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Reforming

Teacher Education:

Making Sense of Our Past
to Inform Our Future

By Peter Chin & Tom Russl

Thisarticle examinesteacher education reform through the eyes of two science
educators who teach within a unique program structure. One of us (Peter Chin) is
arecently appointed (January 1994) assi stant professor of education, and the other
(Tom Russell) is an “experienced” professor who was appointed at Queen’'s
University in 1977. We begin by clarifying the significance of our title. “Making
sense of our past toinform our future” foreshadows the two distinct components
of this article: a self-study component, and a collaborative component. The self-
study component highlightsour individual and separate professional devel opment
asteacher educatorsin order to convey a sense of the perspectives on learning to

teach that each of us brings to our science methods
I classrooms. Thisis critical because we believe that
Peter Chinisanassistant  program structure and the coher ence of our teach-

professor and Tom ing approaches are the two key features that explain
Russell is a professor, why our efforts at teacher education reform have
both with the Faculty of been successful inour first twoyearsof collaboration
Education at Queen’s at Queen’ sUniversity. The collaborative component
UniversityinKingston, of the article highlights our joint efforts at teacher
Ontario, Canada. education reform and illustrates the level and depth
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of engagement that can occur when preservice teachers are encouraged to take
ownership of their own professiona development.

Self-Study: Making Sense of Our Past

For thelast decade or so, teacher educators have been encouraging preservice
teachers to become more aware of their own persona knowledge so as to better
understand and improve their own teaching. Connelly and Clandinin (1988) have
encouraged teachers to explore and validate their personal practical knowledge
through narrative writing, and Schon (1983) contends that our “ epistemology of
practice” can be found in the framing and reframing of events within the action
setting. Thisself-study component is our attempt to “practi ce what we preach” by
focusing on our own personal knowledge about teacher education so that we can
better understand and improve our own teaching. We begin with Tom Russell’s
perspective as an experienced teacher educator and follow with Peter Chin’s per-
spectiveasabeginning teacher educator. (Wedeliberately avoidthelabel s“ expert”
and “novice,” which would be quite unproductive in our collaboration.)

Tom’s Story

Where do | beginto look at my own professional development, now that | am
best described as an experienced teacher educator? Where was the starting point?
Unlike Peter, neither of my graduate programsin education provided any accessto
therole of teacher educator, but | have always valued two unusual features of my
career: (1) | was ableto teach for two years (as a Peace Corpsvolunteer in Nigeria)
beforetaking any preservice courses; and, (2) | did inservicework with teachersfor
three years before teaching any preservice courses. My initial teaching movesin
preservice science methods courses at Queen’sin 1977-78 were influenced by six
history teachersin one high school. In the 1976-77 school year, | wasinvolvedin
training them to analyze their teaching from transcriptions they prepared from
recordings of their lessons. Their two overwhelming conclusions were that they
talked far more than they realized or wanted to, and that it was far harder than they
could haveimaginedto reducetheir classroom speakingtolevel sthey could accept.
How could | teach new teachersto be aware of the extent of their own talking inthe
classroom if | could not reduce my own in my work with them? The inevitable
stresses and strains burst forth midway through my second year at Queen’ swhen
oneindividual responded to my efforts to explain my pedagogy by asking, “Why
didn’t you tell usyou weren’t going to tell us [how to teach]?’

