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ABSTRACT

TEACHER EDUCATION AS AN INTEGRAL

COMPONENT OF A SCHOOL SYSTEM:

IMPACT ON THE BANGOR

TOWNSHIP SCHOOLS

BY

Kenneth R. Wahl

The purpose of this Study was to examine the impact

upon a school system when the philOSOphy of the student

teaching program is an integral part of the total school

philosophy.

In the study the opinions of supervising teachers,

student teachers, and school administrators surveyed in

the Student Teacher Impact Study} (1969) were compared with

the opinions held by the supervising teachers, student

teachers, and school administrators in the BEAM Student

Teaching Program of the Bangor Township Public Schools.

Central Michigan University and Bangor Township

Schools'have develOped the BEAM Program.(§angor Education

Affiliation Model) to give the student teachers and

 

1Committee of Deans and Directors, Impact of Stud-

ent Teaching Program.upon the CooperatingPublic SchoOis

in Michigan.
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U
Bangor Township Schools the greatest possible advantage in

the education process. The key to this process is that

each prospective teacher, each individual student, and each

staff member be helped to deve10p to his fullest potential.

The BEAM Program is designed for greater involve-

ment of public school teachers and public school administra-

tors in teacher education. It is hoped that the results of

this study will help to extend such involvement to other

school systems.

Ten hypotheses were formulated and analysis of the

data showed that all ten were supported by the data. These

hypotheses dealt with:

The effect student teachers had upon certain

activities with students.

The effect student teachers had on school

activities in addition to classroom instruction.

The effect student teachers had upon the perform-

ance of supervising teachers and regular staff

members.

The investment which supervising teachers made

in working with their student teachers.

The use supervising teachers made of instructional

materials, aids, or ideas provided by their

student teacher.

The amount of time supervising teachers took from

their students because of the presence of a stud-

ent teacher.

The role which student teachers took on in the

operation of the classroom.

The help which the university coordinator provided.
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The subjects of the Study were 25 student teachers

assigned by Central Michigan University during the fall

semester of 1972, 23 supervising teachers to whom these

student teachers were assigned, and six building principals.

The survey instrument develOped for the teachers in the

Impact Study was adapted for use in the BEAM survey. Res-

ponses of supervising teachers, student teachers, and

school administrators surveyed in the Student Teacher Im-
 

pact Study were compared with those of the supervising
 

teachers, student teachers, and school administrators in

the BEAM Program.'

The study showed that the hypotheses which were

tested resulted in positive reactions to varying degrees.

The positive results may be attributed to several factors.

The main factor is the philosophy of the BEAM Program in

which members of the Program believe that each child is a

unique and special being who will develop to his own poten-

tial at his own deve10pmental rate if given a prOper envir-

onmental climate. This philosophy is part of the philOSOphy

of the Bangor Township Schools.

The BEAM Program is based upon the fact that per-

sonal success is dependent upon people caring for people.

The program calls for total involvement.

Each person in the program has special talents and

each must be given an Opportunity to develop these special

talents in a team situation which will help to build an
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atmosphere where each child can deve10p in his own way in

his own time.

Supervising teachers participate in on-going in-

service education activities so that they may be able to

reinforce the concepts which are developed in the seminars

in which the student teachers must participate.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Need
 

Teacher education needs much more than a tink-

ering job. What is called for is a re-examination

of the problem in the light of our changing social

needs and purposes on the one hand, and our new

understandings about human behavior and learning

on the other. 1

Arthur W. Combs

The complexity of today's world necessitates the

development of highly qualified teachers. The accelerated

rate of change in mass media, the Speed of communication,

the increase in the production of goods and services, have

brought about a change in our way of life. Along with

these changes are problems in our involvement in Asia,

problems in world economy, and the ever increasing drug

problems and crime rates. These changes and problems have

brought about a change in the way different pe0ple cope

with life. As a result, young peOple come to school with

many different experience backgrounds. A teacher education

program is demanded which will produce skilled teachers

 

1Arthur W. Combs, The Professional Education of

Teachers (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 19655.
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able to program to meet the needs of today's young people.

There appears to be little doubt that teacher education

needs to be different from what it has been.

Teacher education institutions need to take a care-

ful look at their teacher preparation programs. It appears

that there is some agreement among these institutions that

at least a portion of teacher preparation should be placed

in an actual laboratory classroom setting. Teacher educa-

tion means more than gathering information and listening to

experts telling how to teach. Teacher education must provide

the student teacher with Opportunities for commitment and

close involvement with students in the classroom.

Combs says that students in a professional program

should be involved as actors, not simply as spectators.

They must feel a part of the process in which they are

involved.2

Most teacher education programs reflect a commit-

ment to the idea that teachers-to-be need to be involved

with children. This is done through observations and

limited forms of participation.

The student teacher should be given the Opportunity

to become involved in all kinds of settings. He should

become involved with other classrooms and other teachers,

special service peOple, and with fellow students. The

cooperating teacher and the student teacher should Share

 

2Ibid., p. 50.
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in planning for the class. The student teacher must be

given Opportunities to become involved with the excitement

of trying out new ideas, and finally the day arrives when

he does the total planning and takes over the classroom.

James B. Conant says,

The programs in many institutions seem to have

been develOped not by careful consideration of a

group but by a process that might be called aca-

demic log-rolling. (I am not unfamiliar with the

bargaining between departments when it comes to

dividing up a student's time.) In any event, one

finds a complete lack of agreement on what consti-

tutes a satisfactory general education program for

future teachers.

Teacher education is presently in a state of flux.

Many educators as well as lay peOple feel a need for change.

If society is ready for a change in teacher education, let

society be as certain as possible that they are changing

in the right direction.

The BEAM Program

Central Michigan University and the Bangor Township

Schools have developed the BEAM Program. The term BEAM is

an acronym for Bangor Education Affiliation Model. This

program is designed for greater involvement of public

school administrators in teacher education. Students who

 

3James B. Conant, The Education of the American

Teacher (New York: McGraw Hill, 19637, p. 209.
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Sign up for the BEAM Program spend sixteen weeks in Bangor

Township Schools. The BEAM student teachers become TOTALLY

INVOLVED in all facets of the school Operation. BEAM stud-

ent teachers participate in the following activities: two

student teaching classroom experiences which may include

self contained, activity centered, Open areas, upper level,

lower level classrooms and middle school classrooms: two

types of visitations--an initial one with Special service

personnel and an extended visitation with a choice of two

or three special service personnel with whom they would

like to spend more time.

The special service people who work out of the

Board of Education building are the reading and speech con-

sultant, school social worker, and diagnostician. These

service peoPle test individual students, interpret the

tests, diagnose problems, write prescriptions to remediate

problems, evaluate, and do follow-up work.

Other service people with whom the student teachers

may elect to spend time are the school counselors, teachers

of the handicapped--such as blind children, deaf and hard-

of-hearing children, and children who have learning dis-

abilities.

The student teacher coordinator holds weekly sem-

inars with the student teachers. These seminars serve as

a bridge between practicum and theory. The seminars involve

the students in behavioral objective planning and the
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incorporation of the unit methods of teaching in the class-

room and seminar experience. In addition, the student

teacher coordinator holds other seminars on pertinent top-

ics. The student teacher is encouraged to be an integral

part of the total school system.

An advisory board has been active since the origin-

ation of the BEAM Program. The function of this committee

includes acting as a sounding board and as mediators for

student teachers and COOperating teachers, handling corres-

pondence related to the program, and establishing visita-

tion schedules. General planning for and evaluation of the

total efforts of all facets of the BEAM Program are also

services performed by the advisory board.

The cooperating teachers in BEAM are active parti-

cipants in the Program's philosophy of TOTAL INVOLVEMENT.

All cooperating teachers have participated in the same sem-

inars and training programs that are provided for the stud-

ent teachers, thus assuring continuity between practical

and theoretical experiences. COOPerating teachers meet in

weekly seminars for planning, studying, evaluating effec-

tiveness of their combined efforts, sharing professional

Skills, and acting as leaders in in-service education for

fellow professionals.

Great care is given in the selection Of supervis-

ing teachers. An application form is given to teachers

who are interested in BEAM. It is completed and turned in
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mathe advisory board. A general meeting of the advisory

board is then held with all applicants and the advisory

board to discuss the BEAM Program and answer any questions.

Applicants who are still interested are then interviewed

individually by the advisory board and Dr. Allan Quick,

Chainman of the Department of Student Teaching, Central

Michigan University, and as many as can be accommodated are

then selected from this group.

People who become supervising teachers in the BEAM

Program treat the appointment as very serious professional

business. Supervising teachers in BEAM also Offer their

services to other classroom teachers who are not in BEAM.

This is done in two major ways: First, the supervising

teacher offers to take regular teachers' classrooms while

these teachers attend some of the in-service programs:

secondly, various supervising teachers offer a variety of

in-service programs. The supervising teacher's classes are

taken over by the student teacher during these times.

The Purpose
 

The purpose of this study was to examine the Bangor

Township School System to determine the impact which the

BEAM Student Teaching Program had upon the total system

when the philOSOphy of the student teaching program is a

part of the total school philOSOphy. Central to the BEAM

Program are the following:

1
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4
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Total commitment and total involvement of student

teachers in all facets Of a school situation is

furthered.

The central philosophy is one of peOple believing

in and helping peOple develop to their fullest

potential.

A close relationship exists between the public

school and the teacher education institution.

Hypotheses
 

The main point to be tested in this study is to see

if a closer relationship, caused by greater involvement of

school teachers, student teachers and school administrators

in COOPeration with teacher education institutions make for

a more positive student teaching situation. This was done

by comparing the views held by student teachers, supervising

teachers, and school administrators surveyed in the Student

Teaching Impact Study with the views held by supervising

teachers, student teachers, and school administrators in

the BEAM Program.

The following hypotheses were tested:

The presence of student teachers is perceived to

have a more positive effect upon certain instruc-

tional activities for pupils in the BEAM Program

than it had in the Impact Study.

The presence of student teachers is perceived to

have a more positive effect on school activities

in addition to classroom instruction in the BEAM

Program than it had in the Impact Study.
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3. The presence of student teachers is perceived to

enhance the performance of supervising teachers

more in the BEAM Program than supervising teachers

in the Impact Study.

4. The presence of student teachers is perceived to

enhance the performance of regular staff in the

BEAM Program more than regular staff in the

Impact Study.

5. BEAM supervising teachers are perceived to have

made a greater investment in working with their

student teachers and in attending functions

related to student teaching than supervising

teachers in the Impact Study.

6. BEAM supervising teachers are perceived to have

used instructional materials, aids or ideas

provided by their student teachers more than

supervising teachers in the Impact Study.

7. BEAM supervising teachers are perceived to have

taken less time from their students because of

having a student teacher than supervising teachers

in the Impact Study.

8. BEAM student teachers are perceived to have taken

on a greater role in the Operation of the class-

room than student teachers in the Impact Study.

9. The university coordinator is perceived as being

more helpful in the BEAM Program than in the

Impact Study.

10. The presence of student teachers is perceived to

be more positive in schools which had the BEAM

Program than is reported in the Impact Study.

Limitations of the Study

Information gathered in the Impact Study represented

responses of student teachers, supervising teachers, and

principals, who worked together during the fall quarter or

semester of 1969. Information gathered in the BEAM study

represented reSponses of student teachers, supervising
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teachers, and principals who worked together during the

fall semester of 1972.

The time lapse between the information gathered in

the Student Teacher Impact Study of 1969 and the information
 

gathered in the BEAM survey taken in 1972 may have a limit-

ing effect upon differences in the responses than if both

surveys were taken in the same year, because the student

teacher programs which were surveyed in 1969 may have made

similar changes to those described in the BEAM Program

between that date and 1972.

Information gathered in the Impact Study represented

reSponses of people working in kindergarten through twelve.

Information gathered in the BEAM Study represented responses

of peOple working in kindergarten through eight.

Slightly less than forty percent of the supervising

teachers in the BEAM Program were assigned to grades kinder-

garten through second and approximately eighteen percent of

the supervising teachers in the Impact Study were assigned

to the same grades. Many educators believe that early

elementary teachers tend to be more child-oriented.

The BEAM philosophy is a part of the Bangor Town-

ship Schools' philosophy and therefore results may appear

more positive. The fact that the superintendent of the

Bangor Township Schools is the director of the BEAM Program

and is one of the key persons contributing to the philosophy
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of the Program may have influenced the responses of some of

the participants.

There was a small margin of error in some of the

percentages in the Impact Study. This was caused by calcu-

lating the percentages on the individual questions based

upon the total number of respondents rather than on the

total number of respondents to that particular question;

less in some cases because some peOple who responded did

not respond to the question.

Overview of Thesis
 

This study will be organized into five chapters.

Chapter I is the introductory chapter. There the

writer has shown a need for the study, the purposes of the

study, stated the hypotheses, and given some limitations

of the study.

Chapter II gives a review of the relevant litera-

ture. The yearbooks of the Association for Student Teach-

ing, texts, and professional journals relating to teacher

preparation are reviewed.

In Chapter III, descriptions are given including

the population, the instrument used to collect the data,

data collection procedures, and procedures for treatment

of data.

In Chapter IV, findings are presented relative to

‘the hypotheses stated in Chapter I. An analysis is given
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of the comparisons found in the questionnaires between the

Impact Study and the BEAM Study.

In Chapter V, an overall summary of conclusions,

together with recommendations for further research, is pre-

sented.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

After years of taking it for granted, we have

suddenly discovered that education is absolute-

ly necessary for our way of life. To keep the

world we live in running requires the production

of intelligent peOple in ever-increasing numbers.

Education has become essential to survival! As

a consequence, people everywhere are taking a

good hard look at our public schools to find out

if they truly meet our needs.1

There can be little doubt that the student teaching

experience is one of the most important, if not the most

important experience in the initial preparation of teachers.

Before being given complete control of a classroom, a

teacher should have opportunities under close supervision

to actually teach in the classroom. Teacher education

institutions have been assigning prospective teachers with-

out having a true partnership with local schools. By true

partnership experience the writer means one in which both

the school and the institution have a direct input into

each other's philos0phy and have some say in the make-up

and controls of the program.

1Arthur W. Combs, The Professional Education of

geachers (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, fie. , I935T.
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Whatever we do in education depends upon good teach-

ing. To assure a continuance of good teaching practices it

is essential to provide the kind of student teaching experi-

ence that will perpetuate the best in teaching. If the

survival of good teaching depends upon the kinds of student

teacher education programs we Operate, it becomes necessary

to review the history of the use of student teachers in

training programs.

Although one may be unable to find sources which

record the first use of student teachers it can be

assumed that the concept developed prior to the

nineteenth century. It is also apparent that what

is known as student teaching today developed as an

adaptation of a practice which has existed for

centuries, the practice of the beginner working

with the master to develop and to prove his ability.

The major uses of student teaching, however, did

not occur until the Pestallozzian methods of teach-

ing were accepted. The methods introduced by Pesta—

lozzi required more skillful teaching, hence the

deve10pment of student teaching.2

While we may associate the first major deve10pment

of student teaching with the model or practice,

school which was a part of the normal school, it

did not remain long within these limited facil-

ities. Records indicate that attempts were made

as early as 1873 to use public schools for the

provision of the experience of student teaching.

It may be that the first use of the public schools

dates even earlier than this because the thirty-

seventh annual report of the Secretary of the

Board of Education in Massachusetts indicates that

these schools were being utilized for practical

training. It is evident from the reading of the

minutes of this body that when a normal school

was developed a school or schools in the commun-

ity became the laboratory for the work of those

 

2V. L. Mangum, The American Normal School: Its Rise and

Development in Massachusetts (Baltimore: Warwick and—York,

Inc., 1928), p. 386.
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preparing to teach. In fact in 1894 the state of

Massachusetts required each community in which a

normal school was to be located to assure the

State Board of Education that facilities would be

provided for practice schools.3

The traditional view of student teacher placement

and supervision has become one in which the student has

been assigned by a college to a supervising teacher; assign-

ments appeared to be just doled out. Sometimes the assign-

ment was given to a "good" teacher, sometimes it was given

on a rotation basis, or it might be made because of an over-

load situation and the teacher might be given some remuner-

ation for the additional duty. Unless there was a serious

problem, the student began the assignment by being assigned

to a period of observation of the supervising teacher in

the classroom. The observation might be followed by teach-

ing one subject area or working with a small group such as

the so-called "slow" readers. He or she was finally per-

mitted to take over the class. However, at no time did the

teacher relinquish authority. The supervising teacher was

content to let the student grow without too much attention.

There was little time spent on daily planning on a shared

basis or instruction as in a team situation. Most colleges

no longer use this system of placing student teachers.

 

3Association for Student Teaching, ”Professional

Growth In Service of the Supervising Teacher,” Fort -Fifth

Year Book (Columbia University, New York, 1966), pp. - .
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Within school systems, administrators and c00perat-

ing teachers look to the colleges and universities

for more and more active participation in what has

become known as the laboratory or clinical phase of

teacher education. COOperative teaching centers

formed through efforts of schools and college per-

sonnel provide a structure to maximize responsibi-

lity for and participation with prospective teach-

ers. Smith, E. Brooks, Promises and Pit Falls in

the Trend Toward Collaboration. Partnership in

Teacher Education. Washington, D.C. American

Association of Colleges for Teacher Education and

for Student Teaching. 1968, p. 28.

 

If education is so essential to the survival of our

way of life it is imperative that we take a long hard look

at our teacher education practices.

Some of the improvements we seek in education can

be brought about by spending more money, by build-

ing better schools, by introducing new courses of

study, new standards or new equipment. But the

really important changes will only come about as

teachers change.

Dorothy M. McGeoch, Editor of Yearbooks, Teachers

College, Columbia University, says,

Even where student teaching retains something like

its present form, it is likely that the public

schools, supported by federal funds, will assume

increased reSponsibility for the induction of new

members into the profession. Whatever the specific

arrangement or title used, there will be need for

professionally prepared teachegs to work closely

with beginners in the schools.

 

4James E. Kerber and Donald W. Protheroe, ”Guiding

Student Teaching EXperiences in a C00perative Structure,”

Association of Teacher Educators Bulletin 33 (Washington,

D.C., 19737.

5Combs, op. cit., p. v.

6Dorothy M. McGeoch, ed., Forty—Fifth Yearbook,

Association for Student Teaching (New York: Columbia Univer-

sity, 1966), p. x.
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The writer concludes from the readings that there

appears to be some agreement that changes must be made in

the way we educate students to be teachers. Combs says

that teacher education needs more than just a tinkering

job. What is called for is a re-examination of the prob-

lem in the light of our changing social needs and purposes

on the one hand, and our new understandings about human

behavior and learning on the other. A modern philosophical-

psychological base is needed on which to base our thinking

and experimentation. Fortunately, it seems to be at hand.‘7

Combs goes on to say that whatever we do in teacher

education must depend on our having some idea of the nature

of good teaching. To plan effective programs we need the

very best definition of good teaching we can get. How to

arrive at such definitions, however, has proven a most

difficult problem.8

Consensus about what constitutes good teaching has

not been attained. Practitioners, theorists and research-

ers continue to search for an acceptable definition of good

teaching. Although the competent supervising teacher is

aware of the lack of agreement as to the components of good

teaching he will continuously attempt to increase his

'understanding of good teaching and the traits,

 

7Combs, Op. cit., p. vi.

81bid., p. 1.
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characteristics, and behaviors which comprise it.9

A review of the literature on supervising teachers

has caused this writer to conclude that not all good

teachers made good supervising teachers; however, all good

supervising teachers should be good teachers.

Combs says that a good teacher is primarily a

unique personality with certain qualities which contribute

to effective teaching. However, he says, "A good teacher

is first and foremost 'a person,‘ and this fact is the most

important and determining thing about him..10

Some of the literature on teacher education programs

talks about particular, measurable, competencies which we

must develop in teachers, and that all teachers must have

these basic competencies. Combs goes on to say,

Teacher education programs must concern themselves

with persons rather than competencies. It means

that the individualization of instruction we have

sought for the public schools must be applied to

these programs as well. It calls for the produc-

tion Of creative individuals, capable of shifting

and changing to meet the demands and Opportunities

afforded in daily tasks.

Such a teacher will not behave in a set way. His

behavior will change from moment to moment, from

day to day, adjusting continually and smoothly to

the needs of his students, the situations he is in,

the purposes he seeks to fulfill, and the methods

and materials at his command.

 

9Association for Student Teaching, FortyrFifth Year-

BOOk' OE. Cit. ' Pp. 72-730

10Combs, Op. cit., p. 6.

llIbid., p. 9.
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The above quote from Combs raises the questions:

1. Do we want supervising teachers to develop

specific competencies in student teachers?

2. Do we want supervising teachers to see their

role in teacher education as developing a

student centered curriculum for student teach-

ers as we would hope these student teachers

would someday do in their own classrooms?

3. DO supervising teachers need to be concerned

about the self concepts student teachers are

developing?

4. How do we best nurture creativity in a human

being?

5. DO supervising teachers need to be sensitive

Of others?

6. Is a good teacher a scholar or a professional

practitioner?

In answer to these questions, the writer again refers

to some quotes from Combs:

The task of the teacher is not one of prescribing,

making, molding, forcing, coercing, coaxing, or

cajoling; it is one Of ministering to a process

already in being. The role required Of the teacher

is that of facilitator, encourager, helperé assist-

er, colleague and friend of his students.

Combs would have supervising teachers put less impor-

tance on authority, proof and evidence but encourage their

student teachers to do their own looking, discovering and

thinking about professional problems.13

In terms of one's self Combs says that any item of

information will affect an individual's behavior only in

 

12Ibid., p. 16

13Ibid., pp. 37-38
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the degree to which he has discovered its personal meaning

for him. The production of effective teachers will require

helping each student to explore and discover his personal

meaning about subject matter, peOple, purposes, and learn-

ing about methods and about himself.14

In terms Of sensitivity, Combs says the teacher

education program must develOp this in its students. Combs

says that sensitivity is a matter Of feelings, beliefs,

understandings, the ability to put oneself in the other

fellow's shoes and to see the way things are with him.15

Charles Silberman reflects much the same feelings

about sensitivity and humanness in teacher education. He

quotes from Philip W. Jackson,

Our most pressing educational problem is learning

how to create and maintain a human environment in

our schools. Technological aids--filmstrips, pro-

grammed instruction, instructional television-~may

help in the process, but they will not substitute

for a firm sense Of direction and a commitment to

the preservation of human values.16

Silberman goes on to say that we must make sure

that teachers are equipped with a firm sense of direction

and a commitment to the preservation and enlargement of

 

14Ibid., p. 28.

151bid., p. 64.

16Philip W. Jackson, The Teacher and the Machine

(Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania: University of Pittsburgh'Press,

£1968) quoted in Charles E. Silberman, Crisis in the Class-

Inaom (New York: Random.House, 1970), p. 573.
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human values, and that they should be able to transmit that

commitment and sense of direction tO their students.17

Teachers are practitioners. Their concern is with

the dissemination, application and use of informa-

tion. It is to be hOped they might be scholars too,

but not in the same sense as one would expect of 18

the student preparing to spend his life in research.

Robert Schaefer, in The School as the Center of
 

Inquiry, speaks about the teacher as a scholar. He says

that the present state of knowledge about teaching and

learning is such that the teacher who would live rationally

must be a competent scholar of teaching and learning. He

must be prepared to create and test out solutions to educa-

tional problems, to create and study, and to research,if

necessary,curriculum materials prepared by other peOple.19

He puts further emphasis on scholarship saying that

we cannot ”Wind the teacher up like an Old victrola and

hOpe that he will play sweet cerebral music forever.” Con—

tinuous scholarship renews him and adds to his knowledge

about education. He masters a range Of teaching strategies

derived from different views of learning and more important,

controls techniques for developing new ones.20

 

17Charles E. Silberman, Crisis in the Classroom,

(New York: Random House, 1970), p. 574}

18Combs, op. cit., p. 48.

19Robert Schaefer, ”The School as the Center of In-

quiry,“ Perspectives for Reform in Teacher Education (New

York, 1971 ' p. 80

201616., pp. 12-13
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Perceptual Differences Between

Professional Educators

 

 

The University Of Florida has investigated the per-

ceptual differences between good and poor professional

workers in teaching, counseling, and the ministry.

Internal-External Frame of Reference: The good
 

teacher seems sensitive to and concerned with how things

seem to others with whom he interacts and uses this as a

basis for his own behavior.

People-Things Orientation: The good teacher is
 

concerned with peOple and their reactions rather than with

things and events.

Meanings-Facts Orientation: The good teacher is
 

more concerned with the perceptual experiences of humans

than with the Objective events. He is sensitive to how

things seem to people rather than being exclusively con-

cerned with concrete events.

