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Foreword

It is gratifying indeed to read and comment upon this significant study
by Scales and McEwin. Their prior work is such that another collation
of data with its report and interpretation carefully presented is to be ex-
pected. and is certainly presented here. Readers well-grounded in edu-
cotional statistics will find their painstaking reporting of the data satisfy-
ing, while those not so inclined can readily identify the important con-
clusions.

To those of us long associated with middle school development. it
is somewhat disappointing to learn how slowly the percentage of middle
school teachers with specific middle level preparation has grown. Yet it
is satisfying to note that the programs are becoming more comprehen-
sive. It is encouraging too, to learn that the large majority of middle
erades teachers plan to stay in the middle level classroom for the re-
mainder of their careers for positive reasons such as enjoyment of teach-
ing this age group and the desire to “make a difference™ in their lives.
Only seven percent of teachers indicated they wanted to leave the middle
grades classroom for reasons that could be considered negative. We
have no greater need than successtul experience in teaching at the middle
level.

Disappointing, however, is the finding that while more than half of
the teachers in the study had some kind of special preparation for teach-
ing young adolescents, the majority received it in their graduate pro-
grams, with only ubout one in five having an undergraduate program in
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middle school education. Our teacher education institutions have been
much too slow to develop and promote middle level teacher education in
undergraduate programs. Those of us who are promoters of middle school
teacher education must work harder to convince university authorities
and certification agencies of the importance of offering a middle school
specialization to teacher education entrants. This study will provide a
valuable new tool for us to carry out that mission.

Of course. much of the overall problem lies in the fact that the num-
ber of middle schools has almost mushroomed in the last two decades.
after most of the faculties of teacher education institutions already had
their own teacher education for elementary or secondary education. So.
we must encourage leacher education colleges to employ middle school
teachers to share their experiences with today's middle ievel students.
With graduate programs in middle level education steadily improving,
the supply of teachers for their programs should also steadily increase.

The authors’ recommendations as to the 10 points middle grades
education programs should serve seem appropriate. They are scund and.
if implemented, would ensure that teachers of young adolescents would
be well-prepared for the broad. awesome responsibilities they face in
today’s middle schools.

—William M. Alexander

Xl
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i.

The Status of Middle Level
Teacher Preparation

n 1992, the Center for Early Adolescence released Windows of Op-

portunity: Improving Middle Grades Preparation (Scales, 1992a).

That report described an eight-state study which included data from
439 randomly selected fifth througs ninth grade teachers, 86 deans and
directors of middle grades teacher preparation programs. and the chief
state school officers of seven of the cight states.

Some major findings from that study were: (a) Only 17% of the
teachers had receiv~d special middle level preservice preparation for
teaching at the midale level: (h) almost one-half rated as inadequate or
poor their preparation on 11 specific topics considered important for
middle grades teachers: and (¢) those teachers who had special middle
grades preparation were only somewhat less likely to give such low rat-
ings to their teacher preparation. That study was the most extensive of
its kind to date at that time. It was the fargest sample of middle grades
teachers asked to evaluate their preservice preparation, and the first sample
in the literature that was randomly selected. Because it filled these gaps.
the Windows Study. data. and recommendations for strengthening middle
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grades teacher preparation have been widely disseminated and discussed
(Scales, in press; 1993; 1992a; 1992b).

In the three years since those data were collected, several additional
studies have been published or are in preparation, that provide additional
information regarding middle level teacher preparation and certification.
*4000 Voices™ provides information from 4000 middle level teachers
who responded to a questionnaire included in an issue of the Middle
School Journal (Page, Page, & Dickinson, 1992). The Professional
Preparation of Middle Level Teachers (McEwin & Dickinson, in press)
profiles middle level teacher preparation programs from 14 institutions
across the nation and provides additional information for those planning
new middle level teacher preparation programs or evaluating and im-
proving existing ones . Additionally, Swaim and Stefanich are working
on a national project sponsored by the National Middle School Associa-
tion that focuses on selected exemplary program components which cor-
respond to those found in the National Middle School Association/Na-
tional Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education-Approved Cur-
riculum Guidelines for middle level programs.

Valentine. Clark. Irvin, Keefe. and Melton (1993) conducted a study
of middle level principals for the National Association of Secondary
School Principals which reported data on principals’ perceptions of teach-
ers” professional preparation. Specifically, they found that only 11% of
teachers in their sampled schools held a middie level certificate. More-
over, only 36% of principals in 1992 estimated that their teachers had
university coursework that “focused on middle level education.” versus
44% found in a similar NASSP study in 1981. Valentine and Associates
reported an even bigger apparent drop in student teaching at the middle
level, with only 32% of the principals saying their teachers had this type
of preparation in 1992. versus 58% of principals who felt that way in
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1981. These researchers offered no explanation for this puzzling find-
ing, but two possibilities might be bias introduced by selective response
rates. and the fact that these were principals’ perceptions. not the reports’
of teachers themselves about their own preparation.

A very comprehensive study of 1,798 middle level schools (McEwin,
Dickinson., & Jenkins, in press) conducted during the 1992-93 school
year found a similar lack of progress in the specialized preparation of
middle level teachers. Sixty-one percent of the respondents from middle
schools, predominantly principals, estimated that less than 25% of fac-
ulty members at their schools had specialized middie level teacher prepa-
ration. Furthermore. only 9% of the respondents believed that over 75%
of teachers at their schools had such preparation. A similar 1987-88
national study (Alexander & McEwin, 1989) found identical percent-
ages of 61% and 9% indicating a complete lack of progress. at least as
measured by the perceptions of principals.

This apparent lack of progress in the impact of middle level teacher
preparation occurred over a decade in which the rhetoric about strength-
cning that preparation increased. During that same time period. a na-
tional survey of teacher preparation institutions belonging to the Ameri-
can Association of Colleges of Teacher Education found that 33% of-
fered specific middle level teacher preparation programs as compared to
38% in 1991. The 1991 study aiso found that only 33% of all teacher
preparation programs. including those that were not members of AACTE.
had special programs for the preparation of middle level teachers. How-
cver. the apparent quality of these programs increased during this time
same period (Alexander & McEwin, 1988. McEwin & Dickinson. in
press). Overall, other data do not indicate a dramatic decline in either
the likelihood of teachers being prepared in special programs or in the
quality of those programs, but rather minor fluctuations in both quantity
and quality of middle level teacher preparation.
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Despite these and other reports, the Windows of Opportunity study
(Scales. 1992a) remained the largest and most rigorous study of middle
grades teachers’ views on their own preparation. However, some teacher
educators raised concern about the study related to one of the key find-
ings.” Since few significant differences in preparation program ratings
were reported between those who had received specialized middle level
preparation and those who had not. there was some concern that oppo-
nents of special middle level teacher preparation programs could use
these findings to block the development and implementation of special-
ized programs. There was also some concern regarding the large num-
ber of fifth grade teachers that responded to the study and the relatively
low response rate.

In the search for university resources. existing programs usually
have the upper hand over new proposed programs. and schools/depart-
ments of education generally have less internal leverage for obtaining
campus support than other schools or departments (Goodlad. 1990). Thus,
within the politics of the university, there must be solid evidence to bol-
ster the case for new or expanded education programs, especially if a
new program would take resources from existing elementary and sec-
ondary programs. In this context. the mixed findings of the Windows
Study on how favorably those with specialized preparation rated their
e le level programs were a disappointment to persons ideologically
committed to such programs.

Unfortunately. in the Windows Study, the data were not sufficient
to determine which respondents had received specialized preparaticn in
comprehensive programs and those who had received preparation in weak,

ess comprehensive ones. For example, some respondents may have
attended programs that had only one or iwo middle level courses and
few. if any, field experiences with young adolescents. Other respon-
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dents. however, may have completed full. four-year programs compa-
rable to those who major in elementary education. Thus. the special
middle level preparation program designation covered a range of qual-
ity, and the more numerous weak programs could have obscured the po-
tential positive impact of the less common strong programs. That 18,
graduates of strong. comprehensive middle level programs might have
rated their preparation more favorably. but such ratings would have been
undetectable in that study.

Yerian and Grossman (1993) provide some suppoxt for this possi-
bility in their study of graduates of the University of Washington Puget
Sound Professional Development Center program for middle level prepa-
ration. They compared 30 special middle level program graduates with
14 elementary/secondary program graduates who were placed in middle
schools for their student teaching. Special program graduates had some
specific components that defined their program: a team-taught block of
courses on middle school teaching and learning. a semester-long field
experience at a middle school. and supervision by a middle school teacher.
All these components were among those the earlier sample felt charac-
terized strong middle level preparation programs. The special middie
level program graduates felt significantly more prepared than the other
graduates to work with middle level stud. nts and felt more knowledge-
able about young adolescents and their needs. The findings must be
viewed with caution since the sample sizes were so small and because
the special program graduates were volunteers who may have entered
the program already different from the comparison group on their senses
of preparcdness and their readiness to ascribe fuvorable ratings to spe-
cial study of the middle level. Nevertheless, the data lend credence to
the possibility that the effects of comprehensive programs were under-
stated in the earlier study.
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The Current Study

To respond to the concerns teacher educators raised about the ear-
lier study. and to help fill these gaps in the research literature. the Center
for Early Adolescence. with the cooperation of the National Middle School
Association, designed another study intended to increase the response
rate over the previous research and to gather more data to distinguish the
self-reported impact of high quality programs from lesser quality pro-
grams.

This monograph details that study and highlights its implications
for strengthening middle level teacher preparation. In addition. the re-
sults of several other Center for Early Adolescence activities undertaken
since the Windows Study are presented. These include: a Delphi Study
of experts to prioritize the Windows recommendations: a study of Middle
Grades Teacher Educators: and. trends from the Center’s work with three
university/middle school collaboratives. These data are used to describe

the imipact that middle level teacher preparation programs seem to have
and what they need to do to strive for excellence in preparing the next
generation of middle school teachers.

The quality of middle level teacher preparation does seem to be
improving. but the progress is both slow and uneven. Like the develop-
ment of young adolescents. the making of America’s middle school teach-
ers is a process filled with fits and starts, and not a few “growing pains.™
Educators, youth workers. and policymakers now understand how to
promote positive young adolescent development. Through the perspec-
tive of the 2,139 teachers included in this study. more is now known
about ways to promote the positive development of the nation’s middle
level teachers. Itis time now, as the poet William Wadsworth Longfellow
wrote, to “let us then be up and doing.”
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Planning for the 1993 Study: What Experts
Recommend Should Be Done To Strengthen
Middle Level Teacher Preparation

he Windows of Opportuniry study (Scales. 1992a) reported tifth

through ninth grade teachers” views on how middle grades teacher

preparation can be strengthened. Another source of information
about necessary actions is a modified Delphi process the Center for Early
Adolescence conducted in 1992, In spring 1992. 77 university-based
teacher educators. state education officials. middle grades teachers and
administrators. and representatives of national education organizations
and foundations were asked to rate the 33 recommendations from the
Windows of Opportunity study. The respondent pool was comprised of
members of the Center’s 56 person teacher preparation project advisory
panel (made up of leading middle grades teacher educators. researchers.
policymakers, and foundation representatives), several additional teacher
educators with considerable reputations in the middle grades commu-
nity, and middle school practitioners in several urban arcas who were
serving as leaders in another Center middle grades school restructuring
project. The pool was balanced by race and gender, and included indi-
viduals from all regions of the country.
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Recommendations

This pool was invited'to participate in a two-step Delphi Study. In
the tirst step, respondents received a questionnaire that listed the 33 rec-
ommendations. They were asked to rate on a S-point scale each recom-
mendation on two dimensions: (1) the degree to which the individual
personally agreed with the recommendation. and (2) how important the
individual believed the recommendation to be in strengthening middle
grades teacher preparation, Respondents were also able to provide ex-
tended comments ii they wished. Responses were received from 59 in-
dividuals (77% response rate).

Center statf members tallied the responses to determine which rec-
ommendations were both agreed to and considered te be the most impor-
tant. To be selected for the next round ot the Delphi. an item had to
receive /'y and 2's (the two most favorable ratings) from at least 70% of
the respondents. Twelve items met this criterion. In the next step. the 59
individuals who responded to the first questionnaire were mailed a sec-
ond onz. This time, they were asked to rank order the 12 items, giving /
to the item they thought was the most important. 2 to the item they thought
wits the second most important, and so on. Additionally, they were asked
to give their reasons for assigning the ranks they did. Responses were
received from 42 individuals. Thus. the total response rate for the two
stages of the Delphi was 55%. Eighteen responses were received from
university-based teacher educators. 10 from representatives of national
organizations and foundations. and 7 cach from state departments of edu-
cation and from middle grades teachers. administrators. and preservice
teachers.

The rankings of the 12 most important items are displayed in Table
I with the mean score also included. One point was given for a /, two
points for a 2, and so on. Thus. an item that received ten Is. nine 25,
cight 3s. seven 45, and six 5s would have a score of 110/40=2.75. Tt
should be remembered that these were the items rated most important
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Taser 1
Expert Delphi Ranking of Recommendations

for Strengthening Middle Grades Teacher Preparation

Score

376

445

4.90

617

Recommendation

Greater understanding of carly adolescent development with special
attention to young adolescents™ social refationships and self-
awareness. greater emphasis on responding to cultural and language
diversity. more coverage of teacher-based guidance, and more
coverage of how o involve pareats/family members and communiiy
resources in voung adolescents™ schooling

Greater variety of developmentally responsive teaching and assess-
ment techniques. especially cooperative fearning. interdisciplinary
curriculum and team teaching. student exhibitions and portfolios

Middle grades teacher education should expose Tstand 2nd year pre-
service middle grades teachers o extensive experiences in effective
and successful middle grades schools with a diversity of young
adolescents

Middle grades teucher preparation programs should imcorporate
more opportunities {or preservice teachers to learn how to utilize
family and community resourees and to observe (through case study.
personal communication. and visits) communities which systemati-
cally meet the varied needs of young adolescents

Middle grades teacher education programs should make more
extensive use of cooperating school teachers in developing teacher
preparation coursework and in the continuing education of middie-
erades teacher educators

Mechanisms shoudd be established for middle grades teachers,
principals. other school district stalf, and middle grades teacher
educators o rapidiy access information about carly adolescence and
model school and teacher sducation programs, and to network
nationally with one another
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Rank Score Recommendation

6.20  Middie grades teacher preparation programs should include signifi-
cantly more opportunities for pre-service teachers to sharpen their
skills in advocating for the “whole young adolescent™ and for
multidisciplinary programs/services
Middle grades teacher preparation programs should have carlier,
tengthier. and more varied field experiences
Research should be conductes to determine what criteria reliably
and validly distinguish high quality {from lesses quality (minimum
standards) middie grades teacher preparation programs
A working group of educators should be established to ensure the
explicit recognition of middle grades issues in broader education
reform initiatives and to stimulate the leadership needed to carry
those issues forward
Support and assistance should be provided to the National Associa-
tion of State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification
inttiative to strengthen their middle grades standards
Awareness of state middle grades professional associations and
NMSA should be raised among middle grades professicnals

=very important: 5= not at all important

out of an initial 33. Although some items ranked lower than others in the
final ranking. all were considered important by the respondents.

