in the College of Education: *Foreign language classes shouid be offered every semester.”

A few students reported having had bad experiences arising, in their opinion, from a poor fit
between the two components of Phase |. The two extended comments both focus on the desirability of
tailoring on-campus work to highlight pcsitive aspects of observations carried out on site:

"We did nothing to prepare for our schooi visits, and the discussions after four retum] were
useless after the first visit. | believe only good programs and ideas should be shared, rather than
a whole picture of just certain schools.”

“ery little coordination between what occurred in schools and ciasswork. This is unavoidable
because of the different schools & teachers. Possibly just reporting on what was observed each
time would be better.”

One respondent extended a general criticism focusing on shortcomings in the administrative
dimension of the program: "They just need to be more organized with the program,” she wrote.

One student reported a general sense of disorientation in field experiences, ascribing it to
inadequate preparation on UW's part:
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*Some schools weren't prepared for us at all, and there was massive confusion over whether we
were supposed to teach = ‘esson or not.”

Aithough this response was unique in Phase |, Cycle D, it pointed to a problem which was more
common in other groups. It would appear that many students, and at least some CTL personnel, feel
vulnerable in their encounters in the field. In general, whatever diffidence might stand in the way of
rewarding experiences dissipates when at least one participant approaches the activity with a clear sense
of purpose. Problems also arise, especially at more advanced levels, when mentors and students
approach the same activity with conflicting priorities and values, but this situation appears to be extremely
rare in Phase |.

6. The distinctive requirements of the new undergraduzte progiam have made It
more difficult to finance my education.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 3 5.1 5.1 5.1
Disagree 7 1.9 11.9 16.9
Undecided 15 25.4 25.4 42.4
Agree 18 30.5 30.5 72.9
Strongly Agree 16 27.1 27 1 100.0
Total 59 100.0 100.0
COUNT

Strongly Disagree 3 | e

Disagree

Undecided

Agree
Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Ambiguous wording appears to have led some siudents to interpret this item as a trick question.
Obviously, the Phase program is substantially more expensive than the traditional program was. Its costs
are distributed across every level of involvement in the training of prospective teachers in Wyoming. The
intent ofthe item was to ascertain whether the resources and suppott available to students were such that
they did not feel they were bearing a disproportionate share of the costs of the new program.

About 1 student in 6 disagreed with the assertion made in this item. Twenty-five percent indicated
that they were, as yet, undecided over whether the new program would prove more difficult for them to
finance than the old would have been. Fifty-eight percent of respondents in Cycle D expressed the

opinion that the Phase program would be more difficult for them to finance than the old program would
have been.

item 13 on Part C of the suivey invited student comments addressing the issue in scaled item 6.
it read, "Have the distinctive requirements of ine new undergraduate program affected your ability to
finance your schooling? Hf you believe they have, please explain, providing any details which you feel are

246




243

appropriate." Responses from students who thought the Phase program had made it more difficult for
them to pay for a bachelor’s degree in education fell into four broad catagories.

One group concentrated on the additional expenses they had incurred completing requirements
in Phase |. They cited costs of transportation to and from the CTL's to which their cohorts were assigned,
costs which, though modest this semester, created difficulties for some: '

"Some of us are on extremely tight budgets, and even the small amount of gas money needed
to travel to CTL’s can cause some problems. This may be hard to understand. However, it's a
fact. Some allowances should be made."

*[W]hen we drove to Green River, we had to pay for our own gas, which | had to scrounge &
borrow." '

A few students apparently found it necessaty to pay for overnight lodging on occasion, even
during Phase |, and registered  their view that such costs were exceptional and, when not discretionary,
should not be bome by students alons.

A second theme concemed the difficulty of meeting Phase travel requirements while maintaining
desirable, or in some cases indispensable, employment:

"t is very hard to work and be in this Program. Work hours are hard to getl”

"t is hard to work with having a full day or 2 weeks out of Laramie.”

"It makes it hard to work, especially since McWhinnie 100 is not very undarstanding about some

jobs."

"With all the traveling, it makes it difficult to keep a job. | have health insurance through work, but
| have to work 20 hrs a week. The program isn't sensitive to people with outside of school
commitments.” :

The undercumrent of perceived administrative insensitivity and inflexibility emerging here ran
through the two other types of financial difficulty cited miost frequentiy.

Many students for whom the added expenses incurred in Phase | had posed no serious problems
" expressed apprehension over the prospect of major burdens associated with succeeding Phases:

" think they will in Phase I and lll. | live in the dorms, and they do not work with you at all*
*Not yet, but Phases with additional time spent out of town could.”

" have to work to pay rent and go to school, and having to be out of town and pay rent here and
there will be difficult.”

“Yes. Driving back and forth to Cheyenne was costly. And during Phase Il it could become more
costily."

"No-But keeping an apartment in Laramie and one in Cheyenne [in Phases Il and Ili] will cause
financial stress.”
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A fourth area of concem centered on the additional costs of a five-year baccalaureate program.
Among Phase | students, issues associated with lost income owing to delayed entry into the labor market
were of minor importance. A few respondents asserted opinions like "1 feel that the undergraduate
program shouldn't take 5 years to complete,” but for the most part, anxiety over the additional year of
undergraduate study arose primarily from students’ apprehension that scholarships and financial aid would
dry up before they were able to complete ali the requirements for their degree. Conventional scholarships
awarded on the basis of merit typically cover only four years of full-ime tuition and fess, or about 80%
of the students’ institutional costs of the new program. Some recipients of scholarships awarded them
as outstanding students by the College of Education pointed out that this financial support would be
withdrawn after four years, even though the new program is not designed to be comipieted in that time.

"t | as cost more time and money."

_“Since it is a five-yr program, my fifth yr wiil be hard to finance since my major schelarship is for
four years." '

*Yes—-had a four-year scholarship ... ."

"Yes—5 years is expensive, and once you are a senior [in the fifth year of the new program], not
many scholarships are available.”

“Very much so, due to the required five years in this major, and the university's unwillingness to
offer a large [number] of scholarships to out-of-state [students].”

"Yes. It's making me pay for at least an extra year."

“The exira year has caused extra expense.”

*Not really, other than I'm looking at ancther year of financing.”

*Yes—| have to work, and financial aid has not been enough.”

"t will, because [undergraduates are] only allowed so many hours on financial aid."

Trends are difficult to determine on the basis of a single year's observations, but this spring,
owing to a lower number of non-traditional students, many concems prominent in the comments of last
fali's groups were absent. It is worth noting that many of those now entering the program, though they
recognize that they are undertaking the most expensive undergraduate program of study in the university,
chaerfully accept the extra costs as the price of excellence in their training:

*The only problem is that | am on a four-year tuition scholarship, so the extra % year will have to

come out of my pocket. As a result, | intend to work extra hard and try to finish the jrogram in

4 years. Fortunately, the Program has been very flexible with that decision!*

“Yes, just the extra year and that extra money. But it is a worthwhile program.”