Immediate-Historical Causation: The good teacher

seeks the causes of peOple's behavior in their current

thinking, feelings, beliefs, and understandings, rather

than in Objective descriptions Of the forces exerted upon

them now or in the past.

Able-Unable: The good teacher sees others as being

able to deal with their problems. He believes they can

find adequate solutions. He does not doubt the capacity Of

peOple to handle themselves and their lives.
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Friendly-Unfriendly: The good teacher sees others

as being friendly and enhancing. He sees them as well in-

tentional rather than evil intentional.

WOrthy-Unworthy: The good teacher tends to see
 

others as being worthy rather than unworthy. He sees them

as possessing a dignity and integrity which must be respected.

Internally-Externally Motivated: The good teacher
 

sees peOple and their behavior as essentially developing

from within rather than as a product Of external events to

be molded, directed; sees people as creative, dynamic,

rather than passive or inert.

Dependable-Undependable: The good teacher sees

peOple as essentially trustworthy and dependable.

Helpful-Hindering: The good teacher sees people as

being potentially fulfilling and enhancing to self rather

than threatening. He regards people as important sources

of satisfaction.21

In selecting supervising teachers it would appear

that we must select people who will have a warm positive

influence upon others. We must select teachers who will be

concerned about how the student teacher perceives and

reacts to other peOple and things and can use this as a

basis for their own behavior, teachers who seek the causes

of the student's behavior in their current feelings and

 

21Combs, Op. cit., pp. 54, 55, 56.
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beliefs rather than focusing upon forces exerted in the

past, teachers who see behavior develOping from within

rather than externally motivated, teachers who believe that

students have the capacity to deal with and adequately

solve problems.

It would further appear that we must select teach-

ers who can create an atmosphere for the student teacher

that will allow him to express his deeper self. An atmos-

phere must be provided that allows for creativity.

Creativity cannot take place in a restricted climate.

Competencies Needed by

Good SupervisingTeachers

"The earliest conception of the good teacher was

that of a scholar. It was assumed that a person who knew

22 Research has proven that just know-could teach others."

ing is simply not enough.

The Forty-Fifth Yearbook Of the Association for

Student Teaching gives five categories and the competencies

within each category that all supervising teachers should

have.

I. Competencies related primarily to classroom

procedure and techniques.

1. Gives suggestions in matters of discipline.

2. Acquaints the student with "routine" matters.

 

22Combs, Op. cit., p. l.
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Displays accuracy in keeping records.

Creates a democratic setting for learning--

one in which pupils share in some decision-

making experiences.

Assists student teachers in setting reason-

able standards of performances for his classes.

Encourages creative thinking and planning by

pupils and by the student teacher.

Competencies related primarily to the working

relationship between the supervising teacher and

the student teacher.

1.

2.

10.

Is available for consultation and moral support

when needed.

Analyzes with the student teacher the value of

experiences; helps the student teacher to dis-

cover which ones are most worthwhile.

Helps the student teacher set his goals and

formulate his educational philosophy.

Shares in planning with the student teacher.

Plans and teaches through another adult;

originates and suggests new ideas without

dominating the student teacher's thoughts and

actions.

Establishes a feeling of security on the part

Of the student teacher by clarifying his res-

ponsibilities throughout the student teaching

period.

Recognizes and helps relieve tension in pupils

and in the student teacher.

Offers criticism--continuous, specific, and

constructive--in a sympathetic manner.

Helps the student teacher develOp understanding

of his own strengths and weaknesses, and to

build a healthy self-concept.

Invites the student teacher to participate in

the professional and social activities of the

staff.
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11. Shows willingness to consider new and different

techniques in an Open minded manner.

III. Competencies related primarily to the transition

from the relatively inactive status Of the student

teacher at the beginning of student teaching to his

active status later in the assignment.

1. Gradually lets the student teacher accept

increasing responsibility until full teaching

responsibility is assumed.

Helps the student teacher understand his job in

relation to the entire school program.

Helps the student teacher build teaching skills

through Observation of his (cooperating teach-

er's) teaching.

Assists the student teacher in recognizing

theories in practice--child develOpment, psycho-

logical principles, and so forth.

IV. Competencies related primarily to personal charac-

teristics or traits of the supervising teacher that

might be emulated by the student teacher.

1.

3.

Sets a good example for the student teacher in

personal appearance, grooming, speech and

apprOpriate mannerisms.

Makes rational judgements, takes appropriate

action and accepts reSponsibilities for the

consequences.

Knows his own strengths apg weaknesses and

accepts himself as he is.

Carl Rogers discusses the importance of being and

accepting one's self. Quoting from his book On Becoming_a

Person, ”I find I am more effective when I can listen accep-

tantly to myself . . . to realize I am angry, or that I can

feel full Of warmth and affection . . . I become more

 

23

 

Association for Student Teaching, Forty-Fifth

:gearbook, pp. 19, 20.
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adequate in letting myself be what I am."

4.

5.

6.

26

24

Reflects a positive professional attitude and a

real liking and respect for teaching.

Exhibits interest in continuous self improve-

ment and educational advancement.

Reflects a mature personality with enthusiasm

and broad interests.

V. Competencies related primarily to developing broad

professional and school responsibilities.

1.

8.

Is an active participant in local and state

teachers' organizations and is familiar with

the purposes and work of the N.E.A.

Perceives the Opportunity to work with future

teachers as a professional Opportunity.

Places primary emphasis upon his service to

society rather than upon his personal gain.

Actively participates with his colleagues in

develOping and enforcing standards fundamental

to continuous improvement of his profession,

and abides by those standards in his own prac-

tice.

Exhibits willingness to accept out-of-class

responsibilities.

Participates effectively in faculty meetings

and work of professional committees.

Is acquainted with sources Of current thinking--

journals, conferences, yearbooks, workshops.

Exhibits a cooperative attitude in relations

with other members of the staff.25

The above list of competencies covers a broad range

of abilities needed by a supervising teacher. If one

 

24Carl R. Rogers, On Becoming a Person (Boston:

Houghton Mifflin Co., 1961), p. 17.

25
Association for Student Teaching, Forty-Fifth

Yearbook, p. 20.
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studies these competencies carefully, however, and thinks

about them in depth, they are very similar to the major

perceptual organization Combs speaks about in The Profession-

al Education of Teachers.26

A few years ago the teacher turn-over was so great

that it was difficult to select and educate teachers in

these major areas of competencies. Now that our teacher

turn-over is so much lower (less than 4% in the school sys-

tem where the writer did his research), public schools and

teacher education institutions should be working together

to develop these competencies in prOSpective supervising

teachers. The competencies will not only help in the

education of new teachers, but will also assure better

classroom teachers for our young peOple. This has become

possible today because we can now attract, educate, and

retain our best teachers in the field Of education.

Recent research tells us that the effective teacher

is one who sees his role as freeing students so that they

may be creative rather than controlling. He must be a

facilitator or learning enabler. We must help teachers

develop skills so that they can be personally involved,

willing to enter into interaction.

Up to this point it may appear that this writer

does not place emphasis on the importance of the good

 

26Combs, Op. cit., p. 20.
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teacher being well informed. It is important that teachers

have a thorough knowledge of their subject field. However,

this is one competency which teacher education institutions

have emphasized to such a degree that the subject matter

experience may cause a problem in teacher education. Some

teachers have become so subject matter oriented that they

have failed to develop some or, possibly, many Of the com-

petencies talked about earlier. The way one is taught has

a great influence on how he will teach. Students tend to

teach the way they have been taught rather than the way we

have taught them to teach.

The following quote summarizes the competencies of

a supervising teacher.

Again, in 1961, in its yearbook entitled Teacher

Eggcation and the Public Schools, the Association

for Student Teaching returned to a consideration

Of the qualifications of the supervising teacher.

McCuskey approached the problem by identifying

the essential competencies needed by a supervisor

Of student teaching. These were: (1) scholarly

control of knowledge; (2) the expertness in the

teaching-learning process; (3) skills in decision

making; and (4) insight into one's self as a pro-

fessional.2

If student teachers are to be guided by supervising

teachers who have the qualities and competencies outlined

here and are going to keep up to date in the field of educa-

tion, the teacher education institutions and/or public

 

27Association for Student Teaching, Forty-Fifth

Yearbook, p. 102.
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schools must provide adequate in-service education for the

supervising teacher.

Education for

Supervising Teachers

 

 

In reviewing the literature dealing with in-service

education for supervising teachers, the writer was disap-

pointed that there was not more written on this topic. For

years educators have been saying that supervisors Of stud-

ent teachers should have education.

In the article written for the 1939 Yearbook of the

Association for Student Teaching, Dr. Raleigh Schorling

reported on the results of a questionnaire returned to him

by five hundred critic teachers. More than 95 percent of

the respondents agreed that supervisors of student teachers

should have adequate education in professional education.

NO inquiry was made at that time about the content of

adequate education.28

Supervising teachers need to have in-service educa-

tion during the school year so that they may continue to

grow intellectually. If supervising teachers are going to

do the kind of job we need to have done with our student

teachers, they need to keep up to date regarding new

develOpments in education.

 

28Ibid., p. 102.
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The supervising teacher who has been working with

student teachers for a period Of years has seen

some marked changes in the availability Of teach-

ing aids. The last decade has brought dramatic

changes. For the future, it is certain that

changes will continue both in the addition of new

teaching materials, techniques, devices, and pro-

cedures, and in the knowledge of ways to use those

already existing. Those who work with student

teachers need to keep in mind that the career

teacher of the future will be Spending his class-

room years in the midst of new teaching aids.2

Over the years many teacher education institutions

have recognized the need for in-service education for super-

vising teachers. From time to time a course in the super-

vision of student teachers has been Offered. In some cases

teachers have taken such a course at their own expense, and

in some cases the teacher education institution has paid

for it. However, in no case did the writer find a situation

where an institution required that such a course had to be

taken before a supervising teacher could have a student

teacher. The writer was disappointed that there was so

little evidence of organized partnership programs between

teacher education institutions and public schools, which

would lead to education of supervising teachers as well as

student teachers.

The institutions which have expressed a need for a

better working program have done very little in terms of

educating all supervising teachers on an organized basis.

The following quote is an example:

 

291bid., p. 70.
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Finally the faculty at Indiana State University

believes that it is vitally important that good

rapport exist between the student teaching per-

sonnel (University supervisors, supervising

teachers, and student teachers) and other uni-

versity and public school personnel. To this end

the university makes every effort tO provide free

and easy lines of communication so that little

problems do not become big ones and so that every-

one is working toward a common goal.

The writer noted that Indiana State University puts

great importance on communication in terms of working with

supervising teachers in public schools; however, more than

communication is needed in a good student teacher program.

The efforts of even the most skillful mechanic are

ineffective without adequate tools and equipment.

The best prepared physician must read the most

recent medical journals and attend modern clinics

to keep in touch with the latest medical develOp-

ments. The classroom teacher who welcomes a stud-

ent teacher as a partner in instructing the pupils

for whom he is reSponsible assumes a leadership

role that has no parallel in the entire educational

enterprise. The whole level of teacher competency

can be raised if each supervising teacher will

take the initiative in utilizing the Opportunities

that are available to him for professional improve-

ment and put them to use in assisting student

teachers. 1

When one studies the above quote it becomes evident

that supervising teachers need a great deal of on-going

education if they are to be outstanding supervising teach-

ers. This in-service education may be accomplished in dif-

ferent ways.

 

3OIbid., p. 96.

311bid., p. 67.
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Some teacher education institutions have formed com-

mittees of teachers to give suggestions on how the student

teaching program could be improved. These suggestions are

then considered by the institutions and in many cases

adOpted. This partnership relation helps to develOp good

rapport between schools and teacher education institutions.

The teacher committee in some cases has become a

means of in-service education for members within the com-

mittee. Experienced supervising teachers can provide one

Of the most effective means of aiding less experienced

teachers in their preparation for serving as supervising

teachers.

Some supervising teachers have access to a good

professional library. The writer is acquainted with cases

where professional library service is furnished in student

teaching centers by the college. In other cases the col-

lege gives the supervising teachers the right to use the

library service within the institution. There are super-

vising teachers who have been able to build their own

professional library. However, it is sad for the super-

vising teacher who has no access to a professional library.

The competent teacher of children and youth needs

to be knowledgeable in his field of specialization.

He needs also to be well informed about what is

happening in the world around him. For the super-

vising teacher this requires a personal library

that will keep him up to date in these areas so

that he will not only be a competent teachgr of

children but of student teachers as well.3

 

32Ibid., p. 68.
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Group conference is another method Of keeping super-

vising teachers up to date. Many times institutions hold

one day conferences on the campus for the supervising teach-

ers who have student teachers from their institution. These

conferences are held after the student teacher has been in

a school system long enough to be able to take over the

supervising teacher's class so that she may attend the on-

campus conference.

These conferences usually consist of a speaker who

talks on a topic relative to supervision. Following the

speaker the supervising teachers break up into discussion

groups to talk over specific areas of supervision.

Some teacher education institutions have Offered

courses and/or workshOps in teacher education. There are

teacher education institutions which pay the tuition for

the education courses, and in some cases the supervising

teacher has to pay the tuition. How a supervising teacher

receives his/her education may vary, but one thing is cer-

tain, they do need education.

Individuals who care enough about their work to be

selected for the supervision of student teachers

are those who have a commitment to improve their

professional skills and they will not be content

until they feel that they can competently meet the

demands. It is important that the institutions

involved, public school and college or university,

assure the individual teacher that the resources

necessary for his self improvement are available.

Materials and peOple that can provide assistance

should be easily accessible, and he should be per-

mitted time to make his preparation. Because the

regular work of the teacher is becoming more
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extensive and complex, it cannot be expected that

he will continually be able to improve himself

unless he is provided time to do so. It has been

found that the most successful in-service programs

are those that provide the time for this purpose

as a part of the regular load of the teacher.

Since the supervising teacher accepts the new res-

ponsibility in order that he may assist in provid-

ing a more adequately qualified supply of beginning

teachers rather than for personal gain, it is quite

logical to request that his preparation time be a

part of his regular schedule.

Conferences between Supervising

Teacher and Student Teacher

 

 

The experiences outside of the classroom are also

important in terms of a student teacher's development. One

important place where professional develOpment may take

place is in the student-teacher conference.

The teaching of the student teacher occurs prim-

arily in the individualized teaching situation of

the conference. It is during the conference bet-

ween student teacher and his supervisor that there

is an Opportunity to talk about the central con-

cern of the student of teaching--the nature of

teaching itself.3

The conference should give guidance to the Student

teacher. This is a time when the supervising teacher should

develop a good relationship between student teacher and sup-

ervising teacher.

 

33Ibid., p. 12.

4"Supervisory Conference as Individualized Teach-

ing," Associationgor Student Teaching Bulletin 28 (Wash-

ington, D.C. , 1969f, p._§:
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In getting ready for the conference the supervising

teacher should have good plans and know what he is going to

talk about and how he will approach the situation. He must

remember that this is a live teaching situation and that

emotions are involved. It must be remembered that both

individuals should get a chance to express their thinking

and concerns.

The major objective of any conference with a stud-

ent teacher is to provide guidance in develOping the teach-

ing competencies of the beginning teacher. Stratemeyer and

Lindsey suggest that through the conference the student

teacher should be helped to:

1. See more clearly the relationship between

theory and practice.

2. Gain a broad vision of the work of the teacher

and the role of the school in the community.

3. Grow in self-analysis and self-improvement.

4. DevelOp a professional attitude that is a

workable guide to action.

5. Formulate a more conscious educational point

of view.

6. Seek increasingly better solutions to problems

by raising questions, discussing ways of work-

ing, and outlining ways to test ideas exper-

imentally.3

It is obvious that the conference serves many pur-

poses. The important thing is that a supervising teacher

develop the necessary skills to hold an adequate conference.

 

3SIbid., p. 7.
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The supervising teacher must realized that a good working

relationship contributes to a good program.

Education of Student Teacher

Supervising teachers need to look at the experiences

and the education the student teacher has encountered before

entering student teaching. Many times student teachers

have been exposed to information, but this does not mean

they have synthesized and made it a part of their total

being.

Teaching education, like education, generally has

done pretty well in two of its phases. It has

been quite successful in gathering information and

in making information available to students. We

have done this by gathering information in our

libraries and in the minds of brilliant teachers.

We have learned also to make this information

available to other people through lectures, demon-

strations and the whole new world of audio-visual

techniques. We are experts at telling people what

they need to know, and we measure the success of

teaching by requiring students to tell it back to

us. If they do this satisfactorily we commend

them for knowing and rest content that we have

taught them well. Much of education practice

never gets beyond this level of learning. But

there is a third phase of the learning process

essential for teacher education, with which we

have not done so well. It is helping peOple to

discover the personal meaning of information so

that they behave differently as a result of teach-

ing. Research has shown that both ood teachers

and bad know what they ought to do.

Many times people in various areas of education have

treated the elementary teacher as a second-class citizen.

 

36Combs, op. cit., p. 27.
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They have felt that the elementary teacher lacked depth in

subject material. They did not realize that the elementary

teacher's background was one of general education. The

content for general education is broader.

Unhappily the level of teaching in general educa-

tion programs in many of our colleges leaves much

to be desired. Overwhelmed with students and

charged with the reSponsibility for "weeding them

out," harassed instructors often cover the subject

as best they can and escape as quickly as possible

to teaching the majors. As a consequence, general

education programs are often badly taught and

deadly dull. This is not good for any student.

For education students it is disastrous.3

In reviewing the literature on teacher education

courses, the writer found a trend toward making the courses

more practical. This was done in many cases by getting the

prospective teacher out working with students in one way or

another. There was also a trend toward lengthening the

clinical experience.

Some of the literature reviews stated that later

elementary teachers need more subject material training

than do early elementary teachers. This too was debated,

however. Men like Combs feel that human development needs

to be stressed more at all levels. Combs feels that teach-

ers are not failing because of a lack of subject knowledge,

but are failing because of a lack of human understanding.

 

37Combs, op. cit., p. 43.
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Decision-Makingjin

Teacher Education
 

In reviewing the literature on student teaching,

the writer found that many authors put great emphasis on

the college supervisor. He is the main liaison between the

teacher training institution and the public school. He

needs excellent skill in public relations, and should have

a broad knowledge of teacher education.

The supervising teacher should involve himself

more in the planning and implementing of teacher

education programs. The teaching profession

should build attitudes among its members which

will enable the supervising teacher to do a bet—

ter job of preparing teachers. He should be given

the status of a professional partner in the teach-

er education program. He should be provided with

a planned setting which will develOp a student

teaching experience of the highest quality. The

teaching profession should re-examine present

resources, seeking to provide the supervising

teacher the time and Opportunity to participate

effectively. It should shake itself of a compla—

cent attitude, often expressed as a "practical"

point of view, and work for long-range goals.

Only vision and courage, applied and implemented

vigorously, will enable the teaching profession

to take its place of imporatance in society.

Other literature stressed the importance of the

involvement of the staff in the public school in decision-

making as far as teacher education is concerned. However,

nowhere did the writer truly find a joint relationship

between teacher education institutions and public schools

 

38Commission on Standards, ”The Supervising Teacher,

An AST Position Paper, Association for Student Teaching

(Dubuque, Iowa: William C. Brown Company, 1966), p. x.
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regarding teacher education. Usually the teacher education

institution made all decisions in terms of teacher prepara-

tion courses and then when it came to student teaching the

institution had little to say about the public school in

which they chose to put their student teachers.

 





CHAPTER III

THE DESIGN

The steps which were taken while conducting the

study are described in this chapter. The sections discussed

include (1) pOpulation, (2) the data instrument, (3) data

collection procedures, and (4) procedures for treatment of

data.

Population
 

This study was concerned with the views held by

various groups of people in relation to student teaching.

The following groups were included:

1. Teachers

2. Student Teachers

3. Administrators

The subjects of this study consisted of 23 supervis-

ing teachers and six administrators who were a part of the

Bangor Township Schools staff, and 25 student teachers

assigned by Central Michigan University to the supervising

teachers. Even though not a part of the pOpulation, this

group was compared to 4,397 supervising teachers, 4,483

student teachers, and 1,001 principals who responded to the

survey which was a part of the Impact Study. The responses

40
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on a questionnaire which had been taken from the Impact

Study and given to the three BEAM groups was then compared

to the same three groups in the Impact Study.

The Questionnaire
 

The original questionnaire was developed for the

Impact Study which was done in 1969.

The Impact Study was a result of the laboratory

schools going out of existence at teacher education insti-

tutions and moving the student teaching experience to

public school. Consequently, questions have arisen as

the nature and extent of the benefits accruing to each

the partners in the school experience.

At a meeting of the Council of State College

Presidents of Michigan in December of 1968 when

student teaching was under review, the question

was asked, 'What is the impact of a student teach-

ing program upon the school c00perating in such a

venture?‘

Since hard data were not available to answer

this question, the investigation commonly refer-

red to as the Student Teaching Impact Study was

born.

The assignment to conduct such a study was

given to the Deans and Directors of Teacher Educa-

tion Programs group which have been meeting regu-

larly in Michigan for the past four years. More

than 10,000 teachers, student teachers, and school

administrators were involved in what is probably

the most comprehensive study of student teaching

ever conducted in this country.

 

1

gan, The Impact of Spudent Teachin Programs upon the

Cooperating Public Schools In Michigan, p. Forward.

the

to

of

Deans and Directors of Student Teaching in Michi-
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Development of the Survey Instrument
 

The Presidents of state-supported baccalaureate

institutions in Michigan last year requested their

Deans of Education and Directors of Student Teach-

ing to determine the effect of student teaching

programs upon c00perating public schools. The com-

mittee established to initiate and conduct such a

study was made up of a Dr. Malcolm A. Lowther,

Chairman of the School of Education Undergraduate

Committee, University of Michigan; Dr. Alan F.

Quick, Director of Student Teaching, Central Mich-

igan University; and Dr. W. Henry Kennedy, Direc-

tor of Student Teaching, Michigan State University,

Chairman.

Education researchers from the three institu-

tions were involved by the committee in the plan-

ning of the study, and the research consultation

service of Michigan State University was used ex-

tensively in the design of the study and develop-

ment of the survey instruments. Among the factors

given special attention was the need for complete

objectivity in the instruments used for data

gathering.

In the winter of 1969, instruments were dev-

elOped and reviewed by the parent group, student

teaching faculties of the various institutions,

and members of the profession. During the spring

term of 1969, eight institutions participated in

a pilot study to test the instruments and proce-

dures. They were then refined, limitations were

corrected, and procedures sharpened.

At several stages during the development of

the pilot study, as well as in the preparation of

the final version of the instruments, Michigan

Education Association officials and the committee

on teaching from the Detroit Federation of Teach-

ers were involved and appraised of the progress.

Each of these groups provided suggestions and

both groups made contributions to the items in the

instruments.

The survey instrument develOped for the Impact Study

was also used in the BEAM survey with a few minor changes.

 

2Ibid., p. Forward.
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The changes were as follows: On the administrator question-

naire in the Impact Study, question one was:

1. Which of the following are you now?

1. A single student teacher

2. A married student teacher

3. A supervising (c00perating, Sponsoring)

teacher

4. A supervising teacher but with a part-

time administrative assignment in addi-

tion to teaching

5. A single school administrator

6. A.married school administrator

The BEAM survey question one was changed to:

1. Which of the following are you now?

a. A single school administrator

b. A married school administrator

The writer made this change since only school admin-

istrators in the BEAM Program received the administrator's

questionnaire.

Question three on the administrator questionnaire

in the Impact Study was as follows:

3. What is your present administrative assignment?

1. Building Principal — elementary school

2. Building Principal - middle school

3. Building Principal - junior high school

4. Building Principal - combined junior-senior

high school



.
Q

 

.. own A
a‘0 .(9‘

l

I

l

l

.1) 1.)......U it.

I‘, ’)

no” ..(

n

I ) A

(I..(m

'.) j,

01"‘0 _

'o' "H!

I.m l.

.
’

.1
Ion ”WM

)1)

...n on

v.1



44

5. Building Principal - senior high school

6. Other

Question three in the administrator questionnaire

in the BEAM Study was as follows:

3. What is your present administrative assignment?

a. Building Principal - elementary school

b. Building Principal - middle school

c. Building Principal junior high school

d. Building Principal - combined junior-senior

high school

The writer made this change since the questionnaire

was not given to high school administrators because there

are no high school administrators in the BEAM Program.

Since there are two classrooms of sixth graders, and four

rooms are used by the high school in the junior high where

the BEAM Program is held, the writer left the choice,

b. Building Principal - middle school

c. Building Principal - combined junior-senior

high school

in case the Bangor Junior High principal elected to choose

one of these instead of

__c. Building Principal - junior high school

Question four on the administrator questionnaire

and question three on both the supervising teacher question-

naire and the student teacher questionnaire which describes

the community were omitted from the BEAM survey since all
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of the Bangor Township Schools are in the same area.

