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Thxs study axamxﬁaﬁ the- ralat:anshxps among read;ng
activities, rules for pupil partxa;patleﬁ, ‘studant -engagement, and

subgsequent student achievenient in reading lessons taught by student

teszchers (ST) and experienced teachers. (ET). Two ST/ET dyads were

i;chserved.anﬁ intervieved while they dnstructed third and fourth grade
pupils in resding. The teachexs in one dyad had similar participation
;stzncturas**howaver, their subs&guent student engagement and student

achievempnt were different. While the partzcxgat;on structures of the,
second dyad differed, student engagemeit and achievement were alike,
The contrasts hetweeﬁ dyads indicated differenit levels of ability
between 'the two student teachers, The differsntial effectiveness of

‘the student teachers suggests that ‘sgveral factors may play

important, interrvelated roles in determining the- success of novice

d___,;&eachars‘ reading instruction. The difference between these student p.
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texchers seemed to be explained best by their conceptions of their

‘roles as student tgachers, and the. influence these cunceptxong had on.
their choice of’ part:nxyatxan struaﬁuzas and raaﬁ;ng activities and

"L\thazr ability to implement these choices. These dxfferances suggest

that student teachers p:agﬁ%ss at aziferant rates in the prosﬁﬁs @f

learnlng to teach {aDp)
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. A naturalistic |nuestiﬁati0n wa5 cmnducted fb descr;he the_
relatxanshspa amuna partxcnpat;on structureQ, Pead:nq actxvitle
- ‘@Q :
studént sngagament, and subqequent student achaeuement in reading.
3 ._a,

aETs).‘ Data sources 1n;lpded ;Iasannom Dbgeruat:ags;,nnterulews wifh
' Jaunnals;{éndVétudeﬁts’
in one ST/ET dyad had.

stn Ghis tauqht bv :tudent teachers €STS} and experxenced teacher:

the participants, studenf-t£§cher§_
Thegfeéﬁﬁerﬁ

.

comprehension test results,
their Subsequenﬁvstudeﬁt

similar participation.structures; however,
| ferent. While the

enaagemeni‘and student achiévehent were different.

xn>e pbalnlng

&

spatseﬁ stru;tureq o% the semond dyad d:ffered, ﬁtudent

gahtt
A maJor ¥actor

engagement and, achxevement were alxke.

l

the d:fferences was each! student teacher 2 cunceptxon of her
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The purpnse nf th1s study was tu despr1be the dlfferences in

P ° °

|

read1ng 1nstruct1en of exper:enced teachers and noavice teachers..'

e o

4n5pec1f1cally, the study examzned the rg&at:enshlps amung read:ng

- ke

: act1V1t1es, rules fnr part1c;patlnn in these act1v1t1es, student

3

ehgageﬁent;vand subsequent student achlevement in readlng_lessnns
. e < R . o R ] . E L N
taught by studént teachers and experienceg teachers. e

h;Thenret1cal Framewark and Rgsgarch Strategles e

—— T e, e e it e S sy i i B b e . T

’

BACKGRGUND o - 2

Hxstnrlcally, two research. paradigms ‘have been used to study-f

-

classrnnm processes —— process—product and sociolinguistic,. The
- ’ ‘o ) / .

_F;rst bndy - of  research, prpcess—prnduct,- focuses ‘on teacher' -

behayier‘_ and .instrdctinsaﬁ processes that Fa;ilitate.»stueent

i - Ty~ . - ’

achiévement ‘ﬁsee,‘,fér exampie, Resenshine;.1979}.h The-setqnd bedy

: Df  researdh, sDciolinguistics, 'fecuses - an the use qf Ianguége in.

.

classroom -interactinn"(sée,,,fér erample, ;wilklpson,rl932}; The

following digcussion outlines the cnnceptual;ﬁasis of each Df‘these

i .

paradigms, as well as -some examples ' of how methods from the.

paredigms have'beehssuccessfuliy ﬁerged;

Mﬁch of the research'oh school achieﬁemené.has been cnnduéted

in the' pfecess—pruduet' traditinn, u51ng ¥1e1d—based cmrrelat1nnal;

StudIES and related erpersments tn 1nvest1g5te/teacher behav1nr5'

-

and~ 1nstructlnna1 'prqcesses_ that #ac111tate student achievement

{Bula, Rqsenshine, 1979). Assumpt;nns that underg:rd th:s parad1gm

includet'the nntibn. that the teacber behav1nr (e g. questxnnlng,

ﬁeedbackff affects student behav1nr {2.0., time. on task) whlch, in

<

'turh; ef#ects stuﬁent, achlevement.'~ ‘Further, teacher behav1nr,,'

. ) _u- i . . A

‘student behavidr, ’and, subsequent student eutcnmes «—arn be measured

| e
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-Magl1aru¢& Burhn - 2
“ahd _quaﬁti?ied._ ‘Typjcally, Iow—xnierence behavxoraL Dbservatlun‘J |

o

instrﬁnEnts- havé been used te recard dascrete 1nstances of teacher

- MRt Y :‘.'f’ ,... ’

“ahq' studenn behavzor,’ aehzevement &ests have been used to assess v

Yot

-student"nutcames' (DunP1n Q B:ddle, 1?74). After teacher behavxnr,,fg

< L .

