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ABSTRACT

A COMPARISON OF SELECTED MICHIGAN
STATE UNIVERSITY ELEMENTARY TEACHER PREPARATION
PROGRAMS BASED UPON THE PERCEPTIONS OF STUDENT
TEACHERS, SUPERVISING TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS OF
COOPERATING SCHOOLS

By

Jerry M, Kaml

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to compare the impact of selected
Michigan State University elementary teacher preparation programs on
cooperating schools in the following areas:

a. Individualized instruction.

b. Instructional activities.

c. Contributions to the cooperating school program,

d. Additional professional activities by supervising teacher.

e. Additional professional activities by other staff members.
The comparisons were based on the responses to specific questions by
student teachers, supervising teachers, and principals of cooperating
schools. The following Michigan State University elementary teacher
preparation programs were compared:

a. Conventional Elementary Program.

b. Cluster Elementary Program.

c. Elementary Intern Program.

d. Experimental Elementary Education Program.

e. Teacher Corps Program.
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Methodology

The data were collected using questionnaires developed by the
Deans and Directors of Teacher Education Programs in Michigan for
a 1969 study. The questionnaires were administered to student
teachers, supervising teachers and principals of cooperating schools
during the last two weeks of the Winter quarter of 1975. The Michigan
State University resident center directors were responsiblie for the
administration and collection of the survey instruments. Of the
752 members of this population 599 responded to the questionnaire.
For each response choice to a questionnaire item, the number of
respondents, per cent of respondents, mean, and standard deviation
was tabulated for each program. Cohen's d formula was used to
determine if meaningfui differences existed between the selected
teacher preparation programs and the conventional program. A mean-
ingful difference of 20 per cent was arbitrarily established for this

study.

Findings of the Study

The major findings of the study included:

Research Hypothesis #1: Meaningful differences were perceived by

the supervising teachers in the Experimental Elementary Education
Program as compared to the supervising teachers in the Conventional
program in the amount of time pupils were involved in individualized
instruction,

Research Hypothesis #2: Meaningful differences were perceived by

the student teachers in both the Elementary Intern and Teacher Corps

programs, and the principals in the Teacher Corps program based on



Jerry M. Kaml
changes in instructional activities for the pupils when compared to
the Conventional program,

Research Hypothesis #3: Meaningful differences were perceived by

all three groups of respondents in the Experimental Elementary
Education program and the student teachers in the Teacher Corps pro-
gram when compared to the Conventional program based on the contribu-
tions to the cooperating school program by the student teacher.

Research Hypothesis #4: No meaningful differences were perceived

between the selected teacher preparation programs and the Conventional
program in the amount of time the supervising teacher must spend on
professional duties due to the presence of a student teacher,

Research Hypothesis #5: Meaningful differences were perceived by

the supervising teachers from the Experimental Elementary Education
program when compared to the perceptions of the supervising teachers
in the Conventional program in the amount of time other staff members
spend on professional duties due to the presence of the student
teacher.

The general conclusions reached in this study were that:
1) since no meaningful differences were perceived to exist between
the Cluster program and the Conventional, these programs are comparable
in the areas investigated; 2) since in only one instance were meaningful
differences perceived between the Elementary Intern program and the
Conventional program, it seems reasoriable to conclude that prior to
the internship experience the Elementary Intern program is comparable
to the Conventional program in the five areas under investigation;

and 3) the four-year field-centered experience of the Experimental
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Elementary Education program and the two-year internship of the
Teacher Corps program seems to result in meaningful differences when

compared to the Conventional program in the areas investigated.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Although Michigan State University was founded in 1855, records
reveal it was not until early 1900 that there appeared to be a move
to establish a student teaching program. Since then, remarkable
progress has been made in a comparatively short period of time in the
field of teacher training. 1In 1908, one professor comprised the
entire faculty in Education. In an effort to serve the people of the
state, Noll reports that from the beginning the institution has placed
a stfong emphasis on student teaching where experience is obtained in
a real, ongoing, classroom situation - never in a campus or demonstra-
tion school.] Noll continues:

It is this belief in the value and importance of learning

to teach by going into a regular classroom, observing,

consulting, actually teaching; living and participating in

all activities of the school and the community; and staying

in the situation long enough to achieve a feeling of security

and belonging in it - this kind of experience for all under=-

graduates preparing to teach has probably been the single

most important element of strength in the Michigan State

program of teacher education.2

Even critics of teacher education seem to agree that student

teaching is essential to the preparation of teachers, if not the most

important part of the professional education sequence of course work

]Victor H. Noll, The Preparation of Teachers at Michigan State
University, (East Lansing: Michigan State University, 1968) p. 231~
23L,

2\bid., p. 231
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which a future teacher receives. In 1959, Admiral Rickover stated:

All teachers need some special instruction in pedagogy

and a good deal of practice teaching. We might consider

copying the internship in education which is common

abroad - teacher candidates practicing under the super-

vision of experienced teachers before they take on a

class all by themselves.

Most educators share Conant's view that the value of a period
of supervised practice teaching for the aspiring teachers is indis-
putable, and that both the student and public school could benefit
from the relationship.u Denemark and Macdonald noted there was wide=
spread agreement that supervised classroom practice is a good thing
for prospective teachers, but research is practically nonexistent
relative to determining the specific kinds of practice which actually
do have demonstrably positive effects.5 This view is supported by
Jackson when he states that student teaching programs exist in many
modes of operation, style, types, and program patterns. There is,

however, little research to indicate that one mode is more effective

than another in the preparation of teachers.6 The committee on

3G. K. Hodenfield and T. M. Stinnett, The Education of Teachers,
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1961), p. 1k,

hJames B. Conant, The Education of American Teachers, (New York:
McGraw-Hill), 1963, p. 142,

5G. W. Denemark and J. B. Macdonald, ''Preservice and Inservice
Education of Teachers', The Journal of Educational Research, 37:233-~247,
1967.

6Charles Louis Jackson, ""A Study of Selected Student Teaching
Experiences Reported by Michigan State University Cluster Program and
Conventional Program Student Teachers'' (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,
Michigan State University, 1971, p. 8.
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research in student teaching of the Association of Student Teaching
stresses the need to observe experimentally the effects of different
types of student teaching programs.

An investigation into the nature and effectiveness of teacher

preparation programs is necessary to evaluate the quality of programs.

It is interesting to note that the Department of Superintendence

of the National Education Association of the United States in its
Ninth Yearbook listed six main functions of a program of teacher edu=-
cation. They were briefly described as follows:

a. The first function of a program of teacher education is to
provide a reasonable mastery of the subject taught and of
subject-matter related to it.

b. The second function of teacher education is to assist each
prospective teacher in the formulation of a definite

philosophy of education.

c. The third function of teacher education is to provide a
thorough understanding of child nature.

d. The fourth function of teacher education is development
of powers of evaluation.

e. The fifth function of teacher education is training in
professional ethics.

f. The sixth function of teachgr preparation is education for
life outside the classroom.

These six functions of a program of teacher education were

published in 1931. This early study also suggests that programs of

7Association for Student Teaching, Research on Student Teaching,
Bulletin No. 5 (Dubuque, lowa: William C. Brown Co. 1965), p. 27.

8Department of Superintendence, Ninth Yearbook, Five Unifying
Factors in American Education; The Department of Superintendence of
the National Education Association of the United States; Washington,
D. C., 1931, pp. 267-268.
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teacher education must recognize differing needs of teachers as well
as individual needs of pupils. Further, the economy of effort, time,
and money is important in planning and administering a program of
teacher education.9

Need for the Study

According to Ebel, the evaluation of entire teacher education
programs, or even of segments of programs, is spotty and inadequate.]
ldeally, it is assumed that the design of each curriculum for the
preparation of teachers adopted by the institution reflects the judg-
ment of appropriate members of the faculty and staff, of students, of
graduates, and of the profession as a whole. It is also assumed that
these curricula reflect an awareness of research and development in

. }
teacher education.

9Department of Superintendence, Ninth Yearbook, Five Unifying
Factors in American Education; The Department of Superintendence of
the National Education Association of the United States; Washington,
D.C., 1931, pp. 270-271.

]ORobert L. Ebel, ed., Encyclopedia of Educational Research
(London: Macmillan Co., 1969), p. 1418,

]]“Standards for the Accreditation of Teacher Education'',
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education; Washington,

D.C., 1970, p. 3.
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In December of 1968, the Council of State College Presidents
of Michigan instructed the Deans and Directors of Teacher Education
Programs to investigate the impact of student teaching programs
upon the public schools cooperating in teacher education programs. The
data were gathered in the Fall Quarter and Semester of 1969 from cooper=
ating teachers, student teachers, and principals of cooperating schools.
These data were to be used to measure the effect of student teaching
on the school in which student teachers were placed and to provide a
basis for the improvement of student teaching and teacher preparation
programs in Michigan. This study, commonly referred to as the Student
Teaching Impact Study, involved more than 10,000 teachers, student
teachers, and school administrators in the most comprehensive study
of student teaching ever conducted in Michigan.

The Deans and Directors of Teacher Education Programs in Michigan
incorporated into the survey instruments the means for evaluating
student teaching programs. This particular study will utilize only
those items of response within the survey which are relevant to the
defined topic; namely, comparing the impact of selected Michigan State
University elementary teacher preparation programs on cooperating
schools based on the perceptions of student teachers, supervising
teachers, and principals of cooperating schools in which student
teachers are placed.

Each teacher preparation program is an endeavor to prepare a
more competent, analytical, innovative, and critical teacher who can

. . 8 s
help master the serious educational problems in our socuetyol Changes

8Jackson, op. _cit., p. 2.
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in existing programs and the initiation of new, innovative programs
are necessary if they are to include the latest social, technologicatl,
and theoretical innovations. Most certainly there is a need for
continuous re-examination of student teaching programs.]9

At Michigan State University student teachers who are assigned
to one supervising teacher are con§idered to be participants of the
conventional program of student teaching. This parent program is the
result of decades of additions and modifications of educational prac-
tices, and is a basic 'point of departure' for other new and experi=-
mental teacher preparation programs at Michigan State University.
However, any new program, as well as the traditional program, of
teacher preparation must ''...be supported by empirical evidence as
to its merits and worth to the participants“.zo

In addition to the conventional teacher preparation program at
Michigan State University, several other programs are currently
involved in the process of preparing teachers at the elementary level.
A complete description of these programs is given in Chapter 11.
Although the proponents of each of these programs praise its merits,
no studies have been conducted to actually compare the effectiveness

of each of the selected teacher preparation programs.

]9Patrick D. Daunt, "A Follow=up Study of the Michigan State
University-Lansing School District SERL Project and the Conventional
Program of Student Teaching in the Lansing Public Schools with
Comparisons of Teacher Attitudes, Ratings, and Career Progress,
(Unpub. Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University) p. 172.

2OJackson, Op. Cit., p. 5.
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The writings thus far point out that it is necessary that data
be obtained to support empirically the claims of the effectiveness
of the selected elementary teacher preparation programs at Michigan
State University.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study is to compare the impact of selected
Michigan State University elementary teacher preparation programs on
cooperating schools in the following areas:

a. Individualized instruction

b. instructional activities

c. Contributions to the cooperating school program

d. Additional professional activities by supervising teacher

e. -Additional professional activities by other staff members

The comparisons will be based on the responses to specific
questions by student teachers, supervising teachers, and principals
of cooperating schools. The following Michigan State University
elementary teacher preparation programs will be compared:

a. Conventional Elementary Program

b. Cluster Elementary Program

c. Elementary Intern Program

d. Teacher Corps Program

e. Experimental Elementary Education Pirogram
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Research Hypothesis 3

There are no meaningful differences between the selected teacher

preparation programs and the conventional program in contributions to

the cooperating school program by the student teacher in the following

areas:

Supervising youth groups.

Talking to parent groups.

Performing recess, lunch, gymnasium, playground or hall duties.
Chaperoning social activities for pupils.

Supervising study halls,

Coaching or assisting in interscholastic or extracurricular
activities.

Assisting in handling discipline problems.

Developing, providing, or suggesting new or different
materials to the teachers of the cooperating school.

Providing aids or ideas.
Amount of time taught for supervising teacher.
Affects on staff morale.

Change in work load of administrator.

Research Hypothesis L

There are no meaningful differences between the selected teacher

preparation programs and the conventional program in the amount of

time the supervising teacher must spend on the following professional

duties due to the presence of a student teacher:

A,

b.

Frequency of supervising teacher visits to other classrooms.

Amount of committee work conducted by supervising teacher
with students and faculty.

Amount of research conducted by supervising teacher.
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d. Amount of professional reading performed by the supervising
teacher,

e. Amount of participation by supervising teacher in student
teacher seminars or in-service activities dealing with

student teaching.

Research Hypothesis 5

There are no meaningful differences between the selected teacher
preparation programs and the conventional program in the amount of
time other staff members spend on the following professional duties due
to the presence of the student teacher:

a. Teaching.

b. Chaperoning.

c. Supervising.

d. Frequency of visits to other classes.

e. Amount of committee work.

f. Amount of research.

g. Amount of professional reading or writing.

Definitions of Terms

Student teaching.--Observation, participation, and actual teaching

done by a student preparing fcr teaching under the direction of a
supervising teacher or general supervisor; part of the pre-service
program offered by a teacher education institution.

Student teacher.--A person enrolled in a school of education who

has been assigned to assist a regular teacher in a real school situation.

2]Carter V. Good, ed., Dictionary of Education (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1959), p. 563.

22| 11d., p. 563.
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Supervising teacher.--An experienced teacher employed in the local

school system to work with pupils and to supervise college students
during their student teaching experience.23
Principal.--The administrative head and professional leader of a
school division or unit,
Pupil.--One who attends a kindergarten or a school of elementary

25

tevel. The term "'student' will be avoided in this study to prevent
confusion as to whether it referred to student teachers or pupils.

Field laboratory experience.-~-Actual practice away from the

college campus, within schools or their environment, in dealing with
educational problems; part of the program offered by a teacher educa-~
tion institution, usually conducted in schools that are not formally
under the direct control of or affiliated with, the teacher education
institution; usually more limited, incidental, and less formal and
concentrated than the extended internship.2

Impact study.--The Michigan '""Student Teaching Impact Study”27

administered in the Fall of 1969. A description is given in Chapter I11.

23Carter V. Good, ed., Dictionary of Education (New York:
McGraw=-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1959), p. 572.

2L\leid., p. L36.

251 bid., p. L61.

26| 4id., p. 227.

27The Impact of Student Teaching Programs Upon the Cooperating
Public Schools in Michigan (Lansing: Michigan Council of State College
Presidents, 1970).
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Conventional program.--A teacher preparation program in which

students are placed individually or with one supervising teacher and
spend a substantial part of the quarter with that particular teacher.2
For the purposes of this study, student teachers participating in the
conventional program are teaching at the elementary level,

Cluster program.~-A teacher preparation program which provides

for placing groups of 8-12 student teachers in a single building for
an individualized and flexibly planned experience with a variety of
teachers in that building and with other educational resources in

the district and community. A clinical consultant is selected from
the building staff for his or her special competency in teaching and
in working with student teachers and is assigned for a portion of

his or her time to work with the student teachers in the building.

He or she helps to plan the individual schedules for student teachers,
provides for them necessary instruction and helps to evaluate their

29

performance. The clinical consultant will be considered a supervis~

ing teacher for the purposes of this study.

28Hugo David, ed., Toward Excellence in Student Teaching,
3rd edition. (Dubuque, lowa: Kendall-Hunt Publishing Co. 1973), p. 1

29\bid., p. 1
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Elementary Intern program.--A teacher preparation program where

after extensive preparation, the student is a salaried intern teacher
during his fourth calendar year of study. He is supervised by an
intern consultant selected from the most able teachers in the coopera-
ting school districts.30 The intern consultant will be considered a
supervising teacher for the purposes of this study.

