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A NEEDS ASSESSMENT IN ENGLISH AND LANGUAGE ARTS CONDUCTED CONDUCTED FOR
THE NATIVE INDIAN TEACHED EDUCATION PROGRAM AT THE

UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to identify educational needs of
students in the NITEP program with particular regard for English and
language arts. The study was designed to involve college and
university instructors, sponsor teachers, and senior and junior students
in assessing students' needs on instruments specifically designed for
this purpose. Respondents were asked to rank order their perceptions
of NITEP students' capability in skills of oral and written expression
as demonstrated in academic coursework and student teaching. Items
describing teaching competencies in the language arts were iAcluded
in the student teaching questionnaire.

The responses to the questionnaire concerning language competency
in. university coursework indicated that although instructors identified
more skills needing improvement than did students, for the most part the
two groups perceived similar needs. In particular, the skills required
for argumentive and expository essay writing were seen as needing
improvement. In responding to the questionnaire concerning English and
language arts in student teaching, sponsor teachers perceived needs in

the quality and use of voice which were not perceived by the students.
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Students .and sponsor teachers both, however, saw needs for improvement
in general knowledge of children's literature aﬁd ear]y language
background.

Some of .the recommendations put forward in light of this needs
assessment are the following: 1. Students who may‘need extra help in
English should be identified on admissiqn and instructors alerted to
their needs. 2. Whenevér possible such students should be counselled
to take English improvement courses at colleges or. through agencies
such as the Open Learning Institute before admission. 3. NITEP should
ask the English Department to offer a NITEP English 100 section whenever
feasible. 4. Academic English courses shoufd be scheduled in the
day-time, and students' attendance and participation in them given high
priority in NITEP schedu]iﬁg of courses and teaching practica.

5. Language arts and reading methodology courses should be offered
concurrently, rather than consecutively, and include more children's
literature and native Indian content. 6. The program staff; advisors,
and instructors in Speech Arts, should meet to consider the question

of quality and use of voice with respect to student teaching. 7. Speech
Arts should be offered at the beginning of Year One in the program.

8. More opportunities for all instructors and program staff to meet
together should be provided. 9. Study. skills should be taught by
individual NITEP instructors for their own courses. 10. English tutoring
programs should be expanded when necessary to respond to students'
specific problems with-language. 11. An assessment of students' English
competency should be an ongoing process in NITEP. Since there are new
NITEP students every year, and the program is frequently offered at new
sites, the students' needs with regard to English and language arts may

differ from year to year.
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CHAPTER ' 1

INTRODUCTION

Purpose of the Study

We cannot escape the need for special attention to English
capability. It illustrates the special 'something' that
Indian students need. (Benham, 1975, p. 2)

The education of an Indian student depends to a very great

extent on how efficiently he is taught English and how well -

he is able to learn it. Higher education will be available

to him only through the medium of English, and most of the

careers open to him are dependent very largely on his

ability to communicate in English. (Radulovich, 1974, p. 19)

Native Indian edu§3§0fs, however much concerned about the quality
of English instruction for native Indian students, are even more concerned
about the quality of Indianness--a strong sense of cultural identity--
which they see as an integral part of the kind of education they envisage
for their people (National Indian Brotherhood, 1972, pp. 1-2). One way

. S
of engendering this Indianness is to have native Inéian‘people involved
at every level of the school system, particularly where there are a
number of native people in the community (NIB, 1972, p. 28). Native
teachers would seem to be crucial in such a plan, and if they are to be
charged with providing "'special attention to English capability', they
must themselves be very capable. The purpose of this study is to
utilize the process of needs assessment in considering English competency

and the potential for its development in a teacher training program for

native Indian students at the University of British Columbia.



This program, the Native Indian Teacher Education Program (hereafter
idéntifiedAas NITEP), undertakes to produce e]ementary school teachers
certified to teach anywhere in British Columbia. In many'respects the
NITEP compares closely to the regular elementary program, and certainly
the demands concerning English are the same. Students in NITEP are
fequired to meet all the regular academic requirements for education
students including English 100 and-EnglisH 200 as part of their underj
graduate program. In addition, like their counterparts in the regular
program of the Faculty of Education, students receive evaluations in oral
and written language use, voice quality, projection and fluency as part
of the practicum, or student teaching experienge (Faculty of Education,
For 323, 1979).

However, there are certain features of the NITEP which differ from
the regular undergraduate program.. For example, the first two years are
held at an offfcampus site; methodology courses and intensive student
teaching practice are included in year one and two; the majority of
academic cotrses are scheduled into year three and four; some courses
are taken at community colleges;-and a range of support services including
‘tutoring and counselling are provided for students (More & Wallis, 1979,
p. L1).

Several of these program differences have implications for the whole
question of the NITEP students' competency in English, as well as the
English and language arts components of their program. For example, both
nonjpredit and academic English courses must often be taken at community
colleges in classes which may be geared to the interests and needs of
students from other cultures. Further, during practicums sponsor teachers

may have expectations of English competency and/or teaching capability



in language arts which do not allow for the fact that the students are
registered in first or second year;not in third or fifth year as are most
student teachers. 'Senior students shifting from NITEP centers and
community colleges may find third and fourth year courses formal and
intimidating and may not perform as well as they are able in oral and
written expression. These and other such matters typica1 obeITEP, but

not of other programs .in the Faculty of Education, require special study.

Need for the Study

In Return home,'watch.your family, a 1977 study evaluating NITEP,

the résearchers reported that it was ""generally recognized among students
and staff alike, that deficiencies in language skills present the greatest
problem which must be overcome by the NITEP students' (Thomas & Mclntosh,
1977, p. 50). Given the importance of English in the academic life of
university students (U.B.C. Calendar, 1980-81), as well as its importance
in the professional Iife of student teachers (Report, 1979, Rec. 7), any
reported '"deficiency in language skills'' requires examination.

It is, however, important to remember that this concern about
language is not restricted to NITEP. The popular préss features'afticles
decrying the state of literacy at this province's major educational
institutions quite regularly. One such article, written by a member of
the University of British Columbia's English Department, spoke of |
university students as the ''new illiterates' (Beavis, Province Magazine,
1979, p. 12). The recent President's Review Committee on the Faculty of
Education recommended that'”the,faculty tighten its English proficiency

requirements,' and in addition, reinstate a senior course in basic



composition for. all elementary undergraduates (Report, 1979, Rec. 7).
Such a recommendation implies that students other than those in NITEP
are seen to be performing .unsatisfactorily in English.

Concern about language skills has also surfaced at the national level.
A study undertaken in 1975 by the ACUTE Commission on Undergraduate
Studies in English found that chairmen of English departments, responding
to a questionnaire, reported being at best ''somewhat dissatisfied' with
""the abilities and preparation in language and composition'' of stﬁdents
being admitted to the university Committee (CCTE, 1976, p. 45). Obviously,
had Thomas and Mclntosh studied other university programs developed to
educate elementary school teachers, they might have found a.concern for
""deficiency in language skills' in them as well. It is likely that the
question.-of university students' English competency will be addressed in
many studies in the near future.

However, since NITEP is a special program with a precise mandate
(Proposal, 1974), it seems important to consider separately, within the
context of the program, this general concern about university students'
language competency and to consider ways and means of approaching the
problem. The author's experience as a language arts instructor in the
program suggested that such a study would be appropriate at this time.
Because there is an annual intake of new students, the NITEP population
has changed considerably since 1977, and therefore, the present group of
students may be quite different in terms of lTanguage background than

those interviewed by Thomas and Mclntosh (1977).



Significance of the Study

During the past decade almost a score of teacher training programs
designed for native Indian students have appeared on the Canadian scene
(More, 1981). These programs are in direct response to demands outlined

in the 1972 manifesto on education, Indian control of Indian education,

wherein it states, ''Native teachers and counsellors who have an intimate
understanding of Indian traditions, psychology, way of life and language
are best able to create the learning envifonment suited to the habits

and interests of the Indian child" (NIB, p. 75). Faced with “the failure
of the Canadian educational enterprise, at all levels, in its service to
the Indiaﬁ peoples' (Mcintosh, 1979, p. 22), it is not surprising that
institutions of higher learning have been persuaded to make an effort to
improve this situation by encouraging and supporting these innovative
teacher'trainfng programs.

The establishment of programs to train native Indian teachers,
chiefly in university settings, has not been achieved without difficulty.
Since fewer than 10% of native students graduate from high school, and
almost none from academic programs (More, 1979, p. 2), it has been
necessary to use ''mature and special admission categories' in order to
gain admittance for many NITEP students (More, 1979, p. S); It is there-
fore fair to assume that a number of these studeﬁts may lack facility in
English-fcertainiy at the level of performance expected in the university--

and have serious gaps .in their general academic backgrounds. More,

suggesting this, and criticizing some programs for having failed to come

to terms with this matter, says:



In some programs standards are lower in academic background

and facility in English. It is laudable to admit to teacher

education programs students who show potential but who have

large gaps in their academic background. 1t is indefensible

to graduate such students without them having taken a single

college level English course or adequately filled in their

academic gaps. (1979, p. 8)
Certainly teachers capable of providing the calibre of education envisioned
by the National .Indian Brotherhood for their people will not come from
watered-doWn programs such as described by More. Quality education for
native children requires teachers as highly competent in English as in any
other subject. Consequently, this aspect of the native Indian teacher
preparation programs deserves special attention. This study uses an
adaptation of the needs: assessment process as a. technique for considering

the question of English competency and the potential for its development in

such a program.

Assumptions

This study is based on the following assumptions:

1. That it is possible to identify and describe oral and written
English as satisfactory’or unsatisfactory for students of the teaching
profession.

2. That it is possible to identify.and describe oral and written
English as satisfactory or unsatisfactory for the academic work expected
of university students.

3. That it is possible to identify and describe specific competencies
in teacher performance which relate primarily to successfully teaching

the language arts.



Research Questions

This study attempts to find:

1. Which aspects of oral expression do instructors and students
identify as concerns in the university coursework of NITEP students?

2. Which aspects of written expression do instructors and students
identify as concerns in the university coursework of NITEP students?

3. Which aspects of oral expression do sponsor teachers and students
identify as concerns in the student teaching of NITEP students?

L, Which aspects of written expression do sponsor teachers and
students identify as concerns in the student teaching of NITEP students?
5. Which of the specific teaching competencieé related to the
teaching of the language arts do sponsor teacﬁers and students identify

as heeding improvement?

Scope of the Study

This study will concentrate on the NITEP as it has been structured
since 1977. The target population for the study consists of persons who
have participated in the programas sponsor teachers, college and univer-
sity instructors, students and.program staff. ,fhe data 'used in the study

comes from instruments designed for the study.
Limitations

Practicality and feasibility dictated several compromises with

preferred procedure in.this study. The study was limited in several ways:



1. The general limitations of an instrument designed to collect
assessments of respondents' perceptions réther than diréct observations
were present in the questionnaire.

2. The recognized limitations of collecting responses by mail such
as non-response, bias and the inability to check‘responsés were present

in this study.

Definitions of Terms

A number of terms used in this study are subject to a variety of
interpretations. The selected definitions are given below.

Native ‘Indian. The terms native Indian, native or Indian refer to

any person who can .trace a.part of his or her ancestry to the original
inhabitants of North America.

‘Student teachers. University students, registered in the Faculty

of Education, who have a practice teaching component in their program are
referred to as student teachers.

Sponsor. teachers. Classroom teachers who provide classes and super-

vision for the practice teaching component in teacher training are called
sponsor teachefs.

Instructor. For the purpose of this study, the term instructor will
include anyone with teaching responsibility at a community college or at
the university.

Program staff. The program staff refers to the coordinators and

counsellors of NITEP.
English. English, in the context of this study, refers to the

language of instruction in British Columbia schools; courses in composi-



tion, literature or language at the university; one of two official
languages in Canada.

Language arts. The English language curriculum for elementary

schools in British Columbia is called language arts. It includes listen-
ing, oral expression, reading, written expression, study skills, children's

literature and language study.

English competency. For the purpbses of this study, English com-
petency is defined as the degree of language sufficient for one's needs
in the academic and professional community as represented by the

educational establishment in British Columbia.

~Organization of the Study

Chapter 1 has stated the purpose, need for, and significance of this
study. In addition, it has.dealt with assumptions, research questions,
and l'imitations as well as giving definitions for relevant terms. In
Chapter 2, the literature pertinent to the study will be reviewed in
three sections: the teaching and learning of English and language arts
in native Indian education; the special nature of teacher training programs
for native Indian people; the needs assessment procesé as a technique for
developing and improving educational programs.

Chapter 3 outlines the development of the instruments and the
procedure used to gather data for the assessment from instructors, sponsor
teachers, and students. The results of the data collection are presented
in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 includes a general discussion of the findings, a

summary of the study and recommendations.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The review of literature relevant to this study includes (a) an
appraisal of the place of English and language arts in native Indian
education; (b) an examination of the special nature of native Indian
teacher education with particular regard to English and language arts;
and (c) a survey of writings concerning needs assessment as a process

suitable for reviewing specific components in a teacher education program.

The Place of English and Lanquage Arts in Native Education

The historical setting. Canadian education has never successfully

met the needs of its native population. A record of attempts to provide
education for Indian people is outlined in Ashworth's recent book The

forces which shaped them (1979). She points out that since contact with

Europeans had destroyed much of the stability of Indian society, the
missionaries saw an opportunity (and probably a duty) to establish a
Victorian-type Christian society in the new world. Believing, as they
did, that schooling would be the most effective way to implement_the.kind
of change they envisioned, early missionaries first established village
schools (pp. 3j10), and then residential training schools for native
students (pp. 10j35). These schools operated until the early 1950s when
governmenf policy changed and integration-jwherein native children were

encouraged to attend provincial schools--became the new hope for Indian

education (Kirkness, 1980, p. 14).
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The change from residential schools to provincial schools was well
intended, .according to Kirkness (p. 14) but since '"'no genﬁine preparation
was made for the change' (p. 14), and there was no real consideration of
the implications of such change, the new policy failed in its attempt to
"bring Indians into the mainstream of Canadian life" (p. 14).

Unfortunately, the integration policy did little to improve depress-
ing statistics concerning school drop-out, age-grade retardation and
unemployment amongst native people (Stanbury, 1975). Kirkness (1980)
sums up the history of Indian education:

Indian people have been the victims of an educational system

that was foreign to them. This system has been allowed to

continue from the 17th century to the present day. It is

only during the last ten years that Indian people have made

strong demands for change. (p. 15)

The historical perspective on language. The English language has

long figured as a factor in native Indian education, but, for the most
part, in a very negative way. Although a few of the earliest missionaries
used the language of the particular tribe they were teaching (Ashworth,
1979, p. 9), the majority adopted a program of English language instruction
combined with native language suppression. This policy, and the attitudes
toward native language which it represented, characterized Indian
education for a long period of time (pp. 25-35). Students in residential
schools were required to speak English at all times, often being severely
punished for speaking their native tongues (Ashworth, p. 29). Brown,
writing of non-Anglo children in British Columbia, says:

For some the scars go so deep that one despairs of their

ever being erased; the Native Indians, for example, here

long before white people came, suffered the gravest insult

and humilijation to their language and their culture and

their pain can still be heard in the bitter words, recorded

herein, of a citizenship judge speaking about her exper-

iences as a pupil at a residential school. (Brown, 1979,
p. iii)
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The total rejection of the native languages and the enforced use of
English, particu]arly in residential schooling, led to children suffering
"a profound sense of alienation from their parents"I (Canadian Council,
1978, p. 137), and threatened the very existence of native family lifé,
the heart of Indian soéiety. This sorry history must be taken into

consideration in any discussion of language in native Indian education.

Native Languages in Native Indian Education

Given the historical background wherein English was imposed and
native languages suppressed (Ashworth, 1979, pp. 25j33), it is not
surprising that native leaders assign high priority to the reclamation
and teaching of native languages (NIB, 1972, p; 15). The call for
bilingualism and biculturalism in native Indian education is strong.
Native language programs such as those at New Aiyansh or Mount Currie
in British Columbia (Spears, 1974; Wyatt, 1977b), are becoming increasingly
commonplace in North America (Andersson & Boyer, 1978).

Riffell. (1975) suggests, however, that parents often find themselves
in a ”Ianguége dilemma'' when faced with these programs (p. 27). Some
are concerned that learning a native language will interfere with !real'
education (Smith, 1980, p. 15; Wyatt, 1977a, p. 407), while others may
question the validity of such programs with an argument similar to that
expressed by Epstein (1977):

After nearly ﬁine vears and .more than half a billion dollars

in federal funds, however, the government U.S. has not demon-

strated whether such instruction makes much difference in the

students' achievement, in their acquisition of English, or in
their attitudes toward school. (p. 1)
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Smith (1980), writing in a recent edition of the Journal of American

Indian Education, actua]]y condemns bilingual education for native students.
She supports her contention that it will exacerbate the problem of age-
grade retardation by referring to the work of Macnamara (1966).

After reviewing more than 75 independent studies on bilingual-

ism and second language teaching, Macnamara concluded, "'All

in all, we may tentatively conclude that monolinguals - those

people speaking only one language - are superior to bilinguals

in all linguistic skill enumerated.” (Smith, 1980, p. 15)

Regardless of the controversy that exists concerning the benefits
of bilingual education, it is nevertheless evident that native parents
and educators are very concerned about their children's development of
proficiency in English (Radulovich, 1974; Foerster & Little Soldier,
1980). For examp]e,.inba large.sca]e needs assesément addressed to the
issue of improving education for native students, eight of ten participant
groups (N=1618) chose the development of English skills as the most
important goal in education (Oklahoma, 1976).

Since native people do value English competency as an educational
goal, the fact that English is still singled out as the chief cause of

native children's failure in the school system, is a serious indictment

of our educational practices in this. regard (Reid, 1974).

English as a Factor in Native Indian Education

The teaching and learning of English, identified as a'significant
and troublesome factor in the education of Canadian native Indian
students, is discussed by Bowd (1977), Brooks (1978), and Clifton (1977).
In their reviews of the psychological studies undertaken in this century,

they have indicated.that studies before the late 1960s were chiefly
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concerned with comparing the scholastic aptitudes of native and non-
native children, and attribﬁting the sﬁbstantially lowér aptitude of the
native children to environmental factors (Brooks, 1978, p. 59).9 Al though
recommendations concerning the teaching of language were common in these
reports, they rarely went further than recommending increased oral
practice (Brooks, p. 61) or remedial attention to reading skills (Bowd,
PP 336-339); This researcher has failed to find any reports that claim
improved English competency as a result of implementing these two
additions or changes. |

The Hawthorn Study (1967) documented the failure of most educational
practices then being used in native education, including those to do
with the teaching and learning of English (Bowd, 1977, pp. 332-335).
lts authors, in suggesting that many problems in native education were
the result of expecting native Indian children to respond to schooling
in exactly the same way as white middle-class children, reflected the
thinking ‘that was then beginning to appear in psychological studies

(Brooks, 1978, p. 59).

Recent Psychological Studies in Native Indian Education

As studies shifted from measuring intelligence and cognition with
verbal tests to measuring them with non-verbal tests, some clues concern-
ing the mismatch between common educational practices and the problems
in learning for nétive children began to emerge (Brooks, p. 62). It
became clear that while verbal communication dominated their instruction,
native children were huch stronger in non-verbal and spatial skills than

they were in verbal skills, and could use their spatial abilities in
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problem solving (p. 62). A]tﬁough it has not been possible to build a
theory of native education methodology based on these or other findings
(p. 67); nevertheless, some recommendations which apply to English
teaching and learning have been forthcoming. Brooks, in reviewing the
work of Bowd (1972), Kleinfeld (1970), and McArthur (1978), summed up
their recommendations for changing instructional practice in the follow-
ing statement:

School learning would be.improved by the use of teaching

aids such as charts, diagrams, maps and concrete objects.

Venn diagrams and symbolic pictorial aids have been

recommended for use in teaching . abstractions, even ‘language

concepts. (p. 65)

Such a recommendation speaks to English.curriculum preparation and
instructional methodology.

Additional research which provides useful direction for those
involved in the teaching and learning of English for native students
comes from more recent work by Kleinfeld (1975). She observed classes
in two native and five integrated schools with the intention of studying
the effects of different teaching styles on the verbal participation
of native students. The criteria she used to judge verbal participation
had to do with the quantity and quality of students' oral and wiitten
contributions in specified classes. She found that students responded
best to teachers who, while expressing personal warmth to students,
actively demanded good quality work from them. Since teachers of English
have consistently complained about shy, wfthdrawn, nonverbal native
students (Dumont, Jr., 1972), it may be that preconceived notions of
behavior have resulted in unnecessary problems for teachers and students.

In Kleinfeld's most recent wofk, for example, she contrasts the ''self-

confident and verbal'' English language performance of a group of Eskimo

students attending a school without any special language programs, with
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the '"traditional' behavior of natiJe‘ana:Eskimo students in schools of
any kind (1979, p. 2). The students “Wwho: so impressed Kleinfeld were
attending a school which had sent an inordinate number of students to
fhe University of Alaska and thus become the focus of an ethnographic
study of successful bicultural education. Insofar as there were no
special programs for language development in the‘schoo] (p. 14), and the
students when entering the school scored significant}y lower on language
measures than did control groups, their success in English is interesting.
Kleinfeld observes that teachers demonstrated interest in the Eskimo
language while encouraging the use of English és an integrative force

in community 1ife, and taught English skills and abilities in such a way
as to be in harmony with Eskimo values and ideals (pp. 129-130).

In any review of studies relating to the teaching and learning of
English in native Indian education, it is important to acknowledge a
recommendation which has been a part of almost every study and report
written since the 1940s. A typical recommendation reads:

The weaknesses in verbal ability must be redressed by a

. greater use of English as a Second Language programs in
the:junior:elementafy schools and by continuing them

throughout the child's schooling. (Brooks, 1978, p. 66)

English as a second language methodology is presently included in several
of the native teacher training programs (More and Wallis, 1979) but no
definitive studies demonstrafing effectiveness of this approach to

English in Indian education have come to the attention of this writer.

A recent. refinement in this area, the study of methodology for the teach-
ing of a second dialect of English (Johnson, 1976, pp. 255-271), may prove
to be more effective in Indian education. This should be a producfive

area of study and research.



Recent Linguistic Studies. in Native Indian Education

Considering the concern with language that has characterized the
psycho]ogfcal studies in native Indian education, it is surprising that
so few linguistic studies have been published in this area. Dale (1975)
suggests that concern with the problems of black Americans has led to a
dearth of information about other minority peoples (p. 282). He points
out that '"'on the whole, people who have been interested in language and
the American Indian child have focused on English as a second language"
(p. 283) but since he earlier stated that ''we do not know how many
speakers there are for each Indian language, how many speakers are mono-
lingual or bilingual in English as well, and how many no longer speak
the Indian languages at é]]“ (p. 283), this focus may be somewhat
questionable. In facf, Dale leaves this topic and moves .on to discuss
the best known linguistic study in native education, Participant

structures and communicative competence: Warm Springs children in

community and classroom (Philips, 1972).