~1student behavamr and student nutcémes Have been measdred-r nﬁ‘-y_'
'quant1&1ed,. cerrelatlonal anal&ses bave been canducted tD detect
_ oo B L R
relatlonsths among the«three sets of var1ab1és. Y :

Y
N
'

: PN T
The soc1a1v orgen1zatgnn‘ Df a classronm settang trad1t1onally ;M,j»“

.bas been. thev.'dumain" ef>.5051011ngu15t5. ‘who have employed

ethnographic_ and macroethnographzc methods to study 1nteractznna1

patterns‘ in c%assrooms '(see Er1cPson % Shultz, 1?81), Typlcally,t'

these micrnethnegraphic. 'studlegywhave e\amzned the 11ngu15t1c
IR , : nf == ,
patterns. of teacherspupil ~intera:tinn to uncover the rules nf

sUCEessfu1='student part1¢1ﬁat1on in thé spec1f1c conteyt.. ‘Research .

1

uf~' _ withrh th1s paradzgm assumes that e*fectlve part1c1pat1nn in
- classroom 1{¥e requxres the student\utq knnw more than academic "
‘ . ’ - o " . o . e . ’
gnquEdge- the"stUdent‘must alsc know how and. when tb/offer_or ask

Fors Pnowledge ' iPetessDn' a&_',wilkinson,' i?84). Clessrqomﬁ

K

facilitate the

.cdmmupiCBtien is \structured by the' tEacQgi tbg

”vauisitinn O =L 1nfnrmat;un- _by students .(Ereeﬁ, 1983) . The

‘ stfuctyres, . known _es» parficipetibn' structures,‘ererghe rules for
listening, respohding, and turn«tépingf {Mehan, 1979). Moreover,

[ 0 - : . ’ a e

.. i . . ‘
each ‘classronm% context is unzque,_ that is, each. contert..is
constltuted by whEt 'peuple are doing and where and when they are ;."1‘
dglng 1t (Erlckson & Schuitz, 1981% To enswre thexr‘communlcat1ve N B

|
|
|
|
|

.fcbmpetence, .students must anw the apprnpraate rules-tn apply in

the .various. school cunterts they encounter (ﬂehan; 1989). Thqse o

-

studepts' who differ 'in the1r degree of communicat;ve‘CDmpetence,

e L “, s _BE‘STCQPYAV_AILA'
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@é:,»r may f1nd dlfferentzal access to information and thui,difﬁerential_ .
B academ:c success iDlss, 1983). T L e
TS “In 'tﬁew effnrt  ta -ga:nx~ & richer, ~description = of :
R St _ i , )

teach1ﬁg~learn1ng prucéssés, 5evera1 recent studaes have merged thg~,

methnds tradltznnally found 1n 5nc1n11nguzst1c and process—product

paradlgms tn examing the Drganlzat1nn and prncesses w:than the

LT ,_,.»———---‘“““. < . A
e * .

classronm (e.g.' Au Y Masbn, 1981._Petersan, N11L1n50n, Spanell1, &

T Gwing, 1?84). These 5tud1es have examlned varlables cummnn to both

- B . ) L=

paradigms' (e.g., 5tudant d1ver51ty, 1nteractxnna1 processes) by

° >
& ’ -

u51ng mgthnds unlque tq each parad:gm,}e.g. l1ngu15t1c analyses of -

c}assrnnm 1nteract10n, behav1nral recnrdzng of classrnnm prncesses o
;nd subsequent. 5tuden?. achlevement) - and f?cus1n% ‘on ﬂ1fferentt{.
[ 'aéhgpt5 1pf. each ‘variéble.'“ FDF‘ ewgmple, in the realm nf 5tude£1
~;;/*/f?;;vér§ity,- 5oc1011ngu15t5 héve tended ‘to focus .nﬁ ethnzcaty, )

" lipguistic cnmpeténce,'and-gender whilé process—prodict researchers .
. . . . - . ) ) H )
- ‘have primarily examined academic ability and prior. achievement.
. . ° - . . . *

'Studié54 merging méthéﬁé f?nm_‘fhe twn.paradigms havé examined the
. effects of academic ab:l:ty and 11ngu15t1c cnmpetence on classroom * -

:prncé55es, tuﬁwprcylde. 1mpnrtant new 1nfnrmat30n regardlng thg ; ¥
interactiveh'effects ‘of . these variables . {e.g.. Petersnn:et al., ﬁ'
/1984) ] This intérdiséiplinary 'apﬁroaqh to the_study of claésrﬁdm~ .\L

- v

1ntpract10n pruv:des ‘additional information to address research. - L)

.
.-

quéstinns ~that - have Lnﬁf‘,beenh'anéwEfed' conclusively by research
fwithin a givén aﬁpfnach. I L .

