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Purgose

The purpose of this report is to present the findings of a follow~up
study of a selected group of 1970 and 1975 graduates of the Teacher
Education Program at Southern Illinois University at Carbondale. The
follow-up study itself was part of a larger study concerned with comparing

the effects of three follow-up techniques in obtaining information from

’ graduates conducted by this author (Ph.D. dissertation, SIU-C, 1977).

Summary of the Study J

Sample

0f the 1,899 persons who graduated from the Teacher Education
Program at Southern Illinois Univer;ity at Carbondale in 1970 and 1975,
" ~600 graduates were randomly selectedifor participation in the study. The
600 éraduates were randomly assigned, 200 each, to three survey groups:
a mail questionnaire group, a telephone interview group, and a combination
survey group. Of the 200 graduates in each group, half were 1970 graduates
and half were 1975 graduates.

While three surveyrmethodologies were used in this follow-up survey,
the survey items used with each method were identical. Therefore, the
development of the form used in the mail questionnaire method is presented
in the next section.

Development of the Questionnaire

A mail questionnaire was designed and constructed according to the

-guidelines offered by four primary sources: Oppenheim (1966), Erdos (1970),




Babbie (1973), and Anderson and Berdie (1974).

The above authors, as well as a host of other ;urvey researchers, have

repeatedly stated that the design and construction of survey instruments
must be determin.d by the type of inf;rmation desired from the respondents
and by the goals of the survey. Consideration Qas given to these facts in
developing the mail questionnaire,” since its purpose was to gather data on
the Teacher Education Program at SIU-C through the perceptions of its
graduates. Specifically, three areas of inquiry were investigated by the
questionnaire: 1) biographical and work-related data on the graduates;
2) the graduates' perceptions of their own competencies in three areas of
teaching skills: and 3) the graduates' perceptions of the degree to which
the Teacher Education Program at SIU-C was Fatisfactory in preparing them
to perform basic activities in the three areas of teaching skills.

[

Questionnaire.

The mail questionnaire was developed in three sections, analagous to
the three areas of inquiry 1igted above. ?art one of the mail questionnaire,
under the heading "'General Informstion", w;s designed to provide data from
each graduate in the following areas:

1) The type(s) of standard Illinois Teacher Certificates the graduate

holds.

2) The types of teaching positions the graduate has held since

graduation from SIU-C, if any.

3) Information-as to whether or not the graduate is currently teaching.

4) The graduate's current or most recent teaching assignment, if any.

5) The number of years the graduate had taught, if any.

6) The reason the graduate had not taught since receiving the

Bachelor's degree from SIU-C, if applicable.
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7) The graduate's current occupation if he/she was not teaching.
8) The graduate's perception of the extent to which the experiences
in the Teacher Education Program at SIU-C benefited the graduate

in a non-teaching ohcupation.

9) The extent to which the graduate pursued advanced formal education

beyond the Bachelor's degree. g

10) The manner in which the graduate sought teaching positionél .

Parts two and three, the core of the mail questionnaire, consisted
of sixteen items dealing with three commonly accepted basic teaching
activity areas: Planning, Instruction, and Evaluation. These three
teaching areas were selected on the basis of generally accepted goals of
teacher preparation programs, ;hd on the basis of the specific output goals
of the Teacher Education Program at SIU-C.

The original sixteen teaching activity statements were distributed
to a panel of seven judges, all of whom possessed expertise in the field
of teacher education and all of whom were familiar with the Teacner Education
Program at SIU-C. Each member of the panel was asked to review and make
suggestions regarding f%e teaching activity statements in light of the

-

following questions: -

1) Were the stateménts representative of the desired outcomes of
the SIU;C Teacher Education Program?

2) Were the statements representative of the desired outcomes of
teacher preparation programs in genera{?

3) Were there any serious omissions in the 1list of, activities?

4) Were the statements adequately free from confusion?

The ‘same 1ist of teaching activity statements weye reviewed by a selected . -

group of recent program graduates.




