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the effectiveness of such programs for teacher preparation. It will

examine selected reports And research concerned with the, teacher

intern petterm for preparation of students for elementaty and

/secondary school teaching, and will be Confined to 'studies of .

graduate school programs, including what are commonly knows at MAT

programs. This type of initiel preparation of teachers, through a ,

supervised internship in conjunction with cburse work at a graduate

school, is a twentieth century development and as yet prepares.only

.' . a salle but growing proportion of the country's beginning teachers.
. ,

it.

,
.

.

.

.

Since ,t is a relatively,new departure, the theory of teacher intern
. 1 ,7

programs and the success of their products need to beexamined critically;

man's.tendency, especially fin regard to public. schooling, to fear the
4

innovative,or to rush into any promising change may resulteither in

skepticism and rigidity or in a rash of unevaluated-SctiVities.

Therefore, incomparing the Istern pattern to the traditional, under-
,.

igraduate student-teacher Channel of professional preparation, we need

to know ,Thy and how this alternate pattern has developed and whether,

there is any objective evidence of the supeiiority of one.pattern over

another`

The importance of researched information about intern programs,

their pradtices, products, and eft/activeness becomes more apparent' wi.th

---
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the recogdition of numerous socials economic, and ideological forces

.

etiwork in the decade of the '70's which are likely to attract a

larger proportion of would-beteachers to the post - college, paid

. .

internship style of professional preparation. AmoAg theie forces are

the growing number
.

of admissions to libeyal arts colleges which do

not claim to provide vocationaljraining, the technological era ex-

gloding with new knowledge to be mastered, a period of affhience along

with college yeu,th's incongruous reaction of alienation from materialists

as they choose a life-style of Aelf-expression and service tp the

reform of society's ills (including the schools), a growing interest )

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

4

children have reached school age.

The studies reviewed herein Were selected as important examples

of the different. of analyses and fact-finding.being.done Jbout

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

organized into two.categories, the explanatory and the evaluative..

Although not all of the studies can clearlyibe placed exclusively in

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

which provideanswers to such questions as what is distinctive about

the intern-style of-preparation? *how .extensive is it? and why has it

developed historically as,an alternative to the traditional, undergraduate.

program oi preparations? Part II is a survey of red6nt research that

Seeks to evaluateAhe effectiveness of interns as teachers and of the

prograto 1134e means of preparation. The second part includes efforts

to pompare intern teachers totraditionally trained teachers and to

identify the distinguishing characteristics of interns, if any,'- their

-problems, needs, strengths, weaknesses, and the sojrces of these.

(
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pdrt I: Definition, Extent, and History

Definition

To.gain an understandin the distinguishing differences

between student teaching and teacher internship one would do well to

start with Michaelis' clear definition in the Encyclopedia of Educational

IP
.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 Stud ent Teaching (1968). Michaelis compares student-
.

teacher Programs and intern programS in regardto admission criteria
,

and patterns of courie work and teaching experience. In the AST Yearbook

a single definition of internship"is used as a point of departure

fora dozen different' authors to discups historic development,

l theory, purposes, proceves, and components of Intern programs. The

Yearbook contains an excellent annotated bibliography, unequalled as

4' ),

a guide,to the resea;ch and essays on internshipsin teacher education.

Extent

Because'of methodological limitations and inconsistencies in

.gathering 'rata over the past twenty years information is incomplete.

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

of programs, and specific differences in admission ,qualifications,

program requirements, and organizatiOn. These limitatOns have stemmed

from the use of questionnaires to differing populations, poor percentage

of returns, and lack*oflaefinit*on of precisely what was to be classified

as an internship. Therefore, it it-dangerous to make comparisons of find-

ings from several periodie studies with t he thought that one is getting a
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true picture of growth or a complete picture of extent, Nonetheless,

with this warning in mind, the following are worth examining for a
. ,

eitronology of changes:. the surveys by Stevens (1956), Shaplin and

Powell (1964, citing' luker's survey in '1952), )1arap..(1967), Johnson (1968),

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

programs involving 3,3494 interns-among tshe 681 teacher education

institutions which replied. Thenumbers of interns preparing for

/
elementary teaching and for secondaz were almost equal. His figurei

.!*
P

4

include numerous unaergraduates whose practice experience was labeled

an internship. JohnegnIsiotal of 192 programs in 1968 (mostly

graduate MAT)"should be used with catqion, inasmuc as It is difficult

to identify what data in his report pertainito internships, whether
. 6

respondents to his qtiestionnaire used the same definition, whether le
. e MbJ

.has distinguishedbetween graduate programs and undergraduate programs.