Teacher Corps program.=-~A teacher preparation program involving

a pre-service period of training and assignment to specifically serve

31

children from multiethnic and multiracial backgrounds.

Experimental Elementary Education program.=-~A teacher preparation

program combining public schools, the community, and the university in

a competency-based program. A pupil management model is stressed

32

during an internship in the fourth year.

3OBernard R. Corman and Ann G. Olmsted, The Internship in the
Preparation of Elementary School Teachers (East Lansing: Michigan
State University College of Education, 1964).

3]"Teacher Corps'', brochure by U. S. Office of Education,
Washington, D. C.

32”Experimental Elementary Education Program'', brochure for
Placement Services, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan.
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Limitations of the Study

The limitations of this study are as follows:

The 1975 data collected in this study is limited to the responses
of elementary education student teachers and those public school
supervising teachers and principals involved in the field labora-
tory experience of Michigan State UniVersity elementary education
student teachers during the Winter Quarter of 1975,
The study utilizes the questionnaire which is subject to the
limitations imposed by such a technique.
The data for this study were gathered by a research questionnaire
designed by representatives from thirty-one teacher education
institutions in Michigan. The writer of the present study did

not participate in the construction or validation of the question-

naire. These instruments are particularly well=-suited for providing

the pertinent information identified in the problem statement on
page 8. Only selected response items from the questionnaire
will be used in comparing the impact of selected Michigan State
University elementary teacher preparation programs on cooperating
schools,

Questionnaires were disseminated, administered and collected by
Michigan State University coordinators of student teaching in the
cooperating schools and among the student teachers and supervising
teachers with whom they work. It is assumed that this was done in
a completely objective manner.

No generalizations are intended to future teacher preparation

programs at Michigan State University, in other contexts, or in

other locations.



CHAPTER 1|1

SELECTED REVIEW OF RELATED L!TERATURE

Introduction

The literature relating to the development of student teaching
as an integral part of the preparation of teachers and the development
of selected student teaching programs at Michigan State University
will be reviewed in this chapter. The uniqueness of each teacher
preparation program under study will be presented. Finally, a summary
of the literature is presented.

Historical Background While schools have existed for approximately

four thousand vyears, formal teacher education has existed for less
than three hundred years. This was probably due, largely, to three
factors; first, very few people received a formal education and
consequently few teachers were needed; second, it was felt that a
teacher only had to know something about that which was to be taught;
and third, during the first few centuries A.D., the church assumed
the responsibility for education. During this time, education had
a religious motive and teaching was carried on by the clergy who
had religious training rather than special teacher training.

When the emigrants from Europe came to the shores of the New

World they brought with them certain ideas and ideals. Among them

IJames A. Johnson, A Brief History of Student Teaching, (De Kalb,
i11inois: Creative Educational Materials) 1968, p. 1.

17
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was the system of training through apprenticeship where a youth was
responsible to a master for training in a trade.2 While it is true
that most of the formal teaching during this time was carried on by
clergymen, some laymen did conduct private schools as a means of
livelihood. These private school teachers usually became teachers
by serving a lengthy apprenticeship with master teachers°3 Writing
of the apprenticeship as a method of preparing teachers, Fristoe
points out:

The first attempt to give this practical (teacher)
training in an organized and systematic manner on
which we have authentic information was the outgrowth
of the guild system which flourished in Europe during
the latter centuries of the Middle Ages. At a time
when merchants and artists and workmen were all
organizing and setting up definite limitations and
prerequisites to membership in their unions, it was
only natural that teachers should form similar organi-
zations. |In order to become a master, the beginner
was required to serve a rather long period of appren-
ticeship. During this time he received little or no
compensation and served as an assistant and substitute
and, finally, taught a class of his own under the
supervision of the master to whom he had been assigned.

The apprenticeship embodied the concept of learning by doing,
and because of this similarity, it might be considered a forerunner

of practice teaching. Also, in the 1400's it was common in the early

2George R. Cressman and Harold W. Benda, Public Education in
America,(New York: Appleton-Century-Crafts, Inc., 1956), pp. 21=-22.

3James A. Johnson, Op. Cit., p. 2.

uJim Johnson and Floyd Perry, Readings in Student Teaching
(Dubuque: Wm, C. Brown Book Co., 1967) p. 1.
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European teacher training schools to give the students practice in
teaching by having them teach demonstration lessons to their fellow
5

students.

Normal Schools

Most authorities agree that the first real normal school was
established in 1685 by Jean Baptiste de la Salle at Rheims, France,
Cubberley gives the following account of de la Salle's work:

The first normal school to be established anywhere

was that founded at Rheims, in northern France, in
1685, by Abbe de la Salle, He had founded the

Order of '"'The Brothers of the Christian Schools'!

the preceding year, to provide free religious instruc-
tion for children of the working classes in France,
and he conceived the new idea of creating a special
school to train his prospective teachers for the
teaching work of his Order. Shortly afterward he
established two similar institutions in Paris. Each
institution he called a "Seminary for Schoolmasters."
In addition to imparting a general education of the
type of the time, and a thorough grounding in religion,
his student teachers were trained to teach in practice
schools, under the direction of experienced teachers.

If student teaching is essentially defined as that part of
preservice teacher education which provides practical teaching experi-
ence under the close supervision of an experienced teacher, then there
can be little doubt that Jean Baptiste de la Salle deserves the title,

"Father of Student Teaching."7

5Dewey Fristoe, '"Early Beginnings of Laboratory Schools,"
Educational Administration and Supervision, Vol. 28 (March 1942), p. 219.

6EHwood P. Cubberley, The History of Education, (New York:
Houghton, Mifflin Co., 1920), p. 185,

7James A. Johnson, Op, Cit., p. 12,
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Prussia, early in the nineteenth century, was the first nation
to establish a state-controlled system for the training of teachers.
The leaders adopted the pedagogical principles of Johann Pestalozzi
(1746-1827), who based his instructional methods upon knowing child
nature and observing how pupils react to certain learning situations.
Teaching had been a fairly simple matter when it was only necessary
to know the subject matter. 1|t increased tremendously in technical
complexity when the teacher also had to know the child.

Pestalozzi defined education as the ''natural, progressive and
harmonious development of all the powers and capacities of the human
being.'" 1In light of this definition, knowledge of the natural develop-
ment of the child became essential. He recommended attention to the
instincts, interests, capacities, and activities of the learner. He
rejected the teaching of mere words and shifted the emphasis from the
book to the child's experiences and immediate environment., Observa-
tion and investigation were to replace memorization and class discussion;
thinking was to replace reciting. Widely publicized impressions of
Pestalozzian practices resulted in recommendations that American schools
adapt portions of the educational practices of EurOpe.9

The first normal school to be established in this country was a

private school, established by Samuel Hall in 1823 at Concord, Vermont.

8Carroll Atkinson and Eugene T. Maleska, The Story of Education,
(New York: Chilton Books, 1965) p. 351,

9Emma Reinhardt, American Education, (New York: Harper & Brothers,
Publishers, 1960) p. 25I.
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This school was established one-hundred and fifty years after
de la Salle had established the first normal school in Europe.
While there had been previous sporadic attempts to train teachers
in the United States, Hall's normal school signaled the beginning
of practice teaching in this country. A few town children were
admitted to Hall's normal school from the very beginning for
demonstration and practice teaching purposes.]

Speaking of a few dedicated educatérs in the early‘l9th century,

Johnson and Perry relate,

. ..these men had visited teacher training institutions
in Europe and returned full of enthusiasm for the
establishment of similar institutions in the United
States. 1t became clear to these educational pioneers
that the improvement of education was dependent upon
the improvement of teacher preparation. Almost all of
these men advocated the use of practice teaching in the
normal school program.“]]

In 1839 Massachusetts established the first school for preparing
teachers for the common schools. A $10,000 gift by a private citizen
persuaded the Massachusetts legislature to start a school at Lexington
in July, 1839. 1In 1850 Massachusetts had three normal schools;

New York, Connecticut, and Michigan had one each; Rhode Island, New
Jersey, t1linois, Minnesota, California, Maine, and Kansas followed by
1865. By 1900 the state supported normal school had spread into most

every state, the list numbering 127. The growth of the normal school

IOJim Johnson and Floyd Perry, Op. Cit., p. 3.

Mibid., p. 3.
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was a result of the establishment or the revision of the public school
system, beginning in the early part of the nineteenth century.]

The first normal school and the first practice teaching program
in the Midwest developed at Ypsilanti, Michigan. The Ypsilanti Normal,
established in 1849 and opened in 1850, was only the sixth normal school
to be established in the entire United States. A model school was
operated in conjunction with the normal school at Ypsilanti to give
advanced students in the normal school practice in teaching. These
practice teachers were required to take charge of one recitation daily
throughout an entire term. The practice teachers were closely super=-
vised and were required to make detailed weekly reports of their work.]3

During the 1920's, there was a marked increase in the use of
of f=campus practice teaching. One survey showed that from 1917 to 1927
there was an increase of 27 percent in the number of normal schools
using only off-campus practice teaching. This increased use of the
public school for practice teaching was partially due to the fact that
the growth in normal schools resulted in their model schools being
incapable of accommodating all the practice teachers. Also, there
was a feeling that the public school could provide a more typical

teaching situation for the practice teacher.]

]2Charles W. Hunt, Teacher Education for a Free People, (Oneonta,
New York: The American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education, 1956).

]3Johnson and Perry, Op. Cit., p. 5.

]uJohnson, Op. Cit., p. 9.
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In the transition to the teachers college, these crucial problems had

to be faced.

Harper sums-up the transition of the normal schools to the

teachers college:

The state teacher-education schools spread to almost every
state in the Union and established themselves as an indis-
pensable part of the public school system. They made
teaching a profession and education a science. They faced
the public schools and strove to raise the general level

of education for the masses. |In the past thirty years

they have been generally known as teachers colleges, not
because they changed their fundamental nature, but because
standardization and the resulting prominence of the degree
for high school teachers forced the normal schools to secure
the degree-granting privilege, conforming in certain partic-
ulars to the established college and university standards. 17

In February of 1922, a committee of the National Council of
Education reached the following conclusions:

1. In the opinion of this committee the teachers college
movement is a sound one. The normal schools began as
secondary schools with a professional purpose. As public
education progressed, they advanced to the rank of junior
colleges and with the further progress of public education
it is perfectly natural that they should develop into
professional colleges. This development is in complete
harmony with the general advancement of organized education.
Moreover, it is a necessity if we are to have a body of
trained teachers with a professional attitude toward their
work. Especially is it important that we should have
teachers colleges in view of the disposition of teachers in
service to continue this education. Thousands of such
teachers find the work offered by the teachers colleges
during the summer session their greatest single opportunity
for academic and professional advancement.

2. The teachers college movement is still in the experimental
state. It will take a number of years for them to establish
their courses, increase their attendance, and standardize
their work on a college basis.

]7Harper, Op. Cit., p. 171.
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3. The movement should receive encouragement from all friends
of public education.

Lk, The universities should evince a cooperative spirit toward
the teachers college movement. In the great work of educa-
tion there is room and glory for all. The universities will
find their resources taxed to the limit to care for those
who desire to enter their doors. The universities and the
teachers colleges should be colleagues and firm friends in
advancing the interests of education within their respective
states.

5. The normal schools which advance to the rank of teachers
colleges should take the name of college.

6. The teachers colleges should address themselves to the task
of standardization. If they are to be colleges in name,
they should be colleges in fact. This means that for entrance
requirements, student's load, content of courses, academic
preparation of faculty, faculty load, number of weeks teaching
a year, et cetera, they should ''square' with college standards.
Teachers colleges may never hope to have the respect and
recognition of the colleges and universities and the public
in general until this task of standardization is achieved.

7. And as an aid to this standardization, the committee suggests
that a more detailed study be made of the organization and
administration of teachers colleges and of the content of the
course of study, such report to be made by the present

commi ttees or by some other committee authorized for that
particular purpose.]

while the movement from normal schools to teachers colleges was
taking place, new departures in American higher education were also
being undertaken. Land grant colleges and state universities were
coming into being in greater numbers and assuming new roles. The
blurring of distinction between colleges and universities at the turn
of the twentieth century can be seen by the fact that everywhere the
state universities became the major teacher-training agencies, setting

standards for the public schoo]s.]

8American Association of Teachers Colleges, Yearbook 1922,
(Oneonta, New York: The Association, 1922) pp. 29-30.

]9Jackson, Op. Cit., p. 22
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During the last quarter century there has been an increased
awareness on the part of most members of the teaching profession of
the need for better and more realistic facilities in training poten-
tial teachers. Since the original normal schools for teacher training,
educators have been striving toward the establishment of a system which
would offer a prospective teacher the fullest opportunity to observe
and be actively engaged in one of the most essential phases of teaching--
that of working with children.

Michigan State University, like many other institutions of higher
learning throughout the country, has always been very much aware of
this problem and has made several significant changes in the type of
laboratory experiences offered to those in training for the teacher
profession. By virtue of the fact that Michigan State University
started as an Agricultural College, the problem of training agricul-
tural teachers arose as early as 1910. Undoubtedly this is a contrib~-
uting factor toward the early strides forward as can be seen in the

20

history of student teaching at Michigan State University.

Student Teaching at Michigan State University

There is no mention of education in the Constitution of the
United States, and accordingly, educaticn has come to be considered
a function of the states individually, There is, however, early
evidence that the Congress felt a concern for giving education real
encouragement., In the Ordinance of 1785, provision was made to

reserve one square mile of every township for the maintenance of the

20Pau] N. Clem, "A Study of the Michigan State University Full-
time Resident Student Teaching Program' (unpublished dissertation
Michigan State University, 1958) p. 2.
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public schools of the township. The Ordinance of 1787 i1aid down the
important principle: 'Religion, morality, and knowledge being neces~
sary to good government and the happiness of mankind, schools and
the means of education shall be forever encouraged.'' These pieces
of legislation gave rise to the federal policy of reserving lands
for education.

The Morrill Land-Grant Act, signed by President Lincoln in 1862,
provided money through the sale of federal lands for the establish-
ment of at least one college in every state ... to teach such branches
of learning as are related to agriculture and the mechanic arts ...
Michigan Agricultural College, later to become Michigan State
University, was founded in 1855 and was the prototype for land-grant
institutions established under the Morrill Act. The College's
stated purpose was to improve and teach the science and practice of
agriculture. There was very likely no thought in the minds of stu-
dents or faculty of the training of teachers as a function of the
new institution. Noll reports '',..the College had no organized pro-
gram for the preparation of teachers. Nor is there any clear evidence
that the faculty or administration recognized teacher preparation as

. . 2
one of its functions. 2

2‘George R. Cressman and Harold W. Benda, Op. Cit., pp. L7-48,

22N011, Op. Cit., p. 19.
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The first record of any practice teaching done by students of
the College was by senior girls begun in 1903. Cooking was taught
by them in night classes both on the campus and in the public schools
of the vicinity.23

The passage by the federal government of the National Vocational
Education Act in 1917 provided funds, when matched by state money,
for the training of teachers in the fields of agriculture, home
economics, and industrial education. Practice teaching in these
vocational subjects was required by this law. Also, the Smith-Hughes
Act required that a regular program for student teaching be
estab\ished.zq

Jackson writes that the post World War | era at Michigan
Agricultural College was a period of transition, of growth, of
searching for breadth, scope and structure for the College. Enroll-
ments in the sciences and arts soon outnumbered those preparing for
teaching in the vocational fields. The early 1930's witnessed the
continued movement off-campus to cooperating public schools where
the College had students spend half a day teaching and participating
in the overall school and community programs. Further, the Board of
Agriculture declared that one department, the Department of Education,

25

would be responsible for the preparation of teachers.

