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ABSTRACT
~ This report summarizes responses to an 84-item survey
completed by 536 of 994 randomly selected graduates of Michigan State
University. The sample includecs graduates of five teacher preparation
programs (regular, clustar, and overseas student teaching, elementary
intern, and competency-based four enrollment periods. The report also
reviews recponses to a 43-item questionnaire completed by 236 of the
269 supervisors identified by active teachers in the sample. The most
significant findings include: (1) There has been a slight decline in
the percent of graduates who secure teuching positions; (2) There has
een a dramatic increase in tuie number who enter the profession as
substitutes, paraprofessionals, or part-time teachers; (3) There are
no significant differences among programs on any of the five
subscales embedded within the surveys--self-ratings of performance,
—3upervi€or ratings of performance, supervisor ratings of commitment
.-to teaching, graduate ratings of the contribution of student teaching
to skill development, and general satisfaction with student teaching;
(4) The turnover rate is highest among young, untenured teachers; (5)
There are significant program differences on several specific items
that focus on employment histories, attitudes, or personal
characteristics; and (6) graduates are generally satisfied with the
student teaching experience and view the opportunity to teach at more
than one grade level or subject area as its most valuable
subcomponent. An appendix provides examples of questionnaires, and a
bibliography is also included. (Author/DS)
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Al trac!

This report summarlzes responses te an 84 jter survey completed by 536
of 994 (54%) randomly sclected praduaten of Michipan State University. The
sample facludes gradeates ot tive teachor preparation propgrams (regular,
cluster, and oversess student tvaching; EleméiToey Intern and competency-
based) from four earvllment periods (1969-70, £971-72, 1974-75, and 1975-76).
The report also reviews responses to a4 43 1tem questionnalre completed by
236 of the 269 (#82) supervisors ldentitied by active teachers in the sample.

The results are summarized in o svrivs of 2 tables. The most significant
findings include:

(1) There has been . siight decline in the percent ot graduates who secure
teaching positions.

(2) There has been a dramatic increase in the number who enter the profession
as subsitfcutes, paraprofessionals, or part-time teachers.

(3) The turnover rate is highest amung young, untenured teachers.

(4) There are no significant differences among programs on any of the rfive
subscales embedded within the surveys: self-ratings of performance,
supervisor ratings of performance, supervisor ratings of commitment to
teaching, graduate ratings of the contribution of student teaching to
skill development, and general satisfaction with student teaching.

(5) There are significant program differences on several specific items

which focus on empluyment histories, attitudes, or personal characteristics.

(6) Craduates are generally satisfied with the student teaching experience
and view the opportunity to teach at more than one grade level or subject
area as its most valuable sub-iomponent.

These and other significant findings gave rise to four peneral recommendations.
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SECTIUN |
UVERVIEW OF THF STUDY

- General Goals -

\ccording to published standards of the National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE),

Maintenance of acceptable lPéCher education programs demands a

contiauous process of evaluation of the praduates of existing

programs, modification of existing programs, and long-range

planning. The faculty andrédmlnlstra[ors in teacher education

evaluate the results of their programs not only through assessment

of graduates but also by seeking reactions from persons involved

with the certification, employment, ang supervision of {fts

graduates.l

Few, if any, institurions have conformed to this clearly stated NCATE
standard for the accrediration of teacher education. Until recently, for
example, Michigan State yniversity, like most other institutions, has relied
primarily on informal data collection which {5 of limited value in program
development. However, there have been at least a few systematic attempts
to evaluate program effect {veness at Michigan State. The design and imple-
mentation of the Competency Based Teacher Education program, for example,
included systematic assegsment of immediace program outcomes, particularly

2
during its initial stages of development . Graduates of the Elementary
3 TS G . 4

Intern (EIP) Program and the Overseas Student Teaching Pruy,ram4 have been
surveyed on more than one occasion, However, each of these efforts has
focused on a single preparation Program and has therefore been comparatively
limited in scope.

This study was designed to address the clear need for a comprehensive

and systematic study of praduates from several teacher preparation programs

at Mlcglgan State University. Spevificallv, it includes responses from
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graduates wio wete cnrelled o oone ot the tollowim: stoudent Tes hingy proyrams
during the vears 1469-76: (1) Repular Student Teachine, (2) Overseas Student
Teaching, (3) Cluster Student Teaching, (4) Flementary Intern Program (E1P)
and’ (9) Competency-Based Teacher Fducation Program (CBTE).  This study also
includes responses trom supervisors of those praduates who are still active
teachers.

The basic parposes of the study include the following:

(1) To jdentify signiffcant trends in the prafessional development of

Michigan State University praduates.
(2) To determine the comparative fmpact of selected undergraduate teacher
© preparation programs on professional development.
(3) To determine the deprce to which input from supervisors contributes to

mednningful prugram evaluation.*

- The Five Student Teaching Alternatives -

The five student teaching alrternatives cnnsidurgd in this study are admin-
istered by the Division of Student Teaching and Professional Development at
Michigan State University. In order tu qualify for student teaching, partici-
pants in each of these programs must be of juninr/sgniur status, have a 2.0
overall grade point average, have satisfactorily vémplute’ required methods
courses and be approved tor student leuuﬁing by thefr respective major univer-
sity department. Althouyh there are variations in the jmplcmrntatiun of each
propgram, characteristic teatures tnclude the tollowing:

Regular:  Student teaching consists ot g tull-time vleven week dssignment

in a public/private school working with an experienced, cerpitied teacher.

*This yoal served as the tucus of o PhoD, dissertation entitled, "A Fol low-
Study, Comparing Graduates and Supervisors Rarings of the Etfectiveness of Mich
gan State University Teacher Education Proprams (1969-1976)." This dissertatio
was completed by Tina Bornstein in September, 1978, and serves as a companion
document to this report. f ~I i

L
|
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Lntversioy courdinators proviade assistance to barh supervisinge teachers
and student teachers in several ditferent buildings.
Cluster:  This program bepan in 1968 and s characterized by the assignment
ot groupsy of 1t ¢ 12 student teachers to a sinple school. A teacher
(cluster consultawr) from the school s relessed a minimum of one-half
time to coordinate the student teaching program {n that building. Thus
student teachers and supervising teachers receive on-site support from
cluster consultants as well as college coordinators.
Overseds:  Since 1969, students have been able to 4pply for student teaching
placements in English speaking schools located overseas. A university
covrdinator interviews candjdates and accompanies those who are selected to
one of the following locations: Madrid, Rome, Guadalajara, The Hague,

I
Brussels, Lakenheath (England), or Belize. The administration of overseas
programs typically conforms to the Regular student teaching models.
Elementary Intern Proyram (EIP): Successful appflcants are typically
admitted to the EIP program during their sophomore year. During the
junior year, Lhey complete methods courses and student teaching in a
resident center locatiopn. Durirp their senior year, they function as
full~time classroum teachers with supervision and instruction provided
by intern consultsnts from the local area schools, University coordinators
provide additional supervision and instruction during each stage of the

program.

Competency Based T Fdocation (also known as the POINTE Program):

The CHBTF. program has been developed and implemented by a team of university
voordinarors and classroom teachers. Initially implemnented in 1974, the
program is a two-term sequence. The first term includes structured

experiences in both vlassroom and instructional laboratory settings. The

¥

L



second te-m (oasists of a full-time student teaching experience which
confurms tu Lhe (luster model of aduinistracion. Almoast a1l of the students

in this program have boeen assipned to the Lansing area schools.

~ Development of Questionnaires -

A team of four researchers developed the twu questionnaires which were
used in this study. (See Appendix E) The team included Duonald Freeman,
Banks Bradley, and Henry Kennedy from the Division of Student Teaching and
rrofessional Development and Grace [verson, a research consultant in the
Lansing School District. Each questionnaire was reviewed by several other
members of the Division and was fleld tested with a small sample of graduates
and supervisors.  Minor revisions were made as 3 result of these analyses.

The 84 items Ln the graduate questionnaire were designed to provide
reliable meisures of each of the following:

(a) employment histories

(b) self-ratings of performance of selected teaching skills

(c) general attitudes toward the student teaching experience

(d) ratings of the influence of student teaching on the development of

gselected teaching skiils

The 43 items on the supervisor survey were desipned to provide reliable
measures of each of the following:

(a) rnti;gs of the graduates' pertormance ot selected teaching skills

(b) ratings of the graduates' commitment to teaching

(c) knowledge of, and attitudes toward, specific teacher preparation

programs

1.
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- Selection of the Sample* -

Five programs and four years (1969770, 1971-72, 1974-75, and 1975~76)
were examined in this study. The programs have been described in an earlier
section of this report. The four years correspond to academlé years in which
a given individual student taught. The cross Setueen ;rogramé‘and'yeara gives
rise to a 4 x 5 sampling matrix, however, two cells in this Tatrix are empty.

A total of 60 graduates were randomly selected frcm the total group of
progra; participants within each cell in the matrix. A cover letter and
copy of the questionnaire were sent to each graduéte in the sqmple. Whenever
a questionnaire was returned as nonforw;rdable, an alternate'fron the same
group was randomly selected. Despite this adjustment, 86 individuals could
not be reached on either the first ov second mailings. The final sawmple
therefore consisted of 994 graduates. A second letter and copy of the
questionnaire were sent to each individual in the final sample who failed gq
respond within a reasonable time- period. Fifty-four percent of this group
ultimately completed the survey.

A majority of the 536 graduates who coMipleted the survey are still active
menbers of the teaching profession. Ninety percent of these individpqls
voluntarily provided the nahe and address of their impediate supérviSQr.
of the 269 individuals identified in this fashion, 236 completed the su_pervlﬂol:

aurvey. Thus 88% of the supervisor surveys were returned.

‘s

% A complete calendar of evenis surrounding the selection of the sample and
processing of data is presented in Chart A-]1 in Appendix A. Appendix A also
contains a complete description of the sampling matrix. Copies of the cover
letters which were sent to each participant appear 1in Appendix C.
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- Data Analysis -

A varfety of statistical tests was used to analyze responses to

individual items and scores on five subscales embedded within the surveys.

These included analysis of variance tests, Chi-square tests and product-

moment correlations. Each analysis was designed to determine if there were

significant differences in the response patterms of graduates across the

five programs or four years, with alpha arbitrarily fixed at .0S. The

results of each analysis are deacribed in Section III of this report.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

~ Assumptions and Limitatfons of the Study -

Although comprehensive lists of program graduates were developed,

it was impossible to obtain accurate addresses for all persons

included in the sample. Randomly selected substitutions were used

to coaplete the final sample.

The study was limited to an evaluation of programs whkich are admini-
stered by the Division of Student Teaching and Professional Development.
Other preparation programs offered by the College of Education were -
not included.

Only a mail questionnaire procedure was used. Given strict budgetary
limitations, personal contact and direct observation were not feasible.
The supervisor’s survey was sent only if specific permission was given
by the graduate. Although 90 percent of the grdduates voluntarily
provided the information, the sample of supervisors is at lea;t slightly
biased as a result of this procedure. .

Although 55 percent of the graduates and 88 percent of the supervisors



completed the surveys, this group may ¢onstitute 4 biased representation
of the total sample. Further, the directional influence of this bias
is impossible to determine.

(6) All students who were enrolled in student tesching were included in
the groups from which samples were selected. Th;s cach group may
include a few transfer students who completed part of their geacher
preéaration program at uther universities.

(7) Because the sample was based upon the year in which an individual

student taught, it is likely that there is some variation in the date

of graduation for the sample representing a given year.

b
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- Footnotes: Section 1 -

lNCATE. Standards for Accreditation of Teacher Education (Washington, D.C.:
NCATE, 1977) p. 10.

2Hichigan Department of Education, Development of a Competency Based R
Secondary Teacher Education Program Model (Lansing, Mi.: Michigan Department
of Education, 1975): and Michigan Department of Education, Development of A
Competency Based Teacher Education Program Focusing on the Directed Teaching
Experience (Lansing, Mi.: Michigan Department of Education, 1976); and
Donald Freeman and Bca Helmke, 'Student Perceptions of the Competency-Based
Teacher Education Program at Michigan State University: A Formative Report,"
Michigan State University, East Lansing,- Mi., 1975; and Donald Freeman,
"Developmental Changes in Attitude Among Participants 1in a Competency-Based
Teacher Education Program,'' Michigan State University, East Lansigg, Mi., 1976.

3Janes Conley, "Personality Characertistics of Female Elementary Intern
Program and Conventional Program Students," Michigan State Univeraity, East
Lansing, Mi., 1968; and Robert Scrivens et al., "Elementary Intern Program
Follaw~up Study," Michigan State University, East Lansing, Mi., 1973; and
William L. Colé et al., "Study of 1974 Elementary Intern Program Graduates,"
Michigan State University, East Lansing, Mi., 1971.

“Banks Bradley, 'Overseas Follow~up Study,' Michigan State University
Department of Student Teaching, Fast Lansing, Mi., 1971; and Banks Bradley,
Overseas Student Teaching: A Follow~up Study Report as an Assessment of
Intercultural Experiences in Student Teaching (East Lanaing, Mi., Michigan
State University, 1975).
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SECTION 11
REVIFW OF RELATED LITERATURE

- Introduction -

Although the fmportance of follow-up studies is clearly recognized,
most have been completed for the information of the local sponsoring
institutions and not for a wider audience. As a result, there has been
little effort to develop theoretical generalizations applicable to teacher
education programs or organized procedures for conducting a follow-up study.

However, there are some indications teacher educators are becoming aware
of the need to share information from follow-up studies. The American
Assoclation of Colleges for Teacher Education included follow-up studies
in the 1978 national convention as one of the significant themes for "in-depth
study for teacher educators. A two-day program of intensive work was offered.
These sessions were well attended, indicating an awareness. of the need to
develop more effective follow-up studies and increase the'publlcatioﬁ of
results and generalizations from such studies.

ERIC has become an important method of providing access to some work
that may not otherwise be available. Use of ERIC to publish institutional
follow-up reports could greatly facilfitate the accessibility to reports for
educators who must plan, implement, analyze and report conclusions from

follow-up reports. Most certainly, this accessibility and use by researchers

should increase reliability, validity, procedures and application of conclusions
gleaned from follow-up studies. )
Reiated readings reported in this section will demonstrate the need to

increase the publication of follow-up reports. The authors were able to

determine ‘only a limited number of reports that provided direct assistance

IR
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in developing, implementing and Irterpreting data. These rescurces are
grouped under two bastc catepories: Evaluation of Training Programs by

Graduates and Miscellaneous Related Readings.

- Graduate Evaluations of Training Programs -

Rosger and Denlon’ conducted a study of 1971-74 graduates of Texas A & M
University. They devel&ped a thirty {tem questionnaire related specifically
to the education program. Demographic items and comments with open ended
questions were also solicited. The quegtionnaire wigs mailed to 196 graduates
with 123 returned (62.8%). Every available means was used to increase the rate

of return including direct telephone solicitation to non-respondents. The

results of the study guided the University staff in revisions of the educational -
program. In addition, apparently the authors are developing techniques for
longitudinal collection of data.

Sandefur has been a leader in developing a model for fol low-up studieﬁ.2 !
The project he directs at Western Kentuckv is testing acd implementing a number %
of his ideas. The model requires collection of evaluative data in four 2
categories:

1. Carver Line Data

2. Direct Classroom Ubservation .

3. Pupil, Peer, ard Supervisory Evaluaticns .

4. Standardized Measures

A stratified random san, .« of 40 students, who plan to teach in Kentucky,
are selected each year. According to the model, AAIH will be collected four 5

times: student teaching, end of first, third and ! .fth years of teaching i

i
experience. Data collection includes on~site class observations and standardized

evaluatlon instruments. Ryan’s Classroom Observations Record (a modification
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LN
of Flanders' Interaction Analvsis sytem) and a medel developed by Hough guide
the collection of c¢lassroom data. Veldman and Peck's "Student Evaluation
of Teaching" and "The Teacher Evaluation Peer/Supervisor” rating form developed
at Fmporia Kansas State College are used for pupil, peer and supervisor
evaluat fons of teaching. Adorno's California F-Scale is tﬁ? standardized
measure which is used.

Sandefur and Adorno have published two articles which provlde»summaries
of some of their preliminary flndlngs.] Specific conclusions they have
reached concerning teacher nerformance are compared to the rationale for the
theory and implementation of Western Kentucky's teacher education program.
In genéral, the teacher education program was supported by the data analysis.
Specific differences between teacher behavior and the University program were
algo Identified. The authors intend to continue the examination of these
inconsistencies with additional data from the continuing study of graduates.

The progran at Western Kentucky is possibly the most elaborate follow-up
study in continuous operatlu;. The staff is apparently generating significant
guidelines for conduciing ;llov—up studies as well as evaluating program
effectiveness and developing support for generalizations about teachers and
teaching.

Drunmonda summarized a4 follow-up study of graduates from the University
of Maine. A random sample of 1,000 graduates from 1970-76 received a ques- 1

cionnaire with 342 (34.2%) responding. Demographic data and evaluatjon of

the educational program were solicited. Responses were recorded on a ordinal
scale of perceived value. Conclusions reached in this study include the

following:

1. Student teaching was rated as the most valuable course, with
methods second. A nine-point scale was used. Student teaching

received an 8, with methods 5-6.

J
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2. Courses with the least value for the teachers were: American
School, Growth and Learning Process, Teaching Process, and
Laboratory Science courses.

3. Recommended changes in the training program were: longer student
teaching period to include varied levels and experiences, early
experiences in school settirgs, and field-based methods courses.

Baer and Fc;ster5 ceport the results of a survey of 390 graduates from
Northern 11linois University. Conclusions included:

1. Direct experiences with children were most valuable.

2.' Student teaching rated as the course of greatest value but ghould

be at varied grade levels.
e 3. More and better instruction in teaching reading, science, and
soctal studies is needed.

Swdmi6 conducted a follow-up of Ohic State University science teacher
graduates with one to five ycars of teaching experience. Baseline data were '
collected during the pre-service training program. After graduates began
teaching, data were collected from the teachers, students and adﬁlnlstrators.
It was concluded that the type of activities ugsed by the teachers remained
s?#ble five years after g;aduatlnn. In other words, the activities used by
teachers did not vary across years of experience.

Culdenberg7 investigated the reldtionship between principals' and
teachers' perceptions of the quality of preparation and teaching competence.
Ninety-four of 136 teachers (69%) and 118 of 134 principals (882) completed
their 15 item questionnaire. Teachers usuallv rated the teacher iraining
program slightly better than principals. Teachers did view the program
as having several separate elements while principals looked ay the total

program as one entity. Approval of the undergraduate program was given by
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"both groups. Teachers belivved they were Weakest 1in classroom management while

principals selected the evaluation process as the teachers' weakest polnt.
Johnsun8 conducted two f{ollow-up studies of oraduares from the
University of South Alabama. He found that 60% were generally satisfied
with their training with 10% very dissatisfied and 26% somewhat dissatisfied.
N Alostg reported the efforts of the Health, Physical Educarion, and
Recreation staff to conduct on-site follow-up studies of graduates from
Northwestern State University in Louisiana. Apparently, there was no formal
collection of data. Observations and interviews were used. Evaluation and
interpretation of data were apparently done informally by the University
staff. There was a carefully planned visitation program that assured that every
graduate was interviewed by a staff person.
‘A study by Singh and Allenlo involved 25 graduates éf the University
of South Florida's early intervention program. An on-site visitation and a
questionnaire were used to obtain data. The evaluation identified specific

accompl ishments of the graduates and needed changes in the program.

. .
*Fitch and Klima ! completed a comparative study of the 1970-71 graduates

of the Illinois State University. Elementary teachers from the ‘regular student '

teaching program were compared with those who received their trainfﬁg at iﬁei

Joifet Teacher Education Center. There were distinct differences in the

training program for teachers, especially in the carefully supervised school

eiperiences for teacher candidates at the Joliet Center. Each of the 75 ,
Joliet graduates was surveyed and compared with 75 randomly selected
graduates from the regular program. By using personal contact procedures,

a total return of 912 was secured, with 69 from Joliet and 68 for the

“

regular program. .

A 110 item questionnaire was used to secure data, including demographic
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and program evaluation. Chi-square analyses revealed st least some significant
differences between the two programs. No conclusfons are stated by the

authors relating to quality. However, judging from differences in responses

to some of the ftems and the percent of graduates who were ultimately employed
(732 regular and 90X Joliet), the teachers trained at Jollet apParently did
have a much higher regard for their training program.

Rnsk12 conducted a follow-up of secondary English teachers who had
gradvated from Michigan State University between 1962 and 1964. A questionnaire
was mailed to all 315 English majors, but only certiffied secondary teachers
were to complete the total questionnaire. Total returns were 69 (54%).
0f this number, only 82 (49X) were actually teaching at the time of the survey
(1966) but 106 (63%Z) had taught for at least one year. A questionnaire con-
taining 98 competencies plus demographic data was used. Of the 34 competencies
rated "quite significant™ by 75% of the respondents, 16 related to teaching,

'8 to literature, 6 to written composition, 3 to oral composition, and 1 to
language. The implications of the ratings indicated changeg were needed 1in
the proportions of the preparaction program for teachers. Greater emphasis
was needed in the professional preparation of teachers. When respondents
evaluated competencies needed by an English teacher in relation to the MSU
program, thé following tended to be considered inadequate: Understanding
Adolescents and Their Learning Process, Knowledge of Materials of Instructldn,
Ability to Evaluate, and Skills Related to Oral Communication. Although
respondents generally felt that student teachigg was important, they also

felt that varied experiences were needed if student teaching is to have a

direct relationship with a teaching job. ' -
- Miscellaneous Related Readings -

I}
Carey conducted a study to determine the validity of teachers’

Ay
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perceptions of their performance. A total of 175 teachers were paid to
complete two paper/pencil questionnaires which had two distinct types of
itéms: (1) perception items (ye8 Or no concerning performance) and

(2) behavior items (identification of settings for specific practices).
Perception scores for teachers were consistently different from performance
scores. The authors therefore conclude that perception of teacher performance
could not be used to predict actual performance. A possible flow of the
procedure used in the study could be the testing procedure. Perception

items were true or false yhile Behavior testing was multiple choice. No

actual observations were ysed. BecauSe angwering questions in a testing

situation is subject to other f1Ctors, it may not provide a valld measure

" of level of performance in a classroom setting.