ProbablY, most meanineul, though incomplete because limited to the
-1

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

kt Schloerke' and Czijkowski. Of the 733 institutions, 48 indicated

they 'operated graduate level intern programs, of which 20 were preparing

elementary teachers and 28 secondary, enrolling 347 and 1,195 interns

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

million teachers id our public schools.

History '

Several very worthwhile studies have been written describing

and interpreting'the historic development of the internship style of
A

teacher preparation; each author has related' the historic unfolding to
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changes in the economy or in the society at large or to changes in

ideologies about eciication. Among others, Bprrowman (1965)::Conant

Curti (1935),.and Woodring (1457) have written extqnsive analyses of

the pragmatic forces for change in teacher education which are

contextual, that is, changes which are reactive to and emergent from

the social. and economic context 'aud.from the educational leadership

of the -times.

A similar analysis but bearing splcifically on the intern

pattern bf teacher preparation is found in a thorough history of

(1963),

teacher training through internship by Shaplin and Powell. (1964), in

which they associated the development and adaptations of internship

with changing educational Ideas and economic conditions ever since

the first effort by Brown University in 1895. This part of the'

study alone would make it valuable; but they also made a unique contri-

bution at the time by describing differences among various intern

progiams of the past and present in regard to time reirements,

practicum add course sequences, and final objectives (i.e.certification

-or master's degree). Gardner's (1968) chapter on "Tile Teacher

Educatioh Internship in Historical Perspective" seems to have beeit

adapted from Shaplin's and Powell's interpretation,

Butterweck (1955) developed an original theme that changes

in student population and in the scope of fchool obligations caused

teacher educationto,turn its emphasis consecutively to various social

sciences for knowledge about learning processes, psychological testing,

rele1ant curriculum, emotionalNand mental hygiene, social psychology,

and most'recentlY anthropology. Butterweck saw the necessity to provide

future teachers,with a longer preparation and more experience in life

a



In order to develop understanding of the growing number of pertinent

social sciences. To accomplish that, he sees the need for graduate
A7)

level teacher training with interhshfollowing ; broad undergraduate

education. 1,,; .

N :

TO short, customary student te4hing experience is considered
0,

It

a no longer adequate also by Gardner and Henry (1968),, as ourpomplex ,

and'advanced technological society piits greater demands upon teacher-
.

competence and )upon the educators of teachers. Among the more complex
- .

skills demanded they specify more competence in decision-making)analysis
.

1
of the professional silTtion, diagnosjis of the learning potential of

\ ,

students, provision of instructional programs appropriate to individuals,

and flexibility kin new and different teachi9g situations, in reldtion-

ships, and in utilization of a growing. variety of technological devices.

.

Indeed, while 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 competencies requires more time, more maturity,

more education andbroad experience. than a teacher candidate usually

acquires as an undergraduate. Thus the intern pattern is proposed as a

feasible route into teaching for persons who have had time for a greater

variety of experiences since graduation, including joils, peace corps,

child rearing, military service. In sum, Gardner and Henry (p. 183)

conclude:-"Perhaps much of the reported success of-these (intern)

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

.tigleanother contextual pressure for change is intellectual an,:

V
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ideological, stemming from discontent and aspiration within the

profession i&self. This is seen in the vast amount of educational

research and discourse of ideas which fill the professional magazines

in efforts from inside the profession to identify and improve teacher

effectiveness. "In the current season of turbulence in the ideological

order leaders mast understand that,demands for change which stem from

ideological turbulence are much more than the usual calls for perennial

adjustment of institutional processes. This demandfor change is a

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

Theory

N
Part II; Evaluation of Efftctiveness.

Evaluation of the effectiveness of intern programs and their

products is hampered bylack of a theory or framework of criteria,

principles, objectives, and proposed methods for achieving objectives.

Although much4ha,s been written about the primal,' importance of supervised

experience or practice in teaching as 'a component in any teacher

training program (see Ballantiele, et_al.,1966fBroudy,\1965; Brown and

Brawn, 1968; Goodlad, 1965; Hazard, et al:, 1967; Shapiin, 1961))

there is some concern about the J.ack of attention to internship

theory during the growth of these programs (see Brown, 1966; Gardner and
0

Henry, 1968; Moore, 1967; Rex, 1961, 1968; Ward, 1968).