Philips documented what many ear]ier_studies had merely suggested:
the ways in which native children learn and are taught at home are in
direct contrast to the way in which they learn and are taught at school.
She found that the following observations held true:

1. Indian pupils did not understand the role of the teacher since
there was no comparable adult role in the Indian community.

2. Indian pupils were used to Ieérning primarily through observa-
tion of older relatives.

3. Indian pupils were reluctant to verbally respond to the teacher

in front of a class for fear of making mistakes.



18

k. Indian students were used to learning tasks at home in segmented
sequences with self-testing for proficiency.

5. Indian students did not share certain sociolinguistic assumptions
with non-natives or with the teacher. For example, native students did
not ﬁecessarily recognize the assumption that a question‘requires an
answer.

6. ‘Indian students worked happily, producing and using effective
language when they worked on group projects which were not teacher
directed.

Work such as Philips' is important in raising the consciousness of
~ educators responsible for native children, and has been influential in
British Columbia (Wyatt, 1978). As Klesner (1980) points out, educational
practices such as family grouping, individualized study, learning centres,
student tutoring and project work ''closely match the in-home learning
styles' (p. 15) described by Philips. Furthermore, such practices will
not accommodate the students' learning styles at the expense of eventual
adaptation to a majority dominated.educational setting, a mistake that
teachers have made in the name of "helping" theif native Indian students
(Philips, p. 383).

Although linguistics has not heretofore been a bountiful source of
useful studies for native education with:regard to learning and teaching
English, it is to be hoped that with the growth of Indian education, more

research will be forthcoming from this discipline.
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Summarx

The majority of native parents want quality educationfTWhich they
see as including English proficiencyj-for their children., Although
biculturalism, and in many cases, bilingualism, are seen as essentials
in“native Indian education, there is no suggestion that parents or
educators are willing to sacrifice other educational components for them.

There Is consfderable support in the literature for the identifica-
tion of English as a significant factor in the academic achievement of
native students. UnfortUnate]y there is a tendency to recommend the
establishment  of bilingual or English as a second language .programs as
the answers to educational difficulties without considering_ali the
implications of such programming; Such recommendations, for example, do
not allow for the many native students and their families who speak only
diélocts of English. It seems apparent there is a need for language
development programs which accept students' dialects while providing for
jthe learning of a second dialeotj-school Eng]ish—fwhich they need for
academic success. lIncreased research in the teaching and learning of
dialects should eventually prove useful to those working in native
Indian education.

Psychological and linguistic studies.provide considerable evidence
that native children learn differently from nonjnative children.
Unfortunately, there is insufficient evidence to suggest that these
findings can safely be generalized to all native children. The majority
of practices recommended in the studies can be described as pedagogically
sound, however, so there appears to be sufficient justification for |

including study of these practices in English/language arts methodology



20

courses .for those who plan to teach native Indian children.

Overall, there are several implications for this study.. Wherever
possiblé,'the issue. of English as a second language, or English as a
second dialect should be addressed. Consideration of the findings
regarding the learning styles of children should be incorporated into
any course regarding>the teaching of language arts. The literature
supports the basic assumption of this study that the English and language
arts .components of teacher training programs for native Indians deserve
attention.

The second section of this review of the literature pertinent to
the devé]opment of this study has to do with the native Indian teacher

preparation programs.

An Examination of the Special Nature of

Native Indian Teacher Preparation Programs

With Particular Regard to English and Language Arts

Int roduction

Some students did indicate that they might like to be teachers

but hastened to add that they could never achieve such a

goal because they would probably not complete high school

and would never get to university. (Hawthorn, 1967, p. 124)

In 1967 Indian students had little hope of becoming teachers; the
fact that in 1980 they can do so marks a significant development in
Indian education. During the past decade, more than a score of university

programs for training native Indian teachers, designed to include those

students who may not have had the opportunity to complete secondary
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school, have been established in Canada (More & Wallis, 1979). Similar

programs have been established in the United States (Mathieson, 1974).
Background

These programs have developed, at least in part, as a response to
the well aocumented "failure of the Canadian educational enterprise,.at
all levels, in its service to the.Indian peoples' (Mclntosh, 1979, p. 22).
They reflect a sincere .conviction on the part of those involved that
""more Indian people in the .teaching profession and the emergence of an
even more effective Indian leédership in education' (More, p. 12) will
redress the failure, at least in part. They are based on the assumption
that IndianneSSjja qua]ity which native Indian leaders see as essential
but frequently missing from Indian education programs--will primarily
come from the'presence of native Indian teachers, especially in classrooms
where there are numbers of native students. 'The best way to begin to
Indianize the schools is to penetrate them with qualified teachers'!
(Kaltsounis, 1972, p. 292).

A reviewkof the literature concerning native Indian teacher prepara-
tion programs reveals that little of an analytic or evaluative nature is
available in published form.. This may be explained by Bafnett's (1974)
suggestion thatt”superficial analysis by external evaluators unfamiliar
with philosophical assumptions and objectives underlying the programs'

(p. 29) can .undermine these hardjwon alternatives to regular teaéher
training. On the other hand, the ]ack‘of evaluative studies may reflect

an understandable fear that such reports will be incorrectly used as



22
evidence ''that costs are too high or that the program strays from original
guidelines' (Sterling, 1975, p- 14), leading to a bureaucratic decisién
to cancel the program in question.

Whatever the reasons, few studies concerning native ‘Indian teacher
education programs have been published. Most of the available material
tends to be descriptive and anecdotal, and programs are discussed in
general terms. Notwithstanding the dearth of research of critical

studies, recent monographs such as Native teacher education (More &

Wallis, 1979; More, 1981) provide a useful overview relevant to this

study.

Current Situation

It is undoubted]y'true that although native Indian teacher education
' ""]programs are beginning to demonstrate their effectiveness'" (More, 1979),
they are not without problems. In addition to the issues which may arise
in any teacher education programjjsuch as a concern about the length of
practica--there are'special problems, or special aspects of the usual
teacher education problems which may be unique to native programs.

More outlines the special problems:in a paper presented to the
Canadian Education Association Conference in September, 1979. Since
some of the problems identified by More are relevant to the concerns of
this study, they will be discussed in terms of native Indian teacher

education programs in general, and in terms of NITEP.
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Problems in Native Teacher Education

The question of standards in the programs. More suggests that the

basic problems with standards ''arises from a misunderstanding of equiva-
lent standards and .from an actual--but exaggerated--lowering of standards"
(p. 7) in some.programs. The admfssion criteria which permit mature
students to enter the university without seéondary school graduation or
academic background, or the acceptance .of native ]anguageé in fulfiljment
of language requirements are confused with lowering program standards.

Given the importance of English in academic studies, it is not
surprising that English figures prominently in this issue of standards.
More.admits that ''some' programs have succumbed to ''the fadishness
(unfortunate]y) of Indian education, the urgent need for more Indian
teachers, po]itjcal pressures and the fuzzy thinking of the SOjcalled
'bleeding hearts',' and have allowed students to graduate without taking
or completing one college level English course or otherwise having come
to terms with academic deficiencies. However well intentibned such
practices, they succeed only in maintaining the idea of the ''red pass"
or the 'watered-down program'' (p. 7), which are unfair assumptions 'about
recent Indian education programs in general' (More, I979,Ip. 7);

NITEP, like other programs in native Indian teacher training, admits
students Qho have not completed secondary schoel and who may have
deficiencies in their academic'backgroﬁnd. Unlike some of these other
programs, NITEP demanas that students fulfill the same English require-
ments as all other education students. A 1975 external evaluation of
NITEP, part of an evaluation of all alternative programs +in the Faculty

of Education at the: University of British Columbia, was completed in
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1975 by Worthen, Owens and Anderson. Using questionnaires and interviews,
they surveyed school superintendents, sponsor teachers, principals,
faculty students and program staff concerned with the various programs.
They found the NITEP had high standards and that faculty and program
staff had high expectations of the students. NITEP was commended for
providing students with tutorial help in written English, recommended
that this practice continue and that a course in study skills be édded
to the program (Worthen et al.,‘l975). |

Thomas and Mclntosh (1977) reported that nine out of ten students
in their sample of 90 students respondediaffirmatiQe]y to the statement,
't had‘difficulty in writing the quality of papers which my instructors
expected from me' (Appendix C). Half of those responding affirmatively
indicated that this matter was of se}ious concern to them.

In addition to administering the student questionnaire, Thomas and
Mclntosh interviewed some instructors teaching in the program at that
time, and reported that these instructors seemed to agree that '"for most
NITEP students, as for most beginning U.B.C. students irrespective of
program, writing -is a problem" (p. 46). Overall, however the report
‘states:

It is generally recognized, among students and staff alike,

that deficiencies in language skills present the greatest

?g?b;gT_which must be overcome by the NITEP students.

The special'status of the programs. The fact that programs are

restricted to native people in order to meet their '"common need'" is
misunderstood by some in the majority culture. (More (1979) points out
that '""fortunately most educators long ago left the dream world of trying
to treat students equally, and entered the real world of trying to treat

individuals according to their needs'" (p. 9).
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This matter of resistance on the part of some members of the majority
culture to special programs directed to native people does not appear to
be at issue in NITEP, or in British Columbia at this time. Several very

"' and two external

supportive articles such as Ohm's '""Not a Red Pass,
evaluations suggest that the program is held in high repute (Thomas &
Mcintosh, 1977; Worthen et al., 1975).

Since the English and language arts requirements are at least as
rigorous in NITEP as in the regular elementary progrém,and native languages
are not présently included in the curriculum,there is little with regard
to language that makes NITEP different from tHe regular elementary

program.

Control of the programs. The various groups involved in the native

Indian. teacher education programs want more say in the development of
those programs. Thomas and Mclntosh (1977) discuss the difficulties in
this area pointing to the autonomy which exists in the university and the
reluctance of the university community ‘to share control in such areas as
course planning. Interestingly, their example has to do with English.

We surmise that a good deal of friction would be generated

if, say .the (Advisory) Committee were to provide guidelines

for the English 100 course taught to NITEP students. This

would be an incursion on territory which is jealously

defended by academies. (p. 88)
Fortunately, the general support for NITEP in the university community
suggests that the Advisory Committee, or program supervisor, could
approach the English department and ask for special consideration in

meeting the needs of NITEP students.

Nature of the programs. This issue has to do with whether or not

programs are assimilative or integrative: whether or not they are Indian

enough. English and language arts curricula; for example, may be a part
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of this problem since they may be seen to represent the values and
attitudes of the majority culture to the exclusion of the native Indian
culture. The question of Indianness, and provisions for it within those
parts of a program concerned with English, language arts, and related
courses, has been discussed in reports but rarely studied in any formal
way. Wyatt (1977a; 1977b; 1978), in writing about the Mount Currie
program of Simon Fraser University, alludes to using books by ‘and about
native writers as course content in English literature as well as an
emphasis. on Indian curriculum and teaching methodology development in
their program. |In addition, this program included native language study.
It may be assumed that such a program guarantees a high degree of lndianf
ness, but Mcintosh (1979) in analyzing and comparing three programs
representative of the three models of native Indian teacher training
programs currently being used in Canada (More, 1979), found this not to
be so.  Mclntosh suggests that there is considerable ''uncertainty as to
what is appropriate for cultural content in these special programs"
(McIntosh, 1979).

One question concerning the programs which inclgde native languages
and a high degree of Indian content, not answered in any published
studies,.has to do with the fact that students are granted provincial
teaching certificates (Wyatt, 1977b) and .may teach anywhere in the
educational system. If a significant amount of time has been given over
to purely native concerns, what, if anything, has been eliminated from
these programs? Given the fact that increasing numbers of native people
have moved offjreserve, usually to the cities (McKay, 1977) or that on-
reserve parents may choose to send their children to public schools, not

all graduates of the special programs are likely to be teaching only
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native children. Obviouslx graduates of these programs need to be.
equipped to teach all children, in addition to being equipped to meet
the special needs of their people.

The question of "Indianness, probably the most important question
in Indian education (More, 1981, p. 71), is a dominant concern in NITEP.
"The necessity to 'Indianize' the program without compromising the rigor
and standards of achievement required by the institution for awarding
the B.Ed. (Elementary) degree' (Cook, 1980, p. 9.4), has implications
for this study in English and language arts. Since English is the
majority language, and has often historical]y been, at least in the view
of some Indian activists 'basic to white supremacy“ (Adams, 1975, p. 155),
any study relating to English in native Indian education needs to reflect
an awareness of the native Indian education literature and a sensitivity
to the needs .in Indian education as stated by native people.

An emphasis on student teaching in the programs. Native Indian

(and Inuit) teacher education programs .tend to emphasize earlier and
longer periods of student teaching (More, 1979). There are several
ramifications for programs and their curriculum in terms of English and
language arts. For example, the amount of time given to teachihg method-
ology, and the order in which the courses are given, may be seen to be
important in terms of student teaching. An internal evaluation done in
Brandon University's IMPACTE program found that faculty, cooperating
teachers and students were all in agreement that student teaching should
not be undertaken until a language arts methodology course had been com-
pleted (Loughton, 1974).

The problems regarding student teaching are particu]ar]y relevant

to the NITEP which includes extended periods of classroom teaching in
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the first two years, as well as one practica in each of the final years
of the program.

One problem in NITEP has to do.with the order in which student
teachers take reading and language arts methodology, one in each of the
first two years. Since sponsor teachers often. assign reading and
language arts teaching units for practice teaching in first year, under
the present arrangement they will find that if the students are prepared
to teach reading'they are less well prepared to teach language arts and
vice versa. Sponsor teachers may find this unsatis factory.

Another area of concern in practice teaching that concerns language
arts and reading has to do with the student teacher's language background.
A number of NITEP students are likely to have attended schools where they
were not exposed to a rich program of language development and consequently
consider themselves deficient in such areas aschildren's literature,
particu]arly when they are practice teaching in schools where the children
have had a wide breadth of experience.

Although the Thomas and Mclntosh study did not make any recommendations
concerning English and/or language arts in student teaching, the 1975
evaluation (Worthen et al.) found that students and sponsor teachers indi-
cated concern about the speech and oral skills of NITEP students. Presum-
ab]y, the areas normally addressed in the Faculty of Education student
teaching: reports--appropriateness or oral English, quality of voicé,
fluency and ability to project--were areas which led to this concern
(Facu]ty of Education, Form 323, 1979). How much of this concern had to
do with the fact that speech patterns and behaviors were different from
those of the teachers and students belonging to the ‘majority culture, and

how much had to do with actual. problems in this area would be difficult

to ascertain. Nevertheless, NITEP presently includes a credit speech arts
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course for first or second year students in its program.

Summary

Given the demand for native Indian education which will support
native people in their cultural identity, while preparing them intellectu--
ally to make'a free choice '"'to assimilate, integrate or segregate if they
choose'' (Sterling, 1975, p. 12), the planning and development of native
Indian teacher education programs is understandably complex and
challenging.

The literature of native Indian teacher education programs, although
generally limited to descriptive, subjective reports, and giving little
information about the teaching and learning of English and language arts,
supports a need for analytical studies and ongoing evaluation. Since
the programs are relatively new, understandably sensitive to external
criticism, with problems sometimes quite different from the main-stream
programs of teacher education, this researcher sees needs assessment as
a valuable tool for studying the program from the psint of view of
teaching and learning English and language arts. Needs assessment with
its concern for the learner and all other participants in the educational
process, seems philosophically attuned to the significant problems
outlined in this survey of the literatufe, at the same time enabling the
specific consideration of English and language arts in the program.

The last section of this review of the literature deals with the
process of needs assessment, and its applicability to the consideration

of English and language arts in the NITEP program.
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Needs Assessment: An lInvestigative Technique for

Considéring English and Language Arts in NITEP

Introduction

Needs assessment is a humanizing process to help make sure

that we are using our time ‘and the learner's time in the

most effective and efficient manner possible. (Kaufman &

English, 1979, p. 31)

This definition of needs assessment must hold great promise for
educators who are trying to improve, plan, change or evaluate their
educat ional undertakings (Kaufman & English, 1979, p. 31). Some may be
attracted-to this.particu]ar process by the claim for efficiency which
is said to result from being able to deploy resources to identified
critical needs, rather than scattering resources throughout a program
(McNeil, 1977, p. 74). Others may be attracted by the humanistic aspect
of needs assessment, particularly those who are concerned with efforts
to improve education for members of minority groups (p. 74). It is not
surprfsing that educators have been enthusiastic about the technique,

whether they are involved in curriculum planning (p. 90), or in program

development (Bell, Lin & Warthein, 1977, p. 3).

The Process of Needs Assessment

Although needs assessment is frequently used to consider societal
problems on a large scale (Bell et al., p. 22), it is an adaptable process
which can be used in planning for individual programs, or courses (McNei

& Laosa, 1975, p. 26). Regardless of the size of the problem to be
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considered, there appears to be a basic structure to needs assessment.
While the numbér and description of steps in the process vary wide]y
(Bell et al., 1977; Coffing, 1977; Kaufman & English, 1979; McNeil, 1977),
an overview of articles by these proponents suggests the following steps:

1. The decision:to conduct the needs assessment

2. .ldentification of participants

3. Generation or elucidation of goals and their priorities

L. Definition of needs

5. Measurement of priorities

6. Interpreting and reporting the results

7. Implementation of recommendations and solutions

The criteria for success in needs assessment (Coffing, 1977) relate
to the above and can include:

1. Commitment to the proceés on the part of those involved

2. Identity of participants and their degree of involvement in the
process

3. Reliability, validity and utility of assessment of need;

L. The degree to which the findings, recommendationsband suggested
solutions are implemented (Coffing, 1977; Kaufman & English, 1979).

One reminder that runs through needs assessment literéture is that
it is meant to be ''ongoing and cont inuous" ("Taking a new look,'" 1977,
p. 7), justifying the time, attention and expense that it involves.
Since the participants, goals, needs or the priorities assigned to them
are subject to many external and internal influences and consequently,

continuous change, assessment must be ongoing.
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Difficulties in Needs Assessment

While there has been a ”widéspréad adoption of needs assessment
strategies and techniques ovér thé past decade' (Kimpston & Stockton,
1979, p. 16), there are many unresolved issues currently being debated -
in the literature and in practice (Monette, 1977, p. 116). In view of
the fact that needs assessment did not appear as a topic in the
Thesaurus of ERIC descriptors-until 1977, it. is not surprising that
there is little sense of a firm theoreti¢al foundation or strong
methodology in the literature (Monette, 1977; Griffiths, 1978). Further-
more, there is a philosophical debate centering on what is for some, an
irreconcilable incongruence between the technological and the 'social
reconstructionist'' aspects of needs assessment (McNeil, 1977, p. 90).

Certainly, the newness and questions concerning theory and
application would explain the findings of Chow (1976), in his study of .
the use of needs assessment in higher education. He found that
instructional development agencies used informal, rather than formal
and systematic needs assessment, because they were unable to overcome
the obstacles of cost and client reluctance. He reﬁommended future
studies which would explore the usefulness of needs assessment data
relative to the cost of obtaining same, as well as studies which would
demonstrate simplified needs assessment. Chow's work would seem to
support a study which would adopt the needs assessment for use in

program development in higher education.
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Adaptation of. Needs Assessment

One of thé.qngoing discﬁssions in néeds assessment literature has
to do with the concept of need. Although the discrepancy model of need--
being the discrepancy between the ideal and the status quo--is widely
used, some critics are very skeptical about needs assessment built on
this model. Monette (1977) speaks for them when he writes:

The term need ... always implies, more or less directly,

some standard or valued state of affairs.or certain social

norms against which need is measured. Such standards

are generally taken for granted and left unchallenged by

need assessment procedures. Needs assessment basically

favors 'adjustment'. (p. 125) :

In Monette's view, needs assessment which does not'question basic
assumptions is an unacceptable procedure. He argues that the too ready
acceptance of standards or norms prevents the uncovering of real needs.
Interestingly, Kaufman and English,. foremost of the writers 'supporting
needs assessment as a technological tool, agree that the truest form of
needs assessment ''accepts few givens'' and '"'no sacred .cows in terms of
personnel, history - or even existing laws' (p. 56), starting without
any pre-conceived notions. |

Cross (1979), on the other hand, has sugéested that needs assess-
ments can be very useful in closed systems where there is a problem
which may be interfering with the learner's intention. He sees the
"search for program components that will meet the needs of identified
target groups' (p. 19) as a fully justified use of needs assessment.
Kaufman and English also recognize that pragmatic considerations
frequently require needs assessments which do not question ''rules,

policies, goals and objectives of the organization' (p. 60) with which

the learners are involved, but rather, set out to ascertain specified



34
needs which are déemed necessary to 'attain learner growth' (p. 238).
This is the version of needs assessment which they call the Beta-type
needs assessment.

Although' Kaufman. and English repeatedly stress the narrowness of
the Beta-type assessment, they nevertheless claim some special values
for it (p. 221). For example, they see the process as one which provides
an unusual opportunity for pafticipants in an educational program to
focus on planning. In addition, they suggest that the exercise of
taking part in a Beta-type assessment can result in the development of
group cohesiveness among panticipants.

The Beta-type needs assessment (Kaufman, 1977, p. 60) lends itself
to this study because it is ''focusing exercise for a more rational
approach. to p]anning” which promotes the development of ''a conscious and
collective group identity" (Kaufman & English, 1979, p. 221).

Since ”programjaSjcommunity“ is valued in the NITEP (Ohm, 1978, p. 13),
it seems appropriate to use a process such as the Beta-type needs assess-
ment in considering the problem of English and the potential for its
development within the program. Cross (1979) points out that needs
assessments that are designed to solve problems, ''moving toward the
search for program components that will meet the needs of identified

target groups,"

may prove in the long run to ''make more significant
contributions to education (p. 19) than other more ambitious. forms of
needs assessment described in the literature. Accordingly, this study's
focus on English competency and the program components related to its
development is not too narrow and should prove informative and useful.

Utility is recognized as the final test of successful needs assessment

(Coffing, 1977, p. 183; Kaufman & English, 1979, pp. 4, 88). If the



35
needs assessment results are useful .to the decision makers, the needs

assessment is considered worthwhile.
Summary

Needs assessment, best known as a useful technique in large scale,
long term educational planning, can play an effective role in considering
specific concerns such as the English and language arts components in an
ongoing program such as NITEP., The basic technique, as outlined in the
literature, is adaptable for use in a variety of educational situations
providing that it meets certain criteria, particularly that of utility.

