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Foreword

This Hamburg Center Intern Follow-up was undertaken
to provide another means of assessing the Hamburg project
by soliciting the reactions of the interns.

The interest and recommendations of Dr. Daniel VW.
Wheeler, Coordinator, Hamburg Teaching Center, and the
Hamburg staff were much apnreciated. Editorial assistance
was given by Dr. Ronald E. Hull.

The investigators are grateful to the secretaries,
Mrs. Marian Anderson and Mrs. Gertrude Reep, for typing
assistance and the preparation of the final copy.

Special recognition must be given the interns who

took the time and made the effort to respond to the

questionnaire.

Kenneth G. Nelson, Director
Teacher Education Research Center
State University College
Fredonia, New York 14063
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Chapnter 1

Introduction

In the Fall of 1972, a small grouo of seniors from State University

College (SUC), Fredonia, were accepted into the Hamburg Central Schools
for a full-year internship which included methods courses. The
Competency-Based Teacher Education nrogram for student teachers
provided the oppertunity to develop teaching competencies in twelve
categories, Methods courses were taught on-site by nrofessors from
SUC, Fredonia.

Under the direction of Dr. Daniel “heeler, the program en-
couraged the 26 participating student teachers to relate competencies
and educational concepts to their classroom experiences.

The Hamburg Center Intern Follow-up is one facet ¢. a more com-
prehensive evaluation of the first year's activities. The interns
were given an oprortunity to respond to specific questions about their
experiences and to reflect upon the Center approach to teacher
preparation and "practice.’

The instrument was designed to ascertain the effects of a
field-centered competency-based teacher education program on the
attitudes, academic backgrounds, employment prospects, and the pro-
fessional growth of the interns, The instrument was composed of 45

items, which included 5 onen-end items.




he instrument was field-tested by administering it to a sample
of interns. A revised questionnaire was mailed in November, 1973,
to all participating interns., To obtain a 100% return, follow-up
telephone calls were made to graduates who did not respond to

mailings. Within two months, 100% response was attained. Returns
s

z

were coded to insure anonymity.

Suggestions and recormendations for improving the program, ner-
sonal opinions, and comments were coded by area of concern and topic
as forms were received. The questionnaire was divided into three
sections by code: (C.A.) College-associated, (E) Employment, and
(C) Center-oriented.

The investigators felt that interns' percentions of the program

wvould be one valuable measure of the effectiveness of the Center

activities.
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Chapter 2
The Study

Section One: College-Related Information

The information sought in the first section of the questionnaire
was concerned with college-related data.

College affiliation. Of the 26 interns in the Hamburg Center

nroject, 15 had also attended other colleges. Appendix A, page 20
indicates other colleges in which students had enrolled. One had
attended 3 different colleges during surmer scssions. Others had been
enrolled at private colleges for part of their education. Community
college was the original entrv to the undergraduate program for 9 of
tiie 15 who had attended other schools.

Table 1 indicates college enrollment categories.

Table 1. Colleges Attended by Interns

Tyne of College N
SUC, Fredonia (4 yrs.) 10
SUC, Units (other than Fredcnia) 2
Community College 9
Private Coliege 8
Total *29

*ultiple responses.




Academic minors. The majority of the interns (14) carried academic

minors in the sccial sciences. Included in this total were 2 graduates
with dual minors: one in mathematics and the other in Spanish.

Four persons in each area had English and mathematics minors.
Included in this number was the mathematics and social science com-
bination mentioned above. Two graduates earned music minors. A minor
in art and one in history were awarded to two graduates. One intern
received credit for a dual minor of psychology and sociology. Thus,
the groun who entered the !lamburg Center nrogram were diversified in
academic backgrounds,

Center information sources. The ponulation under study had

learned about the Center amproach through a variety of sources. The
iargest number of students heard about the project through the Office
of Field Experiences. Table 2 shows all sources of information and the
mumber for each category listed.