Hardbeck et al.l‘ compared selt-reports for teachers with Alrect
observation results. The gtudy wid8 compoged of 355 teachers in 10 districts
located in the proximity of Austin, Texas. Their findings do confirm that
self-reports by teachers tend to be higher than observer-recorded scores.
Tirese differences did vary in 3 8yS8ltematic way, which does permit self-reports’

scores to be converted into predictions of observer results.

crispls investiyated the percelved competency of Secondarv School
English Teachers in Illinois- A "Self-Rating Scale for Experienced Teachers"
was sent to 600 randomly selected teachers. A return of 57% was secured.
Among the conclusions were: (1) experienced teachers rate themselves higher
than beginning teachers, (2) teachers with Master's degrees rate themseives
higher than teachers with Bachelor's degrees, and (3) teachers believed
themselves to be strong in professional competency.

éopleyl6 evaluated the ef fect of professional courses cm beginning
teachers by comparing 22 1iberal arts graduates without professional educatlonﬁ

courses, 28 ljberal arts graduates with education courses but without student

l.) .
“~ o e
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teaching, and 40 gradoates of a protessional education seqoence. Principals
were asked to rate each teacher vsing a 20 {tem quesrionnaire. There were
differences in ratings based on professional preparation bot no difference
on other factors.
Vlttetoel7 stodied Centrai Missouri Srate University graduates for
1970~73. Of the 1,442 graduates, 747 received teaching contracts. Of this
numbe: ~atings of teaching performance by principezls were obtalned for 640.
A sorvey rating scale of | (soperior) to 5 (inadequate) was used. An open-end
interview of supervisors for 100 teachers rated superior (1) and 100 rated
fatr (4) or inadequate (5) was condocted to determine reasons for the performanc
ratings given to the tea-hers. Inadequate teachers received comments relating @
their inability to discipline, personality clashes, immatority, lack of organi-
zation, and lack of confidence. These results are exactly opposite to comments
describing superior teachers. Inadequate teachers were judged, in general, to
be satisfactory in their knowledge of subject matter. The mean grade point
average for the inadequate teachers was 2.68 with a range of 2.16 to 3,85. .
Berliner and Tikunoff!'8 conducted an ethnorraphic study of teacher
effectiveness as part of the California effort to determine appropriateness
of the teacher training program. This study suggested that 21 of the 61
variables which have been identified are generic to teachers at second and
fifth grades. However, the authors believe that more complete study of the
variables must occur in an effort to determine their validity in differentlatlng

the effectiveness of teachers.

~ Sommary -

Although there have been some encouraging signs that the professional
i
]

literatore describing results of follow-up stodies may be pgrowing, the collectiw

results to date have not been very useful in guiding program development,

23 :
i, !
2 «
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}one carefully constructed follow~up study models are now in operation. These
promise to yield significant data relating to organization procedures, analysis, '
and interpretation of follow-up study results.

To date, studies have generally relied on self-constructed questionnaires.,
Some standardization is beginning to appear which may permit cumparison of
results.

A few follow-up efforts include direct observation in the classroom.
Although this approach is difficult to standaydtze and interpret, it does
promise to provide significant data which may be used to evaluate the impact

of teacher training Programs and to identify characteristics of effective

teachers.
¥



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- Footnotes: Section 2 -

lR. Stephen Rosser and Jou J. Denton, "Assessing Recent Teacher
Education Graduates Using a Two-Scaled Instrument,” Education, Fall, 1977,
pp. 97-104.

2J.T. Sandefur, An Illustrated Model for the Evaluation of Teacher

Education Graduates (Washington, D.C.: Amarican Assoclation of Colleges for
Teacher Education, 1970). )

3J.’r. Sandefur and Ronald D. Adams, "A Case Study of Second-Year Teacher
Education Graduates,” Journal of Teacher Educatlon, Fall, 1973, pp. 248-249;
and "An Evaluation of Teaching: An Interim Research Report,’ Journal of Teacher
Education, Spring, 1976, pp. 7i~76.

\ N

I‘Robem-\l)rul-mnd._ 1976 Follow-up of 1970-76 Colliege of Education
Graduates, University of Maine, Orono (Bethesda, Md.: ERIC Document Reproduction
Service, ED 141 306, 1977). : .

5G. Thomas Baer and Walter S. Foster. Teacher Preparatfon - What Graduates
Tell Us (Bethesds, Md.: ERIC Document Reproduction Service,. ED 103 402, 1973).

6Plyu8h Swami. A Follow-up Study for Evaluation of the Preservice Secondary

Science Teacher Educatfon Program at the Ohfo State University (Bethesda, Md.:

ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 113 200, 1976).

7Bonn1d Goldenberg. The Relationships Between Principald and Teachers'
Pérceptions of the Quality of College Preparation for Teaching Competence
(Betheada, .1  ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 131 075, 1977).
.§Cronvllle B. Johmson. Evaluation of the Unjversity of South Alabama
College of Education Teacher Training Program by Analyses of Its Alumni, 1971

(Betheada, Md.: ERIC Document Reproductlon Service, ED 060 050, 1972; and
1969, ED 062 371, 1972).

9Robert A. Alost, "Teacher Education Follow-up,” Journal of Health, Physical
Education and Recreation 44 (September 1973):67.

’ loP.H<;81ngh and Elaine S. Allen. University of South Florida, Tampa,
College of Education, Follow-up Study: Early Intervent.on Program (Bethesda,
Md.: ERIC Document Reproductfion Service, ED 097 795, 1974).

11

Thomas Fitch and Kenneth Klima, Elementary Teaching Graduates of Illinois

State University 1970-71, A Comparative Study: Regular Student Teaching Program

Graduates and Joliet Teacher Education Center Graduates (Normal, I1l.: 1Illinois
State Universdty, 1972).

lZElizabe[h A. Rusk, A Study of Secondary Teachers of Enplish Who Graduated

From Michigan State Univeraity (East Lanaing, Mi.: Michigan State University, 1967

13l.ou M. Carey. An Investigation of the Validiry of Using Self-Evaluation
Instruments to Identify Instructional Needs (Bethesda, Md.: ERIC Document
Reproduction Service, ED 142 579, 1977). 23 -
i




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

14

Richard 1. Hardbeck et ol Individealization of
and_ Nonvocational Teachers: Self thﬂr"m Compare

tu

Md.: ERIC Document Rc;nuduLtion Service, ED 142 579, N.D.),

5
Raymond D. Crisp. The Professional Competency of

School Fnglish Teachers: A Report of

llllnnl‘; Sec nnd:r} S¢ haol l’nhllsh Teachers,

ERIC Document RepruduLthm Service,

6
Patrick O. topley. A_\‘tudx of the Fffect of Professional

Beginning Teachers (Bethesda, Md.
1979).

7Javk 0., Vittetoe, "Why First-Year Teachers Fail,”

January 1977, pp. 429-430.
18 . s
pDavid C. Berliner and Willfam
Teacher Evaluation Study: Overview
Teacher Education 27 (Spring 1976):

f the Self- f'rvllul[luns of l\(Pu

ED 029 B89, 1968).

ERIC Document Repruduxtlon Service,

J. Tikunoft, "The Calfifornia Biglnnlng

of the Ethnographfc Study,"” Jearnal of
24-30.

I11inois Secondary

Intvrlm-m-yurt (”(’[hl'hdl, Md..

Courses in

ED

hi Delta Kappan,

of

Instruction by Vorational
d With Observations (Bethesda.

098 1

47,



SECTIoN (11

AN ANALYSIS OF RESULT®

I. F:myln‘vmcn( Haistor L
One Qi the most important godls of this study was to plot trengs in the
empléymen[ histories ot our graduates and to determine if these trends vary
among the five undergraduate training programs. Specifically, the study
’ was designed to provide answers to the following questions:
(1) Has the percent of individuals who secure a teaching position following
graduation varfed across years and progroms?
(2) What type of position s tnitially secured by those entering the
f teaching protession?
(3) Has the type of teaching position vbtained following graduation varied
across years and programs?
(4) What is the fate of those who do not secure a teaching position follow;
ing graduation?
(5) Does the percent ot individuals who are still teaching vary across years
and programs?
(6) Do stated reasons tor teaving the teaching profession Valy JeTusS years
and programs’
3 (7) Do supervisor rating. of hiring potential and degree ot preparation

»

vary acoross programs?

(1) }ia_stnl‘h_g‘y_g‘r};un[ »()_t'_hi_nid‘t\/rid_u:n’lj_r who e ure _[}',","_'Li__“ﬂ,_R‘.’_"iil{“_“‘ varied

Data in Table 1 depice the percent of individuals in each cell of the
sampling matrix who responded "yes” to the question, "Did you secure a

teaching position following graduation?”’ Table | also depicts aggregate

O
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tutgls tor the tour years and tive programs as well as adjusted means for
ecach year, The latter figures were durivvd_by multiplying the percents in
each cell by the total cull population and dividing that figure by the
total N. Due to sizable ditterences in the total number of enrvllees in
¢ach program, the adjusted meass provide a more accurate reflection of the

magnitude ot change across years.

Table 1: Percent of Graduates Who Secured a
Teaching Position Followlng Graduation
"3
!ﬁﬂr N
19649-70 1971-72 1974-75 1975-76
Program _(n=110) _ (n=110) (n=153) (n=158) TOTAL
Regular (n=108)* 73.3% 75.0% 69.2% 71.4% 72.2%
EIP (n=108) 92.3% 83.3% 64.7% 62.5% 75.0%
Cluster (n=131) 72,42 76.72% 86.1% 66.7% 75.6%
Overseas (n=125) 88.0% 78.1% 54.2% 72.7% 73.6%Z
CBTE (n=59) 60.6% 34.6% 49.22
IS SRS I
TOTAL 80. 9% 78.2% 68.0% 63.3%
ADJUSTED MEANS 75.2% 76.6% 71.7% 65.4%
statistical
Ch-square L. | significance '
Program Eftcecrs 16,471 4 p < .01
Year Effects 13.41 3 p € .01
* The "n's" reported tor cach row and column refer to the total number of
individuals in each program or each year who respuonded to the item.
e e - e —



The

(a)

(b)

(c)

data in Table 1 sopport the following peneral cnnclusions:

The pefrunl a! praduates who secured 4 teaching position 1ollowing

graduation apparently reached a peak in about 1971-72 and has declined

steadily gince that time. In terms of the years considered in this

stody, the percent has varied trom an estimited high ot 76,67 tor the

years 197172 to an estin:ted low of 65.47 tor the years 1979-76.

This decline has been most dramatic tor the EIP program.

The percent of graduates of the CBTE program who secured a teaching

A\ position following graduation (approximately 50%) is considerably lower
than the percent of graduates wha entered teaching from the other four

programs (approximately 65% for the corresponding yvears).

(2) What type of position is tnitially secnred by those entering the profes-
sion?

Those individuals who entered the teaching profession following gradu-
ation were asked to indicate the type of position they initially secured.
Their responses are sommarized in Table 2. A cursory examination of this
table suggests that the percent of individuals who entered teaching via
"substitute teaching” or "part time” teaching roles increased dramatically
over the years considered in this study. Wherecas less than one in ten
graduates began teaching as sabstitutes in 1969-70, one in tour entered

teach’ng.as substitutes in 19Y74-TJ6.
£
Y

N
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Table !

Ioittal Position Secured by Thuse Entering

the Professt

Part time Supoort Full time

Subst itatey Fara- Classtoon (.. Classroom .
Yedr N Teaching protessional  Teaching dtbrarian) Teaching eher
1969-70 91 7.12 0.0% 3.32 2,22 81.32 5.52
1971-72 49 10.42 }.42 }.42 1.12 15.12 4.52
1974-75] 113 25.7% 2. 7% 6.2% 2,712 57.52 5.32
1975-16| 107 26,02 1.9% 6.5% 0.92 57.92 6,52
mTALS_J 400 18.82 2.0% 5.0% 1.82 67.0% 5.52

S

actosy years and progiams?

As

the data in Table ! suggest, the percent of Individuals who secure

a tull-time classroom teaching position tollowing gradoation appears to be

vh the

decline.  In order to determine {t this trend is significant and to

exdniie possible ditterences among programs, 3 turther analysis was con-

ducted

ut g “substitate

teacher” wipe arbltrarsiy

thiw ar
1 he

.
oy whi

N
Those dodividuals who aodicated that thedt toittal role was that

Cedd her '’

a Cparaprotessional™ or o "part-time classroom

Classatted as Tonderemploved teachers™ prior to

wlvsas
cdata o Table 3 odesirabe the percent o oandividuals entering teach-
powete Clasaatted s "underemplovesl teashers” for oeach cell in the
"
s
-~




sampling matrix. Apptegate totuls tor the Tout dears and 1ive propfams. s

well as adjusted means 1o each year are also presented tn Tahle

— —
Table 30 Peroent of Thuse tnicriog the Prof ision Whe
Were o liy Unde wployed  Cabscitutes,
Paraprufesgionals or Part-time Classroom Teachers)
Year
1969-70 1971-72 1974-25 1975-76
Program (n=91) (n=89) {n=113}) {n=107) TOTAL
Regular (n=73) 13.62 31,22 18.82 36.82 24,72
EIP (n=77) 0.02 25.01 36.42 28.62 22,12
Cluster (n=y7) 23.82 21.72 26,72 21.72 23.7%
Overseas (ne=B86) 4.82 4,21 33 37.92 19.82
CBTE (n=~29) 55.01 44,42 51.72
TOTAL 10.62 19.32 34,12 33.02
S—— . w”‘“::"mw—‘:_t:
ADJUSTED MEANS 12.72 25.62 27.02 33.62
Chi-square af, stat{stical
slgoilicance
Program Effects l6.43 4 p< .01
Year Effects 13,31 } p<.0!

The data in Lahle 3 sapport the faliowing general ton lusions:

t4) The pervent of andtviduale entering the teaching protesston who snrtaally

0
A

O
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werve in the role of "substitute teacher,” "paraprofessional” or "part-

time ¢ lassroom teacher”

gidered in this study.

has increased dramatically over the years con-

{b) This trend began as early as 1971-72 when the estimated percent of

anderemploved tueachers (25.6%) was nearly double the estimate of under~

employed teachers in 1969-70 (12.72).

(c) The percent of graduates of the CBTE pProgram who entered the profession

as "underemployed teachers' was significantly higher (approximately

50%) than the corresponding percent of graduates from the other four

programs (approximately 22%).

The combination of data from Tables | and 3 reveals a very clear trend.

Whereas the decline in enrollments has very nearly matched the decline in

opportunities tor employment in the state of ﬁichlgan‘ the percent of student

\

A
teachers iu a given year who may expect to initially secure a full-time teach-

1}

ing position following graduation has declined sharply. These percents are as

follows:
2 of student teachers who
gecured a tull-time teaching
Year ___position following graduation
1969-/0 65.62
1971-72 57.0%
1974-75 52.12
1975-76 43.4%

As these tigures supgest,

the percent ot candidates who secure a full-time

teaching position following graduatiotn has declined trom approximately 66X to

legs than 50% duriag the years considered in this study.

(4) What is the fate of those whu do not secure a teaching position following

graduat ton?

lJl/’
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Those {ndividuals who did not enter the teaching profession following
graduat{on were asked to respond to three questions regarding thelr;
(a) reasons fu} not entering the profession, (b) type of position they
obtained, and (c) level of education demanded by this position. Responses

to these three questions are summarized in Table 4. (See pages 27 and 28).

An examination of the data In Sections B and € of Table 4 suggests that
less than 152 of the individuals in this group did not obtain a salaried posi-
tion following graduation. However, about 40X of those who did obtain jobs
were "underemployed” in that their position did not require the level of col-
lege education they had received. This figure {s only slightly higher than

the number of "underemployed teachers" in recent years (approximately 33%).
Neither the pattern ot jobs obtained, nor the level of underemployment has
changed significantly over the years considered in this study. The same is
true in regard to stated reasons for not entering the teaching profession.
kSee Section A of Table 4)

However, stated reasons for not entering the prufession did vary among
graduates of the five programs. These differences were most pronounced for
the EIP and overseas programs. The number of overseas graduates who "decided

against teaching as a career,” "entered graduate school” or were "offered a job

outside of education which promised greater rewards” (total = approximately 54%)
was considerably higher than the corresponding fugure for graduates of .the EIP‘
program (approximately 8%). If one assumes that these three reasons are indi-
cative of either (a) a decision not to teach or (b) a willingness to consider
other alternatives rolloylng 4 comparatively limited attempt to secure a teach-
ing position, it would appear that the overseas group was considerably more

mobile than the EIP group. This conclusion {s also supported by the fazt that

over 702 of the EIP graduates {ndicated that "a teaching position was not avail-

)
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Table 4: Descriptive Characteristics of

Individuals

Who Did Mot Secure a Teaching Positiun

Fullowing Graduatiovn

profession.

A. | Please check the statement which best describes
your reasun for not entering the teaching

Program ¢f fect 35.19

Year effect 14,64

Regular (A Cluster Overseas CRTYF Adjusted
n’,\l)_1 !n-29) r(n-JS) _Q-W) (n=30) TOTAL Means
Dec ided against teaching 12.92 3.42 17,12 17.92 10,02 12.8% 13.12
as a career
Entered graduate school 19.42} 0.0%2 ST 20.5% 16.7% 12.8% 14.2%
Offered a job outside of 9.72 3.42 1t.42 1‘3.41_ 13.32 11.0% 9.92
educat ion which promised
greater-rewards
A teaching position was 8.7 | 72,462 22.91 20.5% 26.7% 34.82 36.92
not available in the geo-
graphical area in which
T hoped to reside
A teaching position was 12.92 { 13.82 | 25.7x 17.9% 20.0% 18.32 16.62
not available anywhere
Other 6.52 | 6.92 17,12 "7 13.32 10.42 9.42
B U SR

Statistical

significance

"~
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Table 4 (Cont.): Descriptive Characteristics of Individuals
Who Did Not Secure a Teaching Position
Following Graduation

B.| Which of the following best describes the position you
held during the year following college graduation?

N=155
Not employed in a paid position 12.92
Held a social services position other than 9.72
teaching
Employed in a professional and/or adminigtrative
role 23.9%
Employed in a clerical and/or technical role 14 .82
Self-employed 1.92
Unskilled or gemi-skilled labor 13.52
Other . 23.5%

statistical
_Chi-square df significance

Year Effect 25.00

C. | To what extent was the college education you received
essential to success in this position?

N=136

Advancement in this position required even more 18.1%
college education than I had received

Advancement did not require any further college 42.0%
education

1 did not need as much college education as I 39.9%
had already received to secure and advance
in this position

statistical
_Chi-squs df _ |significance

N.S.

Program Effect

Year Effect
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able in the geographical grea ap whioh I heped to reside™ while only about
202 ot the overseas graduates checked this statement .

A final conclusion which is suggested by the data in Section A of Table 4
is reflected in the adjusted means tor the three categories listed above. The
sup of adjusted means for these three categuries suggests that approximately
I/3 of the gradustes whe did 0ot secure o e hing position tollowing gradua-

tion did not attempt to find a teaching post .n an "all-out" aggressive fashion.

(5) Does Lthe percent ot indlviduals who are stlll teaching vary across ears
and prugrams?
Thuse individuals who entered the teaching protession tollowing gradu-
ation were asked to indicate it they "still hold a teaching position,”

Responses to thi guestion are presented in Table S.

Table 5: Percent of Thusg\fn(erlny the Profession
Who Still Hold Teaching Position

2 Seill % Selll
Years Teaching Programs Teaching
1969~70 74.22 Regular 73,12
1970-71 69.8% EipP 84.0%
1974-75 74,32 Cluster 75.0%
1975-~76 §3.27 Oviergeas 69,5%

CBTF 81.5%

Chi-square = 4.92 (3df) N.S.
Chi~square - 5.79 (4df) N.S.

Results of Chi-square analyses ot thls data supy est that the percent
of individuals who are still teaching does not vary significantly by pro-

grams or by years. The latter finding is somewhat surprising. Although
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approximately one~fourth oif those enteringe the teaching profession in
Michigan leave within the tirst 8 or 9 vears, me-t of those who leave do
sn during the first three vears of teaching.  In other words, those torn-

overs in teachiny which occur are concentrated primarily among the yvoung,

untenured teachers.

(6) Do stated reasons tor leaving the teachilng protession vary dotoss yedrs

and programs’

Table 6: Descriptive Characteristics of Those Who
Have Left the Teaching Prnfession

Please check the statement which best ]
describes your reasons for leaving the
tearhing professinn (N=11{8)

1969-70 1971~72 1974-75 1975-76
(n=26) _ (n=30) _ (N=32) _ (n=30)  TOTAL

Did not pro-ide sufficient |]130.8%2 16.7% 31.32 43.32 30. 5%
personal/professional

challenge

Left to raise a famtly 30.8% 43,32 0.02 3.32 18,62
Found a more sattisfving 11.,5% 10.0% 21.92 13.32 14,42

Job outside the profession

Could not obtain a teach- 11.57 10.0% 15.67 26.7% 16,12
ing position in area to

i which 1 subsequently moved || — _ ‘_7
Other 15.47 20.0% 1.3 13.31% 20,32

statistical
Chi-square df significance

Prngram Effect 22,27 16 N.S.

