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ABSTRACT - ’ .x
This document organizes reports conce:ning ‘teacher
intern prog¢rams and participants into tvo parts: explanatory and
evaluative. Reports reviewed in the fifst part define distinguishing
features of the 1nterd'pattern of teacher prepatation, its .status,:
and its historic @evelopment. The second part contains reports of
research about the effectiveness of interns as teachers-and the
‘evalunation of the interns! probleas and strengths, with ilplxcations
. for improving intern programs for the professional preparation of .
teachers. (Author) - ) E . :
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" another)’ _ ) . . )
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. . « THIs DQCUMENT HAS BEEN REPROD . !
. . DUCED EXACTLY A; RECBIVED FROM

THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN
ATING IT PDINTS OF VIEW OR BPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NEGESSARILY REPRE |

REVIEW .0:" RESEARCH RELATED 0 . <" eblerionTos R o pouicy
GRADUATE' SCHOOL TEACHER INTERN PROGRAMS _
- “, . | o : - :‘ ‘ . «
“. This renieq is written.as a %uide to those whd would fearn
about "the history of teacher £n€ern'proérams and.s;ek evidence about i

. . * -
- . - . .

the effectiveness of _Such programs for teacher preparation.' It will

examine selected reports and research concerned with the teacher
. |
intern pettern for preparation of student° for elcﬂentary amd

L

gecondary school teaching, and will be confined to studies of .
graduatt school programs, including what are commonly known aé¢ MAT . !

programs.' Thls type of inltial preparation of teachers, through a RN
e(' ,
supervised internship in conJunction with course work at a graduate
- n d -
school is a twentieth céhtury development and as yet prepares.only

a ssali!but growing proportion of the coquniry's heginnlng teachers.

Since it is a relatively new departure, the theory of teacher intern
[y 1 . -
. . 2
programs dnd the success of their products need to be -examined critically;
- a ’
man's. tendency, especially An regard to public schooling, to fear the

innovative or to rush into any promising change may resule, either in .

v : i
skepticism and rigidity or in a rash of unevaluated Activities, o )

; . : y .
Therefore, in .comparing the ﬁﬁtern pattern to the traditional, under-
’ . g0 . L.

graduate student-teacher ¢hannel of professional preparation, we need
. ’ . ’ .

.

.

' . ) i
there is any objective evidence of the superiority of one pattern over

- . ) - R

The importance of researched information about intern programs,

their pradtices, products, and effeetivéness becomes more apparent°nfth \:
’ . ‘ * : . '
S e - N
mmq FROM BEST AVAILABLE copy C <
. . ’ " S



, the recoghition of numerous social, economic, aund ideological forces

.

:dt;work in the decade of the '70's which are 1ike19 to attract a

larger propoztion of would-be .teachers to the posé-college, paid
internénip style of professionél preparation, Amo‘g these forces are

. the growing number of ddmissions to liberal arts colleges'which do
e - . . : ‘ )

- ,. . '
. mnot claim to provide vocationaltsraining, the technological era ex-

ploding with new knowledge to be mastered, a period of affLﬁence‘along
wich coliége youth's incongruous-reaction of alienation from materialish

as they choose a 1ife-sty1e of sglf-expression and service tp the
]
reform of society's ills (including the schools), a growing interesz )
LI ]

in adult education, career flexibility, amd employment for women whose

. - children’ have reached school age. : . ' . -

1Y

. - 'The studies reviewed herein vere selected as important examgles

‘of the diffexrent kinds of analyses and fac:-finding.being done Jbout

+

interns and the intern pattern of teacher preparation. The Egview is

organized into twovcategories, the explanatory and the evaluative,

'Although not all of the studies can clearly be placed exclusfvely in

one group or the bther, in general those included in Part I are Sources

which provide’ answers. to such quaestions as what is distinctive about

.’ the intern;style of'preparation? * how ‘extensive is it? and why has it
e ' developed historically as_an niternatiye to the traditional, undergraduate.

program of preparatioa? Part 11 1is a survey af recbnt research that

-, : &eeks to evaluaCeJLhe effectiveness of interns as teachers and of ehe

7

/ programs ds t&e means of preparation, The second part includes efforts

to gompare intern teachers to ‘traditionally trained teachers and to
- . B . \
. identify the distinguishing characteristics of interns, if any,‘ - their

. U .