The survey instrument developed for the teachers in

the Impact Study was also used in the BEAM survey with a

few minor changes. The changes were as follows: On the

teachers questionnaire in the Impact Study question one was:

1. Which of the following are you now?

1. A single student teacher

2. A married student teacher

3. A supervising (c00perating, sponsoring)

teacher

4. A supervising teacher with a part-time

administrative assignment in addition to

teaching

5. A school administrator

The teachers questionnaire for the BEAM survey

question one was changed to:

1. Which of the following are you

__a. A supervising (cooperating, Sponsoring)

teacher

__b. A supervising teacher but with a part-time

administrative assignment in addition to

teaching

The writer made this change since the questionnaire

was given only to supervising teachers.

The survey instrument developed for the student

teachers in the Impact Study was also used in the BEAM sur-

vey with a few minor changes. On the student teacher ques-

tionnaire in the Impact Study question one was:
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1. Which of the following are you now?

1. a single student teacher

2. A married student teacher

3. A supervising (c00perating, Sponsoring)

teacher

4. A supervising teacher but with a part-time

administrative assignment in addition to

teaching

5. A school administrator

The student teacher questionnaire for the BEAM sur-

vey question one was changed to read:

1. Which of the following are you now?

a. A single student teacher

__b. A married student teacher

The writer made this change because the question-

naire was given only to student teachers.

Questions eight, ten, eleven, twelve, and thirteen

(with all sub-topics) in the student teacher questionnaire

of the Impact Study were purposely omitted from the student

teacher questionnaire of the BEAM survey because the writer

felt that they did not apply to the situation in the Bangor

Township Schools. Question eight was omitted because all

or 100% of the students in BEAM were assigned to the Bangor

Township Schools full time. Questions 10, ll, 12, and 13

were omitted because all or 100% of the student teachers

in BEAM were earning elementary teaching certificates.

The final change made affected all three areas
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(administrative, supervising teachers and student teachers)

of the Impact Study. The writer used letters to identify

each sub-tOpic under the questions in the BEAM survey in—

stead of the whole numbers used in the Impact questionnaire.

Data Collection Procedures
 

In this section a review is made of the procedures

used in collecting the data. Copies of the student teacher

questionnaire, teacher questionnaire, and administrator

questionnaire used to collect the data from the BEAM peOple

appear in the appendix of this study.3

The BEAM questionnaires were given out to each

individual group. A student teacher, supervising teacher,

and administrator were given the directions by the writer

for administering the questionnaire. They in turn gave the

questionnaire to each of the members of their group in a

group setting and collected them upon completion. Members

of each group were given assurance that no individual ques-

tionnaire would be identified. The questionnaires were then

turned over to the writer.

The questionnaires were then posted on a ledger

sheet designed for tabulating responses for various groups.

Procedures for Treatment of Data
 

The broad purpose of this study is to take a criti-

cal look at the opinions of supervising teachers, student

 

3See questionnaires in Appendix A.
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teachers, and school administrators surveyed in the Student

Teacher Impact Stugy_and compare them with the Opinions of
 

the supervising teachers, student teachers, and school

administrators in the BEAM Program.

In order to achieve this purpose, totals were taken

on the ledger sheets of each response for each of the

groups.

Frequency counts and percentages will be displayed

in tables for each response which is related to a particular

hypothesis. In some cases chi squares will be run to show

significant differences.

The following hypotheses will be tested:

Hypothesis I: The presence of student teachers is
 

perceived to have a more positive effect upon certain in-

structional activities for pupils in the BEAM Program than

it had in the Impact Study.

Hypothesis II: The presence of student teachers is
 

perceived to have a more positive effect on school activi-

ties in addition to classroom instruction for pupils in the

BEAM Program than it had for pupils in the Impact Study.

Hypothesis III: The presence of student teachers

is perceived to enhance the performance of supervising

teachers more in the BEAM Program than supervising teachers

in the Impact Study.

Hypothesis IV: The presence of student teachers is
 

perceived to enhance the performance of regular staff in
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the BEAM Program more than regular staff in the Impact
 

Study.

Hypothesis V: BEAM supervising teachers are per-
 

ceived to have made a greater investment in working with
 

their student teachers and attending functions related to
 

student teaching than supervising teachers in the Impact

Study.

Hypothesis VI: BEAM supervising teachers are per-
 

ceived to have used instructional materials, aids or ideas,
 

provided by their student teachers more than supervising

teachers in the Impact Study.

Hypothesis VII: The presence of student teachers
 

is perceived to be more positive in schools which had the

BEAM Program than in schools which had the Impact Study.

Hypothesis VIII: BEAM student teachers are per-
 

ceived to have taken on a greater role in the operation of

the classroom than student teachers in the Impact Study.

Hyppthesis IX: The university coordinator is per-
 

ceived as being more helpful in the BEAM Program than in

the Impact Study.

Hypothesis X: BEAM supervising teachers are per-
 

ceived to have taken less time from their students because

of having a student teacher than supervising teachers in

the Impact Study.
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Summary

The writer has stated earlier in this chapter that

this is a study comparing the BEAM Program with the Impact

Study. The hOpe is that the BEAM Program of TOTAL INVOLVE-

MENT in all facets of the school Operation, which include

working with trained cooperating teachers in two student

teaching classroom experiences, two types of student visi-

tations with special service personnel, two weekly seminars

which serve to bridge the gap between practicum and theory,

and the acceptance of the student teacher as a part of the

regular staff and a member of the community, tends to make

for a more positive teaching situation.

The writer is taking a critical look at the BEAM

Program as compared to the Impact Study by testing out the

ten hypotheses stated previously. The ten hypotheses deal

with the effect which the presence of the student teacher

has had upon certain activities for pupils in the BEAM Pro-

gram, upon activities in addition to classroom instruction,

and upon the performance of the supervising teacher and the

regular staff members as compared to the Impact Study. The

hypotheses deal with the effect of the amount of work done

and time spent by the supervisory teacher in working with

the student teachers and uSing materials, aids, and ideas

provided by the student as compared with the Impact Study.

From these hypotheses then, the writer concludes

that the presence of student teachers enhances the performance
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Of the Bangor Township Schools in a more positive way

because of the BEAM Program being an integral part of the

total school philOSOphy.

Chapter III discussed the design of the study

which dealt with the following:

1.

2.

Defining the population.

The history of the development Of the

instrument for collecting the data.

The data collection procedures.

The process and the results of the analysis

of the data.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Findings are presented in this chapter relative to

the Objectives which were:

1.

The

To see if greater involvement of supervising

teachers, student teachers, and school admin-

istrators make for a more positive student

teaching situation when the philOSOphy of the

student teaching program is an integral part

of the philosophy of the school system.

To compare the views held by student teachers,

supervising teachers, and school administrators

in the BEAM Program to the views held by super-

vising teachers, student teachers, and school

administrators in the Student Teaching Impact

Study.

 

following hypotheses were tested.

The presence Of student teachers is perceived

to have a more positive effect upon certain

instructional activities for pupils in the BEAM

Program than it had in the Impact Study.

The presence of student teachers is perceived

to have a more positive effect on school

activities in addition to classroom instruc-

tion for pupils in the BEAM Program than it had

for pupils in the Impact Study.

The presence of student teachers is perceived

to enhance the performance of supervising

teachers more in the BEAM Program than super-

vising teachers in the Impact Study.

The presence of student teachers is perceived

to enhance the performance Of regular staff in

the BEAM Program more than regular staff in the

Impact Study.
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5. BEAM supervising teachers are perceived to have

made a greater investment in working with their

student teachers and in attending functions

related to student teaching, than supervising

teachers in the Impact Study.

6. BEAM supervising teachers are perceived to have

used instructional materials, aids or ideas

provided by their student teachers more than

supervising teachers in the Impact Study.

7. BEAM supervising teachers in the BEAM Program

are perceived to have taken less time from

their students because of having a student

teacher than supervising teachers in the Impact

Study.

8. BEAM student teachers are perceived to have

taken on a greater role in the operation of the

classroom than student teachers in the Impact

Study.

9. The University coordinator is perceived as

being more helpful in the BEAM Program than in

the Impact Study.

10. The presence of student teachers is perceived

to be more positive in schools which had the

BEAM Program than in schools which had the

Impact Study.

POpulation and Percent of Returns

As indicated in Chapter I, the subjects in this

study included:

1. supervising teachers

2. student teachers

3. principals

Subjects of the Impact Study (1969) consisted of

4,397 supervising teachers, 4,483 student teachers, and

1,001 principals. This group was compared to 23 supervis-

ing teachers, 25 student teachers and six principals
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surveyed during the fall of 1973 in the BEAM Program.

The Impact Study included the entire population of

student teachers assigned for student teaching by Michigan

institutions, all of the supervising teachers working with

these student teachers, and all of the building principals

in which student teachers were assigned.

The BEAM population included all of the student

teachers assigned tO BEAM, all of the supervising teachers

working with these student teachers and all of the princi-

pals tO whom these student teachers were assigned.

The results of the responses from the returned

questionnaires will be tabulated on ledger sheets and like

questions from like groups in the Impact Study and BEAM

Program will be compared by percentages. On major questions,

chi square will be done; the .05 level will be considered

significant in the study.

Responses of Student Teachers

The first group examined was the student teachers.

This was done by comparing the BEAM student teachers to the

student teachers in the Impact Study on certain questions

in the survey. Questions four, five, six and seven were

used to make these comparisons.

Table 1 shows the comparison on question four in

the student teacher questionnaire which asks, "What is your

all-college grade point average?"
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Table 1. Student teachers all-college grade point average.

Scale: A=4, B=3, C=2, D=l, E=0.

 

 

 

Impact BEAM

Response Choices NO. % No. %

Below 2.0 9 .2

2.0 - 2.5 1,255 28.0 7 28.0

2.5 - 3.0 1,775 39.6 11 44.0

3.0 - 3.5 1,103 24.6 5 20.0

Above 3.5 278 6.2 2 8.0

Omissions 63 1.4

Errors — - - —

Total 4,483 100.0 25 100.0

 

When studying Table 1, one finds the two groups

very similar in grade point average.

Table 2 shows the comparison on question five in

the student teacher questionnaire which asks, "How old were

you at the beginning of this student teaching contact?"

In studying Table 2, one finds the student teachers

in the BEAM Program tend to be a little younger than the

student teachers in the Impact Study. Forty-four percent

of the student teachers in the BEAM program were 21 years

old or under as compared to 20.8% in the Impact Study.

Table 3 shows the comparison on question six in the

student teacher questionnaire which asks, "How many times

have you taught, including the current assignment?"
V
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Table 2. Age of student teacher at beginning of student

teaching contact.

 

 

 

Impact BEAM

Response Choices No. % No. %

21 Years or under 932 20.8 11 44.0

21 to 21-1/2 Years 861 19.2 5 20.0

21-1/2 to 22 Years 686 15.3 3 12.0

22 to 23 Years 1,139 25.4 6 24.0

Over 23 Years 807 18.0

Omissions 58 1.3

Errors - - - -

Total 4,483 100.0 25 100.0

 

Table 3. Number of times student teacher has taught,

including current assignment.

 

 

 

Impact BEAM

Response Choices No. % No. %

One 3,842 85.7 24 96.0

Two 493 11.0 1 4.0

Three 85 1.9

Omissions 63 1.4

Errors - - - -

Totals 4,483 100.0 25 100.0
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In studying Table 3, one finds that 96% of the stud-

ent teachers in the BEAM Program were student teaching for

the first time, while 85.7% of the student teachers in the

Impact Study were student teaching for the first time.

Eighty—five, or 1.9%, of the student teachers in the Impact

Study are student teaching for the third time, while none

of the student teachers in the BEAM Program fall in this

category.

Table 4 shows the comparison on question 74 in the

student teacher questionnaire which asks, "Why were you

assigned to this particular student teaching situation?"

In studying Table 4, one finds the reasons for

assignment of student teachers to prospective schools very

similar. However, 52% of the student teachers in the Impact

Study said they requested the school or area they were

placed in, while 48% of the BEAM student teachers gave this

response to the same question. When one looks at the second

response which states, "I requested this kind of program,"

only 9.3% of the student teachers in the Impact Study

checked this, while 20% of the BEAM student teachers res-

ponded. The reSponse which states, "I really preferred a

different assignment but was placed in this one by my col-

lege, or university," was checked by 12.7% of the student

teachers in the Impact Study and 16% in the BEAM Program.
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Table 4. Reason why student teacher was assigned to a

particular situation.

 

 

 

Impact BEAM

Response Choices No. % No. %

I requested this school

or area 2,331 52.0 12 48.0

I requested this kind

of program 417 9.3 S 20.0

I had no particular

preference 986 22.0 4 16.0

I preferred a different

assignment but was

placed in this one 569 12.7 4 16.0

I was required to accept

this assignment even

though I express strong

preference for another

one 99 202 " -

Omissions 81 1.8

Errors

Totals 4,483 100.0 25 100.0
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Responses of the Supervising Teachers

The reSponses of the BEAM supervising teachers were

compared with those of the supervising teachers in the

Impact Study on certain questions in the survey. Questions

three, ten, five, four, and nine were used to make these

comparisons.

Table 5 shows the comparison on question three in

the teacher questionnaire which asks, "How many years of

teaching have you completed including this year?"

Table 5. Years of teaching the supervising teacher had

completed including the year in which the survey

was taken.

 

 

 

Impact BEAM

Response Choices No. % No. %

Three or Less 378 8.6 3 13.0

Four to Seven 1,108 25.2 11 47.8

Eight to Twelve 1,073 24.4 7 30.4

More than Twelve 1,794 40.8 2 8.7

Omissions 44 1.0

Errors - - - .1

Totals 4,397 100.0 23 100.0

When one examines Table 5, it is obvious that the

supervising teachers in the Impact Study in general have

more years teaching experience than the supervising teachers
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in the BEAM Program. It is interesting to note that 78.2%

of the supervising teachers in BEAM fall between four and

twelve year experience while only 49.6% of the supervising

teachers in the Impact Study fall in this category, and

over 40.8% of the supervising teachers in the Impact Study

have over twelve years of experience while only 8.5% of the

BEAM supervising teachers have had over twelve years teach-

ing experience. The writer believes that the years of

exPerience between the two groups was due to the fact that

the only teachers who joined BEAM were teachers who were

not already involved in another student teaching program in

the Bangor District. Teachers with a number of years

experience may have already joined other student teaching

programs previous to the starting of BEAM.

Table 6 shows the comparison on question ten in the

teacher questionnaire which asks, "What is your own current

teaching assignment?"

When one studies Table 6, it is evident that the

BEAM Program has more elementary supervising teachers than

the Impact Study. In the Impact Study 35% of the supervis-

ing teachers were at the Senior High level while there were

no senior high supervising teachers in the BEAM Program.

Both programs were similar at the junior high level. The

BEAM Program had .6% more junior high supervising teachers

than the Impact Study.
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Table 6. Current teaching assignments of supervising

teacher.

 

 

 

Response Choices Impact BEAM

No. % No. %

Grades K, 1, 2 809 18.4 9 39.1

Grades 3, 4 506 11.5 6 26.1

Grades 5, 6 413 9.4 3 13.0

All Elementary Grades 172 3.9 - -

Middle School 57 1.3 1 4.3

Junior High School 739 16.8 4 17.4

Senior High School 1,539 35.0 - -

All grades K-12 48 1.1 - -

Omissions 114 2.6

Errors
.1

Totals 4,397 100.0 23 100.0
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Table 7 shows the comparison on question five in

the teacher questionnaire which asks, "With how many stud-

ent teachers have you worked in the last five years?

(Include your current student teacher)."

Table 7. Number of student teachers supervising teacher

has worked within past five years including

current student teacher.

 

 

 

Response Choices NoImpact % NOBEAM %

One 1,187 27.0 — -

Two 778 17.7 3 13.0

Three 611 13.9

Four 453 10.3 2 8.7

Five 387 8.8 - -

Six to Ten 629 14.3 10 43.5

More than Ten 299 6.8 8 34.8

Omission 53 1.2

Errors - - - -

Totals 4,397 100.0 23 100.0

 

In studying Table 7, one finds that better than one-

fourth or 27% of the supervising teachers in the Impact

Study were working with their first student teacher at the

same time there were no BEAM supervising teachers in this

category. Seventy-eight and three tenths percent of the
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supervising teachers in the BEAM Program have experienced

working with six or more student teachers while only 21.1%

of the supervising teachers in the Impact Study have worked

with six or more student teachers during their career. It

is interesting to note that Table 5 indicated that the

Impact supervising teachers on a whole had more years

teaching experience while Table 7 shows that the BEAM super-

vising teachers have had more experience working with stud-

ent teachers even though they have less years teaching

experience.

Table 8 shows the comparison on question four in

the teacher questionnaire which asks, "How many different

colleges or universities have been represented by the stud-

ent teachers with whom you have worked?"

Table 8 reveals the fact that BEAM supervising

teachers in general have experienced working with more

teacher educating institutions than have supervising teach-

ers in the Impact Study. The one exception to this is the

fact that .8% of the supervising teachers in the Impact

Study have worked with more than six different teacher

training institutions during their career while no super-

vising teacher in the BEAM Program has had student teach-

ers from more than six teacher training institutions.

Table 9 shows the comparison on question nine in

the teacher questionnaire which asks, "How many weeks is

your student teacher scheduled in this assignment?"
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Table 8. Number of teacher training institutions

represented by the student teachers with

whom you have worked.

 

 

 

Impact BEAM

Response Choices No. % No. %

Only One 2,502 56.9 9 39.1

Two 1,090 24.8 7 30.4

Three 466 10.6 5 21.7

Four to Six 251 5.7 2 8.7

More than Six 35 .8 - -

Omissions 53 1.2 — -

Errors - - - .1

Totals 4,397 100.0 23 100.0

 

Table 9. Number of weeks student teacher was scheduled

in assignment.

 

 

 

Impact BEAM

Response Choices No. % No. %

5 weeks or less 26 .6 - -

6 or 7 weeks 70 1.6 - -

8 or 9 weeks 558 12.7 3 13.0

10 to 11 weeks 884 20.1 - -

12 to 14 weeks 1,275 29.0 - -

More than 14 weeks 1,486 33.8 20 87.0

Omissions 98 2.2 - -

Errors - - - -

Totals 4,397 100.0 23 100.0
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In studying Table 9 one finds that 87% of the

student teachers were assigned to the supervising teachers

in the BEAM Program fourteen weeks or more while 33.8% of

the student teachers in the Impact Study were assigned to

their supervising teachers fourteen weeks or more. The

writer would like to point out, however, that most BEAM

student teachers are assigned for sixteen weeks with half-

day assignments. For example, a student teacher may be

assigned mornings for sixteen weeks to a first grade and

during that same sixteen week period be assigned afternoons

to a fourth grade, giving the student two different assign-

ments each sixteen weeks long.

Responses of Administrators
 

The responses of the BEAM administrators were com-

pared with those of the administrators in the Impact Study

on certain questions in the survey. Questions three, four,

five, seven and eight were used to make these comparisons.

Table 10 shows the comparison on question three in

the administrators questionnaire, which asks, "What is your

present administrative assignment?"

When one examines Table 10, one finds that all of

the BEAM administrators are either elementary or junior

high, while 16.1% of the principals in the Impact Study are

senior high principals. At the time the survey was taken

the BEAM Program was not Operating at the high school level.
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Table 10. Present administrative assignment.

 

 

 

. Impact BEAM

Response Choices No. % No. %

Building Principal -

Elementary School 545 54.4 4 66.7

Building Principal -

Middle School 28 2.8 - -

Building Principal -

Jr. High School 140 14.0 2 33.3

Building Principal -

Jr.-Sr. High School 29 2.9 - —

Building Principal -

Senior High School 161 16.1 - -

Omissions 18 1.8 - -

Totals 1,001 100.0 6 100.0

 

Table 11 shows the comparison on question four in

the administrators questionnaire which asks, "For how many

years have you been a school administrator?"

When one studies Table 11, one finds the administra-

tors in the Impact Study on an average have had more years

experience as a school administrator than have administrators

in the BEAM Program. Fifty percent of the BEAM administra-

tors have had two or less years of experience while only

10.6% of the administrators in the Impact Study have had

two or less years experience as a school administrator.

Thirty and three tenths percent of the administrators in
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the Impact Study had more than twelve years experience as a

school administrator while 16.7% of the administrators in

the BEAM group fell in this category.

Table 11. Years experience as a school administrator.

 

 

 

Response Choices Impact BEAM

No. % No. %

Two or less 106 10.6 3 50.0

Three to five 216 21.6 2 33.3

Six to Nine 232 23.2 - -

Ten to Twelve 136 13.6 - -

More than Twelve 303 30.3 1 16.7

Omissions 8 .8

Errors —.1

Totals 1,001 100.0 6 100.0

 

Table 12 shows the comparison on question five in

the administrators questionnaire which asks, "For how many

years have you been an administrator in your present build-

ing?"

One finds that Table 12 reveals the fact that the

majority of administrators in the Impact Study have more

years experience as an administrator in the building they

were administering at the time of the Study than did the

BEAM administrators. Table 11 shows that 30.3% of the
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Impact administrators have more than twelve years experi-

ence as a school administrator and only 16.7% of the BEAM

administrators fall in this category; however, Table 12

reveals the fact that only 11.7% of the administrators in

the Impact Study have been an administrator in the building

they were in during the time of the study for more than

twelve years and 16.7% of the BEAM administrators fall in

this category.

Table 12. Administrators' years of experience in present

 

 

 

building.

Impact BEAM

Response Choices No. % No. %

Two or Less 271 27.1 4 66.7

Three to Five 333 33.3 1 16.7

Six to Nine 191 19.1 - -

Ten to Twelve 78 7.8 - -

More than Twelve 117 11.7 1 16.7

Omissions 11 1.1 - -

Errors - -.1 - -.1

Totals 1,001 100.0 6 100.0

 

Table 13 shows the comparison of question seven in

the administrators questionnaire which asks, "How many

teachers are assigned in your building?"
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Table 13. Number of teachers assigned to administrator's

 

 

 

building.

Impact BEAM

Response Choices No. % No. %

10 or less 36 3.6 1 16.7

11 to 20 253 25.3 - -

21 to 30 299 29.9 5 83.3

31 to 40 131 13.1 - -

41 to 50 108 10.8 - -

51 to 60 57 5.7 - -

61 to 70 26 2.6 - -

71 to 80 22 2.2 - -

81 to 90 13 1.3 - -

91 or more 48 4.8 - -

Omissions 8 .8 - -

Errors - -.l - -

Totals 1,001 100.0 6 100.0
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One finds by looking at Table 13 that the majority

of BEAM administrators have fewer teachers assigned to their

building than do the administrators in the Impact Study.

All of the BEAM administrators have thirty or less teachers

assigned to their building while just over half or 58.8% of

the administrators in the Impact Study have thirty or less

teachers assigned to the building they are administering.

Table 14 shows the comparison of question eight in

the administrators questionnaire which asks, "For how many

years have student teachers been assigned in the building

in which you are presently the administrator?"

Table 14. Number of years student teachers have been

assigned to the building the administrator

is presently assigned.

 

 

 

Response Choices Impact BEAM

No. % No. %

Three or less 210 21.0 2 33.3

Four to six 217 21.7 2 33.3

Seven to nine 168 16.8 2 33.3

Ten to twelve 137 13.7 - -

Thirteen to fifteen 61 6.1 - -

More than fifteen 183 18.3 - -

Omissions 25 2.5 - -

Errors -.1 - +.l

Totals 1,001 100.0 6 100.0
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In studying Table 14 one finds that student teachers

have been assigned for more years in the buildings of admin-

istrators in the Impact Study than in the BEAM group.

However, there was a larger group between four and nine

years in the BEAM schools than in the schools in the Impact

Study.

In summary, the writer found that supervising

teachers and administrators in the Impact Study, in general,

had more years experience than did supervising teachers and

administrators in the BEAM Program; however, supervising

teachers in the BEAM Program had worked with a greater num-

ber of student teachers.

Hypothesis I states: The presence of student

teachers is perceived to have a more positive effect upon

certain instructional activities for pupils in the BEAM

Program than it had in the Impact Study.

To test this hypothesis the writer used data

collected from questions in the questionnaires which dealt

with:

1. Effect change in the amount of small group

instruction.

2. Effect on individual instruction.

3. Effect on provisions for make-up work.

4. Effect on discipline.

5. Effect on motivation of pupils.

Table 15 shows the comparisons on question 14 in

the student teacher questionnaire, question 19 in the
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teacher questionnaire, and question 26 in the administrator

questionnaire which asks, "To what extent was the amount of

small group instruction for pupils changed because of the

presence of the student teacher?"