Table 2. Hamburg Center Information Sources

Information Flow Categories N

College Professor 1
Office of Tield Exreriences
Friend, Classmate
Communication Media
Center TFaculty

Other

Total

*Mual responses.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




In response to the question, 'Did you seek involvement in the
Center”'" 18 persons indicated that they did actively seek involvement.

Graduate school. All four people enrolled in «araduate school

listed reading as their major concentration.

Graduate Program Status Number
Enrolled in graduate program 4
Enrolled at SUC, Fredonia 1
Full-time student 0

Intern reasons for choosing Center Program. Interns were frank

in speaking out about why tihey chose the Center. There were 20
rersons (77%) who exnressed professional attitudes; personal reasons
were expressed by 2 (8%); and a combination of professional and
personal reasons was exvressed by 4 (15%).
Personal reasons were given by two interns:
Convenience and location.
I didn't want to take methods.
Four interns gave a combination of nersonal and professional
reasons:
Peonle said it would be much better for jobs.
Didn't want to teach so thousht this would

give me a chance to decide for myself.

Because of the tremendous amount of experience it
offered, I was unimpressed with the traditional methods.

Experience and closeness to home. Something new and
exciting.




[ couldn't get into the regular student-teaching progranm.
Besides, the Office of Field Experience made it sound so
good I couldn't resist.

Professional reasons for enrolling in the Hamburg Center, given
by 20 interns, included these:

To avoid the separation of methods from classroom. (3)*

I felt I would get more teaching experience as well as
professional criticisms.

Thought it would be enriching and a new opportunity. (2)%*

The project sounded like a better form of nreparing for
a profession in teaching. (3)*

I was very impressed in the philosonhy and attitudes of
the nrosram voiced by Bob Driscoll (former Director,
Office of Field Experiences).
I feel it was more worthwhile than the usual method. (2)*
One full year of working with children. (2)*
Experience. (4)%
I thought it would help me in finding a job. (2)*
The students entering the Center program were, for the most nart,
professional in their selective processes. Aware of the different

aspects of the '"training period,' the initial group of interns seemed

to be eager candidates.

*The number in narenthesis indicates the total number of those who made

similar comments.
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Section Two: Center-Related Information

A section for ascertaining information with respect to the Hamburg
Center activities was provided in the questionnaire. A three-point
rating scale was used for fourteen questions. Opnortunities to respond
to three open-end items were also included in this section.

Indoctrination and methods. Of the target group, 16 (62%) felt

that there was insufficient indoctrination into the Center program
prior to assuming teaching duties.

Cormments regarding coordination of college courses with classroom
assigmments were solicited. This idea was highly suprorted by 13 (50%)
of the interns. However, several written resnonses were included
which offered constructive suggestions (N = 12). Typical recommenda-
tions were:

Just be sure that, once you schedule courses, keep them
at that time for the rest of the semester.

I think the professors should have made themselves more
available to classroom participation than was the case.
I myself was observed only twice through the first two

practicums (advisor).

Buying college texts is not necessary. Current paperbacks
on the tonic would be a better investment,

Aid interns in developing files of ideas useful in the
classroom.

Furthermore, 24 members (92%) of the groun felt that discussion time

for classroom situations during the nracticum was, at least, adequate.




All but one of the target group welcomed the onvortunity to work
with three coonerating teachers to apply '"methods" during their
internshins.

Use of academic minor ‘'faterial gleaned from academic minors was

used frequently by 46% of those in the Hamburg program while 39% used
the subject matter to "some'' degree. Only 15% of the interns saw
"little or no use" of their academic minors in the Center experience.

Specific aspects of a program. Reactions to suggestions for

different school or district anproaches are illustrated in Table 3.