" Relevant Research . 1

I s B L0l e AE2EAl il L . NN
L k. i

-8

© gur study' focuses on the relationships between. classroom

_wvariables and student Vachievement in ‘Féading. In a number of

*

étudies annducted . in the prncess—product tradltznn, écaﬂemiﬁ'g

‘w, q




Magliaro & Borko —'4
engegeda tine””’hase.,emerged' as a factor related to student
achieyement.t Academlc engaged tlme pCouwrs when the 5tu¢ent attends

L - te~¢nr fpartit1pete5 in the appreprlete 5chnml task te.g., lecture,

fﬁ}ﬁe en a relevant eeademic task at 'an apprnpfiate level of
£k$fICUItV . have _.been consistently and p951t1ve1y related to

chievement {Denham & Lieberman, 1980). Furthermere, the rate of
-~ S

etudents’ academic engagement. 15 hlgher' when the students are .
@eEtiﬁely" nartitipaiing' in a teecher d:rectedvleesun than when they
- T are wnrking‘-independently (e.g., Delguadri, Greenwood,. % Hail;'

i

1979; Fisher st al., i978). o - o .

\
3

|

I

l

|

|

|

l

|

v 1
.ggatwefﬁ,: qfscq55ien, 'readang aloud). L H1gher levels of'engaged 7:1
l

|

N ) - ) .. N . : CR— . \
. ' Several microethnographic studies have‘ pravidedvinformation‘

s abuutf the-irelationsﬁips between _patterns of teacher—student and

etudent—Student 1nteract1on and academic engaged tlme (Cazdena_ :
. . LN . \‘ "’_

‘iéBI).. Fer' eyample, McDermott and Ardn (1?78) feund that engaged\
i';__ . etime, and 1nteractlnna1 patterns d:ffered durlng the readxng lessens‘
.Df'mtep and bnttom ab111ty groups.f Upnn cleser eramanat1en of the.
1nteractlnnal‘ patterns,' Me//rmott and ° Aron demnnstrated that the'

\

two ab:lzty- groups cnnstltuted © two ,dlfferent 1nferact10nal

,envifunments,. in -which the students attentionvﬁas‘fDCUSedcnn fwe {
A"'-.‘-‘dif¥erent k1nd5 bf\ prnblems. The 1nteractznn5 in the tnp read1ng o
group ,centered arnund dlSCUSSlng the read1ngvact1v1t1es, wh11e the_ : |
inxeraét;eng ib' the bettom group‘were related ma1n1y to management ‘
.' ;(}F‘ n; nieeipline. The _fncus Wals cnntent nas assnc:ated wlth hzgher'
5 acadenic' engagenent nratee-ﬁfhan “the ¥n%gs ~nn“management and
nﬁdiScipliné;‘ | | | / - R

In. a study which merged methbds ffqm‘the'proces579roduct and

4

'socislinguistic . traditions, Aua  and Masan (1931) repnrted that ﬁ»
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- - ¢ : ;

participatian"structures and - reading acti&ities were associated
with"stadent ach:evement~related behavinr (ewg., acad@mzﬁ engaged’

time, ‘ﬁﬁmber'léf” cnrrect 5tudent~rasponses). Moreover, they found

that a teacher Qﬁu was more famllzar with students and their

i ‘ cultufe “was mor & pruf:czent in establishlng effective part:c;patxmn
structures,’ maintaﬁning high levgls qof‘ 5tu§ent engagement, and

: .elibitihgv a Q%eater 'numbér of correct student respangéé than a

teachér who was unfam1l:ar with the students ahd'théir culture;

These dlfferenzes were attr1buted to differences in familiarity

w1th culture. . . § ‘ ' s

“ s

'ev h&pnthes1zed that a comparable difference in proficiency i

il

S ‘might erist between Erperienced teachers '(wha-'have had an

e

E ﬁppur@un;ty to wnrk with the 5tudents) and. studenq teachers {who
: 5évg beén‘ in the spec1f1c class cantext for a 7e1at1ve1y short
é:}iud ,nf, timé)a  This hypothes15 receives supdﬁrt from both an %
gthnﬁgréphic .and an 1nformatlon prncess:ng perspectlve.. From an~ ' W
ethhngraphic' perspectzve, Wnlcnttv (1975} views eqﬁcétion as a
culfuralA‘pkp;25s in, whi;h »;11, new membeis‘must iéarﬁ'hnw to act .
. agprupfiatgly an& : cnntfibuté tn [=] cat:nnal 'maintehaﬁéé anh
improvement. As student teachErs are relat:vely new members to the
claésranm .cqntext, it =seems lngzcal that they must learn the rules
that:~guide their'rnle-as a teacher. From an 1nfbrmatibn pritess1ng
perspectxve, D;yie (ié??f--asserts that teachers must cnngtruct a

classrunm knnwledge ’nf ‘how tn predlct and manage student behav1nr

thrnugh task plannxng t?and ' 1nteract1nn . arrangements (1.95,

participatiqn Stfuqtqresh; Automatzcxty " of mana‘ement strategzes '

by the "feachér-', as'weu as the .students, facili :ates the classroom

.interactiphai‘ prncesses (Ylnger, 1980). The [ assroom f&ﬁt ssas nf
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8 student %eachér' who:  has ﬁnt;ﬂﬁvalaﬁaﬁ'thiﬁ ﬁlaasraﬁm‘kﬁuwlgﬁgt‘
clearly arg not automatic énd_may be,ﬁuﬁﬁéptibiﬂ'tm“hrgukdﬁwQ$ from
inter%ﬁﬁtiﬁna-'anﬂf from students who seem uncooperative, ’%ﬂfﬂﬁﬂér,
i the student teacher mfa' not de;;eiwed the mmg, then the
.stﬁdaﬁts - frave no wWay .ﬁa~ unaavefl the rmales Ffor surcessful
participatian~ ' Elearlyy a * student ’teacher' who  had  not
conceptualized her rule. 5tru¢ture’vcaﬂﬁnt gffectively orchestrate

the participation structurds in her lessons.

