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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF SELECTED STUDENT TEACHING EXPERIENCES

REPORTED BY MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY SECONDARY

SCHOOL CLUSTER PROGRAM AND CONVENTIONAL

PROGRAM STUDENT TEACHERS

BY

Leo S. Sunada

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

This study was designed to compare the field experi-

ence component of two secondary level student teaching

programs at Michigan State University. This examination

focused on experiences associated with "cluster" student

teaching and secondary "conventional” student teaching pro-

grams as perceived by prospective teachers. The following

specific purposes were formulated:

1. To determine whether Michigan State University

secondary cluster student teaching provided more

selected experiences than did secondary conven-

tional student teaching.

2. To compare the number of experiences that academic

subject matter teachers encountered with the

number of experiences met by elective course stu—

dent teachers.



and sug

State U

items t

they ex

be Valu

inclusi



Leo S. Sunada

3. To determine whether cluster program student

teachers experienced and reported a greater variety

of activities than did the conventional program

student teachers during student teaching.

4. To obtain from the responding student teachers

their recommendations regarding which student

teaching experiences they would include in future

secondary student teaching programs at Michigan

State University.

METHODOLOGY

A questionnaire was developed from previous studies

and suggestions from the student teaching staff at Michigan

State University. The questionnaire had a checklist of 100

items to which student teachers were asked to respond if

they experienced the item, if they found the experience to

be valuable and if they would recommend the experience for

inclusion in future student teaching programs.

One hundred fifty-two student teachers were randomly

selected to participate in this study. They were divided

into two groups: (1) cluster program student teachers and

(2) conventional program student teachers. The two groups

were subdivided into two more groups: (1) academic subject

matter and (2) elective course student teachers. There was

a 79 percent return of 120 usable responses. Sixty-six of

these were from cluster student teachers and fifty-four

conventional student teachers.
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The information provided by the 120 respondents was

transferred to IBM computer cards for programming at the

Michigan State University computer center. A basic program,

Repeated Measures, Factorial Analysis of Variance was used

to tabulate the data and test the hypotheses.

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

The analysis of the data provided the following

information:

1. The student teachers in the secondary cluster

program reported a greater number of student

teaching experiences than did those participating

in the secondary conventional student teaching

program.

The elective course student teachers reported a

lesser number of student teaching experiences than

did the academic course student teachers.

The secondary cluster program student teachers

reported a greater variety of student teaching

experiences than did the secondary conventional

program student teachers.

The secondary cluster program student teachers

did not recommend a greater number of experiences

than did the secondary conventional program student

teacher.

The investigation indicated that the secondary

cluster student teaching program provides a larger number
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and a greater variety of student teaching experiences than

the conventional program. The repeated measures factorial

analysis of variance showed that no interactiOn was

apparent between groups and measures. Thus, the cluster

program was beneficial for both the academic course and

elective course student teachers. The data were analyzed

for the ten most chosen experiences and the ten least

chosen experiences, and the choices showed preference for

specific experiences involving classroom skills and tech-

niques. Re3pondents reported less interest in community

activities.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

PURPOSE

This study was designed to compare the field experi-

ence component of two secondary level student teacher

programs at Michigan State University. This examination

focused on experiences associated with "cluster" student

teaching and secondary conventional student teaching pro-

grams as perceived by prospective teachers.

The following specific purposes were considered:

To determine whether Michigan State University

secondary cluster student teaching provided more

selected experiences than did secondary conventional

student teaching.

To compare the number of experiences that academic

subject matter student teachers encountered with

the number of experiences met by elective course

student teachers.

To determine whether cluster program student

teachers experienced and reported a greater variety

of activities than did the conventional program

Student teachers during student teaching.
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4. To obtain from the responding student teachers

their recommendations regarding which student

teaching experiences they would recommend for inclu—

sion in future secondary student teaching programs

at Michigan State University.

NEED FOR THE STUDY

Much attention has been given in recent years to

the importance of student teaching programs and professional

laboratory experiences. Curtis and Andrews define pro-

fessional laboratory experiences as "all those contacts

with children, youth and adults (through observation,

participation and teaching) which make a direct contribution 49//

to the understanding of individuals and their guidance in

the teaching-learning process."1

Smith states,

The study of teaching and learning theory requires

laboratory experiences which will enable the student

to broaden and deepen his understanding of principles

and apply them to practical problems of teaching.

Laboratory experiences in teacher education serve

three major functions:

 

lDwight Curtis and Leonard O. Andrews, Guiding Your

Student Teacher (New York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1§54),

p. ix.

 

2E. Brooks Smith and others, A Guide to Professional

Excellence in Clinical Experiences in Teacher Education

(washington, D.C.: Association for Student Teaching, 1970),

p. 10. Note: The Association for Student Teaching was re-

named the Association of Teacher Educators on September 1,

1970.
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1. They illustrate and demonstrate principles of

practice.

2. They involve the application and testing of teach-

ing and learning theory, and

3. They provide opportunities for developing com-

petency in full range of teacher tasks.3

Although these functions are closely related, a

single activity may serve more than one purpose. However,

it is important to consider the variety of experiences for

the total program.

Student teaching programs have undergone changes in

the past quarter century. One such change involved moving

student teachers from the campus laboratory schools to the

public schools. Various types and styles of student

teaching programs were developed, tested and adapted. There

is little research to indicate that one plan is more

effective than the other. The Committee on Research in

Student Teaching of the Association for Student Teaching

indicated that:

There is a need to observe experimentally the

effects of different types of student teaching programs

or experiences in lieu of student teaching relative

to prospective teachers: (1) knowledge of good edu-

cational practices: (2) personality traits and changes

in personality traits; (3) skill in using classroom

activities; (4) attitudes towards teaching; (5) ability

to recognize his pupils' programs; (6) ability to

 

31bid., p. 10.
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recognize his subject matter content and resource

materials; and 17) knowledge of teaching field of

speCIalization.

The Michigan Council of State College Presidents

worked through the Deans and Directors of Teacher Education

Programs to develop a new program model that would enhance

the learning experiences of their student teachers. The

following characteristics were suggested as guidelines:

1. A highly individualized and flexible student

teaching experience.

2. Contact with several different teachers in a school

building instead of just one as under the tradi—

tional program.

3. Contact with a variety of activities in the school

and community in addition to classroom teaching.

4. A close relationship between the student teaching

program and the public school building staff, thus

involving the professional teacher more directly in

teacher education.5

As its means of these quidelines, Michigan State

University developed the ”cluster" student teaching program.

This program utilizes a public school teacher to coordinate

the group or cluster of ten to twelve student teachers

 

4Association for Student Teaching, Research on

Student Teaching, Bulletin No. 5 (Dubuque, Iowa: William C.

Brown Co., 1965), p. 27.

 

5Student Teaching Office, "Student Teaching Year

End Report," 1967-68 East Lansing, Michigan State Univer-

sity, 1968 (mimeographed).



assig

envis

stude

expel

Stude

thems

of ir

for c

evalu

effor

with

small

teach



assigned to a school building. This cluster program

envisions a planned series of experiences exposing the

student to several teaching models, a highly individualized

experience and a variety of school-community activities.

Student teachers in the cluster may group and re-group

themselves for greater interaction as they identify problems

of instruction and learning. They are able to develop plans

for organizing and managing instruction, and to devise

evaluation techniques to determine the success of their

efforts. In the process, they examine and gain practice

with different methods of organizing instruction such as

small groups, large groups, individualized tutoring and team

teaching.6

In the conventional student teaching program, the

student teacher, supervising teacher and college coordinator

cooperate as a triad in the laboratory experience. The

supervising teacher and the college coordinator share

responsibilities for observation, evaluation and feedback,

and in continuing conferences with the student teacher pro-

vide as many experiences as the structure permits. The

college coordinator usually meets in a group seminar each

week with the students in his charge, discussing items such

 

6Donald J. Chase, "A Comparative Study of the

Cooperative Michigan State University-Lansing SERL Project

and the Conventional Program of Student Teaching with

Reference to Openness and Attitude Formation” (unpublished

Doctoral dissertation, Michigan State University, East

Lansing, 1971), pp. 3, 4.
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as planning, discipline, feedback procedures and any other

topics of interest to the student teacher.7

If student teaching is to provide maximum help to

prospective teacher, Wilhelms contended that broad, varied

patterns of experiences should be "selected and evaluated

primarily for other than practice or skill building."8

Stratemeyer and Lindsey indicated that in initiating

the transition from student to teacher the student teacher

should be provided experiences in the grades above and

below the one to which the student teacher was assigned or

with other teachers in the secondary schools.9

Johnson recommended the following to improve

student teaching experiences:

1. Provide more opportunity for observing a master

teacher before and after student teaching assign-

ment.

2. Include experiences in various teaching situations

at different grade levels, with at least some

experiences in a situation where less than ideal

conditions exist.

 

7Ibid., p. 2.

8Fred T. Wilhelms, "Realignment for Teacher Edu-

cation," Teacher Education: Future Directions (Washington,

D. C.: NationaITEducation Association, 197OT, p. 11.

9Florence Stratemeyer and Margaret Lindsey, Working

With Student Teachers (New York: Teachers College Press,

Columbia University, 1958), p. 330.
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3. Include team teaching experiences with a master

teacher.

4. Arrange more opportunity for informal discussions

between student teachers, their supervisors and

cooperating teachers.

5. Provide more opportunities for working with cul-

turally disadvantaged and the exceptional child.

6. InClude student teaching experiences in student's

minor as well as in his major field.

7. Plan more opportunities for experiences with case

studies, audio-visual materials and other teaching

materials.10

These writers agreed in saying that student teaching

should be planned so that prospective teachers could benefit

from a variety of teaching experiences. With this emphasis

on varied activities and experiences, it is important that

these factors be incorporated into student teaching programs

and examined for the improvement of the learning experiences

of future teachers.

The College of Education at Michigan State Univer-

sity prepared in 1976-1977 school year, approximately 800

pre-service secondary teachers which make up 66 percent of

of the total pre-service teachers graduated. Thus, it is

important that meaningful activities be innovated and

 

10Edward G. Johnson, Improving the Student Teaching

Experience, Improving College and University Teaching,

Vol. XIX, No. 2 (Spring 1971), p. 167.
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evaluated in order to provide the most effective pro-

fessional laboratory experiences for prospective teachers.

The importance of these activities was properly emphasized

by Haberman when he wrote,

Educators responsible for planning programs of

teacher education must decide in which experiences

students will truly be free to learn and at what point

they must demonstrate the minimum competencies required

of a beginning teacher. Unless this is done, there

can be no conscious planning regarding the areas in

which the student is permitted to explore, to fail, to

reflect and to try again.1

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The population of this study was composed of

Michigan State University secondary student teachers. A

total sample of 152 students with seventy-six students in

each program (cluster and conventional) were sent question-

naires. The original questionnaire was developed by Irvin J.

Shutsy and modified by Charles L. Jackson. The question-

naire for this study was based upon their instrument which

was modified by the writer from suggestions of the pro-

fessional staff at Michigan State University. A detailed

discussion of the procedures and instrumentation is included

in Chapter 3.

 

11Martin Haberman, ”Relating the Study of Teaching

to Other Dimensions of Teacher Education," The Study of

Teachin , ed. Dean Corrigan (Washington, D.C.: The Associ-

ation for Student Teaching, 1967), p. 21.
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HYPOTHESES

In order to carry out this study the following

hypotheses were developed:

1. There will be a greater number of student teaching

experiences reported by those participating in the

secondary cluster student teaching program than

those participating in the secondary conventional

student teaching program.

Among those replying. there will be a greater

number of experiences reported by those secondary

elective course student teachers than the secondary

academic course student teachers.

The participating secondary cluster program

student teachers will experience a greater variety

of activities than the participating secondary

conventional program student teachers.

Among those individuals surveyed, the secondary

cluster program student teachers will recommend a

greater number of experiences for inclusion in

future student teaching programs than will the

secondary conventional program student teachers.

UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS

The following assumptions were made in the formu-

lation and conduct of this study:

1. That student teaching is an important aspect of

the preservice education of teachers.
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That an adequate teaching-learning experience is

likely to result for conventional program student

teachers as well as for cluster program student

teachers in the secondary schools.

That student teachers could remember the experi-

ences encountered during their student teaching

period in order to complete the questionnaire.

That the students who responded could understand

the experiences they considered valuable and would

recommend for inclusion for future teaching pro-

grams.

LIMITATIONS

Since an exploratory study of this nature cannot

be all encompassing, limitations of the study were set as

follows:

1. This study was limited to those Michigan State

University students who completed their student

teaching in Winter Term, 1972.

The study was limited to the secondary cluster and

conventional student teaching programs at Michigan

State University.

The sources for questionnaire development were

limited to clinical consultants and college coor-

dinators at Michigan State University, in addition

to literature in the field of teacher education.
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4. This study was limited to the student teaching

phase of the teacher education program.

5. This study was a normative survey with partici-

pants selected within the normal limitations of

the questionnaire technique.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

The terminology used in student teaching and other

fields of education has not been standardized. The follow-

ing explanation of terms gives the meaning applied to each

term as it has been used in this study.

Student Teaching
 

A period of guided teaching when a college student

assumes increasing responsibility for directing the learning

of a group or groups of learners over a period of consecu-

tiveweeks.12

Student Teacher

A prospective teacher who is acquiring practical

teaching experience and skill under the guidance of a

supervising teacher or other qualified persons.13

 

1zLeonard O. Andrews, Student Teaching (New York:

The Center for Applied Research in Education, Inc., 1964),

pp. 8-12.

 

13Carter V. Good, Dictionary of Education (New

York: MCGraW“Hillp 1959): p0 530-
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Academic Course Student

Teacher

A student teacher having a teaching assignment in

the areas of English, Mathematics, Social Sciences and

Science, in grades seven through twelve.

Elective Course Student

Teacher

 

A student teacher having a teaching assignment in

the areas of Art, Business, Human Ecology, Industrial Arts,

Music and Physical Education. These courses are not nor-

mally required for graduation from a secondary high school.

Supervising Teacher
 

A teacher of school pupils who also directs the

work of a student teacher with these same pupils in a public

school setting. This teacher is also referred to as a

cooperating teacher.