Table 3. Categories of Center Experiences

Very 'tuch Some Little or No Re-

Statements Regarding Center Not at All sponse
M % N % N % N %

Center provision for putting theory
into practice. 14 54 1246 O 0

Use of methods material strengthened
by working with 3 cooperating teachers. 18 69 727 1 4

Degree to which Center staff helped
in securing of a position. 1 4 727 16 62 2

~1

Degree of opportunities for individual
conferences with college staff. 8§ 31 1662 2 7

Degree of opportunities for professional
relationships with college professors. 9 34 1350 3 12 1 4

Degree of application of academic
minor to classroom situations. 12 46 1039 4 15

Degree of incorporation of classroom
situations' to method class discussions. 15 58 93 2 7




Very Much Some Little or No Ru-
Statements Regarding Center =% at All sponse

o
o
=z
oR
=
N

N %

Jegree to which involvement in Center
anproach would be enicouraged to others. 18 69 727 1 4

Degree to which 2 student teaching
situations in different schools
would be endorsed. 7 27 520 14 53

Table 3 (Continued).
Degree to which 2 student teaching

situations in 2 different school

systems would be endorsed. 6 23 124 8 31

Degre2 of sufficient indoctrination

nrior to assuming teaching duties. 3012 72 16 62

following professional semester is
considered adequate to teacher
nreparation. 1 4 12 46 12 46 1 4

Deqree to which exclusion from kinder-
garten situation affected individual. 3 12 415 16 61 312

Degree te which competency-based Center
program clarified vercentions of scone
and depth of teaching. 8 31 1453 3 12 1 4

The results of an open-end item on different approaches follow:
16 in favor of different situations

1 in favor of the center project

_2 recorded positive features of each plan
19 participants who responded to 'open-end' item.
-9 -
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Degree to which 1/2 year internship




cf the comments which favored a variety of teaching
situation., were:

It w~uld broaden your scope of different type of school
sy tems,

By seeing different systems, you are able to compare
and evaluate each system. I think this should be
part of the program.
Indicative of the mixed response, was this statement:
I feel that the exverience in three different situations
in one school was very good and allowed a student
teacher to experience (that of) a normal teaching full-
year schedule. However, the experience in more than one
school could give a student teacher a commarison of
different schools' habits and systems, which is an
important factor since no two schools operate the same.
The teaching experience of the Hamburg Center program was exemplificd
by this statement:

You do not become integrated into faculty vhen you
are switching schools.

The interns' perceptions of the competency-based Center program
varied. There were 22 participants (85%) who approved of the idea,
at least to some extent.

Comments on the competency-based Center were made through an open-
end item, by 20 (77%) of the interns. Positive and constructive
statements were made by 12 (45%) of those participating in the Center
project; 4 (15%) made negative or critical comments, while the remain-
ing 4 (15%) made statements which contained elements of both a positive

and negative nature,




Positive reinforcement was given by statements such as:

As an intern, I knew just what was exnected. If you
weren’t 100% successful the first time, you could try again.

The wide scope of competencies helped to prepare me more
from week to week, from situation to situation.

After the item, "To what degree did the competency-based Center
program clarify your perception of the scope and denth of teaching?
How?'" several interns clarified their ideas. The distribution of comments

is indicated below:

Positive Negative Mixed No
Reinforcement  Statement (1+2) Response Total
12 4 4 6 26

Examples of positive reinforcement statements were:

It identified exactly what was expected of you and
any vagueness was usually clarified.

Instead of just doing various things, you had a reason.

I became aware of the true role of the teacher. I was
put into the situation of teaching as if it was my

class and the children's education was my responsibility.
Listening and reading about teaching for three years in
a classroom does not make a teacher. The one year of
internship taught me much more than my previous three
years of preparation. %orking with children and the co-
operating teachers taught me to understand processes,
personalities, and all that goes into this profession.

Typical of the negative reactions were:
They were so hard to understand.

It made me realize that teaching wasn't for me.

- 11 -




Mixed comments included this type of statement:
I was forced to relate actions to the competencies and
would see more clearly reasons for doing things. I did
get frustrated feeling them out though.

Good idea but I feel as though someone is either
competent or not.