In studying Table 15 one finds that a greater num-

ber of BEAM student teachers, supervising teachers, and

administrators felt that there was more small group instruc-

tion because of the presence of student teachers than did

the same three groups in the Impact Study. Forty-four and

four tenths percent of the BEAM groups responded that there

was much more small group instruction, and 40.7% reSponded

somewhat more, or 85.1% of the BEAM groups responded that

the presence of student teachers had caused more small

group instruction for their pupils. When one looks at the

same three groups in the Impact Study one finds that only

15.2% responded that there was much more small group instruc-

tion and 35.5% responded somewhat more, or 50.7% of the

groups in the Impact Study responded that the presence of

student teachers had resulted in more small group instruc-

tion for their pupils. Forty—one and two tenths of the

peOple in the Impact Study responded that there was no

change while only 11.1% of the peOple in the BEAM group

responded that there was no change.

Table 16 shows the comparisons on questions 17 in

the student teacher questionnaire, question 22 in the

teacher questionnaire and question 29 in the administrators
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questionnaire which asks, "To what extent was individual

attention to, or tutoring of, pupils changed because of

student teachers' presence?"

In studying Table 16 one finds that 100% of the

student teachers, supervising teachers, and administrators

in the BEAM Program felt that there was more individual

attention to, or tutoring of pupils because of the presence

of student teachers, and 67.2% of the peOple in the Impact

Study re3ponded to the same question. Twenty-five and

five tenths percent of the people in the Impact Study said

there was no change, 2.7% said there was less individual

attention to, or tutoring of pupils because of student

teachers and 3.0% responded that they didn't know.

Table 17 shows the comparisons on question eight

in the student teacher questionnaire, and question 13 in

the teacher questionnaire which asks, "To what extent did

student teachers work with (instruct, counsel, tutor)

individual pupils?"

Table 17 does not include administrators; however,

when comparing student teachers and supervising teachers,

one finds that the peOple in the BEAM Program felt that

student teachers worked with, instructed, counseled, and

tutored individual pupils more than did the same groups of

people in the Impact Study. It is interesting to note that

72% of the student teachers in the BEAM Program responded

that they had worked with, instructed, counseled, and
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tutored individual pupils a great deal and only 33.6% of

the student teachers in the Impact Study reSponded to the

same question. It appears that the supervising teachers

responded in a similar manner, because fifty-two and two

tenths of the BEAM supervising teachers responded favorably

as compared to the twenty-seven and two tenths of the

Impact Study supervising teachers who responded favorably.

Table 18 shows the comparisons on question nine in

the student teacher questionnaire and question 14 in the

teacher questionnaire which asks, "To what extent did the

supervising teacher work with individual pupils as compared

to when you do not have a student teacher?"

Table 18 does not include administrators; however,

again the student teachers and supervising teachers in the

BEAM Program felt that supervising teachers worked more

‘with individual students as compared to when they did not

have a student teacher than did the same groups in the

Innpact Study. Seventy-five and one tenth percent of the

‘two groups in the BEAM Program felt that supervising

‘teachers worked with individual pupils much more or some-

vflmat more than usual when they had a student teacher as

compared to when they did not, while 38% of the two groups

311 the Impact Study felt the same way.

Table 19 shows the comparisons on questions 54 in

the student teacher questionnaire and 59 in the teacher

questionnaire which asks, "To what extent was the time you
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spent helping individual students changed because of student

teacher presence?"

Table 19 does not include administrators; however,

when one looks at the student teachers and supervising

teachers, it is evident that the peOple in the BEAM Program

felt that teachers gave more time to individual students

when they had a student teacher than when they did not.

Eighty-nine and six tenths percent of the student teachers

and supervising teachers said that the time that supervising

teachers spent helping individual students increased when

they had a student teacher, while 49.4% of the people in the

Impact Study said it increased. Two and one tenth percent

of the peOple in the BEAM Program said that help to indivi-

dual students was reduced when they had a student teacher

while 17.9% of the peOple in the Impact Study said help to

individual students was reduced when they had a student

teacher. Eight and three tenths percent of the people in

the BEAM study said that help to individual students

remained about the same when they had a student teacher and

27.1% of the peOple in the Impact Study reported that

things remained about the same.

Table 20 shows the comparison on question 37 in

the administrators questionnaire which asks, "To what ex-

tent did the individual instruction or tutoring of pupils

change because of the presence of student teachers in your

building."
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Table 20. Effect student teachers had on the individual

instruction or tutoring of pupils.

 

 

 

ADMINISTRATORS

Impact BEAM

Response Choices No. % No. %

Much More 178 17.8 2 33.3

Somewhat More 692 69.1 4 66.7

No Change 112 11.2 - -

Somewhat Less 5 .5 - -

Much Less - - - -

Omissions 14 1.4 - -

Errors - - - -

Totals 1001 100.0 6 100.0

 

Table 20 includes only administrators. In studying

Table 20, it becomes evident that the administrators in the

BEAM survey felt that student teachers had a greater effect

on the individual instruction of pupils than did administra-

tors in the Impact Study. All of the administrators in the

BEAM survey felt that students received more individual in-

struction because of student teachers while 86.9% of the

administrators in the Impact Study felt this way. It is

interesting to note that a greater percentage of administra-

tors in the Impact Study felt that students got more indivi-

dual instruction because of student teachers than did

teachers or student teachers in the Impact Study.
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Table 21 shows the comparison on question 18 in the

student teacher questionnaire, question 23 in the teacher

questionnaire, and question 30 in the administrators question-

naire, which asks, "To what extent was supervision of study

periods changed because of student teacher presence?"

Table 21 shows that the people involved in the BEAM

Program felt more positively about the help student teachers

gave in the supervision of study periods than did the people

involved in the Impact Study. It was interesting to note

that when one combines the reSponses "much better" and

"somewhat better," 30.6% of the supervising teachers in the

Impact Study responded and 30.0% of the supervising teachers

in the BEAM survey responded. However, the BEAM student

teachers and BEAM administrators had a higher percentage

respond to "much better" and "somewhat better" which accounts

for the total number of peOple in the BEAM Program being

more positive than the peOple in the Impact Program.

Table 22 shows the comparison on question 15 in the

student teacher questionnaire, question 20 in the teacher

questionnaire, and question 27 in the administrators' ques-

tionnaire, which asks, "To what extent were provisions for

make-up work changed because of student teacher presence?"

Table 22 shows that the people in the BEAM Program

felt that student teachers had a greater effect on provi-

sion for make-up work for students than did the people in

the Impact Study. The Impact Study had 39.4% of the peOple
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respond that provisions for make-up work for students were

much greater or somewhat greater because of the presence of

student teachers while 63.4% of the BEAM people responded.

No one in BEAM felt that provision for make-up work for

students was less because of student teachers; however,

2.2% of the peOple in the Impact Study felt that provision

for make-up work was less because of presence of student

teachers in the classroom.

Table 23 shows the comparison on question 16 in the

student teacher questionnaire, question 21 in the teacher

questionnaire, and question 28 in the administrators ques—

tionnaire, which asks, "To what extent was follow-up of

exams changed because of the presence of student teachers?"

Table 23 shows that again the peOple in the BEAM

Program felt that student teachers had a greater positive

effect on provisions for follow-up of exams than did the

people in the Impact Study. The Impact Study had 32.5% of

the peOple reSpond that follow-up of exams was much, or

somewhat better because of the presence of student teachers

while 56% of the BEAM peOple responded with either much, or

somewhat better. No one in BEAM felt that follow-up of

exams for students was poorer because of having student

teachers; however, 2.7% of the people in the Impact Study

felt that follow-up of exams was poorer because of the

student teachers.
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Table 24 shows the comparison on question 21 in the

student teacher questionnaire, question 26 in the teacher

questionnaire and question 33 in the administrators ques-

tionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did discipline in

the room change because of the student teacher's presence?"

In studying Table 24 one finds a more varied Opinion

on the effect student teachers had on the discipline in the

classroom. As a total group the BEAM peOple felt more pos-

itively because 38.9% responded much better or somewhat

better, while only 13.6% of the peOple in the ImpaCt StUdY

responded much better or somewhat better. The BEAM people

had 25.9% response to somewhat poorer or much poorer, and

323% of the peOple in the Impact Study responded to some-

what poorer or much poorer. However, in looking at the

groups individually, one finds that 52.2% of the supervis-

ing teachers in the BEAM Program felt the discipline was

Somewhat poorer because of the presence of student teachers

and c>nly 39.1% of the people in the Impact Study responded

this way to the same question. The BEAM student teachers

had 44% feel that discipline was somewhat better because of

their presence and only 12.8% of the student teachers in

the Impact Study felt this way. It was interesting to note

the great difference between the student teachers and the

superVising teachers in the BEAM Program as to how they

felt Student teachers affected discipline in the classroom.
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Table 25 shows the comparison on question 22 in the

student teacher questionnaire, question 27 in the teacher

questionnaire and question 34 in the administrator ques-

tionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did the motivation

of pupils change because of student teacher's presence?"

Table 25 shows that the peOple in the BEAM Program

felt that student teachers caused a more positive effect on

the motivation of pupils than did the people in the Impact

Study. It is interesting to note that 100% of the admin-

istraitors in the BEAM Program felt that student teachers in

a classroom made far better motivation of pupils. There

were 13.1% of the peOple in the Impact Study who felt that

the presence of student teachers made far poorer motivation

Of Pupils while no one in the BEAM Program felt this way.

Tables 15 through 25 support Hypothesis I which

Sta‘tes: The presence of student teachers is perceived to

have a more positive effect upon certain instructional

activities for pupils in the BEAM Program than it had in

the Impact Study .

Hypothesis II states: The presence of student

teaChers is perceived to have a more positive effect on

8911901 activities in addition to classroom instruction for

Pupils in the BEAM Program than it had for pupils in the

Impact Study .
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To test this hypothesis the writer used data

collected from questions in the questionnaire which dealt

with:

1. Effect on help or counseling provided the

student teachers during non-class hours.

2. Effect student teachers had on the supervision

of youth groups in meetings, programs, trips,

tours, etc.

3. Amount of talks student teachers gave to parent

groups.

4. Effect student teachers had on the supervision

of playgrounds, hallways, etc.

5. Administrators' Opinion on the overall quality

of instruction.

Table 26 shows the comparisons on question 10 in

the
student teacher questionnaire and question 15 in the

tea<=her questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent was

inddlxridual help or counseling provided pupils during non-

CIaEBEB hours as compared to what would have been possible

if 1there had not been student teachers?"

In studying Table 26 one finds that the student

teacher and supervising teachers in the Impact Study and

the student teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM

Stuéty were somewhat similar. The BEAM group had 41.3% of

the Inembers who felt there was much more, or somewhat more.

indiAridual help or counseling provided pupils during non-

class hours because of student teachers and the Impact

group had 31%.
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The BEAM student teachers and supervising teachers

had 4.4% of whom felt that there was somewhat less or much

less individual help or counseling provided pupils during

non-class hours because of student teachers. The Impact

student teachers and supervising teachers had 3.9% who felt

the same way.

The BEAM student teachers and supervising teachers

had 43.5% who felt individual help or counseling provided

Pupils during non-class hours remained about the same as

usual with or without student teachers, while 50.4% of the

Student teachers and supervising teachers in the Impact

Study felt this way.

Table 27 shows the comparison on question 23 in the

Stu(ient teacher questionnaire, question 28 in the teacher

questionnaire and question 14 in the administrators ques-

tiennaire, which asks, "To what extent did student teachers

suPervise youth groups in meetings, programs, trips, tours,

etc- pv-

Table 27 shows that the people in the BEAM Program

felt that student teachers supervised youth groups in meet-

ings , programs, trips, tours, etc., more than the peOple in

the Impact Study did. There were 50.9% of the people in the

BEAM Study who responded that often or sometimes student

teachers supervised youth groups in meetings, programs.

triPS. tours, etc., while 39.7% of the peOple in the Impact

Study responded. However, it is interesting to note that



 

.1 :.

r
l
e
g
.
'
l
g
l
g
l

_
_
-
/
_

’
I
'
l
a
.
—

(
0
)
1
:
R
‘
1
-
"
'

t
(
,

w
i
l
l
.
r
l
-

,
-
.
¢

t
h
e
t
a
/
o
i
l
!

'
L
C
J
J
‘
I
C
"
‘
I
.
;
,
,
‘
L
I
I

D
.
C
l
l
‘
;
l
c
.
‘
l
V
I
A
-
.
.
.
!

Y
4
.
V
l
l
t
'
l

c
'
l
'
l
J
n
g
’
t
p
'

I
n
:

l
u
u
u
-
q
s
e

I
.
.
.
.
J
.
¢
,

‘
1
r
-
c
v
q

r
'
r
-
I
n
s
z
l

,
t

r
“
L
p
r
j

,
L
(
_
)
u
l
_
'
(
5
'

,
(
A
:
L
t
;
-

-

 
 
  

 



t
o
w
h
i
c
h

s
t
u
d
e
n
t

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

s
u

x
t
e
n
t

T
h
e

8
t
r
i
p
s
,

t
o
u
r
s
,

e
t
c
.

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

I

T
a
b
l
e

2
7
.

P
e
r
V
i
s
e
d

y
o
u
t
h

g
r
o
u
p
s

i
n
m
e
e
t
i
n
g
s
,

S
T
U
D
E
N
T

S
U
P
E
R
V
I
S
I
N
G

T
E
A
C
H
E
R

T
E
A
C
H
E
R

A
D
M
I
N
I
S
T
R
A
T
O
R

T
O
T
A
L
S

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e

I
m
p
a
c
t

B
E
A
M

I
m
p
a
c
t

B
E
A
M

I
m
p
a
c
t

B
E
A
M

I
m
p
a
c
t

B
E
A
M

C
h
o
i
c
e
s

N
o
.

%
N
o
.

%
N
o
.

%
N
o
.

%
N
o
.

%
N
o
.

%
N
o
.

%
N
o
.

%

 O
f
t
e
n

2
8
7

6
.
4

3
1
2
.
0

2
1
5

4
.
9

2
9
.
1

1
0
2

1
0
.
2

1
1
6
.
7

6
0
4

6
.
1

6
1
1
.
3

S
o
m
e
-

t
i
m
e
s

1
3
2
2

2
9
.
5

1
2

4
8
.
0

1
3
5
0

3
0
.
7

5
2
2
.
7

6
4
6

6
4
.
5

4
6
6
.
7

3
3
1
8

3
3
.
6

2
1

3
9
.
6

N
o
n
e

2
8
1
5

6
2
.
8

1
0

4
0
.
0

2
6
1
2

5
9
.
4

1
4

6
3
.
6

1
9
3

1
9
.
3

-
-

5
6
2
0

5
6
.
9

2
4

4
5
.
3

D
o
e
s

n
o
t

a
p
p
l
y

—
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

4
0

4
.
0

1
1
6
.
7

4
0

.
4

l
1
.
9

D
o
n
'
t

k
n
o
w

-
-

-
-

1
4
1

3
.
2

1
4
.
5

8
.
8

-
-

1
4
9

1
.
5

1
1
.
9

O
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
s

5
9

1
.
3

-
-

7
9

1
.
8

-
-

1
2

1
.
2

—
-

1
5
0

1
.
5

-
-

E
r
r
o
r

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
.
l

-
-

-
-
.
1

-
—

_
-

T
o
t
a
l
s

4
4
8
3

1
0
0
.
0

2
5

1
0
0
.
0

4
3
9
7

1
0
0
.
0

2
2

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
1

1
0
0
.
0

6
1
0
0
.
0

9
8
8
1

1
0
0
.
0

5
3

1
0
0
.
0

 

94



I;

 «.4

A
L
.
‘

(
I

(
’
7
'

'
I
'
1

(
I
!



95

When one compares the supervising teachers in the Impact

Study to the supervising teachers in the BEAM Program,

the Impact supervising teachers had 35.6% who responded

that often or sometimes their student teacher supervised

youth groups in meetings, programs, trips, tours, etc.,

while the BEAM supervising teachers had 31.8% who responded

this way.

Table 28 shows the comparisons on question 24 in

the student teacher questionnaire, question 29 in the

teacher questionnaire, and question 15 in the administrators

questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did student

teé‘cliers give talks to parent groups?"

In studying Table 28 one finds that a greater num-

ber of BEAM student teachers and supervising teachers felt

that student teachers often or sometimes gave talks to

Parent groups than did these same groups in the Impact Study.

The BEAM student teachers and supervising teachers had 39.6%

who responded that they often or sometimes gave talks to

Parent groups, while only 13.0% of the same groups in the

Impact Study responded to the same question. However, when

Studying the administrators' reaponses, one finds that none

0f the administrators in the BEAM Program reSponded to

"Often" or "sometimes" the student teachers gave talks to

parent groups, but 14.8% of the administrators in the Impact

Study responded that often or sometimes student teachers

did give talks to parent groups.
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Table 29 shows the comparisons on question 19 in

the student teacher questionnaire, question 24 in the teacher

questionnaire, and question 31 in the administrators ques-

tionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did the supervision

of playgrounds, hallways, etc., change because of student

teacher presence?"

In studying Table 29 one finds that a greater num-

ber of BEAM student teachers, supervising teachers, and

administrators felt that student teachers helped make for

better supervision of playgrounds, hallways, etc., than

did the same three groups in the Impact Study. The BEAM

groups had 61.1% of the peOple who felt that the supervision

of playgrounds, hallways, etc., was much better or somewhat

better because of student teachers, while 22% of the same

three groups felt this way in the Impact Study. There were

2.7% of the peOple in the Impact Study who felt that the

supervision of playgrounds, hallways, etc., was somewhat

poorer or much poorer because of the presence of student

teachers, while BEAM had 1.9% of the same groups who felt

this way.

Table 30 shows the results of using the chi square

on question 38 in the administrators questionnaire, which

asks, "To what extent was the overall quality of instruc-

tion changed because of the presence of the student teachers

in your building?"
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In studying Table 30 one finds x2 significant when

comparing the administrators in the Impact Study to the

administrators in the BEAM Program. One can plainly see

from this that the administrators in the BEAM Program felt

more positively about the effect student teachers had on

the over-all quality of instruction.

Hypothesis III states: The presence of student

teachers is perceived to enhance the performance of super-

vising teachers more in the BEAM Program than supervising

teachers in the Impact Study.

To test this hypothesis the writer used data

collected from questions in the questionnaire which dealt

With :

l. Extent to which the student teacher affords

supervising teacher added time for committee

work in the school with pupils and/or staff.

2. Effect the student teacher has on supervising

teacher's visitation in other classrooms or

schools.

3. Effect student teacher had on supervising

teacher's time for research, or professional

reading or writing.

4. Effect that working with a student teacher had

on the performance of the supervising teacher.

Table 31 shows the comparison on question 32 in the

Student teacher questionnaire, question 37 in the teacher

questionnaire, and question 51 in the administrators ques-

tionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did the supervising
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teacher engage in committee work in the school with pupils

and/or staff during the time student teacher was teaching?"

Table 31 shows that the peOple in the BEAM Program

believed that supervising teachers engaged more in commit-

tee work in the school with pupils and/or staff during the

time that the student teacher was teaching than did peOple

in the Impact Study. There were 74.1% of the peOple in the

BEAM Study who responded that a great deal, or to some ex-

tent, supervising teachers engaged in committee work in the

school with pupils and/or staff during the time the student

teacher was teaching. Fifty-three and seven tenths percent

of the people in the Impact Study responded to the same

question; however, it is interesting to note that when one

compares the supervising teachers in the Impact Study to the

supervising teachers in the BEAM Program, the BEAM supervis-

ing teachers had 60.8% who responded that a great deal or to

some extent they had engaged in committee work in the school

with pupils and/or staff during the time the student teacher

was teaching and 57.6% of the supervising teachers in the

Impact Study responded the same way to the same question.

Table 32 shows the comparison on question 37 in the

student teacher questionnaire, question 42 in the teacher

questionnaire and question 55 in the administrators question-

naire, which asks, "To what extent did supervising teachers

assist the principal or other teachers during the time

the student teacher was teaching?"
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In studying Table 32 one finds that a greater number

of BEAM student teachers, supervising teachers, and admin-

istrators felt that supervising teachers were able to assist

the principal or other teachers because of the student

teaching program than did the same three groups in the

Impact Study. Eighty-eight and nine tenths percent of the

peOple in the BEAM Program felt that supervising teachers

were able to assist the principal or other teachers more

because of the student teaching program. When one looks at

the same three groups in the Impact Study, one finds that

55.6% reSponded to the same question in the same way.

Table 33 shows the comparison on question 31 in the

student teaching questionnaire, question 36 in the teacher

questionnaire, and question 50 in the administrators ques-

tionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did supervising

teachers engage in visitations in other classrooms or

schools while student teacher was teaching?"

Table 33 shows that the student teachers, supervis-

ing teachers, and administrators in the BEAM Program felt

that supervising teachers made more visitations in other

classrooms and schools because of having a student teacher

than did the same three groups in the Impact Study. There

were 79.6% of the people in the BEAM Study who re5ponded

that a great deal, or to some extent, student teachers had

increased the visitations supervising teachers were able

to make to other classrooms or schools. Thirty-eight and
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six tenths percent of the student teachers, supervising

teachers, and administrators in the Impact Study responded

in the same way.

Table 34 shows the comparisons on question 33 in

the student teacher questionnaire, question 36 in the super-

vising teacher questionnaire and question 52 in the admin-

istrators questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did

the supervising teacher engage in research during the time

the student teacher was teaching?"

In studying Table 34 one finds that the student

teachers, supervising teachers, and administrators in the

Impact Study responded similarly to the student teachers,

supervising teachers, and administrators in the BEAM Study

when responding to the question: "To what extent did the

supervising teacher engage in research during the time the

student teacher was teaching?" If one combines the first

two responses which were "much more than usual" or "a great

deal," and "more than usual" or "to some extent," one finds

that both the Impact group and the BEAM group had 53.7%.

The Impact peOple had 29.7% who said there was no change

and BEAM had 31.5% reSponding the same way. None of the

BEAM people said that the supervising teacher had done less

research, and only .1% of the Impact peOple said they had

done less.

Table 35 shows the comparison on question 34 in the

student teacher questionnaire, question 39 in the teacher
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questionnaire and question 53 in the administrators question—

naire, which asks, "To what extent did the supervising

teacher engage in professional reading or writing during

the time in which the student teacher was teaching?"

In studying Table 35, again one finds that the stud-

ent teachers, supervising teachers and administrators in the

Impact Study reSponded very similarly to the student teachers,

supervising teachers, and administrators in the BEAM Study

when responding to the question, "To what extent did the

supervising teacher engage in professional reading or writ-

ing during the time that the student teacher was teaching?"

If one combines the first two responses, which were "much

more than usual" or "a great deal," and "more than usual"

or "to some extent," one finds that the Impact Study had

56.2% who reSponded and the BEAM Study had 51.8% who res-

ponded. The Impact group had 25% who said there was no

change and the BEAM group had 25.9% who responded the same

way. No one in BEAM said the supervising teacher had done

less professional reading or writing as a result of having

a student teacher and only .1% of the peOple in the Impact

Study said they had done less.

Table 36 shows the comparison on question 67 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 72 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "What effect do you feel working

with student teachers has had on supervising teachers'

teaching performance?"
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Table 36 shows that the student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the BEAM Program felt that student teach-

ers had a more positive effect on the supervising teachers'

teaching performance than did the peOple in the Impact

Study. The BEAM supervising teachers and student teachers

had 85.4% of their people who said the student teacher had

made the supervising teacher much more effective or more

effective, and the Impact student teachers and supervising

teachers had 57.2% respond the same way to the same question

There were no student teachers or supervising teachers in

the BEAM Program who felt that having a student teacher had

made the supervising teacher a less effective teacher;

however, 1% of the student teachers and supervising teachers

in the Impact Program felt that the supervising teacher was

a less effective teacher because of having a student teacher.

Table 37 shows the comparison on question 75 in the

administrators questionnaire which asks, "What effect do

you feel working with student teachers has had on the

teaching performance of your teachers?"

When one studies Table 37 one finds that the admin-

istrators in both the Impact Study and the BEAM Program feel

that student teachers have had a positive effect on the

teaching performance of their supervising teachers. All or

100% of the BEAM administrators felt that student teachers

had made the supervising teachers in their building much

more effective or more effective. There were 87.4% of the
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Impact administrators who felt this way, 10% felt that the

student teacher had no effect on the supervising teachers,

and .7% felt student teachers had made the supervising

teacher less effective.

Table 37. Effect working with student teachers has had

on the teaching performance of your supervis-

ing teachers.