"Yes. 5 years is an extra year of ition, housing, and material. (However, | believe this is a good
program, and | any making adjustments.)

Perhaps the Phase program’s distinctive features will resutt in a more homogeneous student body

characterized by ycuth and ready access to financial resources. If so, many of the demands which
summoned passionate expressions of resentment, aspecially among non-traditional students, in earlier
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cycles will probably create less tension and anxiety in future cohorls. Nevertheless, even comparatively
well-heeled traditional students might appreciate clear answers to questions like, "if the College of
Education has implemented an undergraduate program which takes five years to complete, why are they
offering me a four-year scholarship as an incentive to stay in Wyoming for my teacher training?* Ata firne
when applications to the college appear to be falling off more rapidly than those to other colleges in the

university, success in recruitment might depend to some extent on persuasive responses to such
concefms.

7. | have been given a clear idea of the expected outcomes of my coursework tile
semaester. .

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 1.7 1.7 1.7
Disagree . 6 10.2 10.3 12.1
Undecided 2 3.4 3.4 15.5
Agree 28 47.5 48.3 63.8
Strongly Agree 21 35.6 36.2 100.C
Missing ) 1 1.7

Total 59  100.0 . 100.0

COUNT

Strongly Disagree 1 |mm
Disagree
Undecided
Agree

Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree
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8. Outcomes for this course were unclear {5 me.
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 22 37.3 37.3 37.3
Disagree 30 5C.8 50.8 88.1
Undecided 3 5.1 5.1 93.2
Agree 3 5.1 5.1 98.3
Strongly Agree 1 1.7 1.7 100.0
Total 59 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 22 | st e ——
Disagree 1) [F———————————————————
Undecided 3 R
Agree S | e
Strongly Agree 1 |mms
......... | (S (R SR P |
0 6 12 18 24 30

Histogram frequency

Median = Disagree Mode = Disagree

9. Classwork and leaming activities have helped me to meet the cutcomes of this
course at a level of achlevament acceptable to me.

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 1 1.7 1.7 1.7
Disagree 3 5.1 5.1 6.8
Undecided 5 8.5 8.5 16.3
Agree 31 82.5 52.5 67.8
Strongly Agree 19 32.2 32.2 100.0
Total 59 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 1 |
Disagree 3 | m-
Undecided L pr——
Agree 31 | o ———
Strongly Agree 19 | e——————————
......... P SR GNP |
0 8 16 24 32

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Outcomes for Phase | were clear to 7 students out of 8, at least among respondents to the Cycle
D survey. In response to the corresponding open-ended item, which invited attention to any outcomes
which the respondent had found unclear, most comments focused on problems rather than on the positive
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experiences they had had. One respondent, however, made note of an instructional technique which she
had found espaecially helpful:

“ folt the outcomes were fair. One thing [our cohort leader] did was have us bring in articles from

newspapers or joumals, which helfped me relate the outcomes to their relevance in the ‘real’
world."

Ancther made a distinction between the clarity of the outcomes and their adequacy as goals of
instruction in Phase I

"They were clear. | don't think they were difficult to achieve. | realize this course is here to fulfill
state requirements that we cover certain categories. However, | felt class time could have baer
better utilized to delve into topics in greater detaii."

One student felt that although the outcomes had been made clear in his cohort, not ali had
received adequate aftention:

" was given a clear idea of the expected outcomes, but the two major cnes (lesson, portfolio)
were not mentioned after the first day of class.”

To the same effect, another student wrote, "NO. Portfolio—any or all info. would have helped
tremendously.” .

Problems tended to cluster around practical questions of how to meet clearly-presented outcomes,
and what point would be setved by doing so. One respondent specified particular ‘points of difficulty:

*[Cutcomes were] Not really [clear]. 'Professional language’-what was the purposa? Never
discussed, merely assigned.

*Leaming Theories—not unclear-but more time needed on this topic.

*Leamning Styles—same.

*School District Policies—didr't seem relevant at this level to outline specific school’s hanabook.”
Another presented similar problems in general terms:

"nformation was unclear on how to structure outcomes and what should be included. Need a
more specific format.”

Cohor. ieaders should be aware that not all students would weicome strict, specific guidelines,
howover:

"We were given an idea, but not an idea of how to fulfill the outcome. This isn't necessarily bad;
it gives us freedom te choose.”

In other cycles, at other levels of study, students expressed concem over a perceived
inconsistency in instruction and evaluation from cohort to cohort within Phases. This- concem seems to
have been absent in Cycle D. A broader concem, that of the alignment and articulation of outcomes
beyond specific classes, at the program level, surfaced here, as it had elsewhere:

"No. The advisors are not even sure what should be taken. The advisors need to know what is
going on.

L
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10. My achisvement has been well-monitored and evaluated by on-campus Ilnstructors.

il
i Al L

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

E Strongly Disagree 1 1.7 1.7 1.7
55 Disagree 6 10.2 10.2 11.9
i Undecided 12 20.3 20.3 32.2
i Agree 28 47.5 47.5 79.7
o Strongly Agree 12 20.3 20.3 100.0
Total 59 100.0 100.0
COUNT

‘H: Strongly Disagree 1 |
~ Disagree

i Undecided

_ Agree
B Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

11. tlln\! 1:;:ll‘;le\t'oment has been woll-monitored and evaluated by my mentor teachers In

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 5 8.5 8.5 8.5
Disagree 7 11.9 11.9 20.3
Undecided 9 15.3 16.3 35.6
Agree 27 45.8 45.8 81.4
Strongly Agree 11 18.6 18.6 100.0
Total 59 100.0 100.0
5 COUNT
e
o Strongly Disagree SR [ —
Ep Disagree 7 | r—
5 Undecided 9 | eee———— :
Agree 27 | o S —
Strongly Agree 11| ————eesscese
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0 6 12 18 24 30

Histogram frequency

8

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

@ ° © oy i " [ e a v @ <
) Yy . < R4 L s
S @ 1 o L - PR



249

12. Assessments of my work | have received have been useful to me In keeping my work

efficlently on target.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 2 3.4 3.4 3.4
Disagree 4 6.8 6.8 - 10.2
Undecided 7 11.9 11.9 22.0
Agree 31 52.5 52.5 74.6
Strongly Agree 15 25.4 25.4 100.0
Total 59 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Strongly Disagree 2 |om
Disagree . S p—
Undecided [ [ ——
Agree 31 | e —————————e—
Strongly Agree 15 | e——————
......... Y (P (P |
0 8 16 24 32

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

More than twe-thirds of Phase | students surveyed this spring beliéved that their cohort leaders
had done a good job of monitoring and evaluating their achievement in the course, an approval rate
slightly higher than that given to CTL mentor teachers. Nearly four-filths felt that the assessments they

had received had been useful to them in their efforts to keep their work efficiently on target.