College staff-intern relationships. Most of the target group

felt that they had opportunities, to a degree, for professional
relationships with college professors.

There were 9 (34%) interns who stated that they had opportunity
for individual conferences with college professors.

Table 4. Reactions to Practical Aspects of Center Experiences

Center Educational Categories Yes No No Response
N % N

Sufficient feedback and observation

on lessons by college personnel. 13 50 9

Sufficient feedback and observation

on lessons by cooperating teachers. 17 65 5

Proper channels were open to discuss

and react to problems. 17 65 4

Schedules of college classes and

classroom assignments were co-

ordinated. 13 50 8

Ideas were shared on coordinating

these activities. 8 31 12

- 12 -




Section Three: Erployment Information

A third section of the instrument dealt with employment.

The picture. Negative comments about employment nossiblities
are heard everywhere. As the communication media often proclaim,
college graduates are caught up in the economic crunch with everyone
else. The teaching profession was no exception; the field was, and
is, saturated.

Of the 26 interns who were enrolled in the first year's program,
21 (81%) actively sought erployment. There were 3 of that number who
iritially sought nonprofessional nositions. This left 18 persons
(69%) in the teaching field who were applying for positions.

Strategy. The Placement Office at SUC, Fredonia, had 24 (92%)
vho registered from the Hamburg program. Of that number, there were
21 (81%) who received information about employment possibilities
through the Placement Office. Unsolicited comments were made by
3 (11%) of the target group concerning whether they had been helped
by registering at the Placement Office. The statements were:

Always too late (at least 1 month behind).

Yes--didn't make application to any of the possibilities
since I wanted to work near Westfield.

Yes--but not for the job I got.
Furthermore, professors suggested potential jobs to 8 interns.

A college degree was felt to be beneficial in securing employment

by 13 (50%).

- 13 -




Table 5. Employment Strategies

Emnloyment information Yes No
N % N %
Actively sought emnloyment. 21 81 5 19
Initially sought nonprofessional position. 3 12 23 88
Registered at Placement Office. 24 92 2 8

Employment possibilities through Placement. 21 8 5 19

‘Enmloyment vos<ibilities from professors. 8 31 18 69

Present status. How did interns in the Hamburg Center project,

an innovative program, faie in the job market?
There were 14 of the 18 (72%) prospective teachers who found
positions. Full-time assignments were secured by 10. There were

4 (15%) who had part-time or substitute positions.

- 14 -




Table 6. Emmloyment: Status and Related Items

No

Categories Yes No Response

Items Related to Employment
N % N % N %

Currently employed. 24 92 2 8 - -
Currently employed in teaching. 14 54 12 46 - -
College contacts instrumental in
securing position. 3 12 21 81 2* 8
Earned degree beneficial to
employment. _ 13 50 11 42 2* 8
Center experience beneficial to
employment, 9 35 14 54 3* 12
College experience helpful in
present position. 17 65 6 23 3% 12

Relatives/friends with same employer 7 27 16 62 3% 12

Anticipated 2 years at present
position. 9 35 190 39 7% 27

*(2) undergraduates in program.

Other employment categories included a variety of positions. There
were 21 interns (81%) who actively sought employment. By the Spring
of 1974, 24 (92%) of the group were employed. Interns of the Hamburg

Center Project faired very well in the job market.




Table 7 provides Professional Information on the use of training

materials by teaching respondents,

Table 7. Professional Use of Training Procedures by
Teaching Respondents (& = 13)

Yes No No Response
Professional Use of Training
N % N % N %
Use of Course Projects in Classroom. 9 69 3 23 1 8
Teaching a Grade Level of Internshin. 3 23 8 62 2 15

Academic “Minor Helpful to Teacher Role. 10 77 3 23 0 0

Appendix B, nage 20, indicates grade level of teaching assignment.

- 16 -
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Section Four: Personal Comments

The target groun accented the opportunity to express their
reactions in a section for unrestricted resnonses which were solicited
at the end of the questiomnaire. They reacted openly and freely.