Year Effect 12.95 12 pC .00

O
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Table 6 represents 4 summary of respoises to the question, "please
check the statesent whith best describes vour Tegsons for leaving the teach-
tng profession.” Although stated reasons jor legving did not vary signifi-
cantly among graduates of difterent programs, there are significant dif-
ferences acruss years of graduation. Perhaps Lhe clearect trend suggested
by the data is a signiiicant reduction {u the number of {ndividuals who
leave teaching "to raisc o tamily." Approximately 337 of those who entered
teaching durinyg the vears 1969-72 and who have subsequentiv left the pro-
fession did su in order to raise a family. The corresponding figure for
those graduating during the years 1974-76 is less than 5%.

Although the results are somewhat less conclusive, the data in Table 6
also suggest that there may be an upward trend in teachers leaving the
profession because (a) it does rot provide sufficient personal or profes-

sional challenge or (b) because they are unable to tind a position in the

area to which they subsequently move.

(7) Do supervisor ratings of hiring potential and depree of preparation vary

across programs?
Approximately one-third of the supervisors in our sample indicated that

they were aware that the teacher thev were reviewing had graduated from one
of the five training programs. This subsample was asked to indicate {f
graduates from the pregram they identified (4). have a greater chance of
being hired {u thelr district and (b) are better prepared as clas;room
teachers than graduates of other prograus at Michigan State. Their responses

to these twu questions are susmarized in Table 7.%

* Only two supervisors {ndicated an awareness that the teacher they were rating
had graduated from the CBTE program. Although this finding is perhaps inter-
esting in its own right, it is virtually impossible tv generalize from a sam-
ple of two individuals. Thus the analysis of data presented in Table 7 is
generally limited to the Other four programs.

MEeuao .. . _ — e - B U O —— ]



Table 7: Supervisor Ratings of Hiring Potential and
Thoroughness of Preparation Received by Craduates

of Each Program*

A. Do you feel that graduates from this program have
a greater chance of being hired in your district
than graduates of other programs at Michigan
State University?

Yes Not Sure No

Regular (n=20) 15% 352 502
EIP (n~24) 502 292 212
Cluster (n=21) 3132 482 192
Overseas (n=16) - 632 382
CBTE (n=2)* 50% - 502

Chi-square = 18.84 (6df) p <.0l

B. Do you feel that graduates from this program are
better prepared as classroom teachers than graduates
of other programs at Michigan State University?

Yes Not Sure No

Regular (n=20) 5% 602 352
EIP (n=24) 54% 3% 132
Cluster (n=20) 152 752 102
Overseas (n=16) 6% 75% 192
CBTE (n=2)* - - 1002

Chi-square = 35.62 (6df) p < .001

* Sve footnote in text,

In general, supervisor ratings of hiring potential and degree of pre-
paration were most favorable for the EIP program and least favorable for
the regular program. Supervisors appeared to be somewhat reluctant to

rate the cluster and overseas programs on these two scalea. Those who did
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"

check a category other than "not sure.” however, seemed somewhat more

supportive of the cluster program than the overseas program.

Measures of Classroom Performance and General Attitudes Toward Student

Teaching
-Introduction-

A secund major purpuse of this study was to determine if (a) general
attitudes toward student teaching and/or (b) the classroom performance of
those enterin; the teaching profession varied across years and programs.
Five subscalcs on the graduate and supervisor surveys were constructed with
this goal in mind. These subscales are as follows: .
(1) Graduate Ratings of Their General Satisfaction with Student Teaching. A

(See Table B-3 in Appendix B)

(2) Self-Ralinss of Performance Levels on a Specified List of Teaching °

Skills (SQL Table B-4 in Appendix B) ' ¢
(3) Craduﬁfg/katlngsvof the Contribution of Student Teaching to the Devel~

opment of Specified Teaching Skills (See Table B-5 in Appendix B)

(4) Supervisor Ratings of the Teacher's Coumitment to Teaching (See Table

B~-7 in Appendix B)
-Subscale Reliabilities-

The first step in analyzing responses to the five sub;;aies was to
determine the rellability of cach. The computer analysis which was con-
ducted provided an index uf the contrlbutiﬁn of each item in a given sub~
scale to the total feliatlli:y of that subscale. Using these indices as
a base, three items were omitted from the General Satisfaction With Student

1

-
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Teaching Subscale, and one item wasn omitted trom each of the tollowing
subscdales: Self-Ratings and Supervisor Ratings ot Pertormance of Specitied
Skills and supervisor Ratings ot Pertormante ot Specitied Skills and Super-
visor Ratings of Commitment to Teaching., Thewe chanpes were designed to
increase the internal consistency ot each subscale.  The items which were
ulticetely dncluded in cach of the five subscales are listed in Tables B-3

through B-7 in Appendix K,

Table 8: 1Intercorrelations Among the Five Subscales
(Reliability Coefficients (alphas) are
Presented in the Diagonal)

(n (2) (3) (4) (%)

(1) Craduates' ratings of .853 L2137 .608 .018 .03#
satisfaction with
student teaching (G~SST)

(2) Graduates' self-ratings 852 304 -.004 -.043
of skill performance
(G~SP)

(3) CGraduuates' ratings ot JHTY .064 .003

contributions of student
teaching to skill
development (G-CST)

(4)  Supervisers' ratiupgs o L8212 a7
gradudtes' skill
performance ($-SP)

(5) Supervisors' ratings ot L9472

graduates' commitment
to teaching (S-CT)

Reliability coetficients and intercorrelations among the tive subscales

are prescoted in Table 8. An examination of the values portrayed in the

1<
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diagonal of the intercorrelation matrix supgpests that vach of the sub-
scales had a high level of reliability. Reliability coefficients ranged
from alphas of .HZ tor supervisor ratimgs of skill performance to .94 for
supervisor ratings of commitment to teaching.
With one or two exceptions, the off-diagonal correlation coefficients
were comparatively low. This suggests that, in general, scores on the
five subscales were relatively independent. Hovcvu;, there was a compara-
tively high relationship between the two measures of a graduate’s attitude
toward student teaching and supervisor ratings of skill performance and
commitment to teaching. .
Perhaps the most interesting figure portrayed in Table 8 i{s the corre-
lation between supervisor ratings dand self-ratings of pertormance of selected
teaching skills. The correlation between these two measures of classroom
performance was -.004. 1In other words, given the conditions which pre-
vailed in this study (each supervisor rating only one of the teachers in
his/her bullding), there was little or no relationship between how a teacher
rated himself/herself in skill performance and how that teacher was rated

on the same scale by his/her supervisor.

-Compautaiion of Scores on Each Subscale-

An fndividual’'s score on cach subscale was determined by adding his

razl%gs across all ftems in the suhscale and dividing that total by the

sum of ratings

number of items. Score =
# subscale jtems

This procedure allowed the Investigators to compute meaningful subscale
scores for thuose individuals who inadvertently failed to respond to one of
the items in a given subscale. However, thnse individuals who failed to

respond to two Or more items in a subscale were omitted from the sample.

'2., .

.‘ o
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Unly those individuals tor whom there was o comptete set ot data,
including supervisor ratings, were included in the Analysis ot Variance
(ANOVA} Tests which are reported in the next section.  Fifteen ot the 228
fndividuals who should have been included in this sample tailed to respond

tu iwo or more items on one or more subscales and were theretore also ex-

/

cluded from the analvsis.
~Difterences in Mean Scores on the Five Subscales

by Years and Programs-

The data in Table 9 depict the mean ralingsfﬂn each subscale for each
of the four years and five programs unsidered in this study. The results
of analysis of variance tests cf ditterences in mean scores on each sub-scale
are also presented in this table. (See pages 38 through 42.)

These results support the following general conclusions: R

(1) Although there was some varfance in mean ratings of "General Satis-
factifon with Student Teaching,' the observed differences were not
statistically significant for years, programs, or the interaction
ol years and programs.

(2) Observed means for "Self-Ratings ot the Pertormance ol Selected
Teaching Skills" were very close to the grand mean of 1.08 for all
years and all programs. Those differences which occurred fell far
short of statistical significance for years, programs, or the
interaction between yeuars and programs.

(3) (a3) Although there appeareu to he sfizahle difterences in mean

ratings of the "Contribution of Student Teaching to Skill
Development” acruss the five programs, these observed différ—

¢nces were not statistically significant, The {nteraction
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between years and programs also fell short of statistical

signiticance.

(b) However, there was a signiticant _inverse relationship between

years of experience as a teacher and ratings of the contribu-

tj}!)fﬁ_;ﬂ)ﬁ{qqg_tgprhfng to skill development. In other words,

experienced teachers rated the contrlbution of student teaching
to skill deveiopment at lower levels than did their ?ess experi-
enced colleagues.

(a) "Supervisor Ratings of the Teacher's Performance of Selected
Skills” did not appear ¢o vary to any great extent across the
five programs. Those differences in mean ratings which were
observed fell far short of statistical significance. The same
is true tor the interaction between years and programs.

(b) "Supervisor Ratings of the Teacher's Performance of Selected

Skills"™ did vary across the four years. In general, supervisors

rated teachers with three or more years experience higher thag

they rated teachers with two or less years of experience.

(5) Although supervisors also appeared to rate experienced teachers higher

In

than ‘ess experienced teachers on the "commitment to teaching” sub-

scale, these observed ditferences were not statistically significant.
The same was true for ohserved ditferences in mean ratings of commit-
ment to teaching across the tive programs as well as the interaction

between vears and proprams.

summary, there were o statistically significant ditterences in mean

scores among the five programs for any of the subscales used in this study.

There were also no statistically signiticant interactions between years and

programs on any of the subscales. However, there were significant dif ferences

across the four years in mean scores on twe subscales, the "Contribution of
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Student Teaching to Skill Development' and "Supervisor Ratings ot Skill Per-

formance."

Table 9:

e o e

Results of Analysis of Variance Tests
Subscale Scores

GRADUATE RATINGS

Subscale 1: Ceneral Satisfaction With Student Teaching (G-5ST)

- i A

Please indicate your level of agreement with each ufl the
following statements (eg. Student Teachiung was an enjoy-
able educaticnal experience).

0 = strongly agree

? = disagree

1 = agree : 3 = strongly disagree

Graad Mean = .13

Standard Deviation = .564

Mean
Years | Rating Programs
1969-70 (n=47) .59 Regular (n=45)
1971-72 (n=55) .18 EIP (n=45)
1974-75 (a=54) .79 Cluster (n=53)
1975-76 (n=57) .60 Overseas (n=54)
CBTE (n<16)
ANOVA
statistical

o o Sowrce b dt FF-ratio significance
Main Eftects: years 3,195 1.67 N.S.

programs 4,199 .88 N.S.

Interaction: Years X programs 10,195 1.95 N.S.

U S

(cont inued)
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Table 9 (Cont.)

Subscale 2:

Huw would you raote your ability to.apply this knowledpe or
‘skill in your classroom (eg. ability to establish rapport
with students)”?

0 =

outstanding (top 107) ? = ahpve averdge
l = strong {(top 25%) 3} = below average
Lgrand Mean = 1.08 Standard Deviation = 473
Medn Mean®
Years | Rating Programs | Rating
1969-70 (n=47) 1.04 Regular (n=49) 1.07
1971-72 (n=55%) 1.06 EIP (n=45) 1.03
1974-75 (n=54) .11 Cluster (n=53) .11
1975-76 (n=57) 1.13 Overseas (n=54) 1.07
CBTE (n=16) 1.27
ANOVA
statistical
e _df | ¥-rarde g significance
Main Effects: ycars 3,195 W45 N.S.
programs 4,195 .98 N.S.
Interaction: Years x programs 10,195 L46 N.S.

Lcont fhued)

)
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Table 9 (Cont.)

Subscale 3: Concributions of Student Teaching to Skill

Development (G-CST) L

To what extent did your student teaching experience promote
the development of this skill? (eg. ability to formulate in-
structional goals and objectives)

0 = strong ‘influence .2 = limited influence
1 = moderate influence 3 = little or no influence

Grand Mean = 1.24 Standard Deviation » .588

Mean Mean
Years _ Programs ) | Rating
1969-70 (n=47) 1.46 Regular (n=45) 1.39
1971-72 (n=55) 1.31 EIP (n=45) 1.11
1974-75 (n=54) 1.15 Cluster (n=53) 1.21
1975-76 (n=57) 1.10 Overseas (n=54) 1.30
CBTE (n=16) l.lZ‘
ANOVA
, ’ statistical
\ Source ] df F-ratio significance
Main Effects: years 3,195 4.06 p <.0l
proikams 4,195 1.74 N.S.
Interaction: yearg x programs 10,195 1.06 N.S.

7

(rontinued)
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Table 9 (Cont.)

-
SUPERVISOR RATINGS
Subscale 4: Performance of Selected Skills: Supervisor
Ratings (S5-5P)

B How would you rate this teacher's ability to apply this
knowledge or skill in the classroom? (eg. ability to estab-
lish rapport with students)

0 = outstanding (top 10%) 2 = above average
I = strong (top 25%) 3 = below average
Grand Mean = 1.07 Standard Deviation = .648
: Mean ) Mean '
N - Years ,AL Rat ing Programs l Rating
1969-70 (n=47) .9 Regular (n=45) 1.15
1971-72 (n=55) 1.05 EIP (n=45) 1.01
1974~75 (n=54) .98 Cluster (n=53) . 1.10
1975-76 (n=57) 1.28 Overseas (n=54) 1.06
CBTE (n=l6) 1.00
ANOVA
statistical
Source 1 df F~ratio |significance
Main Effects: years 3,195 2.97 p€.05
: programs 4,195 .33 N.S.
Interaction: years x programs 10,195 .49 N.S.

(continued)
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Table 9 (Cont.) \.

e e e A

[~ T T - )
Subscale 5: Supervisor Ratings of Commitment to Teaching (SBQT) '
e e e\

Please indicate the extent o which you agree with each of
the following statements which refer to professional activi- \\
ties of this teacher (eg. actively participates in various
in-service activities such as workshops and teacher comnit-
tees).
0 ~ strongly agree 2 = disagree
1 = agree 3 = gtrungly disagree
Grand Mean = .61 Standard Deviation = 444
Heaﬁ
Years | Rating Programs
1969~70 (n=47) .54 Regular (a=45) .66
1971-72 (n=55) .57 EIP (n=45) .60 .
1974-75 (n=54) .53 Cluster (n=53) .64 ¢
1975-76 (n=57) .73 Overseas (n=54) .49
CBTE (n=16) .71
ANOVA
statistical
Source df | F-ratio | significance
Main Effects: year 3,195 1.78 N.S.
program 4,195 1.07 N.S.
Interaction: years x programs 10,195 L_}.lb N.S.

In yet another effort to determine lf'measures of classroom performance
vary among yedrS and programs, supervisors were asked to provide global ratings
of their teacher's "overall competence as a teacher' and "level of commitment
to the reaching profession." wWhervas the five subscales considered earlier
consisted of seven or more items on one of the surveys, both of the global
assessménts reflect responses to a single item on the supervisor's survey.
Results of. analysis of variance tests of observed difierences in mean ratings
of competence and commitment to tedching are presented in Table 10. As these
resylts suggest, observed differences in global assessments of competence and

commitment to teaching were not statistically significant for years, programs,

or the interaction between years and programs.




Table 10: Results of an ANOVA Test of Supervisgors'
Global Ratings of Graduate Competence and

Commitment to Teaching*

Supervisors' Global Ratings of

Program Competence Commitment
e Mean n Mean n
Regular 1.49 (48) 1.00 (46)
EIP .94 (49) .78 (49)
Cluster 1.06 (52) .91 (53)
Overseas .81 (57) .78 (58)
C.B.T.E. 1.28 (18) .9 (18)
Grand Mean = 1.12 .89
F-ratios: vyear .97 (N.S.) .88 (N.S.)
program| .31 (N.S.) .36 (N.S.)
inter-
action 1,22 (N.S.) .75 (N.S.)
* Scale: = outstanding (top 10 percent of all teachers),

0

1 = strong (top 25 percent of all teachers),
2 = above average

3 = below average

-An Analysts of Indfvidual Items-

in a final effort to determine if Reneral attitudes toward student teach-:
ing and measures of classroom performance vary across years and programs,
responses to individual items within the five gubscales were analyzed in a

series of Chi-Square Tests. The results of these analyses are presented in
: 3

5*-\
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Tables B-3 through B-7 in Appendix B.

Although the results of these tests reveal siguificant ditterences among
years and/or programs on a tew of the ftems, these results should be inter-
preted with caution for two reasons. First, responses to individual items are
less reliable than scores derived from responses to sets of related ftems (sub-
scales). Second, the total number of Chi-square tests which were conducted
was so large that it is likely that one or more of the “SEaliSKICally slgnlfi-
cant'" difterences may have resulted from chance alone.. :

(a) General Attitudes Toward Student Teaching

With these cautions in mind, consider the pattern of responses to
four ficems on the "General Satisfaction with Student Teaching'” subscale-
which are presented it Table 1l. Responses to two related items which
were not included in the subscalc are also presented i{n this table.
Responses to these six iftems did vary significantly across programs,
even though total scores on the subscale did not. In general, the
distribution of means on the six items follows a consistent pattern, -
Mean ratings of participants in the Overseas programs were typically
the lowest, suggesting that this group "enjoyed” stuqenl teaching more
and felt more "comfortable” with their college supervisors than was
true for participants in other programs. Mean ratings of participants
in the Regular Program, on the other hand, were typically the highest,
suggesting that this group "enjoyed” student teaching iess and felt
less "comfortable” with their college supervisors than was true for
participants in other programs. Given the consistency of the pattern
of responses and the arbitrary decision not to include the last two
items in this Qubscale, it seems reasonable to\conclude that partici-~

pants in the Regular and Overseas programs diffeXed significantly in

5.

b
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" Student teaching was an

Table 11: significant Differences on Selected Itens

of the "General Satisfaction with Stodent

Teaching"” Subacale (N=535)

Scale: O = strongly agree 2 = disagree
1 = agree 3 = gtrongly agree

disg-

Mean Ratings

Irtem regular EIP cluster overseas CBTE

Chi-square
(df. = 12)

enjoyable educational .69 .58 .78 .38 .65
sxperience

29.97%=

I would recommend my stu-
dent teaching expertience

to sny undergraduate pre— .89 .75 .19 .55 .83
28ring to enter che
teaching profession

27.90%*

My student teaching pro-
gram vas respdnsive

‘recomsendations of parti- .99 .89 .88 .18 1.00

cipating classroom
teachers and students

29.90#

My supervising teacher(s)
provided frequent and/or
vslusble feedback regard- 1.35 .78 .96 .85 .78
ing my lesson plans and ’
classroom performance

20,272

My (clinfcal coensultant/
college supervisor) pro-
vided frequent, and/or 1.52 11.23 | 1.3 1.06 - |1.33
vsluable feedback regard-
ing my lesson plans &aud
classroom performance®

22.72%

1 felt free to discuss my
progress and problems wicth|]1.24 1.15 1.12 .85 1.07
#y (clinical consultant/
coliege supervisor)b

35.124%

a p< .06
* P < .05
bl P < .01

b This item vas not included in the subscale
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their "General Satisfactijon with Stodent Teaching."

The "Contributions of Student Teaching to Skill Development” sub-
scale also provided a measore of general attitodes toward student
teaching. Résponses to five items on this subscale are presented in
Table 12. Responses to each of these items varied significantly across
years. In general, the pattern of means across the four years paral-
lels that of total scores on the subtest. As teachers gain years of
experience, they are apt to decrease th%lr ratings of the contributions
of student teaching to skill development.

The pattern of responses for two of the items in this subscale
also varied gignificantly across programs. The distribution of means
on the“e two ftems suggests that participan:s in the CBTE program
were more apt to feel that student teaching gontrlbuted significantly
to their abilities to "formulate instructional goals and objectives"
and skills in "evaluating one's own classroom and professional perform-

ance” than was true for participants in other programs.

Meagures of Classroom Performance

Responses tovlndividual items on the three measures of classroom
performance were ;I;o analyzed us{ng Chi-square tests. The resulis
for self-ratings of /ferformance of specified skills are presented in
Table B-4; those for superyisor ratings of performance are presented
{n Table B-5; and those for supervisor ratings of commitment to teach-
Ang are presented in Table B~6 éf Appendix B.

‘Q& As an examination of :hese tables suggests, there was not a single
instance in which the pattern-of responses to an fndividual ftem from

qne of the three subscales varied significantly across programs. This

5 A

S
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Table 12:

Significant Differences on Sclected Items

of the "Contribution of Student Teaching to

this skill?

Skill Development" Subscale (N = 388)
To what extent did your Scale: 0 = strong influence [
student teaching experience 1 = moderate influence
promote the development of 2 = limited influence ’
3 = little or no influence |
v

- Year Effects -

Item

1969-70

Sample Means
1971-72

1974-75

Chi-square

1975-76 (df. = 9)

Knowledge of educational
theory and practice

1.64 1.32 1.36

18.62*

Ability to formulate in-
structional goals and
objectives

20.27%*

Ability to recognize and
deal effectively with
problems in student
discipline

1.45

17.98%

Ability to use effective
questioning and inter-
action techniques in the
classroom

.18 i.12

18.41%

Ability to evaluate one's
own clagsroom and general
professional performance

1.49

.0

7 .89 25.67%%

-~ Program Effects ~

Item Repulav

e
Ability to formulate in-
structional goals and
objectives

Sample Mcans
ETP Cluster

Chi-square

Overseds CBTE (df = 12)

1.15 { 1.29

1.41 .74 20.89*

Ability to evaluate one's
own classroom and generai
professional performance

1.15 1.21

1.08 .81 20.54%

AN

* pL .05
** p .01
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Pindlry ot vides Uis! torther ovadence chat there were ne JAyniticant
drftetences 1o sell-ratings of perloiTain ¢ or supctszisor ratings of
pertorndunce ghd commitment to lvd«hing amoty, parficlpants 1a the tive
programs constdered 1o this study.