In written comments, no one complained that standards were too high; several students reported
that they felt "grading was too easy." Respondents were grateful for comments and feedback received
on their written work, and many expressed a wish that they had received even inore such focused
instruction. In the context of remarks made elsewhere in the spring survey, it would appear that the
widespread student desire for greater intellectual challenges in their teacher training, emphatically

expressed in the fall survey, persists, though not at the same degree of urgency.
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13. The deveiopment of a professional portfolic has been =2 construciive dimension
of my work In the program.

valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 4 6.8 6.8 6.8
Disagree -7 11.9 11.9 18.6
Undecided 6 10.2 10.2 28.8
Agree 31 52.5 52.5 81.4
Strongly Agree 11 18.6 18.6 -100.0

Total 59 100.0 100.0

COUNT

Strongly Disagree 4 | me—
Disagree
Undecided

Agree
Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Results on the scaled item suggest that siudents in Cycle D considered pertfolic development a
valuabie activity, though they may riot have been quite as enthusiastic about it as their predecessors in
Cycle C. Just over 70% of respondents agreed with the siatement to a greater or lesser extent, compared
with nearly 74% last fall. In contrast to comments collected in December, only one comment axceeded
three lines in transcription and its content was mildly negative:

"'m not sure how the outcomes contribute to your portfolio and getting a job. Development
needs to ba worked on. What would be effective in a portfolio?"

While it was not uncommon for last fall's students to attack the very idea of assembling a public
school teacher’s portfolio, such remarks were entirely absent this spring. Negative comments dealt only
with respondents’ apprehension that their efforts 10 prepare professional portfolios were not receiving the
necessary guidance and support from university faculty:

" have had no help with the development of my portfolio and am clueless as to what should go
init”

“We haven’t been given a clear definition of what a portfolio is. I'm still confused!*
*Confusion. What exactly is it supposed to be, do?”

"It hasn't [been a constructive dimension of my training]. | would not show any of these papers
to prospective employers.” :

One student reported, " think portfolios are simply busy paper work.” Ironically, an exercise
intended to have authentic value to students and to provide valid evidence for evaluating meaningful
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outcomes of classroom leaming is perceived by significant numbers of Phase trainees as nothing more
than a form of cumrency to be applied toward the acquisition of collage credits.

Positive responses outnumbered negative ones by about 3 to 2. Although the enthusiasm of

some earlier students was missing, it is clear that many members of Cycle D had formed vety accurate

ideas about the structure and purposes of professional portfolios by the time they had completed Phase
I:

"t let me have a lot of information on the different aspects of teaching.”

"t has helped give me an overview of what my goals should be."

"1t let me know what it takes to become a good teacher and will probably help me get a job."

*Gives me a more confident feeling about my career choice and getting a job.”

"it has allowed me to begin to compile information for future use."

*A focused look on where I'm going and where I've been."

"Leamning how to make a professional-locking Molio was helpful.”

"Résumé development.”

"t allows me to prepare for job interviews and get an idea of what people are looking for."

A majority of respondents this semester would understand and endorse one classmate's concise
statement: "[Portfolio development] is good for our future job interviews and present education." The

persistence of a substantial minority who would not be able to do so, however, suggests the desirability
of further curmiculum development efforts in this area.
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14. The workload of this course has been excessive considering the number of credit
hours.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 12 20.3 20.3 20.3
Disagree 35 59.3 59.3 79.7
Undecided 7 11.9 11.9 91.5
Agree 5 8.5 8.5 100.0
Strongly Agree 0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Total 59 100.0 100.0

COUNT
Strongly Disagree 12 | poe—
Disagree L [
Undecided 7 | —
Agree S | mumm—
Strongly Agree 0

......... ) (A (RUDADADIPIPA (PP (PR |

Histogram frequency

Median = Disagree Mode = Disagree

Not a single student strongly agreed with this statement; onily 5 agreed to any extent. The related
open-ended question, which applied the workload question toall education courses taken by respondents,
tumed up no dissatisfaction with the extent of work assigned in Phase courses. On the contrary, a few
students remarked that it could have been more" and "1 didn't feel [the worldoad] was very challenging
for the number of credits.® As in the fall, there were objections to the way in which assignments were
paced, with major projects stacking up at the end of the semester and causing a problem there, but
comments like, "Yes, it was just right!" were more common. :

Six students complained that the workioad they had encountered in their science and math
seminars had left something to be desired. All agreed it had been too heavy for the 1 credit hour
awarded: two added that many of the requirements had been "busy woik."

Human Life-Span and Development also received unfavorable notices from two students who feit
that the course "had a lot of work worth little credit. Busy work!"

©On a positive note, here as elsewhere the invidicus comparisons among different cohorts which
caused significant distress last fall appeared not to have been a problem for this spring’s cohorts.
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18. | have experienced schedule confiicts between my teacher education courses and
required work In my contont area(s) outside the Coliege of Education.

- vValid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 10 16.9 16.9 16.9

Disagree .6 10.2 10.2 27 1

Undecided 6 10.2 10.2 37.3

Agree 26 44 .1 44 .1 81.4

Strongly Agree 11 18.6 18.6 100.0
Total 59 100.0, 100.0

 COUNT

Strongly Disagree 10 | e o —

Disagree

Undecided

Agree
Strongly Agree

Histogram frequency

Median = Agree Mode = Agree

Only about a quarter of the respondents disagreed with this assertion in any degree, while neary
two-thirds agreed or strongly agreed with it. Even in Phase |, schedule conflicts with content-area courses
waie perceived as a major problem.

Comments added nothing to the general picture of the situation given last fall. Representative
responses are reproduced below.

" could take no MWF courses or TR aftemoon courses this semester that are only oifered in the
spring.”

"My art classes don't fit with Phase [l or Phase | Fridays."
"Yes. Foreign language is difficult if not taken freshman year.”

"Yes. It is impossible for foreign language soon-to-be teachers to scheduie any foreign language
classes because of the Phase program.”

"Yes! Since | am a dual major, it is especially hard. | was counseled by McWhinnie 100 not to
take science courses my freshman [year]. It has screwed my whole schedule up. Very
frustrating”

*Yes—w/ my minor."

"Because | am accelerating, | have problems getting courses that are not offered during the
summer.”

