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Abstract:

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the student teaching experience in physical education at
Montana State University. Specifically, this study attempted to: (1) develop a questionnaire for
collection of data; (2) to collect and analyze data; (3) to make recommendations for the evaluation of
the student teaching experience; and (4) to provide the basis for further study in the evaluation of
physical education student teachers.

This study was delimited to selected physical education students and graduates of Montana State
University whose student teaching assignment took place from 1976 to 1980.

It was further delimited to the data collected from the respondents' answers to the questionnaire.

Questionnaires were sent to 131 physical education students and graduates. The questionnaire was
completed and returned by 105 subjects. The percentage of participation by the students and graduates
was 80 percent.

A questionnaire was designed and developed by the investigator to collect data needed for this study.
Results from the questionnaire support the following conclusions: (1) the cooperating teacher was
consistently rated good or excellent with respect to all phases of his/her role, (2) the evaluation of
cooperating teachers was a definite weak spot in the student teaching experience, (3) the university
supervisors were not consistently completing their duties, (4) most student teachers were not allowed to
evaluate their university supervisor, (5) discipline was a major weak point of the student teaching
experience, (6) most student teachers felt that their biggest success was the entire teaching experience,
(7) to improve the student teaching experience, many student teachers suggest that students should
have teaching experience earlier in their preparation program, and (8) the student teaching office was
rated high by the respondents.
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the student
teaching experience in physical education at Montana State
University. Specifically, this study attempted to: (1) de-
velop a questionnaire for collection of data; (2) to collect
and analyze data; (3) to make recommendations for the evalu-
ation of the student teachlng experience; and (4) to provide
the. basis for further study in the evaluation of physical
education student teachers. _

This study was delimited to selected physical education

students and graduates of Montana State University whose
student teaching assignment took place from 1976 to 1980.

It was further delimited to the data collécted from the res-
pondents' answers to the questlonnalre.

Questionnaires were sent to 131 physical education
students and graduates. The questionnaire was completed and
returned by 105 subjects. The percentage of participation
by the students and graduates was 80 percent. .

A questionnaire was designed and developed by the in--
vestigator to collect data needed for this study. Results
~ from the questionnaire support the following conclusions:
(1) the cooperating teacher was. consistently rated good or
excellent with respect to all phases of his/her role, (2) the
evaluation of cooperating teachers was a definite weak spot
in the student teaching experience, (3) the university sup-
ervisors were not -consistently completing their duties,
(4) most student teachers were not allowed to evaluate their
university supervisor; (5) discipline was a major weak point
of the student ‘teaching experience, (6) most student teachers
felt that their. blggest success was the entire teachlng ex-
perience, (7) to ‘improve the student teaching experience,
many student teachers suggest that students should have
teaching experience earlier in their preparation program,
and (8) the student teaching office was rated high by the
respondents.




-Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Student teachlng programs.have been in ex1stenoe for
'many years. They are an 1ntegral part of any teacher educa—
tion currioulum. The practlcal experlenoe prov1ded by these_
programs is*an:effectiye and.efficient.way to develop'the
.SklllS necessary to become a competent educator.

The - quallty of many student teaohlng programs has been
challenged for years and many eduoators are concerned. In
phyS1ca1 educatlon. as- 1n other currlculums, there is much
interest 1n 1mprov1ng the student teachlng experience. With
the need to show that physioal*educatiOn is'worthy of its
time and ex1stenoe, it becomes 1ncrea81ngly 1mportant to
.:evaluate ex1st1ng programs of student teachlng.l Is there
a need to ohange the current student teachlng practlces°
. Before this questlon oan be answered, it 1s necessary to
1dent1fy the quallty of the phy81oal eduoatlon student
teaohlng program presently being offered to students at

Montana State University.

Statémént of the Problem

The general purpose’ of this study was'to-evaluate the




o student teachlng experlence in phy31cal educatlon at Montana,

State Unlver81ty

B Spe01flc problems of thls study were

:jl.: to develop aaqupstlonnalre Wthh was used-td evaln—
afe fheyétddenf<ﬁeaening exgerience.in.relafion,te
- the s't.nden’c:‘.l:eaeher,- ‘the cdoper‘atin‘g"t'e‘a'cher, and
'the un1vers1ty superv1sor, | | .
2. to collect _treat, and analyze the data collected
_from these questlonnalres, -
3, to make—recommendatlons for. the evaluation of-the.
E student teaching:experienceé | |
b tb proylde the'baSis for furtherfsfudy;in tne_evalf
.natien bf:physical-edneation:andenﬁ teapners.
.Deflnltlons

The follow1ng terms used 1n thls study were deflned by

the 1nvest1gator for use in thls study and may not have the

‘same meanlng as 1n everyday usage.

' Student-Teacher;;_Student teacher was defined as a

Montana State Universify étudent'who'cbmpleted'a"Student

teaching ass1gnment in phy31cal educatlon between the years

1976 and 1980

Student Teaching'Experienee; Student“feaching




experience means the total range of experiences covered hy
the student teacher during the field experience.

Cooperating'Teacher. Cooperating teacher refers to the

public'school elementary and secondary staff members who
supervise and aid the student teacher during the assignment
period.

University Supervisor. University supervisor was

defined as the representative of -Montana State University
who served as the liason between the university, the cooper-

ating teacher, and the student,teaoher;

Dellmitations

This study was delimited to 131 selected phy81cal edu-
'cation students and graduates of Montana State Univers1ty
whose student teaching ass1gnment took place from 1976 to
1980. It was. further delimited to the student teaching
guestionnaire des1gned and developed by the 1nvest1gator and
the -data collected from the respondents' answers. (See

Appendifo)

Justification of the Study-

Teachers often rate their student teaching experience .

as the most valuable and pertinent experience during their

undergraduate professional preparation program. . The




university makes'an'attempt'to provide situations'for the
_student teachers which w1ll prov1de success, satlsfactlon,
and confldence in teachlng._ _ '
The . success of the student teachlng experlence depends'

_on many 1nd1V1duals.- These 1nd1v1duals, wh1ch 1nclude the
h cooperating'teacher, the un1vers1ty superv1sor, and the
-school admlnlstrator, determlne whether the- teachlng exper—
ience is. one of poverty or prosperlty. : ‘

' -Freeland (1977) spoke of-the need to'evaluate not only
the student teacher, but also the cooperatlng teacher and :
the unlver31ty superv1sor as well.

.One weakness that 1s apparent in the evaluatlon of

student teachers 1s that

~ o student teachers receive 1ncred1b1y llttle feedback
- - on their performance, that supervision tends to be per-
functory, sporadic,.and concerned with the minutiae of

the classroom, and .often student teaching is a process
of imitating a model that may well be less.than desir-.

able -~ the classroom superV1sor. (Fremont:1976)

Because of the role that the cooperatlng teachers havea.

