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INTRODUCTION |
" In 1983 the Natronal Institute of Education @IE) fmded the Far a
West Laboratory for Educational Reéearch and Develocment (MERD) to conduct |
a study, Applying Research to"reacher Educae/zon (ARTE) Research Utxllzatxon
in Elementary Teicher Education (RUETS). The puzpose of the ARTE: RUETE”\
‘study 'is to develop Preservice 1nstructic§1 incorporatmq current research’
'findmgs oh efgective instruction and effeceive schools and-'to assess

the impact o&he preservice instruction. | .

-

S

The Research Utilization in Elementary Teacher Education facet of

*
the ARTE study draws upon ‘existing fmdmgs from t.he research on” eﬁfective
. @

mstructxon to infogm teacher’ educatxon 'practice. ‘ 'me deszgn and implemen—- b

tation of this two-year sgudy mte'grates- (1) the application of research

.
-

" on effective 1nstruct10n, (2) the ut1lization of processes of adult Ieaming
Fe

in a systematic mamer, and (3) the development of. teacher educatron academes.
FWLERD, m conjunct:.on wzth the-staffs of preservice elementary teacher
edlncation programs at three regional mstitutions of higher education,

s applying some ten years of research on teaching in elementary schools f“

]

to build preservice teacher trainees! knowledge and skills in t:he areas (

. of effectlvs classroom instructiom. The agplxcatmn of research is oc;:urrihg
A

through a ﬁrocess of collaboratme mquiry, usmg the l;nteractlve Research
and Development on Teachmg (IR&DT) developed at-GWLERD 'l‘he IR&DT central”
tneme of collab'orative imuiry prov1des 'knowledge'about and experience
in solving prdblems 'lri concrete and directly releirant-professional situatione;

~

Study participants are involved at two major levels* the Regional Teachet

~

Bducation Team (chr) level and the Teacher Education Academies (TEA)
level. Experxences at these two levels 1_nclude t\.n)yiars of field &ctivities.

A
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Engaging teacher education personnel in a for collaborative research

4 - AY

purposes providas a form of multiple perspectives, It is expected that~ -
. the’ academy network system will facxlitate\gommicatxon and ‘esult in :
long-term collabofation for. effective mstruction and school investment.,
" .The study‘cbnsxsts of two m;or phases. Phase I, from December 1982 ° ‘
to'Novenber 1983, 'and Phase II, f_rom Deceu'ber '1953 to November 1984, - ~. F'
“4 ' ‘me first year is designed to establish a RTET, to incorporate tecent /
' | research £indings from elementary school. bffectiveness studies into the ’
prese‘rvxce elementary school teacher education process, and’ to init;ate o
the teacher education acac}emies.‘ The second year's plan proposes to concen—‘
_\' . . trate ofV more full,y developmg the acadenmies, wEx1ch'are the corner;tone ,
E of both phases. This pa reports the progress of the first year, that
is, strategies developed for mpactmg prese:v:ce teacher education wzth

\the research findings’ on effective instruction and preliminary assessment

‘oﬁ_tboaeestrategies. The mitial research mterventxon will be described
in this case st with comprehepsive data on the methodology and findi’ngs,

-~

R ﬁ“
/e ‘as, well as plans for replication. -

PUEEN In its first year, the “study” selected and convened a Regional Teacher

- f

. Education 'i‘emn. (RTET) , consisting of experienced teacher educators from
“--. .f‘,. b , “. . ] .
- thgse institutions: ' ' X
[ '
" University of Utah, salt Lake City (Amy Driscoll, ‘Regional Research
Fellow), in collaboration with the Salt Lake City School District;

e - University of Nevada, Reno (Kenneth Jo'f'ms Regional Research

Fellow), in collaboration with ‘the Washoe County School District:
e —

e
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) -~ Hills College, Qakland, California (Richard Ponzio,-Regignal !

Research FPellow), in i‘gllaboration with Vallejo City Unified
School Blstuct ' B

,

She team .collaboratively exemmed éae consistent pat:tems of research

. findings about effectzve mst:uctxo:y and successful ‘elementary . schools e

- and . employed those findings m ana”lyses of classroon situaticns. The

gxanination of research fmdings included reviewing, discussing;, elabarating, ‘

)
. and xﬁterpretmg major -aspects of instructional. effectiveness research
|
at the elementa:y sctwol level

’ .
s

+ ‘Eaéh RTET member then developed a situational analysis of hi Y

teacher educatxon s;te which descnbed university setting, program, practicun,
-8

student papulatxon, cooperating schoo%stricts, certihc‘ation requxrements,
faculty population and current knowledge and use}f resea{ch findings
on efztive instruction. The situational anaiyéis informed both the- -

resea dee‘i'gn and the teacher ediycation academy plans.

L
'Gee (1984) refers to' six factérs m:{ch ﬁxflgsnee the application |
of research on effective i’nstructiop elementary te?aher education programs.

’mese include state level ‘Eact’:worsr ure of the teacher edugation
#

program, teacher educption f'aculty, student teachers, cooperatmg teachers

and school dxstnct charactenstlcs. These influences have been 1dent1£ied -

’

and described in the situational analysis which follows in smary form,

These dys‘.cngtive accounts were dedeloped for each of t.he three sites
C~

amohim to criteria provided hy TWLERD. J

i»

S ‘



: cons'iderations in order to. plan instructmn. Simi_larly those preparing

‘%as_fe

. Department” to cﬁier a tw-yeér program for teacher preparation. The

Doe -1
L SI’NATICNAL ANALYSIS foo

dontextual variatiops in commity-at-—large, sthool district, student o

’

populatlon, state and 1o::ax educatlon aqencxeg, all unpact a tgcher education
pmgr;m The dh'g‘efere, researcn and develo‘pment effprts thhin a teacher
:educa,tzon program must mltzate a situational analysxs. _Planning w1thou‘t ~ .
cont3xtual oonsxderat;ons can result‘ in temporary and/or meffectwe progratns !
Inprovements 1n teacher -educatton have, as an ultimate goal, increased

o

learmng from students, Students live in socio—cultural contexts which

influence instruction, and those prepari#g to teach must understand those

‘ teachers in a university setting have a set of texts to recognize and -

understand. . T | o : " .
Y, . The University of Utah has ha'd,a long and rich stradition in the prepara-
‘ tion e&:eac?ers and other schocl-persoxmel. At 'the time the Uni’ven'gitgr e
ed in 1850y provisiMre made for the creation of a "Narmal

~

Department of Education’ eventually became the State College of Educatxon

! *and in 1963 was renamed the Graduate School of Educatxon, with both graduate

level study and some undergraduate programs _ -

The Department sof Bducational Studzes is Wccountable for the certification
i . ] *

-and‘degree.proérams in early chlidhood education and elementary education

~ and for cerg.ficaticn only in sec:ondary education. | ‘ - I '{

4

Broadly speaking, all af the basic teacher educatxon programs are

: preCLnated on the assuuptxon thatkthe preparatxon of teacherej must include

a st,roxy background - if general/liberal education coupled with a rich and’

-varie_d experience in educational ped?(ogy Af further assumption is that
W w ’ ’
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the preparation of a téacher is a life~long process And consequently presewﬁce;
. education is only the beginning of a preperation contmuun which should

“ -extend throuqhout the car:eer of- any educator.

The teacher tole is viewed as a dynamic 'one¢, and the person prepa -

T - for t}xat role must b’é“c&pﬁble of identifying, orgaru.z ng, and managm — ‘
& mtr& and xnterirﬂ;v1dual leaminq differencs and subsequent prescriptions.
f'-/ it 1s furthet believed that every teacher must be aware of the difﬁering

. .
social oontea?ts in hhich she/he may-assume a teaching role. ' o L

* r

q s - Within the broad philosophical Framevork each basic program has deséribed
' explicit objectives that charactenze the role of a teacher in that gibenf b
area of special;zation.: The teacher should have a broad and uell—developed
knowledge of those areas of hmnan endeavor and leaming fundanental to o
humankind. This knowledge is to be supported by skills and personality \,

" traits which permit a teacher to organize that knowledge mto forms conmuni—-
e ‘ cable to children ‘and appropriate for special ‘and individual néeds The

' .* . skills, knowledge and\at}:itudes are ai& tg be demonstrated by evidence

0
of self-growth and professzonal development. Student teaching is demgned

’

to be. the culmmatmg professxonal boratory experieme for students - | &
7 seeking elementary and early childhood certification. 1t, providee the’. 7

p&vrtumty for student teachers to\test dg reconstruct the theories
ve

" which they have leamed. érgd to futther lop their own teaching styles.

g o Since student teaching prof}ides ¢he oppottumty ‘for thz student to translate
" theoretical principles of methodology, into sound, effactive educat {onal
prectices,’ it is essentiel‘that the jor -pbrtion of pro’fessional preperation ~

)

be completed before the student is considered for a student teachmg placement.