"1 will for Phase II."
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“Yes. Phase Il will be even more difficult to schedule classes. There are not many blocked
courses | need."

"ABSOLUTELY!!!ll The blocked classes are a considerable hardship for me. | can't fit my
language classes in." )

Other comments were directed toward contextual problems related to the collega’s reluctance to
adjust its scheduling practices to university noms:

"It is impossible for anyone to transfer into the College of Education without being terribly behind."

The many problems faced by transfer and second-degree or ceriification-only students may
deserve more consideration than they have been given to date. Although the number of such students
in the program appears to have fallen off slightly this spring—perhaps an encouraging sign—the percertage
of students in Phase | of Cycle D remained the same as that in Cycle C, at just over 60%.

""No—but | experienced conflicts with classes that were of general interest to me. The College of
Ed was very helpful in this situation. . (The other college wasm’tll [smiley faca})

At present, undergraduate education majors must tum to cther colleges in pursuit of a liberal
education and, in many cases, to receive instruction they need in fulfillment of content-area requirements
for licensure. This situation is unlikely to change in the foreseeable future. Under the circumstances, the
college might review the advantages of designing schedules of instruction calcuiated to meet its students’
needs within an institutional context where changes can be implemented effectively only over extended
periods of time.

16. ‘Commiments to coursework have conflicted with co- or extracurricular
activitles which | regard as essential components of my education.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 7 11.9 11.9 11.9
Disagree 27 45.8 45.8 57.6
Undecided 13 22.0 22.0 79.7
Agree 9 15.3 15.3 94.9
Strongly Agree 3 5.1 5.1 100.0
Total 59 100.0 100.0
COUNT
Stl‘ongly Disagr‘ee 7 [
Disagree 27 | S
Undecided 13 | ee——ese———
ggree e —
trongly Agree 1 J [—
......... ) (AP (AN SUPIPIPIPIP (PPN |
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Histogram frequency .
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Wall over half of Cycle D's Phase | students reported having experienced no significant conflict
between their teacher traininc and their pursuit of a well-rounded education. Some of these commented
that they had avoided such conflicts by heeding the advice of their counselors in the College of Education
not to schedule any activities which would conflict with their biocked work in courses. One reported that
the conflicts were “[njot any more [serious] than my last degree. ... To be expecied.”

Only one student cited a specific educational pursuit, active participation in the artistic community,
with which Phase | requirements had interfered this spring. All the other respondents who submiited
comments specifying schedule conflicts cited their need to work in order to continue their schooling.
Either they misinterpreted the question, or they regard their jobs as inherently educational, drawing from
them not only material sustenance, but also human experience which they hope will make them better
oducated persons and more effective teachers.

17. My studles toward this degree or license have interfered with dimensions of
personal or social life In ways whick might have bsen avoidable.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 10 16.9 6.9 16.9
Disagree 25 42.4 42.4 59.8
Undecided 12 20.3 20.3 79.7
Agree 10 16.9 16.9 96.6
Strongly Agree 2 3.4 3.4 100.0

Total &9 100.0 100.0
COUNT VALUE

Strongly Disagree 10 | ece————

Disagree Pl P ————— R
Undecided 12 | e———r e a—
Agree 10 | —————
Strongly Agree p R J—
......... ) (PR (PRI (PPDAPRPRRPUPRURS SRPIPPRPRRPR |

Histogram frequency

Median = Disagree Mode = Disagree

Not more than 20% of Phase | students responding to the poil agreed with this assertion to any
extent. The bland comments wiitten by this small minority-e.g., "What is a ‘social iife'?*--contrasted
sharply with the more detailed and emotionally-laden comments submitted by students last fall. For
students in Cycle D, this area of concem appears to have presented no significant problems during their
underclass years.

Additionai Comments

Five students submitted additional comments in response to the survey. Those comments are
reproduced here in the order in which they were received.

*Being a transfer siudent has made this program a setback for me. |am retaking 5 or 6 classes,
which is a waste of my time and educational opportunitias.”
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"1 think in EDCI 1010 or 1000, the outcomes for Phases | and |l should be explained so peopis
may start portfolios and perhaps advance if they meet the standards.”

"Please don't change the Phase Program! It is great the way it is! Please keep Phase Il the way
it islt®

*Phase I should be left the way it is! Four weeks shows a good picture of hoew school is-not a
week or just a few hours. We need the four weeks."

"l feel that the Phase program should be left the way it is for a period of 3-5 years before any
changes are made. It is extremely unfair to change the program with only being in effect for two
years [sic]. Who have you talked to who wants it changed? People stuck between the old and
the new programs. Please give it some consideration to leave it alone and give it a chance."

In addition to these comments, the survey contained an oper-ended item which invited students

to repoit areas of concem they had with the content of their studies in Phase I. The item, and the
students’ responses, are reproduced below.

10.

Are you aware of areas of professional training which you feel are NoT being
addressed in your program? If so, do you have suggestiona for remedying the
weakness? .

"Have more classes teaching basics in math, grammar, and spelling included.”

Td like to hear more personal experiences of experienced teachers. More about the realities of

- teaching and not the idealistic viewpoint."

"None I'm aware of. Ask me later."
*Yes, just the lesson planning (lack of) for Phase |, but that will come later on."

" think public schoo! law should not be limited to administration students, but open to al!
education students."

"1 feel that all the areas of professional training are weak and that they all should be harder. We
don’t want teachers who are ignorant!"

"What about if | have a degree already? What could be done about that? | also had substitute
{teaching] experiences."

" think it should be required that all educational majors [sic] should have to take a special E¢

class.”
1 think we are being given adequate and accurate fraining."

"NEED instruction on the developing of curriculum and specific lessons/activities. ALSO-how to
teach. CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT."

"This program does not address the problems of SBA's. | did not need to take [EDUC] 1010. i
already have a degree and did not come back to school because | was not sure | wanted to do
this."

Q60
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*Not at this level."

“ feel that the D.I. course in Special Ed. would be very beneficial to Regular Education teachers.
it helps tremendously in leaming how to conduct a classrcom.”

*Meck interviews”

*Some subjects require different methods of teaching, such as a foreign language. !s this going
to be addressed?"

"We don't get any instruction on how to teach.”
*How to teach properly."

"More methods-type ideas.”

Spring, 1994 Phase I}

Sparse retums on mail surveys undermined efforts to report representative attitudes and opinions.
Since the response rate to the Phase Il student survey was so low (23%), one cannot be confident that
the demographic characteristics or opinions of this sample are like that of the entire group of 95 students.
A better estimate of the demographic characteristics of this group is represented by the Fall, 1993 Phase

| survey of this same Cycle C. The results of the Phase |l survey are included in Appendix D for
completeness.