"in the student teaching experlence, they need to be aware ,
of thelr 1nfluence on. the s001al and . emotlonal accllmatlon
,of the student teacher. ThlS .awareness comes about through
an evaluatlon by. the student teacher. Baer (1977) suggests

_that the evaluatlon ‘be over the full range of superv1s1on,




for example,‘from constructlve crltlclsm to provldlng feed-
back on the entlre fleld experlence.' The need for evalu-
'atlon of cooperatlng teachers stems from the fact that their
attitudes and teaching‘patterns.affect the performance of
the student teachers. -(Mawson;l978) | |

Studles have shown that personnel in teacher tralnlng
1nst1tutlons need to become more aware - of the problems per-
celved_as major by ‘the student teacher, (Se1ferth=1979)
By.making use of the eValuations of the entire student
teaching experlence, the unlverS1ty can attempt to alleviate
these problems and meet the- needs of the future students in
‘_thelr preparatlon for the teachlng profess1on.

. All phases of student teachlng, from the college prep-
aration program to the. un1vers1ty supervisor, can beneflt
from the results of this. study.. One must remember"that
every person that graduates from a "teachlng 1nst1tutlon".
is allowed to seek a pos1tlon teachlng ‘our chlldren.' Qne'
must also remember that teachers teach as they have been.

taught. (Sartorlus 1971)




;_gChapter 2
REVlEW_- oF L'ITERATURE'
Evaluatlon of the student teaohlng process is by no
means a hew toplc. Many studles have dlscussed the need for

the evaluatlve process not only for -thé -student . teacher but

also. the cooperatlng teacher and the - un1vers1ty superv1sor

- as well. The follow1ng reV1ew of llterature prov1des exam-

ples of studles in the evaluatlon of these 1nd1v1duals.

The Student Teacher

Student teacher evaluatlon can take on many forms. The
Canadlan Teachers Federatlon (1977) 1dent1f1ed eight vari-

ables from Wthh evaluatlons can be made. - These variables,

‘ Wthh were found to have some relation to student teacher

achievement, ‘include:
«iv 1) clarity or'organizatlon of lessons, 2) flexi- .
blllty and adaptability, 3) enthusiasm, 4) task ori-
ented or business-like behavior, 5) use of student

‘ideas, 6) use of structuring comments, 7) multiple

levels of questlons, and 8) constructlve use of crltl-
cism. -

.ThlS study also found that student teachers should be
allowed to try new 1deas and’ teachlng methods in contrast to
modellng_themselves.after the,cooperatlng'teacher.

Tn his study, Blackman-(1978)'identified nine.




performance uariables that shouid.he used in the evaluation
of student teachers.'. ”

" ...'1) enthusiasm, 2) english usage, 3) poise, 4)

classroom control, -5) teaching skills, 6).organization,
7) command of subJect 8) general information, and
9) overall teaching performance.

ZBlackman concluded’ that superv;sors' ratings of student
'teaching performance tend tO'be-consistent with cumuiative
academlc achievement,. that the sex of the student teacher _

. had- 1little 1nfluence on performance, and elementary student
- teachers,recelved conslstently hlgher ratings than-secondary -
teachers. “ | | h _

'_ The studles by Rosensteln and Hase (1971) 1ndlcate
that the purpose ‘for the. evaluatlon of student teachers 1s
© o prov1de a foundatlon for a cooperatlve relatlonshlp for
the contlnuous growth and development of the student teacher.
They also suggest that the evaluatlon ‘be used to provide mo--
tlvatlon 80 that the student teacher has a des1re for self-
.appralsal and self—evaluatlon, and to determlne the .
strengths and weaknesses of the student teacher..

Rosensteln and Hase 1dent1f1ed four general areas for
evaluatlng student teachers. These 1nclude~ L
eee 1) personal qualitles - appearance, health and vi-

tality, voice, communication, emotional stability,
.responsibility and dependablllty, 1nterpersonal




relatlonshlps, 2). profe331onal qualltles - knowledge of
subject matter, desire, -attitude, interest toward com-
munlty relations, 3) classroom competencies and tech--
niques - ‘planhing, concepts, generalizations, ability
to analyze learning problems, classroom management,
measurement and evaluation,.and 4)- profe331onal poten-
tlallty .

The Cooperatlnngeacher

The evaluatlon of the cooperatlng teacher is an impor-
~.tant concern for the success of future-student teachers.

: Baer-(1977) suggests that the evaluation process be com-

- pleted by the student teacher and given to the cooperatlng
teacher after. the experlence,ls completed. A second copy
of the evaluation is given'to fhe teaching center for further.
- study. The form for évaluation.could,include avaiiability
fcr ccnferehce,-giving‘cchstructive criﬁicism; and.providing
.feedback on teaching stylesfand methcds}' Baer concludes

' that "the role of the cooperatlng teacher is perhaps the
most crucial’ factor in determlnlng the success or failure of
.the student teachlng experlence "

Hardlngham (1977) approached the - selectlon of cooper-
atlng teachers is his research "He 01ted a study completed -
by Gregory ﬂ1970) which identified thé criteria.fcr.the
selecticn of cooperatiné teachers._ The surveytfound fhat_

23 percent of the cooperafing schools required the




supervising
.cent of tne
cent of fhe
a course in
of teaching

teacher.

teacher ro have a masters'degree while 57 per-
schools allowed a bacnelors degree; Only 7 per-
scheole"required the superrising teacher to have
supervision and 56 percent'required:three years-

experience before beéing assigned a student

The'evaluation of cooperating teachers helped Hardingham

.identify severai“reasons'fdr no longer asking a teacher to

be a cooperatlng teacher

1)

personality confllcts, 2) inability to get along

with students, 3) ineffective performance, 4). incom-
petence, 5) extreme behaviors, 6) outdated teaching
methods, 7) unable to-adapt to sharing a classroom,

and . 8)

1nablllty ‘to.accept and carry out the duties

of a superv181ng teacher.

In hlS

cooperating

study, Garner (1971) found that the role of the

teacher should be one of fa01lltat10n, that the

cooperafing'teacher must be an active part of the total ex-

perience.

Garner descrlbed several aréas in which the coop—

erating teachers can improve- thelr role. -

cos 1)

the worklng,relatlonshrp is greatly improved -

when the cooperating teacher takes the student teacher
to faculty and professional meetings, 2) the amount of
time spent in the student teacher-cooperating teacher
conferences correlates with the extent of rapport be-
tween these two,;, 3). 1mproved relations are experienced

as the

for teaching, 4) opportunities to use his

student teacher assumes greater responsibility
/ﬁer own ideas.

increases the confidence of the student teachers, and
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.‘5)'because'd1801pllne is such a significant concern
among student teachers, they are especidlly open and
receptive to helpful suggestions from cooperatlng '
teachers on handllng d1s01p11ne.