Brown (1966) is critical of the fact that most research On

teacher effectiveness is done within the tradition of psychology,

unfortunately divorcing theory from practice by evaluating behavior

without questioning or defining the theory which established the

criteria for judging effectiveness, without clarifying the paradigm
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against which the practice is to be rated. {See also Denemafk and

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

framework is essential in any profession before adequate training

- methods, evaluation, and research will be possible, and that since

there is no clear definition of the theory'of ihterlship there can

be no substantial body of experimental evidence suppOrting or refuting

the worth of the internship, He proposes a conceptual model which he

believei would permit experimental research an effectiveness of interns.

Fuily.one-third of the AST Yearbook (1960, referred to

earlier, is devoted to a discussion of internship theory, in which

see Blackmore,Gardner, Hoffman,'Rex, and.Ward. ,And brief reference

to theoretical rationale.foF their intern programs may be found in

the Johns Hopkins Unive'rsity (n.d.) andIndiana University (1969)

bulletins. A study by Stone and Robinson (1965) of the secondary

intern program at the University of California ateerkeley is unusual

in that it is the only critical self-examination this reviewer could

locate.that defines the effect of the prograles theoretical model upon

development of its specific curriculum.
0

Effectiveness: Programs and Participants

In studying and evaluating teacher intern programs the ultimate

question is concerned with the effectiveness of the interns as

teachers; it is through their teaching success that the qnnlity of the

program of preparation is judged. Thus research seeks to identify any

distinguishing characteristics of interns (their strengths, weaknesses,

needs)'and hopefully to identify the source of these, be it in the

inherent qualifications of the participants or in the curriculum and

r.
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methods of the program itself.

.

114

The ryriad of problems in judging teachet7effectivedess

(comprehensively examined in two'reviews of research by Biddle and

Ellana, 1964, and by Denemark and. MacDonald, 1967) apply equally to
O

evaluating teaching interns. The great mass of researvil on teacher

effectiveness lea's X9 one uncontested conclusion: no comprehensive
. L.

9

criterion,of te cher effectiveness no Angle:or identifiable combine-

'ciOn of personal, academic, or professional-qualities in the teacher

either at the time of adMission,to teacher training or upOn graduation,

and no paticular factor or technique in the training program has

consistently cffrelated with teacher effectiveness. Nonetheless, count-
.

less investigations still go on in the search tb findout what makes.

the difference.

In regard to tnterns this effort ig seen in reports and

research issuing from universitidi where intern' programs are operating.

These studies have cdncentrated on three areas: the effect of specific

components in the program itself, comparisons At interns with

ItraditionallY trained teachers, and die identificatiOn of 4istingu1sh-
.

ing ch aracteristics, behaviors, strengthi, weaknesses, and needs of

interns 2a se; .
,

.

. t ,

Colimponents in the Training Program. Differences in teaching

ability thought to stem from factors in.the t*aining ofkinterns were

examined by Allen (1966) and by Hite (1968). Allen reported growing

research evidence in Stanford Univerpity's intern program that-specific

training sequences change the, performance of intern teachers, namely

in such skills as "set induction", multiple frames of reference, and

closure. He describes .civantagesof.other techniques for training
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such dt micro-teaching, time-lapse photography, video observation,

and teacher ratings. Also he explains the organizational plan fore

~released time for p4lic schoolAstaff to supetvise and share in the

instruction of interns. Certain facet's of their program have &eau

evalua ed through research.

0..

. The research by Hite (1968) Hof training

interns
t
was different in that he used the experimental mode

, N
. .

minipulating'factors in the preparationof ele4ntary internsJ.n
.

,

order eb-investigate the impact of different training experiences
. . \ , .

,

\ , .

upon rated, teaching success. Ratings were made among the differently
-

trained groups half way through the first year of teaching and again
.

e

:

at tha end of the year to see if aifferences persisted. One hundred
...

.

C
and twenty interns at Washington State Uni rsity were divided into

three experimental groups and one control oup. The treatment variable.

for each.of the three was either released time from intern teaching

for classroom preparation,-tiMe for observation, or reduced pupil load.