In retrospect, the first six years to tenure and my first sabbatical leave were
lonely ones, but | had to gain personal experience of the tensions and dilemmas of
preservice teacher education. There were times when | wondered if “teaching
against the grain” was a clever excuse for troublesome aspects of my course
evaluations. My sciencemethodscoll eagueshad been outstanding scienceteachers
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whosearrival inteacher education was uncontaminated by Ph.D. research perspec-
tives and experiences. The Faculty of Education at Queen’swas slowly beginning
atransition into a “teaching and research” culture that is only now approaching
completion. | had been predisposed to what arenow seen asconstructivist perspec-
tives by accepting the insights into small-group discussion and the transmission-
interpretation and school knowledge/action knowledge distinctions provided by
Barnes (1976). Schon’'s (1983) argument for a new epistemology appropriate to
learning from experience fell into my hands and overwhelmed my thinking just as
| set off for ayear’ sleaveat MillsCollegein Oakland, California. Therestishistory,
asthey say: morethan adecadeof collaborativeresearchwith Hugh Munby focused
on metaphor, reflection, learning from experience, and the “authority” of experi-
ence (Munby & Russell, 1994). Throughout that decade, the interaction between
teaching and research becameincreasingly important, capped in 1991 and 1992 by
two four-month returnsto the secondary school to teach physics (one class aday)
while continuing to teach science methods (Russell, 19953, 1995h).

When Peter Chin arrived at Queen’s in January, 1994, to begin his teacher
education career, | welcomed the opportunity to teach in proximity to someone
familiar with both good teaching and good research. Peter’s supervisor in his
Master’s program, Doug Roberts, had been my Ph.D. supervisor; Peter’s Ph.D.
supervisor was Gaalen Erickson, whose work | have respected for more than a
decade. Y et nothing could prepare me for the apparently high “compatibility” we
felt, professionally and personally, as we listened to the responses from the first
group of Queen’ s-Waterloo science students we taught that winter. Peter’s story
continuesthe theme.

Peter’s Story
Wheredo | begintolook at my own professional development as abeginning
teacher educator? Where was the starting point? Much of my learning has been
“implicit.” Asarecent appointee to Queen’'s University, | am acutely aware of the
fact that | received littledirect preparation for my new teaching responsibilities. As
| reflect on my immediate past, | realizethat | was provided, quite deliberately, with
ahost of rich experiences and opportunities on which | can draw. As my teaching
experience in teacher education accumulates, | am recognizing more and more the
importance of my graduate student experiences as the professional devel opment
context in which my perspectives on teacher education have been articulated,
critiqued, and practiced.
| began graduate work in education in the third of my five years as a science
teacher, and my first opportunity to work asateacher educator camewhen| left the
science classroom for my residency year of the master’ s program at the University
of Calgary. | was awarded a teaching assistantship in the elementary science pro-
gram but, more significantly, | was asked to choose between teaching one section
of the course alone and team teaching two sections of the course with Dougal
. _________________________________________________________________________________________]
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MacDonald, aPh.D. candidatein the same department. Weboth agreed to theteam-
teaching opportunity.

Asinsomany team-teachingarrangements, Dougal and | spent countlesshours
in joint planning before and debriefing after each lesson. The shared planning
sessionswerecritical because having to decideonthe content of alessonforced us
to spell out our reasonsfor wanting to do certain things. I n effect, the co-planning
acted as a catalyst for examining our personal views of what constituted sound
science education experiences for the preservice teachersin our classes. The de-
briefing of lessons enabled usto critique our successes and failures. It isnot often
that teachers or teacher educators have opportunities to have a “critical friend”
observe so many of their lessons (Chin & MacDonald, 1994).

Early in our planning, Dougal recalled the adagethat: “1f you give peoplefish,
they can eat for aday, but if you teach themtofish, they can eat for alifetime.” This
statement becamethe focus of our goalsfor each lesson and for the course. For me,
it signifiesthe balance that | am now trying to achieve in my role as ateacher edu-
cator. The saying aptly articul atesthetwo important features of “ needs” and* own-
ership” in my developing perspective on teacher education. Thereisatension be-
tweenteachingfor theshort-term needsof preserviceteachersandteachingfor their
long-term needs. To return to the adage. We want preservice teacherstolearn how
to fish for themselves, but we also have to recognize that their more immediate
concernsare for somefish of their own (practical strategies and materialsthey can
use right away). We cannot engage fully in teaching them how to fish if they are
preoccupied with their empty stomachs. Thus| now see my teacher education role
asoneinwhich| am endeavoring to teach peopletofish, yet | amalsotryingtogive
them enough fish so that they don’t go hungry intheinterim. Of course, theultimate
goal isthat they be ableto fish for themselves. | continue to struggle with striking
abalance in my own work with preservice teachers, especially because | work in a
context where some people focus only on learning to fish while others focus on
giving out fish. At the same time, until the preservice teacher education program
structure at Queen’ schangesin September, 1997, | work within aprogram structure
that makes it very difficult for individuals to focus on learning to fish (by taking
charge of their own professional development).