COOperating School District

A school system which provides facilities for

student teaching but is neither controlled nor supported

by the college.

University College Coordinator

This person is a regular University staff member

who has as part or all of his assignment the supervision
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13

of the activities, relationships and conditions under which

student teachers carry on their work.14

Cluster Consultant

A member of the cooperating school staff who is

employed for a portion of the school day as a building

consultant to the student teachers and cooperating teachers

assigned to work with student teachers. The college, in

some instances, reimburses the school district for the time

the cluster consultant spends on his student teaching duties.

The cluster consultant shares with the college coordinator,

supervising teacher and school principal the responsibility

of the experiences and activities in the school community.

Conventignal Program of

Student Teaching

 

A program in which student teachers are placed

individually with one supervising teacher and spend a sub-

stantial part of the experience with that particular

teacher. The college coordinator may meet with student

teachers approximately one-half day during the week and

makes frequent visits to the classroom to help plan, pro-

vide instruction and evaluate the work of the student

teachers.15

 

l4Andrews, op. cit., pp. 8-12.

15W. Henry Kennedy, "Policies," Towards Excellence

in Student Teaching, ed. Hugo David (Dubuque, Iowa: Kendail/

Hunt Publishing Co., 1973), p. l.
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Cluster Program of

Student Teaching

 

 

A program which provides for placing of eight to

twelve student teachers in a single building for an indi-

vidualized and flexibly planned experience with a variety

of teachers in that building and other educational resources

in the district and community. A clinical consultant is

selected from the building staff for his special competency

in teaching and working with student teachers in the

building. He helps to plan the individual schedules for

student teachers, provides for them necessary instruction

and helps evaluate their performance. In this program, the

university faculty member (college coordinator) has the

responsibility for training the clinical consultant and for

providing any other specialized services or assistance to

student teachers or building faculty as may be needed.16

AN OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

The first chapter of the study has presented the

purpose, need, hypotheses, assumptions, limitations and

definitions of terms used. The remainder of the study is

presented in four chapters. Chapter 2 contains a review of

literature regarding the trends to change the conventional

student teaching program, the Michigan State University

student teaching programs and selected research studies

related to the clinical cluster program. Chapter 3

 

16Kennedy, 0p. cit., p. 1
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describes the design of the study, Chapter 4 consists of

the analysis of the study and Chapter 5 presents a summary

of the study, with implications, recommendations and

reflections for further study.



Chapter 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

INTRODUCTION

Student teaching programs today are activity-

centered experiences for the preservice teacher. To

advance this trend, Michigan State University has developed

a ”clinical cluster" program to meet the individual needs

of student teachers. This review of literature focuses

upon three areas: (1) changing trends in student teaching

programs, (2) student teaching programs at Michigan State

University, and (3) research studies related to the

”clinical cluster" program. This survey of literature is

intended to supply background information as well as to

maintain perspective for this study.*

TRENDS IN STUDENT TEACHING

Student teaching has been considered by many pro-

fessionals to be the most important aspect in the teacher

 

Note: An ERIC search for literature was computer

programmed through Michigan State University Library to

the System Development Corporation of Santa Monica,

California to aid the writer.

16
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education program. Cogan found 16-21 percent of college

course work is devoted to professional courses. Approxi-

mately 30 percent of the professional course work consisted

of student teaching.1 Curtis and Andrews,2 Johnson and

Anderson,3 and Oestreich4 all supported the importance of

student teaching laboratory experiences. Flowers and the

subcommittee of the Standards and Survey Committee of the

American Association of Teachers Colleges stated, "There

can be no question as to the recognition of the importance

of student teaching as a professional laboratory experience

in the total program.“5

The Flowers Committee selected three basic prin-

ciples important in student teaching experiences:

 

1M. L. Cogan, "Professional Requirements in Pro-

grams for the Preparation of High School Teachers,"

Journal of Teacher Education IX (September 1958), 274.

2Dwight K. Curtis and Leonard O. Andrews, Guidin

Your Student Teacher (New York: Prentice-Hall Co., 1954),

p. l.

 

3James A. Johnson and Roger C. Anderson, Secondary

Student Teaching: Readings (Glenview, Illinois: Scott,

Foresman and Co., 1971), p. 4.

 

I 4Arthur H. Oestreich, "The Professional Growth of

the Student Teacher," Phi Delta Kappan 55 (January 1974),

335.

 

5John Flowers and others, School and Community

Laboratory Experience in TeachgrfiEducation (Onconta, New

York: American Association of Teachers Colleges, 1948),

p. 146.
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l. The nature and extent of professional laboratory

experience should be planned in terms of the

abilities and needs of the student.

2. Professional laboratory experiences should be

c00peratively developed by the student and his

advisors.

3. The professional program should be so designed as

to afford opportunity for responsibility partici-

pation in all the important phases of the teachers'

activity, both in and out of school.6

Much has been written and reported about student

teaching and the types of programs to be utilized. Robbins

stated, "the mounting body of findings from experimentation

and research identify the supervised classroom experience

as the primary component in the preparation of teachers."7

The literature reveals a continuing concern for the

identification of methods which increase the likelihood of

success in student teaching. For example, Gray reported

that "it appears that no one method is adequate for pre-

dicting success, in student teaching. A combination of

 

61bid., pp. 164-165.

7Glaydon D. Robbins, "New Preparation for Teachers,"

The Educational Forum XXXVI(1) (November 1971), 99-102.
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methods, both subjective and objective in nature, probably

should be used."8

Many teacher educators feel that the supervising

teacher is the most influential participant in the prepara-

tion of future teachers. The study by Seperson and Joyce

has supported the contention that the cooperating teacher

substantially influences the behavior of the student teacher.

It showed the influence of the cooperating teacher was felt

during the very early weeks of student teaching rather than

being the result of the slow and cumulative impact.9

The conventional program of student teaching has

been characterized by the assignment of a student teacher

to one supervising teacher for a specified time. The

college student has usually observed the supervising teacher

for a short period; then he gradually accepts the respon-

sibilities of teacher. The supervising teacher is largely

responsible for the experiences and activities of the

student teacher. The college coordinator has the respon-

sibility of insuring that the experience is well-coordinated

and he acts as a liaison between the university and the

public school.

 

8Maxine Gray, "The Use of the Minnesota Teacher

Attitude Inventory in Selection, Counseling and Placement

of Student Teachers" (unpublished Doctoral dissertation,

Wayne State University, 1956), p. 98.

Zi/gMarvin A. Seperson, and Bruce R. Joyce, "Teaching

Styles of Student Teachers as Related to Those of Their

Cooperating Teachers," Educational Leadership Vol. 31

(November 1973), 150.
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In commenting on the supervising teacher-student

teacher conventional program, Oestreich stated,

Somehow, if the student teacher is exposed to what

purports to be effective teaching, the osmosis process

automatically will enable him to absorb from the

supervising teacher an approach or style that is

effective. At the same time, it is assumed that the

process automatically filters out any approach or style

that is not effective. Thus the student teacher is

left only with the best practices as he eventually

strikes out on his own.1

It is most important that a student teacher is

exposed to more than one supervisor. The student teacher

can then examine and select those practices which he experi-

ences that are best suited for his successes in the class-

room. The typical conventional student teaching program

does not allow for association with other teaching models.

Few prospective teachers can utilize practices and techni—

ques of the supervising teacher and have the same degree of

success.

‘Dickhart wrote that student teachers need indi-

vidualized programs:

All student teachers do not require the same length

of time in one classroom and . . . programs should be

made flexible and adaptable to meet a variety of needs

and circumstances.

Merrill added to this trend by stating:

Experiences although they can be talked about and

thus shared to some extent, are actually very personal,

very individualized phenomena. Even when several peOple

 

10Oestreich, op. cit., p. 335.

11Audrey Dickhart, "Student Teachers are People,"

Journal of Teacher Education XII (September 1961), 302-309.
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are involved in the same event, each person feels,

sees and interprets the incident somewhat differently.

Experience, then is more than what happens to the

individual. It is the way he views these happenings,

the meaning he places on them and his attitude about

them. The characteristics of professional student

teaching programs have meaning only as they provide

or insure desirable experiences.

The Committee on Research in Student Teaching of

the Association for Student Teaching indicated that:

. . . there is a need to observe experimentally

the effects of different types of student teaching

programs, or experiences in lieu of the student teaching

relative to the prospective teacher's: (1) knowledge

of good educational practices, (2) personality traits

and changes in personality traits, (3) skill in using

classroom activities, (4) attitudes towards teaching,

(5) ability to recognize his pupils' problems, (6) abil-

ity to recognize his subject matter content and resource

materials, and (7) knowledge of teaching field of

specialization.13

Thus programs have been developed to allow student teachers

individualized programs and to be exposed to more than one

supervising teacher.

'Wilhelms warned teacher educators that placing a

novice teacher in the hands of one or two supervisors is

not only unsound but potentially damaging. He concluded

by supporting the programs that provided a varied pattern

 

12Edward C. Merrill Jr., Professional Student

Teaching Pro rams, A Handbook foritfie Student TeaCher,

Cooperating SC 001 Personnelagd College and UniverSIty

S onsors TDanville, Illinois: Interstate Printers &

P 18 ers, 1967), p. 71.

13Association for Student Teaching, Research on

Student Teaching, Bulletin No. 5 (Dubuque, Iowa: William C.

Brown,’1965), p. 27.
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of experiences where the student teacher would come into

contact with several models.14

To further the feelings against the one-to-one

supervisor student teacher ratio, Oestreich stated that:

Rather than encourage or develop styles appropriate

for the individual teacher, the student teacher, work-

ing under pressure of the expected rating, has little

choice but to teach as the supervising teacher does,

even though he may consciously know that the particular

approach or style is inappropriate for him.

Student teaching is thus going through a change of

basic orientation as expressed by Rucker:

Student teaching is no longer considered . . .

as an examination period or a period in which a student

is supposed to demonstrate what he has learned, in

theory courses; it is a learning period . . . facili-

tated by continuous evaluation cooperatively arrived

at by the student and the supervisors.1

Hess surveyed the fifty state departments of teacher

education and found a trend towards greater use of the

"student teaching center." Hess describes this "center" as

being staffed cooperatively by state, local school system,

and teacher education institution personnel. The five

specific objectives of the "center" as defined by Hess are:

1. To provide wide and varied direct experiences fo

the student teacher.

2. To develop a program of both preservice and in-

service education for teachers.

 

l4

loc. cit.

Wilhelms, "Realignment for Teacher Education,"

15Oestreich, 0p. cit., pp. 335-336.

16William C. Rucker, "A Critical Analysis of Current

Trends in Student Teaching" (unpublished Doctoral disser-

tation, Harvard Graduate School of Education, 1951). p. 192.
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3. To develop the role of the education center,

coordinator, representative of the state, the

college, and the school systems.

4. To clarify the roles of all other center personnel.

5. To explore state department involvement in the

education center.

Broad and varied experiences in student teaching

are provided for students in this "center" concept. Unlike

the traditional student teaching assignments, a student

teacher is not assigned to a supervising teacher but to

the center, thus providing him with a broader and more

extensive field of experience.18

Harvey D. Stearns reported that teacher education

institutions are participating in team teaching intern

programs with high success. The teachers and students are

"enthusiastic" and “. . . teachers are not content to go

”19
back to their previous form of teaching. The various

institutions report a number of advantages of teaming in

teacher education programs.

1. It provides a student teacher with an opportunity

to receive feedback from his peers and supervisors

regarding his teaching performance.

2. It provides the student teacher with opportunities

to assume a variety of institutional roles: teacher

aide, tutor, small-group instructor, large-group

instructor, teacher assistant, and associate

teacher.

 

17Mary B. Hess, "The Student Teaching Center:

Filling the New Order in Student Teaching," Journal of

Teacher Education XXII (Fall 1971), 299-302.

 

lsIbid., p. 299.

19Harvey N. Stearns, "Team Teaching in Teacher

Education Programs," Journal of Teacher Education XXIII

(Fall 1972), 321.
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3. It reduces the pupil-teacher ratio and provides

time for student teachers to develOp techniques

for guiding individuals and small groups, which

should result in improved student achievement and

adjustment.

4. It enables student teachers to gain experience in

leadership as well as supportive roles.

5. It leads to independent study, self-pacing by

students, student-faculty planning, flexible

scheduling, flexible grouping and nongradedness.

6. It enables student teachers to gain experiences

with a variety of resources and to develop com-

petence in all areas of the curriculum.

7. It encourages greater interinstitutional cooperation

and improved coordination between university and

public school personnel.

Anne R. Gayles reported that at the annual National

Association for Student Teaching conferences from 1956 to

1971 one of the most recurring recommendations for improving

the student teaching program was:

The supervising teacher should provide the student

teacher with experiences in all the activities of a

teacher. If possible, the student teacher's profes-

sional laboratory experiences should include curricular

activities with more than one age level, grade, subject

and supervising teacher.21

Lillian Dimitroff recommended that

A variety of patterns should be available: a mul-

tiple approach to accommodate individual differences

and special needs should be provided. In student

teaching . . . the student should be involved in simu-

lation and do much teaching at various grades and

various subjects for breadth of experience.22

 

20Ibid., p. 321.

21Anne Richardson Gayles, "Improving a Secondary

Student Teaching Program," Improving_Coll§ge and University

Teaching XX (Spring 1972), 119}

«22’
Lillian Dimitroff, "A Model Program in Teacher

Education," Improving College and University Teaching XX

(Spring 1972), 140.
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In view of the recent research and recommendations

of teacher educators, student teaching programs should be

developed to allow the college student to benefit from a

variety of teaching experiences. In summary, as stated by

Myers and Walsh,

The preparations and arrangements involved in

implementing professional laboratory experiences are

diverse and demand time, effort and c00peration. They

seek not only to provide the framework for the develop-

ment of the aspiring teacher but also to recognize the

value and need for interaction and supplementation of

the total process if the individual is to benefit from

the experience. The specifics of individual programs

will vary between schools and communities. In some

instances, the depth of the experience is lost because

of the immaturity of the individual or his lack of

readiness. Keeping up with the needs of teachers

demands flexibility in providing suitable experiences.