 

 

 

ADMINISTRATORS

ReSponse Impact BEAM

Choices No. % No. %

Made them much

more effective 144 14.4 3 50.0

Made them more

effective 731 73.0 3 50.0

Has had no effect 100 10.0 - -

Made them less

effective 7 .7 - -

Made them much

less effective - - - -

Omissions 19 1.9 - -

Error - - - -

Totals 1001 100.0 6 100.0

 

Table 38 shows the results using the chi square of

question 75 in the administrators questionnaire, which asks:

What effect do you feel working with student teachers has

had on teaching performance of your teachers?
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Table 38. Effect student teachers have had on the teaching

performance of your teachers.

 

 

 

Has Made Them Has Had Has Made Them

More Effective No Effect Less Effective

Group O E X2 0 E X2 O E X2

Impact 875 875.65 - 100 99.38 - 7 6.97 .01

BEAM 2 5.35 .08 - .61 .61 - .04 .04

Chi Square = .74 d.f. = 2

 

In studying Table 38 one finds X2 is not significant

when comparing the administrators in the Impact Study to

the administrators in the BEAM Program concerning the effect

working with student teachers has had on teaching performance.

One might note that both groups of administrators felt posi-

tively; however, one group of administrators did not feel

significantly more positively than the other. The writer

would like to note that responses (a) "has made them much

more effective," and (b) "has made them more effective"

were combined for this table.

Hypothesis IV states: The presence of student

teachers is perceived to enhance the performance of regular

staff (those teachers not having a student teacher assigned

to them) in the BEAM Program more than regular staff in the

Impact Study.
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To test this hypothesis, data were used from ques-

tions in the questionnaires which dealt with:

1. Amount student teachers relieved regular staff

by teaching, chaperoning, taking lunch duty,

supervising study halls, supervising playgrounds

for them.

2. Amount student teachers relieved regular staff

so that they could make visitations in other

classrooms or schools.

3. Amount student teacher relieved regular staff

permitting them to participate in committee

work in the school.

4. Amount student teacher relieved regular staff

permitting them to do research, professional

reading, or professional writing.

Table 39 shows the comparison on question 39 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 44 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, ”To what extent did the student

teacher relieve regular staff members from teaching?"

Table 39 does not include administrators; however,

in studying the responses from student teachers and super-

vising teachers in both the BEAM Program and the Impact

Study, one finds some interesting results. None of the

BEAM supervising teachers or student teachers responded

that they had relieved regular staff "many times" by

teaching for them; however, 44% of the BEAM student teachers

responded that they had relieved regular staff "once or a

few times" by teaching for them. It is interesting to note

that only 21.7% of the BEAM supervising teachers responded

to this same question in the same way since the two groups

would have been working together on a one-to-one basis.
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The Impact student teachers had 4.2% who said they

had relieved regular staff by teaching for them many times

and 29.1% who said they had relieved regular staff onece,

or a few times. The supervising teachers in the Impact

Study reponded similarly to their student teachers, 3.7%

responded that student teachers had relieved regular staff

many times and 25.2% responded once or a few times.

Both groups of student teachers saw themselves as

relieving regular staff more than their supervising teach-

ers saw them relieving regular staff.

Table 40 shows the comparison on question 40 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 45 in the teach-

er questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did student

teachers relieve regular staff members by chaperoning for

them?"

In studying Table 40 one finds that the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program res-

ponded very similarly to the student teachers and supervis-

ing teachers in the Impact Study. If one combines the

first two responses, which were: "many times," and "once

or a few times,” one finds that the Impact Study had 22%

respond and the BEAM Program had 23% respond. The Impact

people had 74.5% who said student teachers did not chaperon

at all for other staff members and BEAM had 70.8% who res-

ponded the same way. It is evident from the above table

that student teachers did not do a great deal of
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chaperoning for other staff members in either program.

Table 41 shows the comparison on question 41 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 46 in the teach-

er questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did student

teacher relieve regular staff members from supervision of

lunch duty?"

Table 41 shows that the supervising teachers and

student teachers in the BEAM Program felt that student

teachers in the BEAM Program relieved regular staff from

supervision of lunch duty much more than did the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the Impact Study. The

BEAM peOple had 20.8% who responded "many times" and 31.3%

who responded to "once or a few times," While the Impact

group had 1% who responded to "many times" and 1.5% who

responded to "once or a few times."

The Impact peOple had 86.8% who said that student

teachers did not take supervision of lunch duty for regular

staff at all and the BEAM peOple had 45.8% who reSponded

this way.

Table 42 shows the comparison on question 42 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 47 in the teach-

er questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did student

teacher relieve regular staff members from supervision of

playgrounds?"

In studying Table 42 one finds that a greater num-

ber of BEAM student teachers and supervising teachers felt
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that student teachers relieved regular staff from supervi-

sion of playgrounds than did the same two groups in the

Impact Study. There were 66.7% of the student teachers and

supervising teachers who responded that student teachers

relieved regular staff from supervision of playgrounds and

only 3.2% of the same groups in the Impact Study responded

the same way. There were 75.4% of the student teachers and

supervising teachers in the Impact Study who responded that

student teachers never relieved regular staff from super-

vision of playgrounds, and 31.3% of the same two groups in

the BEAM group reSponded the same way.

Table 43 shows the comparison on question 44 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 49 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did student

teachers relieve regular staff members so that they could

make visitations in other classroom or schools?"

In studyingflkble 43, again one finds that a greater

number of BEAM student teachers and supervising teachers

felt that student teachers relieved regular staff so that

the regular staff could make visitations in other class-

rooms or schools than did the same two groups in the Impact

Study. There were 62.6% of the student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the BEAM Program who responded that

student teachers relieved regular staff "many times" or

"to some extent" so that the regular staff could make visi-

tations in other classrooms or schools, and 19.4% of the
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same two groups in the Impact Study responded the same way.

There were only 20.8% of the student teachers and supervis-

ing teachers in the BEAM Program who responded that student

teachers never relieved regular staff so that the regular

staff could make visitations in other classrooms or schools;

however, 52% of the same two groups in the Impact Study

responded this way.

Table 44 shows the comparison on question 45 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 50 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did student

teachers relieve regular staff permitting them to partici-

pate in committee work in the school?"

Table 44 again shows that a greater number of BEAM

student teachers and supervising teachers felt that student

teachers relieved regular staff permitting them to partici-

pate in committee work in the school than did the same two

groups in the Impact Study. There were 37.5% of the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program who

responded that student teachers relieved regular staff "many

times" or "to some extent" permitting regular staff to par—

ticipate in committee work in the school and 18% of the same

two groups in the Impact Study who responded in the same way.

There were 35.4% of the student teachers and supervising

teachers in the BEAM Program who responded that student

teachers never relieved regular staff permitting the regular

staff to participate in committee work in the school,
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and 50.5% of the same two groups in the Impact Study res-

ponded the same way.

Table 45 shows the comparison on question 46 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 51 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent were regular

staff members able to engage in research because of the

presence of student teachers in the building?"

In studying Table 45 one finds that the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program res-

ponded more similarly to the student teachers and supervis-

ing teachers in the Impact Study than they did in Tables 42

through 44. There were 23% of the student teachers and

supervising teachers in the BEAM Program who responded that

student teachers relieved regular staff "many times" or "to

some extent" permitting regular staff to engage in research,

and 15.8% of the same two groups in the Impact Study res-

ponded in the same way. There were 35.4% of the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program who

responded that student teachers never relieved regular

staff permitting regular staff to engage in research, and

48.9% of the same two groups in the Impact Study reSponded

the same way.

Table 46 shows the comparison on question 47 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 52 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent were regular

staff able to engage in professional reading or writing
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because of the presence of student teachers in the build-

ing?"

In studying Table 46 one finds that the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program res-

ponded very similarly to the student teachers and supervis-

ing teachers in the Impact Study. If one combines the

first two responses, which were "a great deal" and "to some

extent," one finds that the Impact Study had 15.9% respond

and the BEAM Program had 16.7% respond. The Impact people

had 46.7% who said student teachers did not relieve regular

staff permitting them time for professional reading and

writing and BEAM had 37.5% who responded in the same way.

Hypothesis V states: BEAM supervising teachers are

perceived to have made a greater investment in working with

their student teachers and in attending functions related

to student teaching than supervising teachers in the Impact

Study.

To test this hypothesis the writer used data col-

lected from questions in the questionnaires which dealt

with:

1. Participation in supervising teacher seminars

or other in-service activities dealing with

student teaching.

2. Time supervising teacher spent fulfilling

social obligations resulting from student

teacher's presence.
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3. Time supervising teacher Spent preparing

additional reports because of having a

student teacher.

4. Effect student teacher had on the average

number of hours per week supervising teacher

spent at school compared to when they did not

have a student teacher.

5. Time supervising teacher Spent holding tele-

phone conversations or other conferences with

their student teacher.

6. Time supervising teacher Spent evaluating

student teacher's progress or activities.

7. Time supervising teacher spent planning with

or for student teacher.

8. Time supervising teacher Spent making additional

preparations for teaching because of having a

student teacher.

Table 47 shows the comparisons on question 36 in

the student teacher questionnaire and question 41 in the

teachers questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did

supervising teachers participate in supervising teacher

seminars or other in-service activities dealing with stud-

ent teaching during the time student teacher was teaching?"

In studying Table 47 one finds that a much greater

number of BEAM student teachers and supervising teachers

felt that supervising teachers participated in supervising

teacher seminars or other in-service activities dealing

with student teaching while their student teacher was teach—

ing than did student teachers and supervising teachers in

the Impact Study. There were 95.9% of the student teachers

and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program who reSponded
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that supervising teachers participated "a great deal" or

"to some extent" in seminars or other in-service activities

dealing with student teaching while their student teacher

was teaching. When one looks at student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the Impact Study, one finds that 4.6%

responded to the same question in the same way.

There were 44% of the student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the Impact Study who said supervising

teachers did not participate at all in seminars or other

in-service activities dealing with student teaching while

their student teacher taught, and only 4.2% of the BEAM

student teachers-and supervising teachers reSponded to this

same question in the same way.

The writer expected that a great number of people

in the BEAM Program would respond to the fact that super-

vising teachers do attend seminars or other in-service

activities dealing with student teaching, as most Fridays

are set aside, after student teachers are able to take over

the classroom, for this purpose.

Table 48 shows the comparison on question 58 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 63 in the teach-

er questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did supervis-

ing teachers engage in fulfilling social obligations result-

ing from student teacher's presence?”

In studying Table 48, again one finds that a

greater number of BEAM student teachers and supervising
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teachers felt that supervising teachers spent "many extra

hours" or "some extra hours" fulfilling social obligations

resulting from student teacher's presence than did student

teachers and supervising teachers in the Impact Study.

There were 74.4% of the student teachers and supervising

teachers in the BEAM Program who reSponded that supervis-

ing teachers Spent "many extra hours" or "some extra hours"

fulfilling social obligations resulting from student

teacher's presence and 3.5% of the student teachers and

supervising teachers in the Impact Study responded the same

way to the same question.

There were 48.9% of the student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the Impact Study who reSponded that

supervising teachers spent no extra time fulfilling social

obligations resulting from student teacher's presence, and

only 14.9% of the BEAM student teachers and supervising

teachers responded to the same question in the same way.

Table 49 shows the comparison on question 60 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 65 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did the supervis—

ing teacher spend extra hours preparing additional reports

because of the presence of the student teacher?

In studying Table 49 one finds that the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program res-

ponded more similarly to the student teachers and supervis-

ing teachers in the Impact Study than they did in the two
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previous tables. If one combines the first two responses,

which were ”many extra hours" and "some extra hours," one

finds that 70.8% of the BEAM student teachers and supervis-

ing teachers reSponded and 63.2% of the same two groups in

the Impact Study responded. The Impact student teachers

and supervising teachers had 24.5% who said that supervis-

ing teachers Spent no extra time preparing additional

reports because of having a student teacher, and 18.8% of

the same two groups in the BEAM Program responded the same

way.

Table 50 shows the comparison on question 49 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 54 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "How did the presence of a stud-

ent teacher affect the average number of hours per week

supervising teachers Spent at school compared to when they

did not have a student teacher?"

Table 50 shows that 56.2% of the student teachers

and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program felt that

supervising teachers Spent extra time at school each week

that they had a student teacher as compared to when they

did not have one and 17.5% of the student teachers and

supervising teachers in the Impact Study felt the same way.

There were 62% of the student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the Impact Study who responded that

student teachers had no effect on the time they spent at

schOOJ. as compared to when they did not have a student
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teacher and 22.9% of the same two groups in the BEAM Program

felt the same way.

There were 14.6% of the student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the BEAM Program who responded that they

had spent less time at school per week when they had a stud;

ent teacher as compared to when they did not have a student

teacher, and 9.3% of the same two groups in the Impact Study

responded the same way to the same question.

It is interesting to note that the BEAM student

teachers and supervising teachers had a greater percentage

(56.2% as compared to 17.5%) who felt that supervising

teachers Spent more time at school per week when they had

a student teacher as compared to when they did not have one,

and the BEAM student teachers and supervising teachers also

had the largest percentage (14.6% compared to 9.3%) who

felt that supervising teachers' time was reduced at school

because of having a student teacher.

Table 51 shows the comparison on question 62 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 67 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did supervising

teachers hold telephone conversations or other conferences

with their student teacher?"

Table 51 Shows that the student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the BEAM Program felt that supervising

teachers Spent more time holding telephone conversations or

other conferences with their student teachers than did the
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same two groups in the Impact Study. There were 75% of the

student teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program

who responded that supervising teachers spent "many extra

hours" or "some extra hours" holding telephone conversations

or other conferences with their student teachers and 50.2%

of the student teachers and supervising teachers in the

Impact Study who responded the same way to the same ques-

tion.

There were 46.9% of the student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the Impact Study who said that supervis-

ing teachers Spent no extra time holding telephone conversa-

tions or other conferences with their student teachers and

25% of the same two groups in the BEAM Program responded

the same way.

Table 52 Shows the comparison on question 56 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 61 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did supervising

teachers spend time evaluating student teachers' progress

or activities?"

In studying Table 52 one finds that the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the Impact Study res-

ponded somewhat similarly to the student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the BEAM Program. There were 85% of the

student teachers and supervising teachers in the Impact

Study who responded that supervising teachers spent "many

extra hours" or ”some extra hours" evaluating student
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teachers' progress or activities and 95.8% of the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program res-

ponded the same way to the same question.

There were 13.4% of the student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the Impact Study who responded that

supervising teachers spent no extra hours evaluating the

student teacher's progress or activities and 4.2% of the

same groups in the BEAM Program responded in the same way.

Table 53 shows the comparison on question 55 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 60 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did supervising

teachers engage in planning with or for student teachers?"

In studying Table 53 one finds that all or 100% of

the student teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM

Program felt that supervising teachers Spent "many extra

hours” or "some extra hours" planning with or for student

teachers, while 81.2% of the same two groups felt the same

way in the Impact Study. There were 17.5% of the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the Impact Study who

felt supervising teachers Spent no extra hours planning

with or for student teachers.

Table 54 shows the comparison on question 61 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 66 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, ”To what extent did the supervis-

ing teacher spend time in making additional preparation for

teaching because of the presence of a student teacher?"
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Table 54 reveals the fact that student teachers and

supervising teachers in the BEAM Program felt that supervis-

ing teachers spend more time making additional preparations

for teaching because of having a student teacher than did

the same groups in the Impact Study. There were 70.2% of

the student teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM

Program who responded that supervising teachers spent "many

extra hours" or "some extra hours" making additional prepar-

ations for teaching because of having a student teacher and

37.4% of the same two groups in the Impact Study responded

the same way to the same question.

There were 51.4% of the student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the Impact Study and 25.5% of the same

two groups in the BEAM Program who responded that supervis-

ing teachers Spent "no extra hours" making additional

preparations for teaching because of having a student

teacher.

Hypothesis VI states: BEAM supervising teachers

are perceived to have used instructional materials, aids,

or ideas provided by their student teachers more than super-

vising teachers in the Impact Study.

To test this hypothesis the writer used data

collected from questions in the questionnaires which dealt

with:
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1. Amount of new or different instructional

material student teacher introduced.

2. Aids and ideas student teachers provided or

suggested other than instructional materials.

3. Use supervising teachers made of instructional

materials, aids, or ideas student teachers

develOped, provided or suggested.

Table 55 Shows the comparisons of question 26 on

the student teacher questionnaire, question 31 on the teach-

er questionnaire and question 21 on the administrators

questionnaire, which asks, "Did the student teacher bring,

develOp, provide, or suggest any new or different instruc-

tional materials?"

Table 55 Shows that BEAM student teachers, super-

vising teachers, and administrators felt that student

teachers introduced more new or different instructional

materials than did the me three groups in the Impact

Study. There were 98.2% of the student teachers, super-

vising teachers, and administrators in the BEAM Program

and 77.1% of the same three groups in the Impact Study who

responded that "a great many," "quite a few" or "some" new

or different instructional materials had been introduced by

student teachers.

There were 14.7% of the student teachers, supervis-

ing teachers and administrators in the Impact Study and

only 1.9% of the peOple in the same three groups in the

BEAM.Program who felt that student teachers introduced no

new or different instructional materials.
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Table 56 shows the comparison of question 27 on

the student teacher questionnaire, question 32 on the teacher

questionnaire, and question 22 on the administrators question-

naire, which asks, "Did student teachers provide or suggest

any aids and ideas other than instructional materials?"

Table 56 shows that BEAM student teachers, super-

vising teachers, and administrators felt that student

teachers provided or suggested more aids and ideas other

than instructional materials than did the same three groups

in the Impact Study. There were 96.7% of the student

teachers, supervising teachers, and administrators in the

BEAM Program and 78.9% of the same three groups in the

Impact Study who reSponded that "a great many or often,"

”some or sometimes," student teachers provided or suggested

aids and ideas other than instructional materials.

There were 13.2% of the student teachers, super-

vising teachers and administrators in the Impact Study and

3.7% of the student teachers, supervising teachers, and

administrators in the BEAM Program who felt that student

teachers provided or suggested no aids or ideas other than

instructional materials.

Table 57 Shows the comparison of question 28 in the

student teacher questionnaire, question 33 in the teacher

questionnaire, and question 23 in the administrators ques-

tionnaire, which asks, "What use were supervising teachers

able to make of instructional materials, aids or ideas

student teachers develOped, provided or suggested?"
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Table 57 Shows that a greater number of BEAM stud-

ent teachers, supervising teachers, and administrators felt

that supervising teachers used instructional materials,

aids, or ideas which student teachers had develOped, pro-

vided, or suggested than did student teachers, supervising

teachers and administrators in the Impact Study. Ninety

and seven tenths percent of the student teachers, super-

vising teachers and administrators in the BEAM Program res-

ponded that instructional materials, aids, or ideas student

teachers develOped, provided, or suggested were used and

69.7% of the same three groups in the Impact Study responded

in the same way. Seven and four tenths percent of the three

groups in the BEAM Program said "they were sometimes used,"

and 1.9% reSponded that "they were not used." The Impact

Study had 8.1% of their three groups who reSponded that

instructional materials, aids, or ideas student teachers

develOped, produced, or suggested were ”sometimes used"

and 4.6% of the three groups in the Impact Study responded

that "they were not used."

Hypothesis VII states: BEAM supervising teachers

are perceived to have taken less time from their students

because of having a student teacher than supervising teach-

ers in the Impact Study.
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To test this hypothesis the writer used data

collected from questions in the questionnaires which dealt

with:

1. Time supervising teacher Spent conferring or

planning with student teacher so that the

supervising teacher had less time for indivi-

dual work with pupils.

2. To what extent did the supervising teacher

find it necessary to re-teach after student

teacher taught.

3. Amount of material covered.

Table 58 shows the comparison on question 11 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 16 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent did conferring

with the student teacher take the supervising teacher's

time so they had less time for individual work with pupils?"

Table 58 shows that 87.5% of the student teachers

and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program and 80.1% of

the student teachers and supervising teachers in the Impact

Study responded "seldom" or "never" when asked the question,

"To what extent did conferring with student teacher take

supervising teachers' time so they had less time for indivi-

dual work with pupils?"

Table 58 also shows that 10.5% of the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program.and

16.4% of the student teachers and supervising teachers in

the Impact Study responded "frequently" or "sometimes" when

asked the same question.
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One might assume from the above reSponses that much

of the conferring that supervising teachers did with stud-

ent teachers was done during the time that students were

not in class.

Table 59 shows the comparison on question 12 in

the student teacher questionnaire and question 17 in the

teacher questionnaire,which asks, "To what extent did

planning with student teachers take the supervising teach-

er's time so that the supervising teacher had less time for

individual work with pupils?"

In studying Table 59 one finds the results are very

similar to Table 58. It shows that 91.6% of the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program and

82.3% of the student teachers and supervising teachers in

the Impact Study responded "seldom" or "never” to the ques-

tion.

Table 60 Shows the comparison on question 13 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 18 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent was re-teaching

necessary after the student teacher taught?"

In studying Table 60 one finds that the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program and

the Impact Study gave very similar reSponses to the ques-

tion. The Impact Study had 19.5% of the student teachers

and supervising teachers who responded that re-teaching was

"frequently" or "sometimes" necessary after the student
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teacher taught, while 22.9% of the BEAM student teachers

and supervising teachers reSponded the same way to the same

question.

Table 60 also shows that 70.4% of the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the Impact Study and

72.9% of the student teachers and supervising teachers in

the BEAM Program reSponded "seldom" or "never" when asked

the question, "To what extent was re-teaching necessary

after the student teacher taught?"

Table 61 Shows the comparison on question 20 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 25 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent was the amount of

material covered changed because of the student teacher's

presence?

Table 61 Shows that 62.6% of the student teachers

and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program felt that

"much more" or "somewhat more" material was covered because

of the student teacher's presence and 29% of the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the Impact Study felt

the same way.

One finds that 29.2% of the student teachers and

supervising teachers in the BEAM Program and 47% of the

student teachers and supervising teachers in the Impact

Study responded that there was "no change" in the amount

of material covered because of the student teacher's pre-

sence .
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Four and two-tenths percent of the student teachers

and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program responded that

they covered "somewhat less" material because of the stud-

ent teacher's presence and 15.6% of the same two groups in

the Impact Study reSponded the same way.

Hypothesis VIII states: BEAM student teachers are

perceived to have taken on a greater role in the Operation

of the classroom than student teachers in the Impact Study.

To test this hypothesis, the writer used data

collected from questions in the questionnaires which dealt

with:

1. Average hours per week that the student teachers

taught assigned classes.

2. Average hours per week that the supervising

teacher was able to be away from the class-

room while student teacher taught assigned

classes.

3. Change in the time the supervising teacher

spent teaching because of student teacher's

presence.

4. Change in the time the supervising teacher

Spent lesson planning because of student

teacher's presence.

5. Change in the time supervising teacher spent

paper grading changed because of student

teacher's presence.

Table 62 Shows the comparison on question 29 in the

student teacher questionnaire, question 34 in the teacher

questionnaire and question 24 in the administrators ques-

tlonnaire, which asks, "How many hours per week, on the
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average, did student teacher teach supervising teacher's

assigned classes?"

In studying Table 62 one finds that the student

teachers, supervising teachers, and administrators in the

BEAM Program reSponded somewhat Similarly to the same

three groups in the Impact Study.

One finds that 29.5% of the student teachers, super-

vising teachers, and administrators in the Impact Study and

29.6% of the same three groups in the BEAM Program res-

ponded that student teachers taught the supervising teach-

ers' assigned classes on an average of 11 to 15 hours per

week.

Table 62 also Shows that 41.3% of the administra-

tors, supervising teachers, and student teachers in the

Impact Study and 26% of the same three groups in the BEAM

Program responded that student teachers taught supervising

teachers' assigned classes on an average of less than ten

hours per week. The same three groups in the Impact Study

had 27% and BEAM had 44.4% who responded that student

teachers taught the supervising teacher's assigned class

Sixteen or more hours per week on an average.

One might conclude from the above data that student

teachers in the BEAM Program taught supervising teacher's

assigned classes more than did student teachers in the

ImPact Study.
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Table 63 shows the comparison on question 30 in the

student teacher questionnaire, question 35 in the teacher

questionnaire, and question 25 in the administrators ques-

tionnaire, which asks, "How many hours per week on the

average was the supervising teacher able to be away from

the classroom while student teacher was teaching supervis-

ing teacher's assigned classes?"

In studying Table 63 one finds that 14.1% of the

student teachers, supervising teachers, and administrators

in the Impact Study and 7.5% of the same three groups in

the BEAM Program reSponded that supervising teachers were

able to be away from the classroom on an average of eleven

to fifteen hours per week while student teacher taught

assigned classes.

