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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to compare the
performances of undergraduates on a knowledge test of reading (before
and after student teaching) with the amount of effort committed to
reading instruction by their respective supervisory teachers. The
Artley-Hardin "Inventory of Teacher Knowledge of Reading” was
administered to three classes of senior education majors £ollowing\
their eight-week reading methods course and again following their
eight weeks of student teaching. Supervisory teachers were rated on
the "Teacher Effort Scale in Reading."” Results of the knowledge test
showed no significant differences. betveen student teachers with
supervisory teachers rated high in teacher effort and those with
supervisory teachers rated low in teacher effort. The results raised
qQuestions about the accepted intent of student teaching and the
perfunctory treatment given the whole area of classroom organization
and management in preservice training. if, as tke results suggest,
student teaching does not make a significant contribution to
prospective teachers' knowledge of reading, the current emphasis on
extensive field experiencde would seem to be of benefit only if
systematic training and practice is given to student teachers in
various management techniques. (RL)
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L - - — - ——— Reading Methods

Abstract
L
cosnite progrebs in preservice Progyrams 1n the reading area,

educators. remain split on the content of éourses and just what
of this content is retained ty students. The purpose of this
study was to compare thé performances of undergraduates on a
knowledge test of reading (pre and post student teaching) to the
amount of effort comm1t£ed to individya]ization in reqding in-

,

struction by their respective supervisory teachers. The Artley-

adin [gygn}gg{j{ﬁ]@@gﬂgﬁ_ﬁnggjedge of Reading was administered
to student teachers and supervisury teachers were rated on the
“Teache} Effort Scale in'Reading.” Results showed no significant
diffurenge; on tie knowledse test between student teachers With
nigh and low erfort supervisory teachers. Argusents were advanced 5
quest?oning an accepted intent ot student teaching and the. perfunc-

tory treatsent given the whole area of classroom organization and

manage ent Gn seeceryice traimna.

O
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i . ) Reading-Methods

The Relationshin Between Reading
Method Courses and Student Teaching
t
Stynificant progress has been made in preservice education
reading programs during the last éwo decades (Howey, 1975). In
the field of reading instruct%on, micro-teaching, computer assis- ’
ted 1nstruction and mud;]ar instruction are examples of new training ;
prutedur§s. Despile the progress made in-the reading field, teacher
educators remain split on the #ssues of what should make up the
wontent of these courses and just what of this content should be
retainad b/ students over a period of time.
towever, most will agree that a knowledge of the read%ng bro-
(o5 and techniques and strategies to individualize instruction are
rocessary cquipient for prospective teachers. Following such a

rading netnods course, ost 1nstitutions require a practice teaching

- A d
rerTod forTts undergraduates under the tutelage of a local.teacher. ——

- Ftis axiomatic, however, that variance exists both among supervisory

1

teochers and anong undergraduates 1n ability to individualize reading

totruction. The purpuse of this study was to compare the performances

af under graduates on a vnowledge test of reading (pre and post student
¥ :
fearhinod with the amount of effort corvitted

o\individua]ization in
reading by their rvespective supervisory teachfrs. It was the investi-
Jator's nope that the comparisons would shed some Tight on the problem

\.) . *

¢ioprodicting the amount of knowledge retained by student feachers as

carparcd to the erfort Tevel te individualize in reading gy respective

-

SUerrVILory teachers .

O
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"Reading Methods--2

14

dypotheses advanced were:
1) Supefvisory teachers who exert a greater amount of effort

on tne job in readiny produce higher post student teaching scores on

[
.

‘- the knowledye test in reading for their student teachers than do

supersisory teachers whc exert a lesser amount of effort. -

2) The relationship between performance on pre dnd post
student teaching .measures of teacher knowledge in reading' is not

reflected identically between High and Low supervisory teacher effort

in reading. &
3} Student teachers w11l have significantly higher post

student teqcning test scores on the knowledge' test in reading.

)
Ve thod
“hree ciasses of senior education majors were the subjects for
the study. Tne knowledge component was measured by administering
re artley-nardin Inventery of iy cnovledge of Readina o e
szudents.fo1]owinj their vith woék readi&q methods, course ana

falluwing cight week student teaching experience.
‘ ‘metartiey-hardin Inventury of Teacher Xnowledge of Reading

easurcs seven common areas dealt with in the teaching of reading.