Garner concludes that communication between the student
teacher and cooperatlng teacher 1s an important factor 1n
the effectlveness of the teachlng experience. The-cooper—
ating teacher should be concerned w1th prOV1d1ng the student
teacher w1th suggestlons and support durlng the student |
teaching. experience. '

In a study identifying.the role of significant others
during the student teaching experience, Karmos (1977).found
that the COoperating teacher-Was considered the most impor—;
tant. She states that

.+ CoOoOperating teachers need, to be aware of their in- _.

fluence  on' the social and emotional acclimation of the

student teacher. Since cooperating teachers deal with
student teachers' personal growth, they might profit
from tralnlng in counseling skills, conference tech- -
nhiques, and interpersonal skills. It is essential
that cooperating teachers be aware of the influences
they have on the teachlng confldence of the student
teachers they - superV1se :

Karmos also found that since student teachlng is the
major unifying experience of most teacher tralnlng programs,
it is necessary for the student teacher to explore, exper-
iment,” and tie everythlng together before becoming a pro-

fessional.




The University Supervisor

The selection: of uniVersity~supervisors'is a result of
an evaluatife process, Dyer (1976)-identified six indivi-
duals who are selected to be un1vers1ty superv1sors These
1nd1v1duals are

‘e 1),an 1nstructor who is not yet ready to handle

theory courses, 2) current graduate students, 3) pro—

fessors who like a break from regular classroom rou-
tine, 4) college teachers who 1live in the vicinity of
~ the cooperating school,  5) teachers who are not carrying

.enough teaching hours, and 6) professors who have been

away from.public schools too long and need to get re-

acqualnted there .

Dyer - suggests,that university supervisors need to re-
ceive competency training to be successful in their super-

risory role: .An eValuation”ean be useful-tontheluniversity

~superv1sor in flndlng weaknesses and strengths and prov1d1ng ,

feedback on their ablllty to superv1se.
The role of the unlver31ty supervisor, as suggested by
Rosenstein and Hase (1971) 'takes in. several areas.

1) 4o assist in the ass1gnment of student teachers,
2) to orient the student teacher with the school en-~
vironment in which they will do their student teaching,
3) establish and maintain good relationships between
the university and cooperating schools, 4) acquaint
~cooperating schools with the philosophy, objectives,
organization, and content of the teacher education
program, 5) assist the cooperating teacher, 6). observe
and confer with student teachers, 7) counsel: student
teachers, and 8) conhduct seminars. .




12

The authors conclﬁdé that the evaluation prodess must
be a cooperative effort and should lead fo self-evaluation
and that it'is,not a separate aspect, but an inteéral part
- of the total student teaching experience.

Zimpher (1980)'completed a study attempting to find the
relationship between the university supervisof, the studeﬁt
_teéchér, and the cooperating teacher. The findings show
that without. a university supervisor, there would not be
direction and continuity throughout the experience. Since
the supervisor is ah outsidef, not personally involved with_
either of the others, the feeling is that the evaluation
" process is better.

Zimpher has also found fﬁat-mid-quarter evaluations
made 5y a supervisor confirming sétisfactory progress tendg
to give the students a sighal that changes in behavior and
attitude were not neceésary in order to pass student
teaching. The end effect tended to be a continuation by
student teachersAof iﬁitial teaching styles.

| Thrbugh this review of iiteratufe, the in&estigator
could only hope ﬁo-clarify the point that evaluation is

necessary to the success of the student teaching process.




Chapter 3
ANALYSIS OF DATA

A qgestioﬂhaire was defelobed By-the investigator to
procure informétion about the effectiveness of the student
teaéhing program in physiéal education .at Montana State Uni-
versity. A questioﬁnaire was used for déta collection  be-
cause it was iﬁpractical-to cdmplete a personal interview’
with each graduate and it provided the investigator with a
means for éasy.analysis..

A piiot study was completed during November of the 1980

school yéar, The qﬁestibnnaire was given to thirteen gradu-

late students who were members of'the PE 512 Research in
Physical Education class. Réspondents in the pilot study
were asked to réspond tO'any‘problems, ambiguities;-or un-
élear queétioné in the questionnaire. A final copy of the
questionnaire was completed in the weeks following the bilot
study. | o _ |

:With the assisfance-pf the Sﬁudent Téadhihg Office at
Montana State Univérsit&, thé“investigator.identifiéd 162
graduates who complefed étudent.teaching assignmehtsiin
physical education between January, 1976 and December, 1980.

Of those .162 graduates, the current addressés of thirty-one
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could not be determined.

The finalizedlquestionnaire was ﬁailed to the 131 sub-
jects January 19, 1981.‘ Accompanying the qﬁestionnaire
(Appendix.A) was a letter of introduction (Appendix B), in-
structions for cqmpleting:the quesfionnéire, and a self-ad-
dressed, stamped envelope in which to return the completed
quesfionnaire, For current students at Montana State Univer-
sity, the investigatof made personal contact, at .which time
the subjects were given the queétionnaire and a letter of
introduction. ’ |

. The first mailing brought in seventy-two responses or
a 55 percent return.l'pr:tthe subjects who didtnot respond -
to.theffirSt}mailing, a follow up letter (Appendix C) and
another questiqnnairé were sent Febfuary 23, 1981. Thé fol-
‘low up brought in an additional'thirtychree responses or a
25'perCeht return, which brought the total to 105 responses
or an 80 percent return. |

The investigatof méde use of tally éhéets which were
constructed with sﬁfficienﬁ space”to record all tallies.

The investigator and an éssiétant cérefully marked the appro-
priate blénks oh the'tabulation sheets. Opén ended quéé—
tions WereAfabUlated in list form on'the basis of common_

response.
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The datéﬁWaé interpreted.by fhe use of frequency of
response. .A calculator was used to.aid the investigator in
statistical analysis;' |

| The data from the questionnaire was placed in fables

and presented in four major areas:

1. cooperating teacher;

2. univefsity supervisor; 

3. student teacher self;evaluation;
. .