Resgarch Buestions
Based on Au and Mason®s study and on the arguments by Wolcott,

Doylg, and Yinger, we hypothesized that studaﬁt teachers and

4

. ) X : - s s,
experienced teachers vould- differ in thei% proficiency in

establishing and archaﬁtrating effective partiéipatinn 5trﬁitares,'
HWe further speculated that this dif&erence wnuzd be reflected in

3 ’

student engagement, and, ultimately, student achzevement.~ '‘Bur

specific research questions were:

1. Are there differences’in the partzczpat1un structures and
~ reading activities that.are manifested in the classroom
- teaching of experzenced teachers and student teachers?

‘2. #Are there dszerences zn the ampunts of time students‘ s
spend engaged in raad:ng tasks during lessons taught by’
expey ienced teachers and’ student teachers? :

3. 'Arﬂ there dszerences in, student achzevement in 1E$5nn5

taught by e}xperienced teachers and student teachersv

4. What are the relationships among part:zipatium
. structures, reading activities, student academic
engagement, and student achievement in lessons taught
* by experienced teachers and student teachers?

o o e

Research Setting Qnd‘Samnlé o T,
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Hagliﬂrw % Borko -~ 7
Two  student  téacher ‘iﬁfilﬁyﬁéerﬂKed tugcher ETY  dyads
aa?tiéipated, one igﬁé third grade reading class and the other in a
fourth grade resding class. The 8Te were in the middle of a
e tﬁﬁ;ﬂéﬁk student- éﬁacniné Cenperience that  represented- the
pculmination of & year~1ané fipld euperience. The ETs were the head
'taaﬁherﬁ of their. grade ieval teamﬁ, and gach had seven years of
teaching ﬁxperxance, The ET and ST cumprxsang pach dyad taught the
same intact class,  The atadentg, all from an  upper middle
5mﬁimﬁeuhnamic backpground, were in the high ability r&ading groups
for their grade«lﬁvgls.' This was a purposive sample (Denzin, 1978)
in which smcinfésmnoﬁic ;5tatu5 and reading abizity> were held
constant. Thase«» céﬁ%rals !ware cmnsidereﬁ vital as previpus
‘regearch has fmund That i ¥ ferent interaatzaﬁal patterng erxgt
- across reading apility group levels {(for a revzau, BeE ﬁiizngtan,
1983 'mrv Hzebert, 1?833 and across varyxng ba;kgraundﬁ {MeDermott,
19743 Au % Masong 1981), nue to the constraznts of 5tudeﬂt
teauhiﬁg agﬂignments~Aanﬁ the need to mznim1ze age ﬂ;fferences of
students igule & Means, 1981), third aﬁdvfoufth grade. classes were

.

chassn as ﬁhe partzczpants*

Research Procedures

With it%'{mﬁus on ﬁaturally occurring events in the classroom,
this 5tudy» merged  methods  from two  research »tf;diﬁiuns e
sociolinguistic  ethnography  and prucéSSmprudutt, . From the
ethnograpﬁiz tradiiiun,a~we 'é@p1myéd ‘mitfnetﬁﬁngrapﬁic methods to
examing classroom interactional pattérn5<£grickéan & Shuitz, 1981;,-
fﬁeﬁan, 19793, and *ethnagraﬁhi;’ inté{véew,techniqués taﬁdatermine‘

participants’ perspectives on the social grganization of their

-

readihg lessons (Epradléy, L 1979 . From +the prmcess~pradﬁat‘

o .- BEST.COPY AVAILABLE
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. WEr g - comprised af ail cmmpreheﬂsinn quest;nns For the specif:c'

E A

o . . . )
R ¢ )
i . . _

%aglxmra % Emr?n o &

traﬂiﬁiﬁﬁ, 'wa emp&myﬁﬂ a hehavzﬁraz uhsarvaﬁxmn syﬁtem:tm renmrﬁ

readging &rt;vﬁtzaﬁ and dtudent angagemgnt durzﬂg ra&ﬁzna 1&sﬁﬁnﬁ '

Herbert :r’ ﬁttriﬁgs&, 19753, B

Data_ maizéctinn . Data warefaﬁizacteﬁ in ﬁ&y;,$?84, during
the  $ifth aﬂﬁ.iv inth weeks of the fﬁrﬁai‘ rtuéﬁnﬁ ?eaahiﬂgf,

enperience. Pue to differsnces  in  the scheﬁuling o rwadzng,

lessons  in tﬁa thirﬂ» and fourth g?aﬁﬁﬁ'{i.&wy rwy zuzﬁﬁsnn s&nry

pycles were iaugﬁt each waek in ths thxrﬁ grades aﬂa 3wiﬁ$5an ﬁtﬁr?