Because needs assessment is relatively new, and increasing]y popular,
several issues concerning its theory and app]ication.exist. This means
that there is no firm direction for those adopting this method of studyf
ing-an educational problem. Despite this, the Betajtype needs assessment,
a form of needs assessment especially adapted to be used in ongoing
programs, provides a model which gives sufficient direction to ensure
credibility in a study such as this.

Chapter 3 will describe the design and methodology of a Beta-type
needs assessment used to consider program components in NITEP with
particular regard to English competency and the potential for its

development.
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CHAPTER 3

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The needs assessment process to be utilized in this study is a
synthesis of the directions provided in two models from the literature
(Coffing, 1977, pp. 189jl90; Kaufman & English, 1979, pp. 202j203).
The process includes the following five stages:

1. Decision and planning .

2. ldentification of participants

3. Defining the needs

L. Measuring the priorities of needs

1

Interpreting and reporting the information

Decision and .Planning

The initial proposai to conduct a needs assessment within NITEP was
sent to the program's Advisory Committee in November, 1979 (Appendix A).
The proposal was discussed at some length and then approved by the
Committee. Since the Committee included students, native community members,
instructors, and teachers as well as decision making university personnel,
their acceptance was critical in fulfilling initial criteria for successful
needs assessment. These criteria include: (a) the acceptance of the basic
premise by representatives of the participant groups, (b) the acceptance
of the basic premise by representatives of the decision makers, and (c)
acceptance of the needs assessor in that role (Coffing, 1977, pp. 186ji87).

The approval of the Advisory Committee provided the necessary acceptance.
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Identification of Participants

The targét popuTation for a needs assessmént includes those
identified as partners in the educational enterprise under study:
learners, educators, and community members (Kaufman & English, p. 187).
Although the initial proprosal for this study (Appendix A) envisioned
a somewhat broader population, including members of the greater native
Indian educational community, time and financial constraints made it
necessary to restrict the population to those groups most directly
involved with the program: sponsor teachers, college and university
instructors, students and program staff. The Advisory Committee
continued to be invélved in the process through those members of the
partner groups who served on the Committee, and through progress reports
which were called for periodically (see Appendix B for an example).

"important

Once the partner groups had been identified, it became
to be very clear about whose needs were of concern'' (Lenning, 1978, p. 7).
In his work developing a conceptual framework for needs assessment,
Lenning makes the point that ''the tendency of needs assessors has been
not to be specific enough about whose needé are being identified and
analyzed, and to not separately consider the needs of specific subgroups'
(p. 7).

For the purpose of this study, needs to be considered were those
of the NITEP students. Since the structure of the program divides
students into two subgroups, those first and second year students involved
in an extensive student teaching process, and the third and fourth year

students who are primarily concerned with academic.work, it became

apparent that the needs of the two groups would lend themselves to being
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considered separately. This is not to suggest that junior students are
not concerned aboﬁt academic mattérs, nor is it to sﬁggest that senior
students are not concérned with studént teaching. It merely represents
an arbitrary division based on the present structure of the NITEP
program. Furthermore, since it is possible that other significant but
unrecognized subgroups -in the program exists --for example, students
having English as a second language--it would be necessary to gather as
much relevant personal background information as possible in order to

subsequently identify other subgroups.

Defining the Needs

The primary task in needs assessment is the identification of need,
or the development of a need model (Bell, Lin & Warheit, 1977, p. 4).
Accepting the premise that an educational need is the discrepancy

between what is and what ought to be (Knowles, 1977, p. 86; McNeil, 1977,

p-. 74), this researcher undertook a series of unstructured interviews
with members of the partner groups in order teo gather their views. It
was generally suggested by the majority of those interviewed that what
'ought to be' was that students should exhibit the level of facility in
oral and written English 'normally' expected at the university level and
in the teaching profession. Most of those interviewed, including
students, stressed that 'lower' or 'different' standards would be
unacceptable.

Discussion concerning what is--the general level of competence in
English displayed by NITEP students--uncovered far less concensus among

the participants. Although no one claimed that all NITEP students were
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at a satisfactory level of caompetency, some instructors interviewed
suggested that in this réspect thé NIfEP stﬁdents did not différ from
other students they had taﬁght in college and university programs.
Others expressed the belief that some NITEP students had more deep seated
and serious deficiencies in their English. background than would normally
by expected of university students. The concerns mentioned--a whole
range of language competencies--included vocabulary development, voice
quality and projéction, essay writing and many other aspects of oral and
written language. In addition, some of those interviewed raised the
question of a few students whose difficulties might have more to do with
inadequate concept development and background for abstract thought.
Since the question falls outside the parameters of the proposed needs
assessment, this area of concern was not actively pursued by this
researcher.

As a result of the interviews with participants, the problem became
to describe the recommended level of competency in sufficient detail to
encompass those areas identified as concerns, and then to ensure that all
participants would have an opportunity to express themselves in a way
which could be quantified and discussed.

Planning the instruments. Consideration was given at this time to

using standardized tests to gather data concerning students' competency
in English. Kaufman (1979) points out that such data would improve the
validity of a program needs assessment (pp. 295-304). Unfortunately, the
limitations of such testing, such as the difficulties of finding the
right tests (N.C.T.E., 1976, p. 27), and constraints imposed by time and

cost, did not permit this kind of measurement.
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Eventually, since the participants in NITEP would be spread through-
out the province aﬁring the timé allowéd for the stﬁdy, thé décision was
taken to use a mailéd qﬁestionnaire for data collection. Although there
can be serious probiems with a mailed questionnaire--chiefly related to
non-response leading to biased samples, and to a lesser degree, the
inability to check responses (Kerlinger, 1966, p. 397)--Best
points out, it can be a ''most appropriate and useful data gathering
device" (1977, p. 158).

The first issue, non-response, is discussed by Orlich (1978). He
reports that there is support in the research literature for the notion
that populations with a common group identity, such as the participant
groups in the NITEP program, will demonstrate minimal ''response
differences between respondents, non-respondents and laté respondents''
(1978, p. 99). He further states that if response is expected to be
rather low, having more than one group and then comparfng the intensity
of responses of representative groups for convergence of opinién, will,
if convergence exists, allow ''a higher probability of making conclusions
which tend to be supported.' The natural dichotomies in the NITEP
partner groups--sponsor teachers from two school districts; college and
university instructors; junior students and senior students--allow for
comparisons between two groups in any one category. For example, if
sponsor teachers from one district had a very high response rate and
sponsor teachers from a second district had a very low response rate,
it would be possible to make conclusions with high probability if their
compared responses were similar.

Devising the instruments. The decision to collect data through a

mailed questionnaire necessitated further consideration of this study's
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objectives. To answer the research questions regarding concerns about
students' languagé use and téaching competencies, and to collect data
regarding the program's potential for déve]oping English competency,
implied a lengthy and detajled questionnaire. Because lengthy and
detailed questionnaires ''frequently find their way into the wastebasket"
(Best, 1977, p. 166), brevity and conciseness became important.

Using the criteria of brevity and conciseness, different models
of English competency were examined and assessed as to their appropriate-
ness and suitability. |

For example, a fairly typical curricular model developed by a
public school system for a language improvement program listed six major
aspects of language breaking down into 185 skills (BUILD, 1977), hardly
a manageable number. Another model developed by Petty, Petty, Newman
and Skeen (1977), appeared brief and concise but in fact listed competen-
cies so complex that considerable analysis would have been necessary to
reach the stage of specificity necessary for questionnaire development.
The problem of describing English competency--what ought to be, in the
needs assessment process--was addressed in a more concise manner by the
researchers responsible for the British Columbia assessment of written
expression (Conry & Rodgers, 1978). Their research team analyzed
seventy-four forms of writing ""likely to be met by average adults who
have completed grade twelve' (Summary, 1978, p. 13), and then isolated
forty-three skill areas which grouped into six ''component abilities in
competent writing'' (Summary, 1978, p. 16).

Since this model of language description reflected the competencies
in written language expected of grade twelve graduates,. it seemed to

provide a suitable baseline for describing the competencies in written
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expression expected of university undergraduates. Furthermore, its
brevity and concisenéss, and.thé fact that it described langgage behavior
in behavioral térms, adds to its usefﬁ]ness.

Validity is present in needs assessment when those identified as
decision makefs are able to evaluate the information and the process by
which it was gathered, and then use it to implement necessary change
(Coffing, 1977). According to Coffing, the opportunity for validity is
greatly improved when the participants are able to identify their needs
in behavioral terms and there is little chance for 'loss of meaning in
the transmission of needs' between the participant groups and the decision
makers (1977, p. 188).

Further consideration suggegted that the model provided in the
Conry and Rodgers study could be adaptéd to describe not only the
competency expected of university students in the area of written
language, but also to describe aspects of competency in written language
expected of student teachers. |t soon became apparent to this researcher
that the Conry and Rodgers model could also be useful in creating a
description of competency in oral language for both groups. A review of

other assessments which included an oral language component such as

Assessing pupil progressA(1376); and Lanquage, B.C. (1976); as well as
study of a model developed by Petty, Petty, Newman and Skeen (1977),

provided further direction. The guide, A statement on the preparation

of teachers (N.C.T.E., 1976), was also helpful in this development. The
resulting aspects of oral and written language competency selected for
inclusion in the questionnaire a;e shown in Tables 1 and 2. |ltems
describing the various aspects of oral and written exbression were

prepared for the questionnaires (see Figures.1,2,.3 and k).
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Table 1
Aspects of Language Relatéd to the

Academic Student Role

Oral ]angﬁage Written Language
Quality and use of voice a. Conventions of format
Interpersonal commﬁnication b. Basic description and recording
behavior c. Sensitivity to words and word
Sensitivity to words and arrange- sequences
ments of words d. Response to experience
Appropriate usage and dialect e. Achieving the writer's purpose:
Listening capabilities : exposition and argument
Achieving speaker's purpose f. Achieving the writer's purpose

narration and characterization

Table 2
Aspects of Language Related to

Student Teaching Performance

Oral language : Written Language
Quality and use of voice a. Conventions of format
Interpersonal communication b. Basic description and recording
behavior c. Sensitjvity to words and word
Sensitivity to words and arrange- sequences

ments of words
Appropriate usage and dialect
Listening capabilities

Achieving speaker's purpose




A. Quality and use of 1. Speaks distinctly, articulates sound clearly
votce 2. Projects voice effectively relative to audience size
3. Speaks without undue extraneous expressions such a 'uh' and 'er'
B. Interpersonal L. Takes responsibility as a member of group discussion
commuvlcatlon . Uses conventional nonverbal behavior
behavior
6. Confidently expresses divergent opinion
C. Sensitivity to words 7. Uses wide ranging vocabulary
and arrangements 8, Shows awareness of fine distinctions in meaning
of words
9. Uses effective imagery
D, Appropriate usage 10. Demonstrates control of standard English usage
and dialect 11. Uses level of language appropriate to situation; e.g., report
giving, discussing, debating
E. Listening 12, Listens attentively with comprehension
capabilities 13. Questions perceptively in order to understand
F. Achieves speaker's 1L, Expresses and supports opinions reasonably
purpose 15. Reports main ideas with sufficient detail
16. Organizes ideas in a coherent manner
Figure 1. Aspects of oral expression related to student performance in university coursework.

h



A. Conventions of format

Spells, punctuates, capitalizes correctly

1.
2, Uses quotation marks and associated punctuation correctly
3. Proofreads effectively
L4, Uses correct mechanics of bibliographies, citations and footnotes
B. Basic description and 5. Gives basic information clearly, e.g., answering questions, brief
recording reports
6. Describes people, things with sufficient detail
C. Sensitivity to words 7. Uses variety in sentence length
8. Uses imagery effectively
9, Selects words to reinforce a specific mood or impression
10. Shows awareness of fine distinctions in word meanings
11. Understands and uses grammatical terms in discussing writing
D. Response to experience 12, Expresses own voice effectively
13. Shows fluency in ideas and associations
14. Responds to readings with perception
E. Achieving the writer's 15, Distinguishes between essential and peripheral detail
purpose: exposition 16. Focuses on one topic or event
and argument 17. Adjusts tone to audience
18, Elaborates an opinion, makes a judgment
19. Selects detail to support a viewpoint
20, Summarizes and paraphrases
21, Organizes complex essays/reports; uses connectives, transitions
.
F. Achieving the writer's 22. Displays coherence and unity of tone and impression-
purpose: narration 23. Organizes events in a plausible sequence
and characterization 2L. Conveys personality through selected detail
Figure 2. Aspects of written expression related to student performance in university coursework &

(Adapted from British Columbia assessment of written expression by R. Conry and D. Rodgers,

1978).



A. Quality and use of
voice

Speaks distinctly, articulates sounds clearly

2. Projects voice sufficiently for classroom needs
3. Uses voice effectively in various situations such as story telling,
giving directions, etc.
B. Interpersonal L, Uses conventional nonverbal behavior effectively
Commu?'cat'on 5. Recognizes need of all children to be heard; modes] respect for
behavior vos
others' ideas
6. Uses language with confidence
C. Sensitivty to use of 7. Uses interesting, varied vocabulary
words, and arrange- 8. Rephrases information in variety of ways whenever necessary
ment of words
9. Demonstrates control of rhythm and rhyme; e.g., poetry, rhyming
exercises, etc.
D. Appropriate usage 10. Demonstrates adequate control of standard English usage
and dialect 11. Recognizes dialectal differences in others' language; e.g., under-
. stands childrens' language use
12, Chooses level of language appropriate to situation
E. Listening capabilities 13. ldentifies and discriminates all speech sounds (as in phonics)
14, Listens attentively, responds appropriately
F. Achieving speaker's 15. Uses language to set a scene, create a mood
purpose 16, Uses language effectively to maximize positive interaction with the

pupils

Figure 3. Aspecté of oral expression related to student teaching performance.

9%



A. Conventions of format

Spells correctly

2. Uses correct punctuation and capitalization
3. Proofreads effectively
L., Uses common abbreviations correctly
B. Basic description and 5. Gives simple directions clearly
recording
6. Uses terse, telegraphic style effectively for chalkboard notes
where suitable
C. Sensitivity to words 7. Shows awareness of fine distinctions in word meanings
and word sequences
£. Uses grammatical terms appropriately in talking about writing

Figure 4. Aspects of written expression related to student teaching performance.

Ih



48

Measuring the Priorities of Needs

An important characteristic of good ouestionnaire design is the
ease with which it can be completed by the respondent and tabulated by
the researcher (Best, 1977, Pp. 166jl67). One way to accomplish this
is to have respondents assess needs .and assign priorities to them in
one step. Therefore, a summated three point rating scale was adopted;'
It was postulated that such a scale would be acceptable since items were
being treated as though of equal value, and that sufficient diversity
of opinion was permitted with the following categories: satisfactory or
better; needs some improvement; needs considerable improvement. Given
the necessary features of items being treated as of equal value, and
allowance for diversity of opinion, Kerlinger says that the summated
rating scale is ''the most useful in behavioral research' (1966, p. 487).
In order to overcome the error of central tendency which typically
appears when raters are not familiar with the subject under study, he
recommends allowing. for greater variancé in response than sometimes
allowed in questionnaires. However, in this study, the degree to which
raters know the subject should overcome any such tendency (Kerlinger,
1966, P- 517).

To accommodate the various aspects of language involved in the two
major areas of student life, student teaching and academic coursework,
different versions of two questionnaires were prepared. The first,
written in the first person for senior students, was rewritten in the
third person for instructors and program staff. The second, written in
the first person for junior students, was rewritten in fhe third person

for sponsor teachers. Instructions for each section of the questionnaires,
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invitations to make comments, and ample space to do so, as well as the
questions needed to ascertain demographic, professionai and personai
information, were added. Care was taken, through the provision of an
introduction to each section, to develop a .context within which partici-
pants could respond to the various questions. Following review of the
questionnaires by English education facuity members, graduate students
and two first year Arts students, minor modifications were made in the
terms. Most commonly this was the addition of a few more words of
description, The final copies were typed and the materials photocopied
prior to mailing. The questionnaires can be seen in Appendix C.

Administering the instruments. Since the letter of transmittal may

be the '"'most important single factor in determining the percentage of
responses'-I to a mailed questionnaire (Borg & Gall, 1979, p. 302), each

was carefuliy designed to explain the purpose and importanoe of the study,
the need for the respondent's participation, and the time constraints.

The letters were typed on university letterhead and .included the name of
a facuity member (Appendix D). Prior to- any mailings, letters and
materials were sent to the school superintendents of the two school
districts connected with the program requesting permiésion for their
teachers to participate in the study (Appendix E).

The original mailings to all participants in the middle of June,
included stamped return addressed envelopes, a procedure often cited as
an important factor in gaining response to a mailed questionnaire (Borg
& Gall, 1979, p. 303; Best, 1977, p. 168). Approximately ten days after
the first mailing, foiiowjup post cards requesting the return of those
questionnaires not yet received were sent to instructors and students

(Appendix D). Since sponsor teachers were no longer available at their
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schools, and home addresses were unknown, nothing further could be done
to obtain their participation. In mideuly the needs assessor was
notified that certain students had moved and had not received questionj
naires. Duplicate materials were sent to those students for whom new
addresses were available.

Further discussion, specific to measuring the priorities of needs

in the NITEP, will appear in Chapter.h.

Interpreting and Reporting the Information

The four instruments were coded in order that the data could be
transcribed onto cards for processing in the Michigan Terminal System at
the University of British Columbia computing centre. Since the number
and kind of responses to individual items and the priority of those items
would be the important analysis, the consultant statistician recommended

the Statistical package for social .sciences (Kita, 1978) as the basic

source for programming. Programs were devised which would produce fre-
quencies, relative frequencies, adjusted frequencies, cumulative frequenj
cies, arithmetic means and standard deviations for all items on the
questionnaires. In addition, since .it was likely that not all respondents
would be able to respond to every item, it was necessary to devise a
program which would allow for all computations to be based only on the
actual number of coded responses for each item. Interpretation and
reporting of the needs assessment data will occur in Chapter 5.

Chapter 3 has described the design and methodo]ogy required to set
the needs assessment process in motion. The development of the>study's

instruments, their administration, and the plans for data analysis have
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been described. Criteria for monitoring the needs assessment process
have .also been discussed. Chapter L will present the treatment and
analysis of the data, or, in needs assessment terminology, will descfibe

the needs and discuss the priorities of those needs.
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CHAPTER 4

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The purpose of this study was to consider English competency and
the potentiai for its deve]opment in NITEP, through the use of the needs
assessment process. As part of this process,.questionnaires were developed
and mailed to people who had been identified as participants in the program
in any year since 1977. The participant groups in the survey included:
sponsor teachers from two school districts where NITEP centers had been
established; college and university instructors or program staff who had
taught students; and senior and junior students who were registered in the
program in September, 1980.

In this chapter the data from the mail questionnaires are presented_
following the sequence of the research questions which they were designed
to address. In addition to the data, tables outlining the aspects of
language involved in each question, and descriptions of the participant

groups who responded to the questionnaires, are provided.

Treatment of the Questionnaires

Returned questionnaires were marked with the date of delivery in case
it became necessary to study late respondents as a separate group. They
were then coded and the information transferred to data processing cards
and computer files. Computer programs were run to establish frequency

counts, number of responses, means and standard deviations for each item.
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Secondary programs were run on the student data in order to consider the

English as a second lanqguage variable.

Response to the Questionnaires

The use of mailed questionnaires raised the issue of acceptab]e rates
of return. Although Borg and Gall (1979, p. 377) argue that an 80% return
is necessary for validity when using a mailed questionnaire, Curtis (1978),
reporting on a survey of the 1itera£ure relevant to the issue, wrote:

There would appear to be no concensus among those who have

discussed mail survey in the literature about what percent-

age of returns are necessary for a valid analysis. (p. 369)

He points out that several published studies have ranged well below 50%,
going as low as 9.65%, and cites a variety of studies including both
Phitlips (1941) and Babbie (1973) who argue that 50% return is sufficient
for generalizing about a population.

As previously discussed in Chapter .3, other researchers have found
that when participant groups have a common purpose or some kind of commit-
ment to an undertaking, no significant differences are found between
respondents, non-respondents or late respondents (Orlich, 1978). Since
participants in NITEP would seem to have such a common purpose and commi t-
ment-fThomas and McIntosh alluded to this in their 1977 study--it could
be argued thét a response falling below the ideal of 80% or better would
be acceptable.

The overall response rate in this study was 69.3%, with no group
falling below a 50% return (see Table E, Appendix F). It is interesting
to note that the figures move from a low of 53% for one group of sponsor

teachers who did not receive the questionnaire until the middle of June,
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and who could not be contacted thereafter, to a high of 90% for a group

of students to whom follow-up post cards could be sent.

University Coursework .Questionnaire

Characteristics of instructors responding to the questionnaire.

Questionnaires were sent to all instructors whose names appeared on staff
lists covering the period September, 1977 to September, 1979. Twenty-
seven college and university instructors returned usable questionnaires.

Eight questioﬁs asked for information concerning the nature of the
instructor's involvement with NITEP (Table A, Appendi x F).

The first two questions asked instructors to respond to three options
describing the courses which they had taught to NITEP students. Five
instructors indicated that they had taught more than one kind of course
to NITEP students. Four of the instructors responding to the question
had taught nonfcredit courseé in addition to education courses, while one
instructor had taught an arts course as well as a nonicredit course.

Questions three, four, five and eight had to do with the kind and
amount of experience that instructors had had with the NITEP. Questions
six and seven were intended to identify those instructors who might, by

reason of their teaching assignment or professional background, be
particuiarly interested in English. The majority of instructors respondj
ing to the questionnaire characterized their courses as being demanding
in oral. and written English; on]y four instructors described their
courses as not particular]y demanding in oral or written English. The

majority of instructors identified their professional responsibility as
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including the teaching of English.or as having, in the past, included the
teaching of English.

Characteristics of senior students responding to the questionnaire.

Questions to elicit professional and personal information from both junior
and senior students were placed at the beginning of.their respective
questionhaires (Appendix C). The data collected in response to those
questions appear:in Table B, Appendix F.

Of thirteen senior students for whom addresses were available and to
whom questionnaires were mailed, eight returned usable forms for analysis.
Seven of the eight respondents identified themselves as having been
registered in fourth year during 1979, and there was one third year student
in the group.

Four of the eight students claimed English as their first language,
while the remaining four had spoken a native Indian lTanguage before
learning English. It appeared that two of the four students had not
learned English until they attended school, since they did not learn the
language until they were seven or eight years of age.

Insofar as their families were concerned, five of the eight students
indicated that their families spoke an Indian language at least some of
the time, while six of the eight students reported that the people in

their home communities spoke a native tongue at least part of the time.