. 1

tal Angaysis 0 the dapact ool tadent Lo g on Fretesena!?
lupment
thicd general purpose ot this study was to determine the impact of

chardcteristic tedatures ol student tedaching on protessional development

ally, the study wuas designed to provide answers to the tollowing ques=-

In the judpment of wraduaten, bow much did student teaching, 1n general
vontribute 1o one’s pertormance as a0 lassrtoom teachier?

Is there 4 relationship between the tope ol school in which an indivi-
dual is placed during student teadctinng and the schuol in which that
individual works Jduring his/her tirst year ol teaching?

How valaanle are various instrontiensl chaoacteristies of the student
teaching propram?

To what extent have vatio prvtessiomils to the student (\"lL'hring exper
ence ot luenc el one’ s pertorman o s w0 Lassroon !mk‘(’hvr?

When Jdo stoedents make o tirm decision o cewk a4 teaching position?

Do pradaate school curollments vary by vears and programs?

How do gradudtes and wupervisors ronk the relative importan-e of variou
penerte teaching skills?

Is there b relatfonship between the level of pertormance suggested by
one's student teaching report and various other measures of attitudes

and purtformance?

I
J,
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In the judgment of s fnaten, how mu hodnd stadent Tes oo ,_r_nv_ﬁ«in_--‘r‘n_l,

dittabute Tooonc s performane e s oa basaroom teacher?
Gradudtes who entered the teashing protession and thelr wujpeivisors
wete asked to rate the contributlon ol vartoos instruactional experiences

tmothelr pertormance s g classroom teacher. These ratings are depicted

Lie Tatle 13, Although thete were Slight ditterences in mean ratings of

Supervisctrs ol placbnatan, Uhe pallern o pesponses Lot the Toul eaperi-
ences they were footh asked to rate was the same. Graduates and supervisors
agreed that student teachiog and interactions with colleagues have had a
moderate to strony intluence on their classcoom performance.  In the
judgment of both proups, praduate education courses aud in-service programs
1n the schools have bhad a limited 2o moderate intluence.  Fuwarlly, graduate
ratings ot andergraduate methods courses and other undergraduate vdacation
courses dlsa tebl a the Timited to mederate anf laence range, but were
hoth viewed as gomewhat less int luential than the two experiences listed
above,

A serics ot Chi-square analyses were conducted in an eftort to deter-
mine whether or not the pattern ot graduate ratings varied across years and
programs.  The results of these analyses are also presented in Table 13,

Ot erved ditterences in mean ratings did not vary amouy graduates of the
tave proprams ot oany of the sax dostioactions]l expericnces.  With one
Creeplion, mean rataags ol se Jid o not vary amony, praduates ot ditterent
veats.  As the data o lable o woppest, there was o direct relation-
ship between vears ob esporoence and ratings of the int loence ot graduate
vdut at ton o ourses. In other words, the longer one has been teaching, the

preater the percerved valoe of praduid e education courses.

»
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Table 13: Ratings of the Relalive Influence ot Various

General Sources on One'’s Performance as o
Classroom Teacher

How much have each of the following contributed

to [your , performance as ua classroom teacher?
Lhis individual's | .
Scale: 0 = strong influence J = limited influence
i I = moderate influcnce $ = titele or no influence
Mean Ratings
. . Chi-squares
Graduates Supervisors
(n=approx. (n=approx. Years Programs
Source ; 400) 180) [l (df = 9) (df = 12)
Student teaching .68 .67 16.14 11.91
Interactions with colleagues .85 .80 7.95 12.45
Graduate education courses 1.56 1.07 41.39%% 10.138
Inservice programs in the
schools } 1.57 1.24 7.35 15.130
Undergraduate methods courses 1.86 - 13.36 13.46
Other undergraduate education
courses 1.2 - 10.78 8.75

Table 13(a): Mean Ratings of the [nfluence of Graduate

Education Courses on One's Classroom Performance

by Years
Year Mean Ratings
1969-70 1.3)
1971-72 1.21%
1974-75 1.69
2.01

1975-76




(2) 1s there g rebationshp hetween the type of sohool an which an individual

is placed during student teaching d the setool an whicn that individual
warks Jduring 7h;i45_/«|n‘7r tirst yeatr of teaching!

Ina series of related questions, praduates were asked to describe the
the schofl in whivn they were ;)l-;\ ed Jdur iy student teaching and the school
in «hich they were dnttially assigoed fulluufng graduat fon,  As the data
presented 1o sections A and 8 of Table 1h sugpest, There is g clear rela~-
tionship between the two schoots in terms ot the number of students in cach
(small, medium, or large) and the locatfon of the schavl (urban, subur ban,
and rural). fndividuals who student taught in 4 small school were very apt
to teach in a small or medium sized school fullowing graduation. Thogse who
student taught in a mcdium sized school were moust apt to be initially placed
in a4 medium sized schuol. The group ot individuals who student taught in a
large school. on the other tund, appeared to be comparatively flexible in
accepting initial teaching assignments in schools ot various sizes.

The relationship between the lo-ation of the two schools (urban, sub-
urbﬁn, rural) was equally strong and tollowed a consistent pattern. Those
who accepted a teaching assignment in an urban school following graduation
were most apt to have been placed in an urban school during student teach-
ing; those who avcepted an assignment in a suburban school were most aﬁt
to tuave student taught in g suburban school; and those whe secured an
assigmment in a raral school were most apt to have student taught {n a rural
schonl,

The data presented in Section € of Table 14, on the other hand, suggest
that there was no vlear relationship between the tvpe of school (public,
private, or parochial) in which one was placed during student teaching and

the type of school in which that person was initially employed.

L
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Table 14:  Kelations Between School in Which (ne
studeat Teaches .
Is_Initially Employe

A Stze of School (e=379)

Ist teaching posfition:

Student \\ small Med ium Lty
Teaching \\ (n=115%" {n=185%) (n=413) TOTAL
Smatl (n=bl) T 52.57 41.0% 6. AT 15.92
Medium (n=20Y) 22.0% 5. 47 18.27 54 . 6%
Large (n=109) 33.0% 29.42% 37.6% 28.5%
TOTAL 30.02 48.3% 21072

Chi-gquare = 51.41 (6df) pe” 001

8. Lovatdon of School (n=382)

Ist teaching posi.i n:

Student h Utban Suburban Rural
Teaching (n=116) (n=142) (n=>124) TUTAL
Urban (n=165) 4617 23.07 30.9% I 43.2%
Suburban (n=143)] 20.37% 53.1% 26.6% 37.47%
Rural (n=74) 14.97 37.87 47.3% 19.42%
TOTAL 30,42 [ 37.22 312,52

Chi~square = 49.40 {(4df) p o 001

{cont imied)

t,



Table 14:  (ontinued

C. Iype ot Scbeod
st teaching position

Student \'\ public private parochial
Teachtng  \_  {(n=338) (n=11) (n=14) TOTAL

- - . —— o —
Public (n=325) 88.9% 6.82 4.07 l 84.67
Private (n=51} 82,47 15.7% 2.01 1317
Parochial (=8} 87.52 12,57 0.0% 201
TOTAL ! ss.0% 3.12 3.62 gr

Chi-square = 5.74 (bdf) N.S.

D. Grade Level and Subject Matter Taught

How similar was your inltial teaching position and your
student traching experience in regard to grade level and

O
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subject matter taught?

Scale: 0 = very similar 2 » Jdissimilar
1 = similar 1 ~ very digsimilar
Mean Mean

Programs I n J Rating

Years L n I Rat ing
1269-70 90 .98 Regular 79 1.38
1971-72 87 1.2% EiP 81 .98
1974-75 104 1.9 Cluster 100 1.22
1975-176 i 103 1.48 Overseas 96 1.50
CBTE 28 1.43
statistical
Chi-squire df significance
Vl;rogram ef fect 22.28 12 pg -05
Year effect 19.09 9 p < .05
S .
*l
1] -
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(1)

In o turther eftort to Jdetermine 3t there 1. a4 ~imilarity between vae's
student teaching ¢ perrence and his/Zher initial teaching .|:s-‘u;nm;-n(‘ pradu-
ates were asked to todioate the level of sintlarity between llln/tvu experi-
ences fn regdrd to grade level and subject matter taught.  Mean ratings of
similarity are presevated (n Section D of Table 4 tor udch))ro[;ram and

v
each year considered in the study., As these data suggest, there were
sizable and stacisticaliv signitcant ditterences apong the means for both
years and propram-. The foroe toowhich one's dniti.) seaching assiynment
is gsimilar to student teaching i grade level or subjects taught Jdeclined
steadily over the years considered in this study.  Further, the degree of
similarity was greater tor the EIP propram than for any ol the other four

programs.

teac

tng program’

Graduates were asked to indicate the relat fve value of various instruc-
tional “eatures ot the stadent teachiog program.  Thelir responses are sum~
marized in Table 15, which portrays mean ratings 4s well as the percent of
graduate s wino indicated that o paven eption was not provided in their
student teaching program.  In the judgment of proadustes, the oppurtunity
ta teach at more than one grade level or in more than one subject matter
area had considergble value.  However, Approxfmately one-tourth of the
grdduates did not have an opportunity to participate in this experience
during otudent teaching. According to graduates, observations in other
classrooms and wraitten midterm evaluations had mederate value; scheduled
semindars had limited to moderate value; and, the student teaching hanatbook

had limited value, ("
U

‘w
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Table 15 Relative Value of Selected Aspects of
the Student Teaching Experiency
How viluable were each of the following aspects
of the student teaching experience? (n=535)
Seale! 0 = great value 2 = limited value
1 =~ modetate value 4 = little or no value
% Timex Did
Mean Not Occur in
- Source Rating Student's Program
o e S
Oppotrunity to teach at more than .37 24.62
one grade level or subject area
Observations in other classrpoms .87 13.92
written midterm evaluation of your 1.04 25.42%
tvaching performance
Scheduled seminars or mectings 1.51 6.62
with other student teachers
—_——— JE— SN § S—— —
Student teaching handbook 2.13 23.2%
o S, 5 I -
l_
(4) To what extent have various professionals in the student teaching experi-

ence intluenced oone's pertormance s a vlassroom teacher?

Croduates were asked to indicvate the extent to which

fnteractions

during student

teaching with var fous individuals influenced their periorm-

ance as a classroom teacher, A summary of thelr responses is provided in

-

rated s most

Table 160 Tt should come as no surprise that supervising teachers were

tnfluential and principals of the schools in which student

teaching ovcurred were rated as least influentfal. Mean ratings of the

4 w



Table 16: The Influcnce of Key Individuals in Student Teaching
Eﬂngﬂﬁiq Performance as a Classroom Teacher
To what extent ! ave interactions during student teaching with
each of the foll wing individuale influenced your performance
as a classroom teacher? (N = 400)
Scale: 0 = atrong influence 2 = limited influence
L 1 = moderate influence 3 = little or no influence
Mean Chi~square
Source Rating Programs (df = 12)
Supervising teacher .91 15.63
Cluster consultant/college
supervisor 1.71 30.42%%
Otnher teachers in school in which
1 student taught 1.82 14.49
Other student teachers in the
program 1.90 29.824x%
Frincipal of the school in which
I student taught 2.28 19.57
** p< .01
Mean Ratings:
wgular ELP Cluster Overseas CBTE Chi-square
Source (n=85) (n=86) (n=102) (n=102) (n=28) (d4f=12)
Cluster consultant/
college supervisor 2.12 1.38 1.74 1.61 1.82 30.42*%*
Other student tchrs,
in program 1.76 1.60 2.00 1.76 2.07 29.82%*

intluence of vach of these individuals did not vary among participants in

difterent programs. Further, judgments of

the extent to which one's class-

room organization and style of teaching are similar to these of the super-

Joo
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(5)

vising teather were also invariate across programs.  (See Table B-8 in
Appendix B.)

Mean ratings of the intluence of the cluster consultant/collepe super-
visor and other stadent teachers in the program did vary amonp the five
programs. Participants in the EIP propram saw these irdividuals as having
a stronger intluence on their classroom performance than was true for par-

ticipants in the other four proprams.

When do students make a tirm decision tu seck a tedching position?

Data presented in Table 17 suggest that approximately 70%7 of the
graduates made o firm decision to seek a teaching position prior to the
student teaching experience. Approximately 11% made this decision during
student teaching and 197 did not make a firm commitment until after student
teaching.  Given the dramatic decrease in available teaching positions and
the publicity surrounding this trend, it is somewhat surprising that these
tigures bave not changed signiticantly during the years coasidered in this
studv.

Howerer, there were signiticaont ditterences in when a tirm decision to
seek a teaching position was made among particvicaents in difterent programs.
The pruportion of individuals who made this decision prior to student
teaching was largest tor the EIP program and smallest for the Overseas

program.



Table {7: Time at Whi:h Students Moke 4 Firm

ecision to Seek a Teaching Position
~2R00 20 otkk a4 eaching Position

(e -

When did you make o firm decision to activelv seek

. 4 teaching postition?
I

Prior to During Atter

student student student
Programs teaching teaching teaching
Regular {n=84) 70.2% 0. 7% 19.07%
EIP (n=85) 81.2% 10.6% 8.21
Cluster (n=1!04) 70.2% 10, 6% 19,2%
Overseas (n=102) 56.9% 13.7% 29,47
CBTE (n=29) 65.52 13.82 20.7%
TOTALS 697 122 202
Adjusted Totals 70.5% 10.92 18.62

statistical

Chi-square df significance
Program Effects | 1552 78 Tp.o .05
Year Ritects | 241 16 | NS,

£6) Lo praduate schoel enrollments vary by yoars and programs?
The duty 1o Table I8 summarize vesponses to two questions regarding

graduate enrollments, "How many yraduate credits have you carned?"” and

. . . .
"What proportion ot your pradudste (tedilt~ have vou —arped at M.S. U7

It chould come as ne surnrise thit the nunber o raduate creditrs
! &

earned varied significantlv across yeass. Whereas about 607 of those whe.
graduate. 10 the vears 1964-72 have completed 29 or more praduate credits

¢
J

O
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and have theretore Qualitied tor permanent certification. onlv about 107

of those who Rraduated in 1975~76 have reached this level.  Because all
participants in the CBTE program heve graduvated within the past three years,
it should also . ome us no surprise that the number o) praduate credits

varned by participants in this program was lower than the corresponding

Tisbie 18: Graduate School nrollments by Years and

Programs
L Hov many graduate c:edits have you earned?
—_
A. By Years
N 0-24 25~48 More than 48

1969-70 110 40.02 39.0% 20.9%
1971-72 109 40.52 41.47 16.27
1974-75 153 77.12 14.07 8.92
1975-76 158 89.92 5.1% 2.52
Totals 530 66.42% 22.5% 11.12
Adjusted 64.32 21.42 14.4%
Totels | L

B. By Programs

N 0-24 25-48 More than 48
Regular 108 | 62.01 20.4% 17.6%
E1P 107 63.67% 26.27% 10.32
Cluster 130 | 66.9% 23.1% 10.0%
Overseas 125 65.47 25.62 9.62
CBTE 60 81.7% \ 11,72 6.72 J

statistical

Chi-square df significance
Pr \'Irgr-.lirrnﬂl?fufl-_c ts 25.97 lbv‘J pg .05
Year Ef -cts 151.25 9 p< .00}

(cont tnued)

4
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Table 18: continued

What proportion uf your graduate credits hav. you !
earned at MSU?

A. By Years

N 0-251 26-752 76% or more
1969-70 110 63.6 4.5 31.8
1971-72 107 61.7 4.6 33.6
1974-75 150 61.3 2.0 36.7
1975-76 150 78.0 3.3 18.7
TOTAL 517 66.7 3.4 29.8
B. By Programs ;

N 0-252 26~-752 76% or more
Regular 106 64.1 (68) 1.9 (2} 34.0 (36)
EIP 103 68.0 (70) 2.9 (3) 29.1 (30)
Cluster 129 65.1 (84) 2.3 (D 32.6  (42)
Overseas 121 4.4 (90) 5.0 (6) 20.7  (25)
CBTE 58 56.9 (33) 6.9 (4) 36.2 (21)

statistical

Chi-square df significance

Program Effects 30.9= 12 p< .01
Year Etfects 20.27 9 p< .05

figure for the other four prugrams. Although g1 Juate enrollments were
reasunably consistent amonyg participants in the other four programs, the

proportion of graduates from the regular program who have completed more

.
C
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thatt «® praduate credits appears to be somewhat hipher than the tnrrcspund-
Yo, proeportion ol o ticepants in the vther propgrames.

The propor toa ot pradaat o \chlln which have beein carned at Michigan
State Cnpversity also varied by vears aad proprams.  Approxamitely one-
third ot those who pyraduated during the vears 1969-75 have varned 767 or
mote ot therr gradugte credits at MSU'. However, this llgu;c dropped to
about 197 tor those who graduated duriog the 1979576 academic year. Although
this evidence 15 tar trom conciusive, it may suppest that limited job oppor-
tunities in areas serviced by MSU are efteciively reducing the proportion
ot our gpradaates who return to M50 ftor hedr praduate work.

There were also signiticant dafterences fn 2hee sroportion of grdduaie
credits earned at MSU among partic:ipants in ditferent programs. Partici-
pants in the CBTE propgram were most apt to complete their graduate work at
MSL, participants in the Overseas program were least apt to do their gradu-
ate work here.  These results provide farther evidence of the mobility of

the Overseas wronp and probably also reflect the heavy concentration of

GBTE gradustes in the Lansing dred.

¢ importdn

» of various

peneric teaching skills?

Graduates and their supervisors were asked to assess the relative
fmportance ot me t ot the generic teaching skills which serve as a focus
ol the CBIE program.  Buth proups were also asked to assess the importance
at two weneral knowiedge areas; namely, kaow'edge ot educational theory
and practice and knowledge ot subject matter.  In each case, participants
were asked to fndicate the extent to which the knowledge or skill 1s
"essentidl to success in teaching,” Table 19 summarizes their respouses.

‘ '

oJ
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tabte 19

Gradudte and Supervisor Katings ot the

Importance ot Spectlied Teaching skills

Toowhat extent s this kil esseuttal 1o s

Seale: 0 = Cructal

I {mportant

‘ fre teachtny !
|
|

Lraduat

(nrappt

skills :
Abflity tue establich rapport
with students

Ability to recognize and deat
effectively with problems
in student diacipline

Knowledge of asubject matrer [}
Abfility to maintain active

student participation In
clagsroom ragks

Abilfity to commsunicate with
parents and other teachers -

Ability to evaluate one's own
classroom and general pro-
fesaional performance

Ability to provide a wide
variery of instructional
strategies and materials
Abllity to use effective ques-
tioning and interaction tech-
nigues in the clagsroom

-—
Abfility to collect and fintyr-
pret data regarding stude.\i‘
needs and achievement

[ — H<
Abilfty to formalate instruc-
tional goals and cbjectives |

Knowledge of educat fonal
theory ard practice

* p< .05
L1 p,\mOl

Note: The (orrelatfon betwees mern ratings of praduates

i

Lo

Mera

Temlted rele
2 aonegsent fal

Foatinps:

SUpCIVISOrS

e (nmapprox 225)

T
Cen

vaipoe

Corresponding
Lotest

|
: U § S-S,
} Lty L.65
i ¥ o 2.82%%
|
{
t
!
i 0 .42 .
S -
oy Rl
bl 13
S — i —
.53 -
o .79 o
)
i
L
o T
b | G- LA
a R Lo

and supervisors = .88




Mean ratiog ot born praduastes and their sapervisors tell somewhere

fe twee s impot tant oand Torne T b e ess o teaching tor all oof the
et tle teaonyn, ckrdls on the Jrsts Mean ratrugs of the importance of
Ckoowbed, fobpee Comatter” aleo tell within this range. However, ratings

ot the qwpor e ot kaowledye of cduacational theory and practice fell some-
whiat bedow thes beves, particularly amony, teachers.,

The patternc ol mean tatings was remarkably similar among teachers and
supervisors.  The correlation between the twe sets of meal ratings was .88
suppesting that apervisors and graduastes generallv agreed helr ratings
ol the relative tmpourtance ot each skill.

Howeve r, ther: wete g tew items vn which the mean ratings ditfered in
Can absolute sense Supervisor ratings ot the importance ot "knowledge of
educattonal theory and practice” and an "ability to formulate instructional
N v
goals amd objectives' were hivicot thin those tor teachers. Teacher ratings,
on the other haod, were higher than supervisor ratings ot the importance of

"knowiedge o subjece matter. '

(8) Is there a relationship between the level ot _pertormance suppested by one's

stadent teaching ceport and various other meas

_attitude and perform-

Anic e’

In o attempt to determine the predictive validity of studen teaching

, repotte, o sabsample ot Boapaviduals (7 trom each cell in the sampling
. .
MAtriK) wan totmed. Supervisor comments on the student teaching reports
al cache ob these andieadoals were tate s on g 9%=point plobal scale 0f success

developed by West (1968) aod portrayed in Table 20, A panel of three
qualitied vvaludtors rated each report. There was unanimous agreement

among the three raters on %% of the reports which were assessed; two

of the three raters agreed on each of the other rep ts.
—~ .

. ' i |
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Table 20: The Relat fon Between Student Teac ning Repores
and Other Mea (?1(lsAsr1nf_nnr*ljg_r_f“!‘lp_.i_ngv’
{Suprrvising Teu,

S ot

A Mean Scudent Teaching Report Ratings b Vears and Programs

[Scale: 1 = Exceptional (top 2%) - T
2 = Highly Successful (top 157)
3 = Successful (middle 70%)
4 = Less Successful (lower 15%)
L 5 = Passed but should nut be teaching (lowest 27)
Year Program 4 o fean Rating
1969-70 Regular 28 2.8”
1971-72 ELP 28 2.71
1974-75 Cluster 28 2.7
1975-76 verseas 28 2.5%4
CBTE 14 2.79
ASGVA
Statistical
B Sourr e dt_ F-Ratdo  Significance o

Main Eftects-

ooy oms i 1.96

D

1.52

.90

N.S.
N.S.
N.S.

i

Interacrion: years x programs | 9.96

B.