-prbbléms; needs, strengths, weaknesses, and the soyrcas of these.
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Part I: DefinitionifExtent, and History

\ . ¢ |

Definition N .t e . .
To_gain an understandingg il the distinguishing differences'

between student teaching and teacher internShip one would do well to

start with Michaelis' clear definition in !he'Encyclopedia of Edycational

. -

" Research and then turn to the most complete single source of information

on internships in teacher education, the Forty-Seventh Yearbook of the
Association for gtudent Teaching (l968). Michaelis. ccmpares student-

teacher programs and intern programs “in reégard ‘to admission criteria )
. ¥ . \ o P
and patferns of course work and teaching experience. "In the AST Yearbook

a single definition of internship ‘Ls used as a point of departure

for a dozen different authors to discu;a historic development, )

\ ) )
theory, purposes; procesaes, and components of fntern programs., The
Yearbook contalns an excellent s annotated bibliography, qpequalled as

3 - ’
a guide to thp research and essays on internships .in teacher education,

’ )

Extent ,

.

Because'of methodological limitations and inconsistencies in

. .
» » N

. gathering data over the past twegpty years information is incomplete.

about the number of intern programs, the number of participants, growth:

of programs, and specific diffégences in admiasion.qualificatione,
., ¢
program requirements, and organization. These limitat{dns have stemmed

¢

from the use of quastionnaires to differing populationé, poor percentage
of returns, and lack:of Yefinition pf precisely wﬁat was to be classified

as an internship,. Therefore, it i% dangerous to make comparisons of find-
S 5 .

- .
ings from several periodiéistudies with the thought that one is getting a

*
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"true picture of'growth or a complete picture of extent, Nonetheless, L
N » ’
\ 4

with this warning in mind, the foIlowing are worth examinihg for a
chronology of changes--the surveys by Stevens (1956), Shaplin and
Powell (1964 citing’ Ruker 8 survey in '1952), ﬁarap (1967) , Johnson (1968),

*  aod Schloerke and Czajkowski (1968). In 1956 Stevens reported 45 intern

._\ ) . preérams in;olving 3,T% inrerns:among qhe 681 teacher edueetion :

- thetitdiions thch replied The numbers of interns preparing for

| o elemente:y teaching and for seconda were almost'equal. His figures
.5 .

include numerous unaergraduaCes whose practice experience was labeled

\

an internship, Johnqénls”fotal of 192 programs in 1968 (mostly

. .. ,f . -~ .
’ ) graduaté MAT) should be used with caufion, inasmuchh as ‘it is difficult

-

. T to identify what data jin his report pertain’to internships, whether

respondents to his qﬁeationna{re used the same definition, whether he
. . B . .o e, L ”»
R ) +has distinguished. between graduate programs d%d undergraduate programs.
< . ' : ’ - T
/  Probably. most meaningful, though incomplete because limited to the
X . [ -~ L)

4

. - " institutions belonging to AACTE, is the.internship survey made in 1967

v . . » . .

f , hy Schloerke and Czéjkowsﬁi. Of the 733 institutions, 48 indicated

- . . ' . VI -
' they opérated graduate level intern programs, of which 20 were preparing

elementary teachers end 28 seEbndary, enrolliﬁg 347 and 1,195 interms

“ -

* respectively. Thus, interns represent a very small fraction of the two

v ‘ million teachers.ia our public schools.

Historz .

-

Several ver§ worthwhile studies have been writteh describing

» and interpreting the historic development of the ihternShip style of
s 4

; teacher preparatiom; each author has related' the historic unfolding to




3 N

changes in the economy or in the society at large or to changes in

N

ideologies about education. Among others, &prronman~(l965);:Conant kl§63),

. g
curti (l935),‘and Woodring (1457) have written extgnsive amalyses of

the pragmatic forces for change in teacher education which are
[ 4

contextual, that is, changes which are reactive to and emergent from
- ¢ ¢ s
the social. and economic context "agd.from the educational leadership

of the-times. '

—

. A similar analysis but bearing spécifically on the 1Jtern

pattern bf teacher preparation is found in a thorough history of

teacher traininé through internshif® by Shaplin and Powell.(1964), in®

which.they aseociated.the development and adaptations of intermship
with changing educational fdeas and economic conditions ever since
the first effort by Brown University in 1895. This part of the‘

study aloneArould make it valuables but they also made a un1que contri-

’
q—w‘ '

bution at the time by describing differences among various intein

programs of the past and present in regard to time reqvirements,

practicum aud course sequencea, and final objectives (i.e.-certification

or master's degree), Gardner's (1968) chapter on "THe Teacher -
Educatioh Internship in Historical Perspective" seems to have bee& \
adapted from Shaplin's and Powellls interpretation. .