ﬂ?ﬁlg was taﬂghﬁ E&ch wae? in the %mwrth},.ezgﬁt 1ﬁagmn5 %are o

observed in the thzra grade anﬁ Four in ﬁh& fcurth grad&.

e,

ﬁuﬁxnﬁaneg,'.vzdaﬁtapaﬁ, and nntﬁﬁ ¥rmm lxve bbsérvatzans QF

;Lthw twe}ve reading legsons pravaded the data with which tw dascrzba
;ru194 ~ faor partxtmﬁataan and patternﬁ - o teanhaw~5tudent

interadtions.  Reading auti;itiaa=aaﬁ ﬁtgdgﬂtg’*anmtask'angagemant ;

L

rate were recorded using a behavioral ﬁb%ﬁrvétiaﬁ.instrumaﬁt. The

entireg class -was sAanngd ‘and the academic engageément behavior of

5

.each':sindent' was recorded using one-minute racérding cycles. The

ay

criterion for academic engagément'wag-sriEntatiun to the teacher or

the tgsé. Xntervzewa wers aunﬂuttad thh gach 8Y and ET ﬁa abtain -

ruies; perceptzuns of dxff&r&neas and axmmlarztxes hoetween har

lessons aﬂd the _la%sans af  her -partnar in thé dyad}. Btmdnnt.

T Y,

xnsxgﬁt into tha 5tuﬁent tea&hera Cﬁncﬁptxnnsvnf 5tudent teaching.

L aeat

o student | scores om cnmg?eheusxan fasts wera ﬁhtalned an

1ﬁdxﬂatar5 aF student ach:avement. Testsfusadlzn the'tharﬁ grada',f

i

stories taught durxng the Dbﬁerved laasana that were 1nc}udeﬁ in

S _'1?1;

further infnrmatznn abput her 1555an5 ‘€a‘g., usa‘nf turnwtakxngf

teacher, gﬁarhals- anﬂ re%earzhar Juurnalg pravzﬁad additiunai'j
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‘ﬁraa&ing leﬁsnns wera:; ial attemptﬁ to part:c:natp £e.gw, talixng
1; ' ' ot in?armat;nﬁ}; and  {B) atuﬂant mxabahavzar ie.g.. g&ayzng thﬁi
| ’tays, taiL:ng wath ancther %&mﬂent}. Of the 28 sanct:ans raﬁerdeﬁ
_durinq ﬁro*r Four i&qsnnsg 22 were reiates tn students’ attemﬁts to
'parizazpata uhxiﬁ‘vb wiere related to Etud&nt mxsbehavxnr.‘»ﬁfvthe

tmtai nF S& sanct:nnf recmrdad #mr S?S; Sﬁ‘ were re&ated %u

'gartiaipat:nn anﬁ 50 wer& related tu maﬁbahavxnr.

Insert Ta%lﬁ hera

é%?%her examﬁnatihﬁ'-uf» ETS" s sanmtinﬁa inﬂicﬁtgﬂ.tbatf§? n¥
the 22 %eiaﬁéﬁ tn particigatimn kugﬁurreﬂ *ﬂﬁ?iﬁéA'thf ieé%nn'

‘ @antxnnaﬁ earlier, i which ET3 canﬁucteﬁ an activity unlzne the
attiﬁﬁtiES: &uring the nthar sevan }essmna nbserveﬁ in the thiré

 vgraﬁa Eﬁtting., Thxg ati:v:ty was ﬁEBiQnﬁd tm enhanca the stu&ants’

awaranaas of tha~stary 5 thamewwvisnaily handzcagpaﬁ chaldren* “In

-,

"gigi stuﬁenta were emparmm&ntzng witﬁ~and dagzuasang whaﬁ it would

‘be izt& tm be hiz”af ﬂh;ie tha'cuﬁtext of the uﬁual raading lesson

.haﬁ ahaﬁgéd, 8?“ Wi 5t111 tryzng tﬁ ampns& the Sama ruie 5tractare
}typxnaziy -uged zn IEESQﬂﬁ tﬂat :nvalved ﬁiscussann striatly relataﬁ'
.tn ﬁhe ﬁarﬁ» Yhe studeﬁts apparantzy’ha& a di%farent nﬂtxan of the
iﬁpprayraate way to -partxcipaﬁe than ‘wag BxpﬁﬁtP& by ET¢, as
fsviﬁanced by the inﬁraaseﬁ ﬁﬁmber mf naiiueatﬁ anﬁ subgequent

'5anmt1ona.. ws can spaculate that ;f thi$ lesson hﬁd heen‘samxlar

‘hm the m:mr« :iessanea ta‘ught t:y er;s:, her taﬁai mmew of c:au«muts

~

'ané zancténns wmuiﬁ hav& baﬂn Imwer. »
f The numhar and kxnﬁa of aaﬂttznﬁs ﬁﬁlivered &y ST3 varied

v}iﬁﬁrmsﬁ hér #aur f%%smns is&ﬂ'Tablﬁ b TS ﬁhxl& 1t ng,apgarwht that -
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students were sanctioned for atteéptiné' to participate in an _
inap@rmpriata manner, »bé particular interest is the nuﬁber of