. student teaching office.
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Cooperating Teacher

The datafpresented in'Tablés 1 through 10 rélate‘speqi—
fically fo the cobperating teacher. Six of thé:res?ondents
evaluatéd two cooperatiﬁg teachers. l

_Tabie ; indicates that. the cobperating teacher played
é role in assisting the student teacher in preparing for the
experieﬁce, With Sixty,;or.54.04 pefceht; of “the student
'teachers rating the céoperating teachers good or excellent.
Twenty-two, or 19.81 percent; of the student teachers con-
sidered the cooperating teachers‘Weak or ﬁnsatisféctory in
the assisting role. . |

| Table 1‘Coo?erafing‘Teacher

Assisted and Helped Prepare for' the
Student. Teaching Experience

N ' Percént
Unsatisfactory o 7 I.‘ 6.30
Weak - | | 15 I"_ 13.51
Competent.' . ‘ | 29 : 26.12
Good o 29 - | 26.12 -
Exéellenf . | BT L 27.92 |

N=111
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Table 2 shows that seventy-two, or 64,86 percent, of
the student teachers rated their cooperating teacher good or
excellent in being available as a resource for the exper- .
ience, while twenty-one, or 18.92 percent, .of the étudent
teachers considered the cooperating teachers weak of unsat-

isfactofy with respect. to availability for conference,

Table 2 Cooperating Teacher

Was Available for Conferences to Help
Develop Programs and Lesson Plans -

N - -Percent
Unsatisfactory : 3 - ©2.70°
Weak o 18  16.22
‘Competent o 18 o i6,22
Good o | ‘- 30 27.03
Excellent . b2 37.83

N=111
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The data in Table 3 reveals that fifty—six, or 50.44
percent, of fhe eubjects rated _The cooperating'teachers good
or excellent w1th respect to prov1d1ng a curriculum gulde or'

similar’ guldance for preparatlon of unit and lesson plans

The.table also-reveals that thlrty—three, or 29.72 percent,

of the stﬁdent'teachers.considered their cooperating téacher

‘weak or unsatisfactory in assisfing'the,student teacher in

this area.

Table 3 Ceoperatihg Tedcher

Provided a Curriculum Guide or Other Guidance
for Preparation of Teaching Plans

N S Percent
Unsatisfactory 13 '5 11.71.
Weak . 20 . 18.01
Competent . o 22. -'.: 19.82
Good . . - 20 18.01
Excellent -~ - = - 36 34.42

" N=111
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Thé.information in Table 4 shows that seventy-two, or
64,86 percent, of the subjects rated the cooperating teacher
good or excellent iﬁ allowing the student teachers to ob-
sefve classroom techﬁiques beforé aétual teaching duties:
began. Twenty-four, or.21.52. percent, of the student
teachers felt that the cobperating teacﬁér was weak or un-

satisfactory in allowing observation time.

Table 4 Cooperating Teacher’

Allowed Time Ffor Observation Before
' Actual Teaching Started

N.. » | Percent
Unsatisfactory | ‘7 B 6.30
Weak - 17 1522
Competent , o - 15 B 13.51"
Good . . 2 v 19.82
Excellent . | 50 . L5, 04

N=111
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.The data presénted in Table 5 indicates that the stu-
dent teachers were eﬂéouragédfand/or alloﬁed to try hew tech-
niques; rating seventyféight, or 70.27 berceht, of the co-
operatiné:teachers'éood.or,excellent whileltwentyjone{ or
18.92 ﬁercent, of the coo?érating téachers.were ddnéidered
weak 6r unsatisfacfory in ailowing studeht teachers to try

new ideas.

Table 5 Cooperating Teacher

Encouraged and Allowed You to .Try New.
Technlques and Ideas .

N - Percent
Unsatiéfactory o .. ;.16 o N 9.01
Weak 1_' - e 9.91
_Competent _ | S i2 -f | 10.81
Good o 2973
Exceiléh%_ e ks L 40, 54

©ON=111
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. Table 6 denotes that éevéﬁty-two, or 64.86 percent, of
‘the coopefating teachers were considéréd good or excellent
in discussing the final evaluation forms withAthe studeht

-teacﬁers.' Twenty-three, or 20.72. percent, of the student

“feachers.rated their;codperating teacher weak or unsatis-

factory in discussing final evalﬁation,forms.

Table 6 Cooperating Teacher

Discussed Final Evaluation Eorms With“You

N o - Percent
Unsatisfactory .- . 12 10.81
Weak o a0 9.9
Competent.. ‘ H."' - i6' o o 14.41
Good 2. zz.s2
Excellent = | o | L7 L2 .34

N=111
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Most of thelstudeht feaehers whe answered fhis questioh,
(N 96), were not given the chance to evaluate their cooper-
atlng teacher as revealed in Table 7. | Elghteen, or 18.75
percent, of the subJects were allowed to evaluafe'their
cooperatlng teacher. _ | ' |
- Table 7 Cooperatlng Teacher

Were You leen the Chance to Evaluate
Your.Cooperating Teacher?

NJ | Percent
Yes ' 18 . - 18.75
No o o o 78 ‘ 81.25 -

| N=96

Table 8 iﬁdieates that of the eighteen studentrteachers:
whe were allowed to evaluate'their.cooperatipg teacher, ten, -
or 55.56 perceﬁf; gave verbal eyaiuations and eight, or
4&.44:§ercent, 6: the student teachers gave written evalu- -

ations of their cooperating teachers.
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Table 8 Cooperating~Teacher

If You Evaluated Your Cooperating
. Teacher, In What_Way?

N ‘ - Percent
Written : g8 Ly, bl

Verbal | - 10 | 55.56
N=18 |

The results‘presented-in Table 9 show that sixty-eight,
or 65.39 percent, of the cooperating teachers observed-theif
student feacﬁers ten times or more'during the aseignmenf
period, while eighteen, or’l?.jl perceht, observed student
teachers two'orAthree'timee, and two, ‘or 1.92 percent, ob~-
served less than twice during'ﬁhe student teaehing aséign—

ment.




24 .
. Tableé 9 Coopefatihg Teacher

How Many‘Times.Did,Your Cooperating Teacher
Observe. You in a Classroom Situation?

~N"‘ S Percent
0-1 B 2 S 19z
2-3 . .. . 18 .1 st
T S 12,50
6 -7 S __3'. J. ' 2.88
10 or more L .l 68 ' © 65.39

N=104

Tablello indicates fhat.eight&—nine; or 89. 00 percehf
of the cooperatlng teachers prov1ded thelr student. teachers
with feedback after classroom observatlons, whlle eleven, or'
11,00 percent, did not prOVlde feedback. -

| Table 10 Cooperatlng Teacher’

' After These Observatlons, Did Your Cooperatlng
Teacher Prov1de Feedback? :

 N o g Percent
Yes o ' - 89 - 89.00
No = o1t L 11,00

 N=100
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'FrOm-the data'presenteduin Tables 13through 10, the
investigator found that the maJority of the cooperating
teachers are completing their duties., One area, the evalu—"
_ation of cooperating teachers, is severly 1acking and only
a very small percentage of the student teachers were given.
the opportunity to- prOVide formal.feedback to their cocper—.

ating teachers..