Oral Expression in the Academic Student Role:

Research Question One

The first research question in this study asks: Which aspects of

oral expression do instructors and students identify as concerns in the

university coursework of NITEP students? Participants were asked to

respond to 16 items concerning oraI expression on a scale which included
three options: satisfactory or better; needs some improvement; needs
considerable improvement. Instructors were asked to reflect on their
assessment of oral language competence of all sfudents, and then, consider-
ing the NITEP students whom they had taught since 1977, to respond to the
descriptions of oral language behavior using the scale provided. Students
were asked to consider their own use of oral language in their academic
classes and to evaluate themselves accordingly.

The aspects of oral language which were considered, and descriptors
which led to the actual items on the questionnaires, are shown in Table L,
The questionnaires sent to instructors and senior students appear in

Appendix C.

Oral Expression in University Coursework

as Perceived by Instructors

The data collected from the instructor group in response to the 16
items regarding oral expression in academic coursework are presented in
Table 3. The:table lists the items ranked in order of priority as estab-
lished by means and standard deviations obtained from summing all

responses. It also reports the actual responses to each item including
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the number of respondents who did not answer. The total number of respon-
dents to the questionnaire is also included.

Because the ranking of items was .ascertained by the means and
standard deviations based on the total response to each item, the figures
representing frequency of response may not follow one another .in the
expected order. For example, in Table 3, 24 instructors expressed concern
about item 8, the ability to make fine distinctions in word meanings.
Since this item.was accorded the highest mean rating of all items in oral
expression, 2.39, it ranked first as a matter of concern, even though
item 7, demonstration of a wide ranging vocabulary, was identified as a
concern by 25 of the instructors responding. The reason for this apparent
discrepancy is that 12 instructors chose the needs considerable improve-
ment response to item 8 while only nine of the instructors responding to
item 7 chose that response. [tem 15, the ability to report main ideas
with sufficient detail, ranked third, and was a matter of concern to 21
of the responding instructors with a mean response of 2.08. The fourth
ranked concern, item 13, the ability to question perceptively, was identi-
fied as a matter of concern by 20 of the instructors responding and given
a mean response of 2.08. Twentyjone of the instructors answering the
questionnaire expressed concern about some students' control of standard
English and item 10 was accorded a mean response of 2.04, and ranked
fifth. Twenty-six of the instructors assigned the same mean to item 1k,
the ability to express and support opinions, ranking it in sixth place,
while the seventh ranking concern, item 16, the abi]ity to organize.ideas
coherently, was identified as being of some concern to 19 of thevresponf

dents but given a slightly lower mean response of 2.00 by 26 of them.
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Table 3

Items in Oral Expression Ranked as Perceived Concerns by Instructors

N = 27
ltem Responses® Rank
Number Language descriptor 1 2 3 NA  Total X .S Order
8 Made fine distinctions in 2 12 12 1 27 2.39 .63 1
vacabulary
7 Showed ‘breadth of vocabulary 1 16 9 ] 27 2.31 .55 2
15 Reported main ideas L 15 6 2 27 2.08 .64 3
13 Asked useful questions 5 13 7 2 27 2.08 .70 4
10 Controlled standard English 5 15 6 1 27 2.04 .66 5
14 Supported opinions 7 11 8 1 27 2.0 .77 6
16 Organized ideas coherently 6 14 6 1 27 2.00 .69 7
2 Projected voice adequately 8 11 7 1 27 1.96 .77 8
1 Chose appropriate levels of 5 18 3 1 27 1,92 .56 9
language
12 Listened and comprehended 7 14 4 2 27 1.88 .67 10
9 Used effective imagery 7 13 4 3 27 1.88 .67 10
L Actively participated in 9 13 4 1 27 1.81 .69 12
discussion
6 Confidently expressed divergent 9 11 3 b 27 1.74 .69 13
opinions
1 Demonstrated correct articulation 10 13 3 1 27 1,73 .67 14
and projection
3 Spoke fluently 8 16 1 2 27 1,72 .54 15
5 Used conventional nonverbal 15 6 1 5 27 1,36 .58 16

= satisfactory or better
= needed improvement
= needed considerable improvement

w N
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Overall, seven items were accorded a mean response of 2.00 or
greater by the instructors responding to the items. Since a response
between 2.00 and 3.00 had been established as indicating a need for
improvement on the questionnaire, these seven items deserve particular
attention.

Five of the seven items with a mean response of 2.00 or greater
represent concerns about only two aspects of oral expression: sensitivity
to words and arrangements of words, and achieving the speakeris purpose.
In addition to these two aspects of oral expression, two others were
represented by one item each: appropriate usage and dialect, and
listening capabiiities. It is interesting to note that other items
descriptive of oral expression.were identified as being of some concern
to more than 60% of the participating instructors without registering
the mean response indicating that the item is perceived as a need.

Item 2, projected voice effective]y; item 11, chose appropriate
levels of language; item 12, listened and comprehended; item 9, used
effective imagery; item 4, actively participated in discussion; and
item 3, spoke fluently, had mean responses of 1.96, 1.92, 1.88, 1.88,
1.81, and 1.72 respectively, but were perceived as being of some concern

to at least 60% of the instructors responding to the questionnaire.

Oral Expression in University Coursework

as Perceived by Senior Students

The data collected from the questionnaires sent to senior students
are reported in Table 4. They were rank ordered by summing the number

of 1, 2, and 3 responses to each item. Item 9, the use of effective
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Table 4
Items in Oral Expression Ranked as

Perceived Concerns by Senior Students

N=28
Responses
ltem P Rank
no. Language descriptor 1 2 3 N/A Total order
9 Used effective imagery 2 L 2 - 8 1
10 Controlled standard English 3 2 3 - 8 2
7 Showed breadth of vocabulary 2 5 1 - 8 3
8 Made fine distinctions in o
vocabulary 3 3 2 - 8 4
3 Spoke fluently 3 L | 8 5
11 Chose appropriate levels of
1 anguage 3 il ] - 8 5
13 Asked useful questions 3 L ] - 8 5
16 Organized ideas coherently 3 L 1 - 8 5
5 Used conventional nonverbal
behavior 3 5 - - 8 9
12 Listened and comprehended 3 5 - - 8 9
1 Used correct articulation 3 b - 1 8 11
2 Projected voice adequately 5 2 1 - 8 12
14 Supported opinions 5 2 1 - 8 12
4 Actively participated in
discussion ' 5 3 - - 8 14
6 Confidently expressed diver-
gent opinions ' 5 3 - - 8 14
15 Reported main ideas 5 3 - - 8 14

a9 = Satisfactory or better; 2 = Needed improvement; 3 = Needed consider-
able improvement. ' ' ’ '
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imagery, was identified as needing improvement by six of the eight students
responding and was the first ranked concern. Five students identified
item 10, the control of standard English, as being of some concern and
ranked it second. Iltem 7, the ability to use a breadth of vocabulary, was
identified as being of some concern to six of the eight students, but
ranked third. Similarly, item 8, the ability to make fine distinctions
in vocabuiariy, was identified as being an area of concern to five out of

eight students and ranked fourth.
Summary

Although students did not register the same degree of concern as
instructors about items relating to sensitivity to words and word sequences,
the ranking of items suggested more similarity in their perception of
concerns about this aspect of oral expression than hight appear to be the
case. Two of the three items ranked simiiariy. Item 8, made fine disj
tinctions in vocabulary, and item 7, displayed a breadth of vocabuiary,
were ranked first and second by instructors and fourth and third by
students. There is considerable difference, however, in the ranking of
the third item in this category. Item 9, used effective imagery, was
ranked first by students and eleventh by instructors.

Another difference between the two groups emerged from their response
to two of the items representing that aspect of oral expression called
achieving the speaker's purpose. ftem 15, the ability to report main
ideas with sufficient detail to be comprehensible and interesting, was
ranked third by instructors and sixteenth by students, while iteh 14,

the ability to support opinions, was ranked sixth by instructors and
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twelfth by students. Instructors and students appeared to be much closer
to one another in their perception of the students' ability to organize
ideas coherently. Item 16 was ranked seventh by instructors and fifth by
students.

With the further exception of item 3, spoke fluently without using
extraneous expressions unduly, which was ranked fffteenth by instructors
and fifth.by students, and item 5, used conventional nonverbal behavior,
ranked sixteenth by'instructors but ninth by students, the remaining items
showed minor differences in the rankings, .suggesting that overall, with
the exceptions already.noted, instructors and students were-relative]y
similar in their perceptions considering NITEP students' oral English
competency in university coursework.

Oral expression in university coursework as perceived by senior

students with English as a second language. When the computer program

was run to ana]yze the oral language data dependent on whether students
had English as a first or second language, four of eight senior students
were in each group: English] and Englishz.- Although the sample is small,
the results are included here and will be discussed briefly in Chapter 5.

In Table 4, senior students ranked only two items, numbers 9, use of
effective imagery, and .10, control of standard English, as matters of
concern. When the data were analyzed with particular. attention to Eng]ish]
students, only one of those items, number 9, the use of effective imagery,
was identified as a concern. The senior students for whom English was a
second language, however, responded quite differently from those who had
spoken English as their first language (Table 5).

Senior students for whom English was a second language identified

concerns in five different aspects of oral language, all but listening
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Table 5
Items in Oral Expression Ranked as

Perceived Concerns by English2 Senior Students

Re nses®
ltem 2pO Rank
no. Language descriptor 1 2 3 N/A Total. order
3 Spoke fluently - 3 1 - 4 1
7 Showed breadth of vocabulary - 3 i - 4 1
10 Controlled standard English 1 1 2 - 4 3
5 Used conventional nonverbal
behavior - 4 - - 4 4
8 Made fine distinctions in
vocabulary 1 2 1 - L 5
16 Organized ideas coherently 1 2 1 - L 5
g = Satisfactory or better; 2 = Needed improvement; 3 = Needed consider-

able improvement.

capabilities. The firét ranked concerns, item 3, the ability to speak
fluent]y, and item 7, control of a breadth of vocabulary, were identified
as needing improvement by all four students. The third ranked item, the
control of standard English, was identified as being of concern to only
three of the four students. All four students identified item 5, the use
of conventional nonverbal behavior,. as needing some improvement and ranked
it fourth. The same item had been ranked ninth by the.responses of all
the senior students and sixteenth by.the instructors' responses (Tables 3
and 4). Eng]ish2 students and instructors were in accord with respect to
concerns abdut vocabulary, organizing ideas, and the students' use of

standard English.
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Written Expression in the Academic Student Role:

Research Question Two

The second research question in this study asks: Which aspects of

written expression do instructors and students identify as concerns in

the university coursework of NITEP students? Since written expression
tends to be an important factor in the evaluation of college and univer-
sity students, 24 items were chosen to represent six aspects of language
related to written expression (Figure 2, p. 45). These items appeared in
Part 3 of the instructor and senior student questionnaires (see Appendix
C). The responses were calculated and are reproduced in the same format
as the tables deaiing with oral expression in academic coursework.
Because of the number of concerns identified in written expression,
responses to the items are discussed in the context of the six aspects

of language pertinent to written expression .as detailed in Table 2 (p. 43).

Written Expression in University Coursework

as Perceived by Instructors

A. Conventions of format.. All items used to describe this aspect

of written language were identified as being of some concern to the
majority of instructors responding to the questionnaire (Table 6). Items
describing the conventions of format .included: the third ranked item 3,
effective proofreading, seen as .a concern by 23 of the respondents, and
given a mean rating of 2.42; the fifth ranked concern, item 4, correct
use of the mechanics of scholarship, identified as a concern by 22 of

participating instructors and rated 2.38; item 1, the ability to spell,
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Items in Written Expression Ranked as

Perceived Concerns by Instructors
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N =27
Item Response;a — .Rank
number Language descriptor 1 2 3 N/A Total X 'S order
21 Organized essays effectively 0 11 12 4 27 2.52 .51 1
1 Used grammatical terms.corréctly 2 8 12 5 27 ~2.46 .67 -2
3 Proofread effectively | I 12 11 3 27 2.42 .58 3
10 Made distinctions in;vocabulary T 12 11 3 27 2.42 .58 3
L Used mechanics correctly | 2 11 il 3 27 2.38 .65 5
22 . Showed coherence and unfty 2 10 9 6 27 2.38 .66 6
9 Created moods;.impressions 2 14 7 4 27 2.22 .60 7
13 . Displayed fluency 2 14 7 4 27 2.22 .60 7
14 ReSponded to readings 2 15 7 3 27 2.21 .58 9
] Spelled, punctuated correctly 3 13 8 3 27 2.21 .66 10
2 Controlled mechanics of quotation 2 16 . 6 3 27  2.17 .57 11
17 Adjusted tone for audience .. T 14 L 8 27  2.16 .50 12
7 Varied 'sentence length L 13 7 3 27  2.13 .68 13
15.  Selected details for emphasis L 14 6 3 27 2.08 .65 14
20 Summarized-and paraphrased readings6 8 7 6 27 2.05 .81 15
5 Gave basic information clearly L 15 L i 27 2.00 .60 16
19  Supported viewpoint with details 5 11 5 6 27 2.00 .71 17
8 Used imagery in description 5 13 L 5 27 1.96 .65 18
24 Conveyed personalities 6 9 L 8 27  1.90 .74 19
16 Focused on single/topic event 7 12 L 4 27 1.87 .69 20
6 Described with sufficient detail 6 13 3 5 27 1.86 .64 21
18 Elaborated when necessary 8 11 4 4 27 1.83 .72 22
23 Sequenced events p]ausibiy 8 11 3 5 27 1.77 .69 23
12 Expressed self A 9 10 3 5 27 1.73 .70 24

a = Satisfactory or better
2. = Needed improvement
3 = Needed considerable improvement
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capitalize, and»punctuate correct]y, identified.by 21\of the respondents
as a concern and .rated 2.21; and the eleventh ranked item 2, control of
the mechanics of quotation, seen as being of some concern to 22 of the
instructors but rating a mean response of 2.17.

B. Basic description and recording. One of the two items in this

category registered a mean response of 2.00. Item 5, the abiiity to give
basic information cieariy as required for answering‘questions or writing
brief reports, was accorded a mean response of 2.00, and identified as a
concern by 19 of the instructors responding. Sinee it was one of tWo
items describing basic description and recording in written expression,
the second of which ranked twentyjfirst in the ranking, this aspect of
written expression does not appear to be a matter of particular concern.

C. Sensitivity to words and word sequences. Four out of five items

relating to this aspect of written expression, sensitivity to words and
word sequences, were identified by a majority of the instructors as being
of some concern. Iltem 11, the abiiity to use grammatical terms correctly
in discussing writing, although identified as a concern by only 20 of the
instructors, was the second highest ranked item because of its mean
response of 2.46.

ltem 10, the ability to make fine distinctions in vocabulary, ranking
third, was identified as being of some concern by 23 of the instructors
but only to the degree represented by a mean response of 2.42. Other
concerns relating to the category of words and sequences of words, were
registered with the seventh ranking of item 9, the abiiity to select words
to reinforce a specific mood or impression, and the thirteenth ranking of
item 7, the abiiity to use variety in sentence length, with means of 2.22

and 2.13 respectively.
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D. Response to experience. In this category, a pair of descriptors,

item 13, dispiays fluency, and item 14, perceptive response to reading,
ranked seventh and ninth in priority based on mean responses of 2.22 and
2.21 respectively. Twentyjone instructors saw item 13 as needing improvej
ment while 22 instructors saw item 14 as needing improvement.

E. Achieving the writer's purpose: exposition and argument. Of the

2L jtems listed as descriptors of written expression in academic course-
work, 17 items were identified bv some instructors as being of concern
(Table 6). The first ranked item, identified as a concern bv all of the
iﬁstructors responding to the item, and given a mean rating of 2.52, was
item 21, the abiiitv to organize essays effectively. Four other items,
relating as does item 21 to the aspect of language described as achieving
the writer's purpose in exposition and argument, were identified as being
of at least some concern to the majoritv of responding instructors.

ltem 17, the abiiitv to adjust tone of writing for a specific audience,
was identified as a concern by 18 respondents and assigned a mean rating
of 2.16, thus ranking twelfth. The fourteenth ranked item, number 15, the
abiiitv to select details for emphasis, was given a mean response of 2.08
and -identified as a concern bv 20 of the 24 instructors responding to the
item.

Item 20, the abiiitv to summarize and paraphrase readings, although
identified as being of concern bv oniy 15 of the instructors answering
the questionnaire, was accorded a mean response of 2.05, thus ranking
fifteenth, two rankings ahead of item 19, the abiiitv to support view-
point with details, with its mean response of 2.00. Overall, five of the
seven items representing the aspect of written expression relating to

achieving the writer's purpose in exposition and argument were identified
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as being of some concern to more than half the instructors responding to

the questionnaire.

F. Achieving the writer's purpose: narration and characterization.
One item descriptive of this aspect of written expression? item 22, the
ability to disp]ay coherence and unity of toné, was rated 2.33 and ranked
sixth by the instructors. |t was seen as a matter of concern to 19 of
21 instructors responding to the item.

With the exception of two single items, numbers 5 and 22, all other
items with a mean response of 2.00 or greater, tended to cluster into four
aspects of written expression. Conventions of format, sensitivity to
words and word sequences, response to experience and achieving the writer's
purpose: exposition and argument, were the aspects of written expression
about which instructors had the most concern with regard to their NITEP
students.

It should be noted, however, that although the remaining seven items
in Table 6 were accorded means of less than 2.00, they were identified as
being of some concern to at least half of the instructors responding to
the given.items. The items which fell into this category were: item 8,
uses imagery in description; item 24, conveys personality through selected
details; item 16, focuses on singje topic/event; item 6, describes with
sufficiént detail; item 18, elaborates an opinion; item 23, sequences

ideas plausibly; and item 12, expresses own voice effectively.
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Written Expression in Coursework as

Perceived by Senior Students

Table 7 showsvseverai items as being of some concern to at least half
of the eight students who responded to the questionnaire. Since the
instructors' concerns were discussed in the order of the six aspects of
language to which thev referred (Figure 2, p. 45), the student response will
be discussed in the same order.

Only one item categorized as a convention of format was seen as a
matter of concern by the senior students. Item 3, the abiiitv to prooff
read effectiveiy, was identified as a concern to six students and ranked
second.

Five students were concerned about item 6, the ability to describe
peooie and things with sufficient detail, and ranked the item sixth on
their list. The other item cetegorized as basic description and recording,
item 5, the abiiitv to give basic information c]earlv when answering
questions or writing reports, was seen as a matter of some concern to
half the students but ranked fifteenth.

When considering the aspect of written expression called sensitivity
to words and word sequences, item 11, using grammatical terms correctly
in discussing writing, was seen as a matter of some concern bv six of the
responding students and ranked second. Item 9, selecting words to reinforce
a specific mood or impression, was seen as a concern by five students and
ranked sixth. One other item in this category perceived as a concern bv
half the students responding to the questionnaire was !item 10, the ability
to make fine distinctions using vocabulary, which ranked ninth. Simiiariv,

item 12, the expression of self in writing, and item 13, demonstration of
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Items in Written Expression Ranked as

Perceived Concerns by Senior Students
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a
Responses

I tem = Rank
hno, Language descriptor 1 2 3 N/A  Total order
15 Selected essential detail ] 6 1 - 8 1
3 Proofread effectively 2 5 1 - 8 2
11 Used grammatical terms correctly 2 5 1 - 8 2
21 Organized essays effectively 2 6 - - 8 L
23 Sequenced ideas plausibly 3 L 1 - 8 5
6 Described with sufficient detail 3 5 - - 8 6
9 Created moods, impressions 3 5 - - 8 6
2Lk Conveyed personalities 3 5 - - 8 6
10 Made distinctions in vocabuiary it 3 1 - 8 9
12 Expressed self 4 3 1 - 8 9
13 Displayed fluency b 3 1 - 8 9
16 Focused on single topic/event L 3 1 - 8 9
22 Showed coherence and unity 4 3 1 - 8 9
L Used mechanics correctly 5 ] 2 - 8 14
5 Gave basic information clearly 4 b - - 8 15
17 Adjusted tone for audience it L - - 8 15
18 Elaborated when necessary L 4 - - 8 15
14 Responded to readings 5 2 1 - 8 18
20  Summarized and paraphrased 5 2 1 - 8 18
readings
1 Spelled, punctuated correctly 5 3 - - 8 20
8 Used imagery in description 5 3 - - 8 20
19  Supported viewpoint with details 5 3 - - 8 - 20
7 Varied sentence length 6 1 1 - 8 23
Controlled mechanics of quotation? 1 - - 8 24
1 = Satisfactory or better
2 = Needed improvement
3 = Needed considerable improvement
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fiuency in ideas and associations, ranked ninth, identified as concerns
by half the students responding.

Five of the seven items describing skills used in writing exposition
and argument were singled out as being of some concern to at least half
the senior students responding to the questionnaire. Item 15, the abiiity
to select essential from peripheral detail, was identified as a concern
by all but one of the senior students and ranked first. ltem 21, the
abiiity to organize essays effectively, was seen as almatter of concern to
six of eight students and therefore ranked fourth. Half the students
indicated some concern about item 16, focusing on a single topic or event;
item 17, the abiiity to adjust tone for an audience; and item 18, the
abiiity to elaborate an opinion or make a judgment.

Academic students responded to all three items describing skills in
writing narration with some indication of concern. Item 23, organizing
events in oiausibie sequence; item 24, conveying personality through °
selected details; and item 22, dispiaying coherence and unity of tone and
impression, ranked fifth, sixth and ninth respectively, and were identif
fied as needing improvement by at least half of the students.

0f the twentyjfour items, the two items ranked Tast and presumably
of little or no concern to students, were item 7, the abiiity to vary
sentence length, and item 2, the abiiity to control the mechanics of
quotation. Since these two items were ranked thirteenth and eleventh
respectiveiy by instructors, there is some indication here that instrUCj
tors and senior students differ with regard to NITEP students' competency

in these items.
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Summarx

Table 8 summarizes Tables 6 and 7 and lists the highest ranking
concerns. in written expression as identified by instructors and senior
students. |t suggests that students and instructors perceive student
competency in written expression somewhat differently, at least in the
number of items identified as needing improvement. Instructors identij
fied 17 items as needing improvement while half or more of the senier
~students expressed concern regarding only eight items.

The most obvious difference between the two groups, as shown in
Table 8, has to do with that aspect. of written expression often called
the mechanics of writing. Referred to in this study as conventions of
format, this aspect of written expression was represented by four items
on the questionnaire. Half or more of the instructors participating
identified the four items as concerns, and all four items had a mean
response of 2.17 or greater. Students identified only one item in this
category, item 3, effective proofreading, as being of some concern and
ranked it second.