A

.
. . . hp‘
- ‘.,
-

-




. 5‘ Mnle specxfxc program prerequisites for student teachmg vary, each

recmires that Tthe stugent have completed oourses in methods of teachmg,

' . proven competency in metrxcs, and mamtamed a mmlmum cumulatxve grade
.- . B 9 A ( R

pomt averaqe of 2.7 on a 4.0 scale. 4

4-, 'I‘he Divisions of Elementary Educatlon and’ Early Childhood Educatzon .
4
have organized’ arf mtenseJ colﬁbora“tive system of student teaching supervxsron

~ S~

- with seven local elementary schoo}s in three iunediéte school districtsl L
, Granite, Jordan and Salt Lake. These schools are knom as Professional
-

Development Centers (PDC's). They are chosen with cons1deration of quahty

| of school, representation of 'SES and cultural diversity in student population,i

o
A

locatxon and com1tment to workmg wzth student teachers expressed by
faculty and principals All student teachmg occurs in these schools. - *
-1'This long-tem arrangement allows for oontinurty of eontact between universxty ~

‘ S and “school district personnel, and, continual growth of all participants.

. “ 4
. ’i’ne teachers withm the Sch‘ools are selected for theu mterest in supervrsxng
L :student teachers and their excellence ‘as, classroom teachers. Cooperating

teachers are called assc?oa.ates' a,nd hold clrmqal faculty apyoxntments

in the Depar;tment of Educatronal Studies wxlth acoonpanymg benefits and |

[ ]
privileges. These aSSQCiates often assmt in teachmg undergraduate classes,
-

serve on depdrtment committees and pa\rtrczpate in research studiés., A
. A '

i . ) LN . . ' ﬁ‘ i
- large proportion of the asspciates ate pursuing or have completed graduate
degrees. The division appoints a f_acuity member to each schopl as a coor-

-~
dinator to work with Both 'teac'her's" end student ‘teaehers. The coordinator 4
L ',' provxdes ccntmuing inservwe work with -the teachﬁs_,_'especielly arouhd‘ ) ‘
. - matters affecting student teachmg .and tomrd,contmuing professxonal Q'
\ development. The prmczpal in a PDC. is, referred to as a "dlrecto}:' and ™
. "« . . [
8 ~ ’ 6 “ t. .
.t s .

.
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s actively involved in seminars for both student teachers and associates,

as well'as in university functions v_vh.‘i'ch parall”elvthose\ of ‘the asso‘ciates..
During the‘practicum, the direc.tor," th_e'f coordinator and the ~associate,

are all actively ir)vol\ied in“observatioh, emer\;ieim and guidance of

‘_ ) | ~ the student~t‘eachers. At the end of the practlcum, all formally evaluate

the student teacher s performanoe on standard rating forms. 1In addition,

the

,' o - KD's in'general and of .each of the participants (director, coordinator

- é" 2

- the’ Department of Bducatzonal Studies conducts ongoing evaluati

<

and associate).

During 1981 and 1982, efforts to better collaborate in the teacher
education process brought together el'ementary and éarly childhood educatzon
[ - faculty, PoC prmcipals, cooperatmg teachers and student teachers for 3
-  quarterly forums. 'mese meetings altemated the focus from needs not
| being met in education oourses" to "needs not bemg met in the student
‘teachmg expenence. Each meetxng concluded with lxsts of recomendatxons
for both the public school faculty (PDC) and the teacher education faculty.
, 'Current ) /se syllabi and several course additions reflect many of these

. Coy recommendations. Plans for 1983-—84 are focused on the integration of

the teacher, education. academies with the PDC"s, and promotzon of the research

fmdmgs on effectwe mstructmn.- L e

H
t

— | | o Elementary and early "childhood teacher education students generally
N ' “ 4

have had a wxde varzety of trave& and work experiences, approximately

16 percent of the students seekmg certlfi'catxon in elementary and early

childhood already have a h elor's degree and are. seeking a second degree

or certif_ication‘. Approximately 10 percent of the st'udepté are working |

towdrd dual certification. At the present time, there are 190 students

P
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enrolled in elementary educatzon and 70 in early chxldhood for a total

of 260 students. T!:)e age range of students is from 18 to S5 years of |
age. ‘Of the ’total “tudent population, 145 are over 25 years, of age. -

Autobxograph:.cal sketches reveal a large percentage of mrried students

" ‘with famhes 158 percent). 'me cmﬂatwe grade pomt average: for elementary'

students xs 3.26 and er*«earIy cmlcmood is 2.99.

ri

Certxfxoation requirements specified by the Utah State Board of Education

are followed by the Graduate School of Education, University of Utah.
The hasic professional certl_ficete may be acquired upon completion ‘of .
-an approved bacCalagreate orograin"in early ‘ch}ldhood educ’ation}elementary
education t:.rom an accredit‘ed institution'. Student teaching is a requirement.
The presdnbed elements of professional studies have integrated basic
guidelines from the Nat'ional Council for Accreditatmn of 'Peacher Recommded
Standards, Utah State Office ‘of Educatigfrand spec1f1c matenals from

¢ various proféssxonal orgamzatxons. Of the total 41 faculty in the Department
of Educational Studies, - 15 faculty teach courses for the Elenentary and

Y

Early Childhood Dwxszons of the teacher preparation program. These faculty

-

represept a range of two to twenty—exg‘ht years of experience at the University
of Utah, and one-thzrd recewed doctoral degrees from the Utah mstxtutlon.

In contrast to the "typlcal teacher educato descrlbed by Carter ‘and

/
Gr}"fm (1981) as much younger and having earned anundergraduate degree

~

LV

" “in educatzon‘ Other demgramlcs £1t Carter and anfin S picture, that

-1s, most are at the Associate Professor level,\are Anglo and come from *

%
[3 - - [

. py;
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‘a limited work experience background, specxfzcally teaching. Elght of

~the Utah teacher educators are fenale while seven are male.
L
_ The Regional Teacher Ed(ication Team identxfied five general aréas

b

“of r.esearch findings that‘ wuld be of interest and value to include in = -
’ Y

* the preparatzon of - elementary student teachers. The fxve topics were ¢

N

gleaned from research on effective instruction and were identifieQas '

being well adaped w0 elementary teacher preparation at:-‘both the theoretical
and practicael« levels. The five topics include- ) ‘» )’ a
- l‘.', General studEnt participa‘t.ion styles. (‘ .
2 ' ,Activity structures including grouping, task demands ‘
&3'.' Academxc learmng time (ALT) mcluding allocated time, student ) . o

5

engagement:, student success. . L, S -

S o

4. Active teachmg behaviors including lesson planning, explanation '

~ and demnstration, supervi?ed practice, re\uew, monitoring and
‘ +
Ny fE‘EdbaCk . o

— ~

5. Classroom nanag‘ement including "wii‘.hitness,\ overlapping, smothngss,

momentlm, group alerting, aceountability, valence, challenge '
}

arousal, variety challenge. S ‘ -
- 'me Regional Teacher Educatlon Team in collaboration with the FWLERD
staff developed survey guides appropriate for obtaining a situational ! ,
analysis from student teachers, cooperating teachers, and teacher education - .#

faculty. The dimensiom assessed related to ievels of existing knowledge
,and use in applications of the researc:h related to the five topics. The
surveys were administered in an interv:ew s1tuation to ,student téachers,

cooperating experienced teachers, and college faculty ﬁ'orking with the

. elementary credential program. Each was asked to identify their levels o



l

» . lexicon. |

of knowledge and level of application of the research findings appr.opriate"
to their role. The quest_ioners probed to see i_f the interviewee had gained
the krowledge skill from primary Sources identified in the research topics,

" or from other sources who just. happened to use the topic terms in their
Y : ’

- » . N +

s
/«At the Universxty of Utah

teachers and ten teacher education faculty members were rhsdonly selected
' to be interviewed. Thd interviews for faculty and for student:s f:om this
‘ site revealed ‘little or no knowledge of research on effective instruction. h
. as ‘defined by this Study. Neither faculty nor students were able to identify
.