- oooasions in‘-which stuﬁenis =pemingly chose not to parﬁicipate,ﬂgs
evidenced  §¥ their misbehavior f{e.g., reading a comic book held
under a degk,‘play§5§ withitrutksfduring a feaﬂingléircle<activity,;
tazking "with a2 neighbor). The fact that sa'af ner‘sanctsans were
delivered to 'stuﬂentsf who had Thosen not %n.engége themsplves in
the lesson 5§g§est5 &hai ST3 had &ifﬁicult&viﬁ'maihtaining 5£udent
"garticipatinn, In tﬁntrast, whr&% numaruus sanctlons were 1mpnseﬂ'
by ET\, thnse sanctions were the. resait of students wh&;were tryxng"
Tix ﬁ&?tl{iﬁﬁﬁ&*ln tha—raadznq activity.

u")

The__fourth__grade dyad . The fourth grade teachers (ET4 and .

85T4} used - different reading activities {(see Table ii;““ET4
preferred - to lecture briefly, then have students engage  in
independent work for the majofity of. reading élass time. GT4

preferred more interactional attivities; spending more time “asking

‘them [the studentsl " to respond.” '§¥EmyéﬁEW”é%4‘ aiso"’éﬁﬁlbkad

ﬁszerent partlnapatlnn structures during 1nteraataunai segments of
lessons isee Table 2). ST4 en%nrced hand~ra151n§ as a mpans of
- gaining tﬁE‘ flnér anﬁ\ nften callad upan nnn*VQﬁunteers._‘ She
Vﬁgﬁiﬁinéﬂg »I $ind that keeps . them on the&r tées a littlie bat s

- \ -
more.” When ET4 did hold dzsﬁusszan5,~she-alsu‘§gqu:red students

G

to raise their hands: however, she seldos nominated non—valunteers.

Az wasn- true  for the-third~gréﬁe‘ﬁyad; theré were‘ﬁi¥ferences

e
e I

in ihe number  of sanctions delivered by"tﬁé two fourth grade

-

'tééchers {see :Table' 3. . During the 21 minutes of interactive !

resﬁxﬁg act:vzt:aa chserved in ET4°s lessons, two sanctions were
Tk "
.racarded, bhoth related ta behavznr* in ;antrast,iduring the 50 B
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mingtes of interac ive reaﬂihg'kactivities obsarved i ST4’

1essan5,' 18 SﬂﬂCth»E were recnﬁded. 8ix sanct1nns accurred .

1
‘ ;tudent mlsbehavaor, \ whzle dxfferences w;th1n the dyad dn exxst,

thay cani be, partxaiiy accnuﬁted fnr by the dxfferent actzvatles
N\

fl.e.} cnntexts) cre tgd hy the~ two teacharS., The 1nteract1ve

©y

\
|
)
|
|
1
|
i
‘ \fnllowzng student atFEmptS\ to part:c:pate,;’iz were related to - 1
|
|
|

\purtlons of ET4°s 1eTsnns were extremely structured, resultxng in

nnly AR \nteractlnnal exchanges betwean ET4 and the students. 'ST4'.

\

\
empluyed muﬁg dzscussxdn act:vxtzes, result:ng in 243.1nteract1una1

. \ .

exchangea. ' Hence, unl ke xn thE‘thlPd grade dyad, the dT*Férences~-

in number and \kxnds o sanctxnnsrlmpused by the- fnurth grade dyad
\

did not necessarfgy rﬁflect d1fferences "in effectlveness, hut

\

= dAnstead, may havevréflecFed d:fferences in the actzv1tle§ cnnducted

N \ B . . ] T

. h? ST4 and ET4. \..\

l
\
|
|
J
|
|

The_ thard qrade_\dyt_ - B Elgnxficant dxfference {: t E7J =
SuGS; n <.05, two-taxledp w fourid between the students racademmc
engagement during 1nterac£1ve gments of lessons taught by ET3 and";
STE, In ET. . lessons.\studen§§ wers engaged 93% of the’ txme; 1nJ :.‘.
ST3 s lesstS;‘ 5tudent5 \were en ged 85 =% uf the time. These | |
,reSulﬁs, coupled thh tﬁe data. nn anct1ans de11vered by ET3 and _“
STS;_ 5uppurt McDermott and Arcn = (1??8) findings that lower |

éaademic - engagement rates were assuczated wath teacher-student ‘ '-'1

interactiéns' which focused nn_,dagciplinE\ as nppused to rEdeng.

N . . . N -

content. = - o N
On  the comprehensicn tests, Students scored 51gn1fic=mt1y

[ A . ey
higher ( t £201 = 5.77, g AL 01, two~tailed) on the mater:al taught
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by ET3E (90%) than by 8T3 (éB.é%}. The pattern u¥‘dlfferences in o
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o student “engagement'. and: _academic -,aehievement 1n thas study

corruberates the' pnsitive relationships found in previbus reésearch

Denham & Lleberman, 1?8@). . S -

Thg -fqurth qrade dxad . The,percentage of Student'engagedf
time was idenfi:él ¥nr lessans taught by ET4 and 5T4. ° The;etﬁﬂehts

were oriented to either the teachef or the task aa'sx of the ‘time.