Items 6 and 7. and 8 and 9. are close enough in mean score to be
considered ties, but the other items are sufticiently differentiaied from
each other to consider their relative rankings to be reliable and valid.

We used the results of the Windows of Opportuniry study and this
Delphi to inform the 1993 study of middle school teachers and their
preservice preparation reported in this volume.

Q
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The 1993 Study of Middle Level
Teacher Preparation

1 the Center’s earlier study. middle level teachers from eight states

were randomly selected to provide a range of teacher preparation

environments. States chosen included those with historical commit-
ments to middle grades teacher preparation and advanced college/uni-
versity programs as well as those whose commitment was just emerging
(see Scales. 1992a for details). In the present study. we were more inter-
ested in examining the impact of high quality programs and therefore
focused only on states where there would be a high likelihood that par-
ticipating teachers had graduated from more comprchensive programs.

We wanted to sample only from those states that had “authentic™
middle level teaching certificates. i.e.. certificates that were separate and
distinet from elementary or secondary ones (Valentine & Mogar, 1992)
and that had a relatively large number of middle level teacher prepara-
tion programs that were major specializations. not just endorsements or
add-ons to elementary or secondary programs.
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Inadd® . n, we wanted to select states where there was some over-
lapincer” cates covering the middle grades so that responses from teach-
ers with “authentic™ certificates could be compared with those who had
middle grades included in their elementary or secondary certificate.- These
considerations led us to select the following states for the sampling frame:

I. Georgia

2. Kentucky
. Missouri
. North Carolina
. Virginia

Among them. at the time of sampling. these five states contained
57% of all undergraduate middle level teacher preparation programs in
the country (McEwin & Dickinson. in press)

Market Data Retrieval. Inc.. a company that maintains extensive
national educational mailing lists. was used to identity the principals of

all grades 6-7-8 configured middle schools in all five states. This con-
figuration was selected because the largest number of teachers with spe-
cial middle level teacher preparation teach in grades 0-8 schools (McEwin
& Dickinson, in press) and because the majority of all young adoles-
cents in the United States attend grades 6-8 middle schools (Epstein &
Mac Iver, 1990()).

To increase the response rate over the 1991 survey (data collected
in 1991, publication occurred in 1992), the 1993 questionnaire was short-
ened considerably and included very few questions with open-ended re-
sponses. The 1993 survey instrument was also professionally printed
and mailed in attractive NMSA envelopes. Six surveys were enclosed
with individual return envelopes in a packet addressed to cach school's
principal. Principals were asked to select six teachers to complete the
surveys from among those teaching language arts, science, mathemat-

) FRIC g

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




lad|4#)

Ly

il

1B

RIC g

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

3
B

The 1993 Study

ics. and social studies in grades 6, 7, and 8. and o select teachers so that
a variety of grade levels and subjects would be represented. The subject
areas mentioned above were chosen because middle level teachers teach-
ing other subjects rarely have had special middle level preparation.

Pre-addressed post cards were enclosed for | “ncipals to complete
and send to the Center for Early Adolescence. They were asked to indi-
cate how many teachers received the survey and the grade levels and
subjects taught by those teachers. This was our means of knowing how
many teachers actually had a chance to complete a survey. and thus was
important for computing the response rate. Principals were instructed
that. if teachers taught more than one sutject area. they were to be counted
in the subject they taught most frequently. If they taught equally in two
or more areas. principals were to randomly assign them to one subject
area and not count them twice. The same guidelines applied if a teacher
taught more than one grade level.

A total of 1.100 grades 6-8 schools were identified in the five states
and packets were mailed to the principals in late March, 1993. A follow-
up letter was sent in early May to schools that had not responded.

Results

By the cutoff date of early July 1993, the Center for Early Adoles-
cence had received posteards from 525 principals, a 48% response rate
distributed as displayed in Table 2 (percentages do not add to 100 be-
cause of rounding):

As in the Center’'s carlier teacher preparation study. North Carolina
had the highest response rate, possibly because of the Center’s location
in that state. Except for North Carolina’s higher rate. the states had re-
sponse rates ranging from 41% to 49%. 1t cach state had equal numbers
of responding schools. cach would account for 20% of the total response.
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As Table 2 shows. however, Kentucky and Missouri responses are un-
der-represented, because the number of middle schools in those states
was smaller. However, compared to the proportion that their number of
middle schools represented in the original population. the responding
sample percentages were very close. North Carolina had a slightly higher
proportion in the sample than in the original population. and Kentucky
and Georgia had slightly lower respondent proportions. with Virginia
and Missourt’s respondent sample identical to their proportion in the
original population. Thus, although the response rates varied among the
states. the distribution by state of the responding sample proved to be
within a .ew percentage points of the distribution of the original popula-
tion.

TaBLE 2
Middle School Response Rate Among the States

State Identified Responding  Rate Original®  Total%
Georgia 270 120 44 25 23
Kentucky 148 60 41 13 I
Missouri 174 85 49 16 16
North Carolina 287 153 53 26 29
Virginia 221 107 48 20 20

Within these schools, principals distributed questionnaires to a to-
tal of 2,705 teachers (941 sixth grade (35%). 918 seventh grade (34%).
and 846 eighth grade (31%)]. The sample included 846 language arts
teachers (31%). 622 science teachers (23%). 573 social studies teachers
(21%). and 644 mathematics teachers (25%). A total of 2,139 wmiddle
school teachers returned questionnaires for a response rate of 79% . The
prevalence of tecaming and curriculumi integration in middle schools meant
that the majority of our sample taught more than one subject and often
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more than one grade level. It was impossible to jegitimately assign them
to one grade and/or one subject for analysis purposes. Therefore, we did
not analyze the data by those variables. Unless otherwise indicated. the
following results are based on the final sample of 2,139 responding middie
school teachers.

Demographics

The sample was overwhelmingly female (82%) and white (90%).
(Figures 1 and 2) These findings. however. are not dramatically differ-
ent from national statistics which show that 88% of all teachers in grades
K-8 are female and that 87 percent of all public school teachers are white
(National Center for Educational Statistics. 1993a: 1993b).

Figure 4

Gender of Respondents

Female 82.0%

Male 18.0%

.y
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Figure 2

Race of Respondents

White 90.0%

Nearly one-half of the sample (47%) taught in rural areas. 31% in
suburban areas. and 22% in urban settings. This compares with national
statistics which indicate 50% (40.000) of public schools are in rurai and
small towns, 26% in urban fringe and large towns (21.000), and 24%
(19.000) in central cities (NCES. 1993b. p. 5). (Figure 3)

More than six in ten of these middle school teachers (63%) did not
initially intend to teach in the middle grades. Fifty-three percent had
been teaching in the middle grades for nine years or less, and more than
a fifth (22%) had been teaching young adolescents for three years or
less. (Figure 4) In comparison, the average years of experience of all
teachers in the country is 15 (NCSS., 1993b. p. v). Of the 51% who had
at some time taught at the elementary or secondary levels, half had taught
at the elementary level, and 18 % at the secondary level.




Figure 3

Community Type

Rural 47 0%

[ 0,
Suburban 310% Urban 220%

Figure 4

Years Teaching in Middle Grades

Nine Years or Less 530%
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Respondents could list up to three teaching certificates they held.
Nearly half of the sample (49%;) listed as their first certificate an “au-
thentic™ middle level certificate, one that did not include large overlaps
into elementary or secondary grades (e.g.. 4-8. 6-9). Among the remain-
der. 16% held a “middle/secondary™ certificate (e.g.. 6-12). and 12%
held an “elementary/middle™ certificate (e.g.. K-8). Of the 57% of the
sample who had more than one certificate, 17% listed an “elementary/
secondary™ (e.g.. K-12). 15% listed an elementary/middle level certiti-
cate, 12% had an elementary/secondary certificate, and 10% held an au-
thentic middle level certificate. Sixty-five percent of those listing three
certiticates (47%) held an authentic middle level one.

Respondents were also asked to indicate the subjects in which they
were certified, but this item produced a large non-response: only 41% of
the sample said they were certified in a particular subject. Among this
group, 31% were certified in social studies. 19% in English/language
arts, 18% in science, and the remainder in other subjects. The fact that at
least one of the five states does not certify teachers in specific subject
areas possibly contributed to the low response rate on this item.

Principals were asked to distribute the questionnaires only to teach-
ers of English/language arts. mathematics. sciences. and social studies.
A greater percentage of teachers stated they taught these subjects than
. said they were certified in them. According to their responses on this
item. 41% indicated they “regularly” taught English/language arts, 34%
taught mathematics, 32% sciences, 35% social studies. 30% reading. and
1% other subjects. Respondents could indicate all of the subjects they
taught. and so responses could add to more than 100%. There was al-
most no non-response to this item. and so these responses to subjects
“regularly™ tacght appear to provide more accurate data about teachers®
content areas than do the responses to the question about certificates
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held. It could also be that many teachers are teaching content areas in
which they do not hold certificates.

Fifty-nine percent of the sample were members of the National
Middle School Association, 9% as individuals and 50% because their
schools were institutional members (17% of the sample did not respond
to this question).

Special Middle Level Preparation

To increase the accuracy of our data compared with the 1991 study.
we asked for information about respondents’ initial. most recent, and
undergraduate preparation. Just 23% said they received their initial
teacher preparation in a middle level program. Similarly. as expected.,
just 226 said they had received their undergraduate preparation “in a
program specifically designed for middle grades teaching.” (Figure 5)
However. a sizeable majority of the 56% who had a graduate degree said
their most recent preparation was for the middle level (67%). (Figure 6)
Among those who did not receive their preparation in a special middle
grades program. the great majority (71%) believed there was no special
program available at the time.

4

Figure 5

B : Specifically Designed Middle Grades Undergraduate Program

No 780%

Yes 220%
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Figure 6

Most Recent Preparation for the Middle Level

-
No 33.0%

The chances that a teacher’s initial preparation was in a special
middle grades program appear to have increased over time. The sample
was divided into those who received their bachelor’s degree in 1978 or
earlier, and those who had received them between 1979-1985. 1986-1990.
and 1991 or later. Those with more recent degrees were moderately
more likely to have been in a special middle grades program (Chi-square
218.33., with 3 degrees of frecdom, significant at the .000 level. lambda
of 1.5% . and Spearman correlation of —.34).

Respondents were asked to indicate the number of courses and the
number of semester hours (estimated if necessary) they took in their ini-
tial middle level certification program that “focused directly on teaching
in the middle grades (5-9).” Student teaching hours were not to be counted
in these totals. Both of these items had high non-response rates and so
the results might be misleading: 18% of the sample failed to report how
many courses they had taken, and 38% did not indicate how many hours
they had taken. Among those responding. 65% (53% of the total sample)
took 4 or fewer “specialized™ middle tevel courses: More than a third of
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those responding (36%: 29% of the total sample) had no specialized
middle level courses. At the other end of the spectrum. 15% of those
responding (13% of the total sample) stated that they had 11 or more
specialized courses.

Among those who indicated they took many courses. some of these
courses were probably not full quarter or semester length, for the semes-
ter hours respondents said they took did not paratlel the number of courses
they said they took—just 3% of the respondents took more than 18 hours
of course work, the equivalent of 6 semester-long courses. and yet 19%
said they had taken more than 6 courses! At the lower end. hours more
nearly paralleled courses. Half of the respondents (51%) took 12 or
fewer hours, close to the 53% who said they took four or fewer courses.
Nearly 3 in 10 (29%) had no semester hours of specialized middle level
courses, the same percentage as said they had no courses.

Comprehensiveness of Preparation

In addition to asking about the number of courses and the semester
hours in respondents’ middie level programs. several other questions
were asked to help determine the comprehensiveness of the programs
from which these middie school teachers graduated. Questions about
the coursework and field experiences. including student teaching. were
included. The teachers’ responses (Table 3) suggested that most of these
middle school teachers graduated from programs that did not have much
depth of the middle level content.

Ratings of Preparation Programs

Respondents were asked to rate the adequacy of their professional
education programs in preparing them on six content items repeated from
the Windows of Opportunity study and one new item, with the results
shown in Table 4. '
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Tasi 3
Courses Focusing On Selected Middle Grades Topics and Experiences

Courses and Experiences Percents
Yes No
Course work focusing on:
*  Young adolescent development

Curriculum and organization of the

middie school
Appropriate methods for teaching

young adolescents
Teaching reading at the middle level
Concentration in at least two academic

arcas at the undergraduate level
Were academic concentrations broad

and interdisciplinary
Pre-student teaching field experiences

in the middle grades 42
Student teaching in the middle grades 44

FS

#These components were used to determine comprehensiveness.

Tanek 4
Percent of Teachers Citing Less Than Adequate Preparation

Topics Percent

Understanding young adolescent development 26
Using elTective instructional technigues at

the middle level 35
Middle level curriculum and organization 43
Using clfective cooperative learning/

techniques/grouping practices 47
Responding to student’s cultural and

language diversity 57
Teaching on an interdisciplinary team
Being an advisor in a teacher-based guidance

program
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The 1993 sample had a slightly higher percentage of female teach-
ers and rural teachers than the 1991 sample. and a somewhat smaller
proportion of teachers who worked in suburban and urban areas. The
1993 sample was also somewhat less experienced: in the 1991 sample.
more than half had taught in the middle grades for more than 10 years,
while in the 1993 sample. less than half had. Finally. a higher percent-
age of the 1993 sample were members of NMSA. In 1991, teachers
were not asked about institutional membership. and the great majority of
1993 respondents were members through this plan.

The 1993 sample of middle-grades teachers was purposely selected
from grades 6-8 configured middle schools in the five states with the
majority of the country’s middle-grades preparation programs. whereas
the 1991 sample included teachers who taught grades 5-9 in any middle
grades configuration. selected from states that included both extensive
and limited middle grades preparation programs.