Based on the written and cral comments received from the two groups

of revid 'ers, and on the results of a subsequent pilot study of the
questionnaire, the activity statements were revised to the form in which
they appeared in the mail questionnaire of this study. (See Appendix A.)
To facilitate an analysis of internal response consistency, the
items in the three teaching activity areas were further divided into
two categories: global items and specific items. The global items were
designed to assess the overall aspect of the respective teaching activity
area. The specific items were constructed to measure greater detaileéd
segments of the respective”teaching activity areas. The following
statements were classified as global teaching activity items:
Global Planning Activity;
Item 13. Your overall ability to plan for teaching.
Global Instruction Acti;ity;
Item 9. Your overall ability to provide instruction to the
students.
Global Evaluation Activifyg
Item 4. Your overall ability to evaluate the results of your
teaching endeavors. ’ .
The following statements were classified as specific teaching activity
items: .
Specifié Planning Items;
Item 1. Your ability to develop instructional objectives
within the ability ranges of the students.
Item 3. Your ability to prepare long range course plans and
objectives. Py

Item 7. Your ability to organize subject metter and instructional

-

activities so that the students do learn.
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Specific Instruction Activity Items;
Item 2. Your ability to establish and maintain rapport with
the students. .
] ."\J
Item 5. Your ability to maintain effective classroom discipline.
Item 10. Your ability to use an appropriate variety of instructional
techniques.
item 12. Your ability to pace the procass of instruction according
to the responses of the students.
Item 14. Your ability to motivate the students.
Item 16. Your ability to communicate effectively with the students.
Specific Evaluation Activity Items;
Item 6. Your ability to develop and use a systen for
evaluating student progress in learning.
Item 8. Your ability to assess the level of student abilities
prior to instruction. .
Item 11. Your ability to develop formal assessment procedures
consistent with the instructional objectives of the class.
Item 15, "Your overall knowledge of your subject matter," was designed
to measure an overall aspect of teaching which is connected to all three
teaching areas. Thus, it was not classified into any of the forementioned
categories of teaching activities.
The same sixteen teaching aétivity statcments were used with parts
two and three of the mail questionnaire. In part two, each graduate was
asked to indicate the degree to which he or she personally felt capable of
performing each activity. The respondent was given six choices ranging

from "Extremely Capable" to "Extremely Incapable.” A "No Opinion" choice

was also supplied as a response escape mechanism for the graduate.

>




In part three, each graduate was asked to indicate the degree to which
the Teacher Education Program at SIU-C has been satisfactory in preparing
the graduate to perform each teaching activity. The respondent was given
six choices ranging from "Extremely Satisfactory"” to "Extremely Unsatisfactory."
A "No Opinion" choice was again provided as a response escape mechanism
for the graduate. .

The questionnaire items were typed and arranged so as to permit the
construction of a two-page, foldout questionnaire. Part one, "General
Information" appeared on the first page of the instrument. The sixteen
teaching activity statements were lozated in the middle of the two inside
pages with directions and response choice§ for part two printed on the
second page. The directions and response choices for part three were
printed on page three.

An open-ended sta;ement requesting additional comments regarding
the Teacher Education Program at SIU-C or the survey itself appeared at
the top of the last page of the questionnaire. In addition, a business
reply, postage-paid return envelope "“face" was printed on page four. By
properly folding the questionnaire in thirds, thus exposing the return
envelope "face", the completed questionnaire could be returned easily
without using a self-addressed, stamped return envelope.

The questionnaire was mass-produced on canary colored paper using a
photo offset reproduction process. The investigator believed that the
combination of lettering, paper, and reproduction wovld provide for a
professional looking questionnaire--a factor reveatedly stressed in
research literature on questionnaire design (Babbie, 1973: Erdos, 1970).
Further, Patterson and Tinker (1940) and, more recently, Matteson (1974)

suggested that black lettering on a yellow background aids in readibility.

c
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Finally, results from a study by Sharma and Singh (1967) indicated that
the-eolor ;f the questionnaire should not have any adverse effects on the
results of the survey.

The identical items used in the mail questionnaire were used in the
telephone interview method and the combination survey method. In these .
two methods, telephone interview schedules were developed from the
contents of the mail questionnaire.

Procedures of the Survey

On October 1, 1976, each graduate in the group was sent first-class
an initial survey packet consisting of the cover letter and the questionnaire.
Seven school days following receipt of the first completed questionnaire,

a follow-up letter and duplicate coded questionnaire were sent to all non-
respondents. A cut-off date for receipt of the completed questionnaires
was set atAfourggen school days after the follow-up mailing.