;f ; t\§sf ihe camprehensinn..tEStSa the mean score en the materaal taught'

by ET4 was ‘96%; dn.the‘materxal'taught by ST4 1t ‘was ?3&. These

dlfferences"were not statistically 5ighi¥&¢ant ¢t [26] = 1J23, “p
: }?05,; tWU*tailed). ,‘Agein, as. the research wnuld predxct similar
o - :pe CentageS"ef, engaged time were related tn 51m11ar 1n achxevement/
‘ i . . "-\. .

test performahces. .Intereetxngly,.ET4f5 greater:use ef.lndependent
" work was not “éesociated_,with,lewer'engagement rates found in the o

wafk'by Fishér and cnlleaguesg(1978). o C

Re txnnshxps amonq Reading Actxvxtzesi Part1c1gat1un

TD summarlge, the? teachers in the' third grade dyad used
similar reeding° acfiQitles and partlcxpatznn structUFES- however,

,fhey_ differed._in nhmber .and kinds of student behavior that. were
. - ) : o 1 . - : : |

saﬁcﬁinned; Sfudehtv engagement, and studenﬁ//geﬁievement.‘ Thus,

égile -the 1lessons of éT3 aed STE»aﬁpeared ée ¥elldw'£he same rule
'strUEture, .the. -ﬁegree: of guccessi.eith whith. the teachers

: impiemented"tﬁe.”eule efructﬂrelahd'Faeiiitatea sfudent engagement.ﬁ -

A~end aehievement ,differed; On tbe_ dtﬁer ‘Band' whale the fourth |
grade teachers® reading ectivities; partxcxpatxan structures, and
numbers ef‘ eanctien5. differed, student engagement and achxevement_.j;

| Qere | similar.. JAIthough fhei;. rule '5tructure5 anﬂ styles of

classroom interaction were different, these teachers seemed to-be
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\ ﬁéﬁua1iy‘ - effective in maihtaining‘ student engageheﬁt and

facilitating student achievement. - ‘

These ' contrasts between dyads indicate the differentfal
. - '.\._ L ' .. . fa . . .

v

. effectiveness “of  the two student teachers. . As measured by numbeér .

s

,and“, kinds of - sanctions,’ student - engagemeﬁt, and student

' o . . . ‘ c ! , :
_achievement, ST4 was more successfgl' in Jteaching the nbserved
reading. leés ns. than' was STEQ ' Dne pDSS]blE eyplanatznn fnr the

- \

vdf%@erenées in effectxveness may lie in the way each 5T apprnached'

~ ] . w o

her~gole as a 5tudent teacher.- STS chnse to emulate
| * Q

1nteract10n- and ’r=r chnxce of- actzv:tles. Fnr Examp1e~ when asked

.ﬁhy she ' chose tu have the students read nrally, STS‘stéfed, fI’ve

noﬁi?ed';that éhe fETI] has them read every once in avwhile>prally;'

7

‘that’s why I Hid it yésterdéy." Mhen asked about Bimilarities and
'différences':i# their act1v1tles and rule structures, ST3 5tated, i {
flnd them r?al 51m11ar... I dan? t Feel that m:ne are as nrganlzed

'um;. we thJ do - the\same thlng. In rnntrast ST4 chuse tn emplny

/

‘her  own teachxng strategles. She stéted that WhllE her gnals and
.dbjectiﬁesq. were the same as ET4’5; 5he chnse? to use thnse;

;intgrattidnall styles and teaching acth]tlES that she felt worked

1

best for her. R o E

Differences in ST3°s and évas'cpﬁéeptiuns of their roles were

A
o

also reflected in the! relatipnkhip each wished to have with her

students. ST3 s majnr gnézs were to have a'posiéive interpersnnal
. [ | .
ralatiunship wlth ‘her students and tD ensure that students enjnyed
!

' beihg' in her-'classrnum. ..ST4 was- mahg\ cnncérned that students~

perteive‘ her as an authnr:ty flgure and ubey her rules. Dur:ng an -

S inFnrmal .iniervxew, ST4 related én‘ anecdnte 1n wh:ch a student

asked her if she was a student teacher. ﬁfter she repl:ed "Yes,

. " BEST COPY AVAtLABLt
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the surprised student commented, !You can’t be! You don”t let us.
get awavaith.anything. You're SUCh'avprofessgenal!" ' ‘ ST

y

These patterns. in the data ' suggest that the differences in "

B4

student -acedemic'engegeMent, and 5tudent achievement, may have. been

a result of the success with wh1ch EnCh student teacher 1mp1emented

‘students. T

This interpretatieh._is '5u§ported —by the- 5tud1e5 conducted. by '

Tabachnick {1983 . Spec1f1cally, these greups of researchers found

*

the‘: pert1c1pat10n' structures sHe selected.. This d1££erent1al-”

)succeee, in turn, mayfhéye'beenaa.functlen of the fact“that'ST4 @es

|

|

|

5tudeht. teachEF_ effectiveness, as Ymeasured by teacher sanct1on5,-.‘ : !