| had a second opportunity to work with preservice teachers during my Ph.D.
studies at the University of British Columbia (UBC). | was assigned to teach an
intensivethree-week courseto former teacherswho were attempting to regain their
provincia certification or validate a teaching certificate from another jurisdiction.
Sinceeveryoneintheclasshad teaching experience, | recognized the need to adjust
my approach in order to draw upon their previousteaching experiences. Theresult
wasthat thecourseevolvedinto moreof anextendedinserviceworkshoprather than
apreservice methods course. | perceived my own role as being more of afacilitator
for their discussion of issuesof teaching and | earning rather than asa* purveyor of
the knowledge.” Since most members of the group had only minimal experiences
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intheteaching of science (predominantly dueto a“sciencephobia’), | asorealized
that part of my roleentailed providing classroom opportunitiesthat would serve as
a basis for both the learning of science concepts and the concomitant issues of
teaching particular conceptsto children. It quickly became apparent that | needed
to model for these teachersthe classroom atmosphere and approachesto teaching
sciencethat wouldbeconsistent withwhat | wastryingto encouragethemtodowith
their future pupils. Thus| realized the importance of aiming for consistency between
my own teaching and the kind of teaching | was recommending to them.

Asagraduate student in the UBC community, | wasalso introduced to and in-
fluenced by aconstructivist view of learning. Thisperspectiveon|earning assumes
that knowledge is personally constructed, socially mediated, and inherently situ-
ated. The three premises of constructivism have resonated within my own view of
teacher education. Specifically, | recognize that preservice teachers cannot merely
be “told” what | want them to learn. Rather, they must be provided with opportu-
nities to “experience” what it isthat | am trying to help them understand. | try to
create a safe atmosphere so that they feel comfortable in talking and writing about
how they are making sense of the issues of teaching and learning in which we
engage. | n addition to the shared experiences of the science methods course, | also
make attempts to draw upon their classroom experiences as teachers and learners,
because understanding these experiencesis pivotal to their personal professional
development. For me, theinherent situatednessof |earning toteachisbest captured
by Donald Schon’ s(1984) tenet that one cannot tell otherswhat they need to know,
and that new teachers will only recognize their needs when they are immersed
within the practice they are trying to learn.

In summary, | believe that my opportunities and experiences as a graduate
student allowed me to develop aclear initial sense of my personal perspective on
teacher education. Whilethiswasvaluable, it was still impossible for meto escape
the dilemmathat others (those experienced in teacher education) could not tell me
what | neededtoknow asl assumedfull responsibility for apreservicecourse. These
initial experiences helped me to articulate the rationales for my beliefs about what
| should teach and how | should teachit. Of course, asboth ateacher and alearner,
| continue to struggle with carrying out my role as a teacher educator in a way
consistent with my beliefs. The constant tension surrounding what | should teach
centersaround striking thebal ance between“ giving out fish” and “teaching fishing
itself.” The issue of how | should teach involves clarifying what it meansto be a
facilitator. Taken to an extreme, being afacilitator silences my own experience and
expertisein classroom science teaching and teacher education. Neverthel ess, find-
ing arolefor my own voice hasresulted in afrequent quip from a colleague: “You
still think you have something to teach them.” Clarifying what it isthat | do have
to offer preservice teachers, and conveying what | haveto offer in such away that
my teachingisnot telling, seemlikely to beendemicto my career asateacher educator.

| arrived at Queen’sin January, 1994, eager to embark upon my own attempts
. _________________________________________________________________________________________]
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at teacher education reform. Not surprisingly, the reform perspective—attempting
to go against the grain—has never been something | would have applied tomy own
teaching, for | have always viewed my own teacher education practices as the
logical evolution of my personal experiences and opportunities. It iswhen | com-
pare my own practicewith the practices of the colleaguesaround me (throughinfor-
mal conversationswith colleaguesand preserviceteachers) that | begintorecognize
that my work with preservice teachers may be quite different from the norm. It is
important to mention that our faculty includes a number of people who see them-
selves teaching against the grain, making deliberate efforts to shift away from
teacher training and more towards professional development.