Although statistical treatment of the resuits is invalid, student comments in response to open-
ended items on Part C of the survey might prove interesting, particularly to cohort leaders whose students
will be rising to Phase Il in the coming semesters. All comments exceeding perfunctory "Yes/No" answers
are reproduced below. The reader should bear in mind that they may not be assumed to be
representative of student opinions in general. ‘

In addition, it is worth noting that cohort leaders and the instructors of blocked courses in
education scheduled for the second half of the semester to conform with this group’s retum te campus
all agreed that the Phase |l students appeared to have been emotionally drained by their intensive
experiences in the CTL's. Their condition may help account for the surprisingly low rate of retum on the

mailed surveys, and may weli have been a factor influencing the tone of the responses which were
received.

1. What activities In the schools (CTL's) have you found particularty valuable?

Do you have any recommendations for improving them?

| liked the videotaping of lessons for future reference. | also enjoyed the day-to-day interaction
with faculty and students.

Teaching, plaii and simple. The CTL doesn't matter much. To get a lot out of Phase I, one must
be paired with an enthwsiastic mentor teacher.

The heip by example, and by teaching us as they teach the class. They tell us of the most

important aspects of teaching and help us through all the B.S. that the Phase program puts us
through.
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Just being in the classrooms has been very valuable. Having an idea of the management styles
before going into the class [might improve our expefriences there).

| enjoyed being with the studerts—they made it worthwhile. | did not appreciate having to be gone
so0 much in Phase Il

The time spent in the classroom was the most valuable part of this Phase. It should be longer
and maybe varied in schools and/or grade lavels.

The lessons taught have been very helpful in determining if | want to continue with the program.
The fesson planning portion needs to be held before our visits; it was woithless having a lesson-
planning session at the end.

The time spent at my school was the cnly valuable experience of my second phase. | leamed s¢
much more there than in my class on campus.

The practical teaching experiences. Better coordination is neaded.
Being out in the school district .and actually leaming from the students.
Spending a long period of time in one classroom.

Prolonged contact with the students. Reduce the "required" load and give more practical time.
Some of the classas we have to iake are worthiess!!

The 4 weseks in the CTL's were absolutely invaluable. [t would be a mistake to make our time
there less. We could even have lsamed more being there longer.

Actually participating as an instructor rather than just hearing about how to be one.
Al activities greatly attributed [sic] to my education

The continuous four weeks of experience was invaluable to see the complete cycie of education
take place. | also enjoyed seeing the students compete in extracuricular activities because they
could express themselves in different ways than in a classroom.

| found that the month out in the schools was the best. You had to deal wit the day-to-day
issues. However, the expense for this needs to be worked out ancther way. The University and
the field of education are losing many prospective teachers.

It you have had any especlaily unrewarding experiences In a CTL, what were
they? Could such experiences be avolded In future?

| did not fee! attending the teacher in-service day two years in a row was necessary. Once is
quite enough.

"In the CTL*? No. However, being taken away from home for a full month and living in a house
with host families is a bitch.

Avoided? Sure. Don't decrease field time, but structure Phase Il so the blocks > field
time last 2 weeks each. Also, blocked courses are tcugh on students and teachers. Working in
tandem, Phase Il could be spread over a full semester, paired with biock classaes that would be
more spread out.
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One major one is the workers at the University of Wyoming, whoever they may be, should let the
CTL teachers know in advance that wa are going to be in their classrooms.

My son (2'4) got bronchitis one week when | was in the school. | do not like the inflexibiiity of not
being able to "cut class" when | need to.

- Being assigned to a CTL in the first place was difficult. There seems to be very little to no
communication between UW and the CTL's.

1 went into a room where the teacher did not even know | was coming. On top of that, | was put
in a room where the kids were notorious for being bad. Also, they had a student teacher the first

semester [marking period?], and they walked ali over her. The kids had no respect for hex, or me,
or even their regular teacher.

A little bit of research before placement could make the difference in the next students’
Phase Il experience. | should not have been in that class!!

The classroom experiences were great; the classroom assignments, excessive, deiracted from our
teaching focus in the classroom.

Phase | was somewhat a waste—observing gets really old.

Supplement financially the studerits who go to CTLs outside of Laramie. This causes financial
hardships.

Preparation for our time and lessons there [could] be more organized. Meet with mentor teachers
all at once at an earlier date.

Yes. Being placed in a classroom with three other adults and only 13-75 children can be avoided.
Writing papers e~ much. Many teachers were upset because there were times that we could not
concentrate on teaching because we were too worried about our papers. Some of our
experiences was lost because we were too overburdenea with requirements for this class.

What on-campus activities heave you found particularly valuable? Do you have
any suggestione for Improving them?

| have found the guest speakers have been particularly interesting this year.

The guest speakers are good.

| felt most of the on-campus activities were not helpful, just time consuming.

Cohort groups sharing their experiences

The seinar in assessment by Audrey Kleinsasser was a good one.

The cohort leader | was assigned to had no idea what s/he was doing! We talked about nothing
the first 2 weeks that would help us teach our lessons, and s/he canceled class the last 2 weeks

so we could work on our papers.

Discussing various teaching strategies
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Contact, contact, contact with the students. If it weren’t for some of the "required® educational
courses, we could have mors class time!

Relating research to experience in our outcome papers.

| found the constarit feedback from [my cohort leader] really valuable. | feel the two weeks prior

to going to Green River got me really prepared to step into the classroom. | also liked starting

all of the papers before we left, so we knew what to leok for while in the class.

If you have had any especlally unrewardl experiences In the campus-based .

component of your program, what were they? n you propose changes which might
diminish the likellhood that students would have to go through such
esxperiences In the future?

I do not think we should be put in groups for the school porirait [writing project]. | feel group
work, especially on such extensive projects, shouid be elii ninated.

| think a lot of the material is redundant, and worthless. T-.ach us the stuff that is important, not
the stuff some Jo Blow who has a doctorate degree feels we need to know.

The 2 weeks before and after the actual field experience and the paper writing were of no value
to me, only an exercise in frustration.

The communication between the campus and the CTL was tenible. The CTL never knew what
was going on with the university. This put us in a hard place. It made us look like we didn’t know
what was going on. It also made the university look bad. Several teachers at the CTL expressed
disbelief at all of the problems caused by lack of communication. A couple said they were
probably not gning to have any more Phase students in their rooms.

[Personal remarks of an indignant and resentful character, to the effect that the student
disliked a UW instructor and holds no respect for the instructor’s "professionalism.”]

if it hadn’t been for Dr. Berube, | probably would not have finished Phase Il.

| feel cheated because so many of my friends in other cohort groups have had a rewarding
experience, and mine has been so bad. | think all cohort groups should cover the same material
and have the same assignments.