However, in all segments, the growth and professional

sensitivity of the emerging teacher provide a desirable

reward to all who share the responsibility and partici-

pate in meeting the demands of tomorrow's secondary

teachers.

This section has presented an overview of the trends

and changing programs in student teaching. The emerging

concept of the teacher center with its emphasis on flexibi-

lity and varied experiences geared to individualized needs

has been examined. The next section will report how

Michigan State University has met this change and developed

the clinical cluster program.

 

23George R. Myers and William J. Walsh, Student

Teaching and Internship in Todgy's Secondary Schools, ed.

Kimball Wiles, Merrill's InternatiOnal EducatIOn Series

(Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Books, 1964), p. 23.
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STUDENT TEACHING AT MICHIGAN

STATE UNIVERSITY

Student teaching was first established in 1917,

for vocational agricultural and home economics teachers in

training at the University which was then named Michigan

Agricultural College. In 1937 under the direction of

Dr. Guy Hill, Director of Student Teaching, full time

student teaching began in science and arts in Barry County.

This project was made up of the Woodland, Freeport, Hastings,

Middleville, Delton and Hickory Corners school systems.24

Students did not take additional courses on campus but were

taught by Dr. Hill. He taught six hours a week to a com-

bined group of student teachers.25

An experimental full-time resident student teaching

program was established in the Marshall school system under

the direction of Dr. Troy Stearns. This program for ele-

mentary school majors had operated eachwfall term in 1946-

26 This1954 school years with the exception of 1948.

Marshall Program was a cooperative venture of the W. K.

Kellogg Foundation, the community of Marshall and Michigan

State University. This program helped prospective teachers

become aware of how the community functions in day to day

 

24Paul N. Clem, "A Study of the Michigan State

University Full-time Resident Student Teaching Program"

(unpublished Doctoral dissertation, Michigan State Univer-

sity, 1958), p. 10.

25 26
Ibido ' p. 11. Ibido
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activities, how it plans for the future and how the com-

munity and its social work cooperatively together.27

The present full-time resident student teaching

program for both elementary and secondary student teachers

began in the academic year of 1955-56. The enrollment of

students increased requiring continued growth in the number

of off-campus centers.

In 1971, the Director of Student Teaching, Dr. Henry

Kennedy reported to the National Council for Acceditation

of Teacher Education that:

In an effort to provide more realistic experiences

in the preparation of teachers, MSU has been a leader

in establishing full-time student teaching for all

candidates. Since 1955, more than 130 Michigan school

systems and 16 resident centers operated cooperatively

and have served some 3,000 teacher candidates annually.

Some 57 full and parg time faculty members are stationed

in resident centers. 8

This establishment of resident student teaching

gave the College of Education the opportunity to innovate

and continue searching for new programs of student teach-

ing. During the period of 1966 to 1970, Michigan State

University and Lansing School District developed the

"cluster program" in student teaching. Dr. Kennedy stated

in the report to the National Council for Accreditation of

Teacher Education that:

 

27Ibid., p. 14.

28Report to the National Council for Acceditation

of Teacher Education, College of Education (East Lansing:

Michigan State University, 1970), p. 44.
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The school itself and the community it serves are

considered a composite learning laboratory in which

the student teacher studies the problems of teaching

and gains experience in solving these problems. Out-

standing teachers in each school's instructional staff

are selected by the faculty, school administrator, and

the University; and released half time to serve as a

"clinical consultant," in planning Optimum utilization

of the school for development of the individualized

professional experience program for each student

teacher, based on particular strengths and weaknesses.29

The SERL (Secondary Education Residency Lansing)

project was designed by the joint committee of representa-

tives from the Department of Secondary Education of the

Lansing School District and the School of Teacher Education

of Michigan State University in 1966. The purpose of this

project was to

. . . identify and develOp methods of preparing teachers

who can organize and manage instruction with emphasis

on unique learning needs of the wide variety of young-

sters in the typical junior high school classroom.3

This project was established at Dwight Rich Junior High

School because of its teaching personnel, geographic loca-

tion and physical facilities allowed the flexibility needed

for such a pilot project.

Student teachers in the SERL project were assigned

in groups of ten to twelve in each school building. The

college coordinator, the clinical consultant, the

 

29Report to National Council for Accredition, Op.

Cite, p. 460

30Lansing School District and Michigan State Uni-

versity Student Teaching Officer, SERL Project: A Project

to Improve the Preparation of Teachers, Brochure, Lansing,

Michigan:
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supervising teacher and the student teacher worked coopera-

tively to fulfill the purposes and objectives of the project.

Student teachers in the SERL project were given teaching

assignments on a more flexible basis than were assignments

in the typical student teaching program.

Each student teacher was assigned three classes, a

lunch and planning period and a two hour block of time

to explore the total educational program and supportive

services offered by the school district. In addition,

to their in-school experiences, these student teachers

worked with social and community agencies.31

Chase stated that:

the students could group and regroup themselves for

particular purposes as they identified problems of

instruction and problems of learning; analyze these

problems and begin to develOp hypotheses about solving

them; develop plans for organizing and managing instruc-

tion to solve the identified problems; and develop

evaluation techniques to determine the successes of

their efforts. In the process, they examined and gained

practice with different methods of organizing instruction,

such as small groups, large groups, individualized

tutoring and team teaching.3

The SERL project has served as a model for the

"clinical cluster program" that has been developed at

Michigan State University. The clinical cluster program

differs from the conventional teacher education program

 

31Calvin C. Anderson, "Secondary Education Residency

in Lansing, A Model Project Developed COOperatively by the

Lansing School District and Michigan State University to

Improve the Preparation of Teachers” (unpublished Doctoral

dissertation, East Lansing, 1972), p. 22.

32Donald J. Chase, "A Comparative Study of the

COOperative Michigan State University Lansing, SERL Project

and the Conventional Program of Student Teaching with

Reference to Openness and Attitude Formation" (unpublished

Doctoral dissertation, Michigan State University, East

Lansing, 1971): pp. 3, 4.
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in that students are assigned to the school buildings rather

than to an individual supervising teacher. A group of ten

to twelve student teachers is under the direction of a

local public school teacher (called a "cluster consultant")

who supervises and coordinates the student teachers' experi-

ences and activities. Normally, the student teacher is

scheduled to teach three classes and then utilize the

remainder of the day to learn about the many facets of the

teacher's job outside the formal classroom. These activ-

ities may include visiting homes of students, visiting

community agencies, and learning about the administration

of the school, as well as learning about the work of

custodians, nurses, guidance counselors and transportation

personnel.

The cluster consultant is selected jointly by the

local school district and Michigan State University center

director. This teacher is released part-time by the school

district to serve as the clinical consultant for the student

teachers assigned to his building. His prime purpose is to

insure that the student teachers are provided a variety of

experiences and that the student teacher makes a positive

contribution to the school program. He has shared respon-

sibilities with the university center director.

The clinical consultant has the following specific

re5ponsibilities:
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a. Providing leadership to, and working with, the

student teachers and the building staff in develop-

ing individual participatory schedules based on the

diagnosed needs of the student teachers in the

building. This will include arranging with

teachers in the building for classroom teaching

experiences for student teachers on a block-time

basis or for extended periods for part of the

school day.

b. Providing classroom supervision of student teachers

in the building in cooperation with the regular

classroom teachers.

c. Providing instruction to student teachers in the

building on such matters as lesson planning, dis-

cipline, and relationships, which are called for

by the course objectives. This instruction may be

provided in conference group sessions in which all

the student teachers in the building are involved.

d. Providing leadership in the counseling and evalu-

ation of student teachers as they progress through

the experience and providing to them the results of

evaluation conferences.

e. Identifying those problems or questions in which

the building staff might be involved with the

University through its student teaching coordinator,

and for arranging sessions in which these questions

can be dealt with on a formal basis.

f. Assisting student teachers in identifying social

and philosophical issues in the community as the

basis for considering these topics in ED 450.

9. Providing for faculty involvement in the evaluation

of the program.

This position is described in detail because it is

one position that is in the cluster student teaching program

and not in the conventional student teaching program.

Thus, the pilot project of SERL has matured into

the clinical cluster program at Michigan State University.

As stated by Leland Dean, Director of the School of Teacher

Education:

 

33Michigan State University Student Teaching Office,

Supplement to Agreement with Schools for Clinical Clusters

(East Lansing, 1970), pp. 1-2.
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The student teaching cluster program is now reaching

its potential because teacher educators at Michigan

State University are really looking upon the entire

school and community in which it operates as a labora-

tory for learning. Teacher educators are utilizing the

vast resources available within the-school and within

the community to build a program for each individual

student teacher in the cluster program. Recognizing

that each brings unique strengths and weaknesses, the

teacher educators are building a program that is

tailor-made for each individual student.

Teacher educators at Michigan State University and

the c00perating public school personnel are attempting to

bring into practice the goal which Zahovik stated as

follows:

To find a better way to teach, one that is more

effective and efficient or one that contains other

valued attributes has been a major concern of the

educators.35

Because of these aspirations expressed by many persons

within the field of teacher preparation, it is hoped that

the information gathered in this study will add to the

store of basic data which is available for those who seek

to improve student teaching and the total curriculum of

teacher education.

 

34Leland W. Dean, Excerpt from Speech presented at

the Intern and Clinical Consultant Conference (School of

Teacher Education, Michigan State University, East Lansing,

May 25, 1972), p. 3.

35John A. Zahovik, "The Myopia of Methods,"

Clearing House (Fairleigh Dickinson University, Vol. 48,

November 1973), p. 142.
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STUDIES RELATED TO THE SERL-

CLINICAL CLUSTER PROGRAM

In this section, research studies that examined the

SERL-Clinical Cluster Student Teaching program will be

surveyed for background information to maintain perspective

for this study.

The first study involving the SERL Project was

completed by Chase in 1971. Chase compared Michigan State

University-Lansing School District SERL Project student

teachers with the conventional program student teachers,

using openness and attitude formation as dependent variables

to answer two important questions:

1. Are the SERL participants more open to experience

as a result Of the atmosphere and situations pro-

vided by the program?

2. DO the SERL participants have more positive attitude

toward children as pupils and teaching as a pro-

fession as a result of the program?

Chase found that teachers in the SERL Project:

showed very positive gains in both attitude and Open-

ness as a result of their exposure tO the activities

of the project and in the SERL Project finished at a

higher level Of Openness and attitude than the con-

ventional student teachers. As a result Of their group

activities, interaction with pupils, parents and

individuals from the community service organizations,

the SERL student teachers should be better prepared to

meet their obligations as first year teachers. 5

 

36Chase, Op. cit., p. 96.
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In summary, Chase found that the cluster wide variety Of

available experiences make the SERL project an effective

pattern for student teaching.

The second study to be described is the research

done by Jackson titled, "A Study of Selected Student

Teaching Experiences Reported by Michigan State University

Cluster Program and Conventional Program Student Teachers."37

Jackson compared the two types Of student teacher programs

to determine:

1. whether the cluster program provided more of the

selected student teaching experiences than did the

conventional program Of student teaching,

2. to ascertain whether those student teachers involved

evaluated their student teaching experiences as

being valuable or not, and

3. to determine whether the cluster student teachers

will recommend a greater number of the selected

student teaching experiences for inclusion in

future student programs than will the conventional

38
program student teachers.

Jackson concluded that:

 

37Charles L. Jackson, ”A Study of Selected Student

Teaching Experiences Reported by Michigan State University

Cluster Program and Conventional Program Student Teachers”

(unpublished Doctoral dissertation, Michigan State Univer-

sity, East Lansing, 1971).

381bid., p. 11.
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l. The cluster program student teachers reported

having engaged in more of the selected student

teacher experiences than did the conventional

program participants.

2. Of those experiences reported by the respondents

more were reported valuable by the cluster program

student teachers than by the conventional program

student teachers.

3. Cluster program participants recommended that more

of the selected student teaching experiences be

included in future student teaching programs than

did the conventional program participants.39

Jackson reported the following experiences were

encountered from a high Of 100 percent to a low of 0.8 per-

cent Of the respondents. The experiences at the two

extremes were: an Opportunity to develOp their own daily

lesson plans and the low extreme was the experience of

joining a professional organization. The student teachers

had highly valued and recommended to be included in future

teaching programs the experience: handling discipline

problems without the supervising teacher. The lowest

valued and recommended experience by the student teachers

was the experience Of joining a professional teachers

organization.4o

 

39 40
Ibid., p. 62. Ibid., p. 58.
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Daunt studied the Michigan State University-Lansing

School District SERL Project and the conventional program

Of student teaching in the Lansing public schools with com-

parisons of teacher attitudes, ratings, and career progress.

The questions investigated with reference to the SERL

student teachers were:

1. DO they have a more positive attitude towards

children and teaching?

2. Are they considered to be more effective teachers?

3. DO they achieve more satiSfying and successful

career positions?

4. DO they meet the individual needs Of their pupils

more effectively?

5. DO they report greater satisfaction with their

student teaching experience?4

Daunt collected data from former Michigan State University

students who had student taught at the junior high level

in the Lansing School District during the time Of September

1966 and June 1968. In this study, Daunt found only minor

differences in the performance Of past participants Of the

two student teaching programs. Though there were no sig—

nificant differences between the SERL and conventional

subjects studied, the majority Of the minor differences

found tended to support the SERL Project. The SERL Project

appeared to be a slightly superior program for student

 

41Patrick D. Daunt, "A Follow-Up Study of the

Michigan State University-Lansing School Disrict SERL

Project and the Conventional Program Of Student Teaching

in the Lansing Public Schools with Comparisons of Teacher

Attitudes, Ratings, and Career Progress" (unpublished

Doctoral dissertation, Michigan State University, East

Lansing, 1972), pp. 12-13.
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teaching with reference to attitudes, professional satis-

faction and teaching success.42

The final study reviewed is that by Anderson, who

examined the Secondary Education Residency in Lansing--A

Model Project, developed cooperatively by the Lansing

School District and Michigan State University to improve

the preparation of junior high school teachers. The pur-

pose of this study was to trace the development of the

cooperatively developed program. Five basic questions

.were studied:

1. Is it desirable for a public school and a university

to establish a cooperative venture to improve that

phase of teacher education that deals with student

teaching?