2\o11, 0p. Cit., p. 18.

2“Noll, Op. Cit., pp. LO-41.

25Charles L. Jackson, Op. Cit., pp. 24-25.
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in 1928, student teaching was approximately a half-time load
for which eight credits was earned. Generally, the practice was
to have the student teacher observe for a few weeks after which he
would prepare a lesson plan for a day or more. After this had been
reviewed with the supervising teacher and approved, with whatever
modifications seemed necessary, the student teacher would take charge
of the class. |If the supervising teacher had several student teachers,
the time available for each student to teach in a ten weeks term would
be quite limited. Where there were two student teachers assigned to
a class, the instruction would be given about equally by the super-
vising teacher on the one hand and the two student teachers on the
other. The major portion of a student teacher's experience usually
would consist of observation rather than actual teaching.

Speaking of the early student teaching program at Michigan State,
Noll relates:

Typically, each group of student teachers - agriculture,

home economics, science and arts - had a resident super-

visor or coordinator who was a regular member of the

College faculty in the Department of Education. In the

vocational fields these were the ''resident teacher

trainers.'" In the science and arts it was the head of

the department in the early years. Good relationships

between the Department of Education and cooperating

schools depended to a great extent on these supervisors.,

They constituted a link between the two agencies that

could make student teaching a success or a failure, . .

. . . Student teachers felt that they were being given

an opportunity to be a part of the school and often even

of the community to which they had been assigned.

Supervising teachers felt that they had more time to
spend with the student teachers, to get to know them

266011, 0p. Cit., p. 77.
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This arrangement made possible participation by every student
teacher in practically all activities and responsibilities of
the typical teacher of vocational agriculture, including home
visits, preparation of instructional materials, and part-~time
and evening classes.30

Student teachers in home economics and agriculture were
financially supported by state and federal funds. However, funds
were not available to initiate a full-time resident student teaching
program in science and arts. Early in 1941 the Kellogg Foundation
offered to sponsor a small experimental program in which a few
student teachers in science and arts (who wished to do so) would
have the opportunity for full~-time experience in a community high
school for a term. The Foundation agreed to pay each volunteer a
small honorarium. Most of these volunteers used it to defray the
additional costs involved in moving and living off the campus for
the term. The Foundation also paid the salary of a replacement for
a staff member whose time was released from campus teaching to
coordinate and supervise the off-campus program. During the period
from 1941-1945, the Kellogg Foundation gave financial support to
68 students from the College for full-time student teaching in
science and arts for six to twelve weeks. In addition, the
Foundation provided some funds for supervisory activities from the

campus.

30011, 0p, Cit., p. 96.

3N 011, Op. Cit., pp. 97-98.
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According to Clem, the program of full-time resident student
teaching at Michigan State University had its birth in the Marshall
Plan in the fall of 1946. The Marshall Plan was a cooperative
venture of the Kellogg Foundation of Battle Creek, Michigan, the
town of Marshall and Michigan State University. The general purposes
of the Marshall Plan were not student teaching, not community study,
but realistic living in a community and working with children and
adults in a total community situation. By the fall of 1956 the
full-time resident student teaching program had been tried and de-
clared so successful that it was required that all teacher education
majors take their professional laboratory experience in a full-time
resident centera32

Clem lists the following basic principles upon which the
Michigan State University Full-Time Resident Program was founded:

1. Recognize that the student teacher must be well
prepared in the subjects he is teaching.

2. Emphasize the study of the whole child in his
total environment.

3. Give prestige to the methodology of teaching.

L, Stress individual needs of the student teacher
rather than rigid mass requirements.

5. Provide situations in which the student can find
his own competencies and inadequacies.

6. Provide an atmosphere for self-criticism on the
part of the student teacher.

32Clem, Op, Cit., pp. 14-16,
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7. Provide the privilege of experimenting with
techniques and materials that the supervising
teacher may not have tried.

8. Provide excellent supervision and guidance
for student teachers. This is accomplished
through the efforts of the following people:
the resident student teaching coordinator,
the supervising teacher, the school principal,
the director of elementary or secondary educa-
tion in the cooperating school system, the
director of audio-visual aids, special consul=
tants in the system, the superintendent, and
subject~matter specialists from the college.

9. Assign only one student teacher at a time to
a supervising teacher.

10. Provide a wide variety of experiences for
student teachers,

11. Provide orientation and visitation to schools
prior to the actual student teaching experience.

12, Emphasize community study and the importance
of school-community resources and relationships.

13. Provide directed opportunities for long-term
planning in teaching.

14, Make extended provisions for student teachers
to understand and to be of service in meeting
the needs of children.

15. Provide supervision and help to student teachers
in meeting problems of class management and

pupil behavior.

16. Provide favorable cenditions and opportunities
to meet parents and work with them.

17. Recognize no single best technique of teaching.

18. Give supervised practice in evaluating the work
of pupi]so33

33C]em, Op. Cit., pp. 21-23.
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Kennedy, in the introduction to Toward Excellence in Student

Teaching, asserts that by definition, the full-time student teaching
program implies these characteristics:

The student lives in the community for a full college

term and is assigned to teach with one or more classroom
teachers. His responsibilities are viewed broadly and

may include involvement in some community-civic under-
taking as well as after school or out-of-school activities
with boys and girls. He learns to locate and to use
community and school resources in his teaching. He
studies the relationship of education to community values.
He finds out, by living the life of a teacher, just what
the job of a teacher is. The program also implies care-
ful supervision and direction in that the university

staff member who coordinates and supervises the student
teaching experience lives in the community too.

Michigan State University initiated full-time student
teaching in 1955, and since that time about 30,000
students have completed this experience. Currently,

the University places students in fourteen off-campus
centers involving about 130 cooperating school districts
and educational institutions. Since 1955, hundreds of
classroom teachers have shared their professional exper-
tise by helping to guide students through this important
experience.

Elementary Teacher Preparation Programs at Michigan State University

The program for the preparation of teachers for elementary schools
was a new venture for Michigan State. After much planning and expan-
sion of staff and course offerings, the first enrollees in elementary
education were accepted in the Fall of 1942, Noll reports it was not
unusual to be told by a girl that she had always wanted to come to
Michigan State and also become an elementary school teacher and that

35

now for the first time she could do both.

3L"Hugo David, Op. Cit., p. xi

35NOH, Op. Cit., pp. 105~106.
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Since the early nineteen hundreds there had been provisions
for training teachers of home economics and agriculture and, since
the twenties, for teachers of arts and sciences. Although teachers
of vocational subjects (and music, art, and physical education)
might have pupils and classes at both elementary and secondary lev-
els, no attempt had been made by the College to offer preparation
for classroom teachers at the elementary level. This was regarded
as the function of the normal school. Also, the introduction of
a program for preparing teachers for elementary schools was a depar-
ture from the general practice of land-grant colleges.

There has never been any doubt as to the general acceptance of
the elementary preparation program by University students, faculty
or the public, including the public schools. |In fact, it is evident
that teacher education is a joint responsibility of both the public
schools and the university. |In 1965 Sharpe reported that, ''One
of the most promising developments in teacher education has been
the increasing involvement of elementary and secondary teachers,
public school administrators, and even lay boards of education in

37

planning and conducting the student teaching program.'

3®Nol1, Op. Cit., p. 106.

37Patrick D. Daunt, Op. Cit., p. 32.
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McGeoch and Olson maintain, "'t is now patently clear that
the title 'teacher educator' no longer belongs to the college
faculty exclusively. |t is the rightful possession of all who
participate in the professional preparation of teachers,"3

From 1956 all student teachers in elementary education did
their student teaching in approved centers as full=time residents
of the community. The only exceptions were married students or
others for whom living off-campus would have created hardships.
Such cases were, and continue to be, assigned to local schools to
39

and from which they can commute.

Conventional Program - The conventional program for the preparation

of teachers at Michigan State University is essentially the basic
program which evolved to meet the tremendous demand for qualified
teachers. Essentially, students are placed individually or with
one supervising teacher and spend a substantial part of the guarter
with that particular teacher. The university supervisor meets with
the student teachers about one-half day per week and makes frequent
visits to the classroom to help plan, provide instruction, and

evaluate the work of the student teacher.

38Dorothy M. McGeoch and Hans Olson, '"The Charge to Action'!,
Teacher Education: Future Directions, (Washington, D. C.: National
Education Association, 1970) p. 143,

39Hugo David, Op. Cit., p. 1.
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Cluster Program = In an effort to develop improved programs of

field experiences for student teachers, the Cluster Program evolved
in the late 1960's, Four main principles were considered in design-
ing this student teaching program:

1. The program for student teachers should provide

great flexibility so that strengths and weak-
nesses of individual students will determine the
specific program each will follow.

2. The student teacher should be involved in a program
which is designed to provide contact with several
teachers and various teaching styles.

3. The program should be structured to provide many
other kinds of school experiences for the student
teacher in addition to classroom teaching.

L4, Effective means should be developed to bring
practicing teachers and teacher preparation insti=-
tutions into true partnership in the design and
implementation of teacher education programs. !

Under this concept, students spend a term full-time in student
teaching and are assigned to school buildings in clusters of ten to
twelve each. A highly competent member of the regular teaching
staff from each of these cluster buildings is selected jointly by
the host school district and the university to serve as clinical
consultant in that building. This consultant spends one-half of
each school day in regular teaching duties and the other half he
devotes exclusively to planning and instructing in a highly person-

alized program of student teaching for each student teacher in that

building. The maturity, academic interests, and natural aptitude

ulLeland Dean and W. Henry Kennedy in collaboration with Deans

and Directors of Teacher Education of Michigan in Michigan Colleges.

A Position Paper on Student Teaching Programs,'' in Howard E. Bosley,
Teacher Education in Transition, An Experiment in Change, Vol, ] A
(Baltimore, Maryland: Multi-State Teacher Education Project, May 1969) ,
pp. 165-166.
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for teaching can all be taken into account in developing an
individualized program for each student teacher each week of the
student-teaching term. Instead of becoming locked into one class-
room under one supervising teacher, the student moves freely, working
in different classrooms under a variety of teaching styles that en-
able learning from several teachers as the student seeks to develop
teaching techniques.

A unique feature claimed for the cluster concept is that student
teachers may not spend all of each day in the classroom but can spend
some time learning about activities that go on in the rest of the
school and in the outside community. By placing the studnt teacher
with the appropriate staff member for classroom experience, the clus=
ter program also provides a carefully planned sequence of activities
that enable the student to gain experience at different levels of
instruction. Student teachers who develop more slowly may need to
be limited to working primarily with one supervising teacher for
more extended periods in the same classrooms. Others who readily
master early teaching situations may move at a rate that more
nearly matches their needs and special abilities.

One advantage claimed for the cluster program is that the college
coordinator's time can be more effectively and more efficiently used.
Instead of spending many hours traveling from school to school, the
coordinator may now center his efforts on specific buildings to
which several student teachers are assigned. He can also provide

special help and in-service activities for the building consultants
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originally named the Student Teacher Education Program (STEP)
and was supported by a grant of $585,000 over a five-year span
from the Ford Foundation.m+ The program was conceived in a
joint effort by several Michigan community colleges and Michigan
State University to develop an elementary teacher preparation
program for their graduates. It was learned that community col=
lege graduates could gain state certification to teach and complete
an internship if two conditions were fulfilled., First, the intern-
ship had to be combined with pedagogy taught by University faculty
in resident centers. Second, students in the program would have
to attend Michigan State University for three ten-week summer
sessions,

The ofiginal program took five years for a student to complete;
but in 1964, the internship requirement was reduced from two years
to one. This was the year the Elementary Intern Program became a
regular part of the College of Education's elementary education
curriculum.br5

The essential characteristics of the Elementary tntern Program
are as follows:

First Two Years: The student completes the first two years

at any accredited community college or university.

““Noll, Op. Cit., p. 175.

5Elementary Intern Program/Another Way of Learning to Teach,
(East Lansing: Michigan State University) Final Report to the
Ford Foundation,
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Summer Session Following Sophomore Year: The student attends
a ten-week summer session at Michigan State University. The course
work consists mainly of study in the liberal arts,

Third Calendar Year: During two quarters, the student is off-
campus in one of the internship centers. He studies elementary
school teaching methods, which are integrated with the student
teaching. The course work is taught'by Michigan State University
faculty assigned to the center. An outstanding classroom teacher

and a Michigan State University resident staff member supervise the

student teaching. One quarter is spent on the Michigan State University

campus studying the liberal arts.

Second Summer Session: The student attends a five~-week summer
session on the Michigan State University campus for additional work
in the liberal arts.

Fourth Calendar Year: The student is now an intern teacher,
responsible for a classroom. He is supervised by an intern consul-
tant, the resident University faculty member, and the school princi=-
pal. The intern teacher is paid a stipend for the year. Course
work consists of one evening class a week studying the foundations
of education. At the end of the year, the student qualifies for

both the bachelor's degree and the teaching certificate.
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When a new intern teacher assumes the responsibility for a
classroom, he has completed the equivalent of more than three and
two-thirds of the usual four-year degree program. He has taken
most of the required professional courses, including student teaching.
He already has had six months of experience in an elementary class-
room under the supervision of one or more highly qualified 1:eachers.L+7
Those students in the Elementary Intern Program responding to the
questiénnaire in this study did so during their student teaching

but prior to their internship.

Teacher Corps Program - The Teacher Corps, established by Congress

in 1965, was implemented at Michigan State University by the Colleges
of Education and Urban Development in 1971. This was done in
cooperation with the Lansing School District and the Model Cities
Program. This program is part of a nationwide effort to give chil-
dren from low-~income families better educational opportunities and

to improve the quality of teacher education programs for both
certified teachers and inexperienced teacher-interns.

Teacher Corps is an undergraduate program with the student-
intern entering the program in their junior year of college. At
the end of a two-year training cycle, the intern is graduated with
teacher certification and a bachelor's degree from Michigan State

University. Efforts are made to recruit interns representative of

48“Teacher Corps'', brochure of the U.S. 0ffice of Education,
Washington, D. C.
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the major ethnic groups found in Michigan - American Indian,
Mexican-Americans, Afro-Americans, and Caucasians.

The Teacher Corps program includes components designed to
accomplish understanding and acceptance of those from diverse
cultural backgrounds. These components are bi-lingual/bi=-cultural
training, social and emotional education, and urban=ethnic studies.
Mclntyre points out:

The bi-lingual/bi-cultural component is especially
noteworthy when one considers that Lansing has a
minority student enrollment of 22 percent, and more
than 2,500, or about eight percent, are Spanish-
speaking students. On the other hand, approximately
one percent of the teaching staff in the Lansing
School District have Spanish surnames, These two
factors point up the exigency faced by the Lansing
School District to hire teachers with bi-lingual/
bi-cultural training., Involvement with Teacher
Corps is one effort on the part of the Lansing
School District to ameliorate this condition.”0

Continuing, Mcintyre lists the objectives to be met by the
interns to accomplish the bi-lingual/bi=-cultural component of the
program:

1. The intern will have a working understanding of
a bi=~lingual education philosophy,

2. The intern will develop oral language skills in
Spanish at a minimum rating of FSI | (Foreign
Service Institute Scale).

3. The intern will have an understanding of the
historical background of the Spanish-~speaking
people in the United States.

9Lonnie D. Mcintyre, The Unique Variables of the Lansing
Teacher Corps, mimeograph, Michigan State University, March L,

1974, p. 7.