University Supervisor

Tabiesfii thrcugh 1§-present'data collécted from the
student teachers relating speCifically to the’ univerSity :
superVisor . - | .

The results\shonn'in'Table'll indicate that forty,’cr 4
:38 09 percent of the university superVisors rated good or';:
excellent in asSisting student teachers during the ass1gn4
ment period Thirty—Six, or 34 29 percent of the univer—:

-S1ty-superv1sors were conSidered weak or unsatisfactory by

' ‘.the student teachers in relation to asSisting the student

_teachers during the asSignmentx
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Table 11 University Supervisor

" Assisted You Dﬁring Your Student
" Teaching Assignment?

N . Percent

Unsatisfactory . - . 21 20.00
‘.Weak~ . - 15, S 1k.29
Competent L . 29 27062

' Good S 26 24,76
Excellent o .: _;-'14 . | - 13-33.

N=105

Table 12 1llustrates that the unlver31ty superv1sors
were rated good or excellent by forty-two, or 40,00 percent,
'of the student teachers W1th respect to avallablllty for
conference, whlle thlrty three, or 31. 43 percent of the
unlver31ty superv1sors ‘were con31dered weak -or unsatlsfac-

,tory in prov1d1ng conference tlme.
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Table 12 University Supervisor

Was Available for Conferences

N Percent
Unsatisfactory 12 11.43
Weak | 21 20.00
Competent 30 28.57
Good 27 25.71
Excellent 15' 14,29

 N=105’

The student teachers rated forty-six, or 43.81 percent,

of the university supervisors good or excellent in prbviding

qﬁality observations, as shown in Table 13. This table also

- shows that forty, or 38.09 percent, of the student teachers

considered the university supervisors weak or unsatisfactory

in conducting quélity'observations.
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Table 13 University Supervisor

‘Conducted.Quality Observations

N Percent

. Unsetisfactefy: , : 23 .. 21,90
Weak - . . g 16,19
Competent, | B 49 18,10
Good © o o NPT 26.67
Excellent . 18.. 17.14

N=105

" The’ results shown in Table 14 1ndlcate that fifty- two,

or 49 52 percent, of- the unlver81ty superv1sors rated good

or excellent 1n dlscus31ng flnal evaluatlons with the stu-

dent teaehers while th;rty—elght

or: 36 19. percent were

considered weak or unsatiéfae%ory in the discussion of final

.evaluations.
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Discussed Final Eval
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rsity Supervisor-

uation Forms With‘You

N - Percent.
Unsatisfactory -1. .-__. 2 22.86
Weak - . 14 13.33
.Competent S | 15 14.29
Good . 25 . 23.81
Excellent ‘ 27 25.71

N=105

Table 15 revealsfthat for those university supervisors

"who were involved 11’1 semlnars

R thlrty -three, or 44 59 per-

cent were weak or- unsatlsfactory in making seminars a use-

ful tool and twenty elght, or.

37.84 percent proved good or

-excellent in making seminars a usable tool
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Table 15 UniVersity Supervisor - -

Made Semlnars a Usable Tool
(If He/She were Involved in Semlnars)'

NA » - Percent
.Unsatisfactory, Y- 29.73
Weak -~ - 1w 14.86
Competent I Q_', . :, 13- Q-' - 15.57
“Good . R ¥ o | . 22,97
Excellent . ‘ , ,“11_‘ | : t-’1§.87

- N=7h

0f the sﬁbjects who'completed this question’ (N=93),
elghty five, or 91 40 percent of tﬁeietudeﬁt teachers.were
not able to evaluate thelr unlver31ty superv1sor whlle elght
Cor 8. 60 percent were allowed to complete -an evaluatlon of
their unlver81ty superv1sor .

Table 16 Unlver81ty Supervisor

Were You Given the Chance to. Evaluate'
Your University Superv1sor°

N - Percent
. Yes ' .. 8 - 8460

No ' S -85 © 91.40
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.0f the eighthstudent.teaohers-who evaluated their uni-
ver81ty superV1sor, seven, or 87 50 percent made use of a
, wrltten_evaluatlon, as shown in Table’ 17 |

. Table 1? Unlver31ty Supervrsor

3 If You Were Given- the Chance to Evaluate,.
' 4 in What Way°

‘N L ’ Percent
Written . - o L7 o 87.50
Verbal. . o 1 : . 12.50-

The results in Table 18 1ndlcate that the student
teachers were observed one’.or two times by forty one, - or
2.42 27 percent, of the unlver81ty superv1sors and three to .

'four tlmes by forty -five, or 46 39 percent of the super;
‘v1sors Two,.or 2 06 percent of the- student teachers were
' not observed by a unlver31ty superv1sor "This’ occurred be-
"oause the student teachers were in forelgn schools (Ireland

and Scotland) and no college superV1sors were: hlred by the'

unlver81ty.
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Table 18 University Supervisor

- How Many Times Did the University Superv1sor'-
' Observe You in a Classroom Situation?

=T

B\ . f . Percent
o s 2.06
1.2 Com o h2.zp
3.} B a5 h6.39
5.6 5 5.15
7 or more : .  BT R - h,12

N=97

- Table 19 shows that seventy-five, or'79.78.percent; of
the university superVisors pretided feedback on the student

teachers ‘classroom behav1or Nineteen, or'20 22'perceht

'of the student teachers were not prOV1ded w1th feedback

'after classroom observatlons

Table 19 Un1vers1ty SuperV1sor

After These Observations, Did Your Unlverslty Superv1sor |
DlSOuSS Strengths and Weaknesses Wlth You°

N ' L Percent

Yes

‘No

N=gh
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The results presented in Tables 11 through 19 indicated
that the University Supervisor waé not pefforming his/hgr
duties. The investigator feels that the guidelines for com-
pleting the duties of university supervisor should be more
clearly defined to provide consistency. One area, the eval-
uvation of university supervisors by student'teachers, was

severely lacking.

Student Teacher

The data presented in this section relates specifiéally
to the student teacher in the form of self-evaluation.

Item A. What were the weak points of your student teaching
experience? ' ' .

The investigator found that of the students who an-.
swered Item A (N=96), eighfeen, or 19.15 percent, of the
student teachers considered discipline a weak point of their
teaching experience, fourteen, or 14.89 percent, had prob-
lems with their cooperating teacher, twelve, or 12.77 per-
cent, of the subjects felt that they Were not adequately
prepared for the experience, and eleven, or 11.70 percent,
considered the inability to write lesson and unit plans as a
weak point.