2. Is it desirable to provide nonclassroom experience

as an integral part of student teaching?

3. Is it desirable for a student teacher to work with

more than one supervising teacher?

4. DO students benefit from frequent contact with other

student teachers?

5. What benefits accrue to the project having a local

public 359001 faculty member serve as cluster con-

sultant.

Anderson administered an Opinionnaire to those

administrations, cluster consultants, supervising teachers,

student teachers and university coordinators from the

Lansing School District and Michigan State University who

had been involved in the project. Anderson concluded that:

Those who responded strongly endorsed the idea

that the public school and unversity should partici-

pate in a cooperative venture to improve student

 

4211616.. pp. 123-128.

43C. Anderson, Op. cit., p. 4.
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teaching. Most believed that certain nonclassroom

experiences are beneficial and should be an integral

part Of student teaching. The evidence leaned towards

the desirability of student teachers working with more

than one supervising teacher. Strong support was

given to the ideal of frequent contacts between student

teachers. Most Of the respondents indicated that there

are benefits that occur by having a local faculty

member serve as a cluster consultant to the project.44

This review Of recent studies regarding the Michigan

State University clinical cluster program indicated that

there are many advantages for this program. As Price

stated:

Perhaps most crucial is the fact that student

teachers might now feel better about themselves and

their student teaching situation as a result of an

increased Opportunity to share common concerns with

many teachers and to share with each other their prob-

lems, their experiences are broader, more interesting,

flexible and highly individualized. They are not made

to feel that they are the personal possession of any

one person, nor are they looked into the confinement

of one classroom for their entire program. In short,

their student teaching may no longer be looked upon as

a period Of indenture but rather be viewed with enthusi-

astic interest, and the rewarding feelings that come

from participating in a cooperative venture.

SUMMARY

This review of literature has focused upon three

areas:

1. Changing trends in student teaching programs.

2. Student teaching programs at Michigan State

University.

 

44Ibia., pp. 153-154.

45William J. Price, "The Student Teacher as an

Indentured Servant," Journal of Teacher Education XXIII

(Fall 1972), 354.
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3. Research studies related to the "cluster" pro-

gram.

These reviews have shown strong indication of the beneficial

aspects for student teachers with respect to the clinical

cluster student teaching program. Chase found support for

improved Openness and attitudes of student teachers.

Jackson reported that the cluster student teachers experi-

enced, valued and recommended more laboratory experiences

than did conventional student teachers. Daunt and Anderson

indicated strong support of the SERL Project as a means of

improving the experience Of the preservice teacher and

strengthening the student teaching program when the Lansing

Public Schools and Michigan State University COOperatively

planned and carried out such a program.

In Chapter 3 the research procedures, instruments

and techniques used to collect the data to test the hypoth-

eses will be discussed.



Chapter 3

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Chapter 3 includes: (1) a description of the popu-

lation, (2) a discussion of the development Of the question-

naire, (3) a statement of the hypotheses, (4) a discussion

of the statistical procedures, and (5) a summary.

POPULATION

The pOpulation of this study consisted of the

secondary student teachers enrolled at Michigan State Uni—

versity during Winter Term, 1972. There were 377 secondary

cluster program student teachers and 201 secondary con-

ventional program student teachers placed in eighteen

Michigan State University teaching centers and two overseas

centers in Europe. In the randomly selected samples, there

were seventy-six cluster student teachers and seventy-six

conventional student teachers. In each cluster, the writer

selected one student teacher of academic courses and one

student teacher of elective courses. There were thirty-

eight secondary clusters and therefore the total number of

selected cluster students was calculated by multiplying

thirty-eight times two equaling seventy-six participants.

40
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This sample was matched by random selection of seventy-six

conventional program student teachers, giving a sample

total of 152 student teachers. NO efforts were made to

match the participants as to age, grade level or grade

point average. The names of the students selected to

participate in this study were Obtained from the "Report Of

Student Teachers Placed, Winter Term 1972."1 Permission to

use this report was obtained from Dr. W. Henry Kennedy,

Director of Student Teaching. This report lists the names

of all the student teachers assigned to the public school

buildings and teaching centers and the names Of the cluster

consultant or supervising teacher. Appendix A includes a

summary of the Student Teaching Office report on winter

term enrollment of cluster and conventional secondary

student teachers. Figure 1 Shows the geographic location

of the various Michigan State University teaching centers.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE

To study the activities and experiences of the

Michigan State University student teachers, a questionnaire

was designed from an instrument developed by Irwin J.

Shutsy and later modified by Charles L. Jackson. The

questionnaire for this study was based upon their

 

1"Report of the Student Teachers Placed, Winter

Term," East Lansing: Michigan State University, 1972 (mimeo-

graphed). -
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instruments and was modified by the writer from suggestions

Of the professional staff at Michigan State University.

Shutsy, as Director Of Student Teaching at Cali-

fornia State College, California, Pennsylvania, developed a

questionnaire of ninety-seven selected teaching experiences

by requesting all Directors of Student Teaching in

Pennsulvania's fourteen state colleges to send him a list

Of teaching experiences their student teachers had Obtained.

More experiences were developed and selected from publi-

cations. This compiled list was submitted to college per-

sonnel, who were working with student teachers, for their

additional suggestions. The questionnaire was submitted to

the research committee of the Board of Presidents of the

State Colleges of Pennsylvania for analysis and review.

This questionnaire was used in a survey of 777 respondents

(student teachers and beginning teachers) from the fourteen

state colleges of Pennsylvania.2

In connection with his doctoral research, Samuel J.

Guello used the Shutsy instrument in a study of student

teaching experiences of graduates from nine Wisconsin State

3
ICOlleges. Charles L. Jackson then modified the instrument

2Irvin J. Shutsy, "An Evaluation by First-Year and

Second—Year Teachers of Their Student Teaching Experiences

as Provided by the Fourteen State Teachers Colleges of

Pennsylvania" (unpublished Doctoral dissertation, Univer-

sity Of North Dakota, 1960).

3Samuel J. Guello, "An Evaluation of Ninety-seven

53tudent Teaching Experiences by First-Year Teachers and

Eiupervising Teachers" (unpublished Doctoral dissertation,

(Iniversity Of North Dakota, 1965).
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for his doctoral study with elementary school student

teachers enrolled at Michigan State University.4

The questionnaire used in this study of secondary

student teachers was pre-tested by submission to all

Michigan State University center directors, selected

cluster consultants and the Director Of Student Teaching.

These persons were asked to examine the questionnaire for

ambiguities, redundancies and for student teaching experi-

ences not included in the instrument. Their suggestions

were considered for inclusion in the questionnaire.

Appendix B contains a copy of the letter sent to the

center directors, cluster consultants and Director of

Student Teaching.

The questionnaire used in this study asked the

responding student teachers: (1) the location of the student

teaching center they were assigned, (2) whether the students

were involved with a cluster program, and (3) what subject

matter area they taught during student teaching. The

checklist provided one hundred student teaching experiences.

The students were asked if they experienced the activity,

considered it valuable and if they would recommend it for

inclusion in future student teaching programs.

 

4Charles L. Jackson, "A Study of Selected Student

Teaching Experiences Reported by Michigan State University

Cluster Program and Conventional Program Student Teachers"

(unpublished Doctoral dissertation, Michigan State Univer-

sity, East Lansing, 1971).
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A letter of transmittal, the questionnaire and a

stamped self-addressed envelope were mailed to each of the

152 selected secondary student teachers during spring term.

Appendix C contains copies of the letter of transmittal and

the questionnaire.

The 152 randomly selected secondary student teachers

were divided into two groups: (1) secondary cluster program

student teachers and (2) secondary conventional program

student teachers. The two groups were divided further into

two more groups: (1) academic course student teachers and

(2) elective course student teachers. There were seventy-

six student teachers selected from the secondary cluster

program and seventy-six conventional program student

teachers giving a total sample of 152 student teachers. A

random table of numbers from the text, Diamond, Information

and Error, An Introduction to Statistical Analysis was used

to guide the random selection of the student teachers.5

The students' addresses were obtained from the

Michigan State University Student Directory and verified

with the students' records in the Student Teaching Office,

Collegeof Education. Permission to utilize the students'

records were granted by Dr. W. Henry Kennedy, Director of

Student Teaching, Michigan State University. The COpies

 

5Solomon Diamond, Information and Error, An Intro-

duction to Stgtistical Analysis (New York: Basic Books,

1959). pp. 287-289.
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of the transmittal letter and questionnaire are in

Appendix C.

This questionnaire was sent to the student teachers

after they had completed their student teaching assignment

because they:

1. were no longer being supervised and evaluated as

student teachers,

2. were in a position to be more objective and less

subjective than during the student teaching experi-

ence,

3. were in a better position to reflect upon their

experiences since there was no longer so much

emotional involvement,

4. were assumed to be interested in the improvement of

the student teaching experience.6

The questionnaires were mailed to the selected 152

secondary level student teachers. Seven questionnaires

were returned as nondeliverable. A total of 120 completed

questionnaires were returned by the participants of this

study. Table 1 shows the population distribution and

responses received.

HYPOTHESES

Four hypotheses were developed and tested in this

study.

 

6Compare with Charles Jackson, Op. cit., p. 43.
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Table 3-l.--Summary Of Questionnaires Mailed and Responses

Received, by Numbers and Percentages.

 

Number Percent

 

1. Number of questionnaires mailed 152

2. Number of questionnaires non-

deliverable 7

3. Total number of questionnaires

returned 120

4. Total percentage of questionnaires

returned 78.9

5. Number of questionnaires returned

by cluster program student

teachers 66

6. Percentage of questionnaires

returned by cluster program

student teachers 86.8.

7. Number of questionnaires returned

by conventional program student

teachers 54

8. Percentage of questionnaires

returned by conventional program

student teachers 71.0
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1. There will be a greater number of student teaching

experiences reported by those participating in the

secondary cluster student teaching program than by

those participating in the secondary conventional
 

student teaching program.

2. Among those replying, there will be a greater number

of experiences reported by those secondary elective

course student teachers than the secondary academic

course student teachers.

3. The participating secondary cluster program

student teachers will experience a greater variety

Of activities than the participating secondary

conventional program student teachers.
 

4. Among those individuals surveyed, the secondary

cluster program student teachers will recommend a

greater number of experiences for inclusion in

future student teaching programs than will the

secondary conventional program student teachers.

STATISTICAL PROCEDURES

The information provided by the 120 respondents was

transferred to IBM cards. The analyses Of data were pro-

grammed and tabulated through the Control Data Corporation

6500 computer at the Michigan State University computer

Cewrter. Three separate computer programs were designed to

taliulate and analyze the infonmation. The three programs

welren
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Program Total was the program.which tabulated the
 

raw data obtained in the individual reSpOnses and

made a summation Of the students' experiences and

recommendations for future student teaching pro-

grams. A summary of the information by each student

teacher is reported in Appendix D. This tabulation

was necessary for processing program 2.

Program Profile Analysis was the program which was

also known as Repeated Measures or Split-Plot
 

Factoral Analysis of Variance. It was designed to

analyze problems with a two-way factor analysis.

The two factors in this study were: (1) type of

programs and (2) type of courses. The two levels

within the types of program were: (1) cluster

program student teachers and (2) conventional

program student teachers. The two levels within the

types Of courses were (1) academic course student

teacher and (2) elective course student teacher.

This program was used to test the first, second

and fourth hypotheses.

Program Variety was the program designed to test

the third hypothesis which dealt with the variety

of the experiences that the students were exposed tO

during the student teaching period. A summary of

the information provided by each experience cate-

gory is reported in Appendix E.
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These statistical programs provided the information

for testing the hypotheses of this study. The Research

Consultation Services of the College of Education were

most helpful in providing advice in the statistical pro-

cedures.

SUMMARY

This chapter included the description Of the popu-

lation, a discussion of the development Of the question-

naire, a statement of the hypotheses, and a discussion of

the statistical procedures used to interpret the data.

Questionnaires were mailed to 152 secondary student

teachers, with 120 students responding. All data Obtained

were transferred to IBM computer cards. The data were

processed, tabulated, and analyzed by means of the Control

Data Corporation 6500 computer at the Michigan State Univer-

sity Computer Center.

These data were analyzed by the Repeated Measures

or Split-Plot Factorial Analysis of Variance. The inde-

pendent variables were:

1. Program (cluster, noncluster)

2. Pair (academic, elective course students)

3. Course (academic and elective courses)

The dependent variables were:

1. Experience

2. Include (or recommend)
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The data were analyzed by use of percentages of the

responses. The level Of significance for this study was

established at .05.

Further discussion Of the types of calculations,

statistical procedures and analysis Of the gathered data

are included in Chapter 4.



Chapter 4

ANALYSIS OF DATA

The purpose of Chapter 4 was to present and analyze

the data gathered to test the hypotheses of the study. This

chapter was divided into the following sections: (1) purpose

and hypotheses, (2) composition of the study, (3) statisti-

cal procedures used, (4) interpretation of results,

(5) statements of significance, and (6) summary.

PURPOSE AND HYPOTHESES

This study was designed to compare the field experi-

ence component of two secondary level student teaching pro-

grams at Michigan State University. The investigation

focused on experiences associated with cluster student

teaching and secondary conventional student teaching pro-

grams as perceived by prospective teachers.

The following purposes were formulated:

1. To determine whether Michigan State University

secondary cluster student teaching provided more

selected experiences than did secondary conventional

student teaching.

2. To compare the number of experiences that academic

subject matter student teachers encountered with

52
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the number of experiences met by elective course

student teachers.

TO determine whether cluster program student teach-

ers experienced and reported a greater variety Of

activities than did the conventional program stu-

dent teachers during student teaching.

To obtain from the responding student teachers

their recommendations regarding which student

teaching experiences they would include in future

secondary student teaching programs at Michigan

State University.

In order to carry out this study, the following

hypotheses were developed:

1. There will be a greater number Of student teaching

experiences reported by those participating in the

secondary cluster student teaching program than

those participating in the secondary conventional

student teaching program.