Correlations With Uther Measures

Correlation with Ratings
Source

__of Student Teaching Reports

~ Graduate Ratings -
Satista-tion with student tea tng - ubsoale L
Self-rating ot skill performance subooate )
Contributton of tudent teaching to skill
development ey le 17
= Supervisor Ratings -
Skill pertorman e subscale BE
Commitment to tedching subscale RS
Global rating of competende .09
Global rating of commitment to teaching L0t
b
’
{ag




Mean ratiogs of succeas suyppested by student teaching reports are
summaticed 1o Fable MO bor cach of the tour vears and tive programs.  As
thoese Tiputes suppest,  tudent teaching feports wcerm ta have bed ome o
Bressively more tavorable over the vears constdered in this studv, There
St also s ligit dilterences in means tor each ot the five prugl:lxn;. How-
ever, the resulrs ot an ANOVA test ol these tindings supgest that the
ditterences amomy the observed means wete not statistically significant
tot cather wears o0 prorams.

Av an index o predictive validity, ratings of success based on student
teaching reports were compared with various other mvasures of performance.
The correjations hetween ratings from stedent teaching reports and scores
ou other messures are desceribed in Part B o1 table 20, Each of these cor-
relacions was remarkably low.  Ta fact, the rorrelations between rat ings
el success based or student teaching reports and measures of an individual's
attaitudes toavard L tadent teaching were as high or higher than corresponding
vorrelations for student teaching reports and the other medsures of class-
voom performance which were o ained in this study.

IV. A ot e s T aen ! Comme

S

Stntroduc tyon

The ttmal ttem on botn the praduate and GV ol suTvevs W i ply
titled, "General Commo 5" Three hundred toor ol the 939 (96.87%) indivi-
daals who completed the graduate survey responded to this item.  Comments
ranged in leogth trom one line to two tvpewritten pages,  The proportion
ol graduates who responded did not vary signiticantly across the five

programs.

O
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Chart 1t Examples of the Classification of Comments Regariing the Undergraduate
Teacher Preparation Progran
general\\\ Laryet
t I
i;;]f[ e Specific Teacher I'ndergraduate
Pucation Progras — Supervising Teacher — University Coordinator Education Courses
g "L participated othe T telt ny stud nt "y coordinator vas | "Mre, s methods
Favra e pverseas progran foro [teaching swpervising  jexcellent, and his classes are excellent;
student teany. T fteacher vas e elent,” evaluations were dn- fher ole at ¥SU - teach-
Lound this oo valuable, his ratings | 1inp preper teaching meth- |
! katstamling o were both {afr and en~ |ods to prospective teach-
| | compassing wide areas | ers {8 as {mportant as
{ { of teachiny anv one tern of gtudent
S RS (s teachiny.” .
Drverseas ted liny “Als evstulent texh“The coordinator pro-
[plv:r3~ wa§ dn e i erperfence was o vided anple counseling
Pronatle eellent expertence, Mt |success for me, due,  (and un-the-spol traine
Ui reaants fellshort T feel, teomusupireing e heln deveJop
:uhrn Dretired tothe Ivisiog teacher,” technques ant g pre-
Mates,” | fessional attfrude.”
MG e mdary el "Unfortunately, e "Comments on Ed. courses
‘ornurlr dee fsw;misinr tearher and | In peneral, Most are toc
ety prepare an vt Tl an nresaduable abstract and very hard to
for the real coflicg” relate to the outsice
N ! orld” o
"] feel thar e ree | In tems of stadent | ™% corrdinator ewer- | "Hopefully the collective |
Hiehlv shar student rea hing [tedfherfconsultan' ardviser dn_ was [data fron the questfon-
(nfyoratle  orograr shoud he |supervising teacher/ abselutelv no help to | naires will support the
ghe. 1shed.” [ronsultant relations we {me at all." ’feelings of most graduates,
ald suffered due to her f and that s, that the edy- !
incompetence,” | ‘cational courses were gen~ |
| *E Verally a vaste of tine," |
[ ] |
L |
|

[ R



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Tu sn attempt to snmmatize this important source of intormation, it was
necensaty to adopt o somewhat arbirrary clasaitication system.  An eftort was
made to classity both che type and attective tone of rach statement.  State-
ments were i tially worted onro twe croups, those which made some reterence
Lo chary torast s toature ol ae aoderyeasduat e program and those which did
put. Uothese peneral catepories included teterences to specific
uiderpradaate programs, supervising teachivrs, college coordinators, or under-
gradeate education courses other than student teaching. The second general
category focluded reterences to the job market in edacation, the survey itself,
Or specitic supgestions on how the undery luate program might he improved.

The attedtive tone ot each statement was classiticd on a four point scale
ranging trom "highiv tavorabie” to “"highly antavorable.” Chare 1 illustrates
the classitication system which was used for those (omments whidch referred to
one's underyradoate program.

The data in Table 21 provide a summary ot the trequency and affective tone
of comments which referred to characteri-tic features of the undergraduate
program.  Nearly one-halt ot those whe wveets comments directed at ieast some
of their statements toward the prograw in which they had participated. Although
the atfective tone ot comments in this catepory covered the full range, the
number of posative statements was nearly double that ot negative statements,
Approximately 207 ot the respondent s comment od on undetgraduat e methods courses
nf ther required courses i educat jon, the vast mejority ot these statements
were untavorable or hoaphls antavar e,

ppproximately 15% o1 the praduate~ commented on their gupervising teacher
and about 9% referred o thelr college coordinator in their comments, Comments
in both of these categories tended to be bimodally distributed in that they

vere either highly tavorable or highly unfavorable, T

(_d
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Table 21: The Atfective Tone and Relative Frequency of

Comments Regarding Characteriscic Aspects

of One's Unde{ﬁiggunte_‘é?bggggf

\\\\\ Referent:

N

Affective Tone \\\\\\Sperific Supervising  University linderprad

Program _ﬁ_[gggggg____‘lggg}uyazor Ed. Courses
Highly Favorable 47 21 13 1
Favorable 57 1 1 4
Unfavorable 26 5 5 14
Highly Unfavorable 20 18 8 44

SN U S —

R JS
Mean 2013 2,44 2.30 3.60
Relat ive Frequency (49.3%) (14.8%7) (8.9%) (20.7%)
I S,

* Reported figures represeat the number of
individuals who made a statement of this
type.

-Program Differences-

An eftort was also wade to determine if the frequency and affective tone
of comments regarding one's undergraduate program varied acruss the five pro-
grams considered in this study. Sections A and B of Tahle 2?7 summarize this
analysis for buth graduates and their supcervisors. The numbers reported in
Section A of this table represcnt the mean level of the affective tone of
those statements which were classified in a given cell, The percents which
are reported represent the proportion of individuals in a given group who
directed at least some of their statements toward this characteristic feature

of the undergraduate program,
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Table 22: Rel ni_vi"l-"rsmin;_n_(‘)l_:md Affecti!}'_;f_(g}_u_o_f_
Cor Llﬁs_l:jrﬂrugrnms

M’trurt fve Scale: 1 = Highly Favorable 3 = Unfavorable
2 ¢ Favorable 4 = Highly Unfavorable

A. Comments Provided by Groduates:

Mean Level of Affective Tone of Comments Directed Toward -

'Progr.lm Specific Supervising Unjversity Undergrad
Programs Teathers Courdinaturs Ed. Courses
Regular 2.93 1.90 2.50 3.47
{n=58) (51.72)* (17.22) (3.47) (25.8%)
EIP 1.72 3.44 1.50 3.86
{(n=66) | (54.5%) »_’(‘11.62) 1 (9.1%) (10.6%)
Cluster 2.8 2.30 3.29 3.60
(n=5%17) . (62.1%) | (17;_5_1')§_’__’___(7&.()'Z) (26.3%)
Overseas 1.82 2.117 2.20 3.50
(n=57) (66.7%) | (14.0%) _<.~_(,l_7_'_57') (21.12)
CBTE 1.82 1.60 2.00 3.71
(n=28) (39.32) (17.92) P___.(T.XZ) (25.02)
TOTAL** 2.13 2,44 2.30 3.60
(N=304) (49.32) (14.8%) (R.9%) (20.72)

*Represe-.es percent of individuals in the group who made some statement
drected tvrdard this characteristic feature of one's undergraduate program.

A*Inciudes the responses of 38 ind ividuals whose program cunld not be identified.

B. Comments Provided by Supervisors: (Most comments were directed toward
the performance of the teacher: a tew were directed toward the
undergraduate program in which the teacher had participated)

Program in Which # Favorable # Unfavorable
Teacher Participated Total Frequuenc Comments Cument s
Regular 1 11 2
EIP 9 9 0
Cluster 9 b) 4
Overseds 17 17 0
CBTE . - LR S — ! —
TOTAL 49 42 7

by

‘.

[
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Approximately one-half of the total sawple focused ot least some of their
statements on the student teaching program in which they had participated.

The prupuftion ot individuals who made statements of this type ranpged from
nearly 662 fur tic Overseds program to about 407 for the Cluster and EIP
Programs. The mean level of the affective tone of comments regarding one's
student teaching progva - -« varied. Cumments from partfcipants in the EIP
prugram were most favorabie, comments from participants in the Regular program
were least favorable.

There was alsu some variafion duross programs in the frequency uf comments
abuut undergraduate courses other than student teaching. Whereas only about
10X of rhe participants in the EIP program made cumments of this type, approxi-
mately 25% of the participaats in the other four programs made at least some
statements regarding the quality of undergraduate educat fun courses. The
affective tone of comments of this type was consistently unfavorable across
all five programs.

The frequency uf comments directed toward supervising teachers and college
coordinators was futrly cunstant acrouss all tive programs. In general, parei-
cipants in ;he CBTE were more apt to make favorable.comnents about both of
these individuals than was true for participants in the other four programs.
The general aftcetive tone of stiatemeots made by participants in the EIP pro-
gram varied dramarically. [adividuals in this group made generally tavorable
comment s about collcege coordinators .and critical comments ahout their super-
vising teachers. However, becavse of the conparatively low frequency of com-
ments in these two categories and he bimodal distribution ot those comments
which dil oceur, these conclusions should be viewed 4s tentative at best.

Only 40 of the 228 (21.52) supervisors oo pleted the General Comments item.
For the most part, these comments tocused upon a geperal appraisal of the per-

L]
s
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formance of the tescher being considered. A tew comments were directed toward
the undergraduate program in which the teacher participated. A representative
Sample ol supervisor comments iy presented in Chart 2 in Appendix C.

In view ot the low trequency of supervisor comments, no effort was mads
to classity statements by type. FPurther, the affective tone was classified
simply as "tavorable”" or "untavorable.”™ The data in Section 8 of Table 22
provide an analysis of supervisor comments by programs. The frequency of
comments regarding graduates trom the Overseds program is comparatively high;
the frequency of comments regarding CBTE graduates is lower than might be
expected. In genertl, sopervisors were most apt to make favorable statements

about the teachers they were considering or about teacher education programs

at Michigan State.

-Suggestions for Improving the Teacher Education Curriculum-

Approximately 20% of tae graduates made suggestions of how the teacher
educat fon curriculum could be improved. These suggestions were occ sionally
spelled out in considerable detail. Examples of comments with this focus are ™~
presenced in Chert ) in Appendix C. The most frequent suggestion was to pro-
vide more classroom exposure, particularly during the initial stages of the
program, The aeed for t . or placements during scudent teaching was also men-
tioned by several gradn tes. Most of these suggestions called for some form
ot screenlng of supervising teachers.  Other suggestions which were made by
four or more graovaates include: provide more emphasis on skills in relating
to administrators, aides, and/or parents; provide varied classroom experiences
during student teaching; do a better job of counseling teacher certification
candidates; 4nd, irovide some form of support during one's first year of

teaching., Examples of comments in cach of these categories are presented in
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Chart 3, Comments whicn did not fit one of the catepyories listed above, but
which deserve mention due to thetr length and/or degree of expressed concern

are algo pregented tn this chart.

-The dob Market-

Thirty-tour graduates (l1..%) commented on the present job market in educa-
tion, Virtually all of these (omments were highly critical of the College of
Education for preparing too many teachers or tor not doing everything possibia
to assist graduates in finding jobs. Examples of comments reparding the job

market in educatton are presented in Chart 4 in Appendix ©,

-The Study ltself-

Fifteen graduates (5%) commented on the study ftself. The aftective tone
of nine of these statements was generdally positive and reflected the individual's
willingness to participate in furure surveys. The other six comments of this
type questioned the quality of one or mor¢ items on ¢he survey, The comment of
one individual deserves special mention. [t provides a powerful summary of the
purpose of the study. "I only hope you cuan aod wil! use this information to

improve the teacher education program.”

O
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SECTION IV

SUMMARY AND GENERAL_RECOMMENDAT 1ONS

Introduction -

Several efforts have been made to evaluate the quality of undergraduate
teacher prepa.ation programs at Michigan State University.* Without exception,
however, these efforts hiave been comparatively limited in scope. Most have
examined short-range outcomes through surveys of students who are actively
enrolled in a glven program. A few have loovked at long~range effects through
surveys of graduates, hut these have ilways focused on only one of the programs
offered at Michigan State This study was therefore designed to p.ovide a //

more comprehensive information base in that it sought to examine the long-range //

/
/

. outcomes of five different t-.acher preparation programs (Regular Student ;
Teaching, Cluster Student Teaching, (verseas Student Teaching, Flementary /
Intern Program, and the Competency-Baced Teacher Education Program also knowﬁ
as POINTE) for four differeunt years (1969-70, 1971-72, 1974-75, and 1975-76).
The study also includes responses from supervisors of those individuals who
ar? still active members of the teaching prufession.

Two questionnalres were developed and ficld tested four use in this study.
Both “urveys - graduate and supervisor - were designed to add. "wo general
guals:

(1} To provide longitvdingl data which might be used to plut trends in the

~rotessional development of those individuals who have received their
provisional teaching certificates from Michigan State University,

* Examples are cited in the introductory section of this report.,

8 -

-
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. determine the comparative impact of selected undergraduate teacher
preparation programs of tered by Michigan State University on the sub-
sequent protessional development of program gr duates,

A G x 5 sampling matrix suggested by the cross between the tive teacher
preparation prugrams and tour years in which individuals student taught was
used to identify graduates who were included in the sample. However, because
there are no gradudtes of the CBTE program tor the years 14649~70 and 1971-72,
two of the twenty cells in this matrix are empty. A totai «f 1,080 surveys
(18 x 60) were therefore mailed to a4 random sample of 60 individuals from each
of the other 8 cells. Unfortundtely, many of these surveys were returned with
no forwarding address. Whenever this happened replacements were randomly
selected from the relevant group. Despite thix adjustment, 86 individuals
could not be reached on efither the first or :eco- ) mailing. Thus the final -

sample consisted of 994 graduates. Fitty-four percent of ihis group completed
e

—

the questionnaire.

The majority of the 536 graduates who completed the survey are still
acrive members of the tedaching profession. Ninety percent ot these ind{viduals
voluntarily provided the name and address of their immediate supervisor. Of
the 269 individuals identified in this fashion, 236 completed the supervisor
survey, 4 return rats ot 88 percent.

A varivty of statistical tests were used to 2nalyze responses to the
graduate aad supervisor survevs. These include analysis ot variance, Chi-
square, and product-moment correlating. The weilth of intormation provided by
these analyses mu& be arbitrarily subsumed under one of three gencral catego-
ries - employment histories, signiticant ditferences in program outcomes, and
attitudes toward characteristic features of the student teaching cxpcrlepce.

The major findings in each of these aceas miy be briefly summarized as follows:

“

N i

\Jas .
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- Emplc ‘.

ment Histories

A sfprttiosnt proportion of che items on the craduate Study was Juvoted to

fntormation tegarding employment histories. These included invices of the num-

ber
who
tng

the

(2}

ot dndividuals who tound teaching pusitions following graduation, the number
ate still teaching, and reasons for not entering or tor leaviay, the teach-
protession. Al aualvsis of the respon: s o these items supgests that

e 15 teancn Lo be hoth cautiously optimistie ol nessimists abegt employ-
oppurtunities tor our graduates.

Porcent s

ute tedachlng 08l

Parihaps most encouraging is the tinding that the lecline in enroilments
has very nedrly watched tae aecline {n opportuiities tor employment. Nearly
D4 ot our pradaates in 1975-70 wore wble to tind teaching positions, a de-
cline ot only about m W 71-77, which was the most favorable vear for

employment .

Fate ot those who do not enter the profession:

It is also « mestiat encouraping to tind that the tate of individuals
who do not find teaching positions has not changed significantly over the
vears coagfdered in this stuc
(1) Approximatcly /3 ot the {ndividuals jn this proup Jecided against

teaching a0 carever or were williog to constder cther qlternatives

Guch as wraduate school or mote promising jobs vutside of the profes-

Sion.
cird The omost treaent o onlem facing individuals who are persiste:: in their

Sttotts to foeate a teaching position appears te be thar ot being tied

to g particular geoyr phical repion.  Approximately 1/3 of those who

dig not enter the professior fndicated that a teaching position was




Aot vatiable 10 the p-ographis an area o hey hoped to reside;

o6 than S0 dndocated 1o teaching peooo o0 was not available

anywhere.
(i) Approximatel . 850 o1 thoew wio - net o Ter teachin tind a ;aldvicd
position wtendt ¢ protession.  Sixty percent of this oup toud
1ohs Whicl were at least consistent with their Teveld o “uvation.
Despite stzable changes in employment Qppurluni(ivu within tie (eackdng
protession, these and other descriptive craracteristicys .o fraivid.als
winv do ot lovdate teaching positions have not varied signifcaurly across
-
the years considered in this study.
() ot teacting posttion Inftiully sevured:

The most discouraging, and perhaps most signiticant, tinding is that

the percent of individasle whe enter the profession through "aubotitute

teaching''. "paraprofessional”™ oi "part-time te  lnng” roles has increased
dramatically during the years o iidered in this study.  Tn 1969-70, »nly

about 1.2 enrered the profession 1n one of roese roles; by 1975-76, tnis

flgure 1ncre to 3. The sagnificonee 1 0 s finding Is suppested by
the tact o L969-/0 aperoximatel v two-th o the . enrclicd
student te tng o« d antacipate finding a fuli ot o posartion
tolloving graduation, by 1t /6 thiy number had dr ved to less than 502,
Thus .t is nor wavprising that vittua. .v all o the . raduates who volun-

tarily commented on the current job market in cducation were highly criti-
cal of the Loltege 0f Educatlon 10T prparing too many teachers or tor not
doing evervthing possible to assist praduates 1. 1indiag jubs.
(4) Craduate enrollments:
The job market also seems o have had an indirect nexasive impact on

graduate enrollments at Michigan State. Nol only are there few.: notential

. s
(W

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



students enterioy the , oreoesanon, bul the proports o ot graduate credits
carncd ot Michipan State University has atbso declined dering the years
considered in this studve 0t s likely that this de Tine can be at least
partiarly traced to the Lack ot gob opportumties oo those peographical

atedas which o are setvaces by Miohigan Htate,
N

(%) dndividusls who Leave l‘{}- treac ity profes-ion:

'

Approxioately 2O0 1 those who enter the Ceachtty protesa.on tn

Micnigan Jtave Wittt the tirnt 8 or 9o vears. Most ol Cnose who leave
N,

Sy

do o during the: tirs® three vears of teaching,  ne perceat of {divi-
duals fu our sample who have lett the teaching protession varics from a
high of ouly about 302 tor groduates 10 1970-71, to a low of about 17% for
graduates in 1975-7% Thus e turnover rate anony, youny, untenured

teachers in My adgan is ta. highe  than that for more expe-ienc s - edchers.

. Our davs tise sugpests that fewer lc‘rhvrs cte leaving the po.tuession
<

to raise o tamily.  Conversely, the number who leave becaus. tea hing Jdoes

nor provide suttacient peroonal/protessional challenge o oecause they can

not obtain 4 teaching positiun 14 tae area to which 1L v subsequently move

APPUITS o be dncressing.

A T | O T R ST STY SN VTR
This ot cttemptos cdetermiuies 9 there aie o sapnatioant Jaiters ooes oin
Dot =rayie ouloomes 0 i 1ive prepanatian programs, Dutvame me s at ey
incbade emplovment hastor oo, measuret ot clasatoom por: rmane e perveptions

of various characteriotoe v turen of the weder grocloate proygram.  Signit icant

tindings in this rgard anclade (e low g, :




et Hieatorie s

ta) e Ve tiae in operoent ot pradaate s encering the protession has heen
most grama’ oo o tne FTE o prope oo T 1Y469=70 appro. ateis 907 ot
Che 4P graduates seonred a teachim posi o tollowiny yoaduationg

by L7h-00 this pervent had e Ched t tin: level ot eeployment for

vroduates ot the Regurar, e ter, and Overseas programs (app: oxino’
657) . Thiv “evdline seems - partatlel the siyniticant reduct ion
number ot RTP students who were able te spend theit final vear
program as 1ntern teachers.

(b} The percent of CLTE graduates whe are able to are teachinge positions
tol! wing graduation is lower thao that for graduates ot the other tour

prowrams (approximatelv 537 versus 65° tor tho ve.: . 197.-76). Fu'tter,

a hiyier propurtion ot those sho do tind teaching positions initially

assume the role of scbotitute or part-time teachers,  Thu onty abouat
/4 v the 29 Ch - graduates 1n our sample were able to secure a tall-
Lime tea hang posit vtelloving praduation.  This findiog may previde
Stit) oo toevideace ot vhe problems encounter o those who are

tied tooa parcicatar peopraphie o0 area ia that many ot the UBTF progu-

AU are commitred te seekine o vobh o e D asdng ot ean.