Instructors and students appear to be closer together when responding
to the aspects of written expression'caiied basic description and recordj
ing, and sensitivity to words and sequences of words. The two groups do
not seem to differ marked]y in their perception of students' competency
in these two categories of written expression, with the exception of one
item in the former, item 6, the ability to describe with sufficient detail,
ranked twentyffirst by instructors but sixth by students; and two items
in the latter, item 7, the ability to vary sentence Tength, ranked thirj

teenth by instructors and twenty-third by senior students; and item 10,
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Table 8
Summary of Tables 6 and 7 Showing Comparison of Items

Identified as Concerns by Both Instructors and Senior Students

a
ltems ranked as concerns

Aspects of written expression Instructors Seniors
A. Conventions of format 1, 2, 3, &4 3
B. Basic description and recording 5 : 6

C. Sensitivity to words and word

sequences 7, 9, 10, 11 9, 11
D. Response to experience 13, 14 -
~ E. Achieving the writer's purpose: 15, 17, 19
exposition and argument 20, 21 15, 21

F. Achieving the writer's purpose:
narration and characterization 22 23, 24

ltem numbers only.

the ability to make ffne distinctions in vocabulary, ranked third by
instructors but ninth by senior students.

With regard to response to experience, the fourth aspect of written
expression represented in the questionnaire, there were two items to which
instructors and students responded quite differently. Item 12, expresses
own voice effectively, Was ranked twentyjfourth by instructors but ninth
by students, while item 14, responds to readings effectively, was ranked
ninth by instructors and eighteenth by students.

The fifth aspect of written expressionvincluded in the questionnaire,
achieving the writer's purpose: ‘exposition and argument, included three

items on which students and instructors varied considerably in their
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rankings of the items even though half the students identified them as
needing improvement. Iltem 15, distinguishing between essential and
peripheral detail, was' ranked fourteenth by the instructors' responses
but first by the students' responses. .ltem 18, elaborates an opinion,
was rankedAtwenthsecond by instructors &nd fifteenth by students.
Item 16, focuses on single topic/event, was ranked twentieth by instructors
and ninth by students. Other items in .this aspect of written expression
were ranked similarly by both groups.

The last aspect of written expression considered was described as
achieving the writer'stpurpose: narration ‘and characterization. Two of
the three items in this category displayed‘considerable variance between
the two groups' perception of competency. Item 23, sequences ideas
plausibly, ranked twenty-third on the iastructors' list but fifth on the
students.I list. ltem 24, conveys personalities through selected details,
was ranked nineteenth by instructors and sixth by students.

It would appear that, overall, instructors and students diffef most
in the areas of conventions of format, response to experience, and achiev-
ing the writer's purpose: narration and characterization. In the other
three aspects of written expression, basic descriptiog and recording,
sensitivity to words and word sequences and achieving the writer's purpose:
exposition and argument, there appear .to.be more similarities than
differences in responses.to items by the two groups.

"Written expression in university coursework as .perceived by students

with English as a second . language. When the data concerning written

expression were analyzed with regard to English as a second langquage, the

English, students identified only one item as a matter of concern. They

]

ranked item 19, the ability to proofread assignments effedtive]y, as their

primary concern amongst the items offered. In contrast, the four English2



75

students' responses to items of written expression identified seven items
about which at least three out of the four students were concerned.

Table 9 contains the data concerning the seven items in question. At
least three of the four senior students who spoke English as a second
language,expressed a need for some improvement in seven items descriptive
of aspects.of written expression. Given the small sample, the results
are of limited value insofar as the study is concerned. Nevertheless,

as indicators of what may be a significant factor in NITEP planning, they

are discussed briefly here.

Table 9
Iltems in Written Expression Ranked as

Perceived Concerns by English, Senior Students

2
N =24
Re n esa

Item >pons Rank
no. Language descriptor 1 2 3 N/A Total order
15 Selected details for emphasis - 3 1 - 4 1
10 Made fine distinctions in

vocabulary 1 2 1 - L 2
11 Used grammatical terms

correctly 1 2 1 - L 2
20 Summarized and paraphrased

readings ' 1 2 1 - 4 2
22 Showed coherence and unity ] 2 1 - 4 2
23 Sequenced ideas plausibly ] 2 1 - L 2

L Used mechanics of scholarship 2 - 2 - L 7

a

1 = Satisfactory of better; 2 = Needed improvement; 3 = Needed consider-
able improvement. ) ‘ ' ’
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It is interesting to note that the Englishz.students expressed

concerns with regard to seven items, and six of those items were those
identified by instructors as shown in Table 6. In particular, item 11,
the ability to use grammatical terms in discussing writing; item 10, the
abflity to make fine distinctions in vocabulary; item 4, the ability to
use the mechanics of scholarship; and item 22, the ability to write with
coherence and,unity of tone and impression, were seen as items of concern

to both groups.

Student Teaching Questionnaire

Questions three, fqur and five were designed to consider student
language performance in the student teaching situation with some.partiCUf
lar reference to the teaching of language arts. The data were collected
from groups described as sponsor teachers and junior students.

Characteristics of sponsor teachers responding to the questionnaire.

In order to establish a background against which to view the data concern-
ing student teaching, demographic, professional and personal information
was collected and collated.(Tables C and D, Appendix F). Questionnaires
were sent to sponsor teachers whose names appeared on program lists
covering the period September 1977 to September 1979. Sixty{three
teachers, s]ightly more than sixty percent of those to whom questionnaires
were sent, returned usable questionnaires. They answered ten questions
concerning their teaching backgrounds, assignments and experiences with

student teachers (Table C, Appendix F).
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The sponsor teachers involved in this study came from two British
Columbia school districts currently providing practice teaching opportuni-
ties and supervision for NITEP sfudents: 0f the sixty-three teachers
responding to.the questionnaire, thirty-one were teaching primary grades
and thirty were teaching at the intermediate level, Two were undesignated.
More than two thirds of the group held professional teaching certificates
and with one exception, the minimum amount of teaching experience was five
years. The majority of respondents had from five to 15 years teaching
experience. Over half the respondents had taken general education courses
for’their professional concentration. Many of the respondents did not
identify an academic concentration, but of those who did, 16 indicated that
English was their major area of study, Given a iist of professional member-
ships, 24 teachers indicated that they belonged to the British Columbia
Primary Teachers' Association, None of the responding teachers indicated
memberships in groups primarily concerned with the teaching of English,
language arts or reading,

When asked, the majority of teachers indicated that they had super-
vised only one NITEP student while twenty-nine respondents had supervised
two or more, Fifteen teachers indicated that they had been involved with
NITEP in 1977 or before, while three times as many indicated that they
had worked with the program since 1978. Since the responses circled in
answer to question eight did not always balance with the responses to
question nine, concerning year(s) of involvement with the program, it may
be that one or either of the questions was ambiguous or misleading. In
addition, a few teachers indicated by comments or question marks that

they could not remember the pertinent dates.
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The last.question had to do with experience in supervising non-NITEP
student teachers, and .while 20 teachers indicated that they had frequently
supervised student teachers outside NITEP,vthe majority, 35 teachers, had

occasionally supervised other student teachers.

Characteristics of junior students responding*to the questionnaire.
Questionnaires were sent to all junior students registered in the program
as of May, 1979. Twenty usable questionnaires were returned giving a
return of 84%. Junior students were asked for the same information as
senior students. These data are presented in Table D, Appendix F. of
the twenty students responding to the questionnaire, ten were in first
year, nine in second year and one was unclassified. Several students did
not respond to the questions concerning academic and professional concen-
trations indicating that they had not yet made their choice. More than
half the students were interested in teaching in the primary grades.

Questions regarding first language, family language and community
language were answered by all the juhior students responding to the
questionnaire. Thirteen students had English as their first language
while seven students spoke a native language first. Half the students
indicated that their families spoke English all the time, while nine of
twenty students indicated that their families spoke English only some of
the time. One student indicated that his or her family rarely or never
spoke English. Slight]y more than half the students identified their
home communities as speaking English only some of the time while the

remainder identified their home communities as English-speaking.
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Oral Expression In Student Teaching:

Research Question Three

The third research question in this study asks:. Which aspects of

oral expression .do sponsor teachers and students identify as concerns in

the student teaching of NITEP students? Because oral language plays such

an important part in the performance of the teaching role, sixteen items‘
concerned with oral expression were included in the sponsor teacher and
student teacher questionnaires. Sponsor teachers were asked to respond
to the questionnaire in terms of the NITEP student or students whom they
had supervised and student teachers were asked to think about their own
oral language behavior, remembering any commenfs they might have received
from those supervising them.

The aspects of oral language which were considered, and descriptors
which became the items on the quesfionnaire, are shown in Figure .3 (p. 46).
The actual questionnaires sent to sponsor‘teaChers and junior students
appear in Appendix C.

The degree of concern for each item was established using the same
process as that.used for the instructor questionnaires; that is, calculat-
ing numerical means and standard deviations from the sum of ‘all responses
to any given item. The resulting figures were used to assfgn priority
ranking to each item.  The response columns. in the table show the responses
to each item and include a no answer category. Because the ranking of
items is controlled first by the means and, in the event of é tie, by the
standard deviations, the response figures may not always follow in the

expected sequence.
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Oral Expression in Student Teaching as

Perceived by Sponsor Teachers

Sixteen items having to do with oral expression in student teaching.
were included in the sponsor teacher and student .teacher questionnafres.
The items were designed to gather data from which to answer the third
research question: Which aspects of oral expression do sponsor teachers
and students'identify as concerns .in the student teaching of NITEP
students?

The items related to oral language in student teaching were ranked
using the same procedqres as had been used in analyzing the data for
research questions one and two. - Accordingly,.the responses were listed
in rank order of concern as perceived by the respondent group (Table 10).

Fifty-one of the 63 sponsor teachers responding .to the questionnaire
identified item 2,,projected voice sufficiently for cléssroom needs, as
being of concern. lts mean rating of 2.08 éstab]ished it as the first
ranking concern of the sponsor teachers. Iltem 1, spoke distinctly and
articulated sounds clearly, ranked second with a mean response of 2.05.
These two items, .combined with item 3, used voice effectively in various
situations such as story telling and giving directions, which ranked
eighth and was seen as being of some concern by bh of the respondents,
combine to make up the aspect‘of‘oral expressioﬁ called quality_and use
of voice.

The third and fourth ranked items of concern to responding sponsor
teachers were from the aspects of language having to do with interpersonal
communication behavior and appropriate'usage and dialect. |Item.6, spoke

with confidence, and item 10, controlled informal standard English, had
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Table 10
Items in Oral Expression Ranked as

Perceived Concenns by Sponsor Teachers

N = 63
| tem Responses @ Rank
No. Language descriptor ] 2 3 N/A Total X S order
2 Projected voice sufficiently 12 34 17 - 63 2.08 .68 1
] Spoke distinctly, articulated 15 30 18 - 63 2.05 .73 2
clearly
6 Spoke with confidence 15 31 16 1 63 2.02 .71 3
10 Controlled informal standard 15 31" 15 2 63 2.00 .71 b
English
9 Demonstrated control of rhyme 13 33 12 5 63 1.98 .66 5
8 Rephrased information when 16 33 14 - 63 1.97 .70 6
necessary
7 Showed breadth of vocabulary 17 33 13 - 63 1.4 .69 7
3 Used voice effectively 19 29 15 - 63 1.94 .74 8
15 Created scenes, moods 18 32 10 3 63 1.87 .68 9
13 Controlled all speech sounds 17 31 8 7 63 1.84 .65 10
16 Used language effectively 21 34 8 - 63  1.79 .65 11
4 Used appropriate nonverbal 25 28 6 4 63  1.68 .66 12
. language
12 Chose appropriate level of 31 28 L - 63 1.57 .62 13
language

11 Recognized dialectal differences 37 18 4 4 63 1.4 62 14
5 Modelled good listening L2 19 1 l- 63 1.34 .51 15

14 Listened and responded Lg 13 - 1 63 1.21 .41 16

1 = Satisfactory or better
2 = Needed improvement
3 = Needed considerable improvement
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mean responses of 2.02 and 2.00. The other items which describe these
two aspects of language, however;, ranked no higher than twelfth.

An aspect of oral expression which more than 70% of the responding
sponsor -teachers indicated was of some concern was sensitivity to words
‘and arrangement of words. Item 9, demonstratéd control of rhyme and
rhythm, item 8, rephrased information, and item 7, showed breadth of
vocabulary, ranked fifth, sixth and seventh even though their mean

responses were 1.98, 1.97 and 1.94 respectively.

Oral Expression in Student Teaching as

Perceived by Junior Students

Junior students, those primarily concerned with student teaching,
did not identify any items of oral expression.wfth a mean ranking of
greater than 1.95 (Table 11). The items ranked first and second were
number 7, the use of interesting and varied.vocabulary, and number 9, the
ability to control rhythm and rhyme as in poetry and rhyming exercises.
These items were perceived as needing improvement by 17 and 15 of the

responding students respectively.
Summary

The items in oral expression identified as being of most concern to
sponsor teachers were not identified as concerns by the majority of
students kesponding to the student teaching questionnaire. Items 1 and
2, the items concerning quality and use of voice, and of prime concern

to the sponsor teachers, were ranked tenth and fourteenth on the student



Table 11

ltems in Oral Expression Ranked as

Perceived Concerns by Junior Students
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= 20
| tem Rank
no. Language descriptor 1T 2 N/A Total X S order
7  Showed breadth of vocabulary 3 15 - 20 1.95 .51 1
9 Demonstrated control of rhyme and 5 12 - 20 1.90 .64 2
rhythm
13 Controlled speech sounds 6 11 - 20 1.85 .67 3
10 Controlled informal standard 6 12 - 20 1.80 .62 L
English :
6 Spoke with confidence 7 10 - 20 1.80 .70 5
16 Used language effectively in 9 10 - 20 1.60 .60 6
interaction
L Used appropriate nonverbal language:3 11 1 20 1.58 .51 7
3 Used voice effectively 10 10 - 20 1,50 ,51 8
15 Created scenes, moods 10 10 - 20 1.50 .51 8
1 Spoke distinctly 1t 8 - 20 1.50 .61 10
8 Rephrased information when 11 8 - 20 1.50 .61 10
necessary
5 Modelled good listening 14 4 - 20 1.40 .68 12
11 Understood dialectal differences 13 7 - 20 1.35 .49 13
2  Projected voice suffiently h 5 ~ 20 1.35 .59 14
12 Chose appropriate level of 14 5 - 20 1.35 .59 Th
language
14 Listened and responded 16 2 1 20 1.21 .54 16
appropriately
a = Satisfactory or better
2 = Needed improvement
3 = Needed considerable improvement
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list and identified as needing improvement by only nine and six of the
twenty students respectively. Obviously, there were considerable differ-
ences in the perceptions of the two groups with regard to items 1 and 2.

Two items about which sponsor teachers and student teachers appeared
to hold similar rather than different perceptions were item 10, the control
of standard English, ranked fourth by approximately 70% of both.groups,
and item 6, the ability to speak with confidence, ranked third by 75% of
the sponsor teachers.responding .to the questionnaire and fifth by 65% of
the junior.students responding.

Agreement between sponsor teachers and student teachers was also
evident in those items ranked lowest by both groupe. Two of the itehs,
numbers 11 and 12, related to appropriate usage and dialect. Item 11, the
ability to recognize dialectal differences in others"lanéuage, was ranked
fourteenth.by sponsor teachers and thirteenth by students. Iltem 12, the
ability to choose the level of language appropriate to a situation, was
ranked thirteenth by sponsor teachers and fourteenth by students. A third
item, listening attentively and responding appropriately, was identified
with a mean response of 1.21 by both groups.

Inasmuch as phe data suggest that sponsor teachers of NITEP students
and NITEP students are frequently in agreement regarding the students'
use of oral expreséion in the teaching situation, those aspects ofblahguage
about which their perceptions of need differ take on an added significance.
The Spensor teachers' evident concern regarding the students' quality and
use of voice in the classroom, and the students' lack of concern about
this matter, are in direct contrast. It is interesting to note‘that while
the students' perception of need regarding vocabulary is not seen as a

prime need by sponsor teachers, sponsor teacher response supports the
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~students' perception that there is some need of improvement in this aspect
of oral expression.

Oral expression'.in student teaching as perceived by students with

English as a second language. When the data from the junior student

questionnaires were analyzed taking first language into account, it was
found'that.students wi th Eng]ish'as_a first language identified item 13,
control of speech sounds as necessary for a phonics program, as needing
improvement. ltem 7, uses interesting, varied vocabulary, and item 9,
demonstrates control of rhythm and rhyme as in poetry and rhyming exercises,
were identified as needing: improvement by six of the seven Eng]ish2
students responding to the junior student questionnaire.

It is interesting. that the responses from the English2 students in the
junior student group differed so little from those of the Eng]ishI students,
especially in light of.the marked differences between English]~and Eng]ish2

senior students with regard to oral expression in academic coursework.

Written Expression in Student Teaching:

Research Question Four

The fourth research question-in this study asked: Which aspects of

written expression do sponsor teachers and students identify as concerns

in the student teaching of NITEP students? Since opportunities for

student teachers to demonstrate capabilities in written expression may be
limited by factors such as grade level, shortage of blackboard space, or
the use of commercially-prepared materials, only eight items relating to

written expression were . included on the student teaching version of the
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questionnaire (Appendix C). The aspects of written expression and the
descriptive items for written expression in student teaching appear in

Figure 4, p. 47.

Written Expression.in Student Teaching

as Perceived by Sponsor Teachers

In response to eight items describing written expression in student
teaching, sponsor teachers accorded mean ratings of no higher than 1.88
to any item (Table 12). Since this is somewhat lower than the 2.00
which has generally been adopted as an indicator of need in this study,
it would appear that written expression in NITEP sfudent teaching is not
a matter of concern to sponsor teachers. quever, it should be noted
that item 8, the ability to use grammatical terms appropriately in taTking
about writing, and item 7, the ability to make fine distinctions in
vocabﬁlary, were identified as being of‘some concern to more than 60% of
the teachers responding to the questionnaire. Mean respénses of 1.88 and
1.85 suggest that these items are not seen as matters of particular

concern at this time.

Written Expression: .in.Student Teaching

as Perceived by Junior Students

Junior students, those NITEP students presumably most concerned with
student teaching since they spend a large proportion of their time in
teaching practica, identified one item of written expression as a matter

of concern (Table 13). This item, number 8, the ability to. use grammatical



Table 12

Items in Written Expression Ranked as

Perceived Concerns by Sponsor Teachers
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N =263

It Responsesa Rank
em — an

no. Language descriptor I 2 3 N/A Total b S order
8 Used grammatical terms appropriately 18 29 11 5 63 .88 .70 1
7 Made fine distinctions in vocabulary 17 33 8 5 63 .85 .64 2
6 Used style appropriate to note makiﬁg 18 24 6 15 63 .75 .67 3
L Used common abbreviations correctly 25 25 § 8 63 .73 .72 Q
5 Gave simple directions clearly | 25 29 6 3 63 .68 .65 5
2 Punctuated and capitalized cofrectly 31 25 6 1 63 .60 .66 6
1 Spelled correctly o 31 27 5 - 63 .59 .6k 7
3 Proofread materials 38 17 9 4 63 .31 .47 8

aq = Satisfactory or better; 2 = Needed improvement; 3 = Needed considerable
Improvement . - - |
Table 13
Iltems in Written Expression Ranked as
Perceived Concerns by Junior Students
N = 20
[tem Responsesa . Rank
no. Language descriptor 1 2 3 N/A Total X S order
8 Used grammatical terms appropriately 2 16 2 - 20 .00 - .46 1
7 Made fine distinctions in vocabulary 7 11 2 - 20 .75 .64 2
3 Proofread materials g 12 - - 20 .60 .50 3
6 Used style-appropriate te:note-making 9 9 1 1 20 .58 .61 4
2 Pdnctﬁéééddéndaéapitalfzed correctly 14 3 3 - 20 .45 .76 5
4 Used common abbreviations correctly 14 4 2 - 20 .ho .68 6
1 Spelled correctly 14 5 - 20 .35 .59 7
5 Gave simple directions clearly 6 4 - - 20 .20 . 8

a]

improvement

= Satisfactory or better; 2 = Needed improvement; 3

1]

Needed considerable
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terms appropriately, was identified as a concern by 18 of the 20 students
responding to the questionnaire. Other items which were identified as
being of‘some concern to more than half the students but which did not have
a mean rating of 2.00 or greater, were item 7, the ability to make fine
distinctions in vocabulary, and item 3, the ability to proofread materials

effectively.
Summary

Although NITEP students' written expression in the teaching situation
does not appear to be a matter of prime concern at this time, it should
not be overlooked that both sponsor teachers and student teachers ranked
item 8, the ability to use grammatical terms appropriate]y and item 7, the
abi]ity to make fine distinctions in vocabu]ary,.first and second.

Analysis of the data concerning written expression from the perspec-
tive of English as a first or second language revealed no differences in
the junior students' perceptions of their performance in written expres-

sion.

Selected Competencies in Teaching Language Arts:

Research Question Five

Because student teaching ‘is a major emphasis in the first two years
of NITEP, and language arts dominates the elementary school curriculum,
the decision was made to include items concerning language arts teaching
competencies in the questionnaires developed to consider student teaching

(Appendix C). Sixteen items representing specific teaching competencies
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were designed to answer the. fifth research question: What specific

competencies in teaching language arts do sponsor teachers and student

‘teachers identify as needing improvement? The data were treated exactly

the same-as the data collected from those parts of tﬁe questionnaire
having to do with oral and written expression. Teaching competencies were
ranked in order of-perceived concern derived from the mean response and
standard deviation calculated for each item. In addition to the rankings,
‘the _numerical means and the standard deviations, the tables include a
breakdown of the total responses to each item including a no-answer column

(Tables 14 and 15).