A telephone interview survey method was developed with the purposes
identical to the mail questionnaire method. The telephone interview
schedule was designed based on the items contained in the mail questionnai;e.
The current telephone number for each graduate in the telephone interview
group was ob;ained. Based on the area codes and local exchanges, two types
of phone service were used to interview thé graduates: local service, and
long distance, direct dial, station-to-station servicg. A maximum of
three attempts to interview the graduate was made, and callbacks were
conducted at times different from initial telephone attempts. The telephone
interview survey method was concluded when all graduates with known phone
numbers either had been interviewed or when they had refused to participate
in the study or when three attempts to interview each graduate had failed

to produce a successful interview.
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A combination survey approach was developed using guidelines similar
to the mail .questionnaire and telephone interview survey methods. The
purposes of the combination survey method were identiczl to the mail
questionnaire. The overall plan for this survey method was to send a
questionnaire to each graduate by way of bulk rate mail. Each graduate
whose current telephone number was known was telephoned to obtain his or
her responses to the questionnaire items. A structurally modified version
of the questionnaire used in the mail questionnaire method was sent to the
graduates in the combination survey group, and a modified telephone
interview schedule was used to interview thg graduate by phone. The
procedures for telephone interviews used in the telephone interview method
were used in the combination method.

The data obtained by the three survey techniques were coded and key-

punched for computer assisted analysis using the Statistical Package for

the Social Sciences (Nie and associates, 1975).

Findings of the Study

Of the 600 graduates initially selected for participation in the
survey, 130 responded by mail and 185 were interviewed by telephone. A
total of 147 graduate§ in the sample could not be leccated due to inaccurate
mailing addresses or phone numbers. Therefore, 315 graduates (out of
a total possible number of 453) participated in the survey. This yielded
an overall response rate for the follow-up study of 69.5 percent.

The 315 respondents to the survey were highly representative of ﬁhe
population ac@tding to the characteristics of sex, year of graduation, area
of certification, and teaching major. Thus, we conclude that a reasonably

representative sample was obtained in this study.
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In Table 1 is presented the characteristics of sex, year of
graduation, and graduating major for the respondents to the survey.
Table 1

Characteristics of Respoﬁdents to the
TEP Follow-up Study

‘< - SEX
:‘ — - L’
A‘ ‘
£ N % of Response
Male 124 39.4
Female 191 60.6 .

Totals 315 . 100.0

P P> Y e,

YEAR OF GRADUATION

-

. N % of Response
1970 137 43.5
1975 178 56.5
Totals 315 100.0

GRADUATION MAJOR

E
b

of Response

Agriculture
Art
Biological Science 1
Business 1
Chemistry
Early Childhood )
English ' 14
Elementary Education 101
Foreign Language 7
Geography 1
Health Education 12
History 21
Home Econonmics 11
Journalism
Math
~ Music

Industrial Arts
P.E.M.
P.E.W.
Physics
Political Science
Social Studies
3 Minors
Speech
El. Ed./Sp. Ed.
Speech Pathology
Occupational Education
Special Ed. (MR)

Totals
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TEACHING CERTIFICATE

N 7 of Response
Elementary 104 33.0
High School . 162 51.4
Special | 27 8.6
Multiple oo 22 7.0
Totals 315 100.0

Type of Certificate Held By the Respondents

For the'respondents to this survey, 147 indicated that they held a
Standard High School’ certificate (46.7 percent); 84 graduates held the
Elementary Education certificate (26.7 percent); 18‘%raduates held
Special certificates (5.7 percent); and, 63 respondents held multiple
certification (20 percent).

In Table 2 is presented a description of the types of certification
held by the respondents.

Table 2

Types of Illinois State Teaching Certificates Held By
Respondents to the Teacher Education Program Follow-up Study

Type of Certificate . N % of Response
Early Childhood e .1 0.3
Elementary Education 84 . 26.7
High School 147 46.7
Special 18 5.7
Multiple 63 20.0
Other 2 0.6

0.0

Totals 315 10

Types of Teaching Positions Held Since Graduation

0f the 315 gradyates who respondgd to the follow-up survey, 269
respondents (85.3 percent) indicated that they had held a teaching position
since’graduatingvfrom SIU~-C. PForty-six graduates (14°.6 percent) indicated
that they had not taught. Of those graduates who had taught fpllowiué
graduation, 214 (79.5 percent) said that they had been or were currently

employed as a full~-time teacher. The remaining 55 graduates (20.5 percent)
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stated that they had held teaching positions on a part—-time basis,
in a substitute role, as a teacher's aide or in various combinations
of these less-than-full-time positions.