Specific comments from the student teachers on Item A:

~ classroom management
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—'cOntrol'of largé classes
- know1ng what to do w1th "trouble makers"
- d1s01pllne at the elementary level

- T d1dn T know how to d1s01p11ne kids

-~ that I had to do everythlng myself and dld not
" receilve closer guldance .

- I had a personality-conflict with one'supervisor
SO we were-always' on edge with each other

- my cooperatlng teacher stayed in the classroom all
of the time :

- my superV1s1ng teacher hadn't had a student teacher
before and she left me .alohe

- my superv131ng teacher lowered my confldence in -
myself, she was self centered

- not belng fully prepared
- I felt very- unprepared for my teachlng experlence
- had llttle experlence in front of a class teachlng
'-“experlencezwas limited -
—'lack of experience |
- writing good lesson plans:
- preparation of lesson plans
- lesson planning—;not distinctlte enough
- poor lesson plans—;no.continuity
Ttem B. .Strong p01nts° “

Of the strong p01nts 1dent1f1ed by student teachers




35
who .answered Item'B (N=90), nineteen, or 21.11 percent, felt
that the "ability %o get'alongf with the students was;a
.‘stronglpoint,,twel?e,_or.13.33-percent had good classroom

'organiZation, and'ten, or 11.11 percent felt that a ‘good -

'.cooperatlng teacher was a strong p01nt

. Spe01flc comments from the student teachers on Item B

worklng w1th klds

- ablllty to get along with students

- was able to get along w1th most of the students
'-Mexcellent rapport ‘With students ,

- control-and good.relatlonshlps"w1th‘Students

- organization | | ‘ o

- well prepared——could change lesson plans readlly
- organlzatlon of classes

—_good programs——unlt and lesson plans

'~ I learned 4 lot about organlzatlon and executlon of .
a physical education class '

f'open mlnded classroom suPerV1sor
- good elementary superv1sor——let me try new 1deas
- T had an excellent elementary superv131ng teacher

- I feel the confidence shown by my cooperatlng teacher
was a strong point :

_‘— the cooperatlng teacher was very helpful
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Ttem C:. What was your biggest problem9
: The 1nvest1gator found that of the student teachers who -

answered Item C (N 88), thlrty—seven, or 42,04 percent be-

flleved that d1s01pllne was the blggest problem of thelr stu—

dent teachlng experlence, whlle eight, or 9 99 percent, of

‘the student teachers cons1dered thelr cooperatlng teacher as
the biggest problem. | _ '
Specific comments from the.student teachers on‘Item C;'
- gettiné respect and control‘of the classes
,—-discipllneé—l was too easy on them

- the dlfferent ways of handling d1s01p11ne between
- the- Junlor hlgh and hlgh school

- an effectlve .discipline’ technlque--detentlon was not’
the answer '

- taklng over: cooperatlng teachers dlSClpllne problems
- learnign how to d1s01pllne (and when)

o personallty problems with my cooperatlng teacher

" - working for six- weeks w1th a lady who was a master
- teacher--there was no deviation from the way she

- taught——had to do thlngs her way

- poor secondary superv1sor o

- dealing .with my elementary supervisor--made me lack
confldence
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What was your blggest success°

' The student teachers (N= 90) identified their- blggest

success Wthh occurred durlng the student teachlng ass1gn—

ment

: Thlrty one," or 34,44 percent, of the student teachers

belleved that thelr blggest success came from worklng w1th

groups

of students in a classroom 81tuatlon and nine, or

1O 00 percent felt that thelr success came from worklng

with- one. student not necessarlly in the classroom.

Spe01flc comments from the student teachers on Item D:

my rapport with students and staff

relatlng to students

;enJoylng worklng with studentsf
_experlence and joy of several student successes

what I learned about the teachlng fleld and the'

experlence W1th working with students

-student 1nvolvement in class and students' positive

attitudes

.the-relatlonships'i gairied working with students

.respect_I got from students and'teaching a handi-
-capped student to shoot an arrow.at a target. and
‘hit it consistently from ten yards

having a glrl come to class every. day who preV1ously
hadn"t come at all . :

:taklng away a sw1tchblade w1thout dlsruptlng or-
los1ng my class 4

helplng a glrl who told me she was pregnant




38
Item E. Dld you wrlte and use lesson plans°

The results in’ Table 20. show that elghty nine, or 87 25 ‘

' percent of the student teachers wrote and used lesson plans -

while thlrteen, or 12 75 percent dld not.

Table 20 Student Teacher

N R Percent
Yes. .. . . . 89 87.25 -

No- . 13 - laz.7s
| N=102 S

.Item F;, What could be done to 1mprove a student teachlng

-exper1ence9

The . 1nvest1gator found that of the student teachers who

completed Item F (N 91), twenty elght or 30, 77 percent

suggested that students should have teachlng experlence

arller in thelr college preparatlon program and nlneteen,

'or 20 -88. percent 'of the student teachers believed that more

care should be taken 1n pla01ng student teachers and -selec-

_tlon of cooperatlng teachers.

Spec1flc comments from the student teachers on. Item F

7

- gettlng the future graduates 1nvolved in the ‘schools.
earlier in thelr college ourrlculum

- prov1de more background experlence
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- have teacher candldates 1nvolved in a good parapro-
fessional program when they are sophomores and jun-
1ors so they get a better feellng for teachlng

.= could have had more experience sooner in our cur—
'rlculum before actual teaching eXperlence

- more 1n—school (classroom) exposure before actual
student teachlng experlence

- to-have thls type of experlence ‘occur durlng the -
“entire four years of teacher preparatlon ' :

- let the students have- more practlcal and reallstlc
experlences whlle in college '

- flnd teachers that really want to help student
teachers’ - -

- evaluatlon of student teacher superv1sors prior to
placement : . .

. - use a better selectlon system for superv1s1ng
-_teachers .

- making sure that the cooperatlng teacher does 1ndeed
'want a student teacher ’

The student teacher self—evaluatlon 1dent1f1ed several'
areas in the student teachlng process which can be 1mproved'
upon or clarlfled ' The maJor areas of concern are the sel—
'ectlon of - cooperatlng teachers, how to handle d1s01pllne
problems, and prov1d1ng teachlng experlence throughout the
entire preparatlon program '

.Tables:21=through 23.proulde data that relatesAspecié

fically to the Student Teaching Office at Montana  State
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University.
Table 21 1ndlcates that elghty seven, or 87.00 percent,
of the student teachers felt that they were allowed input
into student teaching placement while thirteen, or 13.00
percent, felt that they did not.
Table 21 Student Teachlng Office

Were You Allowed Input Into Where You Were
Assigned for Your Student Teaching?