Language Arts Teaching Competencies in Student

Teaching as Perceived by Sponsor Teachers

Seventy percent or- more of the responding sponsor.teachers identified
five teaching coméetencies as being of gome concern, assigning.a mean
response of 2.00 or greater tO'threé of them (Table 14). The first ranked
concern, identified. as such by'49 of the 63 respondents, had to do with
the student teacher's familiarity with children's literature. This item
had a mean response of 2;08.. The second .ranked item, thé abiiity to model
correct pronunciation and speech patterns was identified as a concern by
more sponsor teachers, 51 of those responding; but received.a mean rating
of 2.05. Item 5,. the competency‘having to do with-QUestioning skills, was
ranked third because of é mean rating of 2.00. The fourth and fifth ranked
items, demonstrating familiarity with children's language background, and
the‘abiiit% to give clear, sequenced instructions, received lower means of

1.95 and . 1.92 respectively. They were identified as matters of concern,



Table 14

Teaching Competencies Ranked as Concerns by Sponsor Teachers

=63
a
[ tem Responses Rank
number Descriptor 1 2 3 N/A Total X S order
b Demonstrates familiarity with children's literature 11 33 16 3 63 2.08 .67 1
6 Models correct pronunciation and speech patterns 12 36 15 - 63 2.05 .66 2
5 Shows ability to use different levels.of questions 15 32 15 1 63 2.00 .70 3
7 Demonstrates: familiarity with children's language
background : 16 31 13 3 63 1.95 .70 4
2 Gave clear, sequenced instructions : 14 ho 9 - 63 1.92 .60 5
16 Designs .and moderates group or class discussion 23 28 11 1 63 1.81 .72 6
3 Reads aloud with expression and enjoyment 25 27 1N - 63 1.78 .73 7
13 Demonstrates ability.to assess and evaluate student's
progress ' 23 29 9 2 63 1.77 69 8
15 Involves children in.activities showing lnterre]ated-
ness of. language arts usage . 21 35 4 3 63 1.72 .59 9
12 Constructs useful charts: and other learnlng aids. .27 28 7 1 63 1.68 .67 10
11 Uses media such as photographs, models, films, etc. 29 26 L 2 63 1.39 .62 117
14 Demonstrates ability ‘to incorporate children's :
interests in lessons : 30 25 4 b 63 1.56 .62 12
9 Understands and uses teaching manuals 36 23 3 I 63 .47 .59 13
10 Demonstrates knowledge of, and ability to use the
library.or resource center _ 37 21 L 63 1.47 .62 14
] Prints and writes adequately on chalk board k2 21 - - 63 1.33 .48 15
8 Models good listening behavior : 4L 12 2 T 63 1.26 .51 16
a

1 = Satisfactory or better; 2 = Needed improvement; 3 = Needed considerable improvement

06



Table 15

Teaching Competencies Ranked as Concerns by Junior Students

N =20
a
ltem Responses Rank
number Descriptor 1 2 3 N/A Total X S order
7 Demonstrates familiarity with children's language
background 2 13 5 - 20 2.15 .59 1
b Demonstrates familiarity with children's literature 315 2 - 20 1.95 .51 2
13 Demonstrates ability to assess and evaluate student
progress 6 13 ] - 20 1.75 .55 3
1 Uses media such as photographs, models, films, etc. 9 8 3 - 20 1.70 .73 4
15 Involves children in activities showing interrelated-
ness of language arts. 8 N 1 - 20 1.65 .59 5
12 Constructs useful charts and other learning aids 9 9 2 - 20 1.65 .67 6
5 Shows ability to use different levels of questions 9 11 - - 20 1.56 .51 7
10 " Demonstrates knowledge of, and ability to use the
library or resource center ' 10 10 - - 20 1.50 .51 8
14 Demonstrates ability to incorporate children's
interest in .lessons 11 8 ] - 20 1.50 .61 9
6 Models correct pronunciation and speech patterns 1 9 - - 20 1.45 .51 10
2 . Gave clear, sequenced instructions 11 9 - - 20 1.45 .51 10
16 Designs ‘and moderates group or class discussion 12 7 1 - 20 1.45 .61 12
1 Prints and writes adequately on chalk board 13 6 ] - 20 1.40 .60 13-
3 Reads aloud with expression and enjoyment 1h 6 - - 20 1.30 .47 14
9 Understands and .uses .teaching manuals appropriately 15 b 1 - 20 1.30 .51 15
8 Models good listening behavior ' 18 2 - - 20 1.10 .31 16
a

1 = Satisfactory or better; 2 = Needed improvement; 3 = Needed considerable improvement

L6
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however, to 44 and 49 of those responding.

Language Arts Teaching Competencies in Student

Teaching as Perceived by Junior Students

Junior students, those students in the NITEP most concerned with
student teaching, assigned oniy the first ranked teaching competency a
mean rating over 2.00 (Table 15); that is, ﬁinety percent of the respondf
ing students registered concern about item 7, demonstrating familiarity
with children's language background. Moreover, it had a mean rating of
2.15. The second ranked item, according to responses from junior students,
was number 4, demonstrating famiiiarity with children's literature.
Eightyffive percent of the students identified the item as being of
concern, although the item had a.mean response of only 1.95. ltem 13,
the abiiity to assess and evaluate student progress, was identified as a
concern by seventy percent of the respondents but received a mean rating
of 1.75. Four other teaching competencies were identified as causing
concern by more than half the responding students, but the degree of
concern, as indicated by the mean response of the junior students respondf
ing to the questionnaire, did not exceed a mean response of 1.70. These
items had to do with abilities in the following: use of media such as
photogrephs, models, films; involving children in activities showing.
interrelatedness of language arts; construction of useful charts and
other learning aids; questioning skills.

Certain teaching competencies were. identified as being of concern
to fewer than one third of the responding students. 1tem 3, reads aloud

with expression and enjoyment, item 9, understands and uses teaching
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manuais_appropriateiy,.and item 8, models good listening behavior, ranked
fourteenth, fifteenth and sixtéenth'respectiveiy; The last mentioned,
item 8, was identified as a matter of concern’by oniy 2 of the students

responding to the teaching competencies.

Summary

Sponsor teachers and junior students appeared .to be in accord with
regard to concerns about the NITEP student teachers' familiarity with
children's language .background .and children's literature. Item 4, demonj
strating famiiiarity with children's literature, was ranked first by
sponsor teachers and second by junior students. ltem 7,.demonstrates
familiarity with children's language batkground,nwas ranked first by
junior students and fourth'by spbnsor teachers.

It would appear, however, that sponsor teachers and junior students
did not hold similar opinions about other items describing specific
teaching competencies. For example, sponsor,teachers ranked_itemb6,
models. correct pronunciation and speech-pattérns, second on the list of
sixteen competencies while junior students ranked the same item tenth.
Other itgms about which they did not seem to be in agreement were the
ability to give clear, sequenced instructions, ranked fifth by teachers
and tenth by students, the ability to .design and moderate class discussion,
ranked sixth by teachers .and twelfth by students, and the ability to
read aloud with expression and enjoyment, ranked sixth by sponsor teachers
and fourteenth by student teachers.

Items which seemed to concern juniér students more than sponsor

teachers, at least in terms of the rankings, were items 11, the ability
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to use media, and item 10, knowiedgeability about the iibrary or resource
center.

Items about which sponsor teachers and junior students seemed to hold
similar views were item 5, shows abiiity to use different levels of
questions, item 13, demonstrates ability to assess.and evaluate students'’
progress, and item 8, models good listening behavior. The first two items
were ranked, in order, third and eighth by sponsor teachers, and seventh
and third by junior students. The third item, modelling good listening
behavior was ranked last by both groups.

Teaching competencies in student teaching of language arts as

perceived by junior students with English as a second language.v The

ana]ysis of data concerning specific teaching competencies in ianguage
arts considering the first language variable resulted in little new
information. Responses from those students identifying themselves as
speakers of'Enéiish as a first language paralleled those reported in
Table 20, differing oniy in the size of the mean .responses. For-example,
the first ranked item 7, famiiiafity with children's language background,
registered a mean response of 2.00 instead of 2.15, while item 4,
familiarity with children's literature had a mean response of 1.92 for
English as a first language speakers as coméared with 1.95 for those
who spoke English as a second language.

All students for whom English.was .a second language idenfified
item 7, demonstrates familiarity with children's language background,
as being of concern. |In addition, they responded to item k4, famiiiarity
with children's literature by assigning it a mean response of 2.00. It
would appear that.the first language variable is not a factor which

obviously differentiates between Engiish] and Engiishzijunior students
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when they are doing their student teaching.

Comments from the Questionnaires

Several opportunities were included in the questionnaires for
participants to elaborate on their responses to specific items or to
make general comments. Comments from the questionnaires considered
particularly relevant to an interpretation of the data,vof the ensuing
discussion will be cifed in Chapter 5.

Chapter 5 will contain a .summary of the findings of this study,
together with conclusions on the basis of the information .and data
presented. In addition, recommendations for furthe; study will be

presented.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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This study was designed to consider the questions of English competency

and the potential for its deve]opmént within MITEP, the Native Indian
Teacher Education Program in the Faculty of Eduéation, University of
British.Columbia. Since student competency fin Englfsﬁ-has ranked as a
matter of concern throughout university communities increasingly during
recent years, and internal and external evaluations of NITEP have singled
out certain problems in the program related to Eng]ish, a review of the
present situation regarding English and Tanguage arts in NITEP seemed
timely and worthwhile.

Needs assessment, a process which can be adapted to focus on one . -
aspect of a program in order to locate specific areas of concern, seemed
to offer a rational approach to the problem., The intent of tRis process
is to identify learners' needs--discrepanéies between the ideal and the
status quo learning situation--and to establish priority amongst the
revealed needs, involving as many relevant persons as possible.

Because there was little usable data available from which to draw
conclusions concerning NITEP students" competency, and testing was
impractical at this time, an alternative was sought, This researcher

believed that program participants in NITEP would have fairly firm

perceptions of NITEP students' English competency and an adequate sampling

of these perceptions would be useful in determining the needs of students.

The decision was taken to design a questionnaire which would encourage
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participants: to indicate their pércept?on of NITEP students' English
competency in such a way that the data could Bé quantified and ranked in
priority of perceivéd neéd.

Covering letters, questionnaires and stamped addressed envelopes were
sent to people who had been involved with the program since 1977 and for
whom addresses were avaflable. Returns representing 69% of the total
sample to whom quest?onnafres were mailed were subsequently analyzed,

The questionnaire résults wére présented in text and tables in
Chapter 4 of this study. Tﬁé interpretation, implications and recommen-
dations arising from the data are presented Rere within the context of the

research questions which were addressed by this needs assessment.

Findings of the Research Questions

The needs assessment process in this study addressed five research
questions through two questionnaires: one concerned with NITEP students
primarily involved with university coursework, and tHe second concerned
with NITEP students who are primarily involved in student teachfng. I tems
designed to elicit data for the purpose of answering Research Questions
One and Two were asked of college and university instructors who were
presently teaching or had taught in NITEP, and senior students in the
third and fourth year of the program, Similarly, items were designed
to collect answers to Research Questions Three, Four and Five from
sponsor teachers now or recently involved in the supervision of NITEP
students, and from junior students in the first or second year of the

program.
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Responses to .Research Questions One and Two.indicated that although
instructors identified more skills in oral and written expression which
needed .improvement than did students, for the most part the two groups'
perceptions of needs appeared to be similar.

On the other hand, the results of,the questionnaire directed to answer-
ing Research Question Three found that sponsor teachers and junior students
differed considerably in their perception of an important aspect of the
student teachers' performance .in oral expression. Sponsor teachers per-
ceived a real need in the area of quality and use of voice while student
teachers registered little concern about this aspett of oral expression.

Research~Question Four, designed to consider written expression in
studént teaching practice, revealed that both sponsor teachers and junior
students were in agreement that written expression presented_no real
concerns.

Research Question -Five found that sponsor teachers and student teachers
identifiedvsome.important’common concerns about .problems related to the
teaching of language .arts but once again differed in their perception

concerning teaching competencies involving the quality and use of voice.

-Summary of the Findings and Their Implications

Research Question One

Which aspects of oral expression do instructors

and students identify as concerns in the

university coursework of -university students?

Eight items describing aspects of oral expression were identified by

instructors and senior students as concerns. Three of the items represent
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a concern common to instructors and students, four of the items were only
identified by instructors and one item was seen as a concern only by

students (Tables 16 and 17).

Table 16
Summary of Iltems in Oral Expression ldentified as Needing [mprovements by

Both Instructors and Senior Students Based on Tables 3 and 4,

ltem - .Descriptor

8. Showed awarenéss of fine distinctions in vocabulary
7. Showed Breadth of vocabulary

10. Controlled standard English

aNeedi’ng improvement represénts a mean response of 2.00 or greater on the

part of the instructors and a majority of responses indicating a need for

improvement on the part of the students,

in viewing expresséd needs of third and fourth year students it is

important to remember that few opportunities exist for NITEP planners or
directors to influence or control the educational experiences of third
and fourth year NITEP stﬁdents. At the present time, only the first two
years of NITEP lend themselves to change because the present structure of
the program integrates third and fourth year students into the main-stream
of the university and away from direct involvement with NITEP. Therefore,
the chief value of these findings is in the implications they present with
regard to first and second year students. For example, it should be
possible to establish whether or not there are courses or support services
in first or second year which might address deficiencies such as those
identified in Table 16, Since both instructors and students share the same

concerns, such a process should not be difficult. It might be more

difficult to.interest students in concerning themselves with skills
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identified as concerns only by instructors such. as those listed in Table 17.

Table 17
Summary of ltems in Oral Expression ldentified as Needing Improvementa by

Instructors Only Based on Tables 3 and 4.

I tem .Descriptor
15. Controlled main ideas

13, Asked useful questions

14, Supported opinions

15. Organized ideas coherently

a . . ‘ :
Needing improvement represents a mean response of 2.00 or greater on the
part of the instructors.

Reviewing the MITEP program from the point of view of student oppor-
tunities to learn and practice the skills of oral composition raises some
interesting questions. Do college and university instructors accept the
stereotype of quiet, shy native students and therefore not press these
student to perform well in oral expression? Do students reinforce the
stereotype By not putting themselves forward in class and avoiding oral
assignments? One senior student reported that her oral expression was
difficult to assess since her "oral contribution in class was minimal''.

Also, if instructors find their students inadequate in some areas of
oral expression, are they likely to give the time necessary for the
instruction required to improve the situation? Are they not more likely
to simply change théir instructional strategies to avoid the areas in which
the students are not contributing at the expected level? One instructor
commented on the questionnaire that small discussion groups were not

successful, while another reported that neither debates nor simulation
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games worked well, [t may not be unreasonable to assume that such activities
were abandoned rather than giving class tTmé forlfnstruction which might make
them work.

Only one item, the use of effective imagery, was identified as needing
improvement by students and not by instructors. In the view of this
researcher, the wording of.this item may have dictated the response, and
since the item was related to thé generally accepted concern about vocabu-

lary, the concern will Be included in that discussion,

Research Question Jwo

Which aspects of written expression do

instructors and students identify as concerns

in the university coursework of NITEP students?

Research Question Two established that although senior students did
not perceive as many needs in wr?ttén expression, they seemed to agree
with the instructors that written expression is an area of NITEP student
performance which needs improvement, The concerns about which instructors
and students shared similar perceptions are shown in Table 18,

Three of the items -about which both instructors and senior students
were éoncerned, numbers 21, 3 and 15, relate to essay writing. These
findings concerning written expression suggest that both students and
instructors recognize that developing and improving skills in essay
writing would be worthwhile. The program cannof do muéh to improve the

situation for the senior students but can make significant change insofar

as junior students are concerned. It ﬁight be worthwhile to provide
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Table 18
Summary of items in Written Expression identified as Needing Improvementa

by both instructors and Senior Students Based on Tables 6 and 7.

ltem: _ Descriptor
21. Organized essays effectively
1. Used grammatical terms correctly"
3. Proofread effectiyely
9. Created moods, impressions with words
15. Selected essential details

aNeeding improvement represents a mean response of 2.00 or greater on the
part of the instructors and a majority of responses indicating a need on
the part of the students.

opportunities for senior students to share with junior students the need
to prepare themselves for the rigours of academic coursework, particularly
.essay writing. Opportunities for such communication might come about
during the annual “Orientation“ visit to campus or through the regular
exchange of newsletters from center to center. Although instructors may
repeatedly point out the need for improving one's esséy writing skills,
the advice of other students is:more likély to be heéded, and to pfovide
the motivation needed to tackle the number of skills required for
effective essay writihg. Since senior students appear to haVe a fairly
realistic idea of their need for impfovement in written expression, it
seems reasonable to assume that in the '"community! spirit of NITEP they
would be willing to sharé their perceptions and observations.

Although senior students and instructors sharéd a general perception
of need in written expressioﬁ?,instructors alone identified several skills

that needed improvement. These skills are listed in Table 19.
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Table 19

Summary of ltems in Written Expression ldentified as Needing Improvementa

by Instructors Only Based on Tables 6 and 7.

Item Descriptor

10. ' Made fine distinctions in vocabulary
L. | Used mechanics of scholarship

22. Showed coherence and unity of ideas
13. Displayed fluency in ideas

14, Responded to readings perceptively
1. Spelled, capitalized, punctuated correctly
2, Controlled mechanics éf quotation
17. Adjusted tone for audience
7. Varied sentence length

20. Summarized and paraphrased readings
5. Gave basic information clearly

19. Supported viewpoint with details

Needs improvement represents a mean response of 2.00 or greater on the
part of the instructors.

The ‘concerns identified by instruttors only appeared to center almost
entirely on the skills necessary for successful expository essay writing.
Since this is not only the primary mode of written expression in university
classes but is probably also one of the important vehicles for student
evaluation, it is not surprising that instructors would be most concerned
about this particular form of writfen expression. The concerns apparent
in the response patterns of the instructors implied insufficient control of

the conventions of format, an inadequate vocabulary, a weakness in
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internalizing and expressing new ideas, and recognizable difficulties in
the composing of exposition and argument. Since these skills are requisite
in essay writing, and, as pointed out by Conry and Rodgers (1978), the
secondary schools have not always provided the necessary instruction to
enable most students to master these skills, what can NITEP do to provide
its students with this capability?

Again, remembering that few opportunities exist to change the third
and fourth years of NITEP, and that general university policy does not
support the teaching of remedial English as a recognized part of a university
education, the problem for program planners in NITEP becomes twofold.
Firstly, they must ensure early -identification and>help for those students
who meet the criteria for acceptance into the program but are deficient
in English. Secondly, they must determine "ways in which to ensure that
provisions are made to help all students who want to improve in such skills
in using the mechanics of sﬁholarship or summarizing and paraphrasing
readings. Conry and Rodgers (1978) suggested, after finding serious
weaknesses in twelfth grade writing in their provincejwide assessment of
written expression, that nothing would change unless students received
instruction in particular skills and then had opportunities to write in
situations geared to improve writing. They further suggested that students
would benefit from teaching strategies such as pre-writing and student
editing groups. These suggestions have interesting implications for the
NITEP program since it is entirely possible that some of those 1978 gfade
twelve students are presently in NITEP.

One. interesting.sidelight on the data regarding oral and written
expression in university coursework éame from analyzing the responses of
those students who identified themselves as speakers of English as a

second language. Unfortunately the size of the sample is. too small to
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support generalizations, but a few . observations appear. to be in order.
Compared with the student group as a whole, English2 students indicated
more concern about aspects of their English competency than did English]
students. In several cases the English, students echoed the responses
of the instructors.. Since NITEP is opening amore northerly center next
year, this question .of English as a second language-may'be important and

should be addressed in the planning.

.Research Question Three

Which aspects of oral expression do sponsor

teachers and students identify as concerns in

the student teaching of NITEP students?

Responses gathered-to answer Résearch Question Three found that sponsor
teachers and junior students perceived a different priority of needs with
regard to NITEP students performing in theirvrole as student teachers.

The sponsor teachers who responded to the questionnaires saw the quality

and use of voice as the prime aspect of oral expression requiring improvement,
whereas junior students were concerned about needs in the areas of vocabulary
development and the control of rhyme and rhythm in speech (Table 20 and 21).

Since the effective and appropriéte use of the voice can be an
important factor in successful teaching, the fact that éponsor teachers
ranked this aspect of oral expression as their prime concern while student-
teachers .did not, cannot be ignored. |[f NITEP students perceive their use
and qua]ity of voice as.satisfactory, it may be difficult for instructors in

student teaching seminars or in speech arts classes to motivate students to
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Table .20
Summary of ltems in Oral Expression ldentified as Needing |mprovementa

by Sponsor Teachers Only Based .on Tables 10 and 11.

Cltem Descriptor
2. Projected voice sufficiently
1. Spoke distinctly, articulated clearly

¥Needs improvement represents a mean response of 2.00 or greater on the part
of the instructors.

Table 21
Summary of Items in Oral Expression ldentified as Needing Improvementa

by Junior Students Only Based on Tables .10 and 11.

ltem . Descriptor
7. Showed breadth of vocabulary
9.  Demonstrated control of rhyme and rhythm

aAlthough items 7 and 9 were not accorded means of 2.00 or greater by the
students, they are listed here because 15 of the 20 students indicated a
need for improvement in these areas.

improve these skills. Since real improvement in projection-and articulation
relies on considerable practice, lack of strong motivation could be an
important block to constructive change.

Factors which might be at work in this question of quality and use of
voice include the preViogsly discussed matter of the teacher's perception
that a majority culture voice is best for the classroom. On the other hand,
it may reflect a general acceptance of the steréotypical idea that, in the

words of one teacher responding to the questionnaire, ''By nature most
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Natives are quite shy and quiet'. In addition, there is a possibi]ity
that sponsor teachers are being overly protective of the feelings of their
native Indian student teachers, and are therefore reluctant to comment
freely on. such personal matters .as voice projection and articulation.

If this is so it would not be the first time that members of a minority
group have been impeded by good intentions. On the other hand, it may be
that. student teachers have not realized the potential benefits of a good
voice in terms of classroom -management and instruction and are not therefore
moved to acquire these benefits for themsedves.

It is interesting to note in Table 21 that junior students share a
concern.of their sénior counterparts concerning the need for development
of a broader vocabulary. Although sponsor teachers did not share this
concern, or a concern about the control of rhyme and rhythm in oral
expression, they did.share similar perceptidns with students about need
with regard to two other items from the student teaching questionnaire.

These items appear.in Table 22.

Table 22
Summary of. Items in Oral Expression ldentified as Needing Improvementa

by Both Sponsor Teachers and Junior Students Based on Tables 10 and 11,

Item ' Descriptor
10. Controlled informal standard English
6. Spoke with confidence

Needs improvement represents a mean response of 2.00 or greater on the part
of the instructors. Although items 10 and 6 were not accorded means of 2.00
or greater by the students, they are included here because 14 of the 20
students indicated a need for improvement in these areas.

It seems possible that if students are concerned about their use of
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informal standard English this may be one factor reflected .in an inabi]ity
to speak with confidence. Since both teachers and students are‘concerned
about these aspects of oral expression. in the classroom, it should not be
difficult to make provisions in student teaching and related situations
for encouraging improvement in these areas. As open discussion about
these aspects of language behavior.in the Sponsor Teacher Workshops
preceaing student teaching could enable students to ask for help during

practica .and teachers to give it.

Research Question Four

Which aspects of written expression do sponsor

teachers and students identify as concerns in

the student teaching of NITEP. students?

Responses collected to answer Research,Question>Four did not reveal
aﬁy aspects of written expression in the student teaching sitqation which
translated into a need requiring special attention or change in NITEP. It
would appear at this time that the program is providing the sfudents with
whatever is needed for them to function reasonably well in this area. This
reseacher has observed that the program staff places considerable‘emphasis
on written lesson plans during the student teaching years, and had frequently
noted during the May 1980 practicum the kind of response indicated by one
teacher who wrote on the questionnaire, Y.L written plans were detailed and
very thorough."