Among those replying, there will be a greater

number of experiences reported by those secondary

elective course student teachers than the secondary

academic course student teachers.

Those participating secondary cluster program

student teachers will experience a greater variety

of activities than the participating secondary con-

ventional program student teachers.
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4. Among those individuals surveyed, the secondary

‘ cluster program student teachers-will recommend a

greater number Of experiences for inclusion in

future student teaching programs than will the

secondary conventional program student teachers.

COMPOSITION OF THE STUDY

One hundred fifty-two secondary student teachers

were randomly selected to participate in this study. They

were divided into two groups: (1) secondary cluster program

student teachers and (2) secondary conventional program

student teachers. The two groups were subdivided into two

more groups: (1) academic subject matter student teachers

and (2) elective course student teachers.

One hundred twenty usable responses were returned.

The respondents were separated into the following categories:

(1) sixty-six secondary cluster student teachers and

(2) fifty-four secondary conventional program student

teachers. The student questionnaires were placed in random

pairs by use of the table of random numbers, with one

academic subject matter student teacher matched with one

elective course student teacher. This combination of
 

students made thirty-three pairs of cluster student teachers

and twenty-seven pairs of conventional student teachers.
 

Table 4.1 shows the number Of respondents from each teaching

center of Michigan State University.
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Table 4.l.--Number of ReSpondents From Cluster and Con-

55

ventional Secondary Student Teachers, Michigan

State University.

 

-—-

 

Teaching Center Cluster Conventional Total

Battle Creek 2 3 5

Benton Harbor 6 2 8

Detroit 16 16

Flint 2 2

Grand Rapids 5 5

Jackson 3 3

Lansing Suburban 11 l 12

Lansing/E. Lansing 21 7 28

Livonia 2 2

Macomb l 6 7

Owosso 2 l 3

Pontiac 5 3 8

Saginaw 7 2 9

Traverse City 1 1

Walled Lake 4 2 6

Rome 3 3

The Hague 2 2

Total 66 54 120
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STATISTICAL PROCEDURES USED

The information provided by the 120 reSpondents Of

the study were transferred to IBM computer cards. Three

separate computer programs were designed to tabulate and

analyze the infonmation. These three programs were:

1. Program Total was the program which tabulated
 

the raw data obtained in the individual responses

and made a summation Of the students experiences

and recommendations for future student teaching

programs. See page 49 for full description.

Program Profile Analysis was the program which was
 

also known as Repeated Measures or Split-Plot

Factorial Analysis of Variance. It was designed

as to analyze the problems with a two-way factor

analysis. For complete description, see page 49.

Program Variety was the program designed to test
 

the third hypotheses which dealt with the variety

Of the experiences that the student teachers were

exposed to during the student teaching period. A

summary of the information provided by each experi-

enced, valued, and recommended activity is reported

in Appendix E. Further data is provided in the

three categories of experienced, valued and recom-

mended by the ten most chosen and the ten least

chosen student teaching activity.
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INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS

In this section each of the four hypotheses was

examined in relation to the data obtained. The restatement

of each hypothesis is followed by a presentation of the

data and a probability statement.

Hypothesis One
 

There will be a greater number of student teaching

experiences reported by those participating in the second-

ary cluster student teaching program than those partici-

pating in the secondary conventional student teaching

program.

One hundred student teaching experiences were

incorporated in the questionnaire and the respondents were

asked to check the activity if they had experienced the

activity during student teaching. The program, Repeated

Measures Factorial Analysis of Variance was used to measure

this hypothesis. The analysis of variance Table 4-2

presents a summary Of the findings.

Table 4-3 presents the cell mean values for the

Cluster and Conventional Program and Academic and Elective

Course Student Teachers Experiences Reported.

In the procedure for Repeated Measures, the two

levels, (1) academic course student teacher and (2) elective

course student teacher values may be set equal. This

assumption is to intercorrelate all levels or measures to

be equal. Another assumption to be taken in this procedure
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Table 4-2.--Analysis Of Variance Table for the Cluster and

Conventional Programs and Academic and Elective

Course Student Teacher Experiences Reported.

 

 

 

Degree of Sums of Mean

Source Freedom Squares Squares F

Groups 1. 2040.89 2040.89 10.121*

Subj-G 58. 11695.98 201.65

Rep. Meas. 1 28.03 28.03 .220

RM-G 1 26.58 26.58 .209

RM-S- 58. 7388.38 127.38

Total 119 21179.87

*p<.05.

Table 4-3--Cell Mean Values for the Cluster and Conventional

Program and Academic and Elective Course Student

Teachers Experiences Reported.

 

 

 

Measures

Group

Academic Course Elective Course

Cluster Program i = 55.606 i = 53.788 54.7

(66 students)

Sd = (13,342) Sd = (12.121)

Conventional i = 46.370 i = 46.444 46.4

Program

(54 students) Sd = (10.965) Sd = (14.624)

51.45 50.48

(12.33) (13.02)
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is that variance from one pooled measure to the next pooled

measure must be equal. TO set these variances equal, the

standard deviation is reciprocated and then linear trans-

formations are supplied. After transformation the data for

Hypothesis One is presented in Table 4-4 The critical F

value at .95 confidence level is = 4.01. Therefore since

the F value for Hypothesis One is 10.24, it can be con-

sidered significant. Hypothesis One is accepted to verify

that secondary cluster program student teachers have

reported a greater number of selected student teaching

experiences than the secondary conventional program student

teachers.

Table 4e4.--Analysis of Variance Values for Transformed

Measures of Experiences Reported by Cluster

and Conventional Student Teachers.

 

 

Degrees Sums

of of Mean F

Source Freedom Squares Squares Values

Groups 1. 12.57 12.57 10.24*

Subj-G 58. 71.12 1.22

Rep. Measures 1. 4.24 4.24 5.489*

RM-G 1. .28 .28 .372

RMrS-G 58. 44.87 .773

Total 119. 133.09

 

*p < .05.
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Hypothesis Two
 

Among those replying there will be a greater number

of experiences reported by those secondary elective course

student teachers than the secondary academic course student

teachers.

The program, Repeated Measured Factorial Analysis

of Variance was used to measure this hypothesis. The

analysis of variance, Table 442, page 58, showed the summary

of findings. The repeated measures procedure was repeated

with these data and the variables are assumed to have

identical variances which were set equal to zero. This

repeated process reported the information summarized in

Table 4-4

The critical F 1.58 value at the .95 level of

confidence is equal to 4.01

Because the F value for Hypothesis Two is 5.48,

this hypothesis is not supported. The data have shown that

the academic course student teachers reported a greater

number Of experiences than the elective course student

teachers. This is in direct Opposition to Hypothesis Two

which stated: Among those replying, there will be a greater

number of experiences reported by those secondary elective

course student teachers than the secondary academic course

student teachers.
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Hypothesis Three
 

Among those students reporting, the secondary

cluster program student teachers reported a greater

variety of activities than did the secondary conventional

student teachers.

Hypothesis Three was programmed separately in order

tO analyze the variety of the activities between the sec-

ondary cluster student teachers and the secondary con-

ventional student teachers. This program tabulated the

individual student scores and total scores of the secondary

cluster and conventional student teachers.

Table 4—5 presents the data reported by the student

teachers of the secondary cluster and conventional student

teaching programs.

Table 4-5.--Analysis of the Variety of Activities of

Cluster and Conventional Program Student

 

 

Teachers.

Total _

Group NO. of Number of x means

Students Activities

Cluster

Program 66 3,610 54.69

Conventional

Program 54 2,506 46.40
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These data indicate that Hypothesis Three did hold

true. The mean score Of 54.69 for the cluster student

teachers was greater than was the mean score of 46.40 for

the conventional student teachers. This result is similar

to the findings of Hypothesis One as the data indicated

acceptance Of the F value Of 10.24 as being significant.

Further investigation of this hypothesis was done

by tabulation of the experiences by the degree of partici-

pation from the respondents. The relative frequencies with

which the experiences were encountered is shown in Table 4-6.

Table 4-6 shows that cluster program student teachers

reported more experiences at each decile level than did the

conventional student teachers. At most levels, the cluster

student teachers had experienced approximately nine more

activities than did the conventional student teachers. A

complete analysis of the experiences reported is found in

Appendix F.

Hypothesis Four

Among those individuals surveyed, the secondary

cluster program student teachers will recommend a greater

number of experiences for inclusion in future student

teaching programs than will the secondary conventional

program student teachers.

The program Repeated Measures Factorial Analysis of

Variance was used to test Hypothesis Four. This program is

the same one that tested Hypotheses One and Two Of this

study.
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Table 4-7 deals with recommended experiences by the

secondary cluster program and the secondary conventional

program student teachers for future student teaching pro-

grams.

Table 4-7.--Analysis Of Variance for Secondary Cluster and

Conventional Program Student Teachers Recommenda-

tions for Future Programs.

-—-_—-.__.—_—_ _-.._.._‘-..‘_.

 

Degree Sums

Of of Mean F

Source Freedom Squares Squares Value

Groups 1. 2230.79 2230.79 3.35

Subj-G 58. 38600.66 665.52

Rep. Measures 1. 258.13 258.13 .761

RM-G 1. 405.93 405.93 1.19

RM-S-G 58. 19681.93 339.34

Total 119. 61177.46

 

Table 4-8 presents the cell mean values for the

secondary cluster and Conventional Program Student Teacher

Recommendations for future student teaching programs.

Again the repeated measures procedure was repeated

with these data. The variables are assumed to have identi-

cal variances which were set equal tO zero. This repeated

process reported the following transformed measures sum-

marized in Table 4-9.

The F value Of 3.20 is below the critical F value

(.95) = 4.01 and therefore Hypothesis Four is not
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Table 4-8.--Cell Mean Values for Secondary Cluster and

Conventional Program Student Teachers Recom—

mendations for Future Programs.

Measures

 

Group

Academic Course Elective Course

 

Cluster Program 64.4 64.0 64.2

(66 Students)

Conventional Program 52.0 59.0 55.5

(54 Students)

58.8 61.7

 

Table 4-9.--Analysis of Variance Transformed Measured for

Secondary Cluster and Conventional Student

Teachers Recommendations for Future Programs.

 

 

Degree Sums

of of Mean F

Source Freedom Squares Squares Values

Groups 1. 4.25 4.25 3.20

Subj-6 58. 76.96 1.32

Rep. Measures 1. 6.65 6.65 9.88

RM-G lo 059 059 .88

RM-S-G 58. 39.02 .67

Total 119. 127.49
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significant and is not supported. The secondary cluster

student teachers had a mean value of 64.2 recommended

experiences, and 55.5 experiences were recommended by the

secondary conventional student teachers. Although the

direction of the number of recommendations is toward the

cluster student teachers, this is not large enough to

support Hypothesis Four.

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE

Hypothesis One
 

There will be a greater number of student teaching

experiences reported by those participating in the secondary

cluster student teaching program than those participating

in the secondary conventional student teaching program.

This Hypothesis is accepted at the .05 level Of

significance and verifies that the secondary cluster pro-

gram student teachers reported a greater number of student

teaching experiences than did the secondary conventional
 

program student teachers.

Hypothesis Two
 

Among those replying, there will be a greater

number of experiences reported by those secondary elective
 

course student teachers than the secondary academic course
 

student teachers.

This Hypothesis is not supported at the .05 level

of confidence and indicates that a greater number of
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experiences was not reported by the elective course student
 

teachers. Although there was a small difference in the

number of experiences reported, the academic course student

* teachers did report a larger number Of student teaching

activities.

Hypothesis Three
 

Those participating secondary cluster program

student teachers will experience a greater variety of

activities than the participating secondary conventional

program student teachers.

This Hypothesis is accepted at the .05 level of

significance and verifies that secondary cluster program

student teachers gig experience a greater variety of

activities than did the secondary conventional program

student teachers.

Hypothesis Four

Among the individuals surveyed, the secondary

cluster program student teachers will recommend a greater

number Of experiences for inclusion in future student

teaching programs than will the secondary conventional

program student teachers.

This Hypothesis is not accepted at the .05 level

of significance. The cluster student teachers did not

recommend a greater number of experiences than did the

conventional program student teachers. There was a

difference of 8.7 in the mean value Of the number of
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experiences reported, but this was not sufficient to be

significant.

ADDITIONAL COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

There were additional significant findings as a

result Of the analysis Of the data. These related figures

are presented to further the information provided by this

study.

From Table 4-4 there was no "group and measure

interaction" in this analysis. An F value of .372, which

is below the critical F value of 4.01, indicates that there

was no interaction between the secondary cluster and con-

ventional student teacher groups and the measures Of

academic and elective course student teachers. This inter-

action test is a positive factor for this analysis and is

indicative that the Profile Analysis Factorial Analysis Of

Variance was an excellent program for testing the hypothe-

ses.

In analyzing Hypothesis Four the elective course

student teachers gig recommend more Of the selected student

teaching experiences than gig the academic course student

teachers. There was an F value of 9.88 for this measure

which is greater than the critical F value of 4.01 esta-

blished for this analysis. This has added to the dimension

that although in Hypothesis Two, the academic course student

teachers experienced more activities, the elective course
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student teachers recommended more of the selected student
 

teaching experiences for future student teaching programs.

Also, this test of Hypothesis Four indicated an

F value of .88 in Table 4-9 that no interaction occurred

between ggggp and measures. This means that the cluster

program can be assumed to provide more experiences for 993p

academic and elective course student teachers. The cluster

program is not better for just the academic course or the

elective course student teacher.

The analysis of the data was further investigated

by examination of the experiences receiving a degree of

participation by the respondents. The relative frequency

of experiences encountered ranged from 97 percent to 0 per-

cent. The two experiences reported by the two groups were

as follows. Cluster program participants experienced the

following items:

97% high No. 1. Developing Own daily lesson plans.

3% low NO. 64. Participate in a school research

project.

Conventional program participants experienced the following

items:

96.3% high No. l. DevelOping own daily lesson plans.

0.0% low No. 87. Having opportunity to teach adult

education class.

This comparison showed both cluster and conventional

program student teachers had experienced develOping daily
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lesson plans most Often. The low percent activities were

interchanged as least and next to least.