Hite's study reported no statistically significant differences V

attributable to any singlecriterion among the three experimental

groups. However, findings.in the first study showild 25 per cent
ir

higher scores on teaching performance in all three experimental groups

than in the control oup. The grolip receiving the highest mean

overall score was cle ly that to whom ;5 per cent fewer pupils had been

assigned; those assign d to observation ranked second. The follow-up

study showed that diffeences among the four treatment groups tended.

to become smaller, thoug they maintained their relative rank one to

another.. The control gro4, which had been rated markedly inferiOr'
1w



at the mid -year rating, made the greatest gain, Aich ray be an

illUstration.of the regression tendency. ,
'504

I

Comparison_with,Non-Intetn Teachers'. Comparison of the

teaching'effecti/euess of interns with that 4;f,traditionally trained

teachers was the primary purpose of research about-interns prior to

,
the present decade, at a time wted intern program were mordrsuspeet.

Findings from thse ei studies have been contradictory and
.

the means of measuring teacher success have been questionable in

reliabili)y and objectivity. Ifalliwell,(1964) in his valuable review

of ,all such research up to 1964 has criticized the research designs

of most of these studies and concluded that their findings did not

provide evidence of the superiority of one form of preparatir over
, ,

anotfter. The sauce .can be said about the post11964 researcilwhich

compares prOducts of the two types-of proiram$.

Among recent stUdiesthose\of Sorber (1964).and of Wieder "(1967)

compared interns' verbal p tterhs of interaction with patterns of -

A o

. student teachers, usireFlancier's interaction Analysis. With minor

differences in design of the studies, both reported statistically significant
.

,

'differences-which showed that the student teachers had more indirect'

and "integrative" relationship with pupils. and made less use of lectu

and.direct learning than did the interns.
.

Kershner (1968) and Arends (1969) recentli,reporeed comparati.ve:

studies of gradUates of intern programs and of undergraduate programs c

.

gm
./

the same campuses, in search .of of
.
differences in

NI
competency

,
- . .

between the two.groups. Whereas both ed similar designs, applyirig

statistical tests ,orf significance and gathering data by means of teacher-'

.rating scales and standardized achievet;enttests of pupils, therets

4.7

.
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1
cpntradiction in the findings of the' two studies. .U6itig trained,

4 1

entVerstty supervisors' ratings of competency of first-year teachers,

12

Kershner.concluded tAat "interns demonstrated greater general competbncy'

than conventional student teachers," while Arends, studying elementary

teachers and using principals' ratings, reported no significant

differences betweenithe two groups on any of the eighteen compdtaitucies,
-- .

,
..

and no significant differende in pupil change as' measured by standaiaized

achievement tests.-Both Kershner and Arends 4so sought,4 back from

students otheir perceived strengths and weaknesi and the source of
. ,

these, in an effort to learn how the students judged the impact of

their training programs. Both studied f9und that-student teacher8 and

internd.alike identified the first source of their strengths as intrinsic

within themselves, i.e. not attributable tS the teaeheraeducation program.
.

Both'interns.and student teachers in Arend's study indicated the second

source of strength ws field e xperience. Both of these findings on

the source of strengths aseptr ceived by interns are consistent with

findings in the Rinehart (1969) study. Arends found that a significantly

higher per cent of interns than student teachers, tressed satisfaction
a

with their training and that employment stability was statistically

more significant for interns but that there was no significant difference

in relation to type of public school.

and-4iller (1965) repETted qualifications'and

characteristics o' 28 secondary interns compared to 272 secondary

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

of their pipgrim. These ineerns were reported-- ve a higher grade

'1' _
-_____

point average, to be more traveled, to have more former experience
-
as

,

teachers and youth leaders, and to hold more scholastic honors.

Cooperating teachers -in-the- public---schools.twere favoratbly impressed
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by the greater elthusl:asm, initiative, and drive of tie interns

compared to student teachers they had suplivised.

Charateristics of Interns., In the past six years as the

intern Oritern of teaCher preparation comes of age there ,has b n to

appear more, research abput. interns per se, in addition to the type of

studies reviewed above comparing participants of the two stylfs of

programs. Studies by Stone and Robinson (1965), Hill and Medley (1968),

Haberman (1956), Bulazo (1965), Ryan (1966), Livingston (1962),

Moss (1968), Miller (1970), and,Rinehart (1969) add insights into the

spcial qualifications, chOracteristics, behavior, problems, and -

satisfactions of interns as beginning teachers.