As might be expected, a larger proportion of the 1970 graduates
surveyed (94.2 percent) had held some type of teach! - .. .on than
had the 1975 graduates (78.7 percent). Also, 85.4 percent of the 1970
graduates held a full—ti&e teaching position whereas only 54;4 percent
of the 1975 graduates indicated having taught on a full-time basis.

0f the women graduates surveyed, 86.9 percent indicated that they
had taught following graduation while 79.7 percent of the ﬁale graduates
sur;eyed héé taught. Also, 64.9 percent of the female graduates
indicated having taught'on a full-time basis, whereas 69.3 percent of;FLe
male graduétes surveyed ‘had been employed as full-time teachers.

In Table 3 and Téble 4 are presented thé types of teaching positions
held by tﬁe graduates of the Teacher Education Program at SIU-C according

to the respondents' sex and year of graduation.




Table 3

Types of Teaching Positions Held by Graduates of the Teacher

Education Program at SIU-C According to Their Year of Graduation

i Row
Type of Position 1970 1975 Total
: Fulltime N) 94 77 171
. (Col %) 68.0 43.0 2 54.3
Parttime . (N) 2 4 ) 6
(Col %) 1.5 2.2 1.9
Substitute (N) 3 29 32
(Col %) 2.2 16.3 10.2
Teacher Aide N) C 2 2
- (Col %) 0.0 1.1 .6
Other (N) 0o - 1 - 1
. (Col %) 0.0 .6 3 -
Full-and Parttime - (N) 2 2 4
: ’ (Col %) 1.5 1.1 1.3
Full-and Substitute (N) 2.1 14 35
) . (Col %) 15.3 7.9 11.1
Other Combinations (N) ‘i 7 11 18
of teaching jobs (Col %) 9.4 9.3 5.7
.iNot Taught ° (N) 8 38 46
(Col %) 5.8 21.3 "14.6
Totals ' (N) 137 178 315
“(Row %). __ 43.5 56.5 1000
-Table 4

Types of Teaching Positions Held by Gtraduates of the
Teacher Education Program at SIU-C According to Their Sex <

Row

Type of Position . Male Female Total

Fulltime ) 74 97 171
(Col %) 59.7° 50.8 54.3

Parttime mw) - 1 5 6
(Col %) 0.8 2.6 1.9

. Substitute )] 11 - 21 32
(Col- %) 8.9 11.0 . - 10.2

Teacher Aide (N) -0 2 2
(Col %) 0.0 .6 0.6

Other m) 0 1 1
’ (Col %) 0.0 .3 .3

Full-and Parttime ) 1 3 4
(Col %) .8 1.0 1.3

Full-and Substitute (N) 11 24 35
(Col %) 8.9 12.6 11.1

Other Combinations

of teaching jobs ) 5 13 18
+ (Col %) 4.0 6.8 5.7

Not Taught (N) .21 25 46
(Col %) 16.9 13.1 14.6

Totals ) 124 191 315
(Row %) 39.4 60.6 100.0




Graduates Currently Teaching

0f those gréduates responding to the survey, a totél of 205 (65.1
percent) were currently holding various teaching positions, 59 graduates
(18.7 percent) were not'currently teaching, and 51 graduates (16.2
percent) did not answer the item. Sixty-three percent of the 1970
graduates and 67.2 percent of the 1975 graduates were currently teaching.
Sixty-four percent of the male graduate; and 65.4 percent of the female
graduates surveyed were éurrentlyfteaching.

Most Recent Teachiag Jobs Held

0f the 202 gr?dﬁates who had taught following their graduation and
who ‘answered the item, 46 percent held teaching jobs at the secondary
1ev§i, 31.3 percent held po;itions at the elementary level, 10.3 percenf
wer; special education teachers, £wo percent held post—seconda;y teaching
posiéions, and one percent WaS employed as administrators.

In Table 5 is presented a description of the type of teaching positions
held by the respondents according to their year of graduation. (See Table
A in Appendix B for further breakdown of teaching positions held by the
graduates.)