50Ibid., p. 9.
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4. The intern will be able to translate knowledge
of the Spanish-speaking culture into meaningful

classroom experiences for children,

5. The interns will bé able to teach English as a
second language to both children and adults.

6. The (bi-lingual) interns will be able to teach
Spanish as a second language.

7. The interns will be familiar with materials and
resources available in bi-lingual education.,

8. The intern will be able to design and develop a
bi-lingual curriculum to meet the individual
needs of the students,
9. The intern will develop diagnostic skills for
determining language dominance (English-Spanish)
of Spanish-speaking children and will be able to
diagnose and develop a strategy for working with
language interference problems.
10. The intern will be able to combine the skills
obtained in the bi-lingual component with the
general pedagogical skills obtained in the other
teacher training components to create a harmonious
learning atmosphere for all children,5l
The plan for achieving the stated objectives of the bi-lingual
component is spread over the two year internship. The first year
emphasizes obtaining a working understanding of the needs of the
Spanish~speaking children in the schools and the second year is a
combination of field/theory as it applies to bi-lingual education.
Teacher Corps interns and team leaders are involved in team
teaching at the elementary school level in Lansing, Michigan. The

schools involved in the program serve children who are predominately

from multiethnic and multiracial backgrounds. Initially, the interns

5]Mclntyre, Ibid., pp. 9-10.
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are involved in a period of preservice training to become acquainted
with the Lansing schools, the community, and the resources available
through Michigan State University. The interns are trained in all
phases of competency based education which includes development of
skills in the areas of human relations, reading, classroom manage-
ment and planning as well as the historical and cultural values of
different ethnic groups.

The program pays for travel to the program site for the intern,
tuition is provided and the intern receives a stipend of $120.00 per
week and $15.00 per dependent. The participants of this two year
program are in an urban school during their first year for approxi=-
mately one-half day every day. During this time, each participant
is required to demonstrate teaching skills and behaviors. The second
year is the internship year, also in an urban setting. Approximately
half of each school day for the year or half of the days of the school
year is spent teaching. These experiences are within a team teaching
setting.52

Experimental Elementary Education Program ~ The Experimental Elementary

Education program is an outgrowth of the national Trainers of Teacher
Trainers (TTT) project. The grant proposal lists three major goals of
the elementary component of the TTT project:

1. Development of a new kind of elementary school
teacher who is basically well=educated, engages
in teaching as clinical practice, is an effective
student of the capacities and environmental
characteristics of human learning, and functions
as a responsible agent of social change.

52“Dear Teacher Corps Applicant'', mimeograph of Department of
Elementary and Special Education, College of Education (East Lansing:
Michigan State University, 1973, pp. 1=4.
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2, Systematic use of research and clinical experience
in decision-making processes at all levels.

3. A new laboratory and clinical base, from the
behavioral sciences, on which to found undergrad-
uate and in—service teacher equcation programs, and 3
re-cycle evaluations of teaching tools and performance.
The Experimental Elementary Education program is a four year
program which is field centered and competency based. Freshmen
participants are recruited from a listing of all accepted freshmen
who have declared their major as elementary or special education.
An overview of the planned EEE program, including a response card,
is mailed to these students. Those responding attend orientation
sessions that describe the program. Information packets are pro-
vided those students interested in participating in EEE. Qualified
applicants are randomly selected to fill the available positions;
however, special consideration is given to all male and minority
group applicants.sq
During the four year program the students are continually
involved in public school teaching, community activities, inter-
personal skill development and integrated course work. The program
is a cooperative effort of the Lansing School District and Michigan
State University with financial support from the U. S. Office of
Education TTT Project. The courses provide an integration of content,
teaching methods and university supervised field experience. The
program emphasizes consistent u;e of instructional design and the

instructional processes of assessment, goal setting, determining

objectives, developing teaching strategies and evaluating.

Sh“TTT“, Trainers of Teacher Trainers Project, Annual Report
1971-72 (East Lansing: Michigan State University) pp. 52-53.
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The fourth year consists primarily of an internship, supervised
by the program staff, in which the teaching model, management proced-
ures and methodology are applied comprehensively for an extended

55

period of time.
Summary

The '""learn by doing'' concept has permeated teacher education
programs since their early development. During the middle ages the
apprenticeship embodied this concept and, because of this similarity,
can be considered a forerunner of practice teaching.

The historical development of student teaching in the early
European schools is summarized and eventually traced to colonial
America where programs grew and were modified to keep pace with the
needs of a rapidly expanding America,

The major emphasis of the development of teacher preparation
programs at Michigan State University has been learning through
experiences in the most realistic setting available., Various teacher
preparation programs have been described and their uniqueness identi-
fied. Leland Dean best summarizes the available literature when he
states:

"...we believe that there are no panaceas in education,

especially in the area of teacher preparation. All varia-

tions in the preparation of teachers have their unique
advantages and disadvantages, and all have their problems.

156

55Michigan State University Placement Services brochure, 0Op.Cit.

56Leland W. Dean in Foreword of Elementary Intern Program
brochure, Op. Cit.



CHAPTER 111

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to compare the impact of selected
Michigan.State University elementary teacher preparation programs on
cooperating schools in the following areas:

a. Individualized instruction.

b. Instructional activities.

¢. Contributions to the cooperating school program.

d. Additional professional activities by supervising teacher.

e. Additional professional activities by other staff members.
The comparisons were based on the responses to specific questions by
student teachers, supervising teachers, and principals of cooperating
schools., The following Michigan State University elementary teacher
preparation programs were compared:

a. Conventional Elementary Program (Conv.,)

b. Cluster Elementary Program (Clus.)

c. Elementary Intern Program (EIP)

d. Experimental Elementary Education Program (EEE)

e. Teacher Corps Program (TCP)

These comparisons were to determine if there were meaningful

differences among the selected teacher preparation programs in the

L9
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areas identified based on the responses of student teachers,
supervising teachers, and principals of cooperating schools to
selected items on a questionnaire.

Instrumentation

The original questionnaire was the result of a request by
the Council of State College Presidgnts in Michigan to conduct a
study analyzing the effect of student teaching programs on the
public schools in Michigan. All of the teacher preparation col-
leges and universities in the state cooperated in the study which
came to be known as the Impact Study.I

The {mpact Study surveyed the entire population of student
teachers assigned for student teaching by Michigan institutions
during the Fall Quarter or Semester of 1969, all the supervising
teachers working with these student teachers, and all of the
principals of buildings to which student teachers were assigned,

Educational researchers from Central Michigan University, the
University of Michigan, and Michigan State University were involved
in the planning of the study, with research advice being provided
by consultants from Michigan State University College of Education.
The instruments were developed and reviewed by the parent group,

as well as by other educators and representatives of the teacher

]“The Impact of Student Teaching Programs upon the Cooperating
Public Schools in Michigan, A Survey of Opinions of Supervising
Teachers, Student Teachers and School Administrators!, Conducted by
Deans and Directors of Teacher Education in Michigan, June 1970,
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preparation institutions. During the Spring term of 1969, eight
institutions participated in a pilot study to test the instruments
and procedures. Limitations were corrected and procedures were
refined. Contributions and suggestions from the Student Teaching
Committee of the Detroit Federation of Teachers and the Michigan
Education Association were sought and incorporated into the
instruments.

The questionnaires were administered to the total population
of fall quarter or semester student teachers, corresponding super-
vising teachers and building principals in all Michigan public and
private cooperating schools. The results of this study were
published in June of 1970, incorporating the responses of nearly
10,000 individuals.

The Deans and Directors of Teacher Education Programs in
Michigan incorporated into the original survey instruments the
means for evaluating student teaching programs. The questionnaires

have been used by Marcusz, and Brady3 in studies of a similar nature.

ZCIifford M. Marcus, '"Contributions of Student Teaching Programs
to Michigan Cooperating Schools as Perceived by Student Teachers,

Supervising Teachers and Administrators' (unpublished Ph.D. disserta-

tion, Michigan State University, 1970).

3

of Michigan State University Student Teachers Assigned to Overseas
American Schools with that of Michigan State University Student
Teachers Assigned to Public Schools in Michigan" (unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, Michigan State University, 1971).

Hugh P, Brady, '"'"A Comparison of the Student Teaching Experience
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In the current study, the researcher used the same questionnaire
devised for the 1969 Impact Study. A cover page was added
explaining the purpose of the current study. A copy of the cover
letter and the questionnaires are attached as Appendix A.

The separate questionnaires for student teachers, supervising
teachers and principals of cooperating schools each contained 80
items and were designed so that the respondents marked only the one
response they considered applicable. An IBM answer sheet was
provided with each questionnaire. These answer sheets were machine
scored at the Michigan State University Testing Center and tabulated
by the Data Processing Center.

The original questionnaires contained 80 items on each form
of the survey instrument. Although respondents completed all items
for this study, only those items which related directly to the
hypotheses of this study, were analyzed. Tables 3.1 through 3.5
identify these specific items used to test the specific hypotheses.
| tems not analyzed provided demographic and other data not pertinent
to this study. From these tables, it can be seen that some questions
were asked of all three groups of respondents, while only one or two

groups of respondents were asked others.
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TABLE 3.1.--Questionnaire items used to test Research Hypothesis #1.

HYPOTHESIS #1 = There are no
meaningful differences between
the selected teacher preparation
programs and the conventional
program based on changes in

individualized instruction for QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM NO.

the pupils in the following

areas: St. Tchr. Supv. Tchr. Prin.
a. lInstructing, counseling, and T4 14

tutoring individual pupils by
the student teacher.

b. Instructing, counseling, and 15 15
tutoring individual pupils by
the supervising teacher.

c. Amount of individual help or 16 16
counseling for pupils during
non-class hours,

d. Re-teaching of pupils by 19 19
supervising teacher.

HYPOTHESI1S #2 - There are no
meaningful differences between
the selected teacher preparation
programs and the conventional

program based on changes in QUESTIONNALIRE ITEM NO.

instructional activities for the

pupils in the following areas: St. Tchr. Supv. Tchr. Prin.

a. Amount of small group instruction. 20 20 27

b. Provision for make-up work. 21 21 28

c. Follow-up exams. 22 22 29

d. Individual attention to, or 23 23 38
tutoring of, pupils.,

e. Supervision of study periods. 24 24 31

f. Supervision of playgrounds 25 25 32
and hallways.

g. Amount of material covered, 26 26

h. Discipline. 27 27 34

i. Motivation of pupils. 28 28 35
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TABLE 3.3.--Questionnaire items used to test Research Hypothesis #3.

HYPOTHESIS #3 ~ There are no
meaningful differences between
the selected teacher preparation
programs and the conventional
program in contributions to the

cooperating school program by QUESTIONNALIRE ITEM NO,

the student teacher in the

following areas: St., Tchr. Supv. Tchr. Prin,
a. Supervising youth groups. 29 29 15
b. Talking to parent groups. 30 30 16
c. Performing recess, lunch, 31 31 17

gymnasium, playground or
hall duties.

d. Chaperoning social activities 18
for pupils.

e. Supervising study halls. 19

f. Coaching or assisting in 20

interscholastic or extra=-
curricular activities.

g. Assisting in handling Z1
discipline problems.

h. Developing, providing, or 32 32 22
suggesting new or different
materials to the teachers.

i. Providing aids or ideas. 33 33 23

j« Amount of time taught for 35 35 25
supervising teacher.

k. Affects on staff morale. 57

1. Change in work load of 61

administrator.,
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TABLE 3.k.--Questionnaire items used to test Research Hypothesis #k.

HYPOTHESIS #L4 - There are no
meaningful differences between
the selected teacher preparation
programs and the conventional
program in the amount of time
the supervising teacher must

spend on the following professional QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM NO,
duties due to the presence of a

student teacher: ' St. Tchr. Supv. Tchr, Prin.
a. Frequency of supervising 37 37 51

teacher visits to other
classrooms.

b. Amount of committee work 38 38 52
conducted by supervising
teacher with students and
faculty.

c. Amount of research conducted 39 39 53
by supervising teacher.

d. Amount of professional reading Lo Lo 54
performed by the supervising
teacher.

e. Amount of participation by L2 L2

supervising teacher in
student teacher seminars or
in=service activities dealing
with student teaching.
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TABLE 3.5.--Questionnaire items used to test Research Hypothesis #5.

HYPOTHESIS #5 - There are no
meaningful differences between
the selected teacher preparation
programs and the conventional
program in the amount of time
other staff members spend on

the following professional duties QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM NO,

due to the presence of the

student teacher: St. Tchr. Supv. Tchr., Prin.

a. Teaching. Lg L5

b. Chaperoning. L6 L6

c. Supervising. L9 L9

d. Frequency of visits to other 50 50
classes.

e. Amount of committee work. 51 51

f. Amount of research. 52 ' 52

g. Amount of professional 53 53

reading or writing.
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Population

The population of the current study was composed of all
Michigan State University elementary student teachers who were
student teaching during the Winter Quarter of 1975, and the super-
vising teachers and principals of cooperating schools participating
in the preparation of these student teachers. The student teaching
center location and potential population from each center for the
current study are detailed in Table 3.6.

The potential population for the Conventional program was
99 student teachers, 99 supervising teachers and 61 principals.
For the Cluster program it was 110 student teachers, 18 supervising
teachers, and 13 principals. Due to the nature of the Cluster
program (see Chapter 11), more supervising teachers are expected
to respond to the questionnaire than is indicated by the potential
population. It is possible for several supervising teachers to
work with one student teacher in addition to the assigned super-
vising teacher (cluster consultant).

The potential population for the Elementary Intern program
was 67 student teachers, 67 supervising teachers and LkL principals.
For the Experimental Elementary Education program (EEE) it was
25 student teachers, 10 supervising teachers and 3 principals, and
for the Teacher Corps program it was 21 student teachers, 18 super=-
vising teachers and 5 principals. The total potential student
teacher respondents was 322, for supervising teachers it was 212,

and for principals it was 126. The total potential respondents was

660.



TABLE 3.6.~~CENTER LOCATION AND POTENTIAL RESPONDENTS TO THE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE,

Center Conventional Cluster Elementary Intern Experimental Teacher Corps
Location Stu. Supv. Prin. Stu. Supv. Prin. Stu. Supv. Prin. Stu. Supv. Prin. Stu. Supv. Prin.
Battle Creek 11 11 3 6 1 1
Detroit 23 23 20 26 26 18
Flint 2 2 1 12 ] 1
Grand Rapids 3 3 2 11 1 ] 27 27 17
Lansing 25 25 17 37 5 5 25 10 21 18
Livonia 14 14 9
Macomb/ 3 3 1 15 2 2
Walled Lake
Pontiac 23 2 2
Saginaw 20 20 7
Southwest 12 12 10
Traverse City 6 6 ]
TOTALS 99 99 61 110 18 13 67 67 Lk 25 10 21 18

89
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Summary

Chapter |1l described the instrumentation, population, and
methods used to compare the impact of selected Michigan State
University elementary teacher preparation programs upon cooperat-
ing schools. |Items for comparison were selected from the 1969
Impact Study questionnaires. The instruments were administered
to the student teachers, supervising teachers and principals of
cooperating schools participating in the preparation of student
teachers during the Winter Quarter of 1975.

The data from the returned IBM answer sheets were compiled
and analyzed. Comparisons of selected elementary teachers prep-
aration programs at Michigan State Universify were made from these

data. An analysis of the data collected is described in Chapter 1V,



CHAPTER 1V

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction

The data collected by the survey instruments are presented in
this chapter. These data compared the impact of selected Michigan
State University elementary teacher preparation programs on coopera=-
ting public schools in the following areas:

a. Individualized instruction,

b. Instructional activities.

c. Contributions to the cooperating school program.

d. Additional professional activities by supervising teacher.

e. Additional professional activities by other staff members.

The comparisons were based on the responses to specific questions
by student teachers, supervising teachers, and principals of coopera-
ting public schools. The following Michigan State University
elementary teacher preparation programs were compared:

a. Conventional Elementary Program (Conv.).

b. Cluster Elementary Program (Clus.).

c. Elementary Intern Program (EIP).

d. Experimental Elementary Education Program (EEE).

e. Teacher Corps Program (TCP)

61
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Table L.0 lists the number of respondents to the questionnaire
by group and by teacher preparation program.