The analysis Of data were investigated to identify

those student teaching experiences that both groups had

envisioned as being valuable experiences. The percent

rating was from a high of 96.3 percent to a low of 9.3 per-

cent. Both cluster and conventional program student

teachers had selected NO. 70--”Handling discipline problems

Of class without the supervising teacher"--as the most

valuable experience. The cluster program participants

selected the following:

93.9% high NO. 70. Handling discipline problems of

class without supervising teacher.

' 10.6% low NO. 64. Participating in a school research

project.

The conventional program participants selected the following:

96.3% high No. 70. Handling discipline problems of

class without supervising teacher.

9.3% low NO. 10. Giving classroom evaluative tests

for assigning students to another

level, group or class.

The data were investigated for those items that the

student teachers had recommended for inclusion in future

student teaching programs. The data which follow show the

most and least recommended experiences identified by

cluster program student teachers.
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93.9% high No. 3. Organizing and teaching a unit Of

instruction.

and No. 70. Handling discipline problems of

class without supervising teacher.

22.7% low No. 64. Participate in a school research

project.

and No. 96. Joining a professional organization.

The conventional program student teachers selected the

following activities for inclusion in future student

teaching programs.

92.6% high NO. 1. Developing own daily lesson plans.

and NO. 3. Organizing and teaching a unit of

instruction.

14.6% low NO. 75. Visiting the homes of pupils.

A complete tabulation Of the student teaching activities

is categorized into experienced, valued and recommended

in Appendix F. This tabulation indicates the item number,

frequency of the item and percentage of the item in each

category. The data were tabulated into the groups Of the

ten most chosen and the ten least chosen experiences in the

three categories Of this study: experienced, found valuable

and recommended for future student teaching programs.

The following pages will include those items of the

ten most chosen and ten least chosen experiences in the

three categories: experienced, valued and recommended.

These activities may be studied and analyzed by those



72

working with student teachers to improve the student teach-

ing programs.

THE TEN MOST CHOSEN ACTIVITIES

EXPERIENCED BY:

Cluster Program Student
 

 

Teachers

( l) 1.

(93) 2.

(70) 3.

(39) 4.

( 3) 5.

(100) 6.

(40) 7.

(36) 8.

( 4) 9.

(23) 10.

Developing own daily lesson plans.

Attending student teacher seminars conducted by

University coordinator or cluster consultant.

Handling discipline problems of class without

supervising teacher.

Maintaining student records of tests, assign-

ments and grades.

Organizing and teaching a unit of instruction.

Feeling you were welcome in a school as a student

teacher.

Learning about and maintaining class attendance

records.

Constructing and administering tests over material

you taught.

Selecting content material for a subject taught.

Assuming total responsibility for starting activ-

ities of classroom.

Conventional Program

§§u ent Teachers

( 1) l.

 

Developing own daily lesson plans.



(70) 2.

(69) 3.

(40) 4.

( 3) 5.

(93) 6.

(100) 7.

(39) 8.

(36) 9.

(23) 10.
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Handling discipline problems Of class without

supervising teacher.

Preparing stencils or dittos for either your own

lesson plans or for your supervising teacher.

Learning about and maintaining class attendance

records.

Organizing and teaching a unit of instruction.

Attending student teacher seminars conducted

by University coordinator or cluster consultant.

Feeling you were welcome in a school as a student

teacher.

Maintaining student records of tests, assignments

and grades.

Constructing and administering tests over material

you taught.

Assuming total responsibility for starting

activities of classroom.

THE TEN LEAST CHOSEN ACTIVITIES

EXPERIENCED BY:

Cluster Program Student
 

 

Participate in a school research project.

Have Opportunity to teach in an adult education

Attending Parent Teacher Association, or other

Teachers

(64) l.

(87) 2.

class.

(97) 3.

parent group meeting.

(75) 4. Visiting the homes of pupils.



(59) 5.

(58) 6.

(42) 7.

(96) 8.

(81) 9.

(71) 10.

(66) 10.
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Assuming school bus supervision, hall patrol,

or lunch room duty part of time when assigned by

school.

Assuming school bus supervision, hall patrol,

or lunch duty for at least one week.

Recording data in cumulative records of pupils

with coordination of school counselor.

Joining a professional organization.

Using micro—teaching during student teaching for

self-evaluation.

Making a case study of a pupil.

Attending a student council meeting.

Conventional Program
 

Student Teachers
 

(87)

(64)

(68)

(75)

(10)

(98)

(81)

(66)

1. Have Opportunity to teach in an adult education

class.

Participate in a school research project.

Participating in community activities while

student teaching.

Visiting the homes of pupils.

Giving classroom evaluative tests for assigning

students to another level, group or class.

Visiting Board of Education meetings.

Using micro-teaching during student teaching

for self-evaluation.

Attending a student council meeting.



(99) 9.

(59) 10.

(71) 10.

(82) 10.
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Visit to community service agencies or govern-

mental agencies.

Assuming school bus supervision, hall patrol,

Or lunch room duty part Of time when assigned

by school.

Making a case study of a pupil.

Evaluating yourself on videotape while student

teaching.

THE TEN MOST VALUABLE ACTIVITIES

CHOSEN BY:

Cluster Program Student
 

 

Teachers

(70) l.

(100) 2.

( 3) 3.

( 1) 4.

(36) 5.

(39) 6.

(56) 7.

(37) 8.

(27) 9.

( 4) 10.

Handling discipline problems of class without

supervising teacher.

Feeling you were welcome in the school as a

student teacher.

Organizing and teaching a unit of instruction.

Developing own daily lesson plans.

Constructing and administering tests over

material you taught.

Maintaining student records of tests, assign-

ments and grades.

Teaching heterogeneous (sex) groups.

Determining grades or evaluation for report cards.

Developing own teaching aids for a class presen-

tation.

Selecting content material for a subject taught.



76

Conventional Program

Student Teachers

(70)

( 3)

( 1)

(100)

(69)

(39)

( 7)

(36)

( 4)

(23)

(37)

(40)

(61)

1.

9.

10.

10.

10.

10.

Handling discipline problems of class without

supervising teacher.

Organizing and teaching a unit of instruction.

Developing own daily lesson plans.

Feeling you were welcome in the school as a

student teacher.

Preparing stencils or dittos for either your own

lesson plans or for your supervising teacher.

Maintaining student records Of tests, assign-

ments and grades.

Developing material to enrich lesson you taught.

Constructing and administering tests over material

you taught.

Selecting content material for a subject taught.

Assuming total responsibility for starting activ-

ities of classroom.

Determining grades or evaluation for report

cards.

Learning about and maintaining class attendance

records.

Assuming responsibility for the teaching program

of at least one subject for a period of three

weeks or more.



(62) 10.

(83) 10.
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Assuming responsibility for the total teaching

program of supervision, as able to take over

for four or more weeks.

Evaluating your goals as a student teacher.

THE TEN LEAST VALUABLE ACTIVITIES

CHOSEN BY:

Cluster Program Student
 

 

Participate in a school research project.

Visiting the homes of pupils.

Assuming school bus supervision, hall patrol or

lunch room duty part of time when assigned by

Assuming school bus supervision, hall patrol,

or lunch duty for at least one week.

Have opportunity to teach in an adult education

Teaching under only one supervising teacher

Recording data in cumulative records of pupils

with coordination of school counselor.

Administering commercial testing material in

Joining a professional organization.

Teaéhers

(64) l.

(75) 2.

(59) 3.

school.

(58) 4.

(87) 5.

class.

(44) 6.

for the term.

(42) 7.

(41) 8.

class.

(96) 9.

(81) 10. Using micro-teaching during student teaching

for self-evaluation.
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Conventional Program

Student Teachers

(10) 1.

(96) 2.

(87) 3.

(75) 4.

(59) 5.

(97) 6.

(81) 7.

(64) 8.

(58) 9.

(98) 10.

Giving classroom evaluative tests for assigning

students to another level, group or class.

Joining a professional organization.

Have opportunity to teach in an adult education

class.

Visiting the homes of pupils.

Assuming school bus supervision, hall patrol or

lunch room duty part of time when assigned by

school.

Attending Parent Teacher Association or other

parent group meeting.

Using micro-teaching during student teaching for

self—evaluation.

Participate in a school research project.

Assuming school bus supervision, hall patrol or

lunch room duty for at least one week.

Visiting Board of Education meetings.

THE TEN MOST CHOSEN ACTIVITIES

RECOMMENDED FOR INCLUSION IN

FUTURE STUDENT TEACHING

PROGRAMS BY:

Cluster Program Student
 

 

Handling discipline problems of class without

Teachers

(70) 1.

supervising teacher.

( 3) 2. Organizing and teaching a unit of instruction.



( l) 3.

(100) 4.

( 4) 5.

(39) 6.

( 7) 7.

(56) 8.

(52) 9.

(21) 10.

(27) 10.

(36) 10.
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Developing own daily lesson plans.

Feeling you were welcome in the school as a

student teacher.

Selecting content material for subject taught.

Maintaining student records of tests, assign-

ments and grades.

Developing material to enrich lesson you taught.

Teaching heterogeneous (sex) groups.

Teaching on a small group (two to ten or less)

basis.

Previewing audio-visual material before using in

class.

Developing own teaching aids for a class presen-

tation.

Constructing and administering tests over

material you taught.

Conventional Program
 

Student-Teachers
 

( 3)

( 1)

(70)

(100)

(69)

(39)

1.

2.

w o

Organizing and teaching a unit of instruction.

Developing own daily lesson plans.

Handling discipline problems of a class.

Feeling you were welcome in the school as a

student teacher.

Preparing stencils or dittos for either your own

lesson plans or for your supervising teacher.

Maintaining student records of tests, assign-

ments and grades.



( 7) 7.

( 4) 8.

(40) 9.

(36) 10.
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Developing material to enrich lesson you taught.

Selecting content material for subject taught.

Learning about and maintaining class attendance

records.

Constructing and administering tests over

materials you taught.

THE TEN LEAST CHOSEN ACTIVITIES

RECOMMENDED FOR INCLUSION IN

FUTURE STUDENT TEACHING

PROGRAMS BY:

Cluster Program Student
 

 

Teachers

(96) 1.

(64) 2.

(44) 3.

(75) 4.

(59) 5.

(87) 6.

(71) 7.

(41) 8.

Joining a professional organization.

Substituting without pay for your supervising

teacher when he/she was absent for illness or

participating in an inservice workshop.

Teaching under only one supervising teacher for

the term.

Visiting the homes of pupils.

Assuming school bus supervision, hall patrol or

lunch room duty part of time when assigned by

school.

Have opportunity to teach in an adult education

class.

Making a case study of a pupil.

Administering commercial testing material in

class.



(58) 9.

(68) 10.

(91) 10.
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Assuming school bus supervision, hall patrol or

lunchroom duty for at least a week.

Participating in community activities while

student teaching.

Participating in the development of curriculum

committees for the school.

Conventional Program
 

Student Teachers
 

(75) 1.

(96) 2.

(99) 3.

(68) 4.

(64) 5.

(59) 6.

(81) 7.

(71) 8.

(87) 9.

(S7) 10.

Visiting the homes of pupils.

Joining a professional organization.

Visit to community service agencies or govern-

mental agencies.

Participating in the community activities while

student teaching.

Substituting without pay for your supervising

teacher when he/she was absent for illness or

participating in an inservice workshop.

Assuming school bus supervision, hall patrol or

lunch room duty part of the time when assigned

by school.

Using micro-teaching during student teaching for

self-evaluation.

Making a case study of a pupil.

Have an Opportunity to teach in an adult edu-

cation class.

Teaching homogeneous (sex) groups.
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(58) 10. Assuming school bus supervision, hall patrol

or lunch room duty for at least a week.

SUMMARY

In this chapter, the analysis of the data was pre-

sented. The data were collected by the questionnaire method

from Michigan State University secondary student teachers.

A questionnaire was developed for this study of 100 selected

student teaching experiences and was mailed to 152 randomly

selected student teachers. One hundred twenty students

returned their questionnaires, with sixty-six cluster pro-

gram student teachers and fifty-four conventional program

student teachers in the sample. The data were processed,

tabulated and analyzed by the Control Data Corporation 6500

Computer at Michigan State University Computer Center.

The data were scheduled in the following programs

for analysis:

Number One: Program Total--This program recorded and
 

tabulated the raw data into a schematic table

necessary for Program Two.

Number Two: Program Profile--Repeated Measures or Split

Plot Factorial Analysis of Variance. The data were

programed in a two way factorial analysis. This

program was selected to analyze the two factors.

The two factors considered were:

(1) Types of programs and

(2) Types of courses
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The two levels in the types of programs were:

(1) Cluster program student teachers and

(2) Conventional programs student teachers.

The two levels in the types of courses were:

(1) Academic course student teachers and

(2) Elective course student teachers.

Number Three: Program Varietyé-This program tabulated
 

the individual student scores and totaled the

selected activities experienced by the student

teachers. The items were ranked according to

percentage to further establish the variety of

experiences the students were exposed to during

student teaching.

Additional data were examined by showing the ten

Egg; chosen and the ten lga§t_chosen activities as reported

by the student teachers in the three categories: experienced,

valued and recommended for inclusion in future student

teaching programs.

The analysis of data provided the following infor-

mation.

Hypothesis One--This Hypothesis was found to be sign-

nificant and accepted at the .05 level of confidence.

There was a greater number of selected student

teaching experiences reported by the secondary

cluster student teachers than by the secondary

conventional proqram student teachers.
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Hypothesis Two--This Hypothesis was found to be not
 

significant and cannot be accepted at the .05 level

of confidence. The secondary elective course
 

student teachers did not experience a greater

number of selected student teaching experiences

than did the secondary academic course student

teachers.

Hypothesis Three--This Hypothesis was found significant

and accepted at the .05 level of confidence. The

secondary cluster student teachers did experience

a greater variety of selected student teaching

experiences than did the secondary conventional
 

student teacher.

Hypothesis Four--This Hypothesis was found not sig-
 

nificant and not accepted at the .05 level of

confidence. The secondary cluster student teachers

did not significantly recommend a greater number of

experiences than did the secondary conventional
 

student teachers.