Merging Our Stories—Peter’s View

Two important and related factors have contributed to afairly smooth transi-
tioninto my roleasabeginning teacher educator. Thefirst factor appearssimpleon
the surface: one of the science methods courses | was assigned to teach entailed
working closely with Tom Russell. Prior to my arrival at Queen’s, | had never met
Tom, but wasaware of hisreputation asan educational researcher. Not surprisingly,
my own perspective towards teacher education (which isinfluenced significantly
by Schon) proved to be quite consistent with Tom’s perspective and practices.
Initially, | merely assumed that hisinterest in Schon’ swork would mean that there
would be some degree of consistency in our teaching approaches. This was con-
firmed four weeksinto my first courses at Queen’s, when our preservice teachers
told us of the similarities they saw in our teaching approaches. Aswell, Tom and
| share views about the importance of critical reflection and self-study of our own
teacher education practices.

It would be difficult to over-emphasize the importance of having an experi-
enced and established colleague to work with when trying to break with tradition.
Herel wasworking closely with someone who had been going against thegrain (in
hisown quiet way) for the past 18 years (Russell, 1995c). His support of my efforts
in the teacher education program is most obvious in the sharing of his own exper-
iencesinattemptingto bring changetoteacher education, andintheencouragement
he provides when | am faced with apparent setbacks. In effect, Tom has assumed
the role of “critical friend.” Although we have our separate classes, we engage in
afair amount of team planning and some team teaching. Without the support of an
established colleague pursuing asimilar teaching approach, it might well have been
more inviting to go with the grain when faced with negative comments and resis-
tance in the science methods classroom.

Thesecondfactor contributingtoasmoothtransitionwhen| arrived at Queen’ s
was the structure of the Queen’s-Waterloo (QW) cooperative science education
program in which | found myself teaching a science methods course. Specificaly,
the program permits science students from the University of Waterloo (widely
recognized for its cooperative programs, with aternating academic and work
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terms) to qualify for a Bachelor of Education degree (comparable to California’s
fifth-year program or to many graduate teacher preparation programsin the United
States) at Queen’ sUniversity while gaining work-term experiencesin high schools.
Anunusual featureof thisprogramisthefact that the preserviceteachers (about 25
per year) complete a 16-week work term in a school setting before arriving at
Queen’ sfor their term of education courses. These preserviceteachersthen havea
second 16-week work term that beginseither five or nine months after their courses
at Queen’s. The program structure permits a strong emphasis on integration of
practice with theory and adds asense of professional purposeto the completion of
their science degree requirements at Waterloo. More importantly, their first work
term in a school, before any education courses, allows them to become fully
integrated into the realities of being a teacher within a particular school culture.
Thus they arrive at Queen’s with a sense of what they need to learn that is not
invented from memories of life as a student but rather is grounded in significant
personal experiences of teaching. Then, with our encouragement to share and
reflect ontheir initial teaching experiences, many become much clearer about some
of theissuesthey knew were causing them uneasiness “ but they just couldn’t put
their finger on it.” Even those with specific concerns in certain areas come to an
enriched understanding of additional factorsthey had not previously considered
germane to solutions.