Too much classwork that is irrelevant, unrelated to the practical aspects ofteaching (e.g., cultural
portraits).

Writing the 10-15 page papers; my merntor—awiul

Since it is the new Phase program, please review the overlapping teaching. it is unnecessaiy to
have some of the "required” ed classes.

Too many repetitive papers. It would be much more valuable and usetui in our future to keep a
joumal that could be more descriptive in our outcomes. Could show more of what we leamed--
the papers DO NOT!

The only unrewarding experience | have had on campus is the blocked courses because most
of that ie just busy work not preparing us to be better teachers.

R64
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The only bad part about the on-campus program is the vast differences between the faculty.
Some require a lot of woik, a nice-looking finished portfolio, while others marely wanted to see
the papers. No other work was required. Ancther thing | heard is that some instructors just
wanted to give a grade-reading these papers would only be time consuming for them. Our
cohort leader commented on papers, parts of our portfolios, and even watched all of our
videotapes. This should be to my benefit. But, how can the College of Ed expect us as teachers
to be fair when they (the faculty) can’t be? Everyone should do the same work for the same
degree.

Have you found that your on-campus work was well coordinated with your
experiences In the fleld? If you have suggestions for Improving the
Integration of the new program in your arsa of study, pleass offer them.

| do not feel the assessment paper related to anything | encountered during Phase II.

Please see my reply tc #2 above. [l.e., recommendation to schedule Phase Il field experiences
with blocked content area course, allowing for a distribution of field activities and on-campus
block-course studies across an entire semester, featuring two two-week CTL stints rather than one
month-long residency.]

NOT AT ALL. Hire some peopie that are punctual and get things done [sic].

My on-campus work workad well with my experiences in the field.

| feel we need to leam more about lesson plans first, not just go in to the school and have to
teach with lesson plans.

No. Field experience is that—experience in the classroom-not writing papers.

The on-campus work was well coordinated. 1 think there should be some way to meet some of
these outcomes bssides ail of the writing that is required.

| teel my cohort leader does not believe in the Phase program, and therefore did not adequately
prepare us for our time in the field. | believe all cohorts should be made aware of what to look
for in schools, and instructional strategies should be covered better.

'~They were related.

Yes—for the most part.

On-campus work could have been more practical and less doctrinal.

They were not coordinated at all-[due] to the [cohort leader]. Our on-campus time was miserable
and worthless.

Make sure you start the papers before going in the field, or you will be too busy to do everything
to your best ability.

Do you believe the workload In your education courses has been appropriate for
the credit-hours awarded?

Yes. No one said this would be easy.
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They get to be toc much with the other courses we need to take.

Yes. Only problem | have faced was that | already had my W1, W2 & W3 requirements met and
felt that | shouidn't have had to fulfill them In Phase |I.

No. This semester has been my hardest. (Phase Ii worth 12 credits.) | usually take 15-18 cradits
a semester, but the Phase program jusi takes me away from home too iong.

No, | don'tl! | think there was too much expected of us in Phasa 1l

As a Phase student, | have taken a number of required courses that counted as W2 courses. |
did not need those writing credits, but | had to take the class. By Phase Il and Ili, our writing
ability should have been proven. All the writing takes away from our experiences.

No, too much to do and too little time.
No, | feel more hours should be given for as much work as our Phase accomplished.

No—-They should be more credit hours.

No. i feeli it is ridiculous for us to have to do twice as much work (Phase and W2) in HALF the
time.

Giving this greater thought, the workioad is appropriate. The only problem | have is the numerous
differences between groups.

Yes—except for the way our workload was, as | mentioned earlier. Our papers were worthless and
taught us nothing!

Nu. Credit hours should be increased by 1 or 2 credits, because the workioad must be kept the
same in order to achieve what we need to.

Their [sic] was far too much writing & research to get done in such a short amount of time. | feit
that | was not aliowed enough time between driving to Cheyenne everyday [sic] for four weeks
and other activities to do my best work!

The Phases, yes. The blocked courses have been more writing than Phase I, with less than half
the cradit-hours awarded; therefore, for them | would say no.

For the most part, yes. However, the amount of work and the effort put into this was extrame.
We were in the schoois 40 hrs/week, pius working on papers at night. The formal papers shouid
be done with Phase |, and more informal papers in Phase ll, to allow more time to concentrate
in the schools.

Have you been given a clear idea of the expected outcomes of your coursework?
If any outcomes were unclear to you, which were they? What information would
have enabled you toc form a clear conception of them?

Yes. We were provided with rubrics for all of our outcomes.

For the most part, yes. But-Read through the Phase outcomes and tell me that you're NOT
confused. They need to be rewritten to maximize clarity.
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| was not quite sure what they expected from me in the schools.

27? —-Cther than gaining actual experience in the classroom, I saw no clear outcomes of this Phase.

The outcomes for the portfolio were unclear. The final portfolio is something | will never use
again. Vhat is its purpose?

On the first day of class, the outcomes were passed out, and not ancther word was said about
them for the rest of the semester. They were not even read aloud, so that we could ask questions
if we had them.

Yes, generally.

Yes. | was clearly informed, but more description could be given.

Quite clear.

They were OK.

All were clear

The only outcomes that were unclear were those related to the community portrait. If those could
be more specific, | feel a lot less time would be wasted and better portraits could be created.

The whole [list of] outcomes was oveiwhelming, but once doing them, they became a lot more
ciear. Rt is a lot easier when you can see a finished product so that you can see what you are
woiking for.

How has your schievement been monitored and evaluated by Instructionsl
personnel? ~ Have the formative assessments you have received been useful to

you? Have summary evaluations aliowed you to offer fair and accurate
representations of your achlevement of course objectivea? Do you think you
have baen recelving full credit for your achlevements In the program?

| have had wonderful instructors throughout my Phase experience. They have always been fair,
thorough, and concerned regarding my progress. :

Yes. No further comment. You must understand that such a question is instructor specific and
not an indicator of Phase program success.

Yes to all.

All of my achievements in Phases | & Il have been appropriately monitored, and evaluations were
fair and accurate.

| feel assessment has been fair & monitoring has been good.

So far, | have received VERY litle feedback on my achievement. 1 videotape has been partially
evaluated.

| feel that the grading techniques used by Phase Il instructors are very inconsistent.