Cor Lespite the rather dramatic deciaine an Che Cetornt ot P17 vpraduat o
who nergre teach ny positions odloving L rad sat jon, super s isors teel
Chat wraduates oF this Loy m are e propared and toeve a greater

' o hed Brred g NI Thabhr o bay o oY Cher

four o rams.
(7 Classroom Pertorman o
() The radunte amd Supervisor Sarveys Includea tiate goeneral measures ot

clagsroom performance: .oli-ratings ot pertormance o selected teaching

S,
A (9
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falings ol I S S S ENTAR TR e rel oo lities ot these three
Medsule w were 85, N O T e e wWer oo statistically
sipntbioant o drtterea o L T O O T2 S T (S NN TESO
the ot L) Qe T thete were oo, troant ittt ey
one, DIy Tam e radbvoida e, g h
Chaa ot toavtan ety Pt vt H Thetent leng-range
cllects o Pastcon periormte o

(b)) However, twe Uindilin. Tho pflela, e sauar vl lasroum pertor-

Tt . ale ol inlsrre st

TV Gaven the cordit pon s owe e g

wotoad b Sl

Visororataoy iy ol i tey e 1 b sar il iine, . e

o battie o o ool gtie:

e e rates himsel ¢/

heran bt e v pertaian s e oar o bew e [T coortated on the
Gt osbe by tassner I . The e Chercen these
WD nes O T A ROTE
FEV 5 ipervi et g pe et Lo tate S o her s with Lo o mat vear s
CXpe R R A TES S SR A S T A N B beows .

b expecaen .

{ Aot r et M e ' L oo pertt R Dot
o N I AN == Lo bt e SRR EEEN O N ST A R S 3
e bttt ey et T g o the ey wes hipsher
Por rataat L B K TN 3 BRI TR St o0 rhe ather
‘ PEO, A W ol e Lo, L ommie ! e taverable,  REIP

praduabtes wers the culy other proup whee recesyed uninimously tavorable

Teviews dn thisn se " oi the suvey.
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Untortumaitely, there may be several plavsible explanations tour the
tatlure ot this study to demonstrate signiticant ditterences among
gradudtes of the Tive programs on peteral measares ot ol sstoom portormance.
[t 15 posaable, tor caample, that ditferent outcomes were realiced in each

Kram, but rthese drtterences dr osipated over time such th they hao
s oLy disappeated o the Coae thite survey was conductels Ito1s also
pussible that the measure  ased an thio stady were samply not sensitive
vnough to detect Jong=range difiorences which do on tact ovcar. Fuither

researcy i+ ohviously coeded to reselve cont licting explanations of this

sort.

(! Percepltivns ol varooas ‘,""“‘,‘ eristic teatures ol the nl\dv}‘ﬁr.c'!-; 1te
program:
(a) The pradudte survey included two genceral measures oi attitudes toward
the student 1 caching o trewr e - level ot dgrreement with o serivs of
statements retlecting ' atistaotion with student teaching’ aed ratings

of e omtrabat o or stadoin tear ning to the development of a

seberted Tise o of teachiog skilo, 7 e two nubsosles had reliability
coel o leats ol R However Dt were no ostatistically
viymatroart strtteren o cooraduates ol thee PV e proyrams on
. Locole, Koepan e oottt soadividaals Wwore typically
Soat sed oWt thery ~tadent tegobing experictce and ot that thig
o s rrence b moder e to o d v Jeenc e o o deve lapment ot
veno e Leachiiay kil

(he v v Ao cvndine ¢ however, thot pattisvpants in the 8, Over-

Seta, and CBIRE proprams were more <atistied with thetr student teach-
1y experienee th parlicipents dn the Regnlar program.  This

evidence saclades “he tollowioy:




G AltThough the dittoreaces dare not Statistically sipgniticant, the
mean level ot response to ftems on Che "y,_vnur.ll Sat tstactlon
With student Cen hiing' subscale is Towest (most favorable) for
the Overseas and E1P proyrams and highest tor the Regular program.

(11 There wer o ctastically shonpticant AitTetenses 1o response
patterns Co Six 1lems whic b rellect satisia toon Wit student
Peaciingy (o0, "Ctutent oo cing wasoan erjovable educationel
expretienc T Partio tpants in the Overseas program responded
mont tavorably to five ot these ax dtems; participants s the
K- a.ar Fiogram responde! Veast tavorably to tour of the items.

(i) craduat. oo the EIP, Oversess, and CBTE programs wer st apt
te sake tavorable statements regatding th iy undergraduate pro-
vloams o Do wenetal Comment ST e e the survey; grag.aics
Gt the Feyulat provram were 0ot 0 to make untavorable o omend

ot this typ.

Civy Althouph the ditter oo werns SN ST S A diyarficant, mean

Vel e e o the intlueno e of St Tent ty deve Dopment
Wele !oiata ot Lor piraetiltes ol the G0 Cooams and towest
tor staduadtes o Che Repal o poa

(Vi There sere sS1an 0 0 0 S iaten es L Despalt e patt tny o Teto
Pt o Gub oo gl Pty rpanes i 0t orram telr
the o der e hrey experienoe el s mac. - Sty antluence
vt b veiopment o g i itoo cormulate tastructie
vl soand et e prs oot evabiate thetr o prrtormance.,

Participants e the other tour proyrams rated the faf bveore ot

student teaching at g lower lescl on these two [tems.

(&
[ ]

..




(VI) Delaat .t 0 01t Hie pregton o PR i 0D lepl supervas. e
and other 0 aont EEERTRNY S I W O PR TR % SRR CIN PRI Y o trorver int luen e
on their per::ooanm pooclassroom teathers e i true tor prado-
ates ol the athor cour proprams. Individuals o this pron were
also the most ap. r tlake tavorable statements abest I univer-
sity vourdinatere an the "ceneral Coo o ones" o sot Lothe survey.

(4) Personel charactersstic
(a) Students are more or less arbitrarily assigned to three of ¢ programs
considered In this study. The two exceptiovns are the 1P and Dverseas
Prograns. This study provides evidence that these two programs attract
ditterent types of stalenra.  Ir yeneral, participants in the Overseas
program appear to be more .. le and more willing to consider alterna-
tives to teaschiitg than is true tur participauts in the ELP prugram.
Consider tne tollowing:
(1) Over S0Z ot the Uverseas graduates who did not enter the teaching
rofession decided against teaching ae a4 career or were willing
to consider other alternatives such as pradudte school or more
geraiintay, ahs aals e edul ation. Cess Chan (47 ot Che €4F

sraduat Checke ] Cae ot thess three statements as their reason

Yol o not o oentrring the stotession, o0 o the FIP praductos indi=-

Ated that o tedcbhing, poation va. not avarlable o the peograph-

ol area o 1n whg tnew hoped co tear fe
.
Coar A1 o the FIP 0 sduites made  timm Jde inion Lo ses s e hing
jroi o priar ta the time they  tadent taurht: oolv 7 of the

Oversedas pradudates had made this decaiston by this time.

/o
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(i17) Although the ditference is not statistically signiticant, 84X of
the EIP graduates who entered the teaching profession are still
teaching; only 707% of the yverseas graduates who entered the
protession are still teaching.

(b) Graduate enrollment patterns also reveal some interesting differences

among programs.  These include:;

(i) Graduates ot the Regular program are most apt to have completed
more than 48 gradudte credits,

(if) Graduates of the CBTE program are most apt to have completed a
siiable proportion of their graduate credits at Michigan State;
graduates ot the Overseas program are least apt to have done
st ot thelr graduate work here.

In briev, although this study tailed to provide evidence that the five
preparation progrums have o ditferential long-range {mpact on classroom
pertormance, it did provide evidence of significant differences in employment
histuries, specific attitudes t ward charscteristic features of the student
teaching experience, pradudte enrollm ¢ patterns, ard personal characteris-

s o Lhose who vievted 1o enter wne of 1he Lwo optional programs.

- ALL I s Toward Char cteristic Featuces of

the jtudent e ciing Experfene -

fevetal oot the ttems ot the pradieat s soevev we e Jdesigned te provide
cretal oantormation ror ol Who G 0 asitle tor amplewentation of the
student teaching experience.  Signitioa. tindings in this general area

10 hade:
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(2)

3)

(4)

84

Iu the judgement of bot" gradustes and their supervisors, student teach-

ing and interactions with colledgues represent che two must important

general influences on one's performance as a classroom ' ler. Both
are seen as more influential than graduate education .- se, - -service
prograas in the schools, undergraduate nethods o s 0« o v hr under-
graduate educar ion coor:.s This rank rder does oo a1licer dcross

programs Or years However, there Is a significant direct relationship

between the p . inf luence of graduate educaticn ....rses on one's
classroom per TR ‘d years of experience as a classroom teacher.
There 15 a sy Tk relationship between the size (small, medium,

large student population) and location (urban, suborban, rural) of the
school in which one student teaches and e size and location of the
school in which oge is initfally employed.

In the judgement 3 out gradvates, Lhe opportunity to teach at more than
one grade level or su™ ect area is more aluable than any other charac-
teristic feature of th student ceacning experience. Qther tedatures, in
descending order of perc {ved value, include observations in other clases-
rooms, written midterz evalunltons, scheduled seminars, and the student
teaching handbook. Fu.ther, approximacely 1/4 ot our student teaching
programs do not provide the opportunity to tea’ at more than one level,

written midterm evaluations, or use of the student teaching handbook.

In the judgement of our graduates, supervising teachers have 3 moderate
influence on vne's performance as a classr,om teacher; cluster consul-
tante or college supervisors, ocher teachers in the school in which one
student teaches, and other student teachers have a limited influence;
and the principal of the school in which one student teaches has the

least influence of Individuals associated with student teaching.

LN}
.y
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(8)

-~
£

10)

Although BOX ! our gradudates o o ling to work with studenr teachers
trom M. 5.1, only about 1/4% wou @ be <1 lling te work o oot e L

student teacher per avedemic veo

Appruximately 700 ot our students make o Ufirm decision to seek g
teaching position” prior to studen: g approximately 10% make

this geersion during student tea he dodonut 207 make this commit-
ment atter student teaching.  Alchogy cseoper cntdges do ovarv oacross
programs, they huave remained cunstant sn the vears consider 3 in this
study.

Only about /3 ot the dadividuals indluded in this sampl .ave completed
29 ot more praduate credies.  This tipure mpes from a hig: f approxi~
mately 6V for graduates in 1969-70 and 1471-72 to a4 low of approximately
8L tor L S-70 gradeates. Furtner, o croximatelv /3 of our uraduates
have completed less ©oon 252 of thedr praca v crodlts at Michigan State.
Teachers and their su, covisors perceive oo b ot the CBTE gererle teaching
skills which were cited in this sarvey as “inportant” o " rucial” to
success fn tearhiag.

Uverall levels ol pertormance sugrested by supervising teacher comments
on Stodent Teaching Reports have not dittured significantly across the
vears o 1oprograms . sidered 1o this studv,  However, the cor Iations
bet jeen these tataing:s and other moasures of classroom performance are
very low.  Tous selt-rotings, supervising tedcher rotings, daad supervisor
ratings do not eopedt U0 provide bipnly correlated nmeasures of closaroon
performance,

vae(al graduates providod sugrestions tor improving the teacher educa-

tion currfculum .n the "Ceneral Comments' seciiun of the survey. The
y

)
s
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most frequent supgestions e lude: provide more ¢ lassroom exposure,
particularly Jduring the early stuges ot the program; improve placement
procedures Jduring student tedching by more carctullv screening either
supervising teachers or student teachers; ofter more varied experiences
during student teaching; equlp teachers with skills an relating to
administrators, afdes, or parents; Jdo . better job ot counseling teacher
certitivation candidates: and, provide some suppbort during the first year

ot tedching.

- Gener 3l Recommendat ions -

The datuy reviewed in this repor’ ~-pport a host ot specific and general

conclusions. They prouvide substant i support for each of the following

general recommendations:

(1) The wecalth of information v:. - '+d bv this studv excerded even the nost
aptimistic erpectations ot = wthors. It 1s therefore readily apparent
that Michigan State should uct comprehensive and systematic follow-up

studies uf praduates and therr supervisors.  Such studies should feature:
(1) the early identifscet o of members of the sample in order co avoid -
the horrendous problee ot locating current aduresses, increase the
ratnce ot available intormation, and establish meaninpeful dialogue with

¢raduates on something other than a4 hit ur miss basis,

{11) 1ote.views and observations as wells 15 surveys.  (Gupgest jons for

items whith should be included in the next survey drve presented dn

Chart F~1 of Appendix F.)

(1ii) The tormal assignment ot one or more memhers ot the faculty ta this

project.  v.oae encryles required to complete thas survey far exceeded
the expectations of the authors and others associated with the project.])

Y, :
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(

We should be owete vigotous 1nocar eliol Ty to focale did Malitaln inteon

gusitions and in the development and implementatien of meaningful programs

tor The significant decline in empluyment opportuni-

subs

ties tor EIP gradustes which parallels the decline in intern positions and
the dramatic {ncercease in the number of individuals who enter teaching as
substitutes provides .mple evidence of the link between "iotern” experi-
ences and employment opportunities. To the extent that we can develop
and {mplement comprehiensive S-yedr programs, we W, 11 not only provide more
complete and mesningtu! traio e, we will also enhance the employment
opportunities of our grajc re
If student at i Ul s 2 barvmeter ¢f suyceess, it is clear thar
any etfort to .o - the quality of »xisting projrams or to develop new
programs shouid concentrate first and foremost on the field-based compo-
nent. It is ubvious tiom this and numerous other studies that graduates
perceive the “"student teaching” experience as far more influential than
anv o the course werk required for certitleption.  Thuas impr. voments in
this phuse ot the program are more spt to promoie favortuble altitudes than
corresponding fmprovements 10 the coursce-work components. -} ience from
this Stulvy sugpuests that
(1) there should be greater classioom eXposure, partica gy Jdur.ong the
cafly pheses of the program.
(11 Freldd-based espertences should be more varicd and stoudd JTWays
tac lude the s U to observe and teach dat mole than ofie grads
Lewrel or sabie o o RIETTIN
i11) Gredter attertion should be given to the placement of students in

schoois, dncluding the tdze and location of svhools as well us tiain-

ing ard level ot mitment of supervising teachers.

Y.
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(iv) Each pragram should - ¢ sensitive to the fact that only Jhout 1/4 of
31l tes hers would be willing to work with more than one student
teacher per academic year.

(4) The clear difference in personal characteristics ot thuse who elected to
enroll {n the EIP and overseas programs has o nurher of intriguing impli-
catiuns, particularly at Michigan State which is committed to t he cvoncept
of offering alternative teacher p,  cration programs. Minimally, the pre-
linduary findings ot this study .o st that this area shauld serve as t he
facus of further rescarch. It st h an analysis did reveai that different
pragrams do, in tact, attract different tvpe. of studeats, it might be
possible to provide meaningful matches betwee:  -prams and students. The
type of student a given prougram attracts might al-. > used as 2 measure

of program effectiveness. Thuese uad other possipiiit’es suggest rhat this

_ area should recoive further attentiun in tature cfforts to .. - luate teacher
preparation programs.
Ihere dre several other specitic and poneral ¢ ¢ lusions suggested by che
data from this -tudv. It is the deliherate intent ot ine authors that vach

reader will reach his/her own conclusiuns when reviewing the results presentud
i cqlller sections. We otter only the caution that sampling and other limita-

tions inhecent 1n the study severely restrict the generalizability of each

andlysis.  nus the 1indings shoald not be viewed as precise or detinitive

descriptiuns. Rather each should be treated ao probabilistic terms and shauld
setve as g stimulus to discussion among all who have o stake pn teacher prep-

AL, 0N Programs.

[
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Cliart A-d Calendar 1o the Coblectier ob bats

Fall, 1976 throaph Summer 1977 -

Development ob questionnaires and selection ot gradeate sample .

\

Fall, 19,7 -
© Fentitivation of most promising addresses using MOS U, Alumni
Association tiles, studont leactnag o Hles, aud M. 5. UL student
telephone directories, in that order.

December, 1477 -
Graduste questionnaires and self-addressed retarn enve lopes were
mailed on December 10th, *

January, 1978 -

(4) Replacements were randumly selected for those quest jonnafres
which were recurned with no torwarding ‘addresses.  These indi-
viduals were sent the originagl packet of materials.

(b) CGraduates in the initial sample who had not completed the
questivoniires were sent a second packet which contasined .
reminder letrer sipned by an individuasl in the College who might
be recognlzed by the graduate and a second copy ol the question~
nalre.

(¢) The dnitial group of supervisor surveys and selt -addressed re-
tura envelopes were mailed va January 16. Supervisors who were
identified after that.date received the packets in mid~February.

March, 1978 -

A second prcket of materials was sent to those supervisors who had
not returaed the initial questionnaire. L

April, 1978 - .
Collection of data was terminated as of April 30th. Returns re-
ceived after that date were not included in the analysis.

May-June, 1978 -

Data analysis wag completed using compuat er programs included in the
Statistical Package for the Social Se iences,

I
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Table A-1

i‘_l::;(

¢ Number of Craduate and Supervisor Questionnaires

Which Were Rerurned for Each Cell in the

Matrix

Sampling .

e: The ratios repurted in vach cell represent the number

of questionnaires returned divided by the number of
! which were successfully mailed.

surveys

1

YEARS PROGRAMS
Regular EIP Cluster Overseas CBTE - YFAR TOTALS
Regular EIP - _CBTE_
1969-10 i ‘ >
Population N 2,167 230 121 72 - 2,790
gradudtes 30/57 I 26/56 29/55 25/46 - 110/214
supervisors 8/15 ! 16/16 | 12/14 12717 - 53/62
_ 1 I e
1971-72 | 1
ek |
1
Populat lon N L17e 265 1,216 72 - 2,727
graduates 24/58 24753 ; 30/57 33752 - 111/220
Supervii rs 12716 . 1/n l 18/21 18719 - 59/69
— —- i .
192417 . :
_ ]
Population N 808 150 ' 438 71 176 1,643
gradvates 26/55 . /59 [ 36/56 24152 33/55 153/277
| _supervisors 13/13 | 10/15 | 14/18 | 8/8 /13 56/67
- ] i I
1975-76 ‘ i
Populat {on N 863 180 '8y 61 183 1,670
i i
praduates 28/57 | 29/56 | 36/58 i 46/57 21/55 162/283
superv lsors 13/16 ! 12/12 . 13/15 | 1s/19 9 60/ 71
—— , T*_w~,+“_-_~H, ——
|
PROGRAM 5,212 {7 825 Do2,158 ¢ 27 359 8,830
TOTALS b |
108/227} 109/224’ 1317226 | 128/207| 60/110|! 535/994 =
$3.82
46/60 49/56 57/68 58/63 18/22 728/269 =
84.8%
— —] e
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Table A-2:

Regular
ElP
Cluster
Overseas

CBTE

TOTAL

Level of Student Teaching by Programs

Special Lover Upper Middle/  Senior
__N Educ. —~ Elem. Elem. Jr. High High
107 7.5% 17,82 14.0% 17.8% 43.0%
109 7.3% 5. 0% 27.57 9.2% -
131 1.12 21.4% 9.2% 22.9% 43,52
127 12.62 33.1% 11.02 13.42 29.92
59 1.77 25.47 23.71% 33.92 15.3%
533 6.92 31.0% 15.9% 18.02 R b4
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Table B-1: Percent of Graduates_Securing a Full-Time

Teaching Pusl([ggﬁkj Level of Student Teaching

X who lnltlul]f Secured a

Level of Student Teavhing N Full-Time Teaching Position
Special Fducatton 33 631.62

Lower Elementary 130 61.82

Upper Elementary 6o 71,22

Middle School - 65 78.52

High Schuol 104 62.52

Chl—aquure'- 2.96 . (4 df) N.G.

Table 8-2: Internal Mobility of Teachers

l_f?or those who 8till hold a teaching position) In

how many schools have you worked?

Number of Schools:

Years One- Two Three or more

————————

1969-70 (n«66) 30X 447 262
1971-72 (n=~64) 382 227 412
1974-75 (n=78) 592 227 19%
1975-76 (n=89) 652 232 122

statistical
._Chi-square df  significance

Program Effect 13.45 12 N.S.
Year Effect 37.50 9 p< .00l

1
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" Rlans_and classroom performance

9u

Table B~3: Item Analysis - General Satisfaction With st

Teaching Subscale (N=515),

1 = agree

[ Scale: 0 = strongly agree 2 :xifgdxruo

el
e
~

3 = strongly disagree

The Seven Item Scale

Standard

(hl-sun*vb
Provrams
(df = }12)

Mean Deviation

Student teaching was an enjoyable !i .60 .78
educacional experfience

29 97k

My student teaching experience
provided a practical and useful .72 L743

preparation for teaching.

13.20

I would recommend my student teach-|
ing experience to any under- 74 .H18
graduate preparing to enter the
teaching professtion.

27.90%#

My student teaching program was
responsive to recommendations .89 .679
of participating classroom
teachers and students.

29.90#

-

was encouraged throughout stu-
dent cteaching to develop ay own .96 .847
unique style of teaching.

19.67

My supervising teacher(s) provided
frequent and/or valuable feed- .87 .882
back regarding my leason plans
and classroom performance

20.27

—

felt free to discuss my progress
and problems with my super- .46 .806

vising teacher(s). I8

14.70

Related Items Not Included in the Scale: *

Standa
Mean Deviat

Chi-squares
rd Programs
fon (df = 12)

———
I believe my presence as a student teach- .
€r contributed to the cevilupment of o -.81 .655
betcer educational experience for the
Students entolled in my superviatng
teacher's classroom.

12.63

My (clinical consultant/collere coor~
dinator) provided frequent, and/or 1.28 .9 346
Valuable feedback regardiug my lesson

I felt free to discuss my propress und
Problems with my (clintcal consultant/ 1.07 . 906

315,128

€ollege coordinator).