Thus. our sampling frame was designed to maximize the likelihood
that respondents would have had special preparation for teaching in the
middle grades. and made it more likely that they would be NMSA mem-
bers as well. A greater percentage of the 1993 sample did report having
had special preparation. Even so. just 22% of the 1993 sample said they
had received their undergraduate preparation in a special middle-grades
program, compared with 17% who had special preparation in the 1991
survey.

However. in the 1991 survey. the most recent professional prepara-
tion was not investigated. In the 1993 survey, we obtained a more com-
plete picture and found that those middle grades teachers who wenton to
obtain masters or higher degrees were much more likely to enroll in
special middle grades preparation program. Adding undergraduate and
graduate preparation together, it can be estimated that 55% of these middle
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school teachers had some kind of special preparation at one of these
levels: 22% received it at the undergraduate level and an additional 33%
whose undergraduate preparation was not in a middie level program did
receive special preparation at the graduate level. This figure may be
overstated. however, because we asked about undergraduate programs
that were “specifically designed™ for the middle level. while the ques-
tion on the most recent preparation asked. less precisely and strongly,
whether the teachers had been in a “middle level program.” It is also not
known what percentage of the sample taught for a year or more before
obtaining graduate level preparation.

This is a welcome finding. for it suggests that a sizeable proportion
of teachers whose undergraduate background is not in the middle grades.
but who end up teaching in those grades or who wish to do so. are enroll-
ing in special middle grades preparation programs at the graduate level.

Ratings of Program Quality

Nevertheless. nearly half of this large representative sample of
middle school teachers have not had special preparation at either the
undergraduate or graduate level, and the quality of the total 1993 sample’s
preparation programs was not rated more highly than the 1991 sample’s
progrums. Nearly a third of the respondents’ professional preparation
programs, including both undergraduate and graduate levels. did not even
include coursework on young adolescent development, more than 0%
did not include coursework focusing directly on appropriate methods for
teaching young adolescents. more than half did not cover the curriculum
and organization of the middle level school, and nearly 60% did not
include any ficldwork or student teaching experiences in grades 5-9.

Given these data. it is not surprising that a mean of 50% of the
teachers rated as inadequate or poor their preparation on seven specific
topics considered important in middle grades teacher preparation pro-
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grams. As in the 1991 survey. majorities rated as inadequate or poor
their preparation in:

» cooperative learning

« responding to students’ cultural and language diversity

interdisciplinary teaming
o teacher-bused guidance programs.
Even considering young adolescent development, 26% felt this core

content was inadequate or poorly covered. nearly the same percentage
(28%) as felt that way in the 1991 survey (Figure 7).

Figure 7
PERCENT RATING PREPARATION LESS THAN ADEQUATE
1991 AND 1993 SAMPLES

W 1991 Samgle (n=439) O 1993 Sample (N=2139) .

Middie Lecsl  Cooparalve  Respandng  inteidac syt vary Advisng
Cumcutm & Leatnng  fc Cutwat Teachwig Teacher Based
Technques  Orjsnuzaton D.iesty Gudanzs
Program
* No direct companson i 1931

Thus. the proportion of teachers with special preparation at the un-
dergraduate level, though low in absolute terms. was substantially higher
(22 versus 17%) when comparing the 1993 and 1991 samples. The
1993 sample. however. was expressly selected to make that outcome
more likely. 1f anything. the 1993 results probably overstate the percent-
age of teachers in states other than these five who have received special
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undergraduate preparation. Moreover. there is no evidence that these
middle school teachers. more of whom had special preparation than the
1991 teachers. and all of whom were teaching in a grades 6-8 middle
school. rated their preparation for teaching the middle grades any better
than the 1991 sample. Despite the sampling differences between the
1991 and 1993 samples. and despite the 1991 sample’s relatively low
response rate of 28% (versus the more substantial 1993 rate of 43%).

- Figure 7 shows that while there are some differences by topic in how

inadequate the total 1991 and 1993 samples of middle grades teachers
rated their preparation for teaching in the middle grades. the overall de-
piction of less than adequate preparation is virtually the same for both
samples. :

Did Specially-Prepared Teachers Have More Comprehensive
Preparation Programs?

The total 1993 teacher sample diftcred little from the total 1991
teacher sample on how they evaluated their preparation for teaching young
adolescents. As in 1991, we were interested in whether those teachers
who had special middle grades preparation would evaluate their prepa-
ration more favorably than those who did not have special preparation.

First. however, we wanted to determine whether the préparation for
those with special middle grades preparation programs was any more
comprehensive than for those who did not have this special preparation.
We identified seven coursework and field experiences that the literature
commonly suggests middle grades teachers should have in their back-
ground, such as special coursework on young adolescent development
and student teaching specifically in middle level schools. Respondents
were asked whether they had experienced seven different components in
their preparation program., and responses of those with such special prepa-
ration were compared with the responses of those with elementary or
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secondary preparation. The seven comprehensiveness components were
looked at both separately. and grouped into categories of high. medium,
and low comprehensiveness. A program was defined as being highly
comprehensive if it contained six or all seven of the course and field-
work components, ax medium if it contained three to five components,
and as low in comprehensiveness if it contained two or fewer compo-
nents. Figure 8 clearly shows that those teachers who were prepered in
special middle grades programs were more likely to have comprehen-
sive programs than teachers prepared in elementary and secondary pro-
grams.

Figure 8
Percent Having Comprehensive” Programs
Total Sample vs. Specially Prepared

, O Total Sample (N=2,139) _
| Wl Specially Prepared (N=448) |

High Medium Low
*High=6-7 course and fieldwork components
Medium=3-5 components
Low=0-2 components
Examining the data further. it was discovered that those prepared in
special middle-grades programs were more likely to have had each of
these seven program components as shown in Figure 9.
Next. several 2 X 2 cross-tabulations were computed to determine
if these differences were statistically significant. Again, middie grades
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Figure 9
o Comprehensiveness of Preparation
. . Percent Having Selected Components :
: I; Total Sample (N=2.139) B With Special Preparation .
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programs were more comprehensive. In fact, those teachers whose ini-
tial professional preparation (96% of “initial™ preparation was in an un-
~ dergraduate program) was in a special middle grades program were sig-
nificantly more likely to have had each of the seven preparation program
components, especially:
* coursework focusing specifically on the curriculum and
organization of middle schools
* coursework focusing on teaching reading to young
adolescents
field experience in middle level schools
* student teaching in middle level schools.
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TABLE S -
Preparation with Having Specific Program Components

Component Chi-square  DF Sig. Lambda% Spearman

Coursework on
carly adolescent
development
Coursework on
curriculum and
organization of
middle schools 21649 000
Coursework on
appropriate teaching
methods 122.80 000
Coursework on teaching
reading 169.70 000
Two academic
concentrations 88.52 000 -.21
Field experiences in
middle grades 219.00 000 . -.36
Student teaching in
middle grades 168.41 1 000 2 -.29
" DF=degrees of freedom: Sig.=significance level: Lambda=reduction in error
predicting one variabie when know value of the other: Spearman=correlation
between ranks of ordinal variables (in this table. a negative correlation indicates
that those with special middle-grades preparation were more likely to have had
this component in their preservice program).

All these data (Table 5) indicate consistently that teachers who
were preparcd in special middle grades programs were significantly more
likely than other teachers to have had each of these preparation pro-
grams components. For four of the components, the associations were
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moderately strong. Lambdas ranging from 22% to 26% mean that, if
one knew that a respondent had received special middle grades prepara-
tion, one could reduce by 22% to 26% the error from chance guessing in
predicting whether the respondent had coursework focusing on the cur-
riculum and organization of middle schools and the other three compo-
nents with these lambdas. Even those with O lambdas, suggesting a com-
plete absence of predictive error reduction, at least had weak Spearman
rank correlations with having had special preparation. Thus. we con-
clude there is indeed a moderate relationship between the initial prepara-
tion having been special middle grades preparation and the comprehen-
siveness with which the preparation program addressed key middle grades
concerns.

Not surprisingly. those whose initial preparation was in a special
middle grades program were also more likely to hold an “authentic™
middle level certificate that had only minimal overlapping with elemen-
tary and/or secondary grades (Chi-square=245.67, with 2 degrees of tree-
dom, significant at .000, lambda of 0%. Spearman correlation of .31).

To obtain a different perspective. relative risk estimates were also
computed. The relative risk estimate provides a measure of how much
more likely a respondent was to have had each of the program compo-
nents depending on whether his or her initial preparation was in a special
middle grades program or not. Across all seven components, those in
middle grades programs were from 1.2 to 1.5 times more likely. or 20%
to 50% more likely. to have had such comprehensive exposure.

The data were also analyzed depending on whether respondents’
most recent or graduate preparation was in special middle grades pro-
grams or not. Similar significant findings were found, albeit weaker in
each case, for four of the components. but teachers whose most recent
preparation was in a special middle grades program were no more likely
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than ochers to have had a concentration in at least two academic areas. or
either field experiences or student teaching in middle grades schools.
These tindings were expected, however, since most masters degrees are
limited to one year’s work and do not usually include sufficient hours to
permit two or more academic concentrations. Similarly, middie level
field experiences, including student teaching. are not usually required
since the large majority of masters degree candidates are either part-time
students who already teach in the middle grades or have done so before
becoming a graduate student.

The number of preparation courses and the number of semester hours

respondents had devoted to the middle level were examined to deter-

mine whether they would be associated with having comprehensive pro-
grams. As might be expected, the more courses devoted to the middle
level that respondents had in their initial preparation program, the more
likely the program was to have been highly comprehensive, as displayed
in Table 6.

TasLr 6
Association of Number of Middle Level Courses
with Program Comprehensiveness™

Comprehensiveness Chi-Square DF  Sig.  Lambda%  Pearson

With total
comprehensiveness 607.06 14 000 A7 S4

Comprehensiveness categories: high=6-7 of the program course and fieldwork
components: medium=3-5 components; low=0-2 components:
Lambda=reduction in error predicting one variable when know value of the
other: Pearson=correlation coefficient when both variables are interval scale.

31

43
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This is a strong finding, indicating that the more courses preservice
teachers take devoted to the middle level. the more likely they are to
report their program was highly comprehensive. Moreover, the greater
the number of courses devoted to the middle level. the more favorably
respondents rated their middle level preparation programs on each of the
topics investigated (Table 7).

Tastr 7
Association of Number of Middle Level Courses
with Ratings of Program Adequacy

Topic Chi-Square  DF Sig. Lambda %  Pearson
. Young adolescent

development 39424 Rh 000 54 -.36
Effective middle fevel

instructional techniques 450,93 : 000 -.38
Middle level curriculum

and organization 56343 : 000 -42
Teaching on an inter-

disciplinary tcam 314.23 35 000
Being an advisor in a

teacher-based

guidance program 191.21 ; 000
Responding to students”

cultural and language

diversity 167.98 35 000
Eftective cooperative

learning/grouping

practices RESN P 35 000

*In this analysis. a negative Pearson correlation indicates that those with more
courses devoted to the middle evel rated their programs more favorably.
DE=degrees of freedom; Sig.=significance level: Lambda=reduction in error
predicting ore variable when know value of the other; Pearson=correlation
coetTicient when hoth variables are interval scale.
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Did Specially-Prepared Teachers Rate Their Preparation
Programs More Favorably?

One measure of program quality is the comprehensiveness of the
program. as demonstrated by the participation of preservice teachers in
various kinds of coursework and field experiences. As reported above.
from that perspective teachers whose initial preparation was in a special
middle grades program had higher quality (i.e.. more comprehensive)
programs. Arother measure of quality is respondents’ subjective. retro-
spective evaluation of how adequately their program prepared them to
teach young adolescents.

It was reported above that a mean of 50% of the total sample rated
as inadequate or poor their preparation on seven topics considered im-
portant for middle-grades teachers to know. including six items from
Scales 1992 study. What difference did having had special middle grades
preparation make on these ratings of adequacy? :

The total sample was divided into those whose initial preparation
was at the middle level and those who had any other kind of preservice
preparation. and cross-tabulations were computed. with the results shown
in Table 8. For all seven topics. significant chi-squares were found. but
with low or zero lambdas. suggesting that. although those who had spe-
cial middle-grades preparation were somewhat more likely to rate their
programs favorably than were other teachers, the strength of these asso-
ciations were quite weak (the large sample size could have produced
statistically significant chi-squares of limited practical significance).

The eta coefticients also indicate that the relationship betwecn rat-
ings of program quality and having had special middle grades prepara-
tion are weak. Squaring eta provides a measure of the proportion of total
variability in the dependent variable (the topics) that can be accounted
for by the independent variable (in this case. having had special prepara-
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Tanee 8
Association of Having Special Middle-Grades
Preparation with Ratings of Program Adequacy

Topic Chi-Square DF Sig.  Lambda %

Young adolescent

development 120.16 000
Effective middle

level instructional

techniques 140.49 000
Middle level curriculum

and organization  193.16 000
Teaching on an

interdisciplinary

team 97.62 000
Being an advisor in a

guidance program 72.05 000
Responding to students

cultural and

language diversity 62.29 R 000
Elfective cooperative

learning/grouping

practices 64.82 5 000 0 A3

DF=degrees of freedom: Sig.=significance level: Lambda-reduction in error
predicting one variable when know value of the other: Eta-correlation for usc when
dependent variable is interval scale and independent variable is nominal or ordinal

tion or not). The strongest association is .24, which when squared indi-
cates that just 6% of the ratings’ variability on middle grades curriculum
and organization can be accounted for by knowing whether someone
was initially prepared in a middle grades program or not.
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A similar analysis was conducted using the most recent preparation
as the independent variable, and similar results were obtained, but with
even weaker lambda and eta coefficients. The only exceptions were the
ratings on how well programs covered diversity and being a teacher-
based guidance advisor, and these ratings were not significantly differ-
ent between those who had been in a middie grades program and those:
who had not.

Impact of Program Comprehensiveness on Ratings of Adequacy

One of the key questions that could not be answered in the 1992
Scales study was what difference the quality of a middle grades prepara-
tion program made in teachers’ ratings of program quality. We knew
that middle grades program graduates as a group were not very different
on most ratings from their peers who had other kinds of preparation.
However, we suspected that relatively few teachers had been prepared in
a high quality (comprehensive) program, and that the positive ratings
they might have given those programs were statistically obscured by the
more numerous poor programs to which teachers gave lower ratings.

The present study had two different measures of program depth. the
number of different coursework and field experience components re-
spondents had “focusing directly” on the middle grades. and the number
of courses and semester hours they had that “focused directly on teach-
ing in the middle grades (5-9).” These measures were used to determine
if levels of program comprehensiveness were related to different ratings
on program adequacy.