A total of 599 responded to the survey questionnaire., This
represents 79.6 per cent of the potential population of 752, The
difference in the potential respondents of supervising teachers in
the cluster program (18) and the actual respondents of supervising
teachers in the cluster program (100) was discussed in chapter {11,

The data collected by the survey instruments are presented in
Appendix B. For each response choice to a questionnaire item, the
number or respondents, per cent of respondents, mean, and standard
deviation has been tabulated for each teacher preparation program.
The analysis of these data is presented in this chapter. The re-
statement of each research hypothesis is followed by a presentation
of the data and the acceptance or rejection of the hypothesis.

A mean difference of twenty per cent (20%) of the total
response distribution from the conventional teacher preparation
program was used to determine if meaningful differences existed
between it and the other teacher preparation programs.

The formula used to calculate the meaningful difference between

programs is as follows:

d="a""B where
G-
m,= means of conventional program
me= means of cluster (or EIP, EEE, TCP) program, and

(¥ = the standard deviation of the entire population
This formula is recommended by Cohen where raw units are used which

are quite arbitrary or lack meaning outside the investigation or



TABLE 4.0.--Total number and per cent respondents to questionnaire.

Student Supervising Principals
Teachers Teachers
0w [72] [72] wn wn w
- o+ L™ 4t +J ot
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Program
Conventional 99 77 78 99 100 101+ 61 27 Ly
Cluster 110 102 93 110 100 91 13 12 92
Elem. Intern 67 45 67 67 L7 70 Ly 21 L8
Exp. Elem. Ed. 25 22 88 10 10 100 3 1 33
Teacher Corps 21 16 76 18 15 83 5 L 80
Totals 322 262 81 304 272 89 126 65 52

“More than one supervising teacher may be assigned to a student teacher,

€9
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both.‘ The difference (d) is then multiplied by .34 (one standard
deviation from the mean in a normal distribution) to obtain a
percentage score. This percentage score represents the difference
between the selected teacher preparation program and the conventional
program and must exceed twenty per cent (20%) for a meaningful
difference to exist between programs.

Research Hypothesis #1

There are no meaningful differences between the selected
teacher preparation programs and the conventional program
based on changes in individualized instruction for pupils
in the following areas:

a. Instructing, counseling, and tutoring individual pupils
by the student teacher,

b. Instructing, counseling, and tutoring individual pupils
by the supervising teacher.

c. Amount of individual help or counseling for pupils
during non-class hours,

d. Re~teaching of pupils by supervising teacher,

TABLE 4.1.--Means and standard deviations of responses to question-
naire items relating to Research Hypothesis #1.

Student Supervising
Teachers Teachers
Program Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.
Conventional 7.701 2.666 5.270 1.841
Cluster 6.618 2.894 5.500 1.767
EiP 6.622 2.516 5.106 1.658
EEE 6.455 2.198 L,100 1.663
Teacher Corps 6.375 2.527 4,400 1.957
Entire Population
Totals 6.908 2.721 5.235 1.803

]Jacob Cohen, Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral

Sciences, (New York: Academic Press) 1969, pp. 18-19.
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Table 4.1 lists the means and standard deviations of responses
to the questionnaire items relating to research hypothesis #1.
Table L.2 shows the per cent differences between the selected teacher
preparation programs and the conventional program,

TABLE 4.2.--Per cent differences between selected teacher preparation
programs and conventional program relating to Hypothesis #1.

Student Supervising
Teachers Teachers
Cluster 13.26% L,08%
EIP 13.26% 3.06%
EEE 15.30% 21.76%
Teacher Corps 16.32% 16.32%

“denotes meaningful difference.

It was indicated in Table L.2, that in this study, there were
no meaningful differences between the selected teacher preparation
programs and the conventional program in the area of individualized
instruction as perceived by the student teachers. However, the super=-
vising teacher respondents in the Experimental Elementary Education
program did exceed the 20% meaningful difference level in the area of
individualized instruction. Accordingly, Hypothesis #1 is rejected.

Research Hypothesis #2

There are no meaningful differences between the selected
teacher preparation programs and the conventional program
based on changes in instructional activities for the
pupils in the following areas:

a. Amount of small group instruction.

b. Provision for make-up work,

c. Follow-up exams.

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

e. Supervision of study periods,
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f. Supervision of playgrounds and hallways.
g. Amount of material covered.
h. Discipline.
i. Motivation of pupils.
Table L.3 shows the means and standard deviations of responses

to the questionnaire items relating to research hypothesis #2.

TABLE L.3.-~Means and standard deviations of responses to question-
naire items relating to Research Hypothesis #2.

Student Supervising Principals
Teachers Teachers
Program Mean Std.Dev, Mean Std.Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

Conventional 18.195  7.327 14,850 5.493 9.296 3.688

Cluster 16.824 6.L443 15.810 5,193 9.667 L.397
EIP 12.733 5.557 14,681 5.843 8.333 3.812
EEE 15.545 8,727 15.500 7.792 10.000 0.000

Teacher Corps 11.688 4,438 11.600 6.185 12.250 6.185

Population

Totals 16.103  6.988 15.018 5.619 9.246  L4.008

Using Cohen's d formula, the per cent differences were

calculated and are listed in Table 4.4,

TABLE L.L.--Per cent differences between selected teacher preparation
programs and conventional program relating to Hypothesis #2.

Student Supervising Principals
Teachers Teachers
Cluster 6.46 5.78 3.06
ELP 26,52% 1.02 8.16
EEE 12.58 3.74 5.78
Teacher Corps 31.62% 19.38 2L, 82

“denotes meaningful difference,
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Table 4.L indicates supervising teachers perceived no meaningful

differences between the selected teacher preparation programs and the
conventional program based on changes in instructional activities for
the pupils. Meaningful differences were perceived by student teachers
in both the Elementary Intern and Teacher Corps programs, and for
principals in the Teacher Corps program. Therefore, Hypothesis #2

is rejected.

Research Hypothesis #3

There are no meaningful differences between the selected
teacher preparation programs and the conventional program
in contributions to the cooperating school program by the
student teacher in the following areas:

a. Supervising youth groups.

b. Talking to parent groups.

c. Performing recess, lunch, gymnasium, playground or
hall duties.

d. Chaperoning social activities for pupils,
e. Supervising study halls,

f. Coaching or assisting in interscholastic or extra-
curricular activities.

g. Assisting in handling discipline problems.

h. Developing, providing, or suggesting new or different
materials to the teachers of the cooperating school.

i. Providing aids or ideas.

j. Amount of time taught for supervising teacher.

k. Affects on staff morale.

1. Change in work load of administrator.

Table 4.5 shows the means and standard deviations of responses

to the questionnaire items relating to research hypothesis #3.
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TABLE L.5.--Means and standard deviations of responses to question-
naire items relating to Research Hypothesis #3.

Student Supervising Principals
Teachers Teachers
Program Mean Std.Dev. Mean Std.Dev. Mean Std.Dev.
Conventional 10.143 2.252 9.700 1.883 20,889 4,136
Ciuster 9.833 1.873 10.100 1.883 18,750  3.137
EIP 9.178 2.103 9.617 1.871 19.762  3.767
EEE 8.727 1.804 3.200 2.044 18.000 0.000

Teacher Corps 7.938 1.340 8.800 2.366 20,250 1.706

Population
Totals 9.603 2.078 9.728 1.949 20.046  3.731

Using Cohen's d formula, the per cent differences were

calculated and are shown in Table L,6.

TABLE L4.6.--Per cent differences between selected teacher preparation
programs and conventional program relating to Hypothesis #3.

Student Supervising Principals
Teachers Teachers
Cluster L.76 5.80 19.38
EIP 15.64 1.36 10,20
EEE 23,12 25, 8L 26.18*
Teacher Corps 36.04" 15.64 5.78

“denotes meaningful difference.

Table 4.6 indicates meaningful differences were perceived by ali
three groups of respondents in the Experimental Elementary Education
program and by the student teachers in the Teacher Corps program.
Based on these perceptions of the contributions to the cooperating

school program by the student teacher, Hypothesis #3 is rejected.
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Research Hypothesis #4

There are no meaningful differences between the selected
teacher preparation programs and the conventional program
in the amount of time the supervising teacher must spend
on the following professional duties due to the presence
of a student teacher:

a. Frequency of supervising teacher visits to other
classrooms.

b. Amount of committee work conducted by supervising
teacher with students and faculty.

c. Amount of research conducted by supervising teacher,

d. Amount of professional reading performed by the
supervising teacher.

e. Amount of participation by supervising teacher in
student teacher seminars or in-service activities
dealing with student teaching.

Table L.7 reports the means and standard deviations of responses

to the questionnaire items relating to research hypothesis #k.

TABLE L4.7.--Means and standard deviations to responses to question-
naire items relating to Research Hypothesis #.

Student Supervising Principals
Teachers Teachers

Program Mean  Std.Dev. - Mean  Std.Dev. Mean Std.Dev.
Conventional 7.325  2.84k4 6.170 2.137 6.000 2.094
Cluster 7.941 2.735 6.940 1.705 5.833 1.749
EIP 7.04L 2,696 6.979 1.775 5.500 1.732
EEE 7.545  3.609 5.900 2,514 5.000 0.000
Teacher Corps 8.125 3.594 5.000 2,035 5.500 1.732
Population

Totals 7.584 2,899 6.518  1.994 5.862 1.903
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Again, the per cent differences were calculated using the Cohen

d formula and are listed in Table 4.8.

TABLE 4.8.-~Per cent differences between selected teacher prepara-

tion programs and conventional program relating to
Hypothesis #h.

Student Supervising Principals
Teachers Teachers
Cluster 7.14 12.92 2.72
EIP 3.06 13.60 8.8L
EEE 2.38 L. L2 19.38
Teacher Corps 9.18 19.72 8.8L

Table 4.8 shows no meaningful differences were perceived between
the selected teacher preparation programs and the conventional program
in the amount of time the supervising teacher spends on professional
duties due to the presence of a student teacher. Accordingly,

Hypothesis #4 is accepted.

Research Hypothesis #5

There are no meaningful differences between the selected
teacher preparation programs and the conventional program
in the amount of time other staff members spend on the
following professional duties due to the presence of the
student teacher:

a. Teaching.

b. Chaperoning.

c. Supervising.

d. Frequency of visits to other classes.

e. Amount of committee work,

f. Amount of research.

g. Amount of professional reading or writing.
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Table 4.9 shows the means and standard deviations of responses

to the questionnaire items relating to research hypothesis #5.

TABLE 4.9.--Means and standard deviations to responses to question-
naire items relating to Research Hypothesis #5.

Student Supervising
Teachers Teachers
Program Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

Conventional 12.818 3.382 12.910 2.756
Cluster 12.745 3.155 12.350 3.195
EtP 13.822 3.582 12.979 2.13.
EEE 13.091 4,482 10.500 L. 6hL9
Teacher Corps 13.063 3.214 11.800 3.950
Population Totals 13.000 3,422 12.566 3.013

The Cohen d formula was used to calculate the per cent

differences which are listed in Table 4.10.

TABLE L4.10.-~Per cent differences between selected teacher prepara-
tion programs and conventional program relating to
Hypothesis #/5.

Student Supervising
Teachers Teachers
Cluster 0.68 6.12
EIP 9.86 0.68
EEE 2.38 26.86%
Teacher Corps 1.70 12.24

“denotes meaningful difference.

Table 4.10 indicates student teachers perceived no meaningful
differences between the selected teacher preparation programs and
the conventional program in the amount of time other staff members
spend on professional duties due to the presence of the student

teacher. Meaningful differences were perceived by supervising
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teachers in the Experimental Elementary Education program.

Accordingly, Hypothesis #5 is rejected.

Summary

Chapter |V presented the analysis and findings from the data
collected from 262 student teachers, 272 supervising teachers and
65 principals from cooperating schools. This represents a return
of 79.6 per cent from the potential population of those student
teachers, supervising teachers and principals involved in elemen~
tary teacher preparation programs from Michigan State University
during the Winter quarter of 1975.

Five research hypotheses were analyzed and the findings can
be summarized as follows:

Research Hypothesis i1

Research Hypothesis #l: Rejected.

Findings:

a. Based on changes in individualized instruction for pupils,
ne meaningful differences were perceived by student teachers
in any of the Michigan State University elementary teacher
preparation programs.

b. The supervising teachers involved in the Experimental
Elementary Education program perceived meaningful differ-
ences between their program and the Conventional program in

the area of individualized instruction for pupils.
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Research Hypothesis #2

Research Hypothesis #2: Rejected.

Findings:

de

Student teachers from the Elementary Intern program and
the Teacher Corps program perceived meaningful differences
between their programs and the Conventional program in the
area of changes in instructional activities for pupils,

No meaningful differences were perceived by supervising
teachers in any of the programs in the area of changes in
instructional activities for pupils.

Principals perceived meaningful differences between the
Conventional program and the Teacher Corps program in the
area related to changes in instructional activities for

pupils.,

Research Hypothesis #3

Research Hypothesis #3: Rejected.

Findings:

de

Student teachers from the Experimental Elementary Education
and Teacher Corps programs perceived meaningful differences
between their programs and the Conventional program in the
area of student teacher contributions to the cooperating
school program.

Both the supervising teachers and principals in the
Experimental Elementary Education perceived meaningful

differences in this area.
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Research Hypothesis #4

Research Hypothesis #4: Accepted.

Findings:

a. No meaningful differences were perceived by any of the
groups in any of the programs in the amount of time the
supervising teacher must spend on professional duties due
to the presence of a student teacher.

Research Hypothesis #5

Research Hypothesis #5: Rejected.

Findings:

a. Student teachers perceived no differences in the amount
of time other staff members spend on professional duties
due to the presence of a student teacher.

b. The supervising teachers involved in the Experimental
Elementary Education program perceived meaningful differ-
ences between their program and the Conventional program
in the amount of time other staff members spend on
professional duties due to the presence of a student
teacher,

Chapter V presents a summary of this study along with the report

of the findings and conclusions. Recommendations are made for

further study.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this study was to compare the impact of selected

Michigan State University elementary teacher preparation programs on

cooperating schools in the following areas:

de

Iindividualized instruction,

Instructional activities.

Contributions to the cooperating school program.
Additional professional activities by supervising teacher.

Additional professional activities by other staff members.

The comparisons were based on the responses to specific questions

by student teachers, supervising teachers, and principals of coopera~-

ting schools. The following Michigan State University elementary

teacher preparation programs were compared:

de.

€.

Conventional Elementary Program.

Cluster Elementary Program,

Elementary intern Program.

Experimental Elementary Education Program.

Teacher Corps Program.

A review of related literature relevant to the study was

presented. A historical background of the development of student

teaching and student teaching programs at Michigan State University

75
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was described and a description was presented of the five elementary
teacher preparation programs utilized in thi; study, '
To compare the impact of the selected teacher preparation pro-

grams upon the cooperating schools, the following research hypotheses

were formulated:

Research Hypothesis #1

There are no meaningful differences bgtween the selected
teacher preparation programs and the conventional program
based on changes in individualized instru¢tion for pupils.

/

Research Hypothesis #2

There are no meaningful differences between the selected
teacher preparation programs and the conventional program
based on changes in instructional activities for the
pupils,

Research Hypothesis #3

There are no meaningful differences between the selected
teacher preparation programs and the conventional program
in contributions to the cooperating school program by the
student teacher.

Research Hypothesis #UL

e

There are no meaningful differences between the selected
teacher preparation programs and the conventional program
in the amount of time the supervising teacher must spend
on professional duties due to the presence of a student
teacher.

Research Hypothesis #5

There are no meaningful differences between the selected

teacher preparation programs and the conventional program

in the amount of time other staff members spend on

professional duties due to the presence of the student

teacher.