Although the structure of the QW program was designed not to provide early
teaching experiences but to create astructure acceptabl e to existing routines at two
different universities, we both immediately and intuitively recognized its potential
for “learning from experience.” Conveniently, Tom had done very little work with
QW studentsbefore Peter arrived at Queen’s, so we were sharing new experiences.
Serendipitoustimetabling assigned thetwo of ustotheteaching of sciencemethods
courses within this program. Thus we quickly came to recognize that our personal
approachesto teacher education are well suited to the preservice teachersin this pro-
gram. Their early extended teaching experiences predispose them to welcome oppor-
tunitiesand encouragement to stand back from experienceand collectively interpret
itsmeaning and itsauthority (Chin, Russall, & Smith, 1996). ItisthisQW program that
serves as the context for our collaborative efforts at teacher education reform.

Informing Our Future: Collaborative Efforts at Reform

The Queen’ s-Waterloo program began in 1989, and Tom had worked with one
cohort (in 1992) prior to Peter’ sarrival at Queen’sin 1994. Sincethat time, we have
been the only two science education faculty members involved with the QW pro-
gram. Aswell, the special achievements of the teacher candidatesin this program
have been most evident over the last three years, with the 1994, 1995, and 1996
cohorts. What hasbeen different? Why arethe preserviceteachersin thisprogram
attaining goals that were never imagined or intended by those who set up the
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program? Through almost daily discussions, we have come to the following con-
clusionsabout the contributing factors.

Factors Contributing to Change

First, thestructur eof the QW program entailsan extensive block of classroom
experience beforethe start of their education courses. As already noted, thisearly
and extended teaching experience means that the preservice teachers arrive with
specific needs and concernsthat they hope to have addressed during their time at
Queen’s. Most approach their education courses with a clear sense of what they
needto know inorder todevelop asaprofessional. Thisisin obviouscontrast tothe
other programsat Queen’ swherethe bulk of the practi ceteaching comesafter most
or all of thecoursework hasbeen compl eted. Weal soteach sciencemethodscourses
for individualswho do not have early and extended experience, and it isonly when
they complete their education courses and limited teaching placements that they
seem ready to addresstheissuesthat membersof the QW programtakefor granted.

Second, our shar ed appr oach to teacher education has acoherent theme stres-
sing the importance of how preservice teachers can learn from their own experi-
ences (in contrast to our “telling them how to teach”). Thisapproach iswell-suited
to the structure of the QW program. Thus we see the teacher candidates’ time at
Queen’sasa“processing term” in which they have an opportunity to make sense
of their teaching experiencesandto set personal professional devel opment goalsfor
their second teaching work term.

Third, because we are the only two science education faculty members in-
volvedwiththeprogram, our teaching approachesappear consistent tothepreservice
teachers. We do not send mixed messages about what it is important to do in an
education course and program. This program coherence developed spontane-
ously: we first became aware of it when the 1994 cohort “played it back to us.”
Conveniently, some of our colleaguesin foundation coursesteach in waysthat are
consistent with atheme of learning from experience. Our work with the QW cohort
is at the core of their preservice courses, and coherence at the core pays rich
dividends and permeates their other experiences.

Finally, because the QW program brings the preservice teachers into the
Faculty of Educationin January, even though all other programs have been operat-
ing from September, the peoplein this program take several coursesin which they
aretaught asagroup. Thusthe preservice teachers spend much of their classtime
asadistinct cohortandinevitably form astrong group identity that fosters sharing
of experiences (aswell as a spontaneous predisposition to “having fun”!).

Our teaching approach emphasizes addressing needs and concerns about
teaching through cooperativelearning and large- and small-group di scussions. Our
emphasis on making sense of recent teaching experiencesis obvious; many of the
assignments are dependent upon datawe ask them to collect during their teaching
term. Webeginthisprocessby travelingto Waterlooin August to meet withthenew
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group during the one-week orientation prior to the start of their first teaching term.
Aswell, our teaching approach encourages the preservice teachersto take owner-
ship of their own professional development. The remainder of the paper highlights
some of the ways in which our joint attempts at teacher education reform have
enhancedtheexperiencesof thepreserviceteachersfollowingthisunusual program
structure.