A majority of interns 19 (74%) included statements which were
classified into five categories: (1) Constructive, (2) Critical,

(3) *ixed, (4) Meutral, and (5) No Corment.

Categories of Resnonses

N %

Constructive 11 42
Critical 6 23
Mixed 1 4
Neutral 1 4
No Comment 7 26
Total 26 100

A cross section of the comments are listed below.

I feel that this is the best way for anyone to gain the
experience necessary for teaching. I went into this
year of teaching confident and eager to work with many
of the usual fears lonc since solved through the program.

In the area of constructive comments, resnonses included: {
\
|

During the program I thousht it was hard and long, but

now that I look back I feel it was the most rewarding
and unforgettable experience in my college life.

I was very plecased to be part of the Hamburg Project. It
left me with a qreat deal of exverience and confidence.

- 17 -



'y present employer was very irpressed with my student
teaching. lle feels it is a step in the right direction.
In fact, he feels many of my ideas are due to the good
program I was in.

Examples of critical comments included:

Throughout my full year I had no professors in my
classroom to observe and criticize my teaching skills.

Need better method for teaching cvaluation instead of
#1 2 345 (circle one). It was not established what
Criteria were to be met in order to achieve a ''5."

The major disadvantage was the P/F system. I thought
that these would be more personal evaluations which
could have added a special touch to m=nlacement papers.

The Center was helpful to a point, but one has to be
made of "iron' to participate.

The mixed response:

Personally, I got a lot out of the lamburg experience
but throughout the year there were a lot of intensive
situations because of friction in philosophy between
Hamburg and Fredonia State University. Despite draw-
backs, the philosophy of student teaching for a year
is very worthwhile.

The neutral resnonse stated:

Most of the questions are not applicable because upon
graduation . . . I never sought employment.

- 18 -




Chapter 3
Retrospect

Although people react to pilot programs in a variety of ways,
the interns were enthusiastic in their overall acceptance of the
situation. They endorsed the Center concept and recommended the
program to other students. Their perceptions of how other groups
" viewed the program were solicited in response to the following item:
"Do you feel that the 'Hawthorne' effect of the Center approach was
apparent in the attitude of the following: SUC, faculty, Center
sthff, parents/relatives and potential employers?"

The interns indicated a positive attitude to the "Hawthorne'
effect (a new, unique situation) by a majority of persons in each
category.

A brief summary of the program was provided by the person who
said,

We were able to have quite a wide range of experiences in
this year's situation so that, I think, we not only are
aware of the glamour of the teaching profession but also

of the hard work, long hours, and, most importantly, the
responsibility we have to our students.

-19-




Apnendices

Appendix A

Colleges, other than Fredonia, attended by interns.

SUC Units Cormunity Colleges

Private Colleges

Binghamton (1)* Auburn (1)
Brockport (1) Genesee (2)
Jamestown (1)
Mohawk (1)
Nassau (1) S.S.*#
Niagara (2)
Suffolk (1)

*(number) indicates the number attending

Gannon (1)

Hilbert (2)

Hofstra (1) S.S.
Niagara University (1)
Rosary Hill (1)

C. W. Post (1)
University of Miami (1)

designated school.

*%G.S. indicates attendance during a summer session.

Appendix B

The grade/level of the teaching Bssignment of interns.

Level/Grade Assignment

N(14)*

Nursery/kindergarten
Kindergarten-Third levels
Third grade <

Fourth grade

Sixth grade

No response

*YIWCA Day Care Center included,

- 20 -
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A~ andix C

NAME

CENTER PROJECT
INTERN QUESTIONNAIRE

SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER

BIRTH DATE

SEX

DIRECTIONS.

C.A. 1.

2. Yhat was your academic minor?

3.

Please check (x) applicable items.

Was Fredonia the only college that you attended? Yes No

If not, what other college did you attend?