'v, major researchﬂegs in this field. Furthermore, the teacher education faculty

reported limited use of effective mstruction research in their eoursework

. Responses from cooperating teachers, on the other hand, reflected" ‘;5
V knowledge of the research on effective instruction, sixty percent of those
1nterv1ewed reported knowled@e of research onh effective mstruction.
These responses were supported by the 1dentification- of . major researchers‘
associated with the effectiveness literature. ‘This knowledge may have
been due in part to the 51gmf1cant nmber of cooperatmg teachers who
had completed or were currently enrolled in graduate programs. -Further
' investigation revealed that these teachers had partxczpated in coursemrk
~mth the- R'I‘E‘Fmenber from the Utah s:te, which then ‘explains their reported
| knowledge of the research findings.. Only one topic, activity structures, ‘
appeared to be unknown to this group of respondents. It is interesting
’to.note that, although- effective instruction research had impacted the‘ .v
Rnowledge base of cooperating teachers, it had’ llttlé mfluenee on the

tea - ing reqmred oﬁ their studeft, teachers.

AP

.'x"

i .

-
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- . " 'The qcntextual paremeters and influenc:es -of the Umversity of Utah/SaJ.t
o Lake School Distmct teacher egucationsite were critical considerations
hE ﬁpr the mplementatlon cf the ARTE RUETE study. Characteristlcs éf the

. -,"teacher education program affected the posing of research questions, the

.- , ' desxgn cf mterventicn strategies and the ccnclusmns drawn from the data. .
§ v - . e . _" . ' ~_ E \ "'A . v e’ ' ) : )
o, .H ‘ NN ] L | ) -
11, mmmxcu OF 'ms cor.uscmrm: TEM ' e

- As. previorsly reported m the introductmn, the Regional 'reacher.

“ | Educatioh Team collaboratively examined the research findings cn effective
- instructjon. This Process took tbe form of presentations oy Far West

v staff and several of the major research investxgators, intenswe,, reading

.of the research literature, and dzscussmns tward clarxty and ‘Common ’

understandmg-.

- s

During this firs.t session, the work scope and project ob;ectxves _

sere not delmeated for the team. ‘The. RTET members includmg the author
experxenced an uneasiness, a lack of direct:ion andd dcubes about’ Far West's :
expectatmns. As the week proceeded, a general enthusxasn and high level |
. of energy carrled the team through a series of decision-making and plannmg ‘
stages. In retrospect, that same lack df defined objectives and strategzes
which caused ‘member tmeasmess may bave ccntrlbuted to team cohesiveness.
The session served as both review and renewal for tean members " awareness
_and knowledge of the research on effective instruction. Shared experiences
‘and competencies of the team members served to further the gollaborative

process as team mecbers approached the demand for research interventmn

L) .

plans. At the end of the‘first sessmn, the orig,}pal research design,

LN

formulated in haste and 'without ne“ce'ssary reflectieri,' became’ a springboard..

O LN " .
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. for each site's research intervention plan. In the months followmg RTET
Heetmg 8, tean menbers oontemplated individual pfans and interacted .

.via telephone ‘and mail with each other.
, of advxsing, reviewing, editing and confirming.each other s, 'work. There '
~ was .a shared omership in the three research intervention deszgns between . .
- the tealp members, agam emancing‘ the co }xativetaspect o‘ the project.
'I‘hroughout the initial fomulation of the collaborative te& Far west
‘Lab remained a oonstant i;esouroe providing support and assistame.

»
T e

/” N .' ‘v‘
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“IEIT UTAH RESEARCH INTERVENTION PROJECT -

P

The situational analySis directed the development of a research desxgn
charatterized by oollaboratxon. The ngture of the Erofessional Developnent |
fenters together with the sxgnficant work ing relationships vhich the Graduate
School of Educati"on enjoys wit}\ local school districts and the state agency

&

reflect Howey and:Gardner s oencept of *the professxons working together" ,"
toward the mprovement of teacher education (1983).. o s o
It wWas important that the research and development efforts at the

Utah sxte reflect that philosophy. -The lack of both knowledge and use -

of the research findings on effective mstruction amorig: studEt teachers,
teacher education faculty and some cooperating teachers further supports

‘the /oetsof this research design, that is, the researoh findings on effective
: instruction. Studies of effective teachers have directed professxonal
attention to clearly defined teaching behaviors which promote high levels
of student participation, positive attitudes and increased achievement '

e

(Good, 1983; Fisher, et al, 1980). These findings have’ inflqenced mservic‘:e"'

ThlS mteraction took the form o,
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programs with promising results. Current inservzce experiments have demon-
“ strated that teachers can change their behavior and student achieveumt
- can be affected (Gage and Glacom.a, 1981) However,, as Stalhhgs states,
"The spothght fcr educational improvement in the '1980's is on preservice ‘
' educatxon ~(1983)." This leads to the major research question of this )
project. Can tthe research findings ori effectwe mstruct.im have an impact
on the teacher educatich process? . “ g |
with this research questxon in view, the Utah R'I‘E'r member hoped to
. T *not only alter the curriculun content of the preservioe program' at the
. Umverszty of Utah, but to also introduce the perspectwes and skzlls ,
of inquiry as part of a teacher's (and teacher educator s) professional %
repertozre." (Mason, 1983) “In addxtion to the major goal of applying ,'
' \ effective instruction research findings to teacher education, Mason‘sv
. (1983) three aims were crztlcal conside txons for the - development of P :
the Utah research mtervention deszgn. The fxrst aim was to engage prospectwe
techers, from the beginning, in systeexatxc exammatxon of their practices
. | ‘and efforts to improve them. ‘A second aim was to enqage teacher educators
.in small sca1e~but persistent inquiry of their own practice and its contri- |
butions to teadher quality. A third aim vas to foster fruitful collaboration

B !\

between dlstrxcts and universxtzes in the preparatxon of teachers. &

" L 'I‘he major research question and the described goals were purs.ued

L.

' by means of the Interactwe Research and Deuelopment on 'I‘eaching (IR&UI')
model developed at Far West Laboratory. As described’ by Tickunoff and
~ | 'Mergendoller (1983), the IR&DT model is a team—-centered research and develop~
| ment strategy characterized by collaboratmn. Th mode; engages teachers,

’ researchers and trainer/‘developers “in the'conduct of both inquiry and

)

13




problem-solving. IREDT tean members have parity in the decision-making ‘
which involves research topics, methodology and training. Additionany,
the IR&D’I‘ process 'respects the mtegnty of the classroom. The IR&DT

process 1s one o intervention bringmg -about changes in the ways teachers,

researchers and tramer/developers comexve and manage their protessional

roles. It is a responsive strateqy’ which attends to hplications of the ~
Uhiversity of Utah situational analysis as well as th» 1 agenda * ._

‘for research on teacher education (Howey and Gardner, 1983; ‘
1982). This research project placed preservice teachers, experiénced -
teachers and teacher educatxon faculty in a collaborative IR&DT mode for

the purpose of respondmg to the major resestch questxon Can. the research

findings on eff,ective instructxo? have an mpact on the teacher education
. . -4 . ‘ ) s '

process? . ' . o,

The followmg research design was’ developed in two phases. Phase

1 descnbes the hypotheses and methodology spec1feic to the collat;orative

'dewelopnent of Phase 1I. Phase I oonsisted of oollaborative deciswn-making

to determine specxfic methodological components of Phase II. The nature
of * the oollaboratw: process demanded that Phase T have broad parameters
so that particxpants could collaborat.wely pose research questio
prescrxbe methodology and analysxs. In th1_s research ﬁro;ect,’ Phase IF
_evolved from Phase I. - " _. RN
The following definitions will serve as: clarifmation of- terms for ‘
both Phase I and 11 of the research design~
1) Preservice teachers or student teachers are elementary "education

students in a certification program, _pfior to and/or during

student teaching. . . -

-—

14
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'P'hase I - Hypotheses. The fonowing hypotheses are posed Y

2. Biperienced teachers or cooperating teach‘ers are elementary
classroom teacbers, with a mindois of five yurs of experi‘nce,
who partrcxpa\ in the teacher education process in a Supervisory.