Table 63 also shows that 72.6% of the

ers, supervising teachers, and administrators

Study and 76% of the same three groups in the

reSponded that supervising teachers were able

from the classroom on an average of less than

student teach-

in the Impact

BEAM Program

to be away

ten hours per

week. The same three groups in the Impact Study had 11.3%

and the BEAM Program had 16.7% who responded that the super-

vising teachers were able to be away from the classroom on

an average of sixteen or more hours per week while the

student teacher taught the supervising teacher's assigned

classes.
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Table 64 Shows the comparison on question 51 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 56 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent was the time

supervising teachers spent teaching changed because of

student teacher's presence?"

In studying Table 64 one finds that the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program res-

ponded Similarly to the student teachers and supervising

teachers in the Impact Study. One finds that 8.4% of the

student teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Pro-

gram responded that the time supervising teachers Spent

teaching "increased a great deal" or "increased to some

extent" because of student teacher presence, and 6% of the

student teachers and supervising teachers in the Impact

Study responded the same way to the same question. Ten and

four-tenths percent of the student teachers and supervising

teachers in the BEAM Program and 11.1% of the same two

groups in the Impact Study reSponded that the supervising

teachers' time teaching "remained about the same" during

the time their student teacher was present.

There were 79.8% of the student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the Impact Study and 81.3% of the stud-

ent teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program

who responded that the time the supervising teachers Spent

teaching was "reduced to some extent" or "reduced a great

deal" because of the student teacher's presence.
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Table 65 Shows the comparison on question 52 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 57 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent was the time the

supervising teacher Spent lesson planning changed because of

the student teacher's presence?"

Table 65 shows that 77.1% of the student teachers

and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program felt that the

supervising teachers' time Spent lesson planning was re-

duced because of the presence of a student teacher and 51.4%

of the same two groups in the Impact Study responded the

same way.

Table 65 also shows that 17.2% of the student teach-

erS and supervising teachers in the Impact Study and 12.5%

of the same two groups in the BEAM Program felt that the

time supervising teachers spent lesson planning was in-

creased because of the presence of a student teacher.

Table 66 shows the comparison on question 53 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 58 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent was the time that

the supervising teacher Spent paper grading changed because

of the student teacher's presence?"

Table 66 shows that 70.2% of the student teachers

and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program felt that the

supervising teachers' time Spent paper grading was reduced

because of the presence of a student teacher and 58.8% of

the same two groups in the Impact Study responded the same

way.
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Table 66 also Shows that 5.3% of the student teach-

ers and supervising teachers in the Impact Study felt that

the time the supervising teachers spent grading papers was

increased because of the presence of a student teacher and

no one in the BEAM Program felt the same way.

Hypothesis IX states: The university coordinator

is perceived as being more helpful in the BEAM Program than

in the Impact Study.

To test this hypothesis the writer used data col-

lected from questions in the questionnaires which dealt

with:

1. Amount of help which the university coordinator

provided.

2. Number of times the university coordinator of

student teachers was in the school during the

Student teacher contact.

3. Amount of help which the university coordinator

provided in any matters not directly concerned

with student teaching.

4. The extent the university coordinator was avail-

able to administration and staff during the

student teaching contact.

Table 67 shows the comparison on question 71 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 76 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "How much help did the university

coordinator provide student teachers and supervising teachers?"

Table 67 shows that the student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the BEAM Program felt that the university
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coordinator was more helpful than did the same two groups

in the Impact Study. There were 89.6% of the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program who

responded that the university coordinator provided "all the

help necessary" or "most of the help necessary," and 65.8%

of the student teachers and supervising teachers in the

Impact Study who responded the same way.

Ten and four-tenths percent of the student teachers

and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program and 15.8% of

the same two groups in the Impact Study responded that the

university coordinator provided "some of the help needed."

Table 67 also Shows that 16.6% of the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the Impact Study felt

that the university coordinator provided "little help

needed" or "no help needed." None of the student teachers

or supervising teachers in the BEAM Program felt this way.

Table 68 Shows the comparison on question 70 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 75 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "How many times has the univer-

sity coordinator or supervisor of student teaching been in

your school during this student teaching contact?"

In studying Table 68 it appears that on an average,

the university coordinator of student teachers visited the

schools where student teachers were placed more times in

the Impact Study than in the BEAM Program. However, 1.8%

of the student teachers and supervising teachers in the
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Impact Study reported that the coordinator had never vis-

ited their school during the student teacher contact, and

no one in the BEAM Program responded in this way.

There were 39.6% of the student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the BEAM Program and 21.4% of the same

two groups in the Impact Study who reported that the uni-

versity coordinator had visited "one or two times."

Table 68 also Shows that 56.9% of the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the Impact Study and

56.3% of the same two groups in the BEAM Program reSponded

that the university coordinator had visited their building

between three and eight times during the student teacher

contact.

One finds that 17.7% of the student teachers and

supervising teachers in the Impact Study responded that the

university coordinator had visited their building nine or

more times during the student teacher contact and 4.2% of

the same two groups in the BEAM Program reported the same

way.

Table 69 shows the comparison on question 77 in the

teacher questionnaire, which asks, "Has the university co-

ordinator been helpful to you with any matters not directly

concerned with student teaching?"

Table 69 reveals the fact that the supervising

teachers in the BEAM Program felt that the university

coordinator was more helpful with matters not directly
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concerned with student teaching than did the supervising

teachers in the Impact Study.

Table 69. Has the university coordinator been helpful to

you with any matters not directly concerned

with student teaching?

 

 

Supervising Teacher

 

Response Choices Impact BEAM

No. S No. S

Gone out of the way

to be helpful 682 15.5 9 39.1

Has helped when

asked 1068 24.3 11 47.8

Has not helped 198 4.5 - -

No such help was

needed 2361 53.7 3 13.0

Omissions 88 2.0 — -

Errors - - - .1

Totals 4397 100.0 23 100.0

 

When asked the question, "Has the university co-

ordinator been helpful to you with any matters not directly

concerned with student teaching?" 39.1% of the supervising

teachers in the BEAM Program reSponded, "gone out of his

way to be helpful," 47.8% reSponded with "has helped when

asked," and no one responded that he "has not helped."

The Impact Study Showed that 15.5% of the supervising
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teachers reSponded "gone out of his way to be helpful,"

24.3% "has helped when asked," and 4.5% "has not helped."

It is interesting to note that 53.7% of the super-

vising teachers in the Impact Study and only 13% of the

supervising teachers in the BEAM Program responded that

"no such help was needed."

Table 70 shows the comparison on question 73 in the

administrators questionnaire which asks, "To what extent

has the university coordinator or supervisor of student

teaching been available to you and your staff during the

student teaching contact?"

Table 70 reveals the fact that the administrators

in the BEAM Program felt that the university coordinator

was more available to the administrators and staff during

the student teacher contact than did the administrators in

the Impact Study. Eighty-three and three-tenths percent of

the administrators in the BEAM Program reSponded, "has

always been available" or "has usually been available," and

16.7% responded "has been available when needed," while the

administrators in the Impact Study had 58.1% respond, "has

always been available" or "has usually been available," and

32.2% responded "has been available when needed."

There were no administrators in the BEAM Program

who responded with "has been generally unavailable" or "has

never been available;" however, 7.9% of the administrators

in tflua Impact Study did respond to the university coordinator
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Table 70. To what extent has the university coordinator

of student teachers been available to adminis-

trator and staff during the student teacher

contact.

 

 

 

ADMINISTRATORS

Impact BEAM

Response Choices No. % No. %

Has always been

available 269 26.9 3 50.0

Has usually been

available 312 31.2 2 33.3

Has been available

on call when needed 322 32.2 1 16.7

Has been generally

unavailable 69 6.9 - -

Has never been

available 10 1.0 - -

Omissions 19 1.9 - -

Error - -.l - -

Totals 1001 100.0 6 100.0
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"has been generally unavailable" or "has never been avail-

able."

Table 71 shows the results using the chi square of

question 71 in the student teacher questionnaire, which

asks, "How much help has the university coordinator (super-

visor) provided you?"

In studying Table 71 one finds X2 significant when

comparing the student teachers in the Impact Study to the

student teachers in the BEAM Program in relation to the

help they felt the university coordinator provided them.

The student teachers in the BEAM Program felt they had been

provided more help from the university coordinator than did

the student teachers in the Impact Study.

Hypothesis X states: The presence of student

teachers is perceived to be more positive in schools which

had the BEAM Program than in schools which had the Impact

Study.

To test this hypothesis, the writer used data col-

lected from questions in the questionnaire which dealt

with:

l. The extent to which supervising teachers and/or

other school personnel were helpful to student

teachers on matters not directly concerned with

student teaching.

2. The acceptance of a teaching position if offered

in the building or system in which the student

teacher did student teaching.
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3. The attitude of the administrators and super-

vising teachers on acceptance and working

with student teachers.

4. The extent to which supervising teachers

encouraged student teachers to have a variety

of experiences outside of the assigned class-

room.

5. The effect that the student teacher had on the

overall quality of instruction.

6. The Optimum number of student teachers that

can be accommodated in the building.

7. The Optimum number of student teachers a

supervising teacher should have in one year.

Table 72 shows the comparison on question 72 in the

student teacher questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent

have your supervising teachers and/or other school person-

nel been helpful to you on matters not directly concerned

with student teaching?"

Table 72 shows that the BEAM student teachers felt

more positively about the help they received from the super-

vising teachers and other school personnel on matters not

directly concerned with student teaching than did student

teachers in the Impact Study.

In studying Table 72 one finds that 92.0% of the

student teachers in the BEAM Program and 73.8% of the stud-

ent teachers in the Impact Study responded that supervising

teachers and other school personnel had "gone out of their

way to be helpful" or "they helped when asked" on matters

not directly concerned with student teaching.
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Table 72. Extent to which supervising teacher and/or other

school personnel were helpful to student teachers

on matters not directly concerned with student

 

 

 

teaching.

STUDENT TEACHERS

Impact BEAM

Response Choices No. % No. %

Gone out of their

way to be helpful 1811 40.4 17 68.0

They helped when

asked 1497 33.4 6 24.0

They have not

helped 170 3.8 - -

No such help was

needed 915 20.4 2 8.0

Omissions 90 2.0 - -

Error - - - -

Totals 4483 100.0 25 100.0

 

Three and eight-tenths percent of the student teach-

ers in the Impact Study reSponded that supervising teachers

and other personnel "did not help" on matters not directly

concerned with student teaching; none of the student teach-

ers in the BEAM Program felt this way.

Table 73 shows the comparison on question 73 in the

student teacher questionnaire, which asks, "Would you accept

a teaching position if offered for next year in the building

or system in which you did your student teaching?"



Table 73. Would you accept a teaching position if offered

180

for next year in the building or system in

which you did your student teaching?

 

 

STUDENT TEACHERS

 

Impact BEAM

Response Choices No. % No. %

Yes 2681 59.8 19 79.2

No, I intend to go

to graduate school 242 5.4 - -

No, I plan to live

in another area 955 21.3 3 12.5

No, for personal

reasons 224 5.0 1 4.2

No, for professional

reasons 238 5.3 1 4.2

No, I have decided

not to teach 49 1.1 - -

Omissions 94 2.1 - -

Error - - - -.1

Totals 4483 100.0 24 100.0
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Table 73 shows that 79.2% of the student teachers

in the BEAM Program and 59.8% of the student teachers in

the Impact Study responded that they would accept a teach-

ing position if offered for the next year in the building

or system in which they did their student teaching. This

left about two-fifths of the student teachers in the Impact

Study and about one-fifth in the BEAM Program who preferred

not to teach in the system they had done their student

teaching in for a number of reasons.

Table 74 shows the results using the chi square of

question 68 in the student teacher questionnaire, which

asks, "What do you think should be the attitude of the

administrators and teachers in the school to which you were

assigned about working with student teachers?"

In studying Table 74 one finds X2 is significant

when comparing the student teachers in the Impact Study to

the student teachers in the BEAM Program in relation to the

above question. The BEAM student teachers felt that more

effort should be given to seeking student teachers than did

the student teachers in the Impact Study.

Table 75 shows a comparison on question 68 in the

student teacher questionnaire and question 73 in the teacher

questionnaire, which asks, "What do you think should be the

attitude of the administrators and teachers in your school

about working with student teachers?"
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Table 75 shows that the student teachers and super—

vising teachers in the BEAM Program had a more positive atti-

tude about working with student teachers than did the same

two groups in the Impact Study.

There were 85.4% of the student teachers and super-

vising teachers in the BEAM Program and 55.6% of the same

two groups in the Impact Study who responded that adminis-

trators and teachers should "aggressively seek student

teachers" or "seek student teachers."

Fourteen and six-tenths percent of the BEAM student

teachers and supervising teachers and 36.3% of the same two

groups in the Impact Study responded that administrators

and teachers should "accept student teachers."

There were no student teachers or supervising teach-

ers in the BEAM Program who felt that administrators and

teachers should resist or refuse having student teachers;

however, 1.1% of the student teachers and supervising

teachers in the Impact Study felt administrators and teach-

ers should resist or refuse having student teachers.

Table 76 shows the comparisons on question 69 in

the student teacher questionnaire, which asks, "What recom-

mendation would you give your friends about accepting a

student teaching assignment in the same school with the

same supervising teacher (or in the same project)?" and

question 74 in the teacher questionnaire, which asks, "If

you were starting over, would you accept another student
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teacher with similar credentials from the same institution

under the same general circumstances?"

Table 76 shows that 95.9% of the student teachers

and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program and 84% of the

same two groups in the Impact Study reSponded that they

would "accept with enthusiasm" or "would accept" a student

teaching situation under the same general circumstances.

Two and one-tenth percent of the student teachers

and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program and 6.9% of

the same two groups in the Impact Study responded that they

would "be neutral" on accepting or recommending a student

teaching situation under the same general circumstances.

No one in the BEAM Program said that they would reject or

refuse; however, 2.2% of the student teachers and supervis—

ing teachers in the Impact Study reSponded that they would

"reject or refuse" a student teaching situation under the

same general circumstances.

Table 77 shows the comparison on question 74 in the

administrators questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent

do your supervising teachers encourage student teachers to

have a variety of experiences outside the assigned class-

room?"

Table 77 shows that all of the administrators in

the BEAM Program responded that supervising teachers en-

couraged student teachers "a great deal" to have a variety

of experiences outside the assigned classrooms.
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Table 77. Extent supervising teachers encouraged student

teachers to have a variety of experiences out-

side the assigned classroom.

 

 

 

ADMINISTRATORS

Impact BEAM

Response Choices No. % No. %

A great deal 383 38.3 6 100.0

To some extent 490 49.0 — -

To a limited degree 93 9.3 - -

Not at all 9 .9 - -

Omissions 26 2.6 - -

Error - -.l - -

Totals 1001 100.0 6 100.0

 

The administrators in the Impact Study had 38.3% who res-

ponded in the same way and 49% who responded that supervis-

ing teachers encouraged student teachers "to some extent"

to have a variety of experiences outside the assigned class-

room. Nine and three-tenths percent of the Impact adminis-

trators responded "to a limited degree."

Table 78 shows the comparison on question 38 in the

administrators questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent

was the overall quality of instruction changed because of

the presence of student teachers in your building?"

In studying Table 78 one finds that the BEAM admin-

istrators felt more positively about the effect the student
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teachers had on the overall quality of instruction than did

the administrators in the Impact Study.

Table 78. Effect student teachers had on overall quality

of instruction.

 

 

 

ADMINISTRATORS

Impact BEAM

Response Choices No. % No. %

Much better 57 5.7 2 33.3

Somewhat better 527 52.6 4 66.7

No change 321 32.1 - -

Somewhat poorer 79 7.9 - -

Much poorer l .l - -

Omissions 16 1.6 - -

Error - - - -

Totals 1001 100.0 6 100.0

 

One finds that 100% of the administrators in the

BEAM Program and 58.3% of the administrators in the Impact

study responded that the overall quality of instruction was

"much better" or "somewhat better" because of the presence

of student teachers. Thirty-two and one-tenth percent of

the administrators in the Impact Study said there was "no

change” in the overall quality of instruction because of

the presence of student teachers and 7.9% said it was "some-

What poorer . "
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Table 79 shows a comparison on question 10 in the

administrators questionnaire, which asks, "What is the

Optimum number of student teachers you can accommodate in

your building each year?"

Table 79. What is the optimum number of student teachers

you can accommodate in your building each year?

 

 

 

ADMINISTRATORS

Impact BEAM

Response Choices NO. % NO. %

None 1 .l - -

One to Three 174 17.4 - -

Four to Six 370 37.0 - -

Seven to Nine 158 15.8 1 16.7

Ten to Twelve 139 13.9 3 50.0

Thirteen to

Fifteen 47 4.7 - -

Sixteen to

Eighteen 29 2.9 - -

Nineteen to

Twenty—one 18 1.8 1 16.7

Twenty-two to

Twenty-five 17 1.7 - -

More than

Twenty-five 34 3.4 1 16.7

Omissions 14 1.4 - -

Error - -01 - -01

Totals 1001 100.0 6 100.0

‘
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In studying Table 79 one finds that the administra-

tors in the BEAM Program felt that they could accommodate a

larger number of student teachers in their buildings each

year than did the administrators in the Impact Study.

There were 70.3% of the administrators in the Im-

pact Study and 16.7% of the administrators in the BEAM Pro-

gram who responded that the Optimum number of student

teachers they could accommodate in their building each year

was nine or less.

Table 79 also shows that 50% of the administrators

in BEAM and 21.5% of the administrators in the Impact Study

responded that they could accommodate from 10 to 18 student

teachers in their buildings each year. Thirty-three and

four-tenths percent of the administrators in BEAM and 6.9%

of the administrators in the Impact Study said they could

accommodate more than 19 student teachers each year.

Table 80 shows the results using the chi square of

question 76 in the administrators questionnaire, which asks:

What is the maximum number of student teachers a supervis-

ing teacher should have in one year?

In studying Table 80 one finds X2 is significant

when comparing the administrators in the Impact Study to

administrators in the BEAM Program in regard to the maximum

number of student teachers a supervising teacher should have

in one year.
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Summary

This chapter gives the results of the ten hypotheses

which dealt with the effect the presence of student teachers

had upon certain activities for pupils in the BEAM Program,

upon activities in addition to classroom instruction, and

upon the performance of the supervising teacher and the

regular staff members as compared to the Impact Study. The

hypotheses dealt with the effect of the amount of work done

and time spent by the supervising teachers in working with

the student teachers and using materials, aids, and ideas

provided by the student teachers as compared with the Impact

Study.

From these hypotheses, then, the writer concludes

that the presence of student teachers enhances the perfor-

mance of the Bangor Township Schools in a more positive way

because the BEAM Program is an integral part of the total

school philOSOphy.

 





CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS,

AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The broad purpose of this study was to determine

the impact of the BEAM Student Teaching Program upon the

total Bangor Township School System when the philosophy of

the program is a part of the total school philosophy.

The Opinions of supervising teachers, student teach-

ers, and administrators in the BEAM Program were compared

with the Opinions recorded by the supervising teachers,

student teachers, and school administrators in The Student
 

Teaching Impact Study.
 

Since the philOSOphy of the BEAM Program is designed

for greater involvement of public school teachers, student

teachers, and administrators in cooperation with teacher

education instituions for the purpose of developing better

teachers, it was felt that the results of this study might

suggest changes in teacher education. The complexity of

today's world necessitates the education of highly qualified

teachers.

The BEAM Program is an integral part of the philoso-

phy of the Bangor Township Schools. This philosophy is
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based upon the idea that all human beings are unique and

important. Each of these human beings has a responsibility

to the other in terms of developing and respecting this

uniqueness.

The writer believes that this philosophy is a major

factor in accounting for the fact that the respondents in-

volved in the BEAM Program were more positive than the

respondents in the Impact Study. The writer would hOpe that

in reading this study other people involved in education

might want to examine their philOSOphy in terms of the phil-

osophy of the Bangor Township Schools and see a need for

making change.

Chief reliance for this study was placed upon the

responses of the questionnaire used in the Impact Study.

This questionnaire was also given to a group of BEAM student

teachers, supervising teachers, and administrators.

The subjects of the BEAM Program consisted of 25

student teachers, 23 supervising teachers, and six admin-

istrators. The 25 student teachers were assigned to the

Bangor Township Schools by Central Michigan University dur-

ing the fall semester of 1972. These groups were compared

with the same three groups in the Impact Study which con-

sisted of 4,397 supervising teachers, 4,483 student teachers

and 1,001 principals surveyed in the Student Teacher Impact

Study during the fall semester of 1969.

PI

.‘ *1:

1::
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The original questionnaire was develOped by the

authors of the Impact Study. The same instrument was used

in the BEAM survey with a few minor changes.1

Frequency counts and percentages were displayed in

tables for each reSponse which is related to a particular

hypothesis. In some cases chi squares were run to show a

significant differences.

 Conclusions
 

e
m
s
v

A student teaching philOSOphy which is a part of a

total school philOSOphy, one which advocates the develop-

ment of all human beings to their fullest potential and

calls for greater involvement of supervising teachers,

student teachers, and school administrators with teacher

education institutions in teacher preparation, is related

to a more positive teaching situation.

Ten hypotheses were formulated and analysis Of the

data suggests the following conclusions:

Hypothesis I: "The presence of student teachers is
 

perceived to have a more positive effect upon certain in-

structional activities in the BEAM Program than it had in

the Impact Study.” The first hypothesis appeared to be

true when the data relative to this hypothesis was analyzed.

Tables which dealt with the individual instruction of

1For changes see The Questionnaire in Chapter III.
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students were particularly high in the BEAM survey as

viewed by student teachers, supervising teachers, and admin-

istrators. The writer believes that the main reason for

this is the fact that part of the philOSOphy of the BEAM

Program was to help develop each individual pupil and adult

to his own fullest unique potential. This philosOphy is I

not only a part of the BEAM Program, but has Spread to most

of the staff members. Such a philOSOphy is reflected in

 
the attitude the total staff has towards the students.
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Hypgthesis II: "The presence of student teachers
 

is perceived to have a positive effect on school activities

in addition to classroom instruction for pupils in the BEAM

Program than it had for pupils in the Impact Study." The

second hypothesis appeared to be true when the data relative

to this hypothesis was analyzed. However, the BEAM student

teachers, supervising teachers, and administrators responded

more similarly to the student teachers, supervising teachers,

and administrators in the Impact Study on the tables in

Hypothesis II than they did on the tables in Hypothesis I.

It is interesting to note that Table 29 in Hypo-

thesis II, which showed the greatest difference, was deal-

ing with the extent to which student teachers were involved

in the supervision of playgrounds, hallways, etc. The

writer felt that one reason why the BEAM groups responded

with, "showing more participation" of BEAM student teachers,

supervising activities other than classroom instruction was
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because a greater percentage of the BEAM students were in

elementary education than were the Impact students and

elementary education tends to lend itself more readily to

this type of supervision. A second reason would be to

remind the reader again of the BEAM philosophy referred to

previously. If this philOSOphy is truly practiced, the

writer believes that individual needs in all school activ-

ities will be better served.

Hypothesis III: "The presence of student teachers
 

is perceived to enhance the performance of supervising

teachers more in the BEAM Program than supervising teachers

in the Impact Study." The third hypothesis appeared to be

true when the data relative to this hypothesis was analyzed.

It is interesting to note, however, that Table 34,

"Effect that the student teacher had on supervising teach-

er's time for research" and Table 35, "Time afforded super-

vising teachers for professional reading or writing as a

result of student teaching program,” had a greater percen-

tage of supervising teachers in the Impact Study who res-

ponded "A great deal more" or "To some extent" on these

tables than did the supervising teachers in the BEAM Pro-

gram.

Hypothesis IV: "The presence of student teachers
 

is perceived to enhance the performance of regular staff

(those teachers not having a student teacher assigned to

them) in the BEAM Program more than regular staff in the
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Impact Study. The third hypothesis appeared to be true

when the data relative to this hypothesis was analyzed.

One finds, however, that in studying the tables in Hypo-

thesis IV, the student teachers in the BEAM Program tend

to show that they gave more service to the regular staff

in the building they were assigned to than did the res-

ponses from the supervising teachers in the BEAM Program.

Hypothesis V: "BEAM supervising teachers are per-
 

ceived to have made a greater investment in working with

their student teachers and in attending functions related

to student teaching than supervising teachers in the Im-

pact Study." The fifth hypothesis appeared to be true

when the data relative to this hypothesis was analyzed.

Table 47, one of the tables in Hypothesis V,

titled "Participation in supervising teacher seminars or

other in-service activities dealing with student teaching

while student teacher was teaching," had a much greater

percentage of student teachers and supervising teachers in

the BEAM Program respond "a great deal" or "to some extent"

than did the student teachers and supervising teachers in

the Impact Study. The writer believes that this reSponse

was influenced by the fact that one of the goals of the

BEAM Program is to have a continuous training plan to help

the supervising teachers refine their teaching skills in

order to become better supervising teachers. Weekly sem-

inars are held and resource peOple are brought in to
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discuss new trends, new techniques, and new materials.