Table 5 -

Types cf Positions Held By Respondents to The Teacher
Education Progcram Survey According to The Respondents' Year of Graduation

Type of Position 1970 1975 = Total % of Total
Elementary . 34 30 64 31.7
Secondary Education 37 54 91 45.0
Special Education 8 13 21 10.3
Administrative i 2 0 2 1.0
Post-Secondary 3 1 4 2.0
Other 7 13 20 10.0
Totals 91 111 202 . 100.0




Number of Years of Teaching Experience

The respondents to the survey had taught an average of 3.46 years.
The range of teaching experience was between one and 18 years. The 1970
-
graduates averaged 5.1 years of teaching experience while the 1975

graduates averaged 1.8 years of teaching experience.

Reasons Graduates Had Not Taught

For the 58 graduates who indicated that they had not taught
following their graduation from SIU-C, 27 (46.6 percent) indicated that’
tﬁey could not find a teaching job. Of these gfgduates, four were 1970
graduates and 23 were 1975 graduates. Working in the‘government or
working in indusfry were ;easons listed by 15.6 percent of the respondents
for not having taught and another 15.5 percent indicated that poor
teaching salaries turned them away from teaghing jobs. Nearly seven
percent  of the respondents stated that their student teaching assignments
had convinced them that teaching was ﬁot to their liking.

In Table 6 is presented a description of the reasons given by the
graduates as to why fhey had not taught following their graduation from

SIU-C.




Table 6
Reasons Why Graduates of Teacher Education Program
at STU-C Had Not Taught According to Their Year of Graduvation

1970 1975
Reason . N N Total N 7 of Total
Homemaking - 3 1 4 6.9
Working in industry 0 4 4 6.9
Working in government 1 2 3 5.2
Continued education 0 4 4 6.9
Could not find teaching job 4 23 27 46.6
Poor salary in teaching 1 3 4 6.9
Other reason 0 3 3 5.2

No teaching jobs and
teaching salary poor
Poor teaching salary and

o
(9\]
w
w
.
[\

work in industry 0 2 2 3.4
Did not like teaching 2 2 4 6.9
Totals T 11 47 58 100.0

Current Occupations of Non-teaching Respondents

For the758'respondents who indicated that they had not taight following
graduation, 21 (36.2 percent)"stated their current occupation as business
or business related. Eight graduates (13.8 percent). indicated their
occupation as béing related to trades and industry while seven resppndents
(12.1 percent) were working in helping occupations. .

In Table 7 is presented a description of the typres of occupations
held by the non~teaching respondents tov§he follow-up survey.

Table 7

Occupations Held By Nonfteaching Respondents
to the Teacher Education Program Follow-up Survey

%

Occupaticn

Teaching related

Business

Military

Unemployed

Homemaker )

Education - non-teaching

Trades and industry

Student

Helping occupation

Musician

Occupation not given
Totals .

N .
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Profit from TEP Experiences in Other JoEs

Of the 63 respondents who answered the item, 37 (58.; percent)
indicated that they believed they had profited freqm the experiences in the
Teacher Education Program, even'though none of them had taught following
graduation. Twenty-five percent of the respondents stated that the
experiznces in the Teacher Education Program helped them in their felation-
ships with co-workers. Another 25 percent of the respondents believed
that their experiences in the TEP "broadened" their education.

In Table 8 is presented a description of how the reSpondenfs to the
survey believed the Teacher éducatioﬁ Program experiences benefited them
in their current occupations.

Table 8

How Respondents Believed:Teacher Education Program
Experiences Benefited Them in Their Current Occupations

How Benefited
Help understand people
Understand own children
Understand children in general
Help in relationship with co-workers
Improve organizational and
expressive skills
Broaden own education
Understand educational system
No reason given '
Totals 3

0D W N

NdN L

Additional Academic Work Completed

A total of 184 (58.7 percent) ‘respondents to the survey indicated
that they had received some amount‘of academic work beyond the bachelor's
degreec. The median number of semester hours of academic work beyond the
bachelor's for these respondents was 15.7 hours. The number :of hours of
academic work ranged from one to 84 hours.

Academic Degrees Held

Two hundred and fifty-five of the 315 respondents to the surveys

-

indicated that the bachelor's degree was the highest earned degree (81
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L.

percent).. M?ster's degrees wete-held by 57 respondents (18.1 perceﬁf}é‘
- .
specialist's degrees were held by two graduates (.§ percent) ; and one
person held a doctorate (.3 percent).
?

How Graduates Sought Teaching Jobs

The respondents to the survey indicdted that they used a variety of
. persons, offices, and agencies in order to secure teaching positions.
On 241 surveys (76.9 percent) the graduates indicated using personal
applications as a'primary or supplementary method of locating a Eeaching
job. On 161 surveyg (51.1 percent) the gra&uates indicated making use,

in some manner, of the SIU~C Placement Center.