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

program of the University of California at Berkeley one finds

interesting details of personal data about the interns' qualifications

at time of admission (age, maiital statusx previous full-time employment;

previousprevious a erience with youth groups, undergraduate culleges, majors,

o.tict grade averages). Their report includes a follow-up study of

Berkeley interns from the first six years of that program, showing
4

their employment xecord as teachers (placement, empl6yment stability,

ratings). No atte t wasmade to compare interns with regularly trained

teachers but it ip evident from the data Ihatthey have above-average

qualifications and records.

Hill and Medley (1968) examined the impact of supervision `

and

n)
he internship upon teaching behavior. By means of interaction

A yais scales and Medley's, Observation Schedule and Record they

measured "Change in Behaviors of Firs Year Interns." Using a sapple

of 110,interns, 40 elementary and 70 secondary, they reported significant
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'differences between February 'and nay on, fourteen Interaction Analysis

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

These differences indicated that the interns during their' internship

had learned to use more divergent questions were.being less evaluative

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

direct question-and-response to student-initiatederesponses.

Habitrman (1965), through the use of observations, reading-score

gains by pupils, and interaction - analysis ratios, reported factors which

discriminate between successful and unsuccessful interns. He identified

several factors not on the usual check-lists for rating teaQhers,

factors which he concluded may be special strengths of intirns. se

were the interns' enthusiatm for a subject,, hobby, or art form; the

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

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

Several researchers have sought to identify the teaching problems

of beginning interns for two purposes: (1) to learn more about the

nature of the interns, their distinctiire strengths and needs, and

(2) to use this inforthation to improve the related components in the

intern training program.- The last pieces of research to be included

in this review all bear upon.this search to know the,interns--their

problems, their assets, and their evaluations of 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 grou for. effectiveness

both of interns and of their professional programs. The first three

studies'used the opinions.of different combinations of supervisors,,
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internso'end third-party observors to identify initial teaching problems,

,mhereas Miller Moss, and Rinehart sought the opinions of interns only.

In addition to perceived problems the last three studies included

interns i perceptfans of their own strengths and sources of satisfaction

as teachers. As will.e reported.below, Moss and Rinehart went beyond

selfperceived problems and strengths tb seek the interns' evaluations

of the strengths and weakness of the entire intern program of professional

preparation which they had experienced.

Bulazo (1965) identified interns' initial teaching problems

by investigating the areas where supervision was most frequently given.

On a list of possible areas of supervision interns and their college

supervisors indicated supervision was most often concerned with human

I

relations (including discipline), decision-making, and counseling and
41

self-analysis. He also looked for possible effect of personality .

compatibility between supervisor and intern teacher, as measured by

the Minifold Interest Schedule. His repotted findings were complex and,
,

to this reviewer, questionable because o the instrument used to measure

tompatibilicy and because of his basic a gumption that greater compatibility

is evidenced by a greater amount of supervisory assistance.

i

' Ryan (1966) investigated initial problems encountered by

1/11

secondary teaching interns. 'Using interviews, 'case studies, observations,

and questionnaires to gather his data, he camal to,the conclusion that

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
i

regularly trained teachers. Beecher (as cited by Halliwell, 1964) and

Shaplin and swell (1964) have also reported evidence that interns came!

4
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from a higher socio-economic backgroundthan do student teachers. On

thp basis of his findings Ryan recommended changes in tht training

program to deyelop sociological awareloss.

Livingston (1962) submitted a questionnIire to sixty secondary

interns and about an equal numbdr of their school and university

supervisors and their university subject-matter supervisors in order

to identify describe, and analyze the profeseiQnal probleme-eit

secondary 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 concern according to their own roles

and frames` of judgment on teaching objectives. Livingston's interns

reported their greatest, problems in the following descending order

of frequency: (1) organization of time, (7) how to teach the subject,

(3) "the self," {4) situational characteristics. For his ,entire -four-

sided sample the order of problems clustered in these categories:

(1) teaching the subject, (2) relationships to students, including
0

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

to adults, (5) status as interns. Livingston concluded from Isis findings

that intern's problems Are not substantially different from those (all

beginning teachers.