Further analysis of the data shown in the appendices

indicates the percentage ranking of the experiences as

.reported by the secondary student teachers. The ten most

chosen and ten least chosen experiences are reported in

the three categories: experienced, valuable and recommended

for inclusion in future student teaching programs.

In Chapter 5 the summary, conclusions, reflections

and recommendations for further study will be presented.



Chapter 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SUMMARY

This study was designed to compare the field experi-

ence component of two secondary level student teaching

programs at Michigan State University. This investigation

has focused on the experience associated with cluster

student teaching program and secondary conventional student

teaching programs as perceived by prospective teachers.

The following specific purposes were considered:

To determine whether Michigan State University

secondary cluster student teaching provided more

selected experiences than did secondary conven-

tional student teaching.

To compare the number of experiences that academic

subject matter student teachers encountered with

the number of experiences met by elective course

student teachers.

To determine whether cluster program student

teachers experienced and reported a greater

variety of activities than did the conventional

program student teachers during student teaching.
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4. To obtain from the responding student teachers

their recommendations regarding which student

teaching experiences they would include in future

secondary student teaching programs at Michigan

State University.

In this study, the original questionnaire was

developed by Shutsy and later modified by Jackson. The

questionnaire for this study was based upon these instru-

ments and it was modified by the writer in the light of

suggestions of the student teaching staff at Michigan State

University. A questionnaire of 100 selected student

teaching experiences was developed to be completed by the

Winter Term secondary student teachers. The questionnaires

were mailed to 152 selected secondary level student teachers.

Seven questionnaires were returned as nondeliverable. A

total of 120 completed questionnaires were returned by the

participants representing a 79 percent return. The analyses

of data were programmed and tabulated through the Control

Data Corporation 6500 computer at Michigan State University

computer center. Three separate computer programs were

designed to tabulate and analyze the data. The three

programs were:

1. Program Total was the program which tabulated the

raw data obtained from the individual responses

and made a summation of the students' scores.

2. Program Repeated Measured, Factorial Analysis of

Variance. The two factors in this study were:
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(1) types of programs and (2) types of courses.

The two levels in the types of programs were:

(1) cluster program student teacher and (2) con-

ventional program student teacher. The two levels

in the types of courses were: (1) academic course

student teacher and (2) elective course student

teacher. This program was used to test the first,

second and fourth hypotheses.

3. Program Variety was the program designed to test

the third hypothesis which dealt with the variety

of the experiences that the students were exposed

to during the student teaching period.

The four hypotheses examined in relation to the

data obtained were:

Hypothesis One - There will be a greater number of
 

student teaching experiences reported by the

secondary cluster student teachers than by the

secondary conventional student teacher.

The F value for Hypothesis One is 10.24 which is

significant at the p < .05 level of significance. Hypoth-

esis One has clearly indicated that secondary cluster

student teachers have experienced more of the 100 selected

student teaching experiences than the secondary conventional

student teachers.

Hypothesis Two - Among those replying, there will be a
 

greater number of experiences reported by those
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secondary elective course student teachers than

the secondary academic course student teacher.

The program, Repeated Measures Factorial Analysis

of Variance was used to test Hypothesis Two. This Hypothe—

sis was not supported by the data. The academic course

student teachers reported a greater number of experiences

than did the elective course student teachers.

Hypothesis Three - Among those students reporting, the
 

secondary cluster program student teachers experi-

enced a greater variety of activities than the

secondary conventional student teachers.

Hypothesis Three data clearly indicated that the

cluster student teachers had experienced a greater variety

of student teaching experiences than the conventional

student teachers. The cluster student teachers had a mean

score of 54.7 experiences and the conventional program

student teachers have reported a mean score of 46.1 experi-

ences. The F value of 10.24 was significant. Further

analysis of the data indicated that at each.decile level

the students encountered the experiences. However, the

cluster student teachers averaged nine more student

teaching experiences than did the conventional program

student teachers. See Table 4-6 on page 63.

Hypothesis Four - Among those individuals surveyed,

the secondary cluster program student teachers will

recommend a greater number of experiences for

inclusion in future student teaching programs than
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will the secondary conventional program student

teachers.

This hypothesis was not supported at the p < .05

level of confidence. The mean scores for the recommend-

ations made by the two groups were: cluster program student

teachers 64.2 and conventional program student teachers was

55.5. Although the number of recommendations made by the

cluster student teachers exceeded the conventional student

teachers, this number was not significant.

CONCLUSIONS

Student teaching is a teaching-learning phase of the

pre-service teacher. The literature in teacher education

supports the generalization that student teaching is an

important component of teacher preparation. Many writers

have recommended that student teachers should be exposed to

a broad range of experiences and activities. It appears

from this study that student teachers need to experience a

“personalized" program, regardless of the particular pro-

gram to which they are assigned. During this important

student teaching period, it would be impossible to expose

the student teacher to all the activities of a regular

salaried teacher. However, it is important that a suffi-

cient number of activities and experiences are given to the

beginning teacher so that he may draw upon them when he is

living in the teaching community.
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The findings in this study have indicated that the

secondary cluster student teaching program does provide
 

a larger number and greater variety of the selected experi-
  

ences than the conventional student teaching program.

The cluster and conventional program student

teachers had similar ratings of the experiences that they

had experienced, valued and would recommend for inclusion

in future student teaching programs. The following items

were selected by both groups as highlygvaluable and would
 

recommend for inclusion in future student teaching programs:
 

(1) handling discipline problems of class without super-

vising teacher, (2) organizing and teaching a unit of

instruction, (3) developing own daily lesson plans,

(4) feeling you were welcome in the school as a student

teacher, (5) selecting content material for subjects

taught, (6) maintaining student records of tests, assign—

ments and grades, (7) developing material to enrich lessons

you taught, (8) learning about and maintaining class

attendance records, (9) preparing stencils or dittos for

either your own lesson plans or for your supervising

teacher.

This indicates that student teachers value specific

classroom.teaching techniques. The future teaching programs

should include the listed items for the students' benefit.

The following items are listed which the student

teachers have least valued and placed lag; in order of

recommending for future student teaching programs:
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(1) joining a professional organization, (2) visiting the

homes of pupils, (3) visit community service agencies or

governmental agencies, (4) participating in community

activities while student teaching, (5) substituting without

pay for your supervising teacher while he/she was absent

for illness or participating in an inservice workshop,

(6) assuming school bus supervision, hall patrol or lunch

room duty part of time when assigned to school, (7) having

opportunity to teach adult education class, (8) making a

case study of a pupil, (9) using micro-teaching during

student teaching.

There were small differences in the number of

experiences reported by the academic and elective course

student teachers. This finding is notable as it indicates

that the secondary cluster program is beneficial for the

academic and elective course student teachers.

The cluster student teaching program has provided

a larger number and greater variety by an average of nine

teaching experiences at each decile level the student

teachers encountered the experiences. As recommended by

the teacher educators, this program appears superior to the

conventional student teaching program because of the greater

variety of experiences.

The conclusions and findings of this study cannot

hope to include all the complicated processes of student

teaching. This writer only hOpes that this study will lead
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to more investigation to improve the student teaching pro-

grams. Perhaps it is as stated by Danzer:

Everyone who tried to tap the full potential of student

teaching runs headlong into the limitations of the clock

and the calendar. Perhaps this is as it should be for

student teaching is not a self-contained experience.

It should leave the student convinced that his prepa-

ration is not yet finished, anxious to continue his

activities and pledged to carry over his seeking to

his regular assignments. If student teaching can

convince him that a lifetime is too short to do every-

thing that is necessary for him to reach his full

potential as a teacher, it has perhaps achieved its

most important goal.1

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Teacher educators at Michigan State University and

other teacher preparation institutions are continuously

gathering information, re-examining their objectives and

testing improvements to their student teaching programs.

The following recommendations are made regarding further

research in the field experience component of teacher

preparation:

1. A study should be conducted to determine the proper

placement of field experiences in the preparation

program. This research would be designed to answer

such questions as: Which experiences are most

apprOpriate during student teaching? Which activ-

ities should be introduced during a first course

 

1Gerald A. Danzer, ”Student Teaching Activities:

The Spectrum of Possibilities," Journal of Teacher Edu-

cation XXII (Winter 1971):486.
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in the professional sequence (perhaps at the fresh-

man or sophomore level)? What field experiences

occur best during methods and subject matter

courses? Which, if any, field experiences can be

placed in courses which follow student teaching?

2. Research should be carried on to ascertain the most

effective and appropriate techniques for the

 

orientation of student teachers to the nature and

programs of professional teacher organizations and

labor unions. It is during the student teaching

experience that the pre-service teachers most often

come into contact with professional organizations,

and they have the Opportunity to observe the work

of such groups.

3. An investigation should be carried on to determine

the most effective means for motivating student

teachers to participate in the total community.

The present study has shown that student teachers

tend to be reluctant to become involved in com-

munity activities, although such involvement is

commonly regarded as an important asset to the

professional educator.

REFLECTIONS

The writer was impressed by the cooperation of all

who participated in the development and completion of this

study. This research could not have been accomplished
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without the Michigan State University Director of Student

Teaching, Center Directors, cluster consultants and student

teachers. Their professional interest was demonstrated by

their prompt assistance in those tasks which were requested.

Hopefully, this cooperation and interest will benefit

student teaching programs at Michigan State University and

elsewhere.

Student teachers have indicated less interest in

the school-community experiences than those experiences

related to classroom skills and techniques. Michigan State

University student teaching programs for over 25 years have

emphasized this community involvement as an important asset

for the professional teacher. The study has indicated that

student teachers do not regard community activities as

highly important. Student teachers chose ”participating in

community activities" as an experience they had least

experienced, valued, or would recommend for inclusion in

future student teaching programs.

This feeling about community involvement may be

better understood as the recognition by student teachers

that classroom pressures and demands require immediate

answers, knowledge and skills. Also, student teachers

evaluations by their supervisors normally emphasize

teaching skills, techniques and knowledge of subject

matter. Thus the importance of community activities and

involvement is lessened and the opportunity to make the

most of community experiences is often lost.
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The cluster student teaching program has been

supported by many investigators, including Kennedy, Chase,

Jackson, Daunt and Anderson, and this study as being a

more effective program than the conventional student

teaching program.* The cluster program appears to develop

a more professional attitude and behavior in pre-service

teachers. A larger number of cluster student teachers

reSponded to the questionnaire. More student teachers

reported they had encountered a larger number and a greater

variety of student teaching experiences than did the con-

ventional student teachers. This sharing of ideas, grouping

and regrouping, developing teaching techniques and the

variety of experiences that cluster student teachers

encounter provide a valuable preparation for prospective

teachers. Such a program clearly requires strong leadership

and adequate human resources in terms of cooperation and

professional commitment, on the part of the universities and

the public schools.

Another finding of this study which surprised the

writer as a secondary school administrator is the simi-

larity of the experiences reported by secondary and ele-

elementary student teachers. Jackson, in his study,

found that elementary student teachers experienced, valued

and recommended student teaching experiences that were

very similar to those reported by the secondary student

 

*See Chapter 2.
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teachers in this study. This similarity was in the order

of frequency and values placed on the respective eXperi-

ences.

This study has raised in the writer's mind the

question of the quality of the experiences that student

teachers encounter. Should a researcher replicate this

study, the instrument developed should in some way gather

and evaluate the specific duration of time, and number of

times, student teachers should be exposed to specific

experiences. Each student must perceive and understand

the experience before he is able to assimilate that experi-

ence into his professional teaching.

One area of student teaching of prime importance

to the writer is the ”feedback” and final evaluation

processes. We should continue to improve these areas in

order that only the best qualified prospective teachers

are certified. The real impact of education can only be

improved with concerned, professional classroom teachers.
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Teaching Center Cluster Conventional Total

Battle Creek 11 8 19

Benton Harbor 22 10 32

Charlotte - 13 13

Detroit - 44 44

Flint 31 4 35

Grand Rapids 31 3 34

Jackson 8 9 l7

Lansing Elem - 4 4

Lansing Suburban 28 5 33

Lansing/E. Lansing 84 14 a 98

Harry Hill 23 - 23

Livonia 35 5 40

Macomb 8 32 40

Owosso 20 - 20

Pontiac 29 8 37

Saginaw 26 10 36

Traverse City - 10 10

Walled Lake 21 12 33

Rome - 7 7

The Hague - 3 3

Total 377 201 578
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APPENDIX B

LETTER TO UNIVERSITY COORDINATORS, SELECTED

CLUSTER CONSULTANTS AND DIRECTOR OF

STUDENT TEACHING AT MICHIGAN

STATE UNIVERSITY

January 20, 1972

Attached is the questionnaire which I wish to use

for researching how secondary cluster and noncluster

student teachers evaluate their secondary school student

teaching experience.

Please examine each item for ambiguities, redun-

dancy and for student teaching experiences not included in

the questionnaire. Then write any recommendations or

improvements on the suggestion sheet which should be

returned to me in the self-addressed envelope.

This questionnaire is based on the instruments devel-

oped by Dr. Irvin J. Shutsy and Dr. Charles L. Jackson and

is modified for the secondary programs. The suggestions you

submit shall be considered for implementation, for improve-

ment or modification of this instrument. This modified

instrument will then be issued to secondary student teachers

at the end of this winter term.

Thank you for your time and cooperation for this

project. we are all working for the improvement of student

teaching and hopefully this research will help meet that

goal. Please return the suggestion form by February 1,

1972, as I am planning to use the instrument this term.

Sincerely,

Leo S. Sunada

Enclosure
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APPENDIX C

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO STUDENT

TEACHERS AND QUESTIONNAIRE

 OF THE STUDY

In connection with my program in the College of Education,

I am researching how cluster and noncluster student

teachers evaluate their secondary school student teaching

after they have completed that experience.

 

The population for this survey is drawn from the secondary

education majors who taught during Winter Term 1972. This

information is being collected for research purposes only:

therefore, no information identifying any individual will

be published.