Butterweck (1955) developed an original theme that changes

n

in student population‘and in the scope of gchool obligations caused
r'd ‘ * . - "
teacher education ‘to, turn its emphasis consecutively to JZrious social

sciences for knowledge about learning processes, psychological testing,

relevant curriculum, emotlonal\and mental hygiene, social psychology,
. 3

and most recently anthropology., Butterweck saw the necessity to provide
. . N

future teachers with a longer preparation and more experience in life

' /

¢



- ° N a .
. . . ) . \ .
" ' in order to develop understanding of the growing number of pertinent

N

. social sciences, To accomplish that, he sees the nei? for graduate

- *  level teacher training with interhshig‘£0110w1ng @ broad undergraduate =~

. ' - - .
.

education, ;f .
» ll

\
Tﬁe short, customary student teaching experience is considered

- no longer adequate algo by Gardner and Henry (1968), as our Fomplex \
' and” advanced technological society puts greater demands upon teacher- .

c0mpetence and\upon the educators of teachers. Among the more complex

\

] \

skills demanded thhy specify more competence in decision-making,)analysis
\ . of the professional sihgation, diagnosis of the learning potential of .
; ' students, provision of inétructional programs appropriate to individuals,
and f1exibiiity\in new and different teachigg situations, in reld#ion-
. ships, and in utilization of a growingovariet} of technological devices,
- . ' ;;deed, ?hile one may wonder whether such an ideal model can be realized
- through any program for teacher training,;one can recognize that the
. - development of these competenciesurequires more time, more maturity,
more education and broad experience .than a'teacher'candidate usually
. acquires as an undergraduate, Thus the intern pattern i8 proposed as ;
‘ , feasible route irto teaching for persons who have had time for a éreater
~)) " . variety of experiences since graduation, including joEs, peace corps,
child rearing, military'service. In sum, Gardner and Henry (p. 183)
conclude:‘:Perhaps much of the re;orted success of -these kintern)
programs is due to the selective quality of the individuals who enroll,
rather than to the attributes of the programs themselves,"

In addition to pragmatic forces for change in reaction to the

'timggi:another coutextual pressure for change is intellectual an<

A"




. . . . %

ideological, stemming from discontent and aspiration within the

profession i%self, This is seen in the vast amount of educational

. R

research and discourse of ideas which f£ill the professional magazines *

@
in efforts from inside the profession to identify and improve teacher

- effectiveness, "In the cyrrent season of turbulence in the ideological

o~

order...leaders mist understand that demands for change which stem from

ideological turbulence are much more than the usual calls for perennial

ad justment of institutional processes, This demand -for change is a

challenge to the very purposes of institutions" (Stoops, 1968, p. 147).

ad

Part II: Evaluation of Effectiveness . !

1 L4 . ‘-
‘ ) i !
Theory . ok /
Evaluation of the effectiveness .of intern programs and their

products is hampered byelack of a theoty'or.frameﬁork of criteria,:
peinciple;, cbjectives, and propbsed mechoes for achieving objectives.
~ N Alchough-much,ﬁas been.written about the brimafy importance of supervised
expérience.or p:act;ce in teaching as 'a component in any teachex
training program (see Ballantire, ggigi,;1966;.Broudy,\1965; Brown and
Brown, 1968; Goodlad, 1965; Eazard; et gl;, 1967; Shapiﬁn, 1961),
there is some ‘concern about the lack of attention to ieEernship
_theory during the growth of these programs (éee Brown; %966; Gardeer and
Henry, 1968; Moore, 1967; Rex, 1961, 1968; Ward, 1968).
Brewn (1966) is criticel of the faqt/thac most research on ’
teeeher effectiveness is done within theytfadicien of psychology,
unforcunately divorcing theory from practlce by evaluating behavior

without questionlng or defining the theory which established the

criteria for Judgxng effectiveness, without clarifyeng the paradigm




against which the practicc is to be rated, {See also Depemafk and

' MacDonald, 1967, p. 241.) Rex (1961, 1968pmargues that a theoretical

-

. . .

framework is essential in any professior.before adegquate tgaining

methods, evaluation, and research will be possible, and ghat since °

there is no clear definition of the theory' of internship thére can
k) .