“mese include reading readiness, word perception, comprehension and
3

critical reading, differentiating reading instruction, silent and
coral realding, evaluation, diagnosis and correction, and noals of
e ruction.

x ~ * A3 -
The Tevel of teacher eftort of the supervisory teachers was

4
1

~
.

doteriined by using the STor “Teacher Lifort Scale 1In Reading,”

unteh aes four sub soalet varasing ef forte to: secure and uytili ze

LRIC 5




‘] .
supplementary materials, provide ditferentiated instruction, keep
i

~

£
records of studen® ;rogress and arrange conferences deaiing ity
P4
mndividual student's progress. "tilvzing this inct ument, this

vy f1gator found significant differences in pupil achievement in

readinc in favor of high effort teachers (Blair, 1976).
. Following tneir eight week student teaching experiences, all
students rated their supervisory teachers on the effort instrumént.
;; a result of an analysis of the Judgments affected by the student
trachers, two distinct groups were formed. Theré were 33 fteachers

adjudged "to be High Effort teachers and 22 teachers whg'were deter-

anned to be tow Effurt teachers.

n two-way enalysis of variance technique/ was used to test the

supcivisary teaher eftort level (high or Tow

Regults
Stadent teachors who taucht with High [ff 2t cupervinery
#

P Lo )
Leomaers gopioved o tean of 1. 20 ana 5t

ant te o crers whe tauyat

o

A1 Ut tiort supecvicor, teachers ac ieved 2 . ean scure of 59.97.

v

recaralvs s o f viriance procedure yielfed an I of 2.62 not signifi-

ceotboad e o Teve' o T e findines [Ted by arceptance of the null

T vinests, murk s ting that chance 1s{a reascaable esplanation for

4

Sweovserved diffornces in the means. \EJ//

Swas necessary to determine if the differences in supervisory
g

e
conTes o

Castres o1 teacher bnowledge 1 reading. The null hypothesis that
LY
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Por b e idwnf]udlly reflected on the pre and post teacher
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thad the interaction effects are-zero was accepted at the .05 Jevel.
The F value relevant to thi$ hypothesis was 1.55. Evidently, the
overall effects of High Effort versus Low Effort in supervisory

teachers were reflected identicilly on the pre and post measure

of F*udehts‘ Knowledye 1n vead]ng
A test of the means of both the pre and post scores on

the know]edge test 1ndrcated further there was no significant

diffqrence be tween pre and post m@asures. Sthdent-teachers achieved

a mean of 59.75 on the pretest and a mean of 61.72 on the_ post-test

measure. The test of the means yielded an F of 1.28 not significant

at the .05 level,

. Insert Table 1 aﬂout here

Conc]us1ons and Discussion .

The conclusions based on the f{nd§ﬁgs.of this investigation are
as follows: 1) The research hypothesis,.which stated that supervisory

teacnérs who exert a greater amount of &ffogt on the job in reading

=

= roduce hygher nost student teacning scores nn the rnov tedge test

1 oreading for theiwr student teachers than do supervisory teachers

who exert a lesser amount ofs effort, was not supported by the data;

2) the research hypothesic, which stdated that the relationship
between performance on pre and post student teach1nq measures of
teacher iuow]cd;c w reading is not.reflected identically betwepn

Hiaih and Low teacher effort in reading, was not supported by the

r

data; 3) the research hypothesis, which stated studemt teachers will
L) f

~:
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Table 1

basic.Bata on Supervisory Teachers and Student Teachers

¥
o Sigh Effort Low Effort ~ p .
Variable Teachers Teachers *; : Less AN
'":( X F ;fT-h‘an g
: . Cfrort vl.26 59.91 2.62 - .16 .
oo Test 69.75 61.72 1,28 .26 .
' Cffort by . . F

Test . P 1.55 .22
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compete with. the research hypotheses 1n the context of this

-
* -

First, the identification of sigh ard Low Effort teachers Ly the
’ . ’ , » :':'
student tesachers could have been affected by ne-sonal Liases.