How did you originally hear about the Center approach?

a) College professor

b) Office of Field Experiences

¢) Friend or classmate
d) Communication media
e) Center faculty

f) Other

If other, how?

a.

b.

Did you seek involvement in the Center? Yes No
Are you presently enrolled in graduate
school? (If answer is Yes, please answer Yes No
the following).
If so, are you enrolled at Fredonia? Yes__ No
What is the major concentration for
graduate work?
Are you a full-time student? Yes No

cC.

- 21 -
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14,
15.

16.

19.

20,

Did ycu seck employment during (er upon

comnleting) the Center progrux? Yes 1o
Did you initially scek a position outside

your chosen profession? Yes No
Are you currently employed? Yes No

Where are you employed?

Did you register at the Placement Center
in Fredonia? Yes No

Did you receive information about
employment possibilities through the
Placement Center of the College? Yes No

Did you receive information about
employment possibilities from
individual professors? Yes Mo

Did you get a position because of
College contacts? Yes No

Did a degree help you gain employment? Yes No

Did your Center experience help you
secure a nposition? Yes No

Have your college experiences helped
in your nresent position? Yes No

Do you have relatives or close friends
with the same employer as yours? Yes No

Do you anticipate remeining with your
employer for at least two years? Yes No

If you are employed by a school system,
please answer the following.

Are you able to adjust 'methods" projects to
your classroom? Yes No

Are you teaching at the grade levcl of one
of your intern experiences? Yes No

- 22 -




21,

22,

23,

24,

25.

26.

27,

28,

Are you satisfied that your academic minor
is helpful to you as a teacher?

At what level or grade are you teaching?

tere you observed and given sufficient
feedback on lessons by: college personnel?
coonerating teachers?

If a problem occurred, were proper channels
available for discussion and action?

Were the schedules of college courses and
classroom assigmments coordinated?

Do you have ideas to share about co-
ordinating these activities? (see 25)

Yhat are your ideas?
(Use the back ¢f sheet if needed)

Do you feel that the Hawthorne effect (a new,
unique situation accepted favorably) of the
Center apnroach was apnarent in the attitudes
of the following? SUC, faculty
Center staff
Parents/relatives
Potential employers

-23 -

Yes No
Yes No
Yes No__
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No__
Yes No
Yes  No
Yes No




DIRECTIONS: Please circle the number of the rating scale
which applies to the following items:

1 - very much
2 - some
3 - little or not at all

29, To what extent did the Center provide
opportunities to put ''theory'' into practice?

—
g8
(9]

30. To what extent did the opportunity to work
with 3 coonerating teachers strengthen the
opportunity to apply '"methods'' course material? 1 2 3

31. To what degree did staff at the Center help
you securc a position? 1 2 3

%2+~ To what degree were there opportunities for
individual conferences with collepe staff? 1 2

(&3]

33. To what degree were you provided
onvortunities for professional relationshins
with college professors? 1 2 3

34, To what degrec were you atle to apply your
academic minor to classroom situations? 1 2 3

35. To what degree were you able to incorporate
classroom situations with discussions during
methods classes? 1 2 3

36. To what extent would you encourage other
students to become involved in a Center

approach? 1 2 3
37. To what degree do you feel that 2 student

teaching situations in different schools

for a total of one year, would have been

more beneficial to you? 1 2 3
38. To what degree do you feel that 2 student

teaching situations in different school

systems for a total of one year, would have

been more beneficial to you? 1 2 3

39. How?

- 24 -




40,

41.

42,

43.

44,

How sufficient was your indoctrination to
the program, prior to assuming teaching
duties? 1

To what degree do you feel a 1/2-yeer

internship, following your professional

semester, would be adequate for teacher
preparation? 1

For what reasons did you cheose the Hamburg Project?

2

To what extent did the exclusion of the
opnortunity to be assigned to a kindergarten
situation affect you? 1

To what degree did the commetency-based
Center program clarify your perceptions
of the scope and depth of teaching? 1

tHow?

N

This space is reserved for your personal corments.
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