Hypothesis VI: "BEAM supervising teachers are per-
 

ceived to have used instructional materials, aids, or ideas

provided by their student teachers more than supervising

teachers in the Impact Study." When the data was analyzed

it appeared that the sixth hypothesis was true. The writer

learned that 100 percent of the student teachers in Table

57 responded that the instructional materials, aids, or

ideas which they had develOped, provided, or suggested were

used.

Hypothesis VII: "BEAM supervising teachers are per-
 

ceived to have taken less time from their students because

of having a student teacher than supervising teachers in

the Impact Study." The seventh hypothesis appeared to be

true when the data relative to this hypothesis was analyzed.

It is interesting to note that 62.6 percent of the student

teachers and supervising teachers in the BEAM Program and

only 29 percent of the student teachers and supervising

teachers in the Impact Study felt they had covered more

material because of the student teachers' presence. The

writer believes that the main reason for the larger percen-

tage of student teachers and supervising teachers in the

BEAM Program feeling that more material was covered is

because of the philOSOphy of BEAM. BEAM teachers work on

the philosophy that this is our room and our group of

students so how can we best work together to serve their
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needs. Since all people are unique and have something

special to offer, how do we form the best team to Offer

these Special talents to students as well as develOping

them in students? The BEAM philOSOphy tries to avoid the

idea that "this is my room so you watch me and then I will

turn the room over to you and I will observe you." BEAM

philosophy is one of a team approach.

Hypothesis VIII: "BEAM student teachers are per-
 

ceived to have taken on a greater role in the Operation of

the classroom than student teachers in the Impact Study."

Hypothesis eight appeared to be true when the data relative

to this hypothesis was analyzed. Tables 62 and 63, which

deal with the number of hours student teachers taught

supervising teachers' assigned classes, show a noticeable

difference in the way BEAM supervising teachers reSponded

in comparison to the way BEAM student teachers reSponded.

The BEAM student teachers viewed themselves as teaching

their supervising teacher's class a greater number of hours

per week than did the supervising teachers. The writer

feels that one reason for this might be the fact that in

the BEAM Program supervising teachers are encouraged to

develOp great amounts of teaching materials, and the super-

vising teachers may not consider themselves away from the

room while they are developing materials for the class.

However, on the other hand, the student teachers are direct-

ly in the class working with the students.
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Hypothesis IX: "The university coordinator is per-
 

ceived as being more helpful in the BEAM Program than in

the Impact Study." The ninth hypothesis appeared to be

true when the data relative to this hypothesis was analyzed.

The writer believes that it appears that this hypo-

thesis is true because the university coordinator is the

superintendent of schools and is an important factor in

developing the Bangor Township School philosophy of which

the BEAM Program is a part.

Hypothesis X: "The presence of student teachers is
 

perceived to be more positive in schools which had the BEAM

Program than in schools which had the Impact Study."

Tables 73 through 79 were used to test Hypothesis X.

All of these tables indicated a more positive response from

the members in the BEAM Program as compared with the members

in the Impact Study.

Table 72 shows the comparison on question 72 in the

student teacher questionnaire, which asks, "To what extent

have your supervising teachers and/or other school person-

nel been helpful to you on matters not directly concerned

with student teaching?" This table shows that the BEAM

student teachers felt considerably more positively about

the help they received from the supervising teachers and

other school personnel on matters not directly concerned

with student teaching than did student teachers in the

Impact Study.
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In studying Table 72 one finds that 92 percent of

the students in the BEAM Program, as compared with 73.8

percent of the students in the Impact Study, responded that

the supervising teacher had "gone out of their way to be

helpful," or "helped when asked" on matters not directly

concerned with student teaching.

Three and eight-tenths percent of the students in

the Impact Study as compared to none in the BEAM Program

responded with "did not help" on matters not directly con-

 cerned with student teaching. H

Another very interesting factor was noted in Table

77, which reads, "Extent supervising teacher encouraged

student teachers to have a variety of experiences outside

of the assigned classroom."

One hundred percent of the BEAM student teachers

reSponded positively to the above statement with "a great

deal," as compared with the student teachers in the Impact

Study who responded with 38.3 percent to "a great deal."

Summary of the Hypotheses
 

The first and most important concern of any teacher

education program should be "what is the program doing for

the children in the schools?"

The writer has found that the ten hypotheses which

were tested in this study have all resulted in positive

reactions to varying degrees. The positive results may be



203

attributed to several factors. The first factor is the

philOSOphy of the BEAM Program in which members of the

Program believe that each child is a unique special being

who will develOp to his own potential at his own develOp—

mental rate if given a prOper environmental climate. Of

course, this philOSOphy is also an integral part of the

philSOphy of the school district.

The program is based on the fact that personal suc-

cess is dependent upon people caring for people.

The success of a student teacher program is based

upon total involvement. Each person in the program has

Special talents and each one must be given an opportunity

to develOp these Special talents in a team situation which

will help to build an atmOSphere where each child can

develOp in his own way in his own time.

Supervising teachers participate in an on-going in-

service training so that they may be able to reinforce the

training concepts which are develOped in the seminars in

which the student teachers must participate.

BEAM supervising teachers consider it an honor to

be a member of the BEAM training team. A comprehensive

selection process has been develOped to screen BEAM super-

vising teachers who wish to become a part of this team. A

sampling of the questions will indicate how comprehensive

the screening has become.

What is your philosophy of education? Has it
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changed during the past two years?

Do you have a professional responsibility to teacher

training? Please explain.

What change do you feel there would be in your pro—

fessional role should you become a COOperating teacher in

the BEAM Program?

The complete application may be found in the appen-

dix of this study.

. 4
-

Recommendations
 

V

Teacher education should become an area of impor-

tant study in our teacher education institutions. It should

be emphasized again that the complexity of today's world

necessitates the develOpment of highly qualified teachers.

The student teacher should be given the opportun-

ity to become involved in all kinds of settings.

1. Teacher education needs to be more concerned

about the study and practice of human behavior

and develOpment at all age levels (youth through

adult).

2. The prOSpective teacher must be helped to see

his role as one of a learning enabler, facili-

tator, or encourager, not one of making, forc-

ing, coercing or molding. This can be accom-

plished by all who are involved being concerned

about the student teacher's self concept,
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nurturing his creativity, and all peOple being

sensitive to each other.

Teacher education must be a process of helping

peOple to become truly involved and to learn

how to create and maintain a human environment

in our schools.

Supervising teachers and prospective teachers

must be willing to give such a strong commit-

ment to the love and value of human beings that

commitment is transferred to their students.

All peOple involved in teacher education

directly, or indirectly, must practice the idea

that success breeds success.

All segments of the teaching profession (es-

pecially teachers) must be involved in the

teacher education process.

Implications for Further Research
 

Research is needed to determine the effect the

supervising teacher's attitude has on the stud-

ent teacher and insure the effect this has on

the pupils.

Research is needed to determine the role stud-

ent teachers serve as change agents.

Research is needed to determine the differences

in elementary and secondary student teaching
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programs. This raises the question, "Was the

BEAM Program more positive because a greater

percentage of the student teachers were elemen-

tary?"

Research is needed to study the impact that the

affective domain has upon student teaching.

More research is needed to determine the effect

that public school involvement at the decision

level with teacher education institutions had

on teachers' education.
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APPENDIX A

Application for COOperating in

Bangor Education Affiliation Model,

Bangor Township Schools
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SEAS

Application for COOperating Teacher

in

BANGOR EDUCATION AFFILIATION MODEL

BANGOR TOWNSHIP SCHOOLS

NAME
...-a ...—on- u A‘ ...-u“ o“-.-.u. .. . “- -.ea . ....-. o a .. ... on“ O o ‘0. - a

SCHOOLW

 

 

GRADE LEVEL y

The completion of this application form indicates my inter-

est and professional readiness to become a COOperating

teacher with BEAM. According to the contract it is neces-

sary to have tenure to be eligible for cooperating teacher

status.

 

Please return the completed form to Kenneth Wahl, Coordinator

of BEAM. You will be contacted by the Advisory Committee at

a later date.

I. What is your philosophy of education?

II. Has this philosophy been changing during the past two

years? Yes_ No~__ If so, how?‘

111. What is the current structure of your classroom?'

IV. How do you see the role of Special Services within

the school system?
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Application for Cooperating Teacher

BEAM

page 2

IV.- continued -

VI.

VII.

VIII.

How have you utilized these resources during this

school year?

How have the following effected your classroom, your

role as an educator?

Behavioral objectives:

Unit Methods:

Do you feel you have a professional responsibility

to teacher training? Yes No Please explain:

In your opinion, what has been the effect of BEAM

within our school system?

In your opinion, what has been the effect of BEAM

as a teacher training program?
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Application for Cooperating Teacher

BEAM

page 3

IX. What do you feel needs to be changed in teacher

training?

X. What change do you feel there would be in your

professional role should you become a cooperating

teacher in the BEAM Program?

XI. How would you use a student teacher?

XII. How do you feel - having a student teacher - would

effect your classroom?

Signature{"__

Date Completed:

 



 

 

APPENDIX B

Student Teacher Questionnaire
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STUDENT TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

Which of the following are you now?

(a) A single student teacher

(b) A married student teacher

What is your sex?

(a) Male

(b) Female

What was your status as a student in your college or

university when you began this student teaching assign-

ment (contact)?

(a) Had junior standing

(b) Had senior standing

(c) Had the BA or 83 degree

What is your all-college grade point average?

(Scale; A=4, B=3, C=2, n=1, F=0)

(a) Below 2.0 '__(6) c.0 - 3.5

(b) 2.0 - 2.5 __(c) Above 3.5

(c) 2.5 - 3.0

How old were you at the beginning Of this student

teaching assignment (contact)?

(a) 21 years or under __(d) 22 to 23 years

(b) 21 to 218 years __(e) Over 23 years

(c) 213 to 22 years

How many times have you student taught including the

current assignment (contact)?

(a) One

(b) Two

(c) Three

In this assignment (contact, how were you placed?

(a) With a single supervising teacher

(b) In a team-teaching situation (two or more team

members)

(c) With two or three different teachers ((but not

team-teaching)

(d) In a flexible cluster arrangement

(e) In a campus laboratory school

(f) In a Special program or project different from

any of the above

QUESTIONS 8 THROUGH 13 deal with any changes in individual

instruction provided for the pupils which may have resulted

from

8.

your presence.

To what extent did you work with (e.g., instruct,

counsel, tutor) individual pupils?

(a) A great deal ‘__(c) A little bit

(b) To some extent .__(d) Not at all

To what extent did your supervising teacher work with

individual pupils as compared to when he does not have

a student teacher?

(a) MUch more than usual __(d) Somewhat less than usual

(b) Somewhat more than usual__je) Much less than usual

(c) About the same as usual __(f) Don't know

I

,
.
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10. To what extent was individual help or counseling pro—

vided the pupils during non-class hours as compared to

what would have been possible if you had not been present?

‘__ (a) MUCh more than usual __fd) Somewhat less than

usual

___ (b) Somewhat more than usual __(e) MUCh less than usual

__ (c) About the same as usual “__(f) Don't know

'11. To what extent did conferring with you take time of the

teacher so he had less time for individual work with

pupils?

__' (a) Frequently __(d) Never

__ (b) Sometimes ___(e) Don't know

(c) Seldom

12. To what extent did planning with you take the time of

the teacher so he had less time for individual work

with pUpils?

__ (a) Frequently _~(d) Never

__ (b) Sometimes __(e) Don't know

(c) Seldom

13. To what extent was re-teaching necessary after you

taught?

__ (a) Frequently .__(d) Never

__ (b) Sometimes __(e) Don't know

(c) Seldom

QUESTIONS 14 THROUGH 22

To what extent were any of the following instructional activ-

ities for the pupils in your supervising teachers assigned

classes changed because of your presence?

14. Amount of small grOUp instruction.

__ (a) Much more ‘__(d) Somewhat less

__ (b) Somewhat more __(e) Much less

(c) No change -__(f) Don't know

15. Provision for make—up work.

‘__ (a) Much greater '__(d) Somewhat less

__ (b) Somewhat greater ___(e) Much less

-_ (c) No change ~_(f) Don't know

16. Follow-up of exams.

__ (a) MuCh better __(d) Somewhat poorer

__ (b) Somewhat better __(e) Much poorer

,__ (c) NO change ‘__(f) Don't know

17. Individual attention to, or tutoring of, pupils.

__ (a) Much more .__(d) Somewhat less

__ (b) Somewhat more __(e) Much less

__ (c) NO change __ff) Don't know

18. Supervision of study periods.

‘__ (a) Much better __(e) Much poorer

___ (b) Somewhat better .__(f) Does not apply

___ (c) No change __(g) Don't know

(d) Somewhat poorer

-2...
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19. Supervision of playgrounds, hallways, etc.

___ (a) MUch better __(e) Much poorer

__. (b) Somewhat better ___(f) Does not apply

___ (c) No change ___(g) Don't know

(d) Somewhat poorer

20. Amount of material covered.

.4- (a) Much more .__(d) Somewhat less

_y. (b) Somewhat more __‘(e) Much less

(c) No change ___(f) Don't know

21. Discipline.

___ (a) Much better _m(d) Somewhat poorer

_y. (b) Somewhat better __(e) Much poorer

_‘_ (c) No change ‘4 (f) Don't know

22. Motivation of pUpils

 

-__ (a) Much better .-”(d) Somewhat poorer

___ (b) Somewhat better _‘-(e) Much poorer

-... (c) No change __(f) Don't know

QUESTIONS 23 THROUGH 30 deal with the contributions you may

have made to the school program. Did you make any specific

contributions to the school, pupils, or teachers, such as:

23. Supervise youth groups in meetings, programs, trips,

tours, etc.?

(a) Often

(b) Sometimes

(C) No

24. Give talks to parent's group?

(a) Often

(b) Sometimes

(c) No

25. Perform recess, lunch, gymnasium, playground, or hall

duty?

(a) Often

(b) Sometimes

(c) No

26. Did you bring, develop, provide, or suggest any new

or different instructional materials?

(a) A great many __(c) No

(b) Some __(d) I am not sure

27. Did you suggest or provide any other kinds of aid or

ideas?

_~‘ (a) A great many .__(c) No

(b) Some .__(d) I am not sure

28. How do you feel your contributions 26 and 27 were

received?

. (a) They were used ___(c) I was discouraged from

7" (b) Th t d making such contributions

u- ey were no use __(d) I really did not have

much to Offer
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How many hours per week on the average did you teach

your supervising teacher's assigned classes?

(a) Less than an hour a week __fd) Eleven to fifteen

hours per week

(b) One to five hours per week .__(e) Sixteen to twenty

hours per week

(c) Six to ten hours per week ___(f) More than twenty

hours per week

How many hours per week on the average was your super—

vising teacher able to be away from the classroom while

you were teaching his assigned classes?

(a) Less than 1 __(d) 11 - 15

(b) 1 - s __(e) 16 - 20

(c) 6 - 10 __ff) More than 20

QUESTIONS 31 THROUGH 38

To what extent did your SUpervising teacher engage in any of

the following additional activities during the time you were

teaching his assigned classes?

31. Visitation in other classrooms or schools.

(a) A great deal __(c) Not at all

(b) To some extent _*(d) Don't know

Committee work in the school with pupils and/or staff.

(a) A great deal '__(c) Not at all

(b) To some extent ___(d) Don't know

Research.

(a) A great deal ___(c) Not at all

(b) To some extent __fd) Don't know

Professional reading or writing.

(a) A great deal _~(c) Not at all

(b) To some extent ___(d) Don't know

Work with staff or school or department.

(a) A great deal .__(c) Not at all

(b) To some extent .__(d) Don't know

Participating in supervising teacher seminars or other

in-service activities dealing with student teaching.

(a) A great deal ‘_fc) Not at all

(b) To some extent ___(d) Don't know

Assisting the principal or other teachers.

(a) A great deal .___(c) Not at all

(b) To some extent _Mfd) Don't know

Social or recreational activities.

(a) A great deal ._*(c) Not at all

(b) To some extent __(d) Don't know

QUESTION 39 THROUGH 43

To what extent did you relieve other regular staff members

who did not have student teachers of the following activities?

39.

. *—

...-_-

...-

Teaching.

(a) Many times

(b) Once or a few times

(c) Not at all
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Chaperoning.

(a) Many times

(b) Once or a few times

(c) Not at all

Supervision of lunch duty.

(a) Many times

(b) Once or a few times

(c) Not at all

Supervision of study hall.

(a) Many times

(b) Once or a few times

(c) Not at all

Supervision of playground.

(a) Many times

(b) Once or a few times

(c) Not at all

QUESTIONS 44 THROUGH 47

To what extent were other staff members able to engage in any

of the following activities because of your presence in the

building?

44. Visitation in other classrooms or schools.

(a) Many times

(b) To some extent

Committee work in the school.

(a) A great deal

(b) To some extent

Research.

(a) A great deal

(b) To some extent

__fc) Not at all

__(d) Don't know

_‘_(c) Not at all

_M_(d) Don't know

__(c) Not at all

___(d) Don't know

Professional reading or writing.

(a) A great deal

(b) To some extent

How many hours per week on the average do you estimate

you Spent in the physical presence (close enough to see

__fc) Not at all

___(d) Don't know

or talk with) of your supervising teacher?

(a) Less than 10

(b) 10 to 15

(c) 16 to 20

(d) 21 to 25

-5-
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How did your presence as a student teacher affect the

average number of hours per week your supervising

teacher Spent at school as compared to when he does

not

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(g)

(h)

(i)

(j)

How

have a student teacher?

Added more than six hours per week.

Added three to six hours per week.

Added one to three hours per week.

Added up to one hour per week.

Had no effect.

Reduced by up to one hour per week.

Reduced by one to three hours per week.

Reduced by three to six hours per week.

Reduced by more than six hours per week.

I am unable to judge.

did your prQSonce affect the average number of 5

hours per week your SUpcrvising teacher worked on job f

related activities away from school?

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(g)

(h)

(i)

(j)

QUESTION

Added more than six hours per week.

Added three to six hours per week.

Added one to three hours per week.

Added up to one hour per week.

Had no effect.

Reduced by up to one hour per week.

f
7

 

Reduced by one to three hours per week.

Rcduced by three to six hours per week.

Reduvnd by more than six hours per week.

I am unable to judge.

51 THROUGH 54

To what extent was the time your supervising teacher Spent

on the following activities changed because of your presence?

51. Teaching

(a)

(b)

(C)

Increased a great deal

Increased to some extent

Remained about the same

Lesson Planning

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Increased a great deal

Increased to some extent

Remained about the same

Reduced to some extent

Reduced a great deal

Don't know

Paper grading

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Increased a great deal

Increased to some extent

Remained about the same

Reduced to some extent

Reduced a great deal

Don't know

___(d) Reduced to some

extent

Reduced a great

deal

Don't know
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54. Help to individual students

(a) Increased a great deal _de) Reduced to some extent

(b) Increased to some extent __(e) Reduced a great deal

(c) Remained about the same __(f) Don't know

QUESTION 55 THROUGH 62

To what extent did your supervising teacher engage in the follow-

ing activities because of your presence°

55. Planning with you

(a) A great many extra hours

 

-- (b) Some extra hours F

‘~‘ (c) No extra hours "

56. Evaluating your progress and activities E

‘__ (a) A great many extra hours 5

__ (b) Some extra hours i

.‘_ (c) No extra hours a

57. Holding casual and/or personal conversations not really 1

a part of student teaching. '

.(a) A great many extra hours

(b) Some extra hours

(c) No extra hours

58. Fulfilling social obligations resulting from your presence

(a) A great many extra hours __(c) No extra hours

(b) Some extra hours __fd) Don't know

59. Finding housing for you

(a) A great many extra hours __(c) No extra hours

(b) Some extra hours .__(d) Don't know

60. Preparing additional reports

(a) A great many extra hours -“_(c) No extra hours

(b) Some extra hours _“(d) Don't know

61. Making additional preparations for teaching

(a) A great many extra hours _._(c) No extra hours

(b) Some extra hours __(d) Don't know

62. Holding telephone conversations or other conferences with

you

(a) A great many extra hours _~_(c) No extra hours

(b) Some extra hours ___(d) Don't know

63. How many times per week on the average did you have con-

tact with your supervising teacher outside of regular

working hours at school3 (Telephone, conferences, social

engagements, etc.)

(a) Less than one ___(d) Seven to nine

(b) One to three __(e) Ten or more

(c) Four to six

-7-
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How many days during student teaching did you handle

classes for your supervising teacher while he was away

for reasons other than student teaching business (pro-

fessional work, request of principal or other people,

personal or private affairs outside of school) in which

a substitute teacher would have had to be hired if you

had not been there?

(a) None .__(d) Four to seven

(b) Less than one ._“(e) Eight to ten

(c) One to three ‘._(f) More than ten

During student teaching how many days did you handle

classes for any teacher(s) other than your supervising

teacher, while that teacher was away from class?

(a) None _ (d) Five to seven

(b) One or less _W_(e) Eight to ten

(c) Two to four .*-(f) More than ten

How many hours do you estimate you spent doing volunteer

work in the community where you were assigned for student

teaching(youth groups, home servirr, church work and the

likc)during your student teaching period”

(a) None at all __(d) Sixteen to thirty hours

(b) One to five hours “.(e) More than thirty hours

(0) Six to fifteen hours

What effect dc you feel working with student teachers

has had on the performance of your supervising teacher“

(a) Has made him a much more effective teacher

(t) His made him a more effective teacher

(c) Has had no effect on his teaching

(d) Has made him a loss effective teacher

(0) Has made him a much less effective teacher

(f) I am unable to judge

What do you think should be the attitude of the administra-

tion and teachers in the school to which you were assigned

about working with student teachers7

(a) Should aggressively seek student teachers

(b) Should seek student teachers

(c) Should accept student teachers if asked

(d) Should resist having student teachers in the school

(e) Should refuse to have studert teachers in the school

(f) I am unable to judge

What recommendation would you give your friends about

accepting a student teaching assignment in the same school

with the same supervising teacher(or in the same project)?

(a) Accept with enthusiasm “_(d) Try for a different

assignment

(b) Accept __(e) Reject the assignment

(c) Be neutral
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70.. How many times has the university coordinator or SUper-

visor of student teaching been in your school during

your student teaching contact?

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

71. How

Not

1 to

3 to

5 to

7 to

much

provided

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(a)

All

Most

Some

Litt

No h

at all ___(f) 9 to 10 times

2 times _‘(g) 11 to 12 times

4 times .__(h) 13 to 15 times

6 times _*(i) 16 times or more

8 times

help has the university coordinator (SUpervisor)

you?

the help I felt was necessary

of the help I felt was needed

of the help I felt I needed

1e of the help I felt was needed

olp at all

72. To what extent have your supervising teacher and/or

other school personnel been helpful to you on matters

not

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

dire

No s

ctly concerned with student teaching?

They have gone out of their way to be helpful

They have helped when asked

They have not helped

uch help was needed

73. Would you accept a teaching position if offered for next

year in the building or system in which you did your

student teaching?

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Ye s

No,

No,

No,

No,

No,

because I intend to go to graduate school

because I plan to live in another geographic area

for personal reasons

for professional reasons

because I have decided not to teach

74. Why were you assigned to this particular student teaching

station?

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

I re

I re

quested this school or area.

quested this kind of program or project.

I had no particular preference and was placed in

this assignment by my college or university.

I really preferred a different assignment but was

placed in this one by my college or university.

I was reouired to accept this assignment even though

I expressed a strong preference for a different one.

-9-
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TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Which of the following are you now?

___(a) A supervising (cooperating, Sponsoring) teacher

“M(b) A supervising teacher but with a part—time adminis-

trative assignment in addition to teaching

2. What is your sex?

__fa) Male

__(b) Female

3. How many years of teaching have you completed including

 

this year?

_kfa) Three or less years .__ (c) Bight to twelve years

_~(b) Four to seven years __ (d) Mere than twelve years

4. How many different colleges or universities have been

represented by the student teachers with whom you have

 
worked?

___(a) Only one ___ (d) Four to six

__(b) Two (e) More than six

__ (c) Three E1

5. With how many student teachers have you worked in the

last 5 years? (Include your current student teacher)

--<a) one ___(e) Five

.._(b) TWO _‘.(f) Six to ten

_IKC) Three .__ (9) More than ten

__(d) Four

6. How well do you feel your present student teacher was

prepared to enter student teaching?

___(a) Extremely well prepared __(d) Minimally prepared

__(b) Well prepared .__(e) Inadequately prepared

__(e) Adequately prepared

7. In this assignment (contact), how was your student teacher

scheduled in student teaching?

