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Problem

¢ Vague and subjective feedback

¢ Relationship between teacher and
student behavior not the focus

¢ Iriad relationship Is ineffective

¢ Preservice experiences provide
limited practical experiences



Purpose

¢ Increase technological proficiency of
student Interns.

¢ Increase technological proficiency of
faculty.

¢ lmpact curricular redesign.

¢ Provide an internal evaluation of the
Impact eon student learning.



Technologically Proficient Student
Interns

¢ Increased focus on teaching with
technology

¢ Created technological instrument that
changed the focal point from subjectivity
Lo objectivity

¢ Focused development on technical aspects
off teaching.



Technologically Proficient Faculty

¢ Faculty increased their use of data based
coding.
¢ Methods and content faculty increased

thelr comprehension of technical teaching
skills.

¢ Faculty were encouraged to include the
use of technelogy In their preservice
teacher training.

¢ Increased technoelogy skills in technolegy:
driven systematic assessment.



Impact on Curricular Design

¢ Involve content faculty in supervision.

¢ Increased understanding of active verses
passive engagement in learning.

¢ Reflective statements will be incorporated
Into e-portfolios.

¢ Inclusion ofi more context specific
experiences prior to student teaching.

$ SUpPErVISIoNn process under evaluation.



¢ o

Computerized Management System

clinical faculty

measures

— duration
¢ active engaged time

— event

¢ technology
reflective teaching based on objective data
— active engaged time was 5%

— behavior management was 12%
¢ Are these numbers appropriate for the lessen?

¢ | active engaged! time was increased woeuld hehavior management
have decreased?

objective geal develepment
— Increase active engaged time te 8%

Instructional strategy’ develepment

— Hoew can the lesson be changed te result i an lcrease in
active engaged! time?
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Internal evaluation

¢ Impact on teacher candidates?
¢ Impact on student learning?

Questions?



End show




Developmental Stages of Teaching




¢“ ... finding , SUiggest that the
most iImportani agile phase of
a teacher’s CANEETS uraRsiition
from aspiring= -'c Peginning

professional, IS of en sSarloLis |y




CTL-ATP

¢ standards driven
¢ evolved into the CTL-ATP




Procedures

¢ trained university mentors

¢ trained cooperating teachers (clinical
SUPErVIsors)

¢ year-long interns videotaped weekly
¢ Set objective goals

¢ developed Instructional strategies

» completed weekly



Data Analysis

¢ Data were




We Know . . .

¢ Novice teachers
— lack experience Iin the real life context
— teaching effectiveness unknown
— receive vague and incomplete feedback
(Kauffman, 1992)

¢ Barriers to impacting student teaching
(Kaufifman, 1992 and Tannehill &
zZakrajsek, 1989)

o Must meet standards established by the
state and the university Which may, vielate
relationships. (Pajak; 2001)



Objectives

> heed for the technolegy.

> Standards driven
development

>  technoelogical application
> technoelegy applied
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