Similar to part of Livingston's study'but more sophisticated

in analysis is Miller's (1970) inve.stigationik 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 progr am at Teuple University. He used a

S
questionnaire to gather his data from 90 secondary interns, asking

them to identify sources of "pressure,' difficulty, and satisfaction"
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during the first year of teaching. Analyst's was made for each

*elected component with respect to effect of the (1) year Interns'

began teaching (1965 or 1967), (2) sex of interns, (1) school level

taught' (junior or senior high), (4) racial composition of pupils taught,

and (5) time of year questionnaire was completed. Rank order

coefficients were calculated between variables of frequency, intensity,

and consistency over time. Interns ranked pressure of planning as

the greatest source of pressure, student behavior as the greatest

source of difficulty, and the opportunity.to learn constantly about

teaching as their greatest satisfaction. Two perhaps unexpected findings

reported were(1) that none of the pressure, difficuj.ty, or satisfaction

was attributed to the racial composition of pupils taught, and

(2) that observations by supervisors) pressure from administrators,

and ressure from parents were not associated with pressure or

difficulty.'

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

internship by Submitting a reactionnaire to 86 interns in six colleges

and universities, both graduate and undergraduate, elementary and

secondagy interns. .He reported his findings separately for the graduate

L.studedts, but unfortunately-did not distinguish between perceptions

by elementary interns and those by secondary, whose needs, programs,

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

advantages of the internship over student teaching, weakness of the

-internship experience, willingness to choose

4
internship again, and

highlights of the internship experience. He reported that the graduate

interns felt that the %ajar advantages of the internship over practice

teaching (which they had not experienced) were (a) increased experience

offered by the longer teaching time, (b) increased/responsibility for
AM



.

18

\ the classroom, (c) financial renumeration, (d) channel for liberal

arts graduates to enter teaching, (e) opportunity to see children mature

and grow. Disadvantages and program weakness were (a) too little I.

intensive pre-internship preparation in methods and organization,

(b) inadequate orientation to the public schoOl and faculty, and

(c) the burden of concurrent coursevork while teaching..

The study by Rinehart (1969) examined intern perceptions of all

aspects of theiptern-program not. just the initial teaching experience.

FivdOmajorareas for evaluation were explored: most and least effective

experiences (1) in their entire, graduate, professional preparation
4

including the internship, (2) in relation to-.university supervision

during internship, and (3) in university course work; (4) their graatest

felt strengths, and problems as beginning teachers and the sources

to which they attributed them; and (5) theirperceptionsof,differences

in attituc1 toward teaching as a career before and after the first year

e'
of teaching. The critical incident technique was used for formulating

the leading questions and for categorizing the respolbes made during taped,

open-end interviews with\24 elementary interns and 26 secondary interns.

Each participant was in the firstoor second year ofteaching experience

aftef the year of,intern teaching. Data were held separate for elementary

interns from secondary and for menfrom women. The findings showed

much diversity of opinions about effectiveness of experiences, not only-

between

the elementary and secondary groups but within each group. No

codsistent differences could be associated with sex differences. Both

groups identified early teaching experience itself as the most effective

experience in their professional preparation, thus firmly supporting,
t .
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from the participants' point of view, the genability of the internship

pattern. Responses by elementary' interns were characterized by emphasis

upon the importance of idealism, feeling, and supportive relationships

in the program and in the classrooms where they teach. The secondary

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

emphasis upop the importance of st"imulating teaching style and

intellectual rigor of academic work for theppelves in the university

program and for their pupils in the classrooi. Findings on strengths

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

reported above, although differences were noted between the elementary

and secondary groups. Attitude changes of interns after teaching experience

were for both groups decidedly toward the moreposieive, even among

those individuals who had entered the program doubtful or negative

about teaching as.aocareer. A theme of, idealism and professional

commitment was, noted throughout the study among both the elementary and/

secondary interns.' Rinehart concldded that the study; as well as

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

also developed a group portrait of the participating interns by providing

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

rl
SUMMARY

This review has organized reports about teacher intern

C

programs and participants into two parts: explanatory and evaluative.

Reports reviewed in the first part define distinguishing features of

the intern pattern of teacher preparation, its status, and its historic

development; the second part contains reports of research above the
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effectiveness of interns as teachers and evaluations of the interns'

problems and strengths with implications for imi4oving intern programs

for professional preparation of teachers.

4(457t;
The research findings have not presented evidence of the

superiority of one kind of teacher preparation over another, either

as measured by differences in teaching effective#ess.of the'graduates

of the respective prograils or by differences in the patilicipant's'

perceptions of the values. and weaknesses of their respective training

programs.

,r
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