The sample was divided into three groups: those who had zero to 2
of the seven program coursework and field components (30% of the to-
tal sample). those who had 3 to 5 components (48% of the sample). and
those who had 6 or all 7 components (22% of the sample). A one way
analysis of variance for each of the seven topics on which ratings of
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adequacy were sought was then conducted to determine if the number of
components respondents had in their programs was associated with dif-
ferences in their mean ratings of adequacy tor the various program top-
ics.

For each of the seven topics. significant F-ratios were obtained.
indicating that the three groups’ mean ratings did differ. The Scheffe
multiple comparison test was applied to determine the source of the dif-
ference. The Scheffe test is more conservative than other multiple com-
parison tests and requires that differences be larger than other tests re-
quire in order to be found statistically significant. For all seven topics,
we found that those with 6 or all 7 program and field experiences (“high™
comprehensiveness) had significantly more favorable program ratings
than those with 3 to 5 program components (“medium™). and that those
with 3 to 5 program components in turn gave significantly more favor-
able program ratings than did those with just 2 or fewer program compo-
nents (“low™) (Table 9). Thus, teachers who had more comprehensive
programs rated those programs more favorably. An analysis of variance
was then conducted only on the 23% of the sample whose initial prepa-
ration was in special middle grades programs to see if program compre-
hensiveness was still associated with significantly more favorable pro-
gram ratings with the results shown in Table 10.

As for the total sample. teachers who had been prepared in highly
comprehensive. special middle grades programs gave significantly more
favorable ratings to their programs, on each topic, than teachers who had
been prepared in special middle grades programs that hud either medium
or low comprehensiveness. Unlike the total sample. however. the me-
dium group and low group did not differ in their ratings on cuitural di-
versity, interdisciplinary teaming. and advisor-advisee programs. For
these three topics. even specially prepared middle grades tcachers rated
their preparation inadequate if their program overall was of medium or
low comprehensiveness.

36




TaBLE9
Mean Adequacy Ratings By Program Comprehensiveness
Total Sample

Topic High* Medium** Low

Young adolescent development 1.53 2.00
Effective middle level
instructional techniques
Middle level curriculum
and organization
Effective cooperative learning/
grouping practices ’
Responding to students’
cultural and language
diversity
Teaching on an
interdisciplinary tecam
Being an advisor in a
tecacher-based
guidance program 283 332 in
* High group significantly different from medium and low groups at .05 level on
all topics.
** Medium group significantly ditferent from low group at .05 level on all topics.

Relationship Between Authentic Middle Level Certificates, Pro-
gram Comprehensiveness, and Perceived Preparation Program
Adequacy.

It has already been noted that those whose initial preparation was in
a special middle grades program were moderately more likely to hold an
“authentic™ middle level certificate, one with minimal overlapping into
elementary and secondury grades. The sample was divided into those
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TaBLE 10
Mean Adequacy Ratings By Pregram Comprehensiveness,
Middle-Grades Graduates
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Topic High* Medium
Young adolescent o T

development 1.47 2.01%* 247
Effective middle

level instructional

.‘JIIJ bk,
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techniques 1.69 2.11%* 2.65
Middle level curriculum
and organization 1.69 2.15%* 2.64

Effective cooperative
learning/grouping

P PRI

= practices 2.08 2.68%* 3.29
Responding to students’ :
e cultural and language E
= diversity 2.38 2.86 3.03 '
E Teaching on an
interdisciplinary team 2.23 2.90 3.29

<

Being an advisor in a
teacher-based
guidance program 2.84 327 3.59

* High group signiticantly different from medium and low groups at .05 level
on all topics.

#* Medium group significantly different from low group at .05 level on these

i topics only.

who indicated that their first certification was authentically for the middle
level (e.g.. 4-8. 7-9, 6-8), those who had elementary/middle and middle/
secondary certificates (a “divided” group, e.g. K-8, 7-12) and those with
any other certificate (a “non-focused™ group, e.g. K-12, K-5,9-12). Since
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the authentic category was focused on the middle level, the divided group
should have had less focus than the authentic but more than the non-
focused group, and the non-focused group might have included the middie
grades but with such a large span that special focus was less likely. An
analysis of variance was performed on each of the course and fieldwork
components of comprehensiveness. We had hypothesized that those who
held authentic certificates would have a more comprehensive program,
and this hypothesis was supported. Significant F-ratios were obtained
for all comparisons and the Scheffe procedure revealed that the authen-
tic group was more likely to have had each of the program comprehen-
siveness components as shown in Table 11.

We were somewhat surprised that the divided group was not sig-
nificantly more likely than the non-focused group to have had any of
these program comprehensiveness components. We had reasoned that a
K-8 or 7-12 emphasis. versus a K-12 or purely elementary or secondary
focus, would have made it more likely for middle grades content and
techniques to have been covered, but this was not the case. Moreover.
the non-focused group was significantly more likely than the divided
group to have “coursework focusing on teaching reading at the middle
level.” This was probably due to two factors. The non-focused group
contained a higher proportion of elementary teachers. who would be more
likely than secondary teachers to have special reading courses and it also
contained all those specifically certified in reading. thereby inflating this
response.

We also wanted to know what the association was of having an
authentic middle level certificate with respondents’ ratings of their pro-
gram adequacy. The same three groups were used—authentic middle
fevel. divided. and non-focused certificates—and a one way analysis of
variance with each of the program topics was run. In all but the case of




TasLe 11
Mean Program Comprehensiveness by Authenticity of Certificate

Topic

AP . R [ _ — ey

Authentic*® Divided Non-Focused '

"“Coursework on early
adolescent development 78 .60 .64
Coursework on curriculum
and organization of
middle schools
Coursework on
appropriate tcaching
methods
Coursework on teaching
reading at the middle
level
Two academic concentrations
Field experiences in the
middie grades
Student teaching in the
middle grades 352 2.86 276
Maximum score on topics was 1" for early adolescent development and “7™ for
student teaching.
*  Authentic group sigrificantly more likely at .05 level to have had each
component than either of the other two groups.
#* Non-focused group more likely at .05 level to have had this component than
divided group.

diversity, the authentic group rated their programs significantly more
favorably than either the divided or non-focused group. As before, the
divided and non-focused groups were, except for diversity, not different
from each other in the ratings they gave to their preparation programs
(Table 12).




TasLe 12
Mean Adequacy Ratings by Authenticity of Certificate

Topic Authentic Divided Non-Focused

Young adolescent
development
Effective middle
level instructional
techniques
Middle level curriculum
and organization
" Effective cooperative
; lcarn%ng/grouping
~ practices
* Responding to students’
cultural and
language diversity
Teaching on an
"~ interdisciplinary team
Being an advisor in a
teacher-based
guidance program 3.24+ S REY)

Ratings: 1=topic covered very well. 5= not at all.
*  Authentic Group significantly more favorable at the .05 level than either of
other two groups on thesc topics.
. ** Non-focused group significantly more favorable at the .05 level on this topic
than divided Group.
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It was disappointing that the divided group was not significantly
different from the non-focused group on any of these topics. In fact. the
non-focused group rated their programs’ coverage of diversity issues
more favorably than the divided group. No ready explanation for why
this might be true is apparent. It may be that elementary prepared teach-
ers are receiving more coverage regarding diversity issues than are sec-
ondary teachers. Since elementary certified teachers were overrepre-

- sented in the non-focused category, that could explain the result, but this
1s purely conjecture.

e The principal result from this analysis is clear: those who had au-
thentic middle level certificates were more likely to have had special
middle level preparation and to have been in comprehensive programs,
g and, if their programs were highly comprehensive, were more likely to
- give favorable ratings to their programs’ coverage of the seven topics
- considered crucial for effective middle level teaching. Later, we con-
5 sider the implications of these results for how middle level teacher prepa-
ration programs should be structured and what experiences they should

~ include. First, however, we report teachers’ comments on various issues
- raised in the survey.
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IV.

Teacher Voices: Comments and
Open-Ended Responses

espondents were asked to indicate whether or not they intended

to continue teaching at the middle level for the remainder of

their careers. They were also asked to indicate why or why not.
A total of 1,069 teachers followed the “yes” or “no” response with rea-
sons for their decisions. These responses were placed into the categories
of positive, neutral, and negative with the following results: Positive
responses 746 (70%); neutral responses 265 (25%), and negative re-
sponses 58 (5%). Sample statements from the positive, neutral, and nega-
tive responses are presented below.

Clearly, the positive responses for planning to continue teaching at
the middle level far outweighed those given for leaving. The number of
positive reasons for remaining at the middle level (746) greatly outnum-
bered those for not planning to stay (58). In fact, discounting the 205
neutral responses, only 58 (7%) of 804 remaining responses were nega-
tive. Perhaps these 7% are among the 13% of all the nation’s teachers
who plan to leave teaching when “something better comes along” or the




Teacher Voices

4% who plan to leave as soon as possible (NCES, 1993a, p. 144). Itis
encouraging to find that 93% of the respondents felt positive about their

career choice and intended to devote their careers to teaching young ado-
lescents.

Reasons for Continuing at the Middle Level

The reasons for continuing to teach at the middle level focused di-
rectly on enjoying/loving the age group (75% of all positive responses),
the challenge and opportunity to make a positive difference in the lives
of young adolescents, and clear prefeiences for the middie school con-
cept. curriculum, and subject matter. Several teachers also commented

about the “fit”" between them and the age group. Some typical responses
were:

[ make a difference.
[ believe this is my ‘calling.” [ love this age group.
[ like this age group and the middle school concept.

Middle school students are ‘genuine’ people—open, expres-
sive, honest, friendly, and unpredictable.

[ love helping students through this difficult time.

[ have taught grades 6-8 for 25 vears and intend to continue
what I enjoy.

Sixth graders are wonderful! This is the most exciting vear.
Most of the students are fresh and full of wonder and enthu-

stasm.

The love and challenges of my seventh graders cannot be
described! I can't wait to get to school every day.

. e
PAruntext provideaby eric | .

N
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I have taught the 8th grade for 23 years. I love it!
I love the enthusiasm and spontaneity of this age group.

1 feel here is where the most difference can be made. Iwant
to be a positive influence.

Know thyself, and seventh grade is my niche!

1 believe that these are the most critical years and I have a
commitment 1o these young people.

They keep me young and laugh at my bad jokes.

Middle schoolers are a fantastic, formidable challenge.

It's where I belong.

One teacher summarized the statements of many of her colleagues
when she stated: *1 love what 1 teach, where ] teach and who 1 teach.”
Another noted “P.S. There is a special place in heaven for middle school
teachers!!”

Reasons For Wishing to Leave the Middle Level

It is comforting that only 58 teachers (7%) gave negative reasons
for wishing to leave middle level teaching. It is a concern, however, for
the young adolescents who are unfortunate enough to be assigned to
them. Some sample responses were:

Too stressful—too much discipline and not enough teaching?

I have taught middle grades for 22 years, 8 more and I am out of
this hell.

I am burned out. | am tired of fighting parents, students, and the
systent.
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1 find that there is a tremendous amount of baby-sitting that the
middle school teacher needs to do in order to have a class run
smoothly. As a result too little teaching gets done — and most of
what does get done is on a basic level due to low skill ability.

It was not always clear whether respondents were negative about
just the middle level, or the teaching profession in general. Seventy-four
percent of the negative responses did, however, specifically focus on the
difficulty of the age group and the lack of enjoyment in teaching young
adolescents.

Neutral Responses

Responses that indicated reasons for leaving that were not clearly
positive or negative were designated neutral. Types of such responses
were: prefer workirg with younger children, prefer senior high school
teaching, plan to become an administrator, counselor or central office

curriculum supervisor. A preference for a particular age group or level
was not considered inherently positive or negative, but neutral. Some
specific examples follow.

I prefer to work with younger children.
I hope to receive a doctorate and teach future teachers.
I prefer the self-contained classroom.

High school students are more mature and courses are for
graduation credit.

I intend to move to the high school level in order to teach
physics.

I 'love secondary.
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I am a high school varsity coach and working at the high
school would be to my advantage.

I am taking a position as a pastor of middle school age stu-
dents at a large church.

I am getting my masters in administration and hope to be-
come a middle school principal.

I want to be a counselor, but would like be at the middle
school level.

These last three responses are really quite positive toward the age
level although our definition placed them in the neutral category.

Other Teacher Comments

A space for comments was provided at the end of the questionnaire.
As would be expected, the large majority of comments focused on middle
level professional preparation. Space does not allow a full reporting of
these comments, however, representative sample comments are provided
below.

1 definitely believe middle level teacher preparation should
be different from elementary and secondary. 1spent my time
in elementary preparation courses and learned only through
experience about teaching middle school students. Afier 10
vears of experience, I hunger for methods courses that are
specifically for middle school teachers. I have had to try to
learn on my own and from other teachers. ...

! have done evervthing possible to train myself by attending
workshops and by reading. ... Perhaps the answer is train-

09




Teacher Voices

ing the education majors in college so they will expect no
less (developmentally appropriate instruction and programs)
when they arrive to teach.

Universities are taking too long in starting programs for edu-
cators dealing with this age child.

None of the classes I took focused on middle school. The
focus was either elementary or secondary. I strongly be-
lieve our colleges and universities need specific prepara-
tion programs for middle school teachers.

Several teachers mentioned their concern regarding the preparation
of middle school principals:

I think middle school principals should have special prepa-
ration or certification. Most teachers at my school are ‘into
the middle school concept,” but our current principal is not...

My primary suggestion for improvement in the middle school
area would be in the area of principals. They seem to have
little expertise in middle school education. ... We have had
approximately 15 different principals, including assistant
principals. in the last 15 vears. ...

A few teachers also commented that they did not think special prepa-
ration was necessary, or that middle level preparation should be com-
bined with elementary and/or secondary preparation.

Preparation for middle school only is not essential.

! believe good teaching spans grade levels, K-16. Method-
ologies are not so different that adjustments need to be made
for age levels.

'.:
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I think middle school education should be included in an
elementary education degree. Sometimes you are not sure
of which grade levels you want to teach.

- The overwhelming number of comments, however, related to the
= importance of middle level teaching and middle level teacher prepara-
. tion:

Middle level teachers should have chosen to teach the age
group and specialized in order to be effective rather than be
elementary/high school oriented and in middle school by
default!

Being a middle level trained teacher, I am greatly concerned
about the lack of training some of the more experienced
teachers have. (Administrators as well). ...

) Besides preparing new teachers, we need to find ways to
‘convince’ the experienced ones.

ot

L

I hope the day comes when all middle school teachers will
have to be certified specifically for middle school.

From talking with education majors who have graduated
recently, a lot of the suggestions I would like to see imple-
mented have been. They are given a much stronger back-
ground from which to work with this group of kids.