Table B-4:  Ttem Analysis - Graduate Solt—R;llrgl\E_Q_f___S_k__l_lAiv

Performinee Subgcale (N=392)

, . Ce e e oLl ,
Sale:r How would you rate your "_l'_’.),l})i.‘![:‘w this
knowledpe or skill in your c¢lassroom?

= outstanding (top 10X ot 41l teachers) !
= strang (top 25T of all rteachers)

= thove average 1
3 » below average l

]
?

Chi-sSquares

- Standard Year Program
B ‘it'_-l_ﬂ_-ﬁ_‘___‘,_l_)_{'_v_m__g_n_n}m (df=9) (df=12)
Knovledge of educational i
R fﬁ“",’:x,:‘l‘.‘,’. practice | 1.52 ""f‘ RS . || _12.89 10.25
Knowledge of subject
_martert (| .85 ] .650 12.28 10.86
Abflity to establiah
TAppOrt with students 1] .68 1 717 5-98 14.93
Abtlity to communicate with
~-parents and other teacherd] 1.01 H. 697 .54

Ability ro formulate in-
structional goals and 1.27 223 7.08 8.48
objectives

Ability to provide a wide
variety of instructional 1.19 .793 6.62 11.56
_Strategles and watertals :

Abfility to collect and

N {nterpret data regarding 1.18 .75 7.60 5.58
student nceds and
_achtevemeny

Ability to matntain active
student participacion {n 1.08 . 761 5.29 5.94
~tlassroom tasks

S . P ——

Ability to recognize and

deal effectively vith 1.1% .862 8.72 13.88
problems in student
~Uisctpline S | S

Abtlity to use vftect{ve
questioning and fnter-
action techniques in the .21 . 749 7.88 13.57

AbLiity to evaluate one's
own classroom and general
—professional perfo ".‘:‘!‘.",‘;.J

J 1.09 . 746 4.64 17.63

*deleted from subscale

' 1y
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Table B-5: ltem Analysis: Contributions of Student 'reuhlng
Skill Development Subscale (N=388)
Scale: To vhat extent did your ntuden( zedchlng experlence
promote the development of this skill?
0 = strong influence 2 = limited influence ‘
1 = moderate {nfluence 3 « little or no Influence
Chi-Squares
Standard Yeara Programs ~
Means Deviations df=9)  (df=12)
Knowledge of educational 1. 54 .921 18, 62# 15.58
theory and practice
Xnowledge of subject matter | 1.20 .918 10. 96 6.94
Abtlicy to’le.tublllh rapport .
with ﬂtudcntl .83 .826 12.31 16.40
Ability to comsunicate with
psxents and other teachers 1.41 . 948 11.41 R.14
Abilicy to formulate in-
uructllml goals and 1.26 925 20.27# 20.89*
objeced
Abuuy to provide a wide i
vuﬂ.oty of instructional 1.26 .927 12. 16 19.67
strategies gand macerials , '
Abilivy to collect and )
interpret dats regsrding 1.73 . 884 10. 27 13.19
student needs and achieve-
ment
Ab1ility to maintain accive
student parcticipstion in 1.09 Jd  .87¢ 15.16 10.05
classroom tasks
T
Ab1ility to recognize and .
deal effectively with 1.18 1.005 17.98% 10.37
problema in student :
discipline
,Ab1l1ty to use effective
‘quest ioning and interaction 1.26 .911 18.41% 18.34
techniques in the classroom
AbLlity to evaluate one's own '
classroom and generasl 1.18 .926 25.67a% 20.54*
professiondl performance N
* p < .05
" op .ol
—_ S ,‘-;'y. ........ J
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Table B-6: Item Analysis: Supervisor Ratings of Skill
Performance Subscale (N=219)

‘ _— e m—

Scale: How would you rate this teacher's ability to
apply this knowledge or skill in the classroom?

0 = outstanding (top 102 of all teachers)
1 = strong (top 252 of all teachers)

2 = above average

3 = below average

Chi-Squares:
Standard programs
Means Deviations (df=12)
T T
Knowledge >f educational theory[
and practice f 1.15 .770 10.74
‘ Knowledge of subject matter#* I .84 .768 4.60
Abjlity to establish rapport
with students .13 . .185 5.58 L
Ability to communicate with
parents and other teachers .99 .829 10.41
Ability to formulate instruc-
tional goals and objectives 1.10 .811 15.47

Ability to provide a wide
variety of instructional 1.03 .783 14.20
strategies and materials .

Ability to collect and inter-
pret data regarding student 1.21 .851 : 5.80
needs and achievement

Ability to maintatin active
student participation in .93 . 765 11.91
classroom tasks

Ability to recognize and deal .
effectively with problems 1.03 .861 8.88
in student discipline

Ability to use effective ques-
tioning and interaction 1.11 . 804 11.04
techniques in the classroom

Ability to evaluate one's own
classroom and general 1.15 .821 6.53
professional performance

* Deleted from subscale

.

1y,




Table B-7: ltem Analysis: Supervisor Ratings of Commitment
to Teaching Subscale (n=211)

Scale: The Teacher whose name appears above...

0 - strongly agree 2 - disagree
1 ~ agree 3 - strongly disagree
Chi-Squares
Standard Programs
Means Deviations (df=12)

Establishes cooperative relations ;
with colleagues and various sup- .51 . 597 t 14,45
port personnel in the building
Is receptive to "promising™ new

ideas or approaches to teaching .55 .595 7.64
Maintsins appropriste profes-

sional conduct and appearance .53 .596 4.53
Actively participates in various

in~service sctivities guch as .66 .667 12.92

workshops and teacher committees
Assumes a leadership role within
the informal social structure of .94 .718 12.00
the school

Is resourceful in creating and

using availsble instructional .57 .623 8.79
materials

Completes professional assign~

ments and responsibilities in .46 .571 5.68

a competent and dependable manner
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Table B-8: 'Qnggflygggf'nf~§ggyrvlstng,Teachers on
One's Classroom Organization and Style of

Teaching

To what extent is your classroom organization and style
of teaching similar to that of the teacher(s) who super-
vised your gtudent teaching experience?

Scale: 0 = very similar 2 = gomewhat dissimilar
| = simflar 3 = little or no similarity
Mean Ratings
Year Program
Regular EIP Cluster Overseas CBTE TOTAL
(n=85) (n=86) (n=104) (n=100 (n=28)
— T
1969-70 (n=100) 1.68 1.12 1.64 2.35 1.68
1971-72 (n=97) 1.86 1.95 1.60 1.13 1.61
1974-75 (n=110) 1.37 1.28 1.66 1.87 1.74 1.59
1975-76 (n=101) 1.42 1.13 1.44 1.55 1.67 1.45
TOTAL 1.64 1.38 1.59 1.66 1.71
statistical ,
) Chi-square df. significance
Program Effect 8.40 12 N.S.
Year Effect 8.81 9 N.S.

ERIC
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Table B-9: Willingness to Supervise Student
Teachers from MSU

Imagine that MSU has an asctive student teaching
program in your district. How many student
teachers would you be willing. to asupervise each
year? (N=395)

Toctal #

Reaponses
none 18.2%
one 57.22
tvo 18.72
three or more 5.8%

Statistical
Chi~square df Significance

Year Effects 7.11 9 N.S.

O
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Chart C-1: A Representative Sample of Comments Mude By Supervisors

Positive Comments Regarding the Teacher's Petformance:

"This haa been the mogt difficult form I have ever completed. s
a very good teacher, 1 feel MSU may have contributed to this but 1 think
he would be a good teacher coming from any teacher education schoul.”

v was one of the most outstanding teachers | have ever worked
with. She is a credit to her profession and to MSU."

" is an outstanding young teacher. She is well grounded in
theory as well as in practice. Her classroom performance is much better
than any teacher of her limited experience should be expected to perform."

"Thanks for the opportunity of 'rating' . I honestly constdered
her to be one of my best teacheres ever. (I have sixteen years experience
as a principal.) probably had more innate talent than most of

us put together in our building. Her art room was the best example of a work
center that I have experienced. Thus, I have rated her quite high. However,
besides being very ‘talented she could get kids involved. Perhaps, she learned

the lstter at Michigan State." N |

" N is a totally dedicated, excellent teacher. She has applied
for an elementary adainistrator position iAn our district and 1 am highly
recomaending her for the position." A

\
" \\{s what he is primarily because of the person is.
If he refiects MSU then MSU is f1; 1f he simply ref lects himself, then he

is £1."

Critical Comments Regarding the Teacher's Perfurmance:
"This teacher was prepared in a subject area and does not -have a very good
knowledge of dealing with students or developing sequential skillg within

her content area.”

N __ would be a supertor college professor. He has some difficuley
in high school."”

" has had a bad year. Techniques used in the classroom were poaor.

He hay been receptive to constructive criticism and is improving."

Cooments Which Refer to Teascher Education Programs-at MSU:
"I find MSU does well in Teacher Education -- period.”

"EIP 18 one of the better teacher training approaches in the country. 1 feel
that the methods classes still have a lung way tu go."

‘ 1,
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Chart C-1 (cuntinued):

"I am very much {n favor of the CBTE approach or {ntern program approach
for the training of future teachers.’

"I have nothing but the highest, most enthusiastic regard for the EIP

program. My experience hag convinced we that, given a choice, I would

be highly bilased tu choose a teacher for my building that had been trained

in this program. Their grasp of the realities of the profession is practicdl,
their background of experience 1s broad and their acceptance of guidance

and cooperative sharing is very high. Friday night, or 1'd say more."

"General education courses generally are of little consequence in helping
out new teachers; theory has very limited application without a practical
base as a control."

v

S



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

108

1.

2.

3.

Chart C-¢: Examples of Suggestions tor lmproving the
Teacher Fducation Curriculum

Provide more classroom exposure, particularly durfng the early stages of

the program (n=18) -
Examples include:

"The only problem as | saw it was that 'would be’ teachers should have to
do more work in real classrooms." '

"l atrongly feel thal experience based classes are the most valuable. The
more methods classes can be connected to classroom practice the better.”

"l feel clinical or student teaching type of experiences should be entered
earlier in the program."

"1 feel methods classes should deal with actual clasaroom applied techniques.®

13
"Regarding student téaching: 1t was much too late in my program, and much
‘too short in length.' ' .
"M I were to make just one suggestion on the student teaching program, I
would suggest that there be a term of mostly observation in the sophomore
year, and 2 terms in the senior year."

Improve placement procedures during student teaching by more carefully
screening either supervising teachers or student teachers (n=10)
Exsmples include:

"l think student teaching is a very valuable expérience, but becter care
should be taken to provide good supervising Teachers." .

"l feel that those teachers directing student teachers should be more
carefully screened for abilities in the classroom and attitudes tovards
atudents."”

"More evaluations of supervising teschers and college courdinators.”

"When a supervising teacher is given a student teacher, an interview system
where the supervisor has an oppurtunity tu screen cardidates would be helpful,”

“Save student teaching positions fur those who really want them. "

Offer more varied experiences during student teaching (n=5)
Examples include:

"1 feel that when a person student teaches for a term that he/she should be
required to teach 5 weeks in a lower elementary classroom and 5 weeks in an
upper elementary classroom."

"Perhaps student teaching experiences should be split between 2 different

types of schools 8o that the student teacher can experience different situations.

.
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4. Equip teachers with skills in relating to aaminiscrators, aides, or

7. Other comments: &

thart -2 tcontianed):

parents (n=4)
Examples include:

"Student teaching did [ittle o prepare me for the problems of coping with
sdministrators.”

"I was in fact angry with ¥SU for not enlipghtening me especially in the area
of administration and rules within the system. And this was nearly fatal
to my career." B

"This is my flrst year of teaching - we have afdes. It would be helpful
to teach studeénts how to select, use, and handle problems with their aides
i.e. tardiness, lack of motivation, personality clashes, etc.)

"Prepare your students more for dealing wich parents. Let them observe and
participate {n conferences." ’

5. Do a better job of counsel ing teacher certification candidates (n=4)

An example:

. "If you could help the undergrad education majors set up their schedules
at the very start so they could have their essentials and gain the confidence
to go on you'd be doing the best thing possible.”

6. Provide some support during the first year of teaching (n=4) . -

Examples include:

"I am presently substitute teaching. I wish the local school systems would -

sponsor werkshups and seminars for those of us engaged in subbing. 1t seems
to me that they could be very educational and beneficial for us."

“While the student teaching experience is usually very valuable, it is not

a realistic situation. As a union rep I have counseled several first year
praduates who were floundering and had no one to give the necessary support

and suggestions...It would be very beneficial if there was a teacher supervisor
for at least the first semester a graduate has a job and is entirely on their
own. "

4

"Teach the students in the educatjon classes what goes on, not what some
idealistic educator feels should go on."

"My year of substjitute teaching provided a far more valuable learaing
experience than the one term of student teaching. One does not .survive
ag a sub {f the ability to manage the classroom is lacking."
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Chart C-2 (continued):

"I feel that students should have to sub for one year before getting a
full-time teaching position: 2

"More problem solving in coll ge; more emphasis on psychology (physical
and mental problems)."

"There should be more undergrAduate instruction in group dynamics. This
is left to teachers to learn on their own."

"“Education courses have the rgputation of being just so much B.S. and
wasted time (and money)...with the glut of.teachers on the market there is
no excuse for' turning out anything but the best."

O
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Chart C-13: v[-‘.xdrqﬁ!!"ff Comments Kelated to the Job
Market in Education

"Second, when they recruit, tell people what their real chances are gf
having a teaching position, their intern year. When I went through;
there waz a lot of 'false advertising'." -

"It doesn’t matter how good you are if there is no opening there is no f

job." N
"Deapite th{l:ck of available tear-hing positious, I beiisve the Department
of Education could have made much more of ars effort to assist graduates -
in finding work." . .

"I have been teaching 5% years, I st'ill find myself on the bottom of the
seniority ranking and I have been pink slipped several times."

"Please send more information on exactly how to go about (nawes and addresses)
my getting a teaching job anywhere (including overseas) for the 1978-1979
school year as soon as possible. THANKS!"

"You've got to be kidding. I can't even get an interview, let aglonc a
eaching job." —

"Personally, I tried without any s‘ucceas. for 3 years to obtain a job in
my geographical area."

"I vas a substitute teacher for 2% years. This experience totally turned me
“off to teaching. I now have a job outside of education."

o .
"Who really cares vha?klhd of & classroom teacher will I be? Certainly
not MSU." v -
"We were trained under the impression that 'There's always a job for a good
teacher.'! That may ‘sound very impressive to an undergraduate who hasn'’t
started looking foy a-.job, but after seeking meaningful employment for over
- two years without guccess, that type of idealism doesn't pay the rent.""
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D-1 Initisl Letters Which Were Sent _to Each Participant

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

e,

COLI ELY OF EDUCATION . INVIVON OF EAST LANSING © MICHIGAN * 49824
STUDENS FEACMING AND PROFESSIONAL Dt VELOPMEN]
ERK R30ON HALL

Desr Perticipant,

As a part of our continuing effort to improve teacher education programs
st Michigan State University, we are conducting a follow-up atudy of past
student teschers. You are a part of a randomly selected sample from this
group. From your responaes to the enclosed questionnaire, we can identify
srrengths snd weaknessea of our teacher education program. In this way
graduates will have a significant input in our efforts to improve the ongoing
program. We therefore urge you to take 15 to 20 minutes of your tlln to
complete the queationnaire.

The finsl question on the survey asks you to name your principsl or
supervisor. A shorter questionnaire will be sent to him/her. Although this
: survey will ask your supervisor to rate certain aspecta of your performance,
the purpose {s clesrly to evaluate the success of our student teaching program
ss seen by adwinistrstors. We will therefore never analyze or report data for
individual teschers! 1f for any reason you would rather not cooperate in this
phase of the study, please cowplete the questionnaire, omitting only 1tem #83.

‘All data frowm both the teacher and supervisor surveys will be published
in group form only. A apecific respondent will never be identified by name
by the research team. Thus all personal information will be kept strictly
confidentisl. We sincerely appreciate your cooperstion in this importsnt
study.

Respectfully,

Ih i :.z-‘/ / A: P )
;.7.,@.,2“, K,z‘i i

Director

INSTRUCTIONS
PLEASE: . i

1. Carefully record your response to each item in the appropriate space on
the 1BM anaver sheet.

‘2. Use a goft (#2) lead pencil.

'

aiv

3. Write your name at the top of the IBM answer sheet and questionnsire.

4. Detach page 8 of the questionnatire (uhick includes additional comments you g
wish to wake) and enclose it snd the IBM answer sheet.in the return nddrcl-cd 1
envelope. Discard or kee ep the first seven pages of the q tionnaire!

°

5. Enclose a self-addressed stsmped envelogt 1f you wish a‘copy of the final
report.

i3

12;
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D-1 (contipued):

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

e e e e e e st ————— —

COLLEGE OF ¢ DUC A TION . INVIAION OF
IFUDENT 11 ACHING ANIY PROFESTIONAL UL VI LUPMINT
RNICKSON NiALL

January 16, 1978

BAST (ANAING © MICHIGAN « e

hear Supervisor,

As » part of our continuing effort .to improve teacher educ.tion
programs at Michigan State University, we are conducting a follov~up .
study of former studcnts. An important phase nf this study will be to
Tevaluate the success of our undergraduate programs as scen by those who
currently supervise our graduates. The teacher who is identiticd on
the enclosed questionnaire voluntacily provided your pame and address o
a8 their direct supervisor.

From your responses we can gain some insight into the activities and
teaching performence of our former students. In this way, graduates and
" their supervisors can have a significant input in our efforts Lo improve
ongolng programs. We thercfore urge you to take approxiwitely 10 minutes
of your tise to complete the questicanaire.

Your response to the questionnaire will be analyzed and reported by
undergraduate programs only. Thus all personal information will be kept .
etricetly confidential and will never be analyzed or reported for individual
teachers, Bupcrvisors, or school systems.  We sjncerely appreciate your
cooperation in this important study.

Respectfully, - . -
A Lo ’
/”? e A zLIL""‘;/T/

W. Henry Kennedy
Director of Student Teaching

INSTRUCTIONS
Pleasc:

1. Carefully record your response to each itee in thé appropriate
space on the IBM ansyr sheet.

Use a soft (#2) lead pencil. .

Write your name at the top of the IBM answer sheet and duestionnaire.
Insert the questiecnnaire in the cnclosed cnvelope and return.
Enclose a self-addrussed stamped envelope if yuu wigh a copy of the
final rcport.

AC.0 VO

. 1
'V“‘

4
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b-27 Folluw-Up Letters to Those Why Did Not Inftially Respond

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY st LANMNG © MICHGAN 4882y

COLLPCE OF FDUCATION * OFFICE Of THE DIAN - SaICRSON HALL

January 16, 1978

Dear Participant,

In December, you should have received a letter requesting your parrici-
pation in a major study uf the undergraduate teacher preparation programs
at Michigan State University. Although many individuals have returned the
questionnaires, ye have not yet received your response.

Because the number of returns from former participants in the regular
student teaching program ig comparstively small, we fear that you and other.
graduates of this Program may not be adequately represented in our efforts
to improve undergraduate programs. We therefore urge you to take 15 to 20
minutes of your tf{me to complete this important gurvey. %

The earlier letter also described our desire for you to supply the name
of your supervisor go that we may evaluate the success of our undergraduate
programs as seen by administrators. Data from both the enclosed question-
naire and the supervispr survey will be kept strictly confidential and will
be published 13 group form only, If for any reason you would rather not

include your supervisor's name, please complete the questionnaire, omitting
only item #83.

If you have already returned the questionnaire, please disregard this
letter. We sincerely appreciate your cooperation in this important study.

Sin ely,

—

Keith Goldhammer
Dean

* On the chance that you may have inadvertantly misplaced the original letter,

we have enclosed another copy of the questionnaire as well as a stamped
envelope.

INSTRUCTIONS

Please: o
1. Carefully recurd your response to each item in the appropriate space
on the 1BM answer sheet. .
- Use a goft (#2) lead pencil.-
Write your name at the top of the IBM answer sheet and que&ttonkaire.
. Insert the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope and return. -
+ Enclose a self-addregsed envelope if you wish a copy of the final
report. .

[V P SR )

llgl )
“w o g
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D-2 (continued):

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVEKRSITY

COLLBGE 1% TERK A LKW EAST JANSING - MICHIGAN - W0ade

DEPARTMENG OB PLEMINTARY ANL SITUIAL RDLLA TN

January 16, 1978

Dear Participant,

In December, you should have received 4 letter requesting your partici-
pation in a major study of the undergraduate teacher preparation programs
at Michigan State University. Although many individuals have returned the
queationnaires, we have not yet received your reaponse.

Because the number of returns from former participants in tie Elementary
Intern Program {s comparatively small, we fear that you and other graduates
uf thie program may not be adequately represented in our efforts to improve
underpraduate programs. We therefore urge you to take 15 to 20 minutes of
your time to complete this important survey. *

The earlier letter also described our desire for you to supply the name
of your supervisor soc that we may evaluate the success of our undergraduate
programs as seen by administrators. Data from both the enc). .. . -.uestion-
nafre and the supervisor survey will be kept strictly conff s .1ia: and will
be published in group form only. If for any reason you wou ¢ rather not
include your supervisor’'s name, please complete the questio aire, omitting
only item £#83. :

1f you have already returned the questionnaire, please disregard this
letter. We sincerely appreciate your cooperation in this important study.

Respectfully,
wys

?

< s
. ¢/(4/. et Q-((-é//"\

James E. Snoddy, Chairman
Elementary and Special Education

* On the chance that you may have inadvertantly misplaced the original lecter,
we have enclosed another copy of the questionnaire as well as a stamped
envelope.