N , ‘ Percent
Yes : : 87 87.00
No ' 13 ' 13.00

N=100

The results in Table 22 Show.thaf ninety-one, or 91.00
percent, of the.stﬁdenﬁ teachers understood what was ex-

pected during the assignmenf while nine, or 9.00 percent,’

did not. _ .
Table 22 Student Teaching Office
Did You Understand What Was Expected
of You for the Assignment?
N | Percent
Yes . . 91 91,00

No : ' 9 - 9.00
N=100 . :




R

Table 23 denotes that ninety-three, or 93.00 peréent,
of the student teachers felt that they were treated fairly
and consistently and seven, or 7.00 percent, believed that
they were not tfeated fairly. ‘ A

Table 23 Student Teaching Office

Were You Treated Fairly and Consistently?

N . Percent
Yes ' 93 ' 93.00
No | | 7 | 7.00

. N=100

The data~présented in Tables 21 through 23 indicate
that the Student Teaching Office was successfully rated

'high in the three areas questioned.




Summary

Chapter &4

SUMMARY,  CONCLUSTONS, AND RECOMMENDATTIONS

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the student

teachlng experlence 1n phys1cal educatlon at Montana State'

Unlver81ty.

~ Specific problems of this study were:

1.

toydevelop a.questionnaire which was used to evalu—“

ate the student.teaching experience in relation to

the student teacher, the cooperating teacher,‘and
the un1vers1ty superV1sor, '

to collect treat and . analyze the data collected

. from these questlonnalres,

' to make. recommendatlons for the evaluatlon of the

student teachlng experlence,

to prov1de the basis for further study in the eval-

‘Cuatlon of phys1cal educatlon student teachers.

This study was dellmlted to selected physical. educatlon

students ‘and graduates of Montana State Un1vers1ty whose

student teachlng aSS1gnment took place from 1976 to-1980

It was further dellmlted to the questlonnalre de31gned and -

developed by the 1nvest1gator.
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A questlonnalre was used to collect data for thls

'study Questlonnalres were sent to 131 1nd1v1duals, 105

) were returned.. The data collected was tabulated totaled

and percentages were computed for presentatlon in table form.
The questlonnalre response, ‘review of 11terature, and

the‘authors background prov1ded the basis for drawing con—'

clus1ons and maklng recommendatlons for 1mprov1ng the qual—

ity of evaluatlon of’ the student teachlng experlence ‘in

.phys1cal educatlon at Montana State Un1vers1ty.

A summary of ‘the flndlngs follows.'
A, Cooperatlng Teacher o
1. Student teachers cons1dered 54 04 percent of the
cooperatlng teachers good or excellent 1n ass1st1ng
them 1n preparatlon for the experlence.
"2. The cooperatlng teacher was rated good or excellent
| 'by 64 86 percent of the student ‘teachers w1th re-
spect to avallablllty for conference.
‘3.” Cooperatlng teachers were cons1dered good.or ex-
" cellent by 50 44 percent of the student teachers
"Wlth respect to pr0V1d1ng a. currlculum gulde or
“other guldance Tor preparlng teachlng plans.

.'4. Cooperatlng teachers.were:rated good.or,excellent
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by 64”86-peréent of the student teachers in re-

latlon to allow1ng observatlon time before the ac-
tual experlence began.

The~student teachers,coneldered'76.27 percent of.
the‘ccoperatlng teachers good or excellent in al-
lowing'student teachers to try new techniques. |

Student teachers discussed final evaluation forms

© with 64.86.percent of -the cocperating teachers.

‘Eighteen student'teachers were'allowed to evaluate

their cooperatlng teacher.j of the student teachers

, who evaluated the cooperatlng teacher, 44 44 per-

cent’ gave wrltten ‘evaluations.

Student_teachers were cbserved‘ten or more times by

'-65139'perCent of the'cooperating teachers.

B. Univereity Supervisor

T

The'university SnperVisors, in ass1st1ng the stu-
dent teachers durlng the teachlng a881gnment ‘were
rated good or excellent by 38 46 percent of the
subgects.

With respect to availability for conference, 40.38 -

T

_ percent of . the unlver81ty superv1sors rated good

or excellent

Un1vers1ty supervisch'Were considered-good'or
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-:excellent by Ll .23 percent of the student teachers

in response to conductlng quallty observatlons.
The-student_teachers rated.50.00\percent of the
university supervisors good or_excellent in dis-
cussing final‘evaluation forms with the student"

teachers..-

University supervisors who were involved in sem-

inars were considered weak or unsatisfactory by

44,59 percent of the student teachers in making

seminars :a usable tool.
Eight student teachers were given-the chance to

evaluate thelr university superV1sor. 0f the eight

‘student teachers who. evaluated thelr unlver31ty

superv1sor, seven made use of a wrltten evaluatlon.-
The student teachers were observed once or tw1ce by

b2, 27 percent of the un1vers1ty superv1sors and

three %0 four times by 46,39 percent .of the super—.

visors.:
After classroom observatlons of student teachers,

79 78 percent of the superv1sors prov1ded feedback

jStudent-Teacher;Self Evaluation

: Discipline was considered a weak point:of'the
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student teaching experience-by 19.15 percent of the
student “teachers. o 1 -
2. ‘The ability to get along w1th the- students was a
‘strong p01nt of the student teachlng experlence
3. 'The blggest problem encountered by student teachers
was'd1s01pl1ne,;as identified by 42.04 percent of
the subjects. o | _ :
4. ‘The blggest success, asistated by 34.44 percent of
| the student teachers,'came from working with groups
- of students in a classroom situation.
5. .Lesson plans were wrltten and used by 87.25 percent
of the student teachers | . .
6.‘ Student teachers suggest that students should have
-teachlng experlence earller in thelr college prep—
-aratlon program :

Student Teachlng Offlce

'1.. Many of the student teachers felt that they were

| | allowed 1nput 1nto student teachlng.placement._

2. 'The.majoritj, 91.00 percent, of ‘the student
dteachers understood what’was expected during the
ass1gnment . ' - |
3. The Student Teaching Offlce treated 93 00 percent

of the student teachers falrly and cons1stently.
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Conclusions

Data received from the questionnaire and presented in

the tablés in Chapter 3 supports the following conclusions:

il

,The'cobpérating teacher was consistently rated good

'or excellenf.with respect to all phaseé.df his/her

role..

The evaluation of cooperating teachers was a def-

inité.weak spot in the student teaching experience.
The majority of the sfudent teachers were observed

ten or more times by the cooperating teachers.

. Cooperating teachers were providing student

teachers with feedback after classroom observations. -

Many of the university supervisors involved in .
seminars were not sucéesstl in making seminars a
usable tool. | |

Most student teachers were not alloWed to evalﬁate:

their cooperating teacher or their university sup-

ervisor.