The survey questionnaires were developed by the Deans and
Directors of Teacher Education Programs in Michigan for a prior

study in 1969. The means for evaluating student teaching programs

was incorporated into the survey instruments. Among the 80 items
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on each form of the questionnaire were included specific questions
which related directly to the research hypotheses. Michigan State
University staff were responsible for the administration of the
questionnaires. The population of the current study was composed
of all Michigan State University elementary student teachers who
were student teaching during the Winter quarter of 1975, and the
supervising teachers and principals of cooperating schools partici-
pating in the preparation of these student teachers. Almost 80 per
cent of the potential population responded to the questionnaire.

Meaningful differences were said to exist if the mean differ-
ence of the total response distribution from the conventional
teacher preparation program exceeded twenty per cent (20%). Means
and standard deviations for each item response on the survey question-
naire were compiled by the CDC 6500 computer at Michigan State
University. These data were collapsed and comparisons made for each
research hypothesis using the d formula suggested by Cohen.]

The findings are summarized in Table 5.1.

]Cohen, Op. Cit.
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TABLE 5.1.--Summary of findings for Research Hypotheses.
(per cent differences).

Student Supervising Principals
Teachers Teachers
Hypothesis #1
Cluster 13.26 L.08 - -
EIP 13.26 3.08 - -
EEE 15.30 21.76% - -
Teacher Corps 16.32 16.32 - -
Hypothesis #2
Cluster 6.46 5.78 3.06
EIP 26.52: 1.02 8.16
EEE 12.58 3.78 5.78
Teacher Corps 31.62* 19.38 24, 82
Hypothesis #3
Cluster 4,76 6.80 19.38
EIP 15.64 1.36 10.20
EEE 23,12 25. 8L 26.18x*
Teacher Corps 36 .0Lx 15.64 5.78
Hypothesis #4
Cluster 7.14 ©12.92 2.72
EIP 3.06 13.60 8.84
EEE 2.38 L. L2 19.38
Teacher Corps 9.18 19.72 8.84
Hypothesis #5
Cluster 0.68 6.12 - -
EIP 9.86 0.68 - -
EEE 2.38 26.86% - -
Teacher Corps 1.70 12.24 - -

*denotes meaningful difference.
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Findings and Conclusions

Research Hypothesis #1 postulated that there were no meaningful
differences between the selected teacher preparation programs and
the conventional program based on changes in individualized instruc-
tion for pupils. The data did not support the hypothesis. The total
response distribution of the supervising teachers in the Experimental
Elementary Education program exceeded the 20 per cent meaningful
difference level from the Conventional program. The Experimental
Elementary Education program supervising teachers perceived as greater
the amount of time pupils were involved in individualized instruction
compared to the perceptions of supervising teachers in the Conventional
program in this area.

Research Hypothesis #2 postuiated that there were no meaningful
differences between the selected teacher preparation programs and
the conventional program based on changes in instructional activities
for the pupils. The data did not support the hypothesis. The 20
per cent meaningful difference level was exceeded by the student
teachers in the Elementary Intern program and the student teachers
and principals in the Teacher Corps program. The student teachers
in the Elementary Intern program and the Teacher Corps program
perceived as greater the amount of changes in instructional activ=-
ities when compared to the responses of the student teachers in the
conventional program. However, the principals in the Teacher Corps
Program perceived the changes in instructional activities for pupils

as not as great when compared to the responses of the principals in
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the conventional program. The small number of principal respondents
from the Teacher Corps program (N = 4) must be considered when drawing
conclusions. The perceptions by the student teachers of the EIP and
Teacher Corps programs cannot be accounted for based on the responses
of the supervising teachers of the same programs. However, meaningful
differences were perceived based on the limits set by this study and
it must be concluded that the internship preparation common to these
two programs results in perceptions of greater changes in instructional
activities for the pupils.

Research Hypothesis #3 postulated that there were no meaningful
differences between the selected teacher preparation programs and
the conventional program based on the contributions to the coopera-
ting school program by the student teacher. The hypothesis was
rejected because the perceptions of all three groups of respondents
in the EEE program and the student teachers in the Teacher Corps
program exceeded the 20 per cent meaningful difference level. Based
on these perceptions, it is concluded that the contributions to the
cooperating school program by the EEE and Teacher Corps programs
are greater than the conventional program in their contributions to
the cooperating school program. This is not surprising when one
considers the length of time the student teachers from these programs
must serve at the cooperating school (see Chapter I1).

Research Hypothesis #L postulates that there are no meaningful
differences between the selected teacher preparation programs and
the conventional program in the amount of time the supervising
teacher must spend on professional duties due to the presence of a

student teacher. The hypothesis was accepted. None of the teacher
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preparation programs exceeded the 20 per cent meaningful difference
level when compared to the conventional program. Based on the data
from this study, it appears that there are no meaningful differences
between any of the programs tested in the amount of time the super-
vising teacher must spend on professional duties due to the presence
of a student teacher.

Research Hypothesis #5 postulated that there were no meaningful
differences between the selected teacher preparation programs and
the conventional program in the amount of time other staff members
spend on professional duties due to the presence of the student
teacher. The hypothesis was rejected. The supervising teachers from
the Experimental Elementary Education program perceived a greater
difference in the amount of time other staff members spend on profes-
sional duties due to the presence of the student teacher.

it is interesting to note>that no meaningful differences were
perceived by the respondents between the cluster and conventional
programs in any of the hypothesized areas. In only one instance
were meaningful differences found between the Elementary Intern
Program and the conventional program. However, it should be pointed
out that the major differences between the two programs occur during
the internship year for EIP (see Chapter Il). Since the internship
comes after the student teaching experience, one would not expect
the advantages claimed for the Elementary Intern program to appear

in this study. Because these three programs of teacher preparation
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represent 88 per cent of the total respondents to the questionnaire,

it would appear:

i.

The following recommendations are presented based on the results

The research hypotheses are generally supported as they
relate to the conventional, cluster, and Elementary
Intern Program.

Due to the small populations of the participants in the
Experimental Elementary Education program and the Teacher
Corps program, the perceptions of these respondents must
be weighed carefully. Means and standard deviations

can be misleading when responses are obtained from a

small population and compared with a large population.

Recommendations

of this investigation:

1.

Michigan State University should maintain an on-going
evaluation of its teacher preparation programs with the
objective of improving existing programs. For example,
the survey questionnaire utilized in this study could

be administered each quarter to monitor teacher prep-
aration programs, Trends could be noted and modifica=~
tions initiated to meet the changing needs of the
educational enterprise,.

Experimental and innovative programs of teacher prepara-
tion should be encouraged and resources made available

to implement them.
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9. Administrators and teachers in the public schools involved
with teacher preparation programs should constantly be
encouraged to assess the procedures, operations, and
effectiveness of the programs.

10, More valid instruments to measure the effectiveness of
teacher preparation programs are needed and warrant
extensive research.,

11. The College of Education should be encouraged to develop
a model teacher preparation program which wou}d incorporate
the most promising, efficient, and effective aspects of

each of the existing programs,
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STUDY OF STUDENT TEACHING

The attached questionnalre was administered statewide in 1969 to
investigate the impact of student teachers upon the public schools
cooperating in teacher education programs. ‘ver 1300 student teachers,
supervising teachers, and administrators of cooperating schools
responded to the Michigan State University segment of the Impact
Study. The instrument was developed by educators, parent groups,
and teacher preparation institutions. It incorporated suggestions
and contributions from the Detroit Federation of Teachers and the
Michigan Lducation Association. The data were used to measure the
effect of student teaching upon the school in which student teachers
were placed and provided a basis for the improvement of student
teaching and teacher education programs.

"n an effort to update these data, the same instrument is again being
administered to the teacher candidates in the various teacher preparation
programs at Michigan State University. All student teachers, supervising
teachers, and principals of cooperating schools involved in the field
laboratory experience with Michigan State University during the Winter
Quarter of 1975 will be asked to respond to the questionnaire. Your
participation is vital to the success of this survey and your cooperation
is greatly appreciated.

The directions to respondents on the next page 1s the same except the
IBM answer sheets are not pre-coded and any lead pencil may be used to
mark your response. VYour ldentity will remain unknown, however, vou
will be asked to identify on the answer sheet the center and teacher
preparation program in which you are participating. ‘The person
administering this survey will give you specific instructions on how
to do this and will answer any questions you may have regarding the
survey.



STUDY OF STUDENT TEACHING IN MICHIGAN

This study is being conducted at the request of the Council of State College Presidents for the purpose of
analyzing the effect of student teaching programs on the schools of Michigan, The study is being conducted
by all the teacher preparation institutions in Michigan and will involve all student teachers, supervising
teachers, and building principals working with student teachers during the fall quarter or semester of 1969,

The instruments were developed with guidance from the research departments of three Michigan
institutions, and have been reviewed by Michigan Education Association officials, and the Student Teaching
Committee of the Detroit Federation of Teachers. Both groups have made contributions to the items in the
instrument and have expressed interest in the findings.

It is expected that the results of this study will be given wide distribution and no doubt will provide a basis
for the improvement of student teaching and teacher education programs in Michigan over the next decade.

DIRECTIONS TO RESPONDENTS

1. Use the IBM answer sheet provided. The pre-coding in the upper right block in the answer sheet
identifies the teacher education institution and the instrument number for purposes of statistical
analysis. There will be no way for your specific answer sheet to be identified once you turn itin. The
responses will be machine scored and tabulated on Michigan State University equipment. Since your
responses will be combined with those from other institutions it is essential that all respondents use the
same procedure,

2. Use the scoring pencil provided and mark the spaces to indicate your answer to each item. Blacken the
space completely. Be careful not to put any other marks on the answer sheet.

3. Mark no more than one answer for each item. Please answer every item unless instructed otherwise on
the instrument.

4. in the instrument “University” means either “college’” or “university’” as appropriate. ’Supervising

teacher’’ also means "‘cooperating teacher,”’ ‘sponsoring teacher,’”” or “‘critic teacher.” Student teacher

also means '‘associate teacher.”’

Teacher Questionnaire
DADS-HK-MSU  11-69



STUDENT TEACHING IN MICHIGAN

Teacher Questionnaire

Which of the following are you now?

A single student teacher

A married student teacher

A supervising (cooperating, sponsoring) teacher

A supervising teacher but with a part-time administrative assignment in addition to teaching
A school administrator

gL =

What is your sex?

1. Male 2. Female

Which statement below best describes the community in which you teach?

1 Large central city (e.q., Detroit, Grand Rapids)

2 Large suburban community (e.g., Livonia, Flint Carmen)
3. Small suburban community {e.g., Okemos, Essexville)

4 Medium sized city (e.q., Battle Creek, Kalamazoo)

5 Small city or rural area (e.g., Niles, Ithaca)

How many years of teaching have you completed including this year?
1. Three or less years 3. Eight to twelve years
2. F our to seven years 4. More than twelve years

How many different colleges or universities have been represented by the student teachers with whom you
have worked?

1. Only one 4, Four 1o six
. Two 5. More than six
3. Three

With how many student teachers have you worked in the last 5 years?
{Include your current student teacher)

1. One 5, Five

2. Two 6. Six to ten

3. Three 7. More than ten
4, Four

How well do you feel your present student teacher was prepared to enter student teaching?

1. Extremely well prepared 4, Minimally prepared
2. Well prepared 5. Inadequately prepared
3. Adequately prepared

In this assignment {contact), how was your student teacher scheduled in student teaching?

1. Full-time 3. Half-days
2. Full-time except he was also enrolled 4, Less than half-days
in a non-student teaching credit course



9. In this assignment (contact) how was your student teacher placed?

With you as the single supervising teacher.

In a team-teaching situation (two or more team members).
With two or three different teachers (but not team-teaching).
In a flexible cluster arrangement.

In a campus laboratory school.

In a special program or project different from any of the above.

A e e

10. How many weeks is your student teacher scheduled in this assignment (contact)?

1. 5 weeks or less 4, 10 or 11 weeks
2. 6 or 7 weeks 5. 12 to 14 weeks
3. 8 or 9 weeks 6. More than 14 weeks

11.  What is your own current teaching assignment?

1. Grades K, 1, 2 b, Middle School

2. Grades 3, 4 6. Junior High School
3. Grades 5, 6 7. Senior High School
4, 8.

All elementary grades All grades K - 12

12. To what subject area or teaching field are you primarily assigned? (Check one answer only from item

12 and 13.)
1. All elementary subjects K-5 or K-6 6. Elementary ungraded program
2. Art 7. Foreign Language
3. Business Education 8. Home Economics
4, English 9. Mathematics
5. Elementary departmental or 10. Music
block program
13. 1. Physical Education (Elementary) 6. Social Science — English combination
2. Physical Education (Secondary) 7. Special Education
3.  Science (Biology, Chemistry, Physics) 8.  Speech
4, Science {General, Natural, Earth) 9. Vocational or Industrial Arts Education
5. Social Studies (including History) 10. Other

QUESTIONS 14 THROUGH 18 deal with any changes in individualized instruction for the pupils which may have
resulted from your student teacher’s presence.

14. To what extent did your student teacher work with (instruct, counsel, tutor) individual pupils?

1. A great deal 3. Alittle bit
2. To some extent 4, Not at all

15. To what extent did you work with individual pupils as compared to when you do not have a student teacher?

1. Much more than usual 4. Somewhat less than usual
2. Somewhat more than usual 5. Much less than usual
3. About the same as usual

16. 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?

1. Much more than usual 4, Somewhat less than usual
2. Somewhat more than usual 5. . Much less than usual
3. About the same as usual



26. Amount of material covered

1. Much more Somewhat less
2. Somewhat more 5. Much less
3. No change

>

27. Discipline
1. Much better 4, Somewhat poorer
2. Somewhat better 5. Much poorer

3. No change

28. Motivation of pupils

b

1. Much better Somewhat poorer
2.  Somewhat better 5.  Much poorer
3. No change

QUESTIONS 29 THROUGH 31 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
29. Supervise youth groups in meetings, programs, trips, tours, etc.?

1. Often 3. No

2. Sometimes 4, Don’t know
30. Give talk to parent’s group?

1. QOften 3. No

2. Sometimes 4, Don’t know
31. Perform recess, lunch, gymnasium, playground or hall duty?

1. Often 3. No

2. Sometimes 4, Don’t know
32. Did your student teacher bring, develop, provide, or suggest any new or different instructional materials?

1. A great many 2. Some 3. No

33. Did your student teacher suggest or provide any other kinds of aid or ideas?

1. A great many 2. Some 3. No

34. What use were you able to make of the contributions {32 & 33) of your student teacher?

1. | used them. 3. { had to discourage him from contributing too freely.
2. I did not use them. 4, My student teacher really did not have much to offer.

35. How many hours per week on the average did your student teacher teach your assigned classes?

1. Less than an hour a week. 4. Eieven to fifteen hours per week.
2. One to five hours per week. 5.  Sixteen to twenty hours per week,
3. Six to ten hours per week. 6. More than twenty hours per week.

36. 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?

1. Less than one 4, 11~15
2. 1—-56 5. 16 —~ 20
3. 6 — 10 6. More than 20




To what extent did you engage in any of the following additional activities during the time your student teacher
was teaching?

37.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

Visitation in other classrooms or schools,

1. A great deal 2.  To some extent 3. Not at alt

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

1. A greatdeal 2. To some extent 3. Not at all
Research.
1. A great deal 2. To some extent 3. Not at all

Professional reading or writing

1. A great deal 2. To some extent 3. Not at all

Work with staff of school or department

1. A great deal 2.  To some extent 3. Mot at all

Participating in supervising teacher seminars or other in-service activities dealing with student teaching.