-__(a) Pull—time .__(c) Half-days

(b) Pull—time except he .__(d) Less than half-days

_—' was also enrolled in a

non-student teaching

credit course

8. In this assignment (contact) how was your student teacher

placed?

.__(a) With you as the single supervising teacher.

(b) In a team-teaching situation (two or more team members).

::kc) With two or three different teachers (but not team-teaching).

__(d) In a flexible cluster arrangement.

‘__(e) Ih a campus laboratory school.

(f) In a special program or project different from any of the

'"_ above.

9. How many weeks is your student teacher scheduled in this

assignment (contact)?

__fa) 5 weeks or less __(d) 10 or 11 weeks

__fb) 6 or 7 weeks __(e) 12 to 14 weeks

___(c) 8 or 9 weeks .__(f) More than 14 weeks
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10. What is your own current teaching assignment?

.__ (a) Grades K, 1, 2 _‘_(e) Middle School

__ (b) Grades 3, 4 .__(f) JUnior High School

__ (c) Grades 5, 6 __fg) Senior High School

__ (d) All elementary grades .__(h) All Grades K-lZ

11. To what subject area or teaching field are you'primarily

assigned? (Check one answer only from item 11 and 12)

'(a) All elementary subjects K-S or K-6

___ (b) Art __ff) Elementary ungraded

.program
'__ (c) Business Education ___(g) Foreign Language

__ (d) English _mfih) Home Economics

___ (e) Elementary departmental .__(1) Mathematics

or block program ”_fij) Musics

(a) Physical Ed. (Elementary) ~___(f) Social Science-English

(b) Physical Ed. (Secondary) ‘ (g) Specigfmgégzztign

(c) Science(Biology, Chemistry,

Physics) __fh) Speech

(d) Science (General, Natural, _“_(i) Vocational or Industrial

"‘ Earth) Arts Education

__ (e) Social Studies (including __(j) Other

History)

QUESTIONS 13 THROUGH 17 deal with any changes in individualized

instruction for the pupils which may have resulted from your stu-

dent teacher's presence.

13. To what extent did your student teacher work with (instruct,

counsel, tutor) individual pupils?

(a) A great deal ‘__(c) A little bit

(b) To some extent __fd) Not at all

14. To what extent did you work with individual pupils as compared

to when you do not have a student teacher?

(a) Much more than usual __(d) Somewhat less than usual

(b) Somewhat more than usual __(e) MuCh less than usual

(c) About the same as usual

15. To what extent was individual help or counseling provided

your pupils during non-class hours as compared to what would

have been possible if you had not had a student teacher?

(a) MuCh more than usual ___(d) Somewhat less than usual

(b) Somewhat more than usual .__(e) Much less than usual

(c) About the same as usual

16. To what extent did conferring with your student teacher take

your time so you had less time for individual work with pupils?

(a) Frequently __fic) Seldom

(b) Sometimes ___(d) Never

17. To what extent did planning with your student teacher take

your time so that you had less time for individual work with

pupils?

__ (a) Frequently '__(c) Seldom

__’ (b) Sometimes __~(d) Never

-2-
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18. To what extent was re-teaching naeeasary after the student

teacher taught? '

(a) Frequently ___(c) Seldom

(b) Sometimes _h(d) Never

QUESTION 19 THROUGH 28

To what extent were any of the following instructional activities

for your pupils changed because of your student teacher's presence?

19. Amount of small group instruction

(a) Much more __‘ (d) Somewhat less

(b) Somewhat more ___(d) Much less

 

(c) No change

20. Provision for make-up work

(a) MUCh greater (d) Somewhat less

(b) Somewhat greater Hw_(e) Much less

(C) No change

 
21. Follow-up of exams 4f

_ (a) Much better “C (d) Somewhat poorer E}

(b) Somewhat better (e) Much poorer

(c) No change

22. Individual attention to, or tutoring of, pupils

(a) Much more ‘__ (d) Somewhat less

(b) Somewhat more . - (e) Much less

(c) No change

23. Supervision of study periods

_W‘ (a) Much better “___(d) Somewhat poorer

_H_ (b) Somewhat better _‘~ (e) Much poorer

___ (c) No change ___(f) Does not apply

24. Supervision of playgrounds, hallways, etc.

_“_ (a) Much better ‘__ (d) Somewhat poorer

--- (b) Somewhat better _” (e) MuCh poorer

._. (c) No change ___ (f) Does not apply

25. Amount of material covered

4_4 (a) Much more __ (d) Somewhat less

(b) Somewhat nore (e) Much less

(c) No change

26. Discipline

(a) Much better . (d) Somewhat poorer

(b) Somewhat better (e) Much poorer

(c) No change

27. Motivation of pupils

(a) Much better (d) Somewhat poorer

(b) Somewhat better (e) Much poorer

(c) No change

-3-
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QUESTIONS 28 THROUGH 30 Deal with the contributions your student

teacher may have made to the school program. Did your student

teacher make any specific contributions to the school, pupils,

or teachers, such as

28. Supervise youth groups in meetings, programs, trips, tours,

etc.?

___ (a) Often __fc) No

_‘_ (b) Sometimes “_(d) Don't know

29. Give talk to parent's group?

.*d (a) Often “_(c) No

_‘ (b) Sometimes __fd) Don't know

30. Perform recess, lunch, gymnasium, playgound or hall duty?

M‘ (a) Often __XC) No

_‘ (b) Sometimes ___(d) Don't know

31. Did your student teacher bring, develop, provide, or suggest

any new or different instructional materials?

(a) A great many

(b) Some

(c) No

32. Did your student teacher suggest or provide any other

kinds of aid or ideas?

(a) A great many

(b) Some

(c) No

33. What use were you able to make of the contributions (31 a 32)

of your student teacher?

(a) I used them.

(b) I did not use them.

(c) I had to discourage him from contributing too freely.

(d) My student teacher really did not have much to offer.

34. How many hours per week on the average did your student

teacher teach your assigned classes?

(a) Less than an hour a week .__(d) Eleven to fifteen

(b) One to five hours per week

(c) Six to ten hours per week

(d) Eleven to fifteen hours per week

(e) Sixteen to twenty hours per week

(f) More than twenty hours per week

35. How many hours per week on the average were you able to be

away from the classroom while your student teacher was teaching

your assigned classes?

_u (a) Less than one '__(d) 11 - 15

__ (b) 1 - s __(e) 16 - 20

___ (c) 6 - 10 .__(f) More than 20

-4-
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To what extent did you engage in any of the following additional

activities during the time your student teacher was teaching?

36. Visitation in other classrooms or schools.

(a) A great deal

(b) To some extent

(c) Not at all

Commttee work in the school with pupils and/or staff.

(a) A great deal

(b) To some extent

(c) Not at all

Research.

(a) A great deal

(b) To some extent

(c) Not at all

Professional reading or writing

(a) A great deal

(b) To some extent

(c) Not at all

Work with staff of school or department

(a) A great deal

(b) To some extent

(c) Not at all

Participating in supervising teacher seminars or other in-

service activities dealing with student teaching.

(a) A great deal

(b) To some extent

(c) Not at all

Assisting the principal or other teachers

(a) A great deal

(b) To some extent

(c) Not at all

Social or recreational activities

(a) A great deal

(b) To some extent

(c) Not at all

QUESTIONS 44 THROUGH 49

To what extent did your student teacher relieve other regular

staff members who did not have student teachers of the following

activities?

44. Teaching

‘_- (a) Many times __fc) Not at all

___ (b) Once or a few times ._“(d) Don't know

45. Chaperoning

_*_ (1) Many times ___(c) Not at all

(h) Once or a few times __(d) Don't know
v...-
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QUESTIONS 44 THROUGH 48 - continued

46. Supervision of lunch duty

(a) Many times __fc) Not at all

(h) Once or a few times __(d) Don't know

Supervision of study hall

-(a) Many times __fc) Not at all

(b) Once or a few times .__(d) Don't know

Supervision of playground

(a) Many times __(c) Not at all

(b) Once or a few times _‘_(d) Don't kuow

QUESTION 49 THROUGH 52

To what extent were other staff members able to engage in any of

the following activities because of the presence of student

teachers in the building?

49. Visitation in other classrooms or schools

(a) Many times __(c) Not at all

(b) To some extent __(d) Don't know

Committee work in the school

(a) A great deal .__(c) Not at all

(b) To some extent __(d) Don't know

Research

(a) A great deal ‘__(c) Not at all

(b) To some extent __(d) Don't know

Professional reading or writing

(a) A great deal .__(c) Not at all

(b) To some extent __fd) Don't know

How many hours per week on the average do you estimate you

spent in the physical presence (close enough to see or talk

with) of your student teacher?

(a) Less than 10 __(e) 26 to 30

(b) 10 to 15 ‘__(f) 31 to 35

(c) 16 to 20 ___(g) 36 to 40

(d) 21 to 25 __(h) More than 40

How did the presence of a student teacher affect the average

numbers of hours per week you spent at school as compared

to when you do not have a student teacher?

(a) Added more than six hours per week

(b) Added three to six hours per week

(c) Added one to three hours per week

(d) Added up to one extra hour per week

(e) Had no effect

(f) Reduced by up to one hour per week

(9) Reduced by up to three hours per week

(h) Reduced by three to six hours per week

(1) Reduced more than six hours per week
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55. How did your student teacher's presence affect the average

number of hours per week you worked on job-related activi-

ties away from school?

(a) Added more than six hours per week

(b) Added three to six hours per week

(c) Added one to three hours per week

(d) Added up to one hour per week

(e) Had no effect

(f) Reduced by up to one hour per week

(9) Reduced by one to three hours per week

(h) Reduced by three to six hours per week

(1) Reduced more than six hours per week

QUESTIONS 56 THROUGH 59

To what extent was the time you spent on any of the following

activities changed because of your student teacher's presence?

 

56. Teaching

 ‘__ (a) Increased a great deal __fd) Reduced to some extent 1;

.__ (b) Increased to some extent '__(e) Reduced a great deal E3

(c) Remained about the same

57. Lesson Planning

(a) Increased a great deal .*_(d) Reduced to some extent

(b) Increased to some extent __(e) Reduced a great deal

(c) Remained about the same

58. Paper Grading

(a) Increased a great deal ‘__(d) Reduced to some extent

(b) Increased to some extent .__(e) Reduced a great deal

(c) Remained about the same

59. Help to individual students

(a) Increased a great deal __(d) Reduced to some extent

(b) Increased to some extent __(e) Reduced a great deal

(c) Remained about the same

QUESTION 60 THROUGH 68

To what extent did you engage in the following activities because

of the presence of the student teacher?

60. Planning with or for your student teacher

(a) A great many extra hours

(b) Some extra hours

(c) No extra hours

61. Evaluating your student teacher's progress or activities

(a) A great many extra hours

(b) Some extra hours

(c) No extra hours
-...--.

62. Holding casual and/or personal conversations not really a

part of student teaching.

(a) A great many extra hours

(b) Some extra hours

(c) No extra hours
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QUESTIONS 60 THROUGH 68 - continued

63.

69.

Fulfilling the social obligations resulting from your

student teacher's presence.

(3) A great many extra hours

(b) Some extra hours

(c) No extra hours

Finding housing for your student teacher.

(a) A great many extra hours

(b) Some extra hours

(c) No extra hours

Preparing additional reports

(a) A great many extra hours

(b) Some extra hours

(c)No extra hours

Making additional preparation for teaching.

(a) A great many extra hours

(b) Some extra hours

(c) No extra hours

Holding telephone conversations or other conferences with

your student teacher.

(a) A great many extra hours

(b) Some extra hours

(c) No extra hours

How many times per week on the average did you have contact

with your student teacher outside of regular working hours

at school? (Telephone, conferences, social engagements, etc.)

(a) Less than one

(b) One to three __(d) Ten or more

‘__(c) Seven to nine

How many days during student teaching did your student

teacher handle classes for you while you were away for

reasons other than student teaching business(professional

work, request of principal or other people, personal or

private affairs outside of school) in which a substitute

would have had to be hired if the student teacher had not

been there?

(a) ane .__(d) Four to seven

(b) Less than one __(e) Eight to ten

(c) One to three .__(f) More than ten

During student teaching how many days did your student

teacher handle classes for any teacher other than yourself

while that teacher was away from his class?

(a) None __(d) Five to seven

(b) One or less __(e) Eight to ten

(c) Two to four ‘__(f) More than ten

How many hours do you estimate your student teacher spent

doing volunteer work inthe community where he was assigned

for student teaching(youth groups, home service, church work

and the like)during his student teaChing period?

(a) None at all .__(d) Sixteen to thirty hours

(b) One to five hours __(e) More than thirty hours

(c) Six to fifteen hours
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What effect do you feel working with student teachers has had

on your own teaching performance?

(a) Has made me a much more effective teacher

(b) Has made me a more effective teacher

(c) Has had no effect on my teaching

(d) Has made me a less effective teacher

(e) Has made me a much less effective teacher

What do you think should be the attitude of the administrators

and teachers in your school about working with student

teachers?

(a) Should aggressively seek student teachers Efi

(b) Should seek student teachers t3

(c) Should accept student teachers '

(d) Should resist having student teachers in the school

(e) Should refuse to have student teachers in the school

'
_

.
.
{
I
V
-
t
;

'
-

If you were starting over, would you accept another student

 teacher with similar credentials from the same institution g;

under the same general circumstances?

(a) I would accept with enthusiasm g

(b) I would accept _ufid) I would probably decline

(c) I feel neutral about .__(e) I would refuse

How many times has the university coordinator or supervisor

of student teaching been in your school during this student

teaching contact?

(a) Not at all

(b) One to two times

——(f) Nine to ten times

__jg) Eleven to twelve times

“_(h) Thirteen to fifteen times

~__(i) Sixteen or more times

(c) Three to four times

(d) Five to six times

(e) Seven to eight times

How much help has the university coordinator (supervisor)

provided you?

(a) All the help I felt was necessary

(b) Most of the help I felt was needed

(c) Some of the help I felt I needed

(d) Little of the help I felt was needed.

(e) No help at all

Has the university coordinator been helpful to you with any

matters not directly concerned with student teaching?

(a) He has gone out of his way to be helpful.

(b) He has helped when asked

(c) He has not helped

(d) No such help was needed

Would you want your student to teach in your building or

system next year?

(a) Yes

(b) No, but would recommend him in a different system or

building

(c) No

-9-
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(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

228

was this student teacher assigned to you?

I volunteered since I feel a professional obligation to

help prepare future teachers.

I volunteered but only because I felt pressure from an

administrator to do so.

I volunteered because I thought a student teacher would

be helpful to me in performing my school duties.

I did not volunteer but was requested by an administrator

to take the student teacher.

I was forced to work with the student teacher against

my will.
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ADMINISTRATOR QUESTIONNAIRE

Which of the following are you now?

a. A single school administrator

b. A married school administrator

What is your sex?

'a. Male

b. Female

What is your present administrative assignment?

a. Building Principal - elementary school

b. Building Principal - middle school

c. Building Principal - junior high school

d. Building Principal - combined junior-senior high school

For how many years have you been a school administrator?

a. Two or less

b. Three to five

c. Six to nine

d. Ten to twelve

e. More than twelve

For how many years have you been an administrator in your

present building?

a. Two or less

b. Three to five

c. Six to nine

d. Ten to twelve

e. More than twelve

How many pupils are assigned to your building?

a. 0 - 300 __f. 1101 - 1300

b. 301 - 500 __g. 1301 - 1500

c. 501 - 700 __h. 1501 - 1700

d. 701 - 900 __i. 1701 - 1900

e. 901 - 1100 __J. 1901 or more

How many teachers are assigned in your building?

a. 10 or less __f. 51 to 60

b. 11 to 20 __g. 61 to 70

c. 21 to 30 ___h. 71 to 80

d. 31 to 40 ._~i. 81 to 90

e. 41 to 50 j. 91 to more

For how many years have student teachers been assigned in

the building in which you are presently the administrator?

a. Three or less ‘__d. Ten to twelve

b. Four to six __e. Thirteen to fifteen

c. Seven to nine ___f. More than fifteen
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9. How many student teachers are assigned to your building at

the present time?

‘__ a. One __f. Six

~~_b. Two __9. Seven

_*_ c. Three h. Eight

___d. Four ::i. Nine

.e. Five j. Ten or more
.“

10. What is the optimum number of student teachers you can

accommodate in your building each year?

.__ a. None ___f. Thirteen to fifteen

.“fl b. One to three __gg. Sixteen to eighteen

__.C° Four to six ._;h. Nineteen to twenty-one

_fl- d. Seven to nine __i. Twenty-two to twenty-five

e. Ten to twelve j. More than twenty-five
a... “a

11. How many different colleges or universities have been

represented by the student teachers assigned to your

building in the last two years?

__ a. One .__d. Four to six

_“_b. Two --9' More than six

c. Three

12. How well do you feel the student teacher(s) presently

assigned to your building were prepared to enter student

teaching?

a. Extremely well prepared __d. Minimally prepared

b. Very well prepared __e. Inadequately prepared

c. Adequately prepared

13. For what proportion of their time are the majority of the

student teachers assigned to your building scheduled by

their institution to student teaching?

a. Full days

.-_ b. Half days

c. Less than half days

Question 14 through 25 deal with the contributions student teachers

may have made to the school program in your building. Use the

following code for questions 14 through 20:

- a. Often __d. Does not apply

_ b. Sometimes .__e. Don't know

_. c. No

Have student teachers made any specific contributions to the

school, pupils, or teachers, such as:

14. ___Supervise youth groups in meetings, programs, trips, tours,etc

15. __ Give talks to parents group?

16..“_ Perform recess, lunch, gymnasium, playground or hell duty?

17.___ Chaperone social activities for pupils?

18.__~ Supervise study halls?

l9..__ Coach or assist in interscholastic or extracurricular

activities?

20. Assist in handling discipline problems?

-2-
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21. How many new or different instructional materials have

student teachers brought, developed, provided, or suggested

to the school teachers?

a. A great many

b. Quite a few
...

__e. None

c. Some

__4d. A very few

22. To what extent have student teachers suggested or provided

any other kinds of aids or ideas?

a. Often __p. Seldom

b. Sometimes __d. Never

23. What use have Your teachers been able to make of the contri-

butions (21 & 22) of student teachers?

a. They always use them

b. They sometimes use them

c. They do not use them

d. They discourage student teachers from contributing too

freely

e. Student teachers really do not have much to offer

'24. How many hours per week on the average do student teachers

in your building teach their supervising teachers assigned

classes?

a. Less than an hour a week

b. One to five hours per week

c. Six to ten hours per week

d. Eleven to fifteen hours per week

e. Sixteen to twenty hours per week

f. More than twenty hours per week

25. How many hours per week on the average are your teachers able

to be away from their classroom while student teachers teach

their assigned classes?

___ a. Less than one '__d. Eleven to fifteen

‘_ b. One to five __e. Sixteen to twenty

~_ c. Six to ten ___f. More than twenty

Questions 26 through 38 - To what extent are any of the following

instructional activities for pupils changed because of the presence

of the student teachers in your building?

26. Amount of small group instruction:

a. Much more *_d. Somewhat less

b. Somewhat more __e. Much less

c. No change

27. Provision for make-up work.

a. Much greater d. Somewhat less

b. Somewhat greater e. Much less

c. No change

Follow—up of exams.

a. Much better d. Somewhat poorer

b. Somewhat better e. Much poorer

c. No change
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Questions 26 through 38 - continued

29. Individual counseling of pupils.

a. MUCh more __d. Somewhat less

b. Somewhat more .__e. Much less

c. No change

Supervision of study periods.

a. Much better .__d. Somewhat poorer

b. Somewhat better .__e. Much poorer

c. No change

Supervision of playgrounds, hallways, etc.

a. Much better -__d. Somewhat poorer

b. Somewhat better .__e. Much poorer

c. No change

Amount of reteaching necessary.

a. MUCh more __d. Somewhat loss

b. Somewhat more __e. Much less

c. No change

Discipline.

a. Much better __d. Somewhat poorer

b. Somewhat better _e. Mueh poorer

c. No change

Motivation of pupils.

a. Much better ...d' Somewhat poorer

b. Somewhat better ___e. Much poorer

c. No change

Use of audio visual materials

a. Much more ‘__d. Somewhat less

b. Somewhat more __e. MUch less

c. No change

Use of field trips.

a. Much more frequent d. Somewhat less frequent

b. Somewhat more frequent __e. Much less frequent

c. No change

Individual instruction or tutoring of pupils.

a. MUCh more __d. Somewhat less

b. Somewhat more _ae. Much less

c. No change

Overall quality of instruction.

a. MUCh better _.d. Somewhat poorer

b. Somewhat better __e. Much poorer

c. No change

 

 

 



Questions 39 through 49 - How do you feel the availability of

the following university services has influenced the attitude

of your

Use the

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

a.

b.

.c.

d.

e.

f.

Tuition free university credit courses.

49. __

staff concerning working with student teachers?

following code for questions 39 through 49.

Has had a very positive effect

Has had a positive effect

Has had no effect

Has had a negative effect

Has had a very negative effect

This service has not been available and would have had

no effect if available

This service has not been available but would have had

a positive effect if available

This service has not been available but would have had

a very positive effect if available

I do not know whether or not this service is available
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University library privileges.

Faculty identification cards.

Recognition certificate from the University.

Consultant services from the University.

Instructional materials from the University.

Tickets to university events - athletics, cultural events, etc"

HOSpitalization services.

Cash stipends to the supervising teacher.

Seminars, workshops or meetings in your school or school

area.

Seminars, workshops or meetings on the University campus.

Questions 50 through 55 — To what extent does the presence of a

student teacher change the supervising teacher's participation

in the following activities~

Use the following

a.

b.

c.

Much more

More than

No change

Less than

MUch less

I__ Visitation

Committee work in the school with pupils and/or staff.

a.

e.

50.

51. __

52.

53.

54. __

55.

Research.

code for questions 50 through 55:

than usual

usual

usual

than usual

in other classrooms or schools.

Professional reading and/or writing.

Work or meet with staff members of school or department.

._ Assistance to the principal or to other teachers.
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Use the following code for questions 56 through 59:

56.

S7.

58.

59.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5?

Very positively

Somewhat positively

Neutral

Somewhat negatively

Very negatively

How has the presence of student teachers in your building

affected staff morale?

Generally, how do parents of your pupils react to having

student teachers in the building?

Generally, how do the custodial, cafeteria and clerical

staff react to having student teachers in the building?

Generally, how do the pupils react to having student

teachers in the building?

Questions 60 through 72 deal with any changes in your own work

load because of having student teachers in your building.

60.

”-.-

To what extent has having student teachers in your building

affected the average number of hours per week you work?

a. Added more than six hours per week

b. Added two to five hours per week

c. Added one hour or less per week

d. Made no change

e. Reduced by one hour or less per week

f. Reduced by two to five hours per week

9. Reduced by six or more hours per week

Questions 61 through 72 - What has been the cause of any change

in your own work load brought about by student teachers?

Use the following code for questions 61 through 72:

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

1.

2.

3.

4.

Increased your work load

Made no change

Decreased your work load

Does not apply.

Additional reports regarding student teaching or student

teachers.

Finding housing and tranSportation for student teachers.

Counseling student teachers.

Selection of supervising teachers.

Orientation of student teachers.

Finding instructional materials.

Counseling supervising teachers.

Communication with parents about activities related to

student teachers.

Student teacher's assistance in counseling students.

Student teacher's assistance with routine clerical tasks

in the school.

Time of supervising teachers being made available by the

student teachers' teaching of classes.

Time of other teachers being made available by student

teachers' handling some of their assigned responsibilities.
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To what extent has the university coordinator or supervisor

of student teaching been available to you and your staff

during the student teacher contact?

a. Has always been available

b. Has usually been available

c. Has been available on call when needed

d. Has been generally unavailable

'e. Has never been available

To what extent do your supervising teachers encouraged

student teachers to have a variety of experiences outside

the assigned classroom?

a. A great deal

b. To some extent

c. To a limited degree

d. Not at all

What effect do you feel working with student teachers has

had on the teaching performance of your teachers?

 

a. Has made them much more effective

b. Has made them more effective

c. Has had no effect

d. Has made them less effective

e. Has made them much less effective

What is the maximum number of student teachers a super-

vising teacher should have in one year?

a. One

b. Two

c. Three

d. Four or more

Which of the following do you consider to be the most

important contribution of supervising teachers to student

teachers?

a. Providing cognitive information in the psychology and

sociology of teaching and learning.

b. Sharing the classroom and pupils to provide teaching

experience for the student teachers.

c. Providing instruction and experience in lesson planning

and methods of teaching.

d. Providing a climate for developing a wholesome professional

attitude.

e. Providing informal counseling and advice in one-to-one

conference sessions.

-7-
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