)
“role during f;eld experiemes.

‘ 3. ' Teacher education faculty\ refers\;\)those faculty menbers who
"teach elementary education unethods courses {ianguage arts, social

/:tudies, scieme)-—-courses in"various content areas of teaching,
C which require both oourse worff( and £ield experience |

‘4. Bffective instruction refers to teaching behaviors which promote ," :

high levels of. student participation, posxt;ve attitudes and

increased achievement, research in this area mclude fmdings

on A.cademic Learnmg Time {\ALT) (Fisher, et .al, 1978, 1980),‘

)!tive Teaching Behaviors. me) (Good, 1979, 1983) and Aetivity
\ﬁtructures (ASP) (Bossert,‘ 1977, 19‘78, 1979)

-

IR T Student teachers who participate in. the collaborative developnent
of preservice training using the research findings on ef‘ective instruction
" will nat differ significantly in t:heir ability'to 6enmstrate the teaching

’ behaviors identxfied in the preservice traimng from those student teachers

who do not partf’cz.pate.v\ X

2. Student teac,bers who participate in the preservic% trainmg

using the research findings on effective instruction will not differ signi-

ficantly in their ability to demonstrate the teaching behaviors identified
in’ the preservice training from thosé student teachers who do not participate

in the preservice training.

15
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-»° Phase I - MNethodology. The major elementsof\this. phase of the project

‘ ' L ' D

- J )

sample selectxon and assxg t to grotzps,

/

t:ollaboratwe session to - develop preservxce mstructxon

. _}.’ The &lee_ oonszsted of 12 preservice teachers in the elepentary

edu&ation faculty members from the same institution and four experienced

eaucatxon certxfxcation program -at” the Umversity of Utah. four teacher

’

cooperating teachers frwt the elementary schools in the Salt Lake School

District. All members of. the saq:le were volunteer and are further described

9!'5095 :
Treatment BSTr

The.. :

\ in Befmitions (p- 15) and in Phase .. ’ o/

ve preseksce teachers were randomly sig - to three
+ those who partxcipate m the collaborative session;

those who receive the preservice instruction; and Treatgent

Cgr, the control” group, with neither partmipatmn in the colla&rative-

* session npr preservzc instruction.

2. The collaborative session consisted of thfee phases: T

f, ’ , :a.

+

L) ) .
\C.

- and

| review and consideration of the researdx fmdings ofi

. - ,
effectzve mstruction, ! s

‘decision on the area of research findings which partxcx- |

9

pants consx_(ir most cr1t1caﬁ€o\the teacher educatlon process;

- I

LET BRI

' design of presetvice instruction based on seiected area

of research findings. . : /'

" The one week collaborative séssion was documented through the use

A\

of pre~ and post-tests, videotapes, journais and naturalistic:observations

’,

J . -
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and recordings., Aspects of the collaborative session were descnbed in- -~ "
evaluative ‘summary sheets ~at the end of each day. - N

; - The preservice instruction was desn;ned during the collaboratwe

: sessxon and is describeci in 9@3 II - Methodology.. It was mpn;nemed N

prior. to the 1983 Fall Quarter of student teaching.

-4 - |
E‘urther decisiors affecting the research design were depbrdent upon .. .

decisions mded: the. cSllaborative session. ° T -

2

Phsse I - Instmnents and Haterials.. The materials used in the—gol'laborative '

' session. : -

sessiorr include readings on the research of effective mstruction, specifically
in the areas of Academic Missing Structures. An agenda for the collafborative
session, a readmg list and observation forms ‘can be ‘found in Appendix A.

Assessment materials mcluding pre— and pcst:—test tests, response/eva»luation

forms, and questions for directed Joumal writirg have been developed by .
the primary investigator and used for the collaborative session. (see Appendzx ,

B). Instrmxentation for final data collection, that is observation of

L
student teachers. was‘det‘.emined by decisions made in the collaborative . ‘é N

-

‘teacherg, and four teacher educatio;‘ faculty members. The four student

Phase II - Introduction. A brief summary description of the proceedings

of the collaborative session is appropriate as”’a preface to Phase II.

L]

As prescribed in Phase I, the sesgion was held in July 1983 for four days.

;‘}"- The primary objectives of the session were: (l) to review majaf topics \

in the research on effectivé instruction, (2) to determine one focus from \
the major topics for Phase II research; and (3) to develop ‘preservice

mstruction using the determmed focus. I ) -

Session particzpants were four sgudent teachers, four cooperating

}
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teachers were seniors iny the elbmentary educatmn teacher certlfxcation
’

3 _program, - registered to student teach dur{ing Fall Quarter 1983, All student -
- C

'teachers were female, with a mean age of 30. 5 representatwe of the under-

¢ . graduate teacher education populatxon of thefGraduate Schqpl of Educatmn, | \
¥

Umversxty of Utah (see Sitmtxcnal Analysis, Drisca.l‘l and Gee, '19?3)
. ™o of the student teachers were to student teach AR fourth grade and
v - . twowereto student teach in the sixth grade. The four cooperating teachers

in attendance were female, had an average of 10 2 years of teaching exp‘ience

N wzth a range of 6 to.19 years, and taught elementary grades second, fourth
e and sixth. “The cooperating teachers had a minimum of two year experience
S ) working with student teachers and a maximm of six years experxence.

. _ ", 'l‘he teacher educatior: faculty particzpants all ta\lghtw,ele&tary educatioa
*methods™ coursemrk in the teacher (cert1fication program- and represented
the content preparatzon areas of reading/language arts, aesthetics, science
and social st ies. All faculty menbers were female and had an average

:'_‘ of 5.2 years of €

ing at the University level and 9.7 years of elementary
. ) B - '

classroom teaching. | _ | ) ‘ B

i

. The agenda for the collaboratwe session con515ted of a review of

L. ‘ major topics in the rese.a.:e!{ on effective. instructmn, selectmn of one .
N . A %
NG top:c for a research and development focus and the developme‘nt of a preservice

mstruction plan. Specific activzties and scheduling can be found in
the agenda, Appendix A. ' ‘
'I‘he ‘participants followd the agefffla and on the third day collaboratlvely

selected the research findings on Active 'I‘eachmg Behaviors (ATB) as most ’

'lsalient to preservice teacher education. Following this decision, part;cipants

then developed ‘a preservice instruction plan conszsting of review of research
. ’ . ‘ ¢ i . . ! . i 7
18 |
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| \ on ﬁctivs Teaohing Beha\iiors, e:d;ens;iveo:.servation of videotaJpes for’ SRR rf .
" identification and recording of ATB, aesessment of lesson plans for ATB :
and rolé—pla}ing A‘I‘B with peere. Additionally A’I‘B ’observa'tion forms wer’:e |
;' to be used in self-observatmn, observations of peers and of cooperat’ing

teachersand by Unzversxty"ooordmators in supervision of student teachers.

. '_ ' During gt:he collaborative session, respom were oonected dail&" -
through directed. journal writing. and end of session evaluations ‘re—- v
. ) -~
© . and post-tests were {anmistered at the begfnning and end of the collaborative .