1. A great deal 2. Tosome extent 3. Not at all

Assisting the principal or other teachers

1. A great deal 2. To some extent 3. Not at all

Social or recreational activities

1. A great deal 2. To some extent 3. Not at all

OUESTION 45 THROUGH 49

To what extent did your student teacher relieve other regular staff members who did not have student teachers of
the following activities?

45,

46.

47.

Teaching
1. Many times 3. Not at all
2. Once or a few times 4, Don’t know

Chaperoning

1. Many times 3. Not at all

2. Once or a few times 4, Don’t know
Supervision of lunch duty

1. Many times 3. Not at all

2. Once or a few times 4, Don’t know
Supervision of study hall

1. Many times 3. Not at all
2. Once or a few times 4, Don't know



49,

Supervision of playground

1. Many times
2. Once or a few times

QUESTION 50 THROUGH 53

Not at all
Don’t know

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?

50.

51.

52.

55.

b6.

Visitation in other classrooms or schools

1. Many times
2. To some extent

Committee work in the school

1. A great deal
2. To some extent

Research

1. A great dea!l
2. To some extent

Professional reading or writing

1. A great deal
2. To some extent

w

w

w

w

Not at all
Don’t know

Not at all
Don't know

Not at all
Don’t know

Not at all
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?

Less than 10
10to 15
16 to 20
21t0 25

HON -

O No o

26 to 30
31t0 35
36 to 40
More than 40

How did the presence of a student teacher affect the average number of hours per week you spent at school as

compared to when you do not have a student teacher?

6.

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 extra hour per week
Had no effect :

gL =

7.
8.
9

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 more than six hours per week

How did your student teacher’s presence affect the average number of hours per week you worked on job-

related activities away from school?

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

grLON=

Lo~

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 more than six hours per week



QUESTION 57 THROUGH 60

To what extent was the time you spent on any of the following activities changed because of your student teacher’s

presence?

57. Teaching
1. Increased a great deal 4, Reduced to some extent
2. Increased to some extent 5. Reduced a great deal
3. Remained about the same

58. Lesson Planning
1. Increased a great deal 4, Reduced to some extent
2. Increased to some extent 5. Reduced a great deal
3. Remained about the same

59. Paper Grading
1. Increased a great deal 4, Reduced to some extent
2. Increased 10 some extent 5. Reduced a great deal
3. Remained about the same

60. Help to individual students
1. Increased a great deal 4, Reduced to some extent
2. Increased to some extent 5. Reduced a great deal

3. Remained about the same

QUESTION 61 THROUGH 69

To what extent did you engage in the following activities because of the presence of the student teacher?

61. Planning with or for your student teacher
1. A great many extra hours 3. No extra hours
2 Some extra hours
62. Evaluating your student teacher’s progress or activities
1. A great many extra hours 3. No extra hours
2. Some extra hours
63. Holding casual and/or personal conversations not really a part of student teaching.
1. A great many extra hours 3. No extra hours
2. Some extra hours
64. Fulfilling the social obligations resulting from your student teacher’s presence.

1. A great many exira hours 3. No extra hours
2.  Some extra hours

65. Finding housing for your student teacher.
1. A great many extra hours 3. No extra hours
2. Some extra hours

66. Preparing additional reports.

i 1. A great many extra hours 3.  No extra hours
T 2. Some extra hours




67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

74.

Making additional preparation for teaching.

1. A great many extra hours 3. No extra hours
2. Some extra hours

Holding telephone conversations or other conferences with your student teacher,

1. A great many extra hours 3. No extra hours
2. Some 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.)

1. Less than one 4, Seven to nine
2. One to three 5. Ten or more
3. Four to six

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 substituie would have had to be hired if the student

_ teacher had not been there?

1. None 4, Four to seven
2. Less than one 5. Eight to ten
3. One to three 6. 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?

1. None 4, Five 10 seven
2. Oneorless 5. Eight to ten
3. Two to four 6. More than ten

How many hours do you estimate vour student teacher spent doing volunteer work in the community where
he was assigned for student teaching {(youth groups, home service, church work and the like) during his student
teaching period?

1. None at all 4, Sixteen to thirty hours
2, One to five hours 5. More than thirty hours
3. Six to fifteen hours

\re

Vhat effect do you feel working with student teachers has had on your own teaching performance?

Has made me a much more effective teacher
Has made me a more effective teacher

Has had no effect on my teaching

Has made me a less effective teacher

Has made me a much less effective teacher

o wN =

What do you think should be the attitude of the administrators and teachers in your school about working with
student teachers?

1. Should aggressively seek student teachers 4.  Should resist having student teachers in the school
2. Should seek student teachers 5.  Should refuse to have student teachers in the school
3.  Should accept student teachers

f
i




75. If you were starting over, would you accept another student teacher with similar credentials from the same
institution under the same general circumstances?

1. I would accept with enthusiasm 4. | would probably decline
2. ! would accept 5. | would refuse
3. | feel neutral about it

76. How many times has the university coordinator or supervisor of student teaching been in your school during
this student teaching contact?

Not at all
One to two times

1 Nine to ten times
2

3. Three to four times

4

5

Eleven to twelve times
Thirteen to fifteen times
Sixteen or more times

LCoNo

Five to six times
Seven to eight times
77. How much help has the university coordinator (supervisor) provided you?

1, All the help | felt was necessary 4, Little of the help | felt was needed.
2, Most of the help | felt was needed 5. No help at ali
3. Some of the help | felt | needed

78. Has the university coordinator been helpful to you with any matters not directly concerned with student
teaching?
1. He has gone out of his way to be helpfut 3. He has not helped
2. He has helped when asked 4, No such help was needed

79. Would you want your student to teach in your building or system next year?

1. Yes
2. No, but would recommend him in a different system or building
3. No

80. Why was this student teacher assigned to you?

1. I volunteered since | feel a professional obligation to help prepare future teachers.
2. I volunteered but only because | felt pressure from an administrator to do so.
3. I volunteered because | 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.

o s




STUDY OF STUDENT TEACHING IN MICHIGAN

This study is being conducted at the request of the Council of Sitate College Presidents for the purpose of
analyzing the effect of student teaching programs on the schools of Michigan. The study is being conducted
by ali the teacher preparation institutions in Michigan and will involve all student teachers, supervising
teachers, and building principals working with student teachers during the fall quarter or semester of 1969.

The instruments were developed with guidance from the ressarch departments of three Michigan
institutions, and have been reviewed by Michigan Education Association officials, and the Student Teaching
Committes of the Detroit Federation of Teachers. Both groups have made contributions to the items in the
instrument and have expressed interest in the findings.

it is expected that the results of this study will be given wide distribution and no doubt will provide a basis
for the improvement of student teaching and teacher education programs in Michigan over the next decade.

DIRECTIONS TO RESPONDENTS

1. Use the IBM answer sheet provided. The pre-coding in the upper righi block in the answer sheet
identifies the teacher education institution and the instrument number for purposes of statistical
analysis. There will be no way for your specific answer shest to be identified once you turnitin. The
responses will be maching scored and tabulated on Michigan State University squipment. Since your
responses will be combined with those from other institutions it is essential that all respondents use the
same procedure,

£

Use the scoring pencil provided and mark the spaces to indicate your answer to each item. Blacken the
space completely. Be careful not 1o put any other marks on the answer sheet.

3. Mark no more than one answer for each item. Please answer every item unless instructed otherwise on
the instrument,

4. In the instrument “University” means either “college’ or "'university’’ as appropriate. “Supervising
teacher” also means “cooperating teacher,” "sponsoring teacher,” or “critic teacher.”” Student teacher
also means “associate teacher.”

Student Teacher Questionnaire
DADS-HK-MSU 11-69



STUDENT TEACHING IN MICHIGAN

Student Teacher Questionnaire

1.  Which of the following are you now?

1. A single student teacher

2. A married student teacher

3. A supervising (cooperating, sponsoring) teacher

4, A supervising teacher but with a part-time administrative assignment in addition to teaching
5. A school administrator

2. What is your sex?

1. Male 2. Female

3.  Which statement below best describes the community in which you are doing student teaching?

Large central city {e.qg., Detroit, Grand Rapids)

Large suburban community {e.g., Livonia, Flint Carmen)
Small suburban community le.g., Okemos, Essexville)
Medium sized city {e.q., Battle Creek, Kalamazoo)

Small city or rural area {e.q., Niles, Ithaca)

ThA N -

4, What was your staius as a student in vour college or university when you began this student teaching
assignment {(contact)?

1. Had junior standing
2. Had senior standing
3. Had the BA or BS degree

5.  What is your all-college grade point average?
{Scale: A=4, B=3, C=2, D=1, F=0)

1. Below 2.0 4, 30-35
2. 20-25 5. Above 3.5
3. 25-30

8. How old were you at the beginning of this student teaching assignment {(contact)?

1. 21 years or under 4, 22 to 23 years
2. 21 to 21% years 5. Over 23 years
3. 21% to 22 years

7. How many times have you student taught including the current assignment {contact)?

1. One 2. Two 3. Three

8. In this assignment {contact), how much time were you scheduled in student teaching?

Full-time

Full-time except was also enrolled in a non-student teaching credit course
Half-days
L.ess than half-days

BN



17.  To what extent did conterring with vou take time of the teacher 20 he had tess time Jor individual work with

pupiis?

1. Frequently 4, Meover

2. Sometimes 5. Don't kinow
3. Seldom

18. To what extant did planning with you take the time of the teacher so he had less time for individual work with

pupils?

1. Freguently 4, Never

2. Sometimes 5. Don't know
3. Seldom

18. To what extent was re-teaching necessary after you taught?

1. Freguently 4, Never
2. Sometimes 5. Don't know
3. Seldom

QUESTIONS 20 THROUGH 28

To what axient werg any of the following instructional activities for the pupils in your supervising teachers assigned
classes changed because of your presence?

20.  Amount of small group instruction.

1. Much more 4, Somewhati less

2. Somewhat more 5. Much less

3. Mo change 6. Don’t know
21.  Provision for make-up work,

1. Much greater 4. Somewhat less

2. Somewhat greater 5. Much less

3. Mo change 6. Don't know
22. Follow-up of exams.

1. Much better 4.  Somewhat poorer

2. Somewhat beiter 5. Much poorer

3. Mo change 6. Don't know
23. Individual attention to, or tutoring of, pupils.

1. Much more 4, Somewhat less

2. Somewhat more 5. Much tess

3. No change 6. Don't know
24, Supervision of study periods.

1. Much better 5. Miuch poorer

2. Somewhat better 6. Does not apply

3. No change 7. Don’t know

4, Somewhat poorer



9. In this assignment (contact), how were you placed?

With a single supervising teacher

in a team-teaching situation {two or more team members)
With two or three different teachers (but not team-teaching)

In a flexible cluster arrangement

In a campus laboratory school

in a special program or project different from any of the above

I e o

10. How many weeks long is y our current assignment (contact)?

1. 5 weeks or less 4, i0or 11 weeks
2. 6 or 7 weeks 5. 12 t0 14 weeks
3. 8 or 9 weeks 6. More than 14 weeks

11.  What is your primary current student teaching assignment {contact)?

1. Grades K, 1,2 5. Middle School

2 Grades 3,4 6. Junior High Schoot
3. Grades 5, 6 7. Senior High School
4 All elementary grades 8. Aligrades K-12

12. To what subject area or teaching field were you primarily assigned for student teaching
(check one answer only from item 12 and 13)

1. All elementary subjects {K-5 or K-6) 6. Elementary ungraded program
2. Art 7. Foreign language
3. Business Education 8. Home Economics
4, English 9. Mathematics
5. Elementary departmental or 10. Music
block program
13. . . . . . .
1. Physical Education (Elementary) 6. Social Science — English combination
2. Physical Education (Secondary) 7. Special Education
3.  Science (Biology, Chemistry, Physics) 8.  Speech
4, Science {General, Natural, Earth) 9. Vocational or Industrial Arts Education
5.  Sccial Studies (including History) 16.  Other

QUESTIONS 14 THROUGH 18 deal with any changes in individualized instruction provided for the pupils which

may have resulted from your presence.
5 14. To what extent did you work with (e.g., instruct, counsel, tutor) individual pupils?
1. A great deal 3. A little bit
2. To some extent 4, Mot ot glf

156. To what extent did your supervising teacher work with individual pupils as compared to when he does not have
a student teacher?

1. Much more than usual 4, Somewhat less than usual
2. Semewhat more than usual 5. Much less than usual
3. About the sarne as usual 6. Don't know

16. To what extent was individual help or counseling provided the pupils during non-class hours as compared
to what would have been possible if you had not been present?

1. Much more than usual 4, Somewhat less than usual
2. Somewhat more than usual 5. Much tess than usual
3. About the same as usual 0. Don't know




25,

26.

27.

28.

Supervision of playgrounds, hallways, etc.

1.
2.
3.
4,

Much better
Somewhat better
No change
Somewhat poorer

Amount of material covered,

1. Much more

2. Somewhat more
3. No change
Discipline,

1. Much better

2. Somewhat better
3. No change

Motivation of pupils.

1.

2.
3.

Much better
Somewhat better
No change

oo
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4,
5.
6.

Much poorer
Does not apply
Don’t know

Somewhat less
Much less
Don't know

Somewhat poorer
Much poorer
Don't know

Somewhat poorer
Much poorer
Don't know

QUESTIONS 29 THROUGH 33 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:

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

34.

35.

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

1.

Often

Give talks to parent’s group?

1.

Often

2.

2.

Sometimes

Sometimes

Perform recess, lunch, gymnasium, playground, or hall duty?

1.

Often

2.

Sometimes

3 No
3 No
3. No

Did you bring, develop, provide, or suggest any new or different instructional materials?

1.
2.

A great many
Some

3.
4.

No
| am not sure

Did you suggest or provide any other kinds of aid or ideas?

1.
2.

A great many
Some

3.
4.

No
| am not sure

How do you feel your contributions {32 and 33) were received?

1.
2,

They were used
They were not used

3.
4,

| was discouraged from making such contributions
| really did not have much to offer

How many hours per week on the average did you teach your supervising teacher’s assigned classes?

1.
2.
3.

Less than an hour a week
Cne to five hours per weegk
Six to ten hours per week

4.
b,
6.

Eleven to fifteen hours per week
Sixteen to twenty hours per week
More than twenty hours per week



36. How many hours per week on the average was your supervising teacher able to be away from the classroom
while you were teaching his assigned classes?

1.  Lessthan 1 ' 4 11-15
2. 1-5 5. 16-—20
3. 6—-10 6. More than 20

GUESTION 37 THROUGH 44

To what extent did your supervising teacher engage in any of the following additional activities during the time you
were teaching his assigned classes?

R S T R R R e e

37. \Visitation in other classrooms or schools.

1. A great deal 3. Not at all

2. To some extent 4, Don't know
38. Committee work in the school with pupils and/or staff.

1. A great deal 3. Not at all
2. Tosome extent 4, Don't know

39. Research.
1. A greai deal 3. Not at all
2. To some extent 4, Don't know

40. Professional reading or writing.

1. A great deal 3. Not at all
2. To some extent 4, Don't know

RSN

41. Work with staff of school or department.

1. A great deal 3. Not at all
2. To some extent 4, Don't know

42. Participating in supsrvising teacher seminars or other in-service activities dealing with student teaching.

1. A great deal 3. Not at all
2. To some extent 4, Don’t know

43. Assisting the principal or other teachers.

1. A great dea! 3. Not at all
2. To some extent 4. Don’t know

44, Social or recreational activities.

@

| 1. A great deal Not at all
2. To some extent 4, Don't know

QUESTION 45 THROUGH 49

To what extent did y 4 relieve otner regular staff members who did not have student teachers of the following

S

activities?
& 45,  Teaching.
éég 1.  Many times 2.  Onceora few times 3. Notatall




46, Chaperoning.