[ 'was not prepared for a real middle school. Iwas prepared
as an elementary teacher. Unfortunately, no one was pre-
pared to give me a job as one. So I have been a middle
school teacher for 10 years now. I am afraid I have had to
learn the hard way to become a good middle school teacher

i 49
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(which I feel I finally am). Ilove my job and the children I
work with, and I do not think I would be comfortable teach-
ing at the elementary level anymore. It would have been
wonderful to have been prepared back in 1982 when I started
out, but I just was not. I blame that on two things: (1) I was
trained to be an elementary teacher, and (2) the certificate

that I received made it possible for me to teach up through
eighth grade...

In summary, the tone of the open-ended section titled “comments™
supported the special preparation of middle level teachers. Only four
teachers noted that such preparation was probably not really needed.
This last comment was typical of the many others:

I am encouraged to know that there is this interest in teacher
preparation. I too believe there is definitely a need for more
specific preparation for middle school teaching. This is a

tirme of transitions in children’s lives that requires under-
standing and techniques that consider the delicate nature of
the voung adolescent child. Go for it!




V.

Beyond Add-On Courses: Conclusions and .
Recommendations

lightly more than half of the middle school teachers in this study

had some kind of special preparation for teaching young adoles-

cents, but the majority received it in graduate programs: just 23%
received their initial professional preparation in a special middle grades
prograra, 22% in an undergraduate program, versus 17% in the 1991
sample. Although the 1993 proportion is greater, it is still only about
one in five, and given that we selected the sample to maximize that per-
centage, is surprisingly low.

A third of these 6th-8th grade teachers did not have special under-
graduate preparation but did at the graduate level. While their eventu-
ally securing special preparation is encouraging. we also noted that these
graduate-prepared teachers were no more likely to have had tield experi-
ences or student teaching at the graduate level than were graduate stu-
dents in other masters or higher programs. Many graduate programs
may be too brief, lasting only a year. for these experiences to be easily
incorporated. Another explanation is that the graduate students have
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already had some years teaching before or concurrent with pursuing
graduate studies, and so are not expected to participate in field experi-
ences or student teaching at the graduate level. Also, some graduate
programs require students who have not experienced middle grades field
experiences and/or undergraduate preparation to take specified courses
and successfully complete middle level field experiences before enter-
ing middle level graduate programs. If this is the case, then many young
adotescents will be taught by teachers who eventually will get special
preparation, but who do not start out with that special background.
Many middle level graduate programs also might assume that teacher

‘candidates have the specific middle level field experiences in their un-

dergraduate programs, an assumption that our data suggest is unwar-
ranted. In either case, whether it is the experienced graduate student, or
the graduate student pursuing advanced studies immediately after an
undergraduate program, these data suggest that it is a distinct minority
of middle school teachers who initially come to that task well prepared
for teaching young adolescents.

Not surprisingly, teachers who had more of the seven coursework
and field experience components in their professional preparation rated
the quality of their preparation on middle grades issues significantly more
favorably than teachers with fewer of these components, regardless of
whether they were prepared in special middle grades programs or in el-
ementary or secondary programs. Overall, however, there were some
shocking gaps in the preservice preparation of those middle school teach-
ers. More than 40% did not have coursework on how to teach young
adolescents, more than half did not have coursework focusing on the
curriculum and organization of the middle school, and nearly 60% did
not have pre-student teaching field work or student teaching in the middle
grades. Yet, they were all teaching in grades 6-8 middle schools.

5 64
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The_good news is that teachers who were prepared in a special middle -
grades program were significantly more likely to have had each of the
seven types of coursework and field experience. However. teachers who
had special middle-grades programs, as a whole, were only slightly more
likely than other teachers to rate their programs favorably. Those with
more comprehensive special middle grades programs rated their pro-
grams’ coverage of middle grades content and issues significantly more
favorably than those with special programs lower in comprehensiveness.

This welcome finding lends support to the belief that expanding the
comprehensiveness of preservice programs preparing middle level teach-
ers—whether they are special middle grades programs or elementary or
secondary programs—will result in teachers being more adequately pre-
pared to teach young adolescents. at least in their own eyes. It suggests
that add-on courses and endorsements, while perhaps bureaucratically
satisfactory shortcuts, are a less effective form of preparation for the
middle grades than is a major middie grades specialization equal in scope
to traditional elementary and secondary education majors.

Furthermore. on some issues it apparently is not enough to have
even the majority of these coursework and fieldwork components in the
program. Only those who had at least 6 or all 7 of the comprehensive-
ness components in their special middle grades program rated the pro-
aram significantly more favorably in its coverage of cultural diversity,
interdisciplinary teaming, and advisor-advisee programs. Yet these top-
ics are among those considered most crucial for today’s middle level
teachers.

It is heartening that those in special middle grades preparation pro-
grams who had 6 or all 7 of the comprehensiveness components rated
their coverage of cultural and language diversity more favorably than
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those without special preparation or with less comprehensive programs.
Responding to students™ cultural and language diversity clearly is not a
challenge taced just by middle grades teachers but by all educators. The
tailure to adequately do so is not just a failure of the typical middle grades
teacher preparation progran. or even of the typical school of education.
but of the typical university as a whole. Having a course in diversity
might comply with program guidelines, but it does little to change
preservice teachers’ beliets about learners” potential (Kennedy. 1991:
Zeichner. 1992). Moreover. even a program that addressed diversity
issues more coniprehensively might leave untouched an assumption of
preservice teachers that the goals of multicultural education are coop-
eration, tolerance. and the assimilation of minority groups, rather than
promoting equality among ail ethnic groups. enhancing diversity. and
reconstructing society to better serve minority groups. Assimilationist
goals were espoused by 66% of respondents in one study of preservice
students, a result that suggests colleges must be much much more direc-
tive if they wish to change significantly “the teacher-minority student
relationship as it has existed over the past twenty-five years”™ (Nel, 1993).

Our data do not tell us what these programs actually did that earned
them more tavorable ratings, but it is promising that graduates from spe-
cial and highly comprehensive middle grades preparation programs evalu-
ated their programs” coverage of diversity signiticantly more favorably
than did graduates of other and less comprehensive preparation programs.

It is also promising that 57% of specially-prepared middle grades
teachers had highly comprehiensive programs. The chances that a spe-
cial middle grades preparation program will be comprehensive would
appear to be better than 50-50. However. just 22% of the total sample
had their undergraduate preparation in special middle grades programs.
Thus, just 12.5% of this large representative sample of grades 6-8 teach-
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ers had their undergraduate preparation in a highiy comprehensive, spe-
cial middle grades program.

The good news in this is that those middle school teachers who
received their bachelors degrees in more recent years were moderately
more likely to have had their initial preparation in a special middle grades
program. Although the total proportion with special preparation was
very much a minority, the trend seems to be that recent graduates are
somewhat more likely to be specially prepared. This tinding is rather in
sharp contrast to the results reported by Valentine et al. (1992). who found
that a much smaller proportion of teachers in 1991 than in 1982 had
special university preparation for the middle level (a drop from 44% to
36%) or student teaching at the middle level (a drop from 58% to 32%).
It is possible that the characteristics of responding schools contributed to
the difference between our study and this NASSP-sponsored study. Vai-
entine and associates included any grade combination between 5 and 9
while we limited our sample to grades 6-8 middie schools. Although
64% of their sample was a 6-8 or 7-8 school, the remainder were junior
high schools. included grade 5. or had some other configuration. all of
which would have tended to work against those teachers reporting spe-
cial middlc level preparation. However, the 1981 sample would have
hud even more of these schoois, and so it is highly unlikely that a drop in
preparation would be seen at the same time as observing an increase in
true “middle schools.™

Because there is no apparent reason for the anomalous Valentine
result, we must surmise that the principals’ impressions of teachers’ prepa-
ration were simply inaccurate. Our data came from tcachers themselves
reporting about their own preparation.

Finally. we reported that teachers who held an authentic middle level
certificate were significantly more likely to have had comprehensive




‘.l.n].‘.ll l I‘J ‘. V.

V) I

Wl

Ny

Bevond Add-on Courses

programs and to rate those programs more favorably than teachers whose
certificates were not as authentically focused on the middle level. This
finding too suggests that states that solely utilize overlapping certifi-
cates to cover the middle grades are likely to be states whose teacher
graduates have less comprehensive middle grades programs that they
view as inadequately preparing them to teach young adolescents. Al-
though cause and effect cannot be determined from the data, it is highly
unlikely that colleges adopt comprehensive programs and that these in
turn cause a state to offer an authentic, minimally overlapping middle
level certificate. More likely is that a state framework that includes an
authentic middle level certificate encourages preparation program com-
prehensiveness. which in turn is associated with more favorable teacher
evaluations of the quality of their preparation.

The challenge to teacher educators is clear. Across the total sample
and also among the teachers prepared in special middle grades programs,
even the group with the most comprehensive programs gave mean pro-
gram ratings on nearly all topics indicating they had been prepared just
“adequately™ rather than “very well.” And as was discovered in the 1991
study. even teachers with highly comprehensive programs veered too
close to the “inadequate™ mark for most educators’ comfort on prepara-
tion for dealing with cultural diversity. and readiness to participate in
teacher-based guidance programs and interdisciplinary teaming.

These data suggest that far more middle grades teachers need to be
specially-prepared in highly comprehensive middle grades programs, and
that even highly comprehensive special middie grades programs. while
clearly better than less comprehensive programs, must improve in other
ways if they are to be excellent and not just adequate.

These responses might be tapping the difference hetween various
perspectives on the curriculum. The formal curriculum is reflected in

56
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the course syllabus, the perceived curriculum represents what faculty
think is important to emphasize, the operational curriculum is what the
professor actually teaches, and the experiential curriculum is what the
student perceives to be happening (Edmundscn, 1989). For example,
the National Middle School Association/National Council for Accredi-
tation of Teacher Education Curriculum Guidelines call for an “identifi-
able program” of middle level education. A special track with only a
few courses might satisfy that formal requirement. Offering a compre-
hensive program including speciai courses on middle level learners, cur-
riculum, and organization and requiring middle level field experiences
is a better choice and will yield more positive results. College facuity
modelling an interaisciplinary approach (not just having readings about
it), doing so teamed with middle school teachers, and having preservice
teachers team with each other to develop integrative curriculum is a more
substantial effort to achieve excellence by actually having the formal,
perceived, operational. and experiential curricula be in tune with each
other.

Moreover, even programs that boast all the coursework and field-
work components we examined (the formal curriculum) and emphasized
the topics teachers say most need emphasis (the perceived curriculum)
could be rated unfavorably if they used ineffective instructional prac-
tices (the operational and experiential curriculum). In the Study of the
Education of Educators, for example, students reported that faculty dem-
onstration. discussion. and feedback were employed by 40% or fewer of
prc .cssors in educational foundations and psychology courses (Soder,
1989). Although these approaches were used much more in methods
courses. as one would expect, there were still some large gaps between
how much students hoped these active methods would be used and how
much they perceived inem being used.
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Newmann and Wehlage (1993) carried this reasoning farther in their
description of what constitutes “authentic instruction.” They noted that
even active approaches. including cooperative learning or on-the-jcb
apprenticeships, can fail to produce authentic achievement if poorly imple-
mented. They described five standards of authentic instruction that were
derived from the experience of schools trying to restructure, but that
seem to be equally useful as guideposts for examining preservice pro-

grams. In the Newmann and Wehlage framework, authentic instruction
occurs when:

student use of higher-order thinking is central;

student knowledge is deep:

students are connected to the world beyond the classroom;
students engage in substantive conversation in unscripted ex-
changes with each other and with faculty; and,

the teacher conveys social support for student achievement,
including high expectations for all students and an environ-
ment of mutual respect in which taking intellectual risks is
encouraged.

Although Newmann and Wehlage referred to pre-collegiate school-
ing, these are substantial dimensions of authenticity that most middle
grades teachers have not experienced in their preservice preparation. Little
(1993) got at another missing element, that is, the ability of teachers to
““act as shapers. promoters, and critics™ of school reform. Her discussion
focused more on the continuing education of teachers but also was rel-
cvant to preservice program quality. Little noted that the conventional
preparation and coaching model of professional teacher development
does little to expand teachers’ notions of their possibilities.
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Central to these broadened possibilities, she believes, is for teach-
ers (and we add preservice teachers) “to contend with fundamental de-
bates and disagreements about the purposes of schooling, the relation-
ships between teachers and students. and the obligations of teachers to
the wider larger community . . .. “an experience that is impossible un-
less the school (or teacher education program) has a “tolerance for pub-
lic dispute over fundamental matters” (p. 140).

Sarason (1993) also wrote that teacher education students generaliy
have limited knowledge about how and why schools are organized the
way they are, obstacles to change, how non-teaching personnet affect
the system. power and decision-making issues, in short, “almost all the
factors that will impinge on them, shape them as persons and profession-
als. determine their self-esteem or personal worth, and stimulate or in-
hibit their creativity and professional growth™ (p. | 15). He proposed a
year-long Culture of Schools field experience involving not just class-
room experiences, but considerable time spent with non-teaching per-

sonnel from school nurses to the superintendent. school board meetings,
collective bargaining meetings. and education seminars by anthropolo-
gists, psychologists, sociologists. political scientists, economists, and
historians.

Relevant here is a promising finding from another Center for Early
Adolescence study of 175 middle-grades teacher educators (Scales, in
press). In that study. education deans and directors at the nations’s 241
middle grades teacher preparation programs were asked 1o request fac-
ulty who regularly taught middle grades foundations, psychology. or
methods courses. or who supervised field experiences. to complete a
guestionnaire on the resources they used or wished to have in their pro-
grams. and on their views about ways to strengthen their programs. A
response rate of 51% was achieved with 175 faculty responses coming
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from 124 institutions. These professors recommended that college fac-
ulty model more the teaching techniques they hope students will learn.
and collaborate more. on-site. with middle school teachers. The recom-
mendations middle school teachers are making to improve preservice
preparation are not in conflict with teacher educators’ hopes. If state
policymakers and college administrators make the resources available
and the regulatory environment supportive of comprehensive, special
middle grades programs. there is no reason to doubt that school and col-
lege educators together can greatly strengthen the way middle grades
teachers are prepared.

An Agenda for Excellence in Middle Grades Teacher Education

Combining the results of the present study with the results of the
expert Delphi (discussed in Section Two) and the other two Center for
Early Adolesceace studies of middle grades teacher educators and middle
grades teachers (Scales. in press: Scales, 1992a). we conclude that the
following are the consensus recommendations of middle grades teach-
ers, teacher educators. and early adolescence experts.