Session to determine perticipents' general knowledge of the research on

/ : ‘ effective instruction. Naturalistic observetionsLof the collaborative |

~

The pretests revealed thatt‘héKeudent t.eadléré; qmperating@beaeher‘s..f

and university faculty were genera y unaware of the research on 'efi‘ective

process. were recorded for use in this case study. :

instruction which includes academic Iearnixg time (ALT), active teachmg

behaviors (ATB's) &activity structures. Hwever, after four days of
exposure through lectures, videot:apes, readings and discussion sessions,
_ part1c1pants scored szgnifxcantly higher c;n the post-test with almost |
all scores in the 80 to 100 percent range. * ‘.
Journai entries before and after each daily sesszon and daily é\}éluation
forms provxded a continuous flow of information on the effect o&individual
. as well as overall sessions presented. For purposes of reporting Jjournal
information, CT refers to cooperating teachers, ST refers to student teachers.
Journgls for the first morning indiceted a sense of excitement, antici—‘
| pation with some.expectations by the partxcxpants: 'I wuld hope to be \
able to make some worthwhile contribution, however small it may be and M

{ . to experience some personal, and professional growth," (CT) "This week
.“ A} ) : \

18
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will help me to be a better teacher,® (CT) *I wil‘l have a better experience
e student teaching,' (ST) "My expectations are \to get to know t.he péople R ot

I.am working thh * (ST)

. +

. o Followinq the first

e

d } _ pro;ect and vxdeo apes
J

y s session with an m;todn}cticn to the reseaqcb./

lectures on ALT, the pa:ticxpaﬁt s evaluations ;-'

were p051twe about presen 1t of mterial and ideas. Scme felt the

pace was too slow, others wanted the overheads in handout fem, pda .~
’ few felt there was too much fnfomation tc digest. . ‘ B | TN
The eftemoon joumal entries fomsed on the group interaction, 'I" .
) ‘am basically pleased with the d ics of the- group‘ (U. faculty), N\ / |
comments on speclflc instructiopfduring the day - "I belzeve my students ; M 1

can .do whatever the asszgment is® (CT); and _ "It (ALT) is a much better

description of . the leaming envxronment.' (ST)

L)

The second\mornmg s participants wrote' about _teir reactions to

ALT from their readings. Many fc?hd the concept useful,,,'helpful,' and o .- )
easyt:o understand, © . ) | . - 5
) The day's ‘proceedings sta;ted with videotapes on ALT plus intr'oduction
and observation of ATB's. The day"s evalyption foms indicated a very
posxtxve reaction /tc pacing and content during the day as well as appreczation .
for the 1nctease6\of grcup mteraction. Joumals at the end of the day
supported the research: "'the necessity of stating goals and outlining
the lesson when you are teaching,' (CT) "experiences and exercises in
influential questicning' (ST), "Being a prospective student teacher, I

. find that_ ccllaboratmn in this group will benefit me greatly® (ST), "I
am anxi:u?:bout the {tems you listed as low achievement -a couple of
those were of value to me.. .humm. . " (U. faculty)

w
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Cﬁ the third morning, partxcipants wrote positively about their impres-
~ .sions so far of the collaborative a@ect of the workshop.
Following the day's sessxon on acthty stxucturesva -revie\;f of the
,:-,, E ' . ‘topics presented thus far, the Joumals of the third’ aftemom addressed
. | the “issue of\mat was the most critical aspect of preservxce mstructxon-
- "My choice is ALT". (c'r), "Good points /brougﬁht out and d;scussed (U. facul\ty)"
- 'Iwuldmt&xoosem,sinceIfeel it isvenybasic. Icantdecide ot
} (CT); -( *I'm delighted ATB's were selected” (CT); "I think: 1'11 gc; with . | o
, - A'I‘B's!...it's important to value the total child, the total envxrorment" \
h (CTY; *I feel we have reached the best deczsxon" (s'r), "l‘he dxscussion ‘
was conducted in a very professional mnner. I stxll feel that it (ATB)
-1st.hemostusefultoolasaguidetoteaching"‘ ‘ o

m the same - day, evaluqtions all agreed that the nat,grial was presented |

well. 'fhe collaborative process was viewed as the ns%t positive aspect
of the day's session, Particxpants agreed that it was good to‘ha+re that.
s quality of interaction with the- other mesbers of the grolp.. w
/ The group spent the fmal day designing preservice educat:on followmg é
| their collaborative decision on 'l‘hursda.( afternoon to focus on A'I‘B 's. ) |
The morning journals indicated entht.gsxasm and excxstement: "I am so excited
and can barely wait, I feel so gomfortable with the §roup as 'they afe |
warm and open with their ideas" csr')' "I, feel good about all the efforts
;' of this group" (ST) ; "Vhen today is over...I hope, I know, .that it will
| be what so many of my f;iends in the program are 1¥oking for in t:ems

of "How to Teach™ (ST); "Oh, what a wonder ful feeliﬂg Everything's delightful

/
today!® (CT) o o

s

/b
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The positive redctions and feelings continued through the (day inx.o
L the’ finalg Joqmal entries and evaluations- 'Loved the collaborative session™.

“ (U. faculty); "...feel grateful for bemg asked to participate...so pleased

~. . . about: the knowledge about effective instruction"r (U. faculky/);v "Er\joyed ‘f .
o .the ring with 3’11;0!'3 varied group® (CT); .{E .collaboratiye session '
| was mcredibly exciting and challenging and rewa\{ing" (Cl‘)ﬁ .. overy
S ' dynamic® (CT); and “whole week was wonderful, some of the best time I've
. spent...very productive and beneficiol for lhe... (S‘l‘).
| E.Valuation of the workshop as a whole indicated a olear understandmg
X “ N ‘of collaborative research, a. very positive feeling about thHe collaborative -

v - ‘ ',# , . ‘ .
Process as well as a positive reaction about the scope and content of
the workshop. R | - .-
The particzpants in the July oollaborative session were interviewed

{{ nine months after the session for then' perspectives of the session and

for its. mpact on t}exr professaonél lives. ’l‘hese unpr:essions will be

~ 4

-~

mcluded m the Findings section which follows

f Phase Il - Hypotheses. The hypotheses developed for Phase I will be tested

4 as port of Phase IJI. \1 eu -of general terms such as 'teaohmg behavxors,

specific labelmg *active te: ‘hmg behaviors {(Good, 1979, 1983)" is substx-
T | tuted. "“Research findings on '

fective mstructlon' can now be interpreted

as "research fmdings on active jteaching behavfox:s (Good, 1979, 1983)."

Phase W - Methodology. Three procedural elements are the methodological
focus of Phase II.. These include:

1. preservice instruction,

2. observation/d‘ata collection,

3. data analysis.

22
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1. The preservxce mstructxon as developed in the collaboratwe ; }

.

s H
session uses the research on Active Teaching Behaviors as the content ;
h s

focus and is desxgned as part of the “Early Expenence session for Fall /
R Quarter student teaching. The “Barly Experience' session is a four-weekl .
pre—student t:eaching prqgram consisting of half-day attendance in classx'ooms; -
observat;ons, mm-teacning lessons and seminars with t:eacher edmatim
/faculty. The “Early Experlence" session is not mndatory at this tine
; ~ but is offered to enrich 7the student teaching expenence. The ptesetvice _‘ \ 5",-' |
| instru?;tmn Lon Actxve Teachmg Behaviors oonszsted of four sessmns, twa '

LEY

hours each, in'the followmg format : | : , - I :11 )
- a. Session (ne (first week). - Intfoduction to the reseafch ' '
on Active Teaching Behaviors; observation "via videotapes. o

' L . AR.  Session 'l\do x(se<:<:m.ci week) - ‘Extens-ive observation via vi.deo-‘-f:”':’;’f :
tapes; discussion of peer observations focuseg on Active ,:‘

- Teaching Behaviors; T Good's Actxve Teaching vxdeotape ERS Y §

- (A.5.C.D., 1983). & o "
. “c. Session Three (third week) - Rev1ew of lessan plans for
-inclusion of Actwe Teaching Behaviors; ‘};bservations via .