be no substantial body of experimcn;al evidence supporting or refhting y—

the worth of the internship, He proposes a conceptual model which he
believes wou1§ permit experimental research ?h effeclivechs cf interns,
- Fuliy‘oneéthird of the AST ¥earboq§ (1968), rééerrcd to
earlier, is devoted to ; discussion of intcrnshlp theory, in wﬁich‘

see Blackmore,.Gardner, Hoffman,'kex, and-ﬁard. . And brief rcferencs

to theoretical rationale for their ingcrn prdgra;s may be found in.

the Johns H?pkins University (n.d,) cqc-lndiana University (1969)
bulletins, 1& srudy by Stone and Robiqson?(1965) of the secondary
interh program at the University of California at Berkeley is unusual

in that it is the only critfcal self-examination this reviewpr could

locate .that defines the effcct of the program's rheoreticql model upon

& »

development of its spec}fic curriculum,

e .

_Effectivcness: Programs and Participants - . s ' -j' é

[

In studying and evaluating teacher intern programs tﬁc dltimate
question is ccﬁcerned with the effectivcnesﬁ of the interns cs ’
teachets; it is throcgh their teaching s;ccess that the quality of the
program of preparicion is judged, Thrs research seeks to identify any
distinguishing characteristics of ihternsl§;heir ctrengths, weaknesses,
needs) “and hopefully to identify the source of these, be it in the

-

inherent qualifications of the participants or in the curriculum and



rd :
’ . [ »
- . N - . * . .o
’ methodds of the program itszlf, - , s 7

4

The myriad of problems in judging teachef effectiQeﬁés§

.
-\

. :  (comprehensively examined in two' revigws of research by Biddle and

Ellena, 1964, and by Denémark and MacDonald, 1967) apply equally to ot
- . ° . L4 . .
evaluating teaching interns, The great mass of research on teacher

' ! |
4 ..
effectiveness legds to one uncontested conclusion: no comprehensive ‘t
. R ¢ ' . a
J ' criterion of tedcher'effectiveness, no single :or identifiable combina-

. " tion of personal, acédgmiq, or ﬁrofessional“qqh}ities in the teacher

either at [the time of admission,to‘teacher training or upon graduation,
and no paiticularvfacton or technique in the training program has
b coﬁsisfently cqirelated with teacher effectjiveness. Nonetheless, ‘count-

- less investigations still go on in the search to find -out what makes .

.

the difference, o * ' v

— ‘. Im regard té interns this effort is seen fn.rgports and °*

research issuing from universitiés where inte}ntprogrgum.pre operating,
. N .o . .
These studies have cdncentrated on éhrge areas: the effect of specific
- . : . <
.components in the'prbgram itself, .comparisons 4f interns with

(traditionally trained teachers, and the 1dentificat}Bn of distinguish-

ing éharacCeristicé, behaviors, étrengths; weaknesses, and needs of
- interns per se; . . T

- . . ¢ .
Cdmponents in the Training Program, Differences in teaching

-~

~ability thought to stem from factors in.the training of !interns were
examined by Allen 61966) and by Hite (1968), Allen reported growiné

. research evidence in Stanford Univergity's intern program that. specific

. [N .
- B - .

training sequences change Ehé\performance.of intern teachérs, namely
in such skills as '"set 1nduction", multiple frames of reference, and

v . : ! .
closure, He describes advantages of other techniques for training

Py




. A . - . . . -

t . such a% micro-teaching, time-lapse photography, video observation,
v . : 2 .
e 7 , and teacher ratings, Also he explains the organizational plan for
f released time far pd%1ic schoolistaff to supetvise and share in the

. hd L.
\ ) .

I instzuction of interns. Ceértain facets of their program have been

N | : .eValuaLed through research. " . | ‘ . 2
: : ~ .. “ ) o ’ ° . o ’ :
. . ° . ) "F The research by Hite (1968), on-effective ways of -training

) internt*was different in that he used the experimental modey R

» .

,'.; i mnnipulating factors in the preparation of eledéntary interns in

i ) f' + order tb-iuvestigate the impaot of different training expexiences

. \ . - )

: ~+ %, upon rated teaching success. Ratings were ma \\Ee\amgng the differently
.- ' . L.

o - trained graups half way through the first year of teaching and again

PN at the ehd of the year to see if aifferences persisted. One hundred

o

and twenty interns at Washington State Un?:irsity were divideﬂ into

! ' three"exper{mental groups and one control ¥coup, The treatment variable.

for each’ of the three was either released time from in{srﬁ_tedching N

. . . . . . > o B . ' :
for classroom preparation, time for observation, or reduced pupil load.