‘ !
S

|

emplnyinga her own teaching sﬁratéﬁies and ihteractienal-etylee and

attempt:ng tn establieh herselé as an autherity figure in-thexl

P

claserDm,~ whereas ST3 ‘ﬁas attemptlng to emulate the teachlng of

- T :
Dne reasnn3 for theée differences'between the student'teachers-

.-\,

‘“may be that ST4 had prngressed further in her develupment as a

teacher by the time of data collect1on, de5p1te the fact that both

-student,.teachers' had - spent - equal ameunts nf tlme in classrenms.'

'ETE and to maintain a posltzve 1nterper5enal relatlonshlp with her -

Griffih.-and celleagees' (1983), Hoy' (1?6Bi, Hukill and Hughes‘

(1983, .Jones (1982}, Mahan' and Lacefleld (1978), and Ze1chner and ~

.that _stddEHt "teachers in the beglnn1ng of the1r student teach1ng\

experience were ‘concerned w:th malntalnzng letzve 1nterpersena1 j

relationships with their students. Tewa d the end of their
. . . [ . . : LR

‘experience, - they became more concerned ‘w;th their role as an

N ’ B X v 4

authority and the effectiveness with’ which they. ehfprced'rule

5t?ucture5.~ Clearly, §ST3 5eemedt.more like etudent~teacher5 with o

¥

little classroom expecience, whereas ST4’5 behav*ers and thnughts

\

o .”'20 . BESTCOPY AVAILABlE
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"

- (Dnyle, 1?79; Y1nger, 1980) e

‘nﬁ,”“ ' § ;s a /

“teach.

. be successful for them?

e

I - I o Magl:aro & Borke - 18 ;
were nore s:mzlar to those dé s;udent teachers at the end nf thear ’ |
'}student teach;ng exp;r1ence. ) Further, 5T4’ 5 greatar ab:lxty tn'
'srtlculate and 1;plement part1c1pat10n structures suggests a bett; f@‘

. /
develnped understand:ng /pf the structur:ng nf*tlassrunm act1v1tles

7’
.

e 'anCLUSIGNs
The d1fferent1a1/effect1veness nf toe student teachers in this -

e

%/ suggests that‘% several factors may | play 1mpnrtant,

in 'rrelated rolés in determzn:ng the’ suctess of nav:ce teachers '

.reading 1nstructaﬁn. Spec1f1cally, -the. success Df these student

teachers, as mea/ured hy student engagement and ach:evemént seemed

[

to be explaine best by thezr cnncept:ons nf their roles as. student,

teachéns and /the 1nfluence‘fhese concept:ons had on their choice of

pérticipétinﬁ struaturEs' and reéding~éctivitiEs and their ability
to implement these choices. © Further, these differences in role
:nnceptiqns, . teaching strategies, and'teaching'effectivEnéss, when

,‘/ . - .
/ : o

.viewed /within -a developmental framework, suggest  that student

e . ) . . ) - , . .
£ - ) . , .

”_teachsfs progress 'at different rates in the prdcess of learning to

./‘

A o S T
/. While this study provides insight into the process of learning

/

/ -— ——e = K - —— —_— JON— P . ‘~\,

/egample,“'nhat ‘character:stlcs of student teachers, cunperatlng

/

teachers, or the ma*:h between a student teacher and cnnperat1ng
teacher  facilitste learning = to teach? What gu:dance-.can‘
caopéraﬁing"teachers pFDVide to help studént‘teachers choose and

implement reading activities and participation structures that will

-

% ( o o . . .

Fb teach, - féading, seve?al questions remain - unanswered. For
|
|
|
|

This study’s generaliiabilityi'is»iimitéﬂ duejto\faétnrs such

Ly BESTCOPY AvNaL
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‘as sample size, number nf mbserved IEESGns, and’ range of ab:lxty"
. ’ ) k..‘ . . ’" I
and age - of students. Hmwever,é¢we’ belleve that the f1nd1ngs,

:nntluéionéQifahd(guestions warranf.fﬁﬁ;ﬁer investigation of sgudeny
'teaéﬁerleﬁpewiéﬂteﬁ téachef ;dyédé inPdiffeFent cuntexté-and actns& ‘/},
the  entiré ciinical:fiéi& experiehce.f_Féﬁ‘éxample; identi#itafiqﬁ, 
'Z * ' and . description of . changes in in;éractional‘jpatféhns.over tiée
uwnulﬁﬁ offeEA}additinnél 'inéiéht inta feaching as‘a deﬁelnpménfal
process. Such. 1nvest1éat10n5,.)by 1ncreas1ng our understandlnglgﬁg
the cnmplerl and 1nd1v1duallzed prncess of becom1ng & teacﬁ#r,
shnuld help teacher; edqcatnrs to deslgn._apprnpr1ate, effec%zve

teacher~preparatzqn programs. e T Ce " . - ]

T,
R

P “ . . . -

.~

e
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