Preservice Teachers Taking Ownership of Their Own Professional Development
During the past two years, working with three different cohorts (1994, 1995,
and 1996), we have seen many of the QW preservice science teacherstaketo heart
the concept of taking ownership of their own professional development. Their
period of early and extended experience enhances attention to personal experience
and the ability of individuals to learn from each other. Within the first cohort that
we shared (1994), the preservice teachers took the initiative in setting up weekly
discussion sessions to deal with common teaching concerns, such as classroom
management, ranges of ability, and evaluation. To their credit, they too recognized
the importance of documenting these discussions so that they had arecord of the
variouswaysinwhichtheir peershad addressed theseissues. With our encourage-
ment and support, thiscohort of preserviceteachersprepared abook that interprets
their first teaching experiences and documents their professional development at
Queen’s. The Experience Book: The Roots of Our Ever-Branching Tree (Queen’s-
Waterloo Class of 1994) includes contributions from each member of the group,
with different sectionsthat highlight their sense of the weekly discussionsand the
significance the explorations into teaching and learning that were done in the
science methods course.

Several members of the 1994 cohort expressed interest in participating in the
August orientation week activities for the 1995 group. They recognized the value
of peer mentoring and the extended possibilities of learning from each other. As
well, thisprovided adifferent type of opportunity for the preserviceteacherstogain
teaching experiencethat obviously built upontheir studiesat Queen’s. Previously,
the orientation week had been organized and taught by the program coordinator at
Waterloo with aone-day visit from us at the end of the week. Now a new tradition
is emerging as the 1995 cohort accepted this challenge. The 1996 cohort is deter-
mined to continue.

Inour ownrolesaslearners, welistened to and implemented several of the 1994
group’s suggestions for improving their program. The most important of these
changes was the addition of a three-week practicum after the first five weeks of
education courses. The 1994 group felt that they woul d have benefited from another
opportunity to work in the classroom, enacting some of the new and refined under-
standings of their teaching that were emerging in their education courses. For both
pedagogical and pragmatic reasons, we decided to arrange the practicum so that
people go out in pairsto serve as “critical friends’ for each other. Members of the
. _________________________________________________________________________________________]
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1995 and 1996 cohorts found the additional practicum to be a powerful experience
and many also found their critical friend to be invaluable. They welcomed our
challenge that they use additional experience to test the value of their work in
education courses. An experience as short as three weeks also emphasizes the
importance of their two 16-week teaching assignments.

The 1995 cohortinitially had concernsabout havingto live up to theincreased
expectationsthat had been created by their predecessorsin 1994, but they quickly
developed their own sense of coherenceandidentity. Thiscohort produceditsown
book: The Path Less Travelled: The Journey of 23 Experience-Guided Student
Teachers (Queen’s-Waterloo Class of 1995). As noted above, some members
helped to plan and conduct the August orientation week activities for the 1996
group. At therequest of the 1995 group, the Waterloo administration established a
non-credit time block once every two weeks in which the 1994, 1995, and 1996
groups could meet to hear invited speakers and otherwise keep their education
interests “alive” while continuing their studies at Waterloo. The 1995 group
accepted responsibility for organizing topics and guest speakersfor the bi-weekly
meetings. We were invited to attend the inaugural meeting of the education
“course,” and we certainly felt excitement and pride when we found ourselvesin a
room with more than 50 preservice teachers—everyone in the 1996 cohort as well
as many drawn from the 1994 and 1995 groups. With our encouragement and on
their own initiative, a growing community of teachers and learners is taking hold
at Waterloo. We firmly believe that such a community of practice can serve as a
continued forum for dealing with their efforts to express their educational beliefs
in their teaching practices.