" Hite's study reported no statisticall?’siénificant differences €
< : N

"

. _attributable to any single criterion among the three eiperimental

groups, However, Ehe‘findingsuin the first study showékd 25 per cent

higher scbres on tea;hing performance in all three experimental groups

. B ‘than in the control é oup. The groyp receivlng the’ thhest mean

overall score was cledrly that to whom 25 per cent féwer'pupils had-been

ass{gned; those assign e to observation ranked second, The follow=-up.

-

stuay showed that diffe*ences among the four treatment groups tended -

\

to become smaller, thong‘ they maintained their relative gank one to

. | another,” The control group, which had been rated markedly inferior:
! } v | ,

\ -
\

R



‘at the mid-year rating, made the gréates: gain, which fay be an .
r ! ) .

. {llustration.of the regression tendency, * . 5 -
: P 0 . .

v

P . . . .

Leb . - Comparison,with\Non-Intern Teachers., Comparison of ‘the

teaching effectiveness of interns-with that oﬁ.tradiiionally trained

R teachers was the primary purpose of researth about intetns prior to
< . |
\ : [} [
\ the presént decade, at a time when 1ntern programs were mordFsuspect.

Findtngs from thse compar7tive studies heve been contradictory and

the means of measuring/peacher success ha{e been questionable in -
. ~
reliabiltﬁy and obJectivity. Halliwell'(1964) in his valuable review
d

» . of all such research up to 1964 has critipized the research designs

| of most of these studies and concluded thdt thetr findings did not
provxde evidence of the superiority of one forn of preparatiqn over ‘
another."The sawe . can bexsaid about the post11964 researchéwhich

< ‘q‘ cpmpares products of the two types of programs. s

o,

Among recent studiesGthose\gf Sorber (1964) and of Wieder (1967)

»

compared interns verbal o§§terns of interaction with patterns. of -
e c a
s tudent teachers, us imgF 1ander s ‘Interact ion Ana 1ys is o With minor -

¢

"‘ differences in design of the studies, both reported statistically significant
].
. : differences~which showed that the;studant teachers had more indirect’
. « . ’ 7’
0/ o and "integrative' relationship with pupils and made Less ‘use of 1ect:{es
. N

®
> €

and direct learning than did the inferns. ) L

»
v *

Kershner (1968) and Arends (1969) recently reported comparative 'f‘

studies of graduates of intern programs and o‘= undergraduate programs -
. . 4

+on the same campuses,lin search:gf-evidence of.differences in competency
cd . . T i
between the two.groups. Whereas both ysed similar desigms, applying

N statistical ‘tests of significance and gathering data by means of teacher=--

[ . - .
~— . . o
.rating scales and standardized achievement tests of pupils, there is Iy

ve
! .
Qo : i

TR . . ~ ~ . e

- ! . . : . -

i Fae e
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-

-

". - student teachers at U.C,L A., in addition to describing the sequence

’ Kershner concluded qhat "interns demonstrated greater general compethncy

‘i p 1 . .
k - — ; -
4 . ’ N )l 12 ’

' > X ~
cpntradiction in the findings of the two studies. .Using tralned ¢

untverstty supervisors ratings of competency ofJgirst-year teachers,

than conventional student teachers," while Arends, studying elementary

teachers and using principals' ratings, reported no -significant ~

differences between\the two groups on any of the eighteen compégfncies, - oS
- L] R Py ’ ‘
and no significant differenge in pupil change ad'measured by standardized

achievement tests, ’ Both Kershner and Arends also sought,£ back from <
,( u B S S

students on' their perceived strenéths and weakness5{ and the sourcg of
these, in an effort to -learn how the students judged the impact of ) *

e . ! 3 o =

their training ﬁrogramsc Both'studies fqund that-student teachers and
interns'alike identified'the first source of their strengths %F intrinsicw

within themselves, i.e. not attributahle t5 the teacher*education brogram. .

K

Botﬁ‘interns and student teachers in Arend's study indicated the second .
i
source of strengfh w?s field experience. Both of thése findings nn

‘the source of strengths an’lrceived by interns are consistent with

-

£indings in the Rinehart (1969) study. Arends found that a significaptly
. K,

higher per cent of interns than student teachersjei?ressed satisfaition
-3 : - :
with their training and that employment stability was statistically

L

more significant for interns but that there was no significant difference
I

in relation to type of public school.