S o \ L c .
s pessability, corpounded with the tine of the ritinag, 15 a

o

plaus:oie exp?angtion. Student teachers could have rated their -

- .

supervisory teachers on the basis of personal factors including .

their final<grade for student teaching. To obtain an independent

1 ,,1.‘ . . M .2 ‘ g !
chack of the stident teachers' ratings concerning High and -ow

Effort teachers, the university supervisors involved were inter-

' ‘e

viewed. Upon notification of those teachers identified as being
‘ - i
High and Low Effort via the instrument, they concurred almost one . . )

nundred per cent with the ratings of the student teachers. These

observations tend to downgrade the Credibility of this rival expla- -

nation.
nosecond factor that might account for the findings in the ~
» *

“study ws that perhans the hypotheses are indeed false. hile no
R ' } )

staniticant differinces were found in terms of effort and test scores, - .o

bno-sidnificant differences were found when comparing all pre and post
] i . Lo -
© o sctores on the knowledae test. Vanronsendaal (1976) in a study .

45sessing the knowledge of reading of experienced‘and prospective

. - . )
teachers and the contribution of selected factors to that knowledge

s

L]
- . a . 3
also conciuded that student teaching does not make a significant .

contribution to prospective teachers' knowledge of reading. It is

. ERIC Cd - "
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B

certainly interesting to ponder the possible pos Ptive and negative,

effects of field experiences in teacher education and the content of
/

reading methods courses. MNegative results .in.this study indicate that

no cognitive growth in the knowledge of readjna is made &uring student
<

teaching. While the opposite viewpoint is generally believed to be °

the case, we perhaps are fogling ourselves if we continue to think so.
1

. Some would argue that cognitidé growth during student teaching .
1s not as important as the development of proper atéitudes toward
youngsters and learning, kngwfedge of organizétional matters,'disci;'
pline, and controi11ng affect. Certainly, student-teachers' abilities’
to organize pupils for effective learning has much to do with their .

R .
“final grade" and their subsequeht effectiveness in the ‘classroom.
vhrough post student teaching interviews of -prospective teachers, it
was detewmin 4 that a major concern was managing and organizing the
class to ef: .ctively use r?&ding methods and techniques. Clearly,

. ) .

these seven 1pitad findings suppor: thé be]ief‘that classroom manaqge-
?J“WguDFBCL © technique.  Yet how much thounnt, discussion and training
- ,/)trw deva? S etlootive oraanicaticd and wdﬁngement of v oreading

in o ) pveserv1ce‘reading methods.courses? Péssessing know-
Jege of the ro.ding nrocess and techniques and sérateg1es to teach
ceading wre deedaj. Howeve%, the forcotten aspect is efiective
manlgenent teckniques for planning the knowledge to be icarngd, skills
to be ~overed, cohtrolling. the discipline and affective aépects’of the
reading ciéss. |

Summarizing the research literature affecting pupil achicvement,

1 3

O
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Lrophy and Putnam (1979) spoke ‘to this very point ai.they highlighted

-

the importance of effective classﬁoom.management techniques. fﬁe oo
authors also noted the little preservice emphasis on the classroom '
indicators affecting pupil échievement of "adequate level of classroom

conlro], interactive>strategies and an understanding of manageab]e‘ :
A gro&ping patterns- in_the classroom. +The gap between what we exbéct
from a classroom teachet of reading and the greéervice training pro-
© wvidad to meet the deménds‘of the classfoom is broadeﬁing, not démin-
Tshine, The_federuf.mandate {(P.L. 94-142) insuring all hancicapped
¢nildren an apgéqpriate education in the least restrictive environment
{in miny cases fhé regﬁ?qr c]as;room) 1S perhaps the, greafést single,

conteibutor illustrating the gap is approaching a critical Etage:
, : "

¢ e effective clagsroom teacher of reading today must be able to

¥

orrani e and manace i wider range of students in Lerms of abilivf,

. Wnterests, learnipg rate and erotiorai and social naturity. Kknowledge
! A

of reading methods is useless withdut such exgirtise in effective
A\ A ” ‘ )
management techniques. At preSent, the whole area of classroom

. . - - . . .
manacerent is given perfunctory treatment 1N preservice education,

tecomendations | o

[f student teach%ng dbes not make a significant contribution to
prDSpDCt?V? teachers' know]e&ge of reading, the current emphasis on ex-
temsive field experience would seem to be of benefit only if systematic
) . - training and practice is given to student teachers in various management
tochnigques.  [urther reséarch on the content of reading methods courses

.

ncluding the Titerature on management techniques is needed to insure

I

DU CPNSTS in an area that holds the key tu success or failure *

HERS . . - ™ -~ 1 -
diring tne sfudedt teaching poricd end-latermiaraettnd teaching:

L

n P .
w2 " . . . .
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