To attain excellence. middle grades teacher education programs
should:

I. be conducted at the school site as much as possible and in-
volve considerable collaboration between middle schools and
universities (with teachers providing continuing education for
college faculty, with co-designed and co-taught courses) and
within universities. (across schools and departments):
be staffed with faculty who model the techniques they expect
preservice teachers to learn, especially interdisciplinary/inte-
grative curriculum, cooperative learning. teacher-based guid-
ance/advisor-advisec: and portfolio/exhibition assessment ap-
proaches:
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3. provide resources for ongoing faculty development, including
regular contact with and teaching young adolescents;
enable their students to engage in fieldwork in the first and
second years of an undergraduate program;
5. ensure that students’ fieldwork includes a variety of commu-
nity settings that young adolescents use or frequent:
maintain a core library of resources teacher educators consid-
= ered essential for middle grades teacher preparation,
= 7. provide faculty and students with experiences of systems re-
= sponding to young adolescents’ characteristics, both commu-
nities/neighborhoods and restructuring schools:
- 8. provide extensive student experiences in how to involve fami-
) lies and community resources with middle schools; R
= 9. include extensive opportunitics to learn about being an advi-
sor in a teacher-based guidance program; interdisciplinary team-
=4 ing; responding to students’ cultural and language diversity:
3 and, .
N 10. ensure that students acquire a comprehensive understanding .
=] of young adolescent social relationships and self-awareness
= concerns, especially heaith and sexuality.
Taken together, these recommendations call for a drastic change in
the way middle grades teacher preparation programs are structured. The
essential change is that of self-perception and self-definition on the part
of university teacher educators. Instead of the university campus being
an island on which students reside except for brief “field experiences™ in
mainland schools. a bridge should be built between the two institutions B
to promote ongoing, continuous collaboration and exchange. The key
4 requirement for building these bridges is the perception that teachers are
—d the professional equals of teacher educators, a perception that often has
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run counter to the prevailing university emphasis on research and schol-
arship as the hallmarks of professionalism (Goodlad, 1990).

Our study of middle grades teacher educators, however, suggests
that university teacher educators are eager to learn from their school-
based colleagues (Scales. in press). In the Center for Early Adolescence
“Building Bridges™ project with three university-school partnerships, both
the University of New Mexico and Southern Illinois University-Edwards-
ville now include university faculty based either half-time or full-time at
their partner middle schools (Johnson and North middle schools, respec-
tively). Although only the first step toward becoming full-fledged pro-
fessional development schools (Lieberman & Miller, 1990: Nystrand,
1991), the occupying of physical space in the middle school by the uni-
versity teacher preparation program does a great deal to create a sense
that the teacher education progra.n is becoming a joint endeavor of the
two institutions. An extension of the professional development school
model is occurring in Detroit, where Wayne State University has opened
a public middle school in which university students and professors from
a variety of disciplines are expected to be heavily involved, with an em-
phasis on providing a full range of educational and health services for
students and a research and training environment for student teachers
and experienced educators (Bradley. 1993).

An important component of the increased site-based structure of
teacher preparation programs is that teacher educators get to interact more
with young adolescents than they normally might. Our studies suggest
that middle grades teacher educators have been too long apart from middle
grades students: Nearly three-fourths of one sample had most recently
taught in the middle grades more than seven years ago (Scales, in press).
Approaches such as San Francisco State University's requirement that
teacher educators take a semester off every few years to teach in K-12
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schools are “far from widespread” (Olsen & Mellen, 1990), but might be
one of the components middle grades teacher preparation programs need
to build in to help keep college faculty current and to strengthen the
collaboration bond between college and middle school faculty.

The respondents in our several studies made it clear that in addition
to personally working with young adolescents and being committed to
university-school partnerships, successful middle grades teachers need
to know how students’ families affect their learning, and how teachers
and schools can enhance family participation in students’ learning
(Davies. 1991). Moreover, the young adolescents who are at home and
in school classrooms for part of the day are for the rest of the day in
playgrounds and on the streets. in youth groups. religious organizations,
neighborhood libraries. children’s museums, work settings, health clin-
ics. and organized after-school programs. Teachers who interact with
young adolescents in these other settings gain a rich appreciation for the
total environment in which young adolescents develop.

Bucci and Reitzammer (1992) recommend that preservice teachers
have a “short field placement or shadowing experience™ in such settings.
Those who do will get to learn vicariously about the “multiple me's”
(Harter. 1990) that comprise young adolescents’ search for a coherent
identity. They may see talents and interests displayed that are hidden in
a school setting and feel some of the pressures that young adolescents
face out of school that affect their work in school. Because young ado-
lescents’ physical, cognitive, and socio-emotional development is 50 in-
timately connected, those helpers and educators who see only a piece of
development have limited potential effectiveness.

Interacting with young adolescents, and in more varied settings than
just schools, can have another benefit for preservice students. Although
one of the core issues driving school restructuring is to equalize the learn-
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ing opportunities of advantaged and disadvantaged students, attention to
“at-risk” youth can have the deleterious effect of focusing educators and
helpers on students’ deficits rather than on their assets or strengths. The
wider the variety of settings in which preservice teachers see young ado-
lescents, especially young adolescents living in poverty, the more likely
it is that they will be able to see beyond the obvious challenges in these
young peoples’ lives and perceive as well the personal, family. and com-
munity assets that most of those “at-risk” youth also possess. Such ex-
posure may help raise new teachers’ expectations about what these young
adolescents can actually achieve, and so. in turn, lead to providing a
more challenging curriculum. For example, Goucher College buttresses
such varied field settings with courses, not just on the “at-risk™ student,
but. unusually, on the resilient student and the concept of social, educa-
tional, and familial protective factors and competencies (Master of Edu-
cation Program, 1992).

Enabling preservice middle grades teachers to have field experi-
ences in a variety of community-based settings is most likely if the uni-
versity-school partnership concurs with the Council of Chief State School
Officers’ recommendation that “every community should develop a
school-linked support system for children and their families” (Student
Success ..., 1992). In a community where various institutions are com-
mitted to this unifying principle of creating, not just a responsive school,
but a responsive ecology for young adolescents. a next logical step be-
yond placing student teachers in community-based field settings is con-
structing a system in which preservice practitioners from a variety of
disciplines are prepared together.

One of the few examples of such an innovation is the University of
Washington's “Training for Interprofessional Collaboration.™ As part of
their Carnegie Corporation-sponsored middle grades reform activities,
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the University's College of Education. Graduate School of Public Af-
fairs. and Schools of Social Work, Nursing and Public Heaith, and Com-
munity Medicine joined forces to develop eight service delivery sites
that integrate these disciplines and the services they provide, as well as
develop interprofessional curriculum and field experiences. One of the
first two sites is a middle school in downtown Seattle, served by the TIC
program and a collaborative network of ten youth agencies. School staff
and agency staft are trained and integrated into the supervision of the
University's preservice students as they go through their field placements
(Training for Interprofessional Collaboration, 1992).

A corollary to the necessary greater S€nse of professional equality
between teachers and teacher educators is a greater felt need to immerse,
not just expose. preservice students early on in their preparation to suc-
cesstul. restructured middle schools. Traditionally. field experiences begin
in the third or fourth year of an undergraduate program. and the results
of our several studies suggest that middle grades teachers and teacher
educators alike agree that the first and second years are not too early for
working in the field. Middle level teacher educators rate highly the goal
of helping preservice teachers deepen their understanding of systemic
school change (Scales. in press) and it is doubtful that such understand-
ing can be achieved without considerable personal experience in such
schools.

One program that is touted as one of the nation’s best examples of
“full-scale iategration of teacher education into the public schools.” the
Southern Maine Partnership that links the University of Southern Maine
with a network of Coalition of Essential Schools members, g0€s SO faras
to limit teacher education only to schools that are restructuring: “That
means no part of the agenda — new teacher preparation, teacher devel-
opment in the schools, and school renewal — takes place in isolation”
(Cushman, 1993).
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Moreover, our respondents note that preservice students must per-
sonally experience what it is they are expected to do when they work
with young adolescents. Does one truly understand cooperative learn-
ing strategies if one only reads about them? If the teacher preparation
program is structured by disciplines, how effectively can that prepare
preservice teachers for interdisciplinary, theme-oriented teaching? If
university faculty are themselves largely distant from the personal lives
and concerns of their education students. how readily will those preservice
teachers take on the responsibility of being an advisor to middle grades
students? Awareness that middle grades teacher preparation programs
have not prepared students well to assume these roles and responsibili-
ties has led more programs to focus on modelling the practices they want
preservice teachers to implement. '

Forexample, at Ohio State University. cohorts of preservice middle
grades teachers are formed into four-person teams for a five-quarter hour
program called Teaching Early Adolescents in Middle Schools (TEAMS).
The teams are mentored not by individual cooperating teachers, but by
entire school interdisciplinary teams as they develop and teach interdis-
ciplinary lessons across mathematics, sciences. language arts, and social
studies (Cunningham and Shillington, 1990). Middle schools also in-
creasingly are providing service learning opportunities foy young ado-
lescents. and universities in several states are beginning to incorporate
service learning experiences into their preservice programs as a result of
an initiative sponsored by the DeWitt Wallace-Reader's Bigest Fund.
Mississippi State University, for example. has decided to link student
teaching placements with local schools that get grants under the Na-
tional and Community Service Act. and to develop a training program to
encourage teacher educators to become personally involved in service
learning (Allam & Zerkin. 1993).




PAruitoxt providea by extc | -

K

Bevond Add-on Courses

All of the Center for Early Adolescence university-school partner-
ships (University of New Mexico-Johnson Middle School. Southern 1i-
linois University at Edwardsville-North Middle School. and Mesa Staie
College (CO)-Redlands Middle School) have adopted the goal of mod-
elling what they expect preservice teachers to do as part of their initia-
tives for strengthening their middle grades preparation programs. They
understand that. as the Goddard College (VT) Program in Middle Level
Education puts it, “our students (will be) prepared to facilitate this sort
of learning experience for others in part because they have experienced
it themselves™ (Program In Middle Level Education, 1993). Incorporat-
ing such changes is not simple or inexpensive. Drexel University. for
example. is re-tooling its entire undergraduate curriculum in engineer-
ing. arts and sciences. business. design. and information studies to be
based on interdisciplinary studies. a move it estimates will cost about
10% more than its traditional. separate discipline approach (Collison.
1993).

We have discussed most of these recommendations before. but one
more deserves additional comment. Many of our respondent teachers.
in their extended written remarks. referred to the importance of under-
standing young adolescent health issues. from nutrition and fitness. to
guns at school and conflict resolution. mental health. and sexuality.
Threats to health and well-being increase during early adolescence. as
young people begin making life-style choices that can either increase or
decrease their risks. For example. 40% of young adolescents have had
sexual intercourse at least once by the age of 15. according to the Cen-
ters for Disease Control (Sexual Behavior.... 1992) and most have had
their initial experience with cigarettes and alcohol by the end of early
adolescence (Scales. 1991). Most critically. early adolescence is. after
all. the stage during which puberty occurs and so it is the stage during
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which sex-related concerns become significantly more important. No
thorough understanding of young adolescent development can be com-
plete without a deep understanding of early adolescent health. especially
young adolescents’ sexual development and need for comprehensive
sexuality education.

The National Middle School Association/National Council for Ac-
creditation of Teacher Education-Approved Curriculum Guidelines for
middle level teacher preparation programs do not place a special empha-
sis upon health and sexuality in early adolescence as important compo-
nents of a good preparation program, but that lack of emphasis might
soon be changing. The National Board for Professional Teaching Stan-
dards developed standards for certification as an Early Adolescent/Gen-
eralist. and recommended that all teachers of young adolescents have a
solid background in six core areas. one of which was health.

The inclusion of health (and the arts) along with the usuai “big four™
(language arts, social studies, sciences. and mathematics) represents a
significant change in conceptualizing what a typical teacher of young
adolescents should know. Most middle grades teacher preparation pro-
grams that want to prepare excellent middle school teachers will need to
increase their emphasis upon health and sexuality issues to enable their
graduates to meet this more comprehensive standard.

Health education can link content disciplines that are especially
important to young adolescents, and is one of the best vehicles for pro-
moting young adolescent critical thinking (Scales, 1993) because it is a
discipline in which so many young adolescent personal concerns and
social issues intersect. These intersections are considered to be the fun-
damental building blocks of effective middle schocl curriculum (Beane.
1993). The Sex Information and Education Council of the United States
has produced a carefully delineated set of guidelines for comprehensive
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sexuality education. organized by learners’ developmental levels (Guide-
lines. ... 1992). and the Association for the Advancement of Health Edu-
cation is developing national standards for K-12 health education more
broadly. Although we think all early adolescence generalists need not
be certified in health education. preservice preparation programs that
want to provide a truly thorough grounding in these critical young ado-
lescent issues should ensure that preservice students understand much
that is contained in these emerging health and sexuality education guide-
lines.

Clearly. there are other actions that can be taken to improve middle
grades teacher preparation programs. But two seem to be the most criti-
cal: (1) states should require a separate certification for the middle level.
thereby ensuring the comprehensive program that our results show is
strongly associated with teachers feeling well-prepared. and (2) thosz
programs should implement the ten recommendations we have presented.
If those two steps were taken. we believe the next generation of middle
grades teacher preparation programs would be far superior to the typical
programs students experience today. Graduates from such programs
would feel ready. and arguably be ready. to provide a diverse young ado-
lescent population with challenging and developmentally-responsive cur-
riculum and instruction. and to themselves actively respond to changing
social realities.

And as the middle school concept becomes more fully operational
the demands that teachers be broadly prepared. comfortable on a team.
and able to serve as an advisor or advocate will increase. Specialized
and distinctive teacher preparation will be even more critical than it is
today. While growing pains are accepted as a reality. teacher educators
must become much more aggressive in efforts to establish the middle
level certification and teacher preparation programs needed.

[63%
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Limitations of This Study

No study is without qualifications. and there are several limitations
to our study that should be kept in mind. First, slightly more than half
(52%) of the original sample of all 1.100 middle schools in the five states
returned no teacher questionnaires. Our school and teacher response
rates of 48% and 79%. respectively. were substantially higher than the
Center’s earlier study (Scales. 1992a). but it is possible that non-respon-
dents ditfered from respondents on key characteristics. However, Scales
selected that earlier sample not by school. but by teacher’s grade taught
and type of community (rural. urban. suburban) and reported no signifi-
cant differences between respondents and non-respondents on these strati-
fication variables. We have no reason to suspect any different a response
from the 1993 sample.