INSTRUCT1ONS

Please:

l. Carefully record your response to each ftem in the appropriate space
on the HM answer sheet.

2. Usc a soft (#2) lead pencil.

3. Write your nase at the top of the 1BM answer sheet and questionnaire.

4. Insert the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope and return.

5. Enclose a self-addressed envelope {f you wish a copy of the final
repott.

. l * i

»
v oo
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D-2 (continued):

SICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

M HGE OF FDUL ATHN IRVIMON (1 FASE LANVING - MICHIGAN * a2y
TUDENT TEACHING AND PROFESSIONAL LIV EEOFMING
NICKMN HALL

January 16, 1978

Dear Participant,

In December, you should have received a letter requesting your partici-
pation in a major study of the undergraduate teacher preparativn programs
at Michigan State University. Although many individuals have returned the
questionnaires, we have not yet received your response.

Because the number of returns from former participants in the overseas
student teaching program is comparatively small, we fear that you and other
graduates of this program may not be adequately represented in our efforts
to improve undergraduate programs. We therefore urge you to take 15 to 20
minutes of your time to complete this important Burvey. *

The earlier letter also described our desire for you to supply the name
of your supervisor so that we may evaluate the success of our undergraduate
programs as seen by administrators. Data from both the enclosed question-
najre and the supervisor survey will be kept strictly confidential and will
be published in group form unly. If for any reason you wuuld rather not
include your supervisor's name, please complete the questionnaire, omitting
only item #83.

If you have already returned the questionnaire, please disregard this
letter. We sincerely appreciate your cooperation in this important study.

A7

i M
fg-?cww vab 02
¢_/"“ S

Banks Bradley
Assoclate Professor

Regspectfully,

BR/cg

* On the chance that you may have lnadvertantly misplaced the original letter,
we' have enclosed another copy of the questionnaire as well as a stamped
envelope.

INSTRUCTIONS

Please:

1. Carefully record your response to each item in the appropriate space

on the IBM answer sheet.

. Use a soft (92) lead pencil.
. Write your name at the top ot the IBM answer sheet and questionnaire.
Insert the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope and return.
Enclose a self-addressed envelope if you wish a copy of the final
report.

W
. .
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D-2 (comntinued):
MICHIGAN STATLE UNIVLERSITY

COLEEGE OF FDUCA 1ION - IIVISION UF
STUDENT IEACHING AND PROFFASIONAL 4N RLOPMENT
FAM KSON MALL

CAST | ANSING © MICHIGAN © WR24
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January 16, 1978

Dear Pscticipant,

In December, you should have received a letter requesting your partici-
pation in a major study of the undergraduate teacher preparation programs
at Michigan Stste University. Although many individuals have returned the
questionnaires, we have not yet received your response.

Because the number of returns from former participants in the CBTE
student teaching program is comparatively small, we fear thst you and other
graduates of this program may not be adequately represented in our efforts
to improve undergraduvate programs. We therefore urge you to take 15 to 20
minutes of your time to complete this important survey. *

The earlier letter also described our desire for you to supply the name
of your supervisor so that we may evaluate the success of our undergraduste
programs aa aeen by administrators. Data from both the enclosed question-
naire and the supervisor survey will be kept strictly confidential and will
be published in group form only. If for any reason you would rather not
include your supervisor's name, plesse complete the questionnaire, omitting
only item #83.

If you have already returned the questionnaire, please disregard this
letter. We sincerely appreciate your cooperation in this important study.

Respectfully,
[{ é,LMj’ /-la.l'é{-a(zc

Robert Hatfield
Professor

* On the chance that you may have inadvertantly misplaced the original letter,
we have enclosed another copy of the questionnaire as well as a stamped
envelope.

INSTRUCTIONS

Please:

I. Carefully record your response to each item in the appropriate. space
on the IBM answer sheet. oo

2. Use a soft (#2) lead pencil. \

3. Write your name at the top of the IBM answer sheet and questionnaire.

4. Insert the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope and return.

5. Enclose a self-addressed envelope if you wish a copy of the final
report. '

1.', » 118
. U
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D~2 (continued):
AICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

OULESE OF TICCATRIN DIVISION OF LAST LASSING - MILHIGAN - 8814
TULENT THALINNG AND PROPEASIUNAL DIEVELOPMENT
RICKSON MATY

March 8, 1978

Dear Supervisor,

Recently, you should have received a letter requesting your partici-
pation in & major study of the undergraduate teacher preparstion programs
st Michigsn State University. Your name was provided by one of the grad-
uates in our study. Although most have returned the questiounaire, ve
have not yet received your response.

Because the total number of supervisors in our study is comparatively
small, we are snxious to maximize the number of returned questionnaires,
This will insure that supervisor evsluations of the success of our under~
graduste programs is based upon a representative sample. Such a sample
will provide criticsl information regarding the sctivities and teaching
performance of our forwer students. ‘

If you have slready returned the questionnaire, plesse disrcgard this
letter, We sincerely sppreciate your cooperacion in this important study.
On the chance that you may have inadvertantly wmisplaced the original letter,
ve will send you dnother copy of the questionnaire in approximately two
weeks.

Sincegely, !
. LN, !7
AT /

Director

HK:dme

12
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SUKVEY OF M.S.U. COLLEGE OF EDUCATION GRADUATES

Name L Student Number

Term(s) in which you student taught__ Year Graduated

INSTRUCTIONS: PLEASE RECORD YOUR RESFONSE TO EACH ITEM IN THE APPROPRIATE
SPACE ON THE ANSWER SHEET WHICH HAS BEEN PROVIDED.

« -

I 1-4 How would you characterize your STUDENT TEACHING EXPERIENCE? I

1. Level: 3. Schoul Setting:

1 Special Education, 1. Urban

2. Lower Elementary 2. Suburban

3. Upper Elementary 3. Rural

4. Middle or .Jr. High

5. Senior High 4. Number of Students in the School:
2. Type of School: 1. Saall

2. Medium
1. Public 3. Large

2. Private
3. Parochial

5. In which of the following student teaching programs did you participate?

1. Regular 4. EIP
2. Overseas 5. CBTE
3. Cluster 6. oOther (please specify) _

6. Did you secure a teaching position following graduation?

{. Yes (please answer items 7-14 below)
2. No (please ckip to items 15 ard 16 below)

ey
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DO NOT ANSWER ITEMS 7 THROUGH 14 IF YOU DID NOT SECURE A TEACHING POSITION
FOLLOWING GRADUATION (SKIP TO ITEM 15 BELOW).

7. What type of position did you initially secure?

1. Substitute teaching 5. Full-Time Classroom Teaching
~ 2. Paraprofessional Role 6. Administration
3. Support Position (e.g. 7. oOther (please specify)

1ibrartian, consultant, etc.)

4. Part-Time Classroom Teaching

[8-10 How would you characterize your INITIAL TEACHING EXPERIENCE? (Check all
vhich apply) :

j

8. Type of School: 9. School Setting: 10. Number of Students
in the School:
1. Public 1. Urban 1. Small
2, Private 2. Suburban 2. Moderate
3. Parochial 3. Rural ' 3. Large

11. How eimilar was your initial teaching position and your student teaching
experience in regard to grade level and subject matter taught?

1. Very Similar 3. Dissimilar
2, Similar 4. Very Dissimilar

12. Do you still hold & teaching position?

1. YES (Please angwer item 13 below)
2. N0  (Please skip to ftem 14 below)

13. (For those who still hold a teaching position) In how wany schools have
you worked?

1. One 3. Three
2. Two - 4. Four or more

SKIP TO ITEM 18,

14. (For those who do not still nold a teaching position) Please check the
statement which best describes your reasons for leaving the teaching
profession.

1. Did not provide sufficient personal/professional challenge or
satisfactfon.

2. Left to raise a family.

3. Pound a more rewarding job outside the profession.

4. Could not obtain a teaching position in area to which I subsequently
moved .

5. Other (Please specify)

, 1.

-

SKIP TO ITEM 18
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DO NOT ANSWER ITEMS LS, Lo, AND 17 IF YOU SECURED A TEACHING POSITION
FOLLUWING GRADUATION (SKIP To ITEM 18 BELOW).

15,

Please check the statement which best describes your reason for
not entering the teaching position.....

Decided agatust teaching as a career.

Entered graduate school.

A teaching pusition was not availrhle inm geographical ared In which
I hoped to reside.

4. A teaching pusition was not available anywhere.

5. Offered a job outside of educqtion which promised greater rewvards.
6. Other (llease specify)

- e

- Which of the following best describes the position you held during the

year following college graduat ion?

1. Not employed {n a pald position - SKIP TO [TEM 18

2. Held a social services position other than teaching.
}. Employed in profesasional and/or administracive role.
4. Empluyed {n clerical and/or technical role.

9. Self-employed.

6. Unskilled or semi-skilled labor.

7. Other (Please specify)

- Tu what extenr was the college education you received essential to success

in this position?

t. Advancement 1n this position required even more college education than
I had received.

2. Advancement did not require qny further college education,

3. 1 did not need as much college education ag 1 had already received to
secure and advance {n rhis position.

19.

How many graduate credits have you earned?

1. 0 - 12 credit hours 3. 25 - 36 5. More than 48 credit hours.
2. 13 - 24 4. 17 - 48

What proportion of your graduate credits have you earned at MSU?

1. 0 - 292 3. 51 - 7152

20026 - 502 4. 76 - 1002
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THE STUDENT TEACHING EXPERIENCE

720 - 30 Please indicate your level of agreemen( “with each |
f the folloulng statements by marking the corresponding

¢}
response on your answer sheet.

Strongly

Agree Apree

Strongly
Disagree

Student teaching was an enjoyable
education_experience,

21.

My student teaching experience pro-
vided a practical and ugeful
_preparation for teaching.

22.

1 would recoumend -my student teaching
experience to any undergtaduate
preparing to enter the teaching
profesaion.

23.

My student‘teaching program was
responkive to recommendations of
participating classroom teachers.
and students.

24.

I was encouraged throughout student
teaching to develop my own unique
style of teaching.

25.

—

believe gy presence as a student

teacher contributed to the develop-
ment of a better educational exper-
lence for the students enrolled in
my supervising teacher's classroom.

26.

My supervising teacher(s) provided
frequent and/or valuable feedback
regarding my lesson plans and
classroom performance.

27.

I felt free to discusa my progress
and problems with ny supervising
teacher(s).

28.

My (clinical consultant/col Lege
coordinator) provided frequent,.
and/or valuable feedback regarding
my lesson plans and classroom
performance,

29.

I felt free to discuss my progress
and problemg with my (clinical
consultant fcollege coordinator).

j0.
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How would you characterize your rapport with students during student

1. Excéllent
2. Good

3.
4.

Fair
Poor

teaching?
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How valusble were each of the followling aspccts of the student teaching
experience?

i

© Great Moderate Limited Little or Dvd not occur

,%,m.\,.m - Mo Nedue 1o my program
1

I Scheduled seminars or mectings with |

other student teachers. i 2 3 4 S
R i e e e il TP
!. Observations {n other classrooms. 1 ? 3 4 S
——— e e e e b S S
). Opportunity to teach at more than

one grade level or subject area 1 2 3 4 S

— — ]
».  Student teaching handbook. 1 2 3 4 S
—_— ——— e )
‘. Written midterm evaluation of your

ceaching performance. 1 L 2 J 3 4 S
———— ——— e —e e ]

EXPERIENCE AS A PRACTICING CLASSROOM TEACHER

PLEASE DO NOT RESPOND O ANY HMORE ITEMS
ON THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IF YOU HAVE NEVER
HELD A CLASSROOM TEACHING POSITION. IF
YOU WISH TO ADD ANY COMMENTS, PLEASE DO
Su IN ITEM 84 UN THE FINAL PAGE.

36. When d1d you make a firm declslon to actively seek a teaching position?

Privor to student teaching.
During student teaching.
Following student teaching.

[

37. To what extent As your classroonm oryanization and style of teaching simllar
to thdt of the teacher(s) who Supervised your student teaching experience?

1. Very similar 3. Somuewhat dissimilar
2. Somewhat gimflar 4. Little or no similarity

38. Imagine that MSU has .an A tive student teaching propram in your district.
How many student teachers would you be willing to supervise vach year?

l. None oo Two
2. Omne 4. Three or more




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

clasaroom teacher?

To what extent have interactions during student
teaching with each of the following individuals
influenced your performapce as a practicing

i

Stong Moderate  Limited Little or
. Influence Influence Influence No Influence
39. Supervising teacher 1 2 3 I 4
40. Cluster consultent/college supervisor 1 2 3 Tl 4
hl. Other teachers in the school in 1 2 3 4
which I student taught
S A ‘r__ﬁ._>_.__.r_ﬁ\, —
42. Other student teachers in the program F 1 2 3 4
~——
43. Principal of the school im which
' 1 student tsught 1 2 3 -4 I
J— —
44-49 How much have each of the following
contributed to your performance as a class-
room teacher?
Strong Moderate Lisited Little or
. __Influence Influence Influence No Influen
44. Undergraduate methods courses 1 2 3 4
45. Student teaching i 2 3 4
A S
46. Other undergraduate education courses 1 » 3 4
47. In-service programs in the schools 1 2 3 4
— 4 R,
48. Interactions with colleagues 1 4
—- —gee— = ]
49. CGraduate education courses
. ISR SR SR S I N B
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A To what ex- B. How would vou €. To what extent
tent is this skill Fate your ability

esSentlal To Success to apply this
ER2TNt Al B0 Suciesy ty apply

did your student

teaching experfence

in teaching? knowledge or skill promote the develop-
in your classroom? ment of this skill?

50-87 Tnstructlons: P ive
answer the tinree quest;.ny - L °
vhich follow each knovledge or = ® ale £
8kill area l1sted below. (Mark H 8 5 v ° sl=
the response which besr ex- s s 5 cu < |« ' o] 2 €12 5 .
presses your view on the M g : - g g g gd e 3-:~
ansver sheet. 2 e § s JEis - uué-guégué::a
i~ = n < |= =t = ]
Knowledge of educational
theory and practice 508 1 2131 fs1f1)2 13 4 15211 |2 3 4
Knowledge of subject matter sy 1 2 3 e qset a2 felsshi 2 1afa
Ability to esrablish rapport S I S | 4
with students e papaqfadsrfaf2 s Jafsefr iz 13«
Abillty to communicate with |~ ]
parents and other teachers |1 § 2134 Jeol 11203 Jalar |1 ]z }a |«
Abtlity to formulate fnatruc-
tional goals and objectives {631 g 203 J4 Je3f1 423 Jafesf1 {2 |3 |4
Ab1lity to provide a wlide
variety of instruccional 691 213666123 Jaler)1 2 {3 )
atrategiea and materlals
¢ —
Ability to collect and
interpret Jata regarding Ly zlatates) iz s pa 7001 {2 |3 |
studeat needs snd achicve-
ment —8——4 -4 — H——4——t-—4—
Ability to maintain active
student parciclpation in ¥ 1 Zp3ta a2 g3 fe |73yt 2 13 e
classroom tasks
44 - . —4+—4— 4+— -
Ability to recopnize and deal
effectlvely with problems |74 1§ 2f 3|4 {75] 4 213 14 e j2 [ fa
in student discipline
Abllity to use effective
questioning and inceraceionf 71} 2] 304 jr8| 12 |3 o fo )t |2 |3 s
techniques 1n the ¢lass-
room
Ability to evaluate une's owm
clhasstoom ind coneral 8q 1 A 3fa itz 3 4 2(1 ]2 3 4
pl’uft‘ssinn‘lllcrfhrmdnrr

* Outstanding = 10p 10% of all ¢

vachers,

Strong = top 5% of all teachers



83. Please provide ti- name and address of the principal or supervisor in
the school i- WA you are currently working.

84. GENERAL CGMMENTS:

o
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FOLLOW-UP STUDY OF M.S.U. GRADUATES - SUPERVISOR SURVEY o
, .

Name I ) Date .
Address . _ _

. As a part of a follow-up » dy of graduates o! -+ College of
Education at Michigan State, we would appreciate yo. .voperation {n

evaluating the performance of e e .
Your responses to this survey will be confidential. Results will be
reported collectively rather than by schools or individuals.

1-8 Please indicatq the extent to which you agree with each of
the following statements which refer to professional activities
of this teacher. (Please mark the corresponding spaces on the
* answer sheet-which has been provided.)

1

\ N
THE TEACHER WHOSE NAME APPEARS ABUVE... -
z. Y
c e L] ; g ;
O M g o Oon
e 2 [ * ~ou
53 b bal Lol
- . 2N < a wa
1. Secks active involvement with <
students outside the clussroom setring 1 2, 3 4
2. Establishes cooperative relations with'
colleagues and varicus support personnel
i{n-the building 1 2 3
3. 1s receptive to "promising' new ideas )
or approaches to teaching 1 2 3
4. Maintains appropriate professional
conduct and appearance 1 2 3
5. Actively participates in various
in-service activities such as .
workshops and teacher committees L 2 3
6. Assumes a leadership role within
the informal socfal structure of the
school i 2 3
7. I8 resourceful in creating and using
available instructional materials 1 2 3
8~ Completes ph»kvsslunal assignments and
responsibilities in a competent .
and dependable warner i 2 3

ERIC
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Items 9 and 10 ask you to compare this
teacher with other teachers in his/hgr
fleld

9. Where would this teacher rank in overall competence as a teacher?

Outstanding (top 10% of all teachers)
Strong (top 25% of all teachers)
Above average

Below average

W0 -

10. Where would this teacher rank in level of commitment to the teaching
profesaion?

I. Outstanding (top 102 of all teachers)
2. Strong (top 25X of all teachers)

3. Above average

4. Below average
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13l

Instructions: Please answer the tvo questions which
follow each knowledge or skill drea listed below.
(Mark the number on your answer sheet which best

eXPresses your view.)

A. Tou what extent is this B. Huw would you rate
skill esseatial to this teacher’s abilft
success in teaching? to apply this know-

ledge or skill in
the classroom?
= v "
- o0 0
Sz @y e, F 8
i S F Se s 2a% ¥ 4
. 1 w & v [-R=3 b < -
A - L) o B~ . W
- [V VI S o £ roc£ w >
% - @ kY w0 L o [P o
deeon i goF BT 5 383 Euf: o4
Knowledge/thiil s 8 o2 2 Sl a~wo < &
Koowledge of educational = - [ 1 ) 3 4 t2. 1 2 3 4
theory and practice
‘Knowledge of subject matter 13. 1 2z 3 4 14 1 2 3 4
Ability to establish rapport — =~ 15, 1 2 3 4 16 1 2 3 4
with students
Ability to communicate with - 17, 1 2 3 4 18 ! 2 3 4
parents and other teachers
Abitity to formulate instruc- - - 19, 1 2 3 4 20 1 2 3 4
tional goals and objectives
Ability to provide a wide - —-—— 21. 1 2 k) 4 22 i 2 3 4
variety of instructional
strategies and materials
Ability to coltect and ——— 23. 1 2 3 4 24 1 2 3 4
interpret data regarding
student needs and achieve-
ment .
Abitity to maintain active -~ - —— 25, i 2 3 4 26 1 2 3 4
student participation in
classroom tasks -
Ability to recognize and deal — -27. 1 2 3 4 28 1 2 3 4
etlectively with prublems
in student discipline
Ability to use effective ~—~ —-— 29. {1 2 3 {4 30 1 2 3 4
questioning and inter-
action techniques in the
classroom. .
Ability to evaluate one's ——— 31, 1 2 3 4 3) { 2 3 4
own classroom and general
professipnal pertormaance .
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Items 33-37: In your judgment, how muégvhave each of the following con-
tributed to this fndividual's performance as a classroom teacher?

33. Student teaching

34. Undergraduate education courses
35. In-aservice programs in the schools
36. Interactions with colleagues

37. Graduate education courses

38. Did this teacher begin his/her professional career under your supervision?
L. yes :
2. no

39. Prior to this survey, were you aware that this teacher graduated from
Michigan State University? ;
l. yes
2. no

40. This teacher graduated from one of the following teacher preparation pro-
grams at Michigan State University. 1f you are aware of which program,
Please check the appropriate box. 1If you have no knowledge of the
program she/he graduated from, please check the "don't know" category.

1. Elementary Intern Program (E.1.P.)

Competency-Based Teacher Education Program (C.B.T.E.)

Overseas Studenct Teaching Program

Cluster Student Teaching Program

Regular (Conventional) Program

- Don't Know (Skip to ftem 43)

[- RV R RV N}

DO NOT ANSWER QUESTIONS 41 and 42 1f you checked "Don't Know" in Item 35
(skip to Item 43)

41. Do you feel that graduates from this program have a greater chance of being
hired in your district than graduates of other programs at M.S.U.?

1. yes
2. not sure
3. no

42. Do you feel that graduates from this program are better prepared as class- |
room teachers than graduates of other programs at M.5.4.7

1. yes
2. not sure
3. no

"43. GENERAL COMMENTS:

Lo .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



APPENDIX F

ITEMS WHICH SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE NFXT SURVEY

4
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Chart F-1 ltems Which Should be Added to the Next Survey

In the judgement of the authors, the following items ghould be added to
the next survey:

- sex of the rospondent
- Was the individual married or single at the time he/she graduated?

- Was the dindividual tied tu a particular geographical grea at the
time he/she initially looked for o job? 1f so, type of agrea
(metropolitan, rural, etc.)

~ How much job satisfaction does teaching provide?

~ How much job satistaction is experienced by those who did not find
teaching positions? ,

~ How valuable are each of the specific undergraduate courses which
were required?

~ Conduct interviews and add to the list of reasons for: (a) not
entering the teaching profession and (b) leaving the profession.

~ Who was most helpful in securing a job?

~ What proportion of those who enter the profession as "underemployed
teachers” ultimately secure a full-time classroom position?

~ At what time did those who have left the profession make their
exit? (eg. after one year, after two years, ete.)
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