‘e | e -
-y videotapes; discussion of Missouri Mathematics Effectx&r\\’ |

< \

Project. " s P |

‘ d. Session Four (fourth week) - Role playing of lesson Qlans
X

/ to. demonstrate arxi crit1que use of Active 'I’eaching Belgnjs-

a
I

' ‘summary discussion and evaluation.’
. - . ' ' T

»

N e
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- proceeded intil observers reached % reliability of observations. W

Ve

2 Dat.a collection was primarily conducted through observation

of student teachers. 'I‘he sanple groups of student teachers consisting

o Treaunent AST ‘I‘reatment Bgt and Treatmént CgT were. observgd durmg

. mathemtics instruction f;or threeﬁme—hour sessions. (hservations recorded

ﬂ\.\

t.he incidence of Actwe Teachmg Behavzors usmg. the ‘i’eacher Instructional
Behavior Record (TIBR) developeg by. Far West. I.ab (1983). "i‘he TIBR contains. )
20 teaclhier. behavior item (see Figure 1) in four teaching categories (Intro- ' |
duction, Instruction, Closnre and @nagement). Rhcordings are made every .
" 60 seconds, and. include notation of incﬁence, additional behavzors observed. N 3
and a harrative’ description for eaci; teacher behavior recorﬁed@ Observat;ions |
and recordings were done by two trained observers, grad.uate assistants ';ﬂi‘ ; .',

w1th the ARTE RUETE project. 'rraining of the observérs was oonducted .
according to the TIRR ‘Manual (Gee, 1983) during october 1983 'i‘raining

3. Data analyszs focused on. the comparisons descnbed in Phase I.

-

| Major findings consist of c&mrisons of behavior categories of t:he 'rma """f;?f“'-'*‘
The treatment groups ar:e compared for diffferences in the frequency of '
mdwxdual behavior items and wzt:hin behavaor catqories (see Figure l) '

¢ L 'lj“‘,\ ‘ o
'mese differences have been analyzed for st/atist/ical sigmficance usmg T {
N . N v S
a chi square.l o : - ‘ CoL -' ' LT
, ' “:\ ‘. K s , . . . ) ' N ‘i
IV. FINDINGS | . N ” . e
For purposes of . this case study, only prelimmary maiysis of the | -
dat:a has been completed This report considers only tbe ﬁrequency of |
occurrence of the Active Teaching Behaviors ‘and oompares the frequency . o B

. _ data across the three treatuient‘groups. Addit,ional analyszs to be conducted



Ny Instructlon, Closure and Hanagement. Figure 1 illustrates the individual " T

-:~'to interpret. “THe differenm between 'rreat:nent A student teachers and . Y
" the control group in tse of Instruction behaviors could be explai

' categories. Within the Ins’truction category, there is relatively even

-

includes [Srofile descriptions of the individual Active Teachmg Behaviors o

throu?h sumnary synthesis of teacher coumnications and actions regorded

in the narratwe sectxons oi the 'rIBR and statlstxcal analysis of relationships

between the main behavior recorded each sixty seconds and the additional

$ - . L
behavmrs occurrmg durmg that time frame. ot o - :

i Table I displays the frequency of behaviors withm each catego:y | . R

X of Active 'Peaching Behaviors. 'l‘he categories include Introduction, e .

teaching behaviors within eacll category.

The chi square statistic for an oVerali couporison of student teacher .

- &

'-groups across categories of teachmg behaviors indzcates sxgnificant dif-

# o
ferences (xz = 29 2 - +0001). It appears that the category of con- |

' .siderable difference for treetment and -control groups is Introduction.

; " withm the Introduction category, differences in Behaviors 1 3, and 4

are resonszble for the g;.fferentzation between treatment ’and control groups

1

in their use of introductory behaviors. ' .

: 'I‘rersds in categories Instruction and CIOSure are ‘mixed and difficult

-

the lapSe of tme between the collaborative session. {J 3 83) and’ student

teaching (Septed:er—necenber 1983). : Bowever) differences within the Closure

" a,

"

.category reflect a«trend of anotherdfrection as 'rreatnent B student teache‘rs .

'demonstrate Closure bebaviors 1east often. meir treatment imediately

}

Q preceded student teaching so the time lapse issues do not maintain across CT

M

dzstr;bution of behaviors ACross groups both Behaviors 13 and 14 contribute -

‘ S 26
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signxficant differences across student teacher groups to the Closure category.
The treatment groups review the lessons with greater Erequency while the -

'control group collects homework more often. : | o U SFTE Y

within the Hanagement category, there are less eonsiderable dxfferences

between the three groups of student teachers. ~The oontrol group does
use more nanagement behaviors than t.he treatment groq:s Behavxor 19
does account for a m;or dlfference in the student teacher groups use
of mmgement strategies (see Table 2). It my be that differences *n
' the other categories of teacher behavior my precipitate the need for T
" more management behaviors. For all- of the trends and possible relationships, .
futther study is recomended |

i
]

The Utah regional research fellow acknowledges tne need for extended _. - |
analysis of tbe observed frequencies and consideration of the rich descriptive’" _
data available. The lignitations of a‘small sample, singular teache?-edgca}:im |
site,“'.restricted obs'ervations, and unteeted 'irrstrt'mentatim preclude the ' D ' |
‘presentation of direct findings. There is a hesitance at this writing - w;_
, -'to draw iupllcations for teacher education until further study is conducted.

. The most salient product of this in\y( gation is the process implemented
at_.the Utah site. Consequently, interviews of ttecollaborative session
participants are a valuable mclusion in the £md1ngs of the research
interventidn As previously reported, those participants were interviewed \
for t.heir perspectives of J session and its i:pact on their professional“ ~
lives using an interview protocol de’veloped by the RTBI‘ members ar)d FWLERD.

. Only three of "the four student teachers (STA) were available for |
merviewing in April 1984. ‘The general tone of the student teacher interviews ‘
was positive and enthusiastic.  The .feeling‘was that Introduction to the

"
A
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research on ‘effective instructxonjfilled a gap of mformotmn and strategzes
~ that had been missed in the undergraduate program. There were echoes

of *this is what Ive wanted to know ‘about teaching” which had been first -

. . . , B -
voiced during the July 1983 séssion. Two of the respondents. who. incidentally

 received ;ﬁéllent evaluatxons and strqng recomendatrons for their student
teaching, were able.to diseussf;nd describe with specxficuty a nunber oy
oﬁ tbe Actlve Teaching Behaviors. _‘They also reported sharing the information
with their cooporating teachers and other faculty' in their POC. $Both

also referred to a awareness of ALT as they observeg a ariety of
schools and classrooms The third resondent was vague in her responses,. ©
'I can't. remember exactly whatk they were t(referrmg to ATB's)", ™I hoped -
'r,hat I absorbed something indirectly, and “it was never explained to .

'me clearly exactly how I was supposed to use the workshop. She referred

several times to her need for follow-up and’ wished “she had been checked

SO off and expected to drsplay those. .partlcular behaviors. . 'me‘ other two

’ student teachets nade freQuent references to how they put the A‘IB's in
! >

‘actxon £or various course content, at different times of day and for varying =

‘grade leve'ls._ e £ 0T g s -

<f “\
All three student teachers volced appreciation of the 1ntensity of

the July 1983 session, of thé conaboratwe format and the opportunity
'to interact with faculty and classroom teachers. 'mey responded with |
"1, valued t.be verbal exchange and I did a lot of thinking that week,
"'everybody canmbuted and" everybody's ideas were accepted and talked
over® and everyone was willing to risk and stand up. for what they believed

- in and were willing to discuss me sense of parity among particpants

' SRR
T : AN
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was wcli-expressod, ‘I felt like an ecpal even though I'fwas a'student...L
felt like they would listen to me.%
The value of reeeerch was expressed by all three student teachers
’ o 'fgs;‘providigg reasons‘for teaching a certain wey}' 'enhancing'preservice
'»coursewort,;A'giving confidence to peginning_teaching' and“'eesingDSOme; \
frostrations with gaps‘in the préservice program.” Only one of the stddentr
“teachers mentioned a conflict between ATB's and ALT and her besic philosophy.
of education. She described her Hontessori background, a creative orientation
and a discomfort with "back to besics and nore discipline in, the clossroan.
It is noteworthy that this student-teacher received such low evaluations
that she repeated the student teaching quarter. A P ‘
| of the four cooperating teachers, only three were available for interviews
due to schedu¥ing difficulties. However, the fourth coglpeming teacher |
did pursue continued study of the research bn effective instruction through \
the Teacher Education Academy. This could be interpreted as a high level -;'
of interest and a positive perspective. . within the three interviewees, ﬁ;{ g
two cooperating teachers could be specific with respect to the research |
on ALT and ATB., The third teacher was vague throughout the interview.
It.is noteworthy that she has the least years of experience (5 years)
and didn't have a student teacher’ in her classroom until Spring 1984, |
" None of the three reported a conflict between the concept of effective
1nstruction presented in the research and their own teaching style and
philosophy. Instead they found the research findings reinforcing of their
teachiqg,‘*none of the teaching behaviors :ere new;‘meybe just a good

-\

reminder,' 'it strengthened my beliefs' and it was kindrof nice, it was _

29
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.reinforcing what you have been 'doing for years and"year_s and somebody"s

putting a stamp of approval on it.”