« Wulk and\ﬂiller (1965) reported qualifications and

o

L]
charac;e;istlcs of 28 secondary interns compared to 272 secondary

of their p;pgram. These ineerns were reported‘ma4uggiflhigher grade

point average, to be more traveled to have more former equxtence*as

teachers and ‘youth leaders, and to’hold more scholastic honors. B
IS : ) . T~

Coopérating teachers in-the public-schools«were favorahly impressed
T e Do . -
[ . ‘ AR

’ ? e ’ ‘ [



‘

Haberman (1956), Bulazo (I965), Ryan (1966), Livingston (1962),
' ! ‘ ) .

A

~.

13

]
. ' B
by the greater emthusjasm, initiative, and drive of the interns
) . - - . . . .
compared to student tzachers they had supﬁsvised.

!
’

Charaéteristics of Interns. In the past six years as the

intern pffttern of teacher preparation comes of age there has begﬁg to

appear ‘more research abput, 1nCerns_Eer se, in addition to the type of

sqﬁdies reviewed above comparing participants of the two SCYIFS'Of

4pfograms. _Studies by Stone and Robinson (1965), Hill and Medley (1968),

N

N

Moss (1968), Miller (1970), and Rinehart (1969) add insights into the
schiaI qualifications, ch?racCeristics; behavior, prbylems, and
satisfactions of interns as beginning teachers.

In Stone and Robinson's (1965) six-year report on the intern
. (

v ) . R . .
- program Qf the University of California at Berkeley one finds

interesting details of personal data about the interns' qualificagions

at time of admission (age, ma}iCal status, previous full-time empioyment’,

previous eﬂgs;ience with youth groups, undergraduate culleges:’majors,

'-ihﬁﬁ_grade averages), Their report incfludes a follow-up study of

Berkeley interms from the first six yéars of that program, showing
| Y

" their employment record as teachers (placement, empldyment stability,

racingsi. No att%%pt was made to compare interns with regularly trained

teachers but it is evident from the data ?ﬁac_chey have above-average

qualifications qpa records, . v .

Hill And Medley (1968) examined the impact of supervisi;n .
and .He internship upbn teaching behavior, By mea#; of interaction
nz{Zsis scales and Medley's Observation Schedgle_and Record they
measured "Change in Behaviors of First Year Interns," Using'a siﬁple

\ .
of 110, interns, 40 elementary and 70 secondary, they reported significant
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"differences between February -and llay on fourteen Interaction Analysis -

scales and on 15 items in Medley's Observation. Scheduke and Record.

/These differences indicated that the internms during their‘internship

~ .

had learned to use more divergent questions, ware.being less evaluative

)

and more neutral in their responses to pupils, and were shifting from

direct question-and-response to student-initiated,responses, .

. -
e

Habarman (1965), thrpough the use of observatibns, reaéing-scofe

.

, . ) .o\
gains by pupils, and interaction-analysis ratios, reported factors which

discriminate between successful and unsuccessful imgerns, He identified

) several factors not on the usual check-1lists for rating t hers, )
* , factors which he concluded may be special strengths of i;::i;;:\\ihég;
vere the interns' enthusiasm for a subject, hobby, or art form; the

intern's ability to organize groups and manage situations as evidenced

. i .

in their undergraduate leadership; and their willingness to. listen.

Several researchers have sought té ideﬁtify the tFacﬁing proglcms
of beginning interns for two purposes: (1) to learn more agout the
nature of the interns, their distinctive strengths and needs, and
(2) to use tg}s information to improge;the related comﬁonents in ghq
intern training program, - The last pieces of research to be included
in this review ;11>bear upon.this search to know the,interns~~their

problems, their assets, and their evaluations ?f the particular intern

program by which they were trained,

’

Bulazo, Ryan, Livingston, Miller, Moss, and Rinehart all looked

, : at initial teaching experiences as the testing groune;fgr.effectiveness
both of" interns and of their professional{programs. The first three
studies used the opinions .of different combinations of supervisors, .