Because the 1993 sample was selected to have even less variation
in grades and building configurations than the 1991 sample. we believe
these variables would be associated with no more and probably less im-
pact on our dependent variables than reported in Scales® 1992 study.
Clearly. the recollections of comprehensiveness and. perhaps especially.
the teachers” subjective ratings of preparation program adequacy. could
have been differentially affected by other vari: bles about which we have
no information to distinguish a possible respondent-non-respondent dif-
ference. However. it seems most likely to us that non-respondents would
be less likely to have had special preparation. We see no apparent reason
why these non-respondents’ recollections of program comprehensive-
ness or ratings of program adequacy would be in a distribution markedly
different from those nearly 1.000 teachers who did not have special prepa-
ration at either the undergraduate or graduate level. If that is the case.
then. it anything we have underestimated the positive impact of having
had special preparation. Adding in those non-respondents would make
the observed differences stronger, not weaker,
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Second, a different and more crucial limitaticn to this study, and to
all other research to date on the impact of preparing middle grades teach-
ers, is that our data are teachers’ self-reports. Although the consistency
of the results, both within this study and the similarity of the results with
the Scales 1992 study lead us to have confidence in the reliability of
most of the data (with the exception of semester hours teachers say they
had in their pro zrams), the guestion of validity remains.

One of our key dependent variables, the teachers’ ratings of their
preparation program adequacy, is a subjective, retrospective rating. Woula
ratings of new graduates or first-year teachers be the same as those ob-
tained from this sample where nearly half had been teaching 10 years or
more? We suspect the new graduates’ ratings would be more positive,
and that their evaluation of their preparation would become less favor-
able as their experience increased. but we have no data with which to
investigate that possibility, and to guess by how much those ratings would
decline is even more an exercise in speculation.

Furthermore. what is the association between teachers’ ratings of
their preparation program, their reccilections of its comprehensiveness,
and their actual teaching behaviors, at whatever stage of their career the
data are collected? The literature does not yet tell us whether teachers
who went through a special middle grades program, especially one that
was highly comprenensive and that they rated favorably, actually exhibit
and use more than other middle grades teachers the curriculum, teach-
ing, and classroom management techniques they remember so positively.
We need to know whether they do. not just by teacher self-reports, but
through observation (video, journaling, teacher/principal observations)
or young adolescent student reports.

It seems Jogical to assume that teachers who had such a special.
comprehensive background that they recall so favorably would in fact
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be more likely than teachers without such a background to effectively
use the techniques and skills they were taught. But the literature is also
filled with compelling evidence that the culture of the school experi-
enced while actually teaching as a certified teacher and not a student
teacher exerts a powerful influence on the great majority of neophyte
teachers. causing most to adopt the norms and cultural folkways of their
school, even at the expense of what they learned was the “right” thing to

do in college or graduate school. The answers to these questions await
future research.

The Critical Issue of Preparing the Teachers of Teachers

This study does not address the question of how the teachers of
future middle grades teachers are being prepared. This could be consid-
ered a limitation. What special preparation do middle grades tcacher
educators receive. and how well does that prepare them to help preservice
students become excellent middle school teachers? These are questions
that need to be addressed.

The number of middle-grades teacher educators across the nation is
small — in Scales 1992 study, it was reported that 70% of education
deans and directors in eight states said there were just two to five people
knowledgeable about and active in middle grades education on their fac-
ulties/staffs. If those figures hold throughout the nation's approximately
241 institutions with middle grades teacher preparation programs, which
is highly unlikely, then there are at best just 600 to 800 teacher educators
in the entire country specializing in the middle level.

Another Center study (Scales, in press) provided some information
about 175 of these teacher educators. Nearly all were white, evenly split
between men and women, and the majority had taught in grades 5-9,
especially in grades 6-8. More than one-quarter had taught within the
middle grades during the previous seven years, but the vast majority
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held a non-authentic certificate that ended in grade 12. not an authentic
certificate focused on the middie grades. Sixty percent had been ateacher
educator for 11 years or more. Given how long ago they received their
preparation, it seems almost certain that the majority of the nation’s middie
grades teacher educators themselves did not receive special preservice
preparation for teaching young adolescents, but rather acquired their train-
ing on the job and in subsequent formal graduate schooling after their
initial teaching experiences. Our knowledge of their specific prepara-
tion for teaching future middle school teachers is scant. Yet, if middle
grades teacher preparation programs are to continue to improve, atten-
tion must also be paid to how the teachers of teachers are prepared.

This is especially true if one of the aspects of program improve-
ment is greater collaboration and a different kind of more equal partner-
ship between middle schools and university preparation programs. To
emphasize this dimension of strengthening middle grades preparation
programs means to be concerned not just with the quality of the preservice
preparation that student teachers receive. but also with the kind of con-
tinuing education and professional development that teacher educators
and cooperating teachers experience.
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Some Final Thoughts

Results from this study provide clear directions for those respon-
sible for the professional preparation of middle level teachers as they
make decisions regarding program design and related matters. Much
more is now known about what practicing middle school teachers be-
lieve constitutes a quality middle grades teacher preparation program.
The collective insights of these 2.139 teachers offer valuable informa-
tion concerning essential program components, levels of specialized pro-
gram comprehensiveness. and other important programmatic consider-
ations. This study also includes strong messages for policymakers re-
garding practices which promote or thwart the effective preparation of
prospective and practicing middle grades teachers. This is especially
important when one considers that the results, even from the five states
that contain over one-half of the nation’s specialized middle level teacher
preparation programis and have distinctive certification, show that al-
most half of the teachers teaching young adolescents in those states have
had no special preparation to do so. Results also revealed that even in
comprehensive programs, gaps are present that need to be filled if qual-
ity middle level teacher preparation is to become widely available.

Several key {indings and some final thoughts are presented here.
This is not intended to be a comprehensive sumimary of the several stud-
ies reported in Growing Pains, but rather only a restatement of some
selected points appropriate in this concluding section. Many other find-
ings, recommendations found elsewhere in this book and related discus-
sions, particularly the ten major recommendations on pages 60-61. hold
important implications for middle level teacher preparation and must
receive careful consideration.
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The Extent of Specialized Middle Grades Preparation

« Only 23 percent of the teachers surveyed in these five

states that had separate and distinct middle level certifica-
tion had received their initial teacher preparation in a
middle level teacher preparation program.

Only 22 percent of them had received undergraduate
preparation in a program specifically designed for middle
grades teaching.

Recently graduated middle school teachers were moder-
ately more likely to have received specialized middle level
preparation.

Fifty-seven percent of teachers with special preparation
were graduates of highly compreheusive programs.
Sixty-seven percent of those with graduate degrees (56%)
indicated that their most recent preparation was for middle
level teaching.

Approximately 55% (22% initial and 33% graduate) of
all respondents had some kind of middle level prepara-
tion while nearly half had no special preparation.

These and related findings are discouraging. although progress 18
being made in these five states where a commitment has been made to
encourage, and in sonie cases require, that teachers of young adolescents
receive special middle grades professional preparation. For example,
certification requirements in North Carolina meet and exceed the Na-
tional Middle School Association/National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education-Approved Curriculum Guidelines. Mandatory middie
grades certification in North Carolina has resulted in Middle Grades
Education becoming a “third level™ of teacher preparation focusing on
the specialized knowledge and skills needed for successful middle level
teaching. Such actions in the five states selected for this study have
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resulted in the bare majority of middle school teachers in these states
(55%) having received special middle grades preparation at some de-
aree level. And this percentage is likely to increase significantly over
the next several years as larger numbers of teachers gain access to these
specialized preparation programs. But what of the other 45 states with
less specific certification requirements?

It should be recognized that this study presents a “best-case sce-
nario” in another respect. since responding teachers were teaching in
middie schools. the grade organization where the largest number of spe-
cially prepared teachers are found. This means that even fewer class-
rooms in schools with other grade organizations but which enroll young
adolescents have specially prepared middle grades teachers.

In summary. much progress has been made in somc states. yet so
much remains to be accomplished. This is especially true in those many

states that have not yet initiated efforts to ensure that teachers of young
adolescents have any special middle level professional preparation.

The Comprehensiveness of Specialized Middle Level Teacher
Preparation Programs.

* Teachers prepared in special middle grades programs were

more likely to have had each of the seven program com-
ponents considered essential for teaching successfully at
the middle grades level.
The more middle level courses preservice teachers take,
the more likely they are to report their program was highly
comprehensive. The greater the number of courses de-
voted to the middle level. the more tavorably respondents
rated their middle level preparation programs on each of
the topics investigated.
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+ When the total sample was considered, respondents with
special middle level preparation were only somewhat more
likely than those without it to rate their preparation pro-
grams highly. However, those who had been prepared in
highly comprehensive, special middle grades programs
gave more favorable ratings to their programs. on each
topic. than teachers who had been prepared in programs
with medium or low comprehensiveness.

Teachers who were graduates of comprehensive middle
grades preparation programs were more likely torate their
programs favorably in the areas of cultural and language
diversity than were those with less comprehensive pro-
arams.

The divided group. e.g. elementary/middle. middle/sec-
ondary. was not significantly more likely that the non-fo-
cused, e.g. grades K-12 elementary/middie/secondary.
group to have had any of the seven program comprehen-
siveness components.

These and relaied findings revealed that respondents from compre-
hensive middle grades preparation programs, those including six or seven
of the essential program components, rated their preparation much more
positively that those who attended programs that were less comprehen-
sive (five or fewer of the essential components). An important key mes-
sage from these teachers was that a “few courses” added to an existing
major and/or “endorsement only™ programs are not adequate. Compre-
hensive, carefully planned preparation programs which focus exclusively
on teaching young adolescents are needed.
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Certification/Licensure and Specialized Preparaticn

* Nearly half of the sample (49%) listed as their first cer-
tificate an “authentic™” middie level certificate, one that
did not include large overlaps into elementary or second-
ary grades, e.g. 4-8, 6-9.

* Those who had authentic middle level preparation were
more likely to have had special middle level preparation
and to have been in comprehensive programs, and, if their
programs were highly comprehensive, were more liely
to give favorable ratings to their programs” coverage of
the seven topics considered crucial for effective middle
level teaching.

* The divided group was not significantly more likely than
non-focused group to have any of the seven pregram com-
prehensiveness components. The non-focused group was
significantly more likely than the divided group to have
“coursework focusing on teaching reading at the middle
level.”

» Teachers who held an authentic middle level certificate
were significantly more likely to have had comprehen-
sive programs and to rate those programs more favorably
than teachers whose certificates were not as authentically
focused on the middle level.

Recults from this study indicate that add-on courses and endorse-
ments, while perhaps bureaucratically satisfactory short-cuts, are simply
a less effective form of preparation than a major comprehensive pro-
gram. States that use overlapping certificates that cover middle grades
are likely to be states whose teacher graduates have less comprehensive
middle grades programs, and view those programs as inadequately pre-
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framework that includes an authentic middle level centificate encour-
ages preparation program comprehensiveness, which in turn is associ-
ated with teachers giving more favorableevaluations of their prepara-
tion. The cumulative wisdom of decades of experience which is reflected
in the data reported 1ere indicate that states should require a separate
certification/license for middle grades teachers. This is necessary to en-
sure the existence of a comprehensive program that this study shows is
strongly associated with teachers feeling well-prepared for guiding young
adolescents.

Gaps Between Current Practices and Highly Effective Programs
« Fifty percent of the respondents rated as inadequate or
poor their preparation on seven topics considered to be
essential for middle grades teacher preparation programs.
These topics included interdisciplinary teaming and
teacher-based guidance, two topics of great importance at

the middle level.

« More than 40% of the teachers that had received some
level of special middle level preparation did not have
coursework on teaching young adolescents, more than one-
half did not have coursework focusing on curriculum and
organization of the middle school, and nearly 60% did
not have pre-student teaching field work or student teach-
ing in the middie grades.

* Since many middle level teachers who receive special
middle level preparation do not do so until graduate school,
many thousands of middle school classrooms are stafted
with teachers with no specialized middle level professional
preparation. When this situation is added to the fact that

only 22% of the teachers responding to this survey indi-
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cated that they received special middle grades prepara-
tion before beginning their teaching career, it is clear that
even in these tive states where middle ievel teacher prepa-
ration is a priority, much additional improvement is needed.
Teachers in more comprehensive programs gave mean
ratings of “‘adequate” rather than “very well” on most top-
ics. Even in these highly comprehensive programs, the
ratings were too often close to the “inadequate mark™ when
dealing with topics such as cultural diversity, and readi-
ness to participate in teacher-based guidance and interdis-
ciplinary teaming.

Far more middle grades teachers need to be prepared in highly com-
prehensive programs, and even highly comprehensive programs must
improve in other ways if they are to be excellent and not just “adequate.”
All those responsible for the professional preparation of middle grades
teachers. not just teacher preparation personnel, need to make concerted
efforts to “turn the corner’ on this long needed reform and often debated
issue of specialized middle level teacher preparation. The 2,139 practic-
ing professionals who participated in this study have helped us focus on
directions that need to be taken in this effort.

Cancluding Statements

Middle grades preservice teachers. cooperating teachers, and teacher
educators comprise a system trying to become more effectively coordi-
nated than ever before. As it develops. the system reveals both its grow-
ing pains and its promise. Development, whether of the young adoles-
cent or of the teachers of those young adolescents, is not without its
chrdlenges. risks, setbacks, losses. and failures. But out of those adoles-
cent growing pains, with the right kind of knowledge. skills, and sup-
port, can emerge a healthy, happy, and productive adult. 1f middle grades
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teacher educators and policymakers approach the task of program devel-
opment with the same optimism, openness, and energy as most young
adolescents do, those institutional growing pains also will pay off.
Through that difficult growth. a generation of comprehensively prepared
teachers will emerge, teachers who feel they have been given an excel-
lent start and the promise of continuing support so that they can really
make a positive difference in the lives of the young adolescents that teach.
Our teachers and our youth deserve no less.
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Appendix A

Middle School Teacher Survey

¢ 1993 «

The Center for Early Adolescence, in cooperation with National Middle School Association.
and with funding from the DeWitt Wallace-Reader's Digest Fund. is conducting this
survey as a follow-up to its 1991 study of middle grades teacher preparation. The purpose
of the study is to find out more about the preparation of teachers in states which have
significant numbers of undergraduate and graduate middle level teacher preparation
programs.

Your school has been selected to participate in this five-state survey. We are asking
language arts. sclence. mathematics, and social studies teachers in grades 6, 7, and 8
to describe the kind of preparation they received for teaching in middle schools.

