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Student Teachers’ Reflection on Indicators of Engaged Learning

Introduction/Need for Research
 “Teacher education programs seek to prepare effective and reflective teachers…On-campus microteaching with its practice of scaled-down teaching, feedback and self-analysis, offers a unique context for grounding preservice teachers in the development of effective and reflective teaching.” (Amobi & Irwin, 2009, p. 32).  Student teachers are often given the opportunity to practice teaching through microteaching experiences before entering the classroom.  The point of these microteaching experiences is to allow students to practice teaching in a safe environment and then reflect on the effectiveness of that experience.  One element that allows teachers to judge the effectiveness of their lesson(s) is student engagement.
Consequently, secondary agricultural educators recognized active student engagement to be one of the multiple benefits of using the Kolb Model of Experiential Learning in their classrooms (Arnold, Warner, & Osborne, 2006).  Experiential learning is a method commonly used in agricultural education that focuses on “learning [as] the process whereby knowledge is created through the transformation of experience” (Kolb, 1984, p. 38).  In fact, “the experiential focus of secondary agricultural education has been a long standing creed for agricultural educators” (Roberts, 2006, p. 17).

The purpose of this study was to describe how the student teachers’ perceptions of student engagement after each microteaching experience and examine changes in perceptions of subsequent microteaching experiences.  This purpose aligns with the National Research Agenda for Agricultural Education and Communication (Osborne, n.d., p. 8) that has research priority areas for Agricultural Education in Schools which include the need to “prepare and provide an abundance of fully qualified and highly motivated agricultural educators at all levels.”

Theoretical Framework
This study was framed using two complimentary frameworks: experiential learning theory
(Kolb, 1984) and the indicators of engaged learning (Jones, Valdez, Nowakowski, & Rasmussen, 1994).  The Kolb (1984) model of experiential learning is based on a cycle of four stages, which are focused on engaging students in learning.  In relation to and as a way of expanding this theory, the North Central Regional Laboratory developed eight specific indicators as part of an engaged learning and reform instruction framework.  These indicators on engaged learning are: vision of learning, tasks, assessment, instructional models, learning context, grouping, teacher roles, and learner roles.
Methodology
The population for this quantitative study was student teachers enrolled in Methods of Teaching Agriscience in the Secondary School at [university] during the spring 2009 (N= 19) fall 2009 (N=11) semesters.  As part of the AGED 4304, student teachers are asked to complete three micro-teaching experiences and then asked to do a formal reflection about each experience after each one.  For this study, the researchers wanted to expand the student teachers’ reflection to incorporate their perceptions about student engagement.  The study utilized a 25-item questionnaire adapted from the indicators of engaged learning (Jones, Valdez, Nowakowski, & Rasmussen, 1994) for reflection after each micro-teaching experiences. Items were measured using Likert type scales about level of agreement.  Preliminary reliability estimates for these scales produced reliability coefficient scores ranging from .55-.82.
Results/Findings
To determine student teachers’ perceptions of ability to incorporate indicators of engaged learning, items related to each indicator were summed and averaged to determine if mean reflection scores for each indicator changed after each subsequent reflection.  As displayed in Table 1, the mean reflection scores for each indicator increased after each subsequent reflection, with the exception of Tasks & Grouping when comparing reflections 2 & 3.  There is also a larger increase in mean reflection scores between the first two reflections than the last two.  Upon first reflection, student teachers’ perceptions of their abilities with assessment and grouping were the lowest and their abilities with their roles as a teacher was the highest.  Upon their final reflection, student teachers’ perceptions of their abilities in creating vision for learning was the highest and their abilities with grouping remained the lowest.
	Table 1
Student Teachers’ Perceptions of Ability to Incorporate Indicators of Engaged Learning (N=30)

	Indicator
	Reflection 1a
	Reflection 2
	Reflection 3

	Vision of Learning
	3.311
	3.652
	3.832

	Tasks
	3.211
	3.642
	3.642

	Assessment
	2.891
	3.542
	3.592

	Instructional Model
	3.341
	3.622
	3.722

	Learning Context
	3.261
	3.712
	3.772

	Grouping
	2.891
	3.232
	3.172

	Teacher Roles
	3.401
	3.762
	3.802

	Learner Roles
	3.131
	3.602
	3.682

	Note. a(n = 29), 1=Somewhat Agree, 2=Agree



Conclusions/Implications/Recommendations
This study found student teachers’ perceptions of ability to incorporate indicators of engaged learning increased with each of three subsequent microteaching experiences and reflections.  Although there was a general increase in mean reflection scores throughout the process (with the exception of Tasks & Grouping), there was a larger increase in perceived ability between the first two reflections.  These increases are encouraging because it is evident that the student teachers perceive an increase in their abilities to engage students, which may be due to their reflection or increased instruction through the methods course.  Based on this preliminary data, more data should be collected and analyzed to see if they support these initial findings.  Future research should investigate the effects of the teaching environment (i.e. clinical environment, classroom, etc.) on student engagement.  The researchers also recommend studying whether student teachers are able to control and change student engagement, especially as they become more experienced.
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