4 . .
o . “ .

i
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interns,’and third-party observors to identify initial teaching problems,
C— ."mhereas Miller, Moss, and Rinehart sought the opinions of internhs only, °
In adlition to perceived problems the last three studies included

J perceptions of their own strengths and sources of satisfaction

interns
as teachers, As will.be repcrted_below, Moss and Rinehart went beyond
self-perceived problems and strengths to seek the interns' evaluations —
< of the strengths and weakness of the entire intern program of profeSsional
preparation which they had experienced
: Bulazo (1905) identified interns' initial teaching problems
by'investiéating the areas where supervision was most‘frequentiy-given.
On a list of possible areas of supervisien,interns and their college
. o supervisors indicated supervision was most often concerned with human
4 relations (incfuding discipiine), decision-making, and counselin; and ‘
self-analysis, He also 1ooke: for possible effect -of personality
compatibiiity between supervisor and intern teacher, as measured by
the Ménifold Interest Schedule. His reported findings were complex and, '
}(, " to this reviewer, questionable because of the instrument used to measure
(\\ compatibilicy and because of his basic 3§sumptiod that greater compatibility
is evidenced by a greater amount of supervisory assistance. ) : ﬁ
* Ryan (1966) investigated initial proble'ms encountered by *

,(
secondary teaching interns, ' Using interviews, ‘case studies, observations,

and questiomnmaires to gather his data, ha canw/to;the conclusion that ;
g - ! - ’ f

.many of their problems stem from a sociological gap between interns and |
their public~school pupils, He conjectured that there are socio-

economic reasons that this gap would be greater with interns than with
R : |

regularly trained teachers, Beecher (as cited'by Halliwell, 1964) and ;
\

Shaplin and ngell (1964) have also reported evidence that interns come

-

o . ' / -
ERIC. . ' : ,

i




from a higher soeio-economic backgreund'than do student teachers, On
A the basis of his findings Ryan recommended changes in the training
program to deyelop sociological awarewgss, . |
Livingston (1962) submitted a questionnaire to sixty secondary»
interns and about an equal numbek of their school and university
- ’ supervisors and their university subject-matter supervisors in order -
*  to identify, qescribe, and analyze the profes61ena1 problam?ﬁﬂl
1 segpndary intern teachers. His findings showed that each of his.four
groups of respondents, holding different roles in the intern program, °
/ saw somewhat different areas of conzern*accordingito their own roles
and frames of judgment on teaehing objectives. Livingston's interns
reported their greatest probiems in the following descending order
of frequency- ¢)) organization of time, (2) how to teach the sub ject,
(3) "the self " (4) situational characteristic;. For his entire, -four-
sided sample the order of problems clustered in these categories: ‘ '
(1) teaching the subject, ) relationships to stydents, including

+

discipline, (3) equipment, supplies, and facilities, (4) relationships

3

'to adults, (5) status as interns. Livingston concluded from his findings
that intem's problemu Are not substantially differenmt from those of‘all
beginning teachers,

i Similar to part of Livingston's study but more sophisticated
@ .
in analysis:is Miller's (1929) investigation!& interns: perceptions of

their beginning teaching experiences (the internship). The purpose of

his study was to seek information upon which to base recommendations

for improvements in the intern program at Temple University. _He used a
- N

questionnairr to gather his data from 90 secondary interns, asking

3 them to identify sources of 'pressure,” difficulty, and satisfaction"

L




a7 e

o

during the first yéér of teaching, - Analysis was made for each :

sélected coﬁponent with respect to effect of ihe (1) year interns’ )
N ]

bPegan teaching (1965 or 1967), (2) sex of interms, (%) school level

«
taught' (junior or senior high), (41_5acia1 cemposition of pupils taught,

and (5) time of year questiohnaire was completed, Rank order

coefficients were calculated between variables of frequency, intensity,

* o .
end consistency over time. Interns ranked pressura of planning as

~the greatest source of pressure, student behavior as the greatest

-

source o!'!ig%iculty, and the opportunity to learn constantly about
teaching as their grgatest satisfaction, Two perhaps Qnexpeceod findings

reported were' (1) that none of the pressure, difficﬁ}ty, or satisfaction

was attributed to the racial composition of pupils taﬁght, and

i \
(2) that observations by supervisors; pressure from administrators,

and pgressure from parents were not as8ociated with preshure or

difficulty,: -

Moss (1968) sopéht the reaction of interns to the value of the

: o D £ ‘ .
internship by submitting a reactionnaire to 86 interns in six colleges