264

1. Critiques and evaluations from mentor teachers.
2.Yes 3.Yes 4.No

For some of the people who have been around, it seems like a C.Y.O.A. [cover your own a..].
A lot of folks seem fake. Our mentor teachers and some faculty have been fantaste, |f credit is
due, it is received. '

All | can say is that [our cohort leader] is very unfair, and | pity anyone who has [him/her] as
a future teacher—

My achievement was monitored very thoroughly. [Our cohort leadei] allowed us to tum our
papers in on three separate occasions during the writing process and provided suggestions for
improvement every time. So our final products were very good and met the outcomes.

As | said, my cohort leader is very thorough. Others are not. | do not think that | have received
enough credit for what | have done in the program. From my cohort leader, yes. From the rest
of the college, no. | have bigger postfoiios and have put much more work into my portfolios than
[members of] other cohoits. Does thal mean 'm a better teacher? My leader is very aware of
my achievements in the program and is great at complimenting my improvemerits.

9. Has the development of portfolica been a constructive dimension of your work
in the program?

The requirements for the portfoiios have been very vague, and I'm not at all sure exactly what they
are supposed to cortain.

it's easier to prove my knowledge of a subject. All | have to do is flip to a category.
Preparation for interviews.
not much:

Nothing. | have done a "working" portfolio because | do not plan on trying to get a job any time
soon.

| hope | will have what | need when | go to job interviews. | am collecting a vast amount of
resources for when I'm teaching, but don’t know if I'll actually use them. '

| see the portfolios we put together as utterly useless. It is simply a collection of things I've
already been graded on.

| have finished Phase Il and still see no use for them. My Phase Il cohort leader never even
mentioned the portfolio. They have not been adequately explained to ma.

In Phase i, the outcomes were corelated very ciosely with the school expetiences that | had. |
leamed many things {about the outcomes) when on school grounds {on-campus} that | took into
my field and experienced, whareas in Phase lI, it was veiy different. | think the papers were a
waste of my time. Plus | didn’t know or leam anything about the outcomes when on campus, o

| couldn't put them into effect. | wrote my papers based on books, and not on experiences, (as
it shou'd be).
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Nothing! | think they are silly. | have many friends who are teachers, and none of them were
asked for portfolios when applying for jobs. .

! am not too sure yet what their actual value will be!

Yes, but when are the department -and the state going to get on the same sheet of music?
| believe they are worthless until Phase Il

Yes. Poitfolios are a key component.

Not very much!

it has shown me my development from knowing not much about teaching in my first lesson to a
more thorough understanding after six or seven at the completion of Phase I\

Good. | think it will be valuable when finding a job. Phase li required too much writing [with
assignments which often distracted us from our observations in the CTL's]. Phase lil, | have
heard, is bad, too, with too much involved. Then we really will be wasting valuable time.

Are you aware of areas of professional training which you feel are NOT being

addressed in your program? |If so, do you have suggestions for remedying the
weaknesas?

| think methods should have been touched on briefly before we entered the schools. | felt very
unprepared at times. ‘

Personally, | feel the most important thing a teacher can do is gain experience. | feel it is
impossible to teach someone how to teach. You can possibiy make a good teacher better, but
it's very hard to teach people who can't teach to teach. So let's us get our focus coursework out
of the way; then put us in the classroom, and forget all the other stuff.

Workshops? In-services? —NO

Being a Special Ed. student, | believe students in other concentrations should have more
exposure to classes in Special Ed. These students will, no doubt, have Special Ed. students in
their classrooms. They need to be given strategies to deal with them.

We need to also focus on disabled students in the mainstream classroom.

There is too much dociine and not enocugh practical application. You can only hear about
Erikson and the boys so many times!!!

The real-life of things in the CTL's—-how to handle situations with families on foster care, Jehovat's
Witnesses, etc. Dealing with these personal levels is so important, and we don'’t leam how to deal
with them.

Integrating some Special Education work into Phase.

Curriculum
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1.

12.

Woe need more instruction about discipline and mainstreaming, twe areas that are touched upon
lightly in Phase |, but while in the class in Phase II, | feel | needed a stronger background and
mor¢ ideas and information in these areas.

Special Ed is not addressed at all. I'm going to graduate next spting, and ! have never had any
kind of Special Ed class.

Have you experienced schedule conflicts between your teacher training courses
and required work In content area(s) outside the College of Education?

| was not able to get into one blocked coursa that | wanted.

Not yet. Not really. The whole question of content work can only be addressed when | see if |
run out of time.

Yes. | have one class in my major that | have never had the chance to take. I'm a senicr now
and have only Phase [i left, except for one class. | don’t think summer should be required fora
degree.

Yes. It really sucks to have to put off coursework so long. Some classes are only offered in

Spring or Fall-only—so you have to wait forever to take a class. Then they say you cannot go
to Phase [l without having it all done?!

Yes, this is a major problem. The ED courses must be compatible with classes in other colleges.
Yes, several, especially in Phase | and some in Phase II. |

Some of the education courses are worthless to me as a non-raditional student and an older
person. | could use the time for my content. The Education Department is not flexible!

Yes, especially in the background courses. | feel all classes need to be offered every semester.
Yes. Without taking 3 or 4 math courses at a time in several semesters, | would have to be here
at least another year. | am also having to take one class in summer school and one by
corespondence to finish in the four years my College of Education scholarship covers. Maybe
scholarships should be changed to meet your program.

Just in Phase I, due to the blocked work.

Have commitments to coursework confiicted with co- or extracurricular
ectivities which you regard as essentlal components of ycur education and/or

preparation for teaching (e.g., participation In performing arts or athietics,
sctive membership I student organizations, etc.)?

Yes—job, especially.
The requirements have pretty much made working out of the question.
Again, these things need to be worked out.

work
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Yes! | was not able to work during Phase |l, so now I'm having to put in 35 hours a week to make
up for the money | lost.

Really nothing that can't be worked around except the senseless meetings!
No-but | was kept in Laramie.
Somewhat conflicts with officer positions in organizations.

Have the distinctiva requiremesits of the new undergraduate program affected
your abilily to finance your schooling? If you belleve they have, please
explain, providing any detalis which you feel are appropriate.

| have a scholarship that pays for only four (4) years of college. The extra year hera is going to
impose a fremendous burden on myself and my parents.

Again, | can only let you know this answer in the future.

Yes. We know a lot of the plan is to keep us here an extra year. Why, that's one whole year of
extra $ for UW. We are not as stupid as believed to be.

Yes. Mainly because it has entailed me attending school 1 full year extra because of transferring.

Yes. | have been here longer, and because of the inflexibility of the pregram, | have to add
another semester or maybe not graduate. [See Additional Comments below.]

Yes, you have added 2 semesters to the cost—duhl
VYas. The scheduling of Phase courses doesn't seem to aliow for transfeiting students who don't

need all of the coursework. The program should offer each Phase each semester, to
accommodate these students.