In Preservice Teachers’ Words and Voices

One of the most common critiques expressed by preservice teachers in the
traditional program concernsthe lack of applicability and value they perceive in
their courses at the Faculty of Education. Predictably, they are quick to claim that
the most powerful experiences in their growth as a teacher occurred during their
practicum placements. What isdisturbingisthenumber of preserviceteacherswho
state, with certainty, that they learned little from their education courses. In sharp
contrastisthewidespread toneof enthusiasmfor coursesineducation expressed by
the 1994, 1995, and 1996 groups in the QW program. As we complete this paper,
thethird volume of writing has appeared under thetitle, Learning to Teach, Teach-
ing to Learn (Queen’ s-Waterloo Classof 1996). It appearsthat aprogram structure
in which extensive experience precedes and follows education courses provides
many moreopportunitiesfor the*integration of theory and practice.” (Weplacethis
familiar phrase in quotation marksto signal that these three groups of new science
teachershaveshown ushow inadequatethat phrasecanbeasal abel for thelearning
that residesintheir experiences.) Also significant is perceiving adegree of program
coherence from faculty members who act from the premise that we cannot tell
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people how to teach, but we can help them learn from their experiences.

Thethree Waterl oo groupswe haveworked with have been ready, willing, and
eager tofocusonwhat they learned from extensive personal experienceintheclass-
room. We have several sets of datafrom the 1995 group that were provided in an
in-class writing exercise when they returned from the three-week teaching place-
ment that sent them back to the classroom midway through their term of education
courses. Those who examine these statements carefully will realize that thereis a
broad range of reactions to their experiences in this program structure. Extensive
experiencethat precedeseducation coursesdoesnot reducediversity or encourage
uniformity on atopic as complex aslearning to teach. Far more significant, on our
reading of these data, arethe perspectivesthat they haveon their own professional
learning, and their sense of the relationship between their classroom experiences
and the impact of the first five weeks in education courses.

u Queen’s has allowed us to reflect upon our T1 experiences, build new and old
principles, and give usthe opportunity to learn how these principleshave affected
our teaching style. [“T1” istheir term for their first 16-week teaching term; “T2"
refersto the second such term, which begins either five or nine months after their
courses at Queen's.]

u Itisimportant to keep in mind that the QW students have had four months'

experience teaching before we came to McArthur [the Faculty of Education is
located in Duncan McArthur Hall]. Through trial and error most of us have been
ableto acquireand devel op astyle or methodol ogy towardsteachinginaclassroom
that can only now be perfected. Classes at McArthur are a source of ideas and
discussion topicsthat allow us, as students, the chance to hone our already devel-
oped teaching strategies. We do not learn much that we could not figure out for
ourselves. What we do learn and decide to take away from classesis an apprecia
tion for the whole aspect of becoming an educator and the responsibilitiesthat are
an integral part of thejob. We have survived our trial by fireand now are ready to
be honed to a sharp edge. Wewere alump of iron with adesireto become asword.
Now we are the sword and seek to be sharp. (It sounds corny but it makes sense).

u I’vefound the curriculum coursesto be helpful aswell. | believel get ideasand
confidence from these classes to try things in my own classroom. Group discus-
sionsare very vauable. | gain alot from the experiences of my peers.

u | can’tdeny that | progressed asateacher far morein my practiceround[of three
weeks] than | did in my four months, and | think it has been due to these courses
here at Queen’s. Whether as a direct result of the exercises and discussions or
indirect, my mode of thinking ismorefocused. Maybejust taking thetimeto chew
over what happenediswhat makestheclasseseffective, and certainly theemphasis
on personal well-being and supporting othersisinvaluable. My first associatetol d
methat teachersreally need summersoff, and I’ m starting to understand why. That
timeisimportant because the hectic teacher life will kill you otherwise. | feel that
the courses here are pointing us in the right direction and giving us the seeds for
our future growth. Asfor the specific content of each course, aswith any course
. _________________________________________________________________________________________]
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one doesn't see the value of it right away, maybe never. Different things will be
worthwhile to different people as long as the base is sound.

u Being at Queen's has made me totally aware of what I'm doing while in front
of the class. Constantly thinking, and | think that is the most important thing
Queen's could have given me to help me become a good teacher. Sometimesitis
hard to see the useful ness of some of the topicswe discuss or classes wetake, but
I think it isjust because we personally haven’t been in that situation so then don’t
consider it asituation. But someday wemay befaced withit and then begladwe'd
heard about it before. | really have used what I’ ve learned here, if not in practice
at least to develop my thinking. | actually felt what we've learned is out therein
the schools. I've surprised myself in noticing so much more in what goes on
“behind the scenes” inthe classroom, aswell aswhat isgoing on with the students.
My big sum-up word isawar eness!