The majority of the university supervisors were
observing the~studenﬁ-féachers one to four times.
The student teaching office was succeséfully com~

pleting their duties.
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The follow1ng conclus1ons were drawn from open ended

questlons and percentages may be hlgher if the questlons

. were asked dlrectly

_1.‘ D1s01p11ne was a maJOr weak point of the student
teachlng experlence

:2. Some student_teachers considered the ability to get
along with the students as a strong point of their
assignment.. . |

3. The biggest problemlencountered by the-student
teachers was dlSClpllne. ‘ |

. 'Most student teachers felt that thelr blggest suc-

| cess was the full range of teachlng experlences.

5. The majority of student teachers_prepared and used
lesson plans. | ‘_

6. The. subJects felt that students should have teach—
1ng experlence earlier in thelr preparatlon program
to improve the student teachlng experlence.

Recommendatlonsx

-The author proposes the follow1ng recommendatlons based

on the results of this study

1.

"2

A similar. evaluatlon of the student teachlng ex-

L perlence should be completed on a yearly ba31s..‘

The evaluatlon of the student teachlng experlence
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shouid inélude an individual evaiuation of the

cooperatlng teacher. and the unlver81ty superv1sor

.as well as the student teacher.

.The student teachers'aevaluation should be more

completely discussed by university supervisors,

'cooperating_teachers,‘and'student teachers.

An'effort should be made to provide teaching ex-
perience earlier in the teacher preparation pro-

gram.’

. Methods of‘handlingvdisCipline problems should be

experienced dufingptne preparation program.'
Cooperatirig teachers should be required to parti-

cipate in a professional course in supervision

- techniqnes.

Outstandlng and weak cooperatlng teachers should be

1dent1f1ed

The follow1ng recommendations relate specifically to

the questlonnalre des1gned and developed by the 1nvest1gator

for thls study

1 .

The ratlng system should ellmlnate "competent" and
be replaced by "average" or some similar phrase.
The questlonnalre should 1nolude the year of the

experlenoe
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Thé type of éxpérienge, elementafy, secondary, or

. both, shoulé'bélincluded in the questionnaire.

A étatémént relating specifically to discipline -

should be added to receive.a rated response.

) El;minate the statement "made seminars a usable .

tool" since most ‘university supervisors are no
longer involved.in seminars.
More specific questions should be asked about the

effectiveness of the Student Teéching Office.
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Directions

Listed below are the 1nd1v1duals who were integral parts of
your student teaching experlence . Rate the individuals on

each of the statements using the one to five scale (Circle
the appropriate answer ) ' '

- Unsatlsfactory 2 Weak 3 Competent " L4-Good 5-Excellent

Next answer. the open endeéd questions and- wrte any comments
" that you feel appllcable to your student teaching. experlence.

I. Cooperatlng Teacher - the school staff member who
, superv1sed you during the assignment perlod.

A, Ass1sted and helped ‘prepare for' the. 1 2 3-4'5
. -student teaching experience o

B. - Was available for conferences to help 12345

. develop .-programs and lesson plans .

C. Provided a curriculum guide or. other ' 1 2 34 5

guidance for preparation of teachlng :

.- plans L

D. Allowed time for observatlon before . 1-2 3 4 5

. actual teaching started . '

E.: Encouraged and allowed jyou to try 1 2345

.~ new techniques and ideas - : : . B

F.. Discussed final evaluatlon forms 12345
‘with you 3

Were you. glven the chance to evaluate your cooperatlng
teacher? . If so, in what way”-

How many tlmes dld your cooperatlng teacher ‘observe you in
a classroom situation? .~ After these observatlons, dld
your cooperatlng teacher prov1de feedback° :

Commentsr,'
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II. Univeréity Supervisor

A. ‘Assisted you during your student

1234
teaching experience
B. Was available for conferences 1234
C. Conducted quality observations 1234
D. Discussed final . evaluation forms 1234
with you
E. Made seminars a usable tool (if 1234

he/she was involved in seminars)

Were you given the chance to evaluate your university
supervisor? If so, in what way?

How many times did. the university supervisor observe you

in a classroom situation? After these observations, -

did your university supervisor discuss strenghts and
weaknesses with you? ‘

Comments on university supervisors:
III. Self Evaluation

A. What were the weak points of your student
teaching exper1ence°

B. Strong points?

C. What wés your biggest problem?

D. What was.yourfbiggest success?

E. Did you.write and use lesson'ﬁlans?

F.- -What could be done to improve a student
' teaching experience? '
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IV. Student Teaching Office

A, eWere-you allowed input into where you were
~assigned for your student teaching?

B. Did you understand what was expected of you
for the a331gnment° .

- C. Were you treated fairly and consistently?

Comments:
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m g &H . DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, PHYSICAL EDUCATION & RECREATION

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY, BOZEMAN 59717

Janhuary 17, 1981

Dear Graduaté:

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the student teaching experience

in physical ‘education at }Montana State University. The attached questionnaire

can be completed in a very short time and any comments that you have will be
welcomed. This questionnaire is 2n intepral part of ‘my masters thesis vhich
is a reocuirement for my masterc depree in physical education. The information
rained from thie questionnaire t1ill not in any way be used to evaluate svecific
.individuals. No names of schools, cooperatins teachers or individuals w1}
be identified and the data will remain anonymous.

1t would be appreciated if the cuestionnaire could be completed and returned
within one week of the above date. Your cooperation. is sincerely appreciated.

Sincepel&,

s,

Jeffrey F. Jarvi \ '
Graduate Teaching Assistant

,12{7&/?* ;5% é:i:éau:)

Dr. Gary F. Evans o
Coordinator of Graduate Study

CIRLEP KRN TAD) 904 Attt

@,,_.
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m g &ﬂ " DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, PHYSICAL EDUCATIQN & RECREATION

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION "MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY, BOZEMAN 59717

Pobruary 23, 1981

Doar G:aduntex'

Recently, you were nonc a lctter agking you to complete a short questionnaire
concerning your otudent teaching emperionce. I would approciate your comploting
the queotionnaira and roturning it as soon as poosible. Your recponse is very
important as I am attompting to evaluate the student teacking experience in
physical education at Montana State Univereity. A large number of returns is
ossential 1n ordeor to drav gound concluniono. ’ ‘

3

If you have nlroady mailed the questionnaita. plcune d':lmregord this lotter.

T would like to thank you ‘for taking tho time to completa this quootionnaire.

Your cooparation io groatly apprecictcd.

neeroly, ; ’
| Je€fray F. Jarvi
Ggaduatc Teach:[ng Astlotart

"f. L/M‘
Dz. Gatyz Evans
Coordinntor of Graduatc Study

JEJ:GFE/co

TELEPHONE (406) 994 - 4001
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