In their comments on written expression most sponsor teachers reiterated

previously stated concerns about oral language and general satisfaction
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concerning written expression. For example, one teacher Said, "ATT my
students needed a great deal of work with spoken Englishj%written was
mainly satisfactory.'" Another stated, '"Written English much more fluent
than oral English.'" On the other hand, one teacher commented that “They
(NITEP students) should have more facility with the written language,"
while another commented on language and spelling skills as the ''biggest
downfall.'" Obviously, some teachers did héve concerns about written
language, but overall the sponsor teacher responses-on the student teaching
questionnaires suggest that aspects of oral expression are viewed as

concerns more often than aspects of written expression.

Research Question Five

Which of the épecific teaching competencies related

to the teaching of language arts do sponsor teachers

and students identify as needing improvement?

Reseach Question Five found that sponsor teachers and junior students
were concerned about deficiencies in tHe student teachers' khowledge of
children's language background and their knowledge of children's ]jterature
(Table 23). |

Since these concerns about a lack of knowledge of children's literature
and children's language background were perceived by both group5'a5f
inadequacies needing improvement, it appears that present course content in
language arts methodology is not providing what some §tudents require in this

area. |t seems that .the regular content of language arts -- as suggested by
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Table 23
Summary of Teaching Competencies  ldentified as Needing Improvementa by Both

Sponsor Teachers and Junior Students Based on Tables 14 and 15.

ltem Descriptor:
b, Demonstrates familiarity with children's literature
7. Demonstrates familiarity with children's language
background

aAlthough item 4 was not accorded a mean .response of 2.00 or greater by the
students, it was identified as needing .improvement by 17 of 20 students.
Similarly, item 7 was not accorded a mean response of 2.00 or greater by
sponsor teachers but was identified as needing improvement by 44 out of 60
sponsor teachers.

course outlines and student teachers language arts ﬁethodo]ogy texts --
assumes that student teachers come to teacher education with a knowledge of
children's books and the content of a ”typical“ white middle-class child's
language background as a direct‘result of their own upbringing and education.
Considering the ever growing numbers of nonfmajority culture students
enrolled in teacher education, this seems to bé a fallacious assumption of
which the full implications have not been considered. This certainly appears
to be the case for native Indian students.

It seems quite unreasonable to expect that native Indian students will
arrive at the university‘equipped with a strong background in children's
book and language experiences such as nursery rhymes and games. Questions
concerning their need for such a background and the opportunities for
acquiring it need to be addressed by those involved in>the presentation of
reading and language arts methodology. It is'also possible that other course

in the program directly related to the student teaching component of NITEP
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could assume some responsibility in this area.

it was interesting to note that only two teaching competencies,
modelling correct pronunciation and the ability to use different levels
of questions in language arts instruction, were singled out by sponsor
teachers but not by junior students. Since one of these items seems to be
related to the sponsof teachers' general perception about quality and use
of voice, it would appear that the singling out of this item simply

reiterates the degree to which sponsor teachers' hold this perception.

Recommendations‘Arising from the Findings and Implications

The following recommendations are based upon the data drawn by the
needs assessment and the resulting conclusions and implications that
have just been discussed. The recommendations are organized into
categories relating to various administrative aspects of the NITEP program:
Admission; Academic Component;'Education Component; and Support Services.
Admission. |t is recommended that early identification of those
students who may be less proficient in English, and the transmission of
this information to those instructors and/or program staff who are in
a position to assist these students, should be a specific responsibility
of those who do the screening interviews prior to students' acéeptance
into the program.. Since the program is expanding to a northern community
this year, it may be that there will be an increase in the number of
students who speak English as a second language, or a nonfstandard dialect,
and early indentification of these students would expedite atfending to any
special needs.

It is recommended that if any student's English background appears to
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warrant such intervehtion, interviewers should consider counselling students
to take speaking, writing and/or reading improvément courses prior to entry
into the program. Since such courses are often offered at community éo]leges
and through the Open Learning Institute and are therefore available to most
students, this might provide opportunities for strengthening their language
skills and thus upgrading ease the students' entry'into the program. The
NITEP Advisory Committee might undertake to investigate possible sources Qf
funding for pre-NITEP education such as this as another way of ensuring
that students are encouraged to take such courses.

Academi.c component. It is recommended that NITEP make every effort to

gain permission and’approval to enable the program to offer English 100 or
an equivalent course within the program whenever enrollment jUstifies this
action. Such a course would facilitate ongoing instruction not only in
such areas as:expository essay writing but in other language skills within
a context which could capitaiize on the students' common backgrounds and
interests while attending to their identified needs. Adherence to regular
examination standards and other procedures should ensure acceptance of such
a course in terms of the university'ahd English department regulatibns.

It is furtherbrecommendedthat no effort be spared to facilitate the
students' opportunities for success in English 100 or 200. The acknowledged
heavy demands of student teaching and other special aspects of the program
must not be allowed to interfere with»the students' English studies as they
presently do. Every effort should be made to find ways in which these -
courses can be scheduled during the day, perhaps at NITEP centers, and be
free from interruptions due to NITEP obligations. Having to attend English
classes-at night, after attending NITEP classes or practice teaching all
day, places an unfortunate strain on students, one that is recognized by

instructors. For example, one wrote, '"One group (of NITEP students), |
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recall, did not have time to eat dinner before arriving at the College.
They were very, very tired and were physically and mentally at a very low
ebb''.

Education component. It is recommended that Education 304, Curriculum

and Instruction in the Language Arts, and.Education 305, Curriculum and
Instruction in Developmental Reading in the Elementary School, be offered
as two one and oneihalf unit courses during each of the first two years in
NITEP, rather than consecutively and for three unité each in first or
second year as is presently the case. Since language arts dominates the
.curriculum of the e]ementary schoél, it is not sufprisfng that student
teachers are expected to teach language arts, a good deal of which includes
reading, .in their earliest practicum. To send them out without any
preparation:in either area is unreasonable.

A reéent melding of the two faculty of education departments of English
Education and Reading into one Department of Language Education should
facilitate at least a reorganization if not an integration 6f the reading
and language artsxmethodology courses. Such development would be in keeping
with the expressed philosophy of the new provincial curriculum guide (B.C.,
1978).

It is recommeded that instructors of Education 304 and 305 be asked to
provide more than the usual opportunities for NITEP students to become
familiar with children's books, poems, word games, finger plays,vand all the
myriad of experiences with which an effective teacher of English language
arts should be familiar. In addition, it is recommended that such instructors
be asked to incorporate information and teaching materials relatiﬁg.to the
special needs of native Indian children in English language arts, paying

particular attention to the new Language arts gquide for native children
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(Klesner, 1979).

It is recommended that Educatfon.216, Speech Education (1% units),
be offered at the beginning of first year, .and that the instructor be
apprised of the pertinent results of this needs assessment. Consultation
with native Indian program staff and advisors regarding the whole question
of voice, and how much change may be désirable or nécessary, should be
helpful in planning this course. Since speech arts courses are provided
through the Department of Language Education, opportunities for incorporating
some aspects of children's literature and children's early language
background into this coﬁrse could be considered by the.appropriate instructors.

It is recommended that the program extend its recognized concept of
”a NITEP community'' to include instructors and sponsor teachers to a greater
degree. Both these groups might benefit from an increased sense of
belonging to the program and to expect as a pért of their involvement to
meet for an exchange of views and information.

NJTEP sponsor teachers presently attend occasional workshops. It
seems that an extension of these workshops might .provide opportunities
to explore the possibilities inherent in student teaching supervision for
improving student teacher performance .in those areas that have been
identified by the assessment as needing improvement. Problems such as those
arising from teachers' reluctance to expect enough of the student teachers
through misguided kindness could be addressed in such meetings.

Instructors certainly should be encouraged to meet together regularly
as a part of their.commitment to NITEP. This is not an unusual expectation
since faculty participating in other alternate programs presently do so.
Among other things such regular and ongoing contact between instructors and

program staff would facilitate a concern for English across the curriculum
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and enable the development of English profiles for each students. Three
such meetings have been held in North Vancouver this year and program
staff and instructors have been very positive in their comments about
this experiment.

Because NITEP espouses principles of community, it is also important that
every effort be made to have representation from students at such meetinge.
For example, in North - Vancouver this year, students drafted lists of ''things they
needed to know' after the first practicum and these were issued to instructors.
Such communication reportedly proved . useful to instructors.

Support services. It is recommended that the present arrangement which

provides junior students with a study skills course for at least one week

in September be discontinued. Although the basic premise of equipping
students with specific skills in reading texts, taking tests and other such
skills is a good one, some data from the needs assessment suggest that

the effectiveness of the present practice is questionable. Many of the neede
perceived by instructors and senior students could be more effectively
addressed by NITEP inetructors given extra time to teach. specific study
skills related to their.own course content and teaching style. In addition
to apportioning the time made available by such a move, it is recommended
that the program decision makers consider using some of the funds spent
purchasing a general study skills course from a community college to provide
in-service for NITEP instructors on effective methods for teaching their

own study skills.

It is recommended that some form of English and language arts needs
assessment be an ongoing process in NITEP. With an annual intake of
students and reqular changes to the program, it may be expected that
students' needs will change considerably. The fol]owiﬁg comment from a
sponsor teacher supports the contention of this researcher that focusing

the attention of program participants on English can in and of itself be
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a worthwhile endeavor. In the words of the teacher, ""These areas we are
asked to evaluate haVe always been a definite problem with almost all my
NITEP students -- i'm glad to be able to respond to a survey such as this --
as | feel that if people are aware of these deficiencies, they will be
improved upon."

Although this research's experience in NITEP has not led her to the
conclusion that '"almost all' NITEP students have problems in language -- it
is important to realize that if people have such perceptions concerning
NITEP students' competency, these perceptions will influence their relation-
ship with the program and with the students. There is no question that
some NITEP students have had serious problems with the English ]anguage;

One senior student expressed her personal frustrations with English when

she wrote, ""English also is not clear, has many twisted sounds and is
confusing. After four years, | haven't gotten far." It is interesting that
the same needs assessment produced a sponsor teacher who said, "I have

been very fortunate in having such students -- their standards have been
very high.'"" The value of a needs assessment such as this one is that it
provides an opportunity for everyone to be "listened to' and to affect the
development of a program. Such procedures offer program participants a
degree of control which they value (More, 1979, p. 10).

It is recommended that remedial English instruction, including reading,
be available for students who are permitted to enter the program and then
found to have significant gaps in their English background. An assessment
of the most effective way in which to provide such instruction should be
undertaken by an appropriate person or agency under the supervision of the
NITEP Advisory Committee. Because English tutoring has been provided at
various times and in various ways in an attempt to improve students' writing,

it should probably be included in such an assessment. Since English tutoring
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as it has been provided has not included a concern for oral English but has
concentrated ‘on writing, it may be that such a service is too limited to
meet the needs of students as identified by the program participants

reported in this study.

Problems and Suggéstions for Change

in Any Future Needs Assessment

The problems encountered in this needs assessment were linked with the
timing of the survey and weaknesses in the instruments. Doing the needs
assessment in June necessitated sending questionnaires to teachers at what
may be the busiest time of the year for them. In addition, it meant that
students and instructors were frequently not at their respective institutions
and were difficult to contact.

March and April would seem to be better months in which to collect data
for such a needs assessment. The February practicum would be finished but
teachers would still be in school and available for follow-up of any kind
while instructors and students could be interviewed or be included in
data-producing situations by the needs assessor just prior to the conclusion
of their courses. Such procedures would almost guarantee an improved
sampling of the population. Subsequently it should also be possible to
broaden the sample base to include native Indian teachers and other native
educators.

Increased reliability and validity of the questionnaires should increase
the usefulness of the needs assessment data. The inclusion of student test
results in a needs assessment such as this should improve validity while

extensive pre-testing of questionnaire items and instructions should improve
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reliability. In addition, random arrangement ofaitems on the questionnaire
and subsequent analysis to check internal validity would be worthwhile, as
follow-up interviews of randomly selected participants. Finally, doing a
similar study in another native Indian teacher education program would be

a good measure of utility of the instruments and the entire needs assessment.

Suggestions for Further Research

1. A review of recent research into the teaching of academic writing
to those sometimes referred to as ''basic'' writers and a subsequent study
to measure the effectiveness of the most promising techniques.

2. A study to measure the effectiveness of speech arts training in
improving student performance in student teaching.

3. A comparison of the English and language arts components in NITEP
and in the other native Indian and Inuit teacher preparation programs in
Canada.

L. A needs assessment study in English and language arts in an
alternate program other than NITEP.

5. An examination of reading competencies of NITEP students with
particular regard for those students who may not be performing at the level
~generally accepted as necessary for success in a university.

6. A study to determine what would constitute'an adequate knowledge
of child language and children's literature for an effective language
arts teacher.

7. An alpha-type needs assessment focusing on native Indian teacher
preparation.

8. An examination and subsequent listing of mate}ials relating to the

improvement of teaching and learning for native Indian students.
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9. The development of NITEP student profiles in order that students'
progress may be followed and evaluated continuously.
10. An examination of English as a second language as a factor in

post-secondary education for native Indian students in British Columbia.

Conclusion

This needs assessment has concerned itself with reviewing the English
and language arts components of NITEP in order to ensure that the program
is providing maximum opportunities for NITEP students to develop and
strengthen English competency. Fairly wide-ranging suggestions for change
in many areas of the program have been recommended. Such extensive change
is farely easy, but the strong sense of purpose and commitment that runs
through NITEP should enable the program to assess the value of these

changes and to- incorporate those that appear to be warranted.
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REQUIREMENTS FOR THE STUDY

Approval necessary to comply with the U.B.C. Policy for Research on Human Subjects.

1. Access to student records in order to determine:

a. English Placement results
b. Grade 11 and 12 course work

c. Post secondary course work

2. Permission to test students for:
a. Reading competence
b. Language fluency, oral and written
3. Since we will be viewed as representing NITEP, we request permission
to approach the following groups for possible data collection as related
to this study:
a. Present and past NITEP students
b. Teachers - practicum sponsors, Native Indian teachers,
teachers in schools predominantly Native Indian in

population

C. Eng]ish/Language Arts supervisors in school districts or
in the Ministry

d. University teachers, counsellors, college instructors,
counsellors

e. Other Native Indian individuals or groups as appropriate

4. Access to reports, records etc.
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APPENDIX B
PROGRESS REPORT PRESENTED

TO THE NITEP ADVISORY COMMITTEE
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APPENDIX C
QUESTIONNAIRES SENT TO
INSTRUCTORS, SENIOR STUDENTS,

SPONSOR TEACHERS, JUNIOR STUDENTS
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.

University Coursework Questionnaire

Instructor's Version




Part 1. BACKGROUND AND GENERAL INFORMATION

Please choose your answer and put the corresponding letter in
the space provided.

- 1.1 instructed NITEP students in (a)an ARTS course;
(b)an EDUCATION course; (c)a non-credit course.
2.1 taught the students at (a)a community college;

: (b)the university; (c)an off-campus site.

3.My class (a) was restricted to NITEP students;
(b)included other students.

4.The length of the course was (a)one semester or
less;(b)two semesters. :

5.1 have instructed a course that included NITEP
students (a)once;{(b)twice;(c)more than twice.

6.1 consider that my course (a)made heavy demands
in oral English;(b)made heavy demands in written
English;(c)made heavy demands in oral and written
English;(d)was not particularly demanding in oral
and written English.

7.My professional responsibility(a)includes teaching
English;(b)does not now, but once did include- .
teaching English;(c)has never included teaching
English. -

8.1 have taught(a)fewer than 5 NITEP students;
(b)5-15 NITEP students;(c)16-25 NITEP students;
(d)more than 25 NITEP students.

Part 2, ORAL EXPRESSION

During class discussions, question and answer periods,
interviews, report giving and other oral activities, you undoubtedly
assess the oral language competence of all your students. At
this time we would like you to consider the NITEP students that
you have taught during or since the academic year 1977-1978, and
to respond to the list of oral language competencies, using the
following scale.

1 = Satisfactory or better
2 = Needed improvement
3 = Needed considerable improvement

In their oral expression the NITEP students:

gV ]

1. Spoke distinctly, articulated sounds clearly.

n
[y
[a¥)

Projected voices adequately for intended audiences

W

Spoke without undue use of extraneous expressions such
as "uh" and "er".

Took part responsibly in discussion groups.

Used conventional nonverbal language.
Confidently expressed divergent opinions.'

Used wide ranging vocabulary.

showed awareness of fine distinctions in meaning.
Used effective imagery in description.

T e e = R S S
N ND NN N DD NN

Demonstrated control of standard English.

o= 0 0N O &

= QO

Used a level of language appropriate to the
situation; e.g. reporting, conversation, debate.

N
N

Listened attentively with comprehension.

[y
W

Questioned perceptively in order to understand. -

S
NN NN

14. Supported opinions reasonably well.

15. Reported main ldeas with sufficient detail to be
comprehensible and interesting.

P
N

16. Creanized ideas in a coherent manner. 1 2

[}

\D

W W

W W W W W www

W W\
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Part 3. WRITTEN EXPRESSION

The quality of student writing is of some concern in B.C.

colleges and universities. No doubt you assess the writing

competencies of your students as you resad their essays, reports,
examinations and other written assignments. In this part of the

questionnaire we would like you to consider all of the NITZP

students that you have taught during and since the.academic year
1977-1978, and to respond to the list of writing competencies using

the scale provided.

Assessing all the NITZP students as a group, I would evaluate

the following aspects of WRITTEN EXPRESSION as:

Please circle the number

1

2 = Of some concern

it

Satisfactory or better

3 = 0f serious concern

students' performance of the competency described.

In their written expression, the NITEP students:

12.
13.
1L,
15.
16.
17.
18.
-19.,
2C,
21.

22,

23.
24,

Spelled, punctuated and capitalized correctly.
Used quotatidn marks and associated punctuation correctly.
Proofread written assignments effectively.

Used correct mechanics of bibliographies, citations
and footriotes.

Gave basic information clearly; e.g. answering questions,
reports.

Described people and/or objects with sufficient detail.
Used variety in sentence length.

Used imagery effectively.

Selected words to reinforce a specific mood or impression.
Showed awareness of fine distinctions in word meanings.

Understood and used grammatical terms in discussing
writing.

Expressed self in writing style.

Showad fluency in ideas and associations.

Responded to readings with perception and judgemeht.
Distinguished between essential and peripheral detail,
Focused on one topic or event if necessary.

Adjusted tone of writing to specific audience.
Elaborated on an opinion, made a judgement.

Selected detail to support a viewpoint.

Summarized and paraphrased when indicated.

Organized complex essays/reports using connectives
and transitions.

Displayed coherence and unity of tone and impression.
Organized events in plausible sequence. -
Conveyed personalities through selected details.

IF YOU WISH TO ELABORATE ON ANY ITEM, OR TO MAKE COMMENTS
ABOUT ORAL OR WRITTEN EXPRESSION, PLEASE DO SO HERE OR ON
THE BACK OF THE PAGE.

which represents your assessment of the

[ N = = T e T = Y ST Y e e [
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Part 4, COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY COURSEWORK 3

You may have found that certain class activities resulted 141
in improved oral language performance. Please rank the following
situations as to thelr potential for improved performance, using
nunber 1 to reprecent most effective, number 2 as next most effective
etc. :

a. small discussion groups

b. question and answer periods
¢, oral reports

d. panel discussions

e. role playing

T

f. reading aloud
€. general class discussion

There are many oral activities not listed here. Please list any
that you may have found effective in working with NITEP students.

You may have found that written performance improved in certain
situations or with certain teaching strategies. Please rank the
following as you did the above.

a. extended discussion of topics before
writing

|

b. frequent, short papers instead of one
or two lengthy ones

¢c. revising and editing of papers in groups

d. writing exercises such as sentence
combining or expanding

e. responding to audio-visual stimuli

]

f. seeing examples of writing expected
g. class discussion of writing errors

There will be several situations or strategies not listed here which
you may find effective in improving writing. Please list them here.

During the first two years of NITEP, students presently take
& number of classes and courses which might be construed as being
helpful in improving English. Please rank the following as to your
perception of how helpful they might be.

Reading and study skills course
English(non-credit preparatory)
Speech Arts

English (1lst yr. credit)
English (2nd yr. credit)
Language Arts methods

Reading methods

T

English tutoring (weekly group)

Perhape vou have goms ldzas about the kinds of things which
would be really helpful to those NITEP students who are experiencing
some difficulty at university related to language use, oral or
written. We would very much appreciate your taking the time to write
out your ideas in the space provided or on the back of this page.
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University Coursework Questionnaire

Senior Student's Version




Part 1. BACKGROUND AND GENZRAL INFORMATION
143

Date:

Year in the program: 1 2 3 b 5
(Please circle the number of the year you enrolled for in Sept. '79).

Teaching concentration:

“Academic concentration:

What grade or grades are you most interested in teaching?
Flease circle: K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Secondary school

Was English your first language? Please circle: YES NO
If English was NOT your first language, please name the language

you first spoke.

If English was NOT your first language at what age did you begin

to speak English?

Do your family speak English: (a) all of the time, (b) some of the
time, or (c) rarely or never? Please indicate your answer by circling
a, b, or c.

Do the people in your home community speak English: (a) all of the
time, (b) some of the time, or (c) rarely or never. Please indicate
your answer by circling a, b, or c

COxmLNTS

Part 2. LANGUAGE ARTS CURRICULUM

In this part of the questionnaire we would like you to think
about which aspects of the language arts curriculum you feel most
ready to teach. Please rank the following list by number with
number 1 meaning "I feel most ready to teach", number 2, "I feel
next most ready to teach" etc.

LISTENING

ORAL BXPRIS3ION
READING

WRITTEN EXPRESSICN
STUDY SKILLS
CHTLDREN'S LITZRATURE

LANGUAGE STUDY



Part 2. ORAL EXPRE3SION

In your university coursework you may have had to take part
in class discussions, make oral reports, read aloud, debate or
give speeches. In this part of the questionnaire we would like
.you to consider your use of oral language in those classzes,
remembering the response you received from instructors or others,
and then o evaluate yourself in oral language, using the following
numbers, and their definitions.