Yes, | already have a B.S. There is no way in hell that it should take me 2 damn years to get my
Ed. BA. Secondly, an M.A. program with certification should be offered.

Yes. It has taken extra money here and there in Phase Il. | had to take a month off from work,
and it has added an extra year to my education.

Going so far away

Yes. | have a 4-ysar scholarship, and | don't qualify for other financial aid. | really don’t know
how I'll pay for the 5th year.

it has added additional hardship but not overall ability. According to my younger classmates, it
has hit them harder and their parents harder.

Not that | know of or realize.

Yes. | am in college solely because of scholarship money. | was placed out of Laramie for my
practicum experience and have had a financial burden placed on myseif and my parents because
of it.

Lo
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14.

Yes. My Coliege of Education Schoiarship only covers four years of education, but your program
is definitely not only four years. The schctarships should match the program!

No, not yet. | have been fortunate to be placed where | have reiatives. Hopefully, that will
continue next year. The cost would be very extreme for a college student [who could not rely on

relatives for informal support]. You need to keep the costs in consideration and work with the
students.

Heve your studles toward a degree or licenss Interfered with dimensions of
personal or soclal life in ways which might have been avoided? If so, please
explain.

It's hard to leave your friends and be cast off alone for a month. Without some extemal support,
it's entirely possible to get a bit stir crazy during your time in the CTL.

| have a problem with some of the late afternoon classes (blocked classes) because they interfers
with time spent with my husband and children.

Yos. Phass li really affected my family because | was required to be gone so much for one

month. Usually, schooling does not interfere with my duiies at home because | can study at
home, but when | have to be away from the home so muct;, it makes it bad.

| relocated to Laramie to get my education. | do« NOT want to, or see a need to relocate again
and again and again during the Phases. Keep us in Laramie, or implement a new program!

Why should one have to travel to get an education? Your degreé is awarded at UW, so all
experiences should take place in Laramie.

Not really

There have been a lot of classes, meetings, eic., that were worthless and could have been
avoided except for the fact that they were required.

Not in my case.
Time spent away from Laramie interferes with personal relationships.

Additlonai Comments
..[Blecause of the inflexibility of the new program, | have to add another semester or maybe not
graduate. The program is not designed for nontraditional students (specifically those with young
children), whereas the old 578 program could accommodate us. | will not be able to take Phase

Il now until my children are a little older. | wish | could take my methods separately and not have
to be gone in the schools.

Don't have time to list problems—I am in too many blocked classes!
Note: Room 100 also contributes to many problems and fiustrations with the Phase program.

They are very unorganized and treat students unprofessionally. It shouid only take 1 time to get
a question answered, not four or five spread out over three or four weeksl
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As with the Phase |l student survey, sparse retums (22%) on mail surveys of Phase lilb students
undemined efforts to report representative atlitudes and opinions. No fair demographic characterization
of the Phase lllb students is possible, much less any kind of systematic comparison of their seif-
assessment of their performances in student teaching with those submitted by WYCET students. Results
of this survey are included in Appendix D, for completeness.

Although statistical treatment cf responses is impossible, student comments in response to open-
ended items on Part Il of the survey might prove interesting to some readers. All comments exceeding
petfunctory "Yes/No" answers are reproduced below. The reader should bear in mind that they may not
be assumed to be representative of student opinions in general.

1. Strengths of the Teacher Education Program:
Opportunity to practice what is taught in a real classroom.

Continuity with 1 teacher and school
Small College = closer professional ed / student ed relationships

Getling in the schools so much was nearly invaluable.

Classroom time valuable for practice and getting a feeling for the class, school, and community.

® practicum experiencel!

e working with my mentor teacher for 2 years

o working with a cohort and the same professor
® seminars and workshops

o work with different teaching strategies

~time in the schools
~practicing actual techniques

the amount of time within public schools
the professors’ support and undersianding
wide range of supplies and materials available

2. Weaknesses of the Teacher Education Program:
Lack of organization in all 3 Phases (expected to a point)

Our college seems to be very political. When dealing with other colleges, other colleges had a
very negative aftitude towards the College of Ed. This may be because of the turmoil of the
implementation of the Phase program. One college in particular tried to pit one of their own
teachers against one of my professors in our college. | don't kncw what the true basis of their
argument was, but my Ed professor, the college, my [outside] class, its professor, and myself
were all caught in the middle.

There seems to be a BIG division within our college. Everyone who is a professor, ass't.
professor, and grad, assistant needs to receive the same support from the entire faculty. This will
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show itself to us, the students. Each professor’s dedication and quality should be recognized as
making our college and us more politically aware and closer in relationships.

You guys totally screwed us (the first group through the Phase program). | know it's more
structured now-but it has cost me an extra semester of school. )

Faculty members too seif-involved, They weren’t there for the smdents and didn’t believe in the
program—many of course, not all. Communications between UW faculty and CTL on site were
nonaxistent, making the students’ tasks unreasonable and without meaning.

e Lack of communication during Metheds.

@ Student teaching seminars need to be around 4 P.M. to give us time to get there from rural
schools.

—transportation/expenses to receive more time.
—too many teachers—not collaborating
- when they're confusad, we're confused.

lack of communication with everyone

more skill at developing units of integration

better directions in method courses

cooperation among the teaching facully would heip..

Suggestions for modification of the Teacher Education Program:

Have stuc'ents in Phase lila go to the first day of class in their school sites to set the ground rules
with the mentor teacher. At least make sure time is dedicated to this at the first visitation to cut
down on classroom management problems. First semester Phase Il should be more iike second
semester Phase lll. Student teachers should have the chance to make their mini-units flow
together as much as possible. .

See 2 [urging greater professional solidarity]
Lots will be resolved with the entire transition to the Phase program.

Get professors who are competent and devoted.
Students need to have a voice which is listened 1.

® more comimunication between the College of Ed. and the students.

& methods needs to be better organized, with professors who are willing to work together and are
flaxible.

| believe that Phase lilc-finishing placement file, portfolic, résumé-should be done in January
rather than right before graduation. This would give more time to prepare these things to
perfection, rather than rushing through them before job fairs and school's over. Then student
teaching could last until graduation.

Do
-
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Other suggestions:

The underlying principle of the Phase program is an excellent one. it would be easy to let all the
negative and destructive feedback break it. | hope that does not happen.

| was provided the opportunity to read a book tiled The Roller Coaster Year: Essays by and for
Beginning Teachers, edited by Kevin Ryan. This is an excellent book that | suggest be read by
students in the Phase program. It addresses a lot of issues that cannot be explained in lecture
and can help expand upon experiences while in the classroom. [t is good reading. [t costs
$20.95. A good investment! | :
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