On the subject of collaboration, there was agam overwhelmmg enthusxasm

A

. and approval*

. " liked the collaborative nature of what® we went through

o together. That was different for me. I'm used to doing

: things by myself and it was njce to have the different . L

&j ' groups representing both the university and experienced ' .
teachers and beginning teachers, all kind of working together

and getting equal input from -everybody :

"1 guess what I experienced was a group of people. :
- together sharing goals and values...working on things -

together...there was a lot of bantering around of

ideas and dialogue and arguing.. .sometimes a lot of - :

agreement and thought, sometimes a’ lot of dissent B2 -
. .about issues which then allowed people to ,conaborate. |

i

" “For me, the significant feature was probebly that
.  whole—the collaborative effort, coming up with things,
' sharing ideas and listening to ideas, and probably .
for those who were becoming student t:eachers... .-
that would have been really helpful.” -

- The ‘teacher education faculty from the collabprative session and

. graduate assistants involved in the ,AR‘I‘E:RUEI‘E project were also intemiewed | '_

usmg the sane ptotocol. Generally the levels of enthusiasm for and oomitmmt
" to the use “of research on effective instruction were high for the graduat,e
ssxstants and low for the faculty members. Faculty members' resporxsess “M
were charactenzed by éﬁisintetest and lack: of impact. The ‘only excepti.on '
was. the fecultf member involved in student teaching experiences, who did -
use the TIBR in her work with student teachers. She ms nost involved .
" in the collaborative session in July and saw potentiai use of the research
in the- field experience. She later worked on_the '.'E:ariy mperieoce prog_ran
with the Utah RTET. Her responses ‘reﬂect.ed these emrieocﬁs. The topic

| -~

<
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of collaboration and the July experience brought positive responses similar

to those of the student teachers and cooperating teachers.
o~ ‘ \ N
VI. EPILOGUE o I | :
The Applying Research in Teacher Bducation-/ Research Ut&lizatioo*
~in Elementary Teacher Educatim (ARTE/RUETE) project as developed at the
Umversiﬁt of Utah with Far West L-lbotatory for Eci[mational Research ande
" Development represents an iwportant response to Howey and Gardner's (198})

desc ﬂription of the gaps and problems in ~current preservice t.eacher education ‘

pracﬁices. They report° few Eomal relationships between teacher education

programs and research and development organizations; mnmal oollaboratron .

A

between those resonsible for preparing teachers and teachers themselves,‘
lack of stringent criteria for selection and development of oooperating
teachers, and a paucity of studies of how teachers car best be eductted |
(Joyce, Yarger and Howey, 19'77). The sxtuational analysxs which preceded
the development of the research desiqn addresses the ooncem for studying
. the process of ‘teacher oducation within its contextual parameters. Utah
lS a unique teacher education arena with its cultural influences, a value/
system which prizes children and education, expanding schools and abundant
teacher posxtions. The teacher education program at the Universxty of |
Utah is significantly grogressive ‘and imoyative with its Professional
Development Centers. SR N |

As noted in the situational analysis, the University of Utah teacher
education faculty differ demographically from the 'typical @cher educator®
~ described by Carter and Griffm (1981). 'mis project's attempt to impact

the teacher education program complements the input which the public schools

31 -

33

.

~

-



N
have into the proéram.f coursework- and field experiences. It also projects
. " a major variation from the "typical teacher educator's decisicn-making
regarding courses aod progra@s based on persmal experience...with a lack . f,'
of well conceived plans.” (Carter, ‘and Griffin, p. 109y -
. The Utah education context and the ABTE/RUEI‘E obJectives have been
blended into a dymic research design with enoouraging r’esults. : 'rhef

i

collaborative nature of the research intervention pronotes a link‘ago botweon -

an extemal research and developuent’ agency, a teacher preparation progran* .
. and a‘'public school system. This eollaborative effort, with parity for

varied pro onal constituencies, has resulted in a conscientious study )

with signi t implications for the process of teacher education.

In reflection, the collaborative process which brought together teacher
education faculty, cooperating teachers and student teachers in July 1983
was an irtensive and costlyh( 1'.‘4 terms of time' and resourfes) endeayor.

The process was successful in meetir)g the goals of deci_siori—making and

- X Ad&Signiﬂg‘ of preservice.instruction. It is not a process to beie_tt&i
Ve

because of time and oost restramtsy ‘whereas the preservice

ion

will Cbe prov1ded to student teachers during Fall 1984 to replicate the

&
results of that particular treatment.

, There is a strong sense o.‘.\confirmation of this researcher’'s educational
| beliézgt in the data produced by the research intewention. There is also
2 ﬂamution againsf'. concluding beyond the results and a recognition of tbe
need for replication. it is the hope of this researcher that furthey \

mtervention studies will have more far reaching effgcts on the teacher

<

education ngran.i Ultimately, improving the quality of future teache s
§ ¢
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" efforts such as the ARTE: RUETB project.’

i ’ ’ *
[

and the education teceived by students may. be an outcome of continued.
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 PIGURE 1
"ACTIVE TEACHING BEHAVIORS

f»Stited*GoaJd/Objectivob ,: ; 5 o ;

" ‘Behavior 1

- Behavior 2 Outlines lesson . . : o .
Behavior 3 Explained Concepts/Definitions INTRODUCTION
- Behavior 4 Reviewved Goa{a/Previous Instruction k ‘
havior 5 Gave Direction ' s »
vior 6 - Didaotic/Lectured | S
Behdvior 7 ‘I}lustrated, Modeled,.Demonstrated S VA
Behavior'8 Questioned: Open/Concepts/Understanding INSTRUCTION
Behavior 9 Questioned: Clossd/Pacts . | . e

Behavior 10 Answered: Content/Questions

" Behavior 11

\g:ehnvior 12‘
ehnvior 13-

Behavior {7

Provided Yeedback:

Summarised Lesson/Work'

Roamed Room ,

. Answered: Procedural Questions . | Vo

P

Bohavior 14  Collected Work o CLOSURE
' Behavior 15  Restated Class Rules -
Behavior.16 Told to Attend . . ' N o
NANAGENENT

Bshavior 18
Behavior 19

Behavior 20

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

EC~ : -

Signalled (Non=veirbal)
Scanned Room |
Disciplined/Reinforced

' /
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TABLE 1

UNIWE n STTY

COMFARISONS op<7ﬁﬁaﬁﬁncrﬁs NITHIN CATEGORIES OF ACTIVE TEACHING

OF

-(‘q.'-\.r
.

"UTAH

%

-

BEHAVIORS ¢ ,
e ' o N T
 CATEGORIES INTRODUCTION 'xnsrnugw:du, CLOSURE __ MANAGEMENT
Frequency 49 o 247 ‘ 27 63
] 3 of .B§hqv- " , = . | |
Lo i tes 482 29,7 38.6 27.0
Freqsency T 2 271 10 76 .
% of,Behiv- | | o
é::c:;::i, 398 _ 326 22,7 32,6
'5requenc§ R 1s . v 314 17 o4 N
$ of Behav- -~ 5 ' ‘
'véﬁieziﬁﬁ.? Sz 37.7 38.6, 03
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‘TABLE 2 (Continued)

o GROUPS OF STUDéNT TBACHERS - . . . ' :

-7 o7 memaIoR 11 a2 13 .14 15 16 17 18 19

-F?equency —5 7% AB" TTT "3"' Z1 22‘ — 2
% of behav- . a . P L -

TREATMENT A | {ior within , , 4 S
. . ‘categories 17.0 24.2 66.7 351.4 33.3 34,5 31.9 -100. 5.4

- .