1. Many times 2. Once or a few times 3. Not at all

47. Supervision of lunch duty.

1.  Many times . 2. Once ora few times 3. Notatali

48. Supervision of study hall.

1. Many times 2. Once ora few times 3. Notatall

49, Supervision of playground.

1. Many times 2. Onceora few times 3. Not at all

QUESTION 50 THROUGH 53

To what exient were other staff members able to engage in any of the following activities because of your presence
in the building?

50. Visitation in other classrooms or schools.

1. Many times 3. Not at all
2. To some extent 4, Don’t know

51. Committee work in the school.

1. A great deal 3. Not at all
2. To some extent 4, Don’t know

52. Research.

1. A great deal 3. Not at all

2. To some extent 4, Don’t know
63. Professional reading or writing.

1. A great deal 3. Not at all

2. Tosome extent 4, Don’t know

54. 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 supervising teacher?

1. Less than 10 5. 26 to 30
2. 10 10 15 €. 31t035
3. 16 to 20 7. 36 to 40
4, 2110 25 8. More than 40

55. 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 have a student teacher?

1. Added more than six hours per week. 6. Reduced by up to one hour per week,

2.  Added three to six hours per week. 7. Reduced by one to three hours per week.
3. Added one to three hours per week, 8. Reduced by three to six hours per week.
4. Added up to one hour per week. 9. Reduced by more than six hours per week.
b. Had no effect. 10. | am unable to judge.



56. How did your presence affect the average number of hours per week your supervising teacher worked on job
related activities away from school?

1. Added more than six hours per week. 6. Reduced by up to one hour per week.

2. Added three to six hours per week. 7. Reduced by one to three hours per week,
3.  Added one to three hours per week. 8. Reduced by three to six hours per week.
4, Added up to one hour per week. 9. Reduced by more than six hours per week.
5. Had no effect. 10. I am unable to judge.

QUESTION 57 THROUGH 60

To what extent was the time your supervising teacher spent on the following activities changed because of your
prasence?

57. Teaching

1. Increased a great deal 4. Reduced 1o some extent
2. Increased to some extent 5. Reduced a great deal
3. Remained about the same 6. Don't know

63. Lesson Planning
1. Increased a great deal 4, Reduced to some extent
2. increased o some extent 5. Reduced a great deal
3. Remained about the same 6. Don't know

59. Paper grading
1. Increased a great deal 4, Reduced to some extent
2. Increased to some extent 5. Reduced a great deal
3. Remained about the same 6. Don't know

80. Help to individual students
1. increased a great deal 4, Reduced to some extent
2. increased to some extent 5. Reduced a great deal

3.  Remained about the same 6. Dont know

QUESTION 81 THROUGH 638
To what extent did your supervising teacher engage in the following activities because of your presence?

81. Planning with you

Ry

1. A great many extra hours 3. No extra hours
2. Some extra hours
62. Evaluating your progress and activities
1. A great many exira hours 3.  Noextra hours
2. Some extra hours
63. Holding casual and/or personal conversations not really a part of student teaching.

1. A great many exira hours 3.  No extra hours
2. Some extra hours

&

64. Fulfilling social obligations resulting from your presence

1. A great many extra hours 3. No extra hours
2.  Some extra hours 4, Don't know

fe s n e



65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

Finding housing for you

1. A great many extra hours 3.  No extra hours
2.  Some extra hours 4., Don't know
Preparing additional reports

1. A great many exira hours 3. No extra hours
2. Some extra hours 4. Don't know

Making additional preparations for teaching

1. A great many extra hours 3. No extra hours
2. Some extra hours 4, Don't know

Holding telephone conversations or other conferences with you

1. A great many extra hours 3. No extra hours
2. Some exira hours 4, Don’t know

How many times per week on the average did you have contact with your supervising teacher outside of regular
working hours at school? (Telephone, conferences, social engagements, etc.)

1. Less than one 4. Seven 10 nine
2. One to three 5. Ten or more
3. Four to six

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 {professional work, request of principal or other people,
personal or private af fairs outside of school) in which a substitute teacher would have had to be hired if you
had not been there?

1. None 4, Four to seven
2. I_ess than one b, Eight to ten
3. One to three 6. 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?

1. None 4. Five to seven
2. One or less 5. Eight to ten
3. Two to four 6. 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 service, church work and the like) during your student teaching
period?

1. Naone at all 4,  Sixteen to thirty hours
2. One to five hours 5. More than thirty hours
3.  Six to fifteen hours

What effect do you feel working with student teachers has had on the performance of your supervising teacher?

Has made him a much more effective teacher
Has made him a more effective teacher

Has had no effect on his teaching

Has made him a less effective teacher

Has made him a much less effective teacher

| am unable to judge

oo EWN -



74.

75,

76.

77.

78.

79.

80

YWhat do you think should be the attitude of the administration and teachers in the school to which you were
assigned about working with student teachers?

Should aggressively seek student teachers

Should seek student teachers

Should accept student teachers if asked

Should resist having student teachers in the school
Should refuse to have student teachers in the school
| am unable to judge

OO s wN -

What recornmendation 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)?

1. Accept with enthusiasm 4, Try for a different assignment
2. Accept 5. Reject the assignment
3. Be neutral

How many times has the university coordinator or supervisor of student teaching been in your school during
your student teaching contact?

1 Not at all 6. 9 1o 10 times

2 1 to 2 times 7. i1 to 12 times
3. 3to 4 times 8. 13 to 15 times

4 5 to 6 times 9. 186 times or more
5 7 to 8 times

How much help has the university coordinator {supervisor) provided you?

1. All the help | felt was necessary 4, Little of the help | felt was needed
2. Most of the help | felt was needed 5. Mo help at all
3.  Some of the help | felt | needed

To what extent have your supervising teacher and/or other school personnel been helpful to you on matters
not directly concerned with student teaching?

They have gone out of their way to be helpful
They have helpaed when asked

They have not helped

No such help was needed

PN

Would you accept a teaching position if offered for next year in the building or system in which you did your
student teaching?

Yes

No, because | intend to go to graduate school

No, because | plan to live in another geographic area
No, for personal reasons

No, for professicnal reasons

No, because | have decided not to teach

IS S ol i

Why were you assigned to this particular student teaching station?

| requested this school or area.

| requested this kind of program or project.

| had no particular preference and was placed in this assignment by my college or university.
! really preferred a different assignment but was placed in this one by my college or
university.

b. | was required to accept this assignment even though | expressed a strong preference for

a different one.

PWN -



STUDY OF STUDENT TEACHING IN MICHIGAN

Administrator Questionnaire

This study is being conducted at the request of the Council of State College
Presidents for the purpose of analyzing the effect of student teaching pro-
grams on the schools of Michigan. The study is being conducted by all the
teacher preparation institutions in Michigan and will involve all student
teachers, supervising teachers, and building principals working with student
teachers during the fall quarter or semester of 1969.

The instruments were developed with guidance from the research departments of
three Michigan institutions, and have been reviewed by Michigan Education Asso-
clation officials and the Student Teaching Committee of the Detroit Federatlon
of Teachers. Both groups have made contributions to the items in the instrument
and have expressed lnterest in the findings.

It is expected that the results of this study will be given wide distribution
and no doubt will provide a basis for the lmprovement of student teaching and
teacher education programs in Michigan over the next decade.

DIRECTIONS TO RESPONDENTS

1. Use the IBM answer sheet provided. Do not write anything in the name or
student number spaces at the top of the sheet. Thus, there will be no way for
your specific answer sheet to be identified once you turn it in. The responses
z will be machine scored and tabulated on Michigan State University equipment.

| Since your responses will be combined with those from other institutions it

? is essential that all respondents use the same procedure.
|

2. Use the scoring pencil provided and mark the spaces to indicate your answer
to each item. Blacken the space completely. Be careful not to put any other
marks on the answer sheet.

3. Note that the answer spaces alternate to the left and right columns of the
answer sheet.

4., Mark no more than one answer for each item. Please answer every item.
5. In the instrument "University'" mea’ either "college" or "university" as

appropriate. 'Supervising teacher' also means '"cooperating teacher," " sponsoring
teacher," or "critic teacher." Student teacher also means '"associate teacher.”



STUDENT TEACHING IN ﬁﬁﬁﬂl@ﬁﬁ

Aéministrator Questiannaire

Which of the followlng are you now?

A single student aeaahar
A marvied student teachey
A supevvising (voupe"@ing, sponsoring) teacher
. A supervising teacher but with a pavt-time adwinlstrative assignment
in addition to teashing '
A
A

52
may

}.u

What is your sex?

i. Male
7. Pemale

What 1s your present adwminiggrative assignment?

. Bullding Principal - elementary school
Buildiung Principal - middle school

i Principal - junior high scho
neipal -« combined : sdor high school

Principal ~ senior high school

©

®

Bulldd
Buliding

Other )

©
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Which statement below besgt describes the communlty in which your school
is located?

1. Large central city (e.g., Detroit, Grand E&wad h]

2. Large suburban community (e.g., Livonla, ¥liant Carmen)
3. Small suburban community (e.g., Okemos, Bssexville)

4. Medium sized city (e.g., Battle Creek, Kalawmazoo)

5. Small ecity or rural area (e.g., Niles, Ithaca)

For how many years have you been a school administrator?

i, Two or legs

2. Three to five

3. 8Six to nine

4 Ten to twelve

5. More than twelve

For how many years have you been an administrator in your present building?

1. Two or less

2. ‘Three to five

3. 8ix to nine

4. Ten to twelve

5. More than twelve



10.

11.

12.
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How many pupils are assigned to your building?

1. 0 - 300 6. 1101 - 1300
2. 301 - 500 7. 1301 - 1500
3. 501 - 700 8. 1501 - 1700
4, 701 - 900 9. 1701 - 1900
5. 901 - 1100 10. 1901 or wmore

How many teachers are assigned in your building?

1. 10 or less 6. 51 to 60
2. 11 to 20 7. 61 to 70
3. 21 to 30 8. 71 to 80
&, 31 to 40 9. 81 to 90
5. 41 to 50 10, 91 to wmore

Tor how many years have student teachers been assigned in the bullding in
which you are presently the adwminlstrator?

1. Three or less 4, Ten to twelve
2. Four to six 5. Thirteen to fifteen
3. Seven to nine ' 6. More than fifteen

How many student teachers are assigned to your bullding at the present time?

1. One 6. 8ix

2. Two 7. Seven

3., Three 8. Eight

&4, Tour 9. Nine

5. Five 10. Ten or more

What is the optimum number of student teachers you can accommodate in yourw
building each year? '

1. None 6. Thirteen to fifteen

2. One to three 7. Sixteen to eighteen

3. Four to six 8. MNineteen to twenty-one

4, Seven to nine 9. Twenty-two to twenty-filve
5. Ten to twelve 10. More than twenty-five

How many different colleges or universities have been represented by the
student teachers assigned to your buillding in the last two years?

1. One 4L, TFour to six
2. Two 5. More than six
3. Three
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13. How well do you feel the student teacher(s) presently assigned to your
building were prepared to enter student teaching?

1. Ixtremely well prepared 4. Minimally prepared
2. Very well prepared 5. Inadequately prepared
3. Adequately prepared

14. TFor what proportion of their time are the majority of the student teachers
assigned to your building scheduled by their institution to student teaching?

. Tull days
2. Half days ,
3. Less than half days

Question 15 through 26 deal with the contributions student teachers may have made
to the school program in your building. Use the following code for question 15
through 21:

1. Often
2. Sometimes
3. No

4, Does not apply
5. Don't know

Have student teachers made any specific contributions to the school, pupils, or
teachers, such as:

15. Supervise youth groups in meetings, pregrams, trips, tours, etc.?
16. Cive talks to parents group?
17. Perform recess, lunch, gymnasium, playground or hall duty?
18. Chaperone social activities for pupils?
19. Supervise study halls?
20. Coach or assist in interscholastic or extracurricular activities?
21. Assist in handling discipline problems?
3 . % * ) * %

22. How many new or different instructional materials have student teachers brought,
developed, provided, or suggested to the school teachers?

A great many

Quite a few’

Somo i
. A very few o
~ None

w o



23.

24,

25.

26.

To

of aids or ideas?
1. Often

2. Sometimes

3. Seldom

4., Never

what extent have student teachers suggested or provided any other kinds

What usc¢ have your teachers been able to make of the contributions (22 & 23)

of student teachers?

. They always use them
They sometimes use them
They do not use them

S R O N

They discourage student teachers from contributing too freely
Student teachers really do not have much to offer

How many hours per week on the average do student teachers in your building
teach their supervising teachers assigned classes?

Less than an hour a week
One to five hours per week
Six to ten hours per week

°

o BV S O
. e e

More than twenty hours per week

Fleven to fifteen hours per week
Sixteen to twenty hours per week

How many hours per week on the average are your teachers able to be away
from their classroom while gtudent teachers teach thelr assigned classes?

1. Lless than one
2. One to five
3. Six to ten

4
5.
6

Questions 27 through 39 - To what extent are
activities for pupils changed because of
your building?

27.

28.

Amount of small group instruction.

1. Much more
2. Somewhat more
3. ©No change

Provision for make-up work.
1. Much greater

2. Somewhat greater
3. ©No change

the

v &

Eleven to fifteen
Sixteen to twenty
More than twenty

any - of the following instructional
presence of the student teachers in

Somewhat iess
Much less

Somewhat less
Much less
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39.
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Individual instruction or tutoring of pupils.

1.
2.
3.

Much more 4, Somewhat less
Somewhat more 5. Much less
No change :

Overall quality of instruction.

1.
2.
3.

Much better 4. Somewhat poorer
Somewhat bhetter 5. Much poorer -
No chango

Questions 40 through 50 - How do you feel the availability of the following
university services has influenced the attitude of your staff concerning working
student teachers?

with

Use the following code for questions 40 through 50:

40,

41.

43,

44,

45.

46.

[»2 30, B BNV (G I

~I

8.

9.

Has had a very positive effect

Has had a positive effect

Has had no effect

Has had a negative effect

ilas 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
el fect if available

1 do not know whether or not this service is available

Tuition free university credit courses.

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.
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75.

76.

77.

78.
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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?

1. Has always becn avallable

2. Has usually bcen avallable

3. Has been available on call when needed
4, Has been gencrally unavailable

5. Has never been available

To

what extent do your supervising teachers encourage student teachers

to have a variety of experiences outside the assigned classroom?

B0 N -

A great deal

To some extent

To a limited degree
Not at all

What effect do you feel working with student teachers has had on the
teaching performance of your teachers?

W

Has made them much more effective
Has made them more effective

Has had no eifcct

Has made them less effective

Has made them much less effective

What is the maximum number of student teachers a supervising teacher
should have in one year?

.

-

ESSRWORS S

.

One

Two

Three

Four or more

Which of the following do you consider to be the most important contribu-

tion of supervising teachers to student teachers?

)

Providing cognitive information in the psychology and sociology of
teaching and learning.

Sharing the classroom and pupils to provide teaching experiences for

the student teachers.

Providing instruction and experience in lesson planning and methods

of teaching.

Providing a climate for developing a wholesome professional attitude.
Providing informal coungeling and advice in one-to-one conference sessions.



79. What is your
basis to get
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reaction to assigning student tecachers on a very [lexible
expericnce in the total school program rather than with one

supervising teacher?

Somewhat
Neutral
Somewhat

O e e
N P

. Very positive

positive

negative

Very necgative

80. How reprcsentative of the teachers in your building are those who sgerve
as supervising teachers?

1. They are
2. They are
3. They are
4. They are
5. They are

Question 81 to 86.
sheet and provide

among my most outstanding teachers
above average for my staféf

about average

below average for my staff

among my least effective teachers

Important: Please go to the reverse side of your answer
the information requested. ‘