I know how busy you are upon your return to campus, and

appreciate the time it will take you to complete the check

list. The value of this program must be evaluated by you,

the participant. The accuracy of your answers and the

value of the research will help future student teachers at

Michigan State. I know we are all interested in improving

these student teaching programs.

Enclosed is a postage paid return envelope and check list.

Please complete the form and return within the next ten

days before the mid-term rush.

Thank you for your cooperation. If you wish additional

information or wish to discuss the material, please drop

me a line.

Best wishes for a successful career in education.

Sincerely yours,

LEO S. SUNADA

Coordinator

East Lansing/Lansing Area

Encl: Check List

Return Envelope
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EVALUATION OF STUDENT TEACHING EXPERIENCES

INFORMATION:

1. At what Michigan State University Student Teaching

Center did you do your student teaching?

 

2. Did you student teach in a Cluster Program?

Yes No
 

3. What subject matter area did you teach?

Major Minor
  

INSTRUCTIONS:

The checklist emphasizes specific student teaching

experiences.

A. Place a check mark after the experiences you had

as a student teacher; otherwise leave blank.

B. Place a check mark after the experience if you

evaluated it "valuable": otherwise leave blank.

C. Place a check mark after the experience if you

recommend it for future student teaching programs.

Please rate all of these experiences in this column

whether you had them or not.

 

REMEMBER: CHECK IF . . . . . . . .

E
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
d

V
a
l
u
a
b
l
e

I
n
c
l
u
d
e

i
n

S
t
u
-

d
e
n
t

T
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

 

. Developing own daily lesson plans.
 

Teaching a unit prepared by others.
 

Organizing and teaching a unit of

instruction.
 

. Selecting content materiaI for a squect

taught.
 

. Making hamework assignments for cIassroom

material taught.
 

0
‘

0
1

u
h
“
N
H

Preparing and administering drills in

subject matter taught.    
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7. ‘Developing material to enrich lesson you

taught.

8. Including in plans an introduction that had

as its purpose motivating the students.

9. Introducing new materials not included ii a

unit you taught.

10. Giving classroom evaluative tests for assign-

ing students to another level, group, or

class.

11. Developing in your lesson plans material for

remedial pupils. 4

12. Including in lesson plans specific tech- *

niques to control behavior problems.

13. Planning instruction through teacher-pupil

involvement. ’

14. Developing and using behavioral objectives

in lesson plans.

15. Using a learning game as a teaching tool.

16. Using someone from the community as a

resource person in the classroom.

17. Developing a file of activities, pictures,

lesson plans or materials.

18. Using the school library for your resource

material.

19. Locating and utilizing resource units

developed by other organizations; i.e.,

County Health Department file.

20. Including the school library as a part of'

a lesson plan for students to do.their

work.

21. Previewing audio-visual matefiél‘BéfSre

using in class.

22. Developing units structured around and

using pupil creativity.

23. Assuming total responsiSiIity for starting

activities of classroom.

24. Preparing and presenting with pupil involve-

ment, a part of school extracurricular

activities program.
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42..

43.

Including in your lesson plans specific

change of pace techniques.
 

Reteaching a lesson after the results of a

test you administered indicated a need.
 

Developing own teaching aids for a class

presentation.
 

Planning and constructing a Bulletin board

display.
 

Organizing and conducting a field trip or

participating as a chaperone.
 

Have an opportunity to work in special

mathematics language or reading

laboratories.
 

Visit and observe speech correctionist or

reading specialist.
 

Attempt to analyze your techniques of!

questioning.
 

Including provision for individual differ-

ences in lesson plans.
 

Tutoring a student after sChool in a

community program.
 

Using students for tutoring other students

in difficult subject matter areas.
 

Constructing and administering tests over

material you taught.
 

Determining grades or evaluation far report

cards.
  

Assisting in determining grades for report

cards.
 

Maintaining student record§ of tests,

assignments, and grades.
 

Learning about and maintaining class

attendance records.
 

Administering commercial testing material

in.class.
 

Recording data in cumulative records of

pupils with coordination of school

counselor.
 

 

Reading the cumulative records of pupils.   
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44. Teaching under only one supervising teacher '

for the term.

45. Teaching under two or more supervising

teachers during the term.

46. Observing, while student teaéhing, 1 or 2 )

different teachers.

47. Observing, while student teaching, 2 or J ,

more different teachers. 1 . f

48. Teaching classes on at least two different )

grade levels (achievement levels). ‘

49. Teaching classes on at least three or more I ,

grade levels (achievement levels). i

50. Teaching as a member of a team teaching . ‘

unit if department had such a team. L ‘ .

51. Teaching on an individualized (one to E I I

one) basis. 1 ‘ i

52. Teaching on a small group (two to ten or I ; T

less) basis. 1 F 1

53. Teaching on a’large group (more than one Ti: 7

class) basis. 1 1

54. Teaching remedial pupils separatefrom 3 ‘T

rest of class. L I

55. Teaching advanced pupils separateirom i '

rest of class. ' F

56. Teaching heterogeneous Tsex) groups. *

57. Teaching homogeneous (sex) groups. I '

58. Assuming school bus supervision, hall

patrol, or lunch room duty for at least

one week. '

59. Assuming school bus supervision, hall ;

patrol, or lunch room duty part of time 1

when assigned by school. ’

60. Supervising directed study in classroom.

61. AsSuming responsibility for the teaching

program, of at least one subject for a

period of three weeks or more.

62. Assuming responsibility for the total

 

 

 

 

 
 

  
  
 

  
 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

teaching program of supervision, as able

to take over, for four or more weeks.      
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63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

Assuming responsibility for partial teaching

program of two supervising teachers.
 

Participate in a school research project.
 

Substituting without pay for your super-

vising teacher when he/she was absent for

illness or participating in an inservice

workshop.
 

Attending a student council meeting.
 

Participating in after school extra-

curricular activities.
 

Participating in community activities while

student teaching.
 

Preparing stencils or dittoslfdr either

your own lesson plans or for your super-

vising teacher.   
Handling discipline problemsoi'class

without supervising teacher.
 

Making a case study of a pupil.
 

Having conferences with students in

relation to classroom matters.
 

Counseling individual pupils at their

initiation.

“
1
P
5
“
a
s
a
p
—
r
"
.

 

Discussing pupils with school counselor

or principal.
 

Visiting the homes ofpupils.
 

Joining on conferences with school

principal and parents when one of your

students was involved.
 

Writing a letter or making a telephone call

to parents regarding their students.
 

Using a film projector in a lesson you

taught.
 

Using a tape recorder in a lesson you taught.

Using a tape recorder for self-evaluation.

 

 

Using micro-teaching during student teaching

for self-evaluation.
 

Evaluating yourself on video tape while

student-teaching.
 

Evaluating your goals as a stfident teaEher.      



h
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84. Observing a variety of teaching approaches; 1

i.e., differentiated staffing, open class- 4

room, team teaching, etc.

85. Observing in elementary sdhOols ofyour

district or other districts.

86. Observing in secondary schools of your

district or other districts. '

87. Have opportunity to teach in an adult ‘

education class. '

88. Participating in parent-teacher conferences. : v

89. Having an orientation meeting with the 1 2

principal. I I

90. Meeting with representatives of spedial 4 3

services of school or discuss their roles. j “

91. Participating in the development of T

curriculum committees for the school. ' i

92. Attending and/or contributing to a building I J

faculty meeting when held. gj gL
 

93. Attending student teacher seminars conducted

by University coordinator or cluster con- "
'
7

r
-

:
-
:
3

 

 

 
 

sultant.

94. Attending building or district ihserviCe

meetings.

95. Attending prdfessional organization

meetings. (

96. Joining a professional organization.
 

97. Attending Parent Teacher Association, or

other parent group meeting.

98. Visiting Board of Education meetings.
 

99. Visit to community service agencies or

governmental agencies.
 

100. Feeling you were welcome in the school as

a student teacher.
      

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION
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3:22:2t Pair Groupa Programb Experienced Valuable 32C:::::ge

Noncluster

l l 2 1 55 50 90

2 l 2 2 61 61 58

3 2 2 1 37 47 38

4 2 2 2 12 17 30

5 3 2 1 45 78 49

6 3 2 2 41 34 59

7 4 2 1 56 52 ll

8 4 2 2 68 69 68

9 5 2 1 8 42 51

10 5 2 2 41 35 35

ll 6 2 l 44 43 61

12 6 2 2 64 64 95

13 7 2 1 38 35 37

14 7 2 2 46 31 37

15 8 2 1 58 58 93

16 8 2 2 55 55 79

17 9 2 l 49 42 26

18 9 2 2 58 52 79
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Recommend

to Include

ValuableExperiencedProgram?
a

GroupPair

Student

Number 

32

11

424710

10

11

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

45

5748

38

55

34

23

52

534511

51

21

17

35

71

84

57

82

56

50

4O

12

12

13

33371326

27 59

47

5114

14

15

4928

29

3O

31

32

33

4143

48

41

49

44

15

50

73

16

16

17

46

42

49

51

65 66

58

59

49

72

6717

18

18

19

19

20

20

21

21

22

22

23

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

39

35

55

44

53

43

36

52

48

40 68

68

70

98

44

5340

53 5341

525342

39

35

39

76

86

40

40

43

5344

45 76

64

61

4O

59

52

2346

47

48

49

24

24

25

835252

302734
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gzzgzgt Pair Groupa Program? Experienced Valuable :fic:::::§e

50 25 2 2 49 64 44

51 26 2 l 68 81 80

52 26 2 2 52 52 49

53 27 2 1 56 55 68

54 27 2 2 44 81 54

Cluster

55 28 1 1 48 30 3O

56 28 1 2 66 71 91

57 29 1 1 46 39 59

58 29 1 2 60 75 83

59 30 1 1 66 52 71

6O 3O 1 2 51 46 57

61 31 l 1 46 45 77

62 31 1 2 59 61 88

63 32 l l 81 84 78

64 32 l 2 54 54 54

65 33 1 1 44 73 64

66 33 1 2 63 63 67

67 34 1 l 59 29 18

68 34 1 2 62 61 58

69 35 1 l 52 85 42

7O 35 1 2 44 39 77

71 36 l 1 51 45 31

72 36 1 2 53 64 66

73 37 1 l 63 95 85

74 37 1 2 63 84 80

75 38 1 l 41 41 68

76 38 l 2 53 37 59

77 39 l 1 58 56 96

78 39 1 2 63 62 94
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Recommend

to Include

ValuableExperienced

b

a ProgramGroupPair

Student

Number 

66

72

66

74

46

76

45

6640

40

41

79

80

81

64

6863

4238

61

4182

59

42

4283

15454284

6767684385

9369

47

70

51

4386

87 8744

44 9O

47

56

27

30

39

35

70

39

64

45

56

36

35

50

88

89 45

24

13

4590

46

46

47

91

20

94

92

71

48

93

3O

95

4794

54

45

48

48

95

6296

97 94958749

49 8368

47

68

53

98

35

45

50

50

51

99

100

101

102

103

38

95

52

9648

62 8189

69

42

51

52

52

88

55

85

69

49

51

104

105 6953

54 53 64

78

54

24

53106

107 918054

54 71

11

54

60

108

109 55
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isggzgt Pair Groupa Programb Experienced Valuable 22C:::I33e

110 55 1 2 53 55 52

111 56 l 1 57 56 79

112 56 l 2 63 68 63

113 57 1 1 49 46 45

114 57 1' 2 40 37 60

115 58 1 l 61 60 60

116 58 l 2 58 44 47

117 59 l 1 41 32 64

118 59 1 2 62 60 67

119 60 1 1 42 34 61

120 60 1 2 61 88 84

 

a .

Group: 1 = cluster; 2 = conventional.

bProgram: l = academic; 2 = elective.
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Academic

  

 

Pair Elective

N°° M1 M2 M3 M1 M2 M3

Cluster

1 48 30 30 66 71 91

2 46 39 59 60 75 83

3 66 52 71 ‘ 51 46 57

4 46 45 77 S9 61 88

5 81 84 78 54 54 54

6 44 73 64 63 63 67

7 59 29 18 62 61 58

8 52 85 42 44 39 77

. 9 51 45 31 53 64 66

10 63 95 85 63 84 80

ll 41 41 68 53 37 59

12 58 56 96 63 62 94

13 66 66 66 64 74 72

14 63 46 68 38 76 42

15 61 45 59 45 15 42

16 68 67 67 70 69 93

17 51 47 87 56 56 90

18 36 27 47 35 30 24

19 50 39 13 7 35 20

117
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Pair Academic Elective

N°° M1 M2 M3 M1 M2 M3

20 71 70 94 48 39 30

21 54 64 95 45 45 62

22 87 95 94 68 68 83

23 53 47 35 52 38 35

24 48 95 96 62 89 81

25 69 69 88 49 42 55

26 51 69 85 54 53 64

27 78 80 91 54 54 71

28 24 60 11 53 55 52

29 57 56 79 63 68 63

30 49 46 45 40 37 60

31 61 60 60 58 44 47

32 41 32 64 62 60 67

33 42 34 61 61 88 84

Totals 1,835 1,888 2,124 1,775 1,852 2,111

Noncluster

l 55 50 90 61 61 58

2 37 47 38 12 17 30

3 45 78 49 41 34 59

4 56 52 ll 68 69 68

5 8 42 51 41 35 35

6 44 43 61 64 64 95

7 38 35 37 46 31 37

8 58 58 93 55 55 79

9 49 42 26 58 52 79

10 47 42 32 3 45 ll

11 52 48 57 45 38 53
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Pair Academic Elective

N0 ' M1 M2 M3 M1 M2 M3

12 56 55 51 50 34 21

13 40 23 17 37 ' 33 35

14 51 59 71 49 47 84

15 43 41 57 49 48 82

16 44 41 50 49 46 73

17 51 42 9 65 67 66

18 43 39 58 36 35 59

19 52 55 49 48 44 72

20 40 53 68 28 63 52

21 53 53 70 53 52 98

22 40 39 44 40 35 53

23 40 39 ' 76 59 76 64

24 52 86 61 52 52 83

25 34 27 30 49 64 44

26 68 81 80 52 52 49

27 56 55 68 44 81 54

Totals 1,252 1,325 1,404 1,254 1,330 1,593
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