u Coming to Queen’ shas helped meto feel much more confident asateacher. By
being with other preservice teachers, and discussing, reading, and writing about
teaching, | am learning the teacher “culture” and have begun to fedl like ateacher.
| was very conscious of thingsthat | was doing in the classroom thistime around.
| experimented with things that we had discussed here. In particular, the idea of
letting the students carry the ball and the teacher keeping the ball going. My whole
three weeks | worked on my questioning techniques and inviting the studentsto
become active learners. Maybe | should say “luring” the studentsin, instead of
inviting. | found this technique of teaching extremely comfortable and it gives me
afedling of being part of the learning experience and “with” the students instead
of just being at the front of the classroom as someone separate from them. This
wholeideathat | learned from Queen’ shasreally opened the door for meinterms
of finding my own teaching personality. Another important thing | learned from
Queen’ s was what learning and education isreally al about. As ateacher, | now
see myself as someone who is trying to create (I can’t think of a better word)
students who are “responsible thinkers” so that they can make informed, sound
decisions. It's not about them knowing the speed of light or other little facts.

u | think themostimportant thing | am getting out of Queen’ sisthereflectingtime.
Timeto think and writeabout things| want to do, beand pursue. | think the classes
here at Queen’s stimulate me to think about a lot of issues concerning education
and personal “wellness.”

u Fiveweeksat Queen’sweregreat for showing ideas, opinions—Iearning about
yourself—finding out there are lots of right answers and more than oneway to do
something well. Per sonal development is the key phrase here.

We find a sense of perspective on, engagement in, and comfort with the
processof |ear ningtoteach inthe statementsfromthe 1995 Waterl oo group. Many
of thecommentsindicate how they have used their extensive experiencesasaguide
to constructing meaning intheir education classes. Most report that their activities
in education coursesdid influencetheir subsequent teaching. Morethan anything
else, we are struck by how early extended teaching experience followed immedi-
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ately by an emphasis on learning from experience leads new teachersto assume a
measure of responsibility for their own professional development. This predispo-
sition holds considerable promise for their responsiveness to future inservice
teacher education opportunities.

Conclusion

We have highlighted theimportance of ateacher education program structure
that places preserviceteachersin classroom settingsfor an extended period of time
before they engage in education courses. We see this as our contribution to the
reform of teacher education, and thisisthe domaininwhichweseeourselvesgoing
against thegrain. As“new” and“old” professors, wewould makeno progressat all
without each other. As Tom knows only too well, going against the grain can bea
lonely experience, and when it isdone in isolation, it moves very slowly. Sharing
this enterprise has made all the difference.

Inaddition, wehavedemonstrated how ateaching approach that acknowledges
and builds upon early experiences can have positive results when the preservice
teachersbegintotake ownership of their own professional development. Whentwo
or moreteacher educators convey similar messagesthat value learning from exper-
ience, the increased program coherence can lead to remarkable achievements by
preserviceteachers.

Early in 1995, areport by a Royal Commission on Learning in Ontario recom-
mended that all preserviceteacher education programsinthe provinceincludemore
time in school for preservice teachers (Bégin & Caplan, 1994). Guided both by
principlesof learning from experience and by the evidence from recent QW groups,
theFaculty of Education at Queen’ shasadopted anew preserviceprogramstructure
to take effect in 1997-98. After a week’s orientation, all teacher candidates will
begin a 12-week teaching placement on the first day of school in September. In
many ways, the entirefaculty isnow preparing to go agai nst the grain aswe embark
oninstitutional reform of our teacher education program. Our individual and shared
experiences of the QW program enable us to approach the new program structure
with confidence, knowing that the 1994, 1995, and 1996 cohorts have provided
invaluable empirical evidence of the potential of the new structure for preservice
teacher education at Queen’ s University.
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