, . “Freguency Y0 IV ——7 % .IT ST

. <} % of benav-r - S

.~ TREATMENT B : } ior within | | |
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cmmomuvn RESKARCE AND DEVELCPEEINT SESSION - AGENDA h
mvcuiw of Utah - m.‘.«ahﬁuch& :ducuion Site - July 1983

mudly. ly s, 1983

-

§:45 a.i. Journal u::.:ing
T 9:00 a.m. Introductions and nlccu W ' a o
- 9:30 a.m. Description of the Far )fest 1ab and the AR'I'E. RUETE (Activc Ru.u'ch on
. Teacher fducation: Research Uul:.at;cm zn Elemsntary m:hu Educaum)
, " = Elsis Ges, Project Digector
10:30 a.n. Description of the University of Utah site and
' ‘ ‘Driscoll, Regicnal Research ru‘.lou?
'11:00 a.m. Break .
11:15 a.m, . Prulatatim on mm INSTROCTION - discussion.
11:45 n.-. Presentation of the ACADIMIC LEARNING m concept,
slmments, :nurch Lindings. '
22: 30 p.m. Lunch .

©1:15 p.m. Discussion of tha inplications of Acmmzc mm TIME l.nﬁ ﬁn
associated teaching bebaviors.

Observations of XLT in p\:pa.ls via vaécoupes:. in group with discusssios,

: .then in individual obsexvat:ons - Dime Sh:.:ey, Research assistant.
3:00 p.m. Evaluation of session. -
3:15 p.n. Journal writing.

Wednesday, July 6. 1983

-

:nu:c!; design hy

GMipiicn of its

r

1:50 p.m

| S ’ .1

£:45°a.m. Journal w.riting oo | )
9:00 a.m. Task analysis of teaching behaviors associated with M.'.l‘;
©  obsexvation fo:l

development of
9:45 a.m. Observation of tuching bcbmia.cxrs nsocntd vith

ALT via vidsotapes.
10:30 a.m. Break. , .
10:45 a.». Introduction of the m:,mm smvzmts description, research :
- - findings’, ete. ' ' '

12:00 p.a, Review instrumentation tea: obsuving AC'I‘IVE m:m mv:ms
12:30 p.m. lunch -
2:15 p.m.  Continued cbservation of ATS via videotapes.
; 2:00 p.m. Summary discussion of ACTIVE TEACHING BEHAVIORS. ‘
' 2:30 p.». Presentation of collaborative research and dwclepmt
3:00 p.». Evaluation.of ssssion.

3:15 p.». Journal writing ' .

Thursday, July 7, 1983

" '8:45 a.m. Journal witing

9:00 a.m». Introduction of Activity Structures, ducription and :nn:ch £indinqs.
10:30 a.m. Break .

10:45 a.m. Instrumentation on Actzvity Structures, observation via dnily lesson plans:
12:00 p.m. Summary discussion of Activzty Structures.
12:30 pa“c m
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‘Thursday, July 7'.?1933 con't,

G
i

1:15 p.a.

¥

Journal writing - C

1:30 p.». Review and clarification session ~ research on cfhctivc insmction
: ~ project casks
1:50 p.m. .G:cup wc:k on persuasive p:esenutmn of topics. : \
‘s 2:20 p.m. Group presentations of topics. . DS '
2:40 p.m, Total group decision making session - nhction ez topic -ost ‘
o critical to preservice education. -
3:10 p.». Evaluation of session BT L
< 3:20 p.a.‘ .Sanrnal writing ' ' '
| < 4 ‘ S ‘
. ' .?:idw_my 8, 1583 . : S - '
- -. =2 3 . ) -
' 8:45 a.». Journal \u:it.ing )
."98:00 2.m. Discussion of adult Inrn:.ng processes, éevelopuenul 1¢v¢1; of teachers.
I .9:45-2:3. TReview of considerations for Preservice-teachers' devel <
10:00 a.m. Cc:lh;oxntivc dwclopnent. of prumicc txnning ‘(break opt 1) ‘
12:30:p.n. Llunch ; .- .
1 :15 p.m. Continued celhbont.icn on developacnt cf puurv;ce training..
2:15 p.m. &Evaluation considerations for presérvice’ training, :
2:45’ Pem. Description of the Teacher Education Academies; phaning for ‘
hwelmt and implementation. - , o
3:15 p.®. Evaluvation ot" session » ‘
--3:36 p.m. Journal writing ( .
, . , -
:o.T o J
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T .. "JOURNAL QUESTIONS: = : ’ | -

‘ . . . i [ . .
. . . N .

L3N

of the day? of the week?

. 'ﬂ:nday a.n'. = AS YU begin this collaborative .uu'iea.. ‘m: are your expectations
I'4

'Nudﬁy p.m. - Reflect on effective instruction and relate it to wgncmﬂg or
your future teaching..’ _ : . - :

L} . ‘ ? ) ¢
Wednesday a.m. - After reading and ‘éontcnphting_.m ALT concept, what are_your
‘ . s thoughts this morning? - | ' ‘

i

Wednesday p.®. = ATe dny of the Active Teaching Behaviors of significant
intarest to you? why? : . , .

Thursday &.m; - We are beginning the collaborative aspest of the session today -
‘ - .‘m;mmrhpnmm‘pteonlbonticp? Bow do you feeal
about baing a member of & collaborative teaa? SR

#~—~" Thursday p.m. - Given the responsibility of choosing the most, critical aspect of
. .- the research on effective instruction (coversd in this session)
~ for preservice teacher education, which area would you choose? why?

Thursday p.m. - What is your choice now of ths most ‘cri_t.icu aspect of effective
- in‘ttﬁuctinn ressarch for preservice teacher education? Why?

Priday a.m. - Hov 4o you feel about the task for the day, that is, dexigning
preservice training? ' , ‘
a ) - N " < o '
Friday p.m. - Share your general perceptions on the tasks accomplished, conlh‘gnticq,
research on effective instruction, the Teacher Sducation Acadenisy
and your own temching. How will this session impact youy teaching?

‘ ‘ e BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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13 D"iﬂ' Activity Strustures. L - | k s

1

1&. !.ht the naex($) af ﬁu njar mna:dnr{w M ut!:h vork on f-.ctivity
. Structures. -

i .

| work on Activity Structives hes identifisd pattams cf teaches nmuty
?mhh?du\ngmﬂtywofh&stmtm T or F or ?

g orgmiutional d&ffemm (estivity structures) have basn shoxn to be relates
& % to studsat behavior, padng of inst:mt.im snd sslf-psrosption of etuhmh.
~+ Tor For? '
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LEE : o o ’ .
! o . . - ) EVALUATION - °f"'"
. ‘ {Thursday, July 7, 1983) S
1. % you think today’ s presentatign provided you with a'c‘lear 'underéamﬁng
of activity structures? If not, what adchtmnal mfarmatwn would have
been helpful?
- ) } ~ .
. 2. Was the waterial presented at an appropria% pace? If'not, what cbufd have
been ﬂone to.improve the presentation? o ]
; .
: - . - | L F
\- '
3. What did you 'H\‘ke. most about today's session?
Y < . o o
4. _What did yu 1ike least about today's session?
l:
k‘ . .’ . ., .
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
THANK YOU - ' -
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. What- did you 1ike most about this week's sessions? S . R

EVALUATION - -
. (Frfdw- July 8, 1983) - L

. Did you have a clear understanding of collaborative research and what you '}'
. were expected to do? If not, what additional infgrnation uould have been "

helpful’

~

Hert tha reading luterials heipfu]? Are there any readings uhich ynu feel

should have been euc!uded? If so, which ones? .

)
. ‘ /

N i /

H R

. 'Are there any.areas for which additional reading nateria1 uouid ‘have been

beneficial? If so, which ones?

-~

. What did you like least |about this week's sessions? ' o 7 ‘“\‘t~

.( Y )
’ :

‘. \‘\ ‘ e
i . S T

. What suggestions would yoﬁ make for future sessions?

~ THANK YOU



© EVALUATION
© (Friday; July 8, 1983)

.. bid. you have a ciur undersunding of colhbontm research and-what you.
. were. expected to do? If not, what additioml 1nfamtion wotnd have been.

he]pfu]’

Were the reading materials helpful? Are there mw readings which you feel
shoul have been exc'luded? If so, which ones?

.
'S . ¥

Are there any areas for which additiona] reading mteria] ‘would have been
beneficia!? If so, which ones?

i
i
C

' "\ . -
. \v)bat did yoy.like mo 3 aboutg\lthxs week s sessmns?

. -
D

. " ) i s v e
5

?

. What did you like Iea‘st:about this weey‘s sessions?

' - : -
what suggestions would.you make for future sessions?

“ | ,

i - :

T

THANK YOU
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