The survey will take only a few minutes to complete. We reaiize that your time is valuable
and limited. and want you to know that your responses will help to strengthen the
preparation of the nation’s middle school teachers.

We have asked your principal to distribute the surveys to the appropriate teachers inyour
school. Along with the survey, you should have received a self-addressed, postage-paid
envelope in which to mail the survey directly back to us.

Thank you very much for your contribution to this study. Your cooperation is very much
appreciated.

Peter C. Scales. Ph.D. C. Kenneth McEwin, Ed.D.
Research Associate Professor Professor

Center for Early Adolescence Appalachian State University
University of North Caroltna at Chapel Hill Boone, North Carolina
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Middle School Teacher Survey

1993
NOTE: Middle grades is defined as grades 5 through 9.

Please circle your choices.

Section One—Demographic Information

1. Gender:
. Female . Male

Fihnicity:

. African American/Black . Native Amierican/Alaska Native
b. Astan/Pacific Islander ~ White

C. Latino/Hispanic . Other

Arca in which school s located:
a. Urban

b. Suburban

C. Rural

How long have vou been a middle grades teacher?
o 1-3 vears [ 10-14 vears
b. 4 O vears d. 15 years or more

What subject(s1 do you regularly teach? (Clrcle all that apply.)
a. Fnglish/Language Arts d. Social Studics
L. Mathematics c. Reading

¢ Scicnce f. Other

Please specifv “other™ subjects taught:

Have you ever served as an elementary (K-4) or senfor high school (10 12) teacher?
HR Yes., elementany c. Yes. both levels
b, Yes, sccond.ry . No

If you have been an elemetstary and/or secondary teacher, how many vears did vou
teach at cach level?

Elementary Secondary

HE I-3 vears a. 1-3 vears

b 4 9 vears h. 4-9 vears

e 10-14 vears c. 10-14 vears

d 15 vears or more d. 15 vears or more

Was the professional preparation that resulted in vour wutial teacher certification
elementory, middle level, or secondary {lor example, mathemattes or vocational edu-
cattonl, ar some other program?

. Elcmentary . Secoudary

h. Middie Level . Other, please spectfy

99
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- 9. If different from your initial preparation, was your most recent professional prepara-
o tion elementary. middle level, secondary. or some other program?

N \ a. Elementary c. Secondary
kN b. Middle Level d. Other. please specify

10. When you selected teaching as a career goal. did you intend to become a middle
~ grades teacher?
- a. Yes b. No

11. Did you receive your undergraduvate pruparation in a program specifically designed for
middle grades teaching?
a. Yes b. No

12.  If vou did not receive your prolessional preparation in a program specifically designed
for prospective middle grades teachers, was a specialized middle level teacher prepa-
ration program available at the time?

a. Yes b. No c. Do not know

13. 7’ what institution(s) did you receive your professional preparation and what degrees
did you reccive? E
Name of Institution Degree Received

14.  Please indicate the years you reccived your degree(s).

a. Bachelors c. Specialist
b. Masters - d. Doctoral
— . 15.  Please Indicate the typel(s) of middle level teaching certificatc (license) you hold includ-
wT ing grade levels and subject arcas as appropriate (for example, 6-8 mathematics):
Grade Level(s) Subject(s)
Grade Level(s) . Subject(s) .

Grade Level(s)

Subject(s)

16. DPlease indicate velow the number of courses and the total number of quarter or sc-
mester hours ol your professional preparation that focused directly on teaching in the
middle grades (grades 5-9).

[Note: Please use the Jirst degree you recelved that resalted tn betng certified to teach tn the

middle grades and do not meclude student teaching hours in the {otal. Plcase estimate il
you do not remember exact numbers.]

Number of specialized middle level courses:

Semester hours OR Quarter hours

7 89
100
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17.  Please indicate which, if any, of the following was included in your professional
preparation. (Please circle as many as apply.):

a.  Course work focusing directly on the developmental characteristics and needs of
young adolescents {ages 10-15),

b. Course work focusing directly on the curricutum and organization of the middle
level school.

¢.  Course work focusing directly on appropriate methods for teaching young adoles.
cents,

Course work focusing on teaching reading at the middle level.

€. A broad academic background including concentrations in at least two academic
areas at the undergraduate level and/or one at the graduate level.

f.  Pre-student teaching field experiences in the middle grades (grades 5-9).
Please specify which grade or grades _

£ Student teaching in the middle'grades (grades 5-9).

Please specify which grade or grades _

Do you Intend to continue to teach at the middle level for the remainder of your career
as an educator?

a, Yes b. No

Why or why not?

& Section Two—Professional Preparation

. 19.  How well did your professional education programs prcpare you for each of the following?

Very Well ldequucly ! thadequately | Prorly I Not  all
a  Understanding young adolescent
development (10- 15 ycar olds).

—_— —_— _ _— =}

b.  Using clicctive Instructional techniques

1
at the middle level. J J
B o M A

c. Mitdclle level curriculum and orgamization. '

d.  Teaching on an Interdisciplinary team. ! L l
.. — -
1

e Being an advisor tn a teacher-based i 1
guidance program.

—_—— —_— _ — —_— —_— —_— —_—

. Responding to students’ culiural and .
language diversity ,

R Using effective cooperative learning/group-

ing practices.

g ke, | . L
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Did your academic/content course work provide you with a satisfactory knowledge
base for your subject specialty?
a, Yes b. No

Please indicate which, if any, of the following academic concentrations were included
in your initial preparation.

a. English/Language Arts <. Mathematics

b. Soclal Studies d. Science

Were your academic/content concentrations broad and interdiscipiinary in nature?
(For example. sclence not biology: social studles not history.)
a. Yes b. No

Section Three—Your Perspectives

23.

Are there important ideas. principles. or understandings that an effective middle level
teacher needs to know?
a. Yes b. No

If yes. please list three examples of these ideas, principles. or understandings:

Please list three differences in the ways that niiddle level teachers should be prepared
to teach compared with the ways that elementary/secondary teachers ought to be
prepared.

Please list three changes that you feel could improve the preparaticn of middle level
teachers.
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Are vou an individual member or is your school an institutional member of National
Middle School Assoclation?

a. Yes. individual member

b.  Yes. member through school institutional membership
¢. No

Why or why not?

Cominents:

Thank you for your contribution to this study. Please return the survey in the self-
addressed postage paid envelope.

Center for Early Adoelescence
UNC-Chapel Hill
-2 Carr Mill Town Center
Carrboro. NC 27510

R T
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Center for Early Adolescence

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
D-2 Carr Mill Town Center ® Carrboro, North Carolina 27510 * (919) 966-1148
FAX ¢ (919) 966-7657

)¢
a
1

Dear Mtddle School Principal:

The Center for Early Adolescence, in cooperation with National Middle School Association, and
with funding from the Dewitt Wallace-Reader’s Digest Fund, Is conducting a new survey as a
follow-up to its 1991 study of middle grades teacher preparation. The purpose of the study Is
to find out more about the professional preparation of middle school teachers in states which
have significant numbers of spectalized middle level undergraduate and graduate programs.

Your school has be ¢n selected to participate in this five-state study of middle school teachers.
We realize that your time and that of teachers at your school is limited and valuable. and want
you to know that your school's participation will help strengthen the preparation of the nation’s
middie school teachers.

We have enclosed six (6) brief surveys to be completed by six teachers at your school. Please select
these six teachers from those who teach languagearts, science. mathematics, and soclal studies
m grades 6, 7, and 8. We suggest that you select teachers that reflect a variety of subject areas
and grade levels. It should take them only a few minutes to complete these surveys. Six self-
addressed, postage-paid envelopes are enclosed in which teachers should return their completed
surveys.

Please return the enclosed post card to us after indicating how many teachers recefved surveys
in which grade levels and in which subject areas. This information is very important to us since
it1s our only means of knowing how many teachersactually received a survey. If ateacherteaches
more than one subject area, please count him or her as teaching the subject he or she teaches
most frequently. When a teacher teaches more than one subject and teaches each equal amounts
of time. count him or her in one subject area chosen at random rather than counting him or her
twice. The same procedure should be followed if a teacher teaches more than one grade level,

Thank you very much for your important contribution. If you have questions, please do not
hesitate to call us.

Peter C. Scales. Ph.D. C. Kenneth McEwin, Ed.D.
Research Associate Professor Professor

Center for Early Adolescence Appalachian State University
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill Boonc. North Carolina
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Center for Early Adolescence

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
D-2 Carr Mill Town Center ¢ Carrboro, North Carolina 27510 ¢ (919) 966-1148
FAX * (919) 966-7657

)
a
)¢

Dear Principal:

Last month, we sent you a survey of middle school teachers’
view on their preservice preparation developed by the
Center for Early Adolescence with the cooperation of
National Middle School Associatior. We have been gratified
by the response to date: more than 1,200 teachers have
returned completed questionnaires.

We are concerned, however, that we have not received any
questionnaires from teachers at your school, nor have we
received the postcard principals were to complete showing us
which teachers (by content and grade level) you gave the
questionnaires to. This information is very important for
us to assess the adequacy of our response rate.

We know how hectic this time of year can be. However, this
research will help shape middle-grades teacher preparation
policy, and we sincerely hope that your teachers’ voices can
add to the importance of the study.

We encourage you to take a few minutes to select up to six
teachers and give them the questionnaire, and check off
which teachers you have chosen on the postcard we sent.

We know that you might already have given the questionnaires
out. If so, we would appreciate your sending us the
postcard indicating which teachers received “he surveys, and
reminding your teachers to complete the questionnaire. If
the postcard or the questionnaires have been misplaced,
please call us and we will be glad to send you additional
copies.

Thank you so much for your interest and your support. We
look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,
Peter C. Scales. Ph.D. C. Kenneth McEwin, Ed.D.
Research Associate Professor Professor

University of North Carolina Appalachian state
at Chapel Hill University
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Adyvisory Panel
(A.ifiliation as of the start of the project March 1992)

Theodore E. Andrews

Professional Education and Certification

Washington State Department of
Education

Ronald Areglado
Associate Executive Director
of Programs
National Association of Elementary
School Principals

Joan Baratz-Snowden

Vice President of Assessment
and Research

National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards

Ron Barber
Executive Director for

Middle School Administration
Jefferson County. KY. Public Schools

William Bloomfield

Director. Center for Corporate and
Education Initiatives

Brandeis University

Stephanie Burnkrant

President

National Collegiate Middle School
Asscciation (NCMSA)

Robby Champion

President

Champion Training and Consulting
Ellicott City. MD

Robert Chase
Vice President
National Education Association

Michae! J. Cleary

Coordinator, Health Education Program
Department of Allied Health

Slippery Rock University

Donna V. Dunlop
Program Director
DeWitt Wallace-Reader's Digest Fund

Carolyn V. Eades
Head. Department of Mathematics
West Baltimore Middie School
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Joyce Epstein

Center on Familics. Communitics,
Schools and Children’s Learning

The Johns Hopkins University

Themas 0. Erb

Associate Professor. Department of
Curriculum and Instruction

University of Kansas

Mary FEllen Finch
Division Chair. Education
Maryville University. St. Louis

Joni E. Finney
Director of Policy Studies
Education Commission of the States

Joseph J. Galbo
Professor of Education
California State University-Stanislaus

Maria Garza-Lubeck
MGSSPI Project Manager
Council of Chief State School Officers

Caroline Gaston
Education Policy Advisor
Office of the Governor, New Mexico

Nathalie Gehrke
Associate Professor, Education
University of Washington

Lynn Gedwin
Teacher’s College
Columbia University

Donna M. Gollnick

Deputy Executive Director

National Council for the Accreditation
of Teacher Education

Lillian Gonzalez
Deputy Superintendent
Baltimore City Public Schools

Anita H. Hall
Professor of Eiementary Education
Jackson State University

David Haselkorn
President
Recruiting New Teachers. e,

Robert D. Hilliard
Associate Professor
University of Central Arkansas

David G. Imig

Chicf Exceutive Officer

American Association of Colleges for
Teacher Lducation

Bruce Anthony Jones

Institute for Practice and
Rescarch in Education

Liniversity of Pittsburgh
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Gail jones G. Williamson McDiarmid
School of Education National Center for Research on
University of North Carolina at Teacher Learning

Chapel Hill Michigan State University

Toni Griego Jones C. Kenneth McEwin, Jr.,
Professor. Department of Curriculum Professor of Education
and Instruction Appalachian State University. NC
University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee
D. John McIntyre
Laurel Martin Kanthak Professor. Curriculum and Instruction
Director oi Middle Level Education Southern Hlinois University
National Association of Secondary at Carbondale
School Principals
Edward J. Meade. Jr.
Eugenia Kemble Independent Consultant
Assistant to the President Montclair. NJ
American Federation of Teachers
Nicholas M. Michelli
John H. Lounsbury Dean. School of Professional Studies
Publications Editor Montclair State College. NJ
National Middle School Association
Shirley L. Mow
M. Lee Manning Execuiive Director
Darden College of Education Westchester Education Coalition, Inc.
Oid Dominion University White Plains. NY

Robert M. McClure Bertha 0. Pendleton
Director. Mastery in Deputy Superintenaent
Learning Consortium San Dicgo Unified School District
National Education Association
James Raths
Chair. Department off
Educational Studies
University of Delaware
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Madeleine Ray

Director, Professional Development in
Early Adolescence Program

Bank Street College. New York

Gloria Richeson

Assistant Superintendent for
Middle Schools

Wake County, NC. Public Schools

Susan Riemer Sacks
Chair, Education Program
Barnard Cellege
Columbia University

Joan Schine

Director, National Center for Service
Learning in Early Adolescence,
NYC

Carol A. Skinner
Teacher

Iroquois Middle School
Louisville, KY

Jackie M, Stan, .y

Coordinator, Minority
Recruitment Programs

South Carolina Center for
Teacher Reeruitment

Donald J. Stedman

Dean. School of Education

University of Morth Carolina
at Chapel Hill

John H. Swaim
Professor of Education
University of Northern Colorado

Belle R. Tomaseilo

Cooperative Learning Implementer
Parkman Middle School
Milwaukee Public Schools

Samuel Totten

Center for Middle Level Education.
Rescarch. and Development

University of Arkansas

Efrain Vila

Principal

Kosciuszko Middle School
Milwaukee. WI

At-Large Members

Joan Lipsitz
Program Direetor, Education
Lilly Endowment, Inc.

M. Hayes Mizell
Director. Program for
Disad" antaged Youth

The Edna McConnell Clark Foundation

Anthony W, Jackson
Program Officer
Carnegic Corporation of New York
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