1 = I was satisfactory or better

2 = I needed some improvement

3 = I needed considerable improvement
In my ORAL EXPRESSION, I:
1. Spoke distinctly, pronouncing all words correctly. 1
2. Projected my voice effectively according to the audience. 1

3. Spoke without using too many expressions such as
'uh' and 'er' and without too many hesitations. 1

L. Took responsibility as a member of group discussion;
participated sufficiently, listened carefully, helped
to keep on topic. 1

5. Used nonverbal language when necessary to make

myself understood. 1
6. TFelt confident in expressing an opinion that differed

from those of other people. o1
7. Used a wide ranging, well developed oral vocabulary. 1

8. Used the most appropriate words; "e.g. was able to find
the best words to express my ideas. 1

9. Used effective imagery that helped people to see
what I meant. 1

10. Demonstrated my control of standard English usage;

e.g. rarely made "grammatical” errors. _ 1
11. Used levels of language appropriate to situations;

formal reports, taking part in informal discussions. 1
12. Listened attentively, understanding most of what I heard. 1

13. Asked sensible questions which resulted in other
people clarifying their meaning.

14, Expressed my opinions and supported them with good reasons.

15. Reported main ideas with sufficient detail so that
people understood and were interested. 1

16. Organized my ideas in a coherent manner; e.g.
connected my ideas logically and reasonably, 1
so that people could follow my thinking.

IF YOU WISH TO COMMENT ABOUT ORAL LANGUAGE PLEASE FERL FREE
TO USE THZ BACK OF THIS PAGE
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Part 3. WRITTEN EXPRESSION

You have undoubtedly spent a good deal of your time in NITEP ]QS
writing essays, reports, exams, and other assignments. In this
part of the questionnaire we would like you to think about all the
written work you have done, the kind of response you may have
received from instructors or advisors, and then to evaluate yourself,
choosing the phrase which begt describes your writing.

1 = I was satisfactory or better
2 = 1 needed some improvement
3 = I needed considerable improvement

Please circle the number which best describes your writing.
In my WRITTEN EXPRESSION, I: :

1. Spelled, punctuated and capitalized correctly. 1 2 3
2. Used guotation marks and associated punctuation correctly. 1 2 3
3. Proofread my written assignments effectively. 1 2 3

L. Used correct mechanics for bibliographies, identifying
sources and making proper footnotes. 1 2 3

5. Gave basic information clearly; e.g. in answering

written questions and reports. 1 2 3
6. Described people and/or objects with sufficisnt detail. 1 2 3
7. Used variety in the length of my sentences. 12 3
8. Used imagery when trying to describe something clearly. 1 2 3
9. Selected special words to reinforce a specific mood or :

to create an impression. 1 2 3
10, Sensed fine distinctions in word meanings, e.g. tried

to find the best possible word. 1 2 3
11. Understood and used grammatical terms when necessary

to discuss writing; e.g. clauses, conjunctions etc. 1 2.3
12. Expressed my personality in writing style. 1 2 3
13. Moved easily from one idea to another in writing. 1 2 3
14. Understood what I read and could discuss in writing the

author's point of view, attitudes, purpose or style. 1 2 3
15. Selected the most important details for emphasis. 1 2 3
16. Limited myself to one topic or event when necessary. 1 2 3
17. Adjusted the tone of my writing to specific audiences:

e.g. teacher, children, other students. 1 2 3
18. Developed and supported my opinion, explaining my

reasons for agreeing or disagreeing. 1 2 3
19. Selected details to support my viewpoint. 1 2 3
20. Summarized or paraphrased material from books or articles

clearly and concisely. : 1 2 3
21. Organized complex essays/reports using transition words

© such 8s furthermore, on the other hand, therefore, and

moving smoothly from one paragraph to the next. 1 2 3
22, VWirote coherently so that everything seemed to fit

together and the tone was consistent throughout. 1 2 3
23. Organized events in reasonable sequence; e.g. was able

to avoid jumping around in my writing. 1 2 3
24, Selected details that brought personalities to life in

my writing. 1 2 3

IF YOU WISH TO COMMENT ABOUT WRITING PLEASE FEEL FREE TO
USE THE BACK OF THIS PAGE.



Part 4, COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY EXPERIENCE

You may have found that certain class activities improved
your oral lanpuage performance. Please rank the following situations
as to thelr effectiveness for you. Rank using number 1 as most
effective, number 2 as next most effective ete.

. smazll discusslon groups
question and answer periods
oral reports

panel discussions

role playing

reading aloud

g. general class discussion

HO Q0 oR

T

There are many oral activities not listed here. Please list any
others that may have been helpful to you.

You may also have found that your written performance improved
in certain situations or following certain activities. Please rank
the following as you did the above.

a. extended discussion of topics
before writing
b. frequent, short papers instead
of one or two lengthy ones
c. revising and editing your
work in a group
d. writing exercises such as
sentence combining or expanding
e. responding to pictures or
movies
f. seeing examples of the kind
of writing expected
g. class discussion of writing
errors
There may have been several situations or activities not listed which
were helpful to you. Please list them here.

|

Since entering NITEP, you have taken several courses and
participated in classes which may have helped you improve your
oral and written English. Please rank the following list of courses
and classes as to their helpfulness in developing language skills
and abilities, using number 1 as most helpful etc.

Reading and study skills course
English (non-credit)

Speech Arts

English (1st yr. credit)
English (2nd yr. credit)
Language Arts methods

Reading methods

English tutoring

T

There may have been other things that have been helpful to
you. For example, you may have learned a study technique during
another course, or have had help from a coordinator or counsellor.
Flease tell us about anything that you think may have helped to
improve your oral and/or written expression.
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Student Teach.ing .Questionnaire

Sponsor Teacher's Version




Part 1. BACKGROUND AND GENERAL INFORMATION

Please choose the answer that represents your situation in

.ZQ"g ,

1. Location: a. North Yancouver b. Vancouver c. Kamloops

d. Other

2. Teaching assignment: K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Other
3. Teaching certificate: Professional Standard
License

Please complete each item,

Teaching experience (including '79-'80) years.,

. Academic major or concentration in training

L.
5. Professional concentration in teacher training
6
7

. Professional memberships: B.C. Primary Teachers ;

I.R.A. 3 Provincial Intermediate Assoc.

-

C.C.T.E. ¢ N.C.T.E. s Other

Please circle the answer that applies to you.

8. Number of NITEP students supervised including '79-'80:
1 2 3 L 5 More than 5§

9. The years in which I superﬁised NITEP studenté included:
*7h-'75 '75-'76 *76-'77 '77-'78 '78-'79 '79-'80

10. Have you supervised other student teachers?

a. Frequently b. Occasionally ¢c. Never

Part 2. LANGUAGE ARTS METHODOLOGY REQUIREMENTS

Since NITEP students, unlike their counterparts in the other

U.B.C. Education programs, practice teach from the beginning of

their first year, it would be useful for us to know in what order

you think methodology regarding the various éspects of the language

arts should be introduced. Would you pleése rank the following

1ist in the order which you think methodology would benefit a

NITZP student teacher in your classroom. Please rank using number

1 as most helpful, 2 as next mogt helpful etc.

LISTENING

ORAL EXPRESSION
READING

WURITTEN EXPRESSION
STULY SKILLS
CHILDREN3' LITEZRATURET

LAMGUAGE 3TUDY

COKMENTS:
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Part 3. ORAL AND WRTTTEN EAPRESSION

In the retulqr, wrritten evaluation of ‘tudnnt teachers, you

taxe inio consideration thelr use of crul and written lapmage in
the classroom. In this part of the qur"‘lonnnlre we are interested

in your assessment of the oral and written language of all the NITX
students you may have supervised. Ue would like you to consider
the following list of oral and written language compctencles and

to respond, using the scale provided, by circling the number which
Legt represents your opinion.

In assessing 1y NITEP student(s), I would evaluate the following
aspects of their oral expression as:

1 = Satisfactory or batter
2 = HNeedy) some liprovement
3 = Needg) considerable improvement
When using ORAL LANGUAGE in the classroom, the NITZP student(s):
1 Spoke distinctly, articulated sounds clearly. 1 2
2. Projected voices sufficiently for given audience. 1
3 Used voices effectively for story telling, giving .
dictation, introducing a topic, encouraging students. 1 2
4. Used conventional nonverbal behaviour effectively. 1 2
S. Recognized need of all children to be heard; modelled
respect for others' ideas. 1 2
6. Used language with confidence; spoke with ease. 1 2
7. Used interesting, varied vocabulary. 1 2
8 Rephrased information in a variety of ways when necessary. 1 2
9. Demonstrated control of rhyme and rhythm in language; ’
e.g. reading and writing poetry. 1 2
10. Demonstrated adequate control over informal standard
English (recognized and corrected occasional errors in
usage), 1 2
11. Recognized dialectal differences in childrens' language;
: e.g. was able to understand them. 1 2
12. Chose level of language appropriate to situation;
e.g. instruction, formal speech, conversation with pupils,
(did not overuse colloquialisms) 1 2
13. Identified and discriminated all speech sounds; e.g. as
required in a phonics program. 1 2
14, Listened attentively, responded appropriately to the
children. 1 2
15. Used language to set a scene, create a mood. 1 2
16. Used language effectively to increase positive interaction
“with the class. 1 2
When using WRITTEN LANGUAGE the NITEP student(s):
1. Spelled correctly. 1 2
2. Used correct punctuation and capitalization. 1 2
3. Proofread'materials carefully before distribution. 1 2
4. Used commén abbreviations correctly. 1 2
5. Gave simple directlons clearly. 1 2
6. Used telegraphic style effectively in making
blackboard notes. 1 2
7. Showed awareness of fine distinctions in word meanings. 1 2
8. Used grammatical terms appropriately in discussing
writing. 1 2

IF YOU WISH TO ELABORATE ON ANY ITEM, OR TO MAKE ADDITIONAL
COiwenNTs, ABOUT ORAL OR VRITTEN EXPRESSICN, PLEASE FERL RREE
TO USE THE BACK OF THIS PAGE.
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develop any number of teaching competencies. Please consider
the following list of
in terms of the NITEP

Part 4, LANGUAGE ARTS TEACHING

When teaching the language arts, student teachers need to

the number which best represents your assessment.

In assessing the NITEP student(s) I have supervised I would

evaluate the following teaching competencies as:

When teaching language arts, the NITEP student(s) I sponsored:

11,

12,
13.

14,

15.

16.

1 = Satisfactory or better
2

3

1

Needg) some improvement

Need@)considerable improvement

Printed and/or wrote on the chalkboard with reasonable

speed and legibility.

Gave clear, well sequenced instructions for oral and

written activities.

Read aloud to children with expression and enjoyment.
Demonstrated familiarity with childrens' literature.

Showed ability to use different levels of questions;
e.g. recall, explanation, prediction, judgement.

Modelled correct pronunciation and speech patterns.

Demonstrated familiarity with childrens' language
background such as songs, games, verses.

Modelled good listening behaviour.
Understood and used teaching manuals appropriately.

Demonstrated knowledge of, and ability to use, the
library or resource centre.

Used media such as photographs, models, film strips
and tape recorders with some ease.

Constructed useful charts and other learning aids.

Demonstrated ability toc assess and evaluate students'

progress.

Demonstrated ability to recognize childrens' interests

and concerns and incorporate them into language arts
lessons or units.

Involved children in activities that show the inter-

relatedness of the language arts; writing and listening,

reading and dramatizing.

Designed and moderated group or class discussion
effectively.

IF YOU WISH TO ELABCRATE ON ANY ITEM, OR TO MAKE ADDITIONAL

selectcd teaching competencies and respond

student(s) you have supervised, by circling -

[

COMMENTS ABOUT TEACHING COMPETENCIES IN LANGUACE ARTS, PLEASE

FEEL FREE TC USE THE BACK OF THIS PAGE.

W oW W W

W ww

W W



151

Student Teaching Questionnaire

Junior Student's Version




P -

Part 1. BACKGROUND AND GENZRAL JNFORMATION

Date:

Year in the program:-ﬁl 2 3 4 5
(Please circle the number of the year you enrolled for in Sept. °79).

Teaching concentratioh:

Academic concentration:

What arade or gradas are you most 1nterested in teaching?
~ Please circle: K 1 2 3 4 5 é 7 Secondary school

tlas English your flrst language° Please circle: YES NO
' ir “nvllsh was NOT your first 1anguage, please name the ldnguage

you ‘first spoke. .

‘If “nglloh was th your flrst languave at what ace de you bcgln
f;to speak English? - AL A o

'Do your fanlly speak Qnglmsh (a) all of the time, (b) some of.the

-{tlme. or (c) rarely or nevar° Plea ze 1nd1cate your answasr by c1rc]1ng

b, or c.

\

-.f”ADo the people in your home communlty speak English:. (a) all of the

f:the. (b) some of tha tlme, or (c) rarely or never. Pleasc indicate
‘”your answer by cirecling a, b, or c )

" COMMEINTS -~

Part 2. - LANGUAGE ARTS CURRICULUW

" In this part of the questionnaire we would like you o think
about which aspects of the language arts curriculum you feel most
ready to teach. Please rank the following list by number with
number 1 meaning "I feel most ready to teach", number 2, "I feel
next most ready to teach” etc. ‘ ’

LISTENING =

'ORAL EXPRISSION

 RIZADING

WRITTEN EXPRESSION
STUDY SKILLS
CHILOREN®S LITIRATURE

LANGUAGE STUDI
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Part 3. ORAL AND WRITTEN EXPRESSION

During your practice teaching, you have no doubt become aware
of the lmportanco of language in the classroom. In this part of
the questionnaire we would Iike you to think about your own oral
and written language, remembering any comments or suggestions that
you may have had about your use of language, and to evaluate yourself,
using the following scale.

1 = I was satisfactory or better

2 = I needed some improvement
3 = I needed considerable improvement
When using ORAL LANGUAGE in the classroom, I:
1. Spoke distinctly, articulated all sounds clearly. 1 2
2. Projected my voice sufficiently for my intended audience. 1 2
3. Used my voice effectively for story telling, giving
dictation, introducing a toplc, encouraging students. » 1 2
L, Used nonverbal behaviour that everyone understood. 1 2
5. Recognized need of all children to be heard; modelled B
respect for others®' ideas. 1 2
6. Used language with confidence; spoke with ease. 1 2
7. Used interesting, varied vocabulary. . 1 2

8. Rephrased information in a variety of ways when necessary
so that children might understand. 1 2

9. Demonstrated understanding and ability to use rhyme and
rhythm in language; e.g. reading and writing poetry. 1 2

10. Demonstrated adequate control over informal standard
fnglish. (recognized and corrected occasional “"grammatical
errors"). 1 2

11. Recognized dialectal differences in children's language; e.g.
was able to understand the children's speech. 1 2

12. Chose level of language appropriate to situation; e.g.
instruction, formal speech, conversation with pupils,

(did not overuse colloquialisms or slang). -1 2
13. Identified and discriminated all speech sounds; e.g. as

required in a phonics program. 1 2
14, Listened attentively, responded appropriately to the

children. 1 2
15. Used language to set a scene, create a mood. ’ 1 2

16. Used language effectively to increase positive interaction
with the class; conveyed my interest in the children 1 2
through language.

When using WRITTEN LANGUAGE, I

1. 3Spelled correctly. 1 2
2. Used correct punctuation and capitalization. 1 2
3. Proofread materials carefully before distribution. 1 2
4, Used common abbreviation correctly. 1 2
5. Gave simple directions clearly. 1 2
€. Used telegraphic style effectively in making ’

blackboard notes. 1 2
7. Showed awareness of fine distinctions in word meanings. 1 2

8. Used grammatical terms appropriately in discussing writing. 1 2
IF YOU WISH 70 ELABORATZE ON ANY ITEWM, OR TO MAKE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
A=CHT CRAL OR URITTEN ZXPRESSICON, PLZASZ FEIL FRET TC USE THE

BAZX CPF THIS DPAGE.

wWowWw W oWwW

W W W



competencles.

Part L. TEACHING LANGUAGE ARTS

In order to instruct successfully in the language arts,
student teachers need to develop a number of teaching

Some of these competencies are listed here.
Please respond to the list by circling the number which
best represents your assessment of your performance in these

areas, using the following scale.

I was satisfactory or better
I need some improvement

1
2 »
3 I need considerable improvement

When TEACHING LANGUAGE ARTS,I:

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Printed and/or wrote on the chalkboard with
reasonable speed and legibilizy.

Gave clear,well sequenced instructions for
oral and written activities.

Read aloud to children with expression and
enjoyment.

Demonstrated familiarity with childrens'
literature;e.g.titles,authors,

Showed ability to use different levels of
questionsje.g.recall,explanation,prediction
and judgement.

. - Modelled correct pronunciation and speech

patterns for children.

Demonstrated familiarity with childrens'
language background such as songs,games,verses,
nursery rhymes etc.

Modelled good listening behaviour for the
children.

Understood and used teaching manuals
appropriately.

Demonstrated knowledge of, and ability to use,
the library or resource centre.

Used media such as photographs,models,film
strips and tape recorders with some ease.

Constructed useful charts and other learning
aids.

Demonstrated ability to assess and evaluate
students' progress.

Demonstrated ability to recognize childrens'

interests and concerns and incorporate them into

language arts lessons or units.

Involved children in activities that show the
interrelatedness of the language arts;e.g.-
writing and listening,reading and dramatizing

Designed and moderated group or class discussion

effectively.

IF YOU WISH TO EXPLAIN AN ANSWER OR ANSWERS, OR TO

MAKE ANY COMMENT ABOUT TEACHING LANGUAGE ARTS, PLEASE

FEEL FREE TO USE THE BACK OF THIS PAGE.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
2075 WESBROOK MALL
VANCOUVER, B.C., CANADA
VeT 1W5

Dept. of English Education "
FACULTY OF EDUCATION

April 11, 1980

Dr. Wickstrom

Superintendent

North Vancouver School Distr¥ict #44
721 Chesterfield Ave.

North Vvancouver, B.C. V7N 2M5

Dear Dr. Wickstrom:

Dr. Wendy K. Sutton and I are currently preparing
a report for the NITEP Advisory Council on the English/
language arts components of the program. Given the facility
in English so necessary in teaching practice, as well as in
university coursework, it is important that this part of the
NITEP program be reviewed and assessed as to its effectiveness.

Although the teachers in your school district have
already contributed a great deal to NITEP through their /
sponsorship of students, their participation in our needs
assessment would be invaluable. The questionnaires which we
have for sponsor teachers ask them to reflect on their experience
with NITEP students and to respond to:

1. a section on their perception of the students'
language use, and

2. a section dealing with the emphases that they
would recommend for language arts methodology
courses.

I am enclosing a copy of everything that would be
sent to the teachers if you give permission. As we are so
rapidly moving toward the end of the school year, I would
appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible. Thank you
for your attention to this matter. -

Yours sincerely,

Sally Clinton
Graduate Teaching Assistant,
NITEP

SC/cjk

Encl.
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TABLE A

Characteristics of Participating Instructors -

_ Number of
Question Optional responses respondents
Course description Arts 9
Education 16
Non-credit 7
Location Community college 11
University 7
Of f-campus center - 13
Identity of students in NITEP only 17
classes NITEP plus others - 10
Length of courses One semester or less ' 17
Two semesters
Number of courses taught One
which have included Tw
NITEP students ©
More than two 13
Nature of courses Demanding in oral English
Demanding in written English
Demanding in oral and
written English 15
Not demanding in oral or
written English ' 4
Teaching role English teacher 11
Former English teacher
Never an English teacher
Number of NITEP students Fewer than § 1
taught 5 to 15 12
16 to 25 4

More than 25 10




Characteristics of Participating Senior Students

TABLE B

Number of

Question Optional responses respondents
Year in the program Third year 1
Fourth year 7
Unclassified 0
Téaching concentration 'Intermedjate L
Primary 4
Academic concentration Anthropology 2
' Physical education 1
Theatre 1
English 1
Sociology 3
Grade interest Primary
Intermediate
Other 1
First language English 4
Native Indian language 1
Carrier 1
Nishga 1
Thompson 1
Age at which English 3 to 4 years 2
was learned 5 to 6 years 0
7 to 8 years 2
Family speaks English All of the time 3
Some of the time h
Rarely or never 1
Community speaks English All of the time 2
Some of the time 5

Rarely or never
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Characteristics of Participating Junior. Students

TABLE C-

' Number of
Question Optional responses, respondents

1. Year in the program First year 10

Second year 9
Unclassified

2. Teaching concentration Social studies education 2

Special. education 1

Native Indian education 4

Primary education 2

Reading education 1

Young children  education 1

3. Academic concentration Sociology 2

Theatre 1

Anthropology 5

L. Grade interest Primary 12
Intermediate

Other 0

5. First language English 13

Carrier 2

Chilcotin 1

Thompson 1

Coast Salish 1

Cowichan 1

Haida 1

6. Age at which English 3 to b years 2

was learned 5 to 6 years 2

7 to 8 years 3

7. Family speaks English All the time 10

Some of the time 9

Rarely or never 1

8. Community speaks English All the time 9

Some of the time 11

Rarely or never 0
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TABLE D

Characteristics of Participating Sponsor Teachers.

" Number of
Questions Optional responses respondents

1. School districts District A 29
District B 34

2. Teaching Assignment. Primary 31
Intermediate 30

Other 2

3. Teaching certificates Professional 43
License 18

Standard 2

L. Teaching experience 1 to 2 years 1
3 to L years 0

5 to 6 years 16

7 to 10 years 15

11 to 15 years 13

16 to 20 years 6

21. to 25 years 6

26 to 30 years 3

31 years and over 2

5. Professional concentra= Art 2
tion English 5
Intermediate 9

Library 2

Music 2

Physical education 3

Primary 22

Reading 1

Secondary 1

Social studies 3

Special education 5

Young children 4

(No response) b
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TABLE D (Continued)

Number of
Questions Optional responses respondents
6. Academic concentration Anthropology 2
Canadian studies 1
Fine arts 4
French 2
General science ]
Geography 1
History 9
English 16
Mathematics 1
Physical education 2
Psychology 6
Science 1
(No response) 17
7. Professional memberships B.C. Primary Association 24
: Intermediate Association 5
N.C.T. English 0
C.C.T. English: 0
Int. Reading Association- 1
8. Total number of NITEP One 33
students supervised Two 14
Three 7
Four 5
Five 2
More than Five 1
9. Year of involvement in Up to and including 1977 15
the program From 1978 to 1980 47
10. Student teaching super- Frequently 20
vision outside NITEP Occasionally 35
Never 8
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TABLE E

Distribution and Return of Questionnaires

Participant Number Number Percentage Number not® Number Percentage
groups sent returned returned analyzed analyzed analyzed

Sponsor teachers

Group 1 39 30 77 2 28 72

Group 2 64 34 53 1 33 51
Junior Students

Group 1 11 10 90 - 10 91

Group 2 13 11 85 1 10 77
Instructors

Group 1 17 10 59 - 10 59

Group 2 23 19 83 2 17 74
Senior Students 13 8 62 - 8 62
Totals 180 122 73 6 16 69

®This includes questionnaires returned because individuals were erroneously identified as being in
the program; returned as undeliverable by post office; where the responses could not be coded.

b
Percentages are rounded numbers.
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