énd universities, both graduate and undergraduate, elementary and
secondagy interns. - He reportéd his findings separately for the graduate
studerfts, but unfortunately did not distinguish between perceptions .
by elemen:gf& interns and thoge by secondary, whose needs, programs,

and experiences may be different, Moss asked the students to indicate

advantages of the intgrnship‘over'student teaching, weakness of the

>iﬁteinship_experience, willingness to choose internship égain, and ~

highlights of the internship éxperience. He .reported that the éraduate
incerﬁs felt that the quOf advantages of tha'internshié over praetic;
teaching (which they had not experienced) Qere (a) increased experience
offered by the longer teaching time, (b) incr;ased/responsibility for

- '

.
L P P PN



N the classroomn, kc) fipancial renumeratibn, (d) channel for 1iber;1

arts graduates to enter tegzging, (e) opportunity to see children mature
oapd.grow. Disadvantages and program weakne;s were (a) too little }f
>1p£ans£ve pre~internship prepéyation in methods and oréanization, ' 'f

L . .

(b) imadequate orientation to the public schovl and faculty, and

. (c) the burden of concurrent course wrk while tééﬁhing.~

.
»

The study by Rinehert (1969) examined intg;n perceptions of all
. . _ . aspects of t:helxt:ern program, not. just the initial\eaching experience,
Five? major areas for evaluat:ion were explored: most: and least effective
experiences (1) in the%rfenti;e, graduate, profeésional.prepardcion
- including the internship, (2) in relakion to ‘university supervision
during internship, and (3) in unive;sity course work° (4; their érgatest
felt strengths and problems as beginning teachers and the sources ' v
to which they attributed them; and (5) their perceptions of differences
in attitud® toward’ teaching as a career befoge_and after the first yedr
lof teachinge The crf%ical incidéht technique was used for formulating
the leading questions and qu categorizing the, respormes made'auring taped,
open-end ihterviews‘with\gh elementary intern§ fnd 26 secondafy‘interns.
Each particip#nt was in the first'pr second year ofiteaching experience
after the year of.intern teaching. Data were held separate for elementary
A - . in:erns from secondary and for men’ from women, The findings showed
much diversit} of oélnions about effectiveness of engriences, not only™
between the elementary and secondaéf\groups but wiﬁhin each groﬁp: 'ﬁo
cgdsis;ent differeﬁces‘could be associated with sex differences, Both
. groups identigied early teaching experience itself as the most effective
| éxpefi;nce in.;hﬁir pr;fggsionai preparatioq, thus firmly support{ng;

I

.

ic - - .
° . /
- . :
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£rom the. articipants' point of view, the penability of the internship.
P P ’ y P

,pattern, FKesponses by elementary'inte:ns were characterized by emphasis

upon the importance of idealism, feeling, and supportive relationships-
' -

[

in the program and in the classroams where they teach, 'The-secondary .

group, in addition to these affective concerns, showed a distinctive -«

emphasis upd? the importance of stimulating teaching style and

intellectual rigor of academic work for themselves in the university

.

_ program and for their'pupils in the classroon, .findings on strengths

P

and weaknesses end their sources are rather similar to those in studies

reported above, although differences were ~ noted between the elementary

. L) : '

and secondary groups, Attitude changes of interns after teaching experience
~

were for both groups decidedly toward ihe more -posifive, even among
those individuals Qho had entered the preéram douptful or ne&ative
about teaching.as.a‘career. A theme of idealism and professional .

commitment was moted throughout the study among bqth the elementary and/

seeondary interns,” Rinehart concluded that the study, as well as

providing an evaluation of the program by those who had experienced it,
P .

also develsped a group portrait of the participating interns by providing

insights into their values, aspirations, needs, and satisfactions,

/; ‘ &

/ .
. ) .

I . : - SUMMARY

This review has orgahized reports about tcacher tntern
programs and participants into two. parts: 'explaﬁatory and evaluative,
Reports reviewed fn the first part define distinguishifig features of

_ the intern pattern of teacher preparation, its status, and 1{fs historic

development; the second part contains reports of rceearcﬁ‘about the

vads e
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effectiveness of intarns as teachers and evaluations of the interns'

problems and strengths with implications for impioving intern programs
for professional preparation of teachers.,
. 7‘5 d(aﬁ t )

The research fmdingsAhave not presented evidence of the
superiority of one kind of teacher preparation over another, either
as measured by differences in teach;ng'effectiVefess.of the graduates
of the respective programs or by -differences in the participant’s’

perceptions of the values. and weaknesses of their respective training

programs,
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