In Table 9 is a description of the methods used by the graduates

to secure teaching positions. -

-
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Table 9
Methods of Securing.Teaching Positions Used by the
Graduates of the Teacher Education Program at SIU-C

Methods Used } . N A
SIU-C placement only 16 5.1
! Personal -applications only - 80 25.5
Former teachers only 5 1.6
Friends only . i 3 .9
Other N : 10 3.1
SIU~C placement, personal 3pplications, 20 9.6
and former teachers -
SIU~C placement, personal applications, 19, 6.0
and friends
SIU-C pldcement and personal applications 68 2117
SIU-C ,placement ard friends 6 1.9
SIU-C placement and teachers® . 4 1.2 .
SIU-C placement, personal application, 1 3
and other
SIU-C placement, professional placement, 10 3.1
perSonal applications, friends, and
teachers ~ .o
Personal applications and friends . 8 2.5
Personal applications and teachers C10- 3.1
‘ Personal applications, former teachers : 9 " 2.8
and friends . . ¢
Former teachers and friends : 5 1.6 )
All methods ot . 6 1.9 3
Did not seek job teaching 23 7.3
Totals- . 313 100.0

Responses to the Teacher EducatZon Program Surv;y Items
Personal capabilities.

In this section of the survey, each graduate was asked to.indicate

1

the degree to which he or she personally felt capable of performing the

16 teaching activities based on a range oszelection choices. The
i
number-of responses made to each survey iten according to the- graduates
2 . . .
year of graduation and the percentage of the responses for each item are

presented in the following cection:
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Table 9
Methods of Securing Teaching Positions Used by the
Graduates of the Teacher Education Program at SIU-C

Methods Used N %
SIU-C placement only 16 5.1
Personal applications only 80 25.5
Former teachers only 5 1.6
Friends only . 3 .9
Other 10 3.1

SIU-C placement, personal applications, 30 9.6

and former teachers
SIU~C placement, personal applications, 19. - 6.0
and friends

SIU~C placement and personal applications 63 21.7
SIU-C placement and friends 6 1.9
SIU-C placement and teachers 4 1.2
SIU-C placement, personal application, 1 .3
and otler
SIU-C placement, professional placement, 10 3.1
personal applications, friends, and
teachers
Personal appiications and friends 8 2.5
Personal applications and teachers 10 3.1
Personal applications, former teachers, 9 2.8
and friends
Former teachers and friends 5 1.6 -
All methods . ) 6 1.9
Did not seek job teaching 23 7.3
Totals 313 100.0

Responses to the Teacher Education Program Survey Items
Personal capabilities.

In this sectior of the survey, each.graduate was asked to indicate
the degree to which he or she personally felt capable of performing the
1§ tegching activities based on a range of selection choices., The
numbeé of respoanses made to each survey item according to the graduates'

year of graduation and the percentage of the responses for each item are

presented in the following section:




Question 1 Your ability to develop instructional objectives within the ability

ranges of the students.

1970 1975 Total N % of Response

Extremely Capable 19 21 40 12.8
Very Capable 66 88 154 49,2
Capable - .50 €5 115 36.7
Incapable 0 2 2 0.6
Very Incapable . 0 0 0 0.0
Extremely Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
No Opinion 1 1 V4 .6
TOTALS 136 177 313 100.0

Question 2. Your ability to establish and maintain rapport with the students.

1970 1975 Total N % of Response
Extremely Capable 2 . 1 3 1.0
Very Capable 24 41 65 20.8
Capable . 69 96 165 52.7
Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
Very Incapable ‘ 0 0 0 0.0
Extremely Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
No Opinion 41 ~ 39 80 ©25.6
TOTALS 136 177 313 100.0

Question_3. Your ability to prepare long range course plans and objectives.

1970, 1975 Total N 7% of Response
Extremely Capable 23 12 35 11.2
Very Capable 49 €5 114 36.5
Capable 59 92 151 ’ 48.4
Incapable 3 3 6 1.9
Very Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
Extremely Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
No Opinion ) 2 % 6 1.9
TOTALS 136 176 312 100.0




Question 4 Your cverall ability to evaluate the results of vour teaching endeavors.

1970 1975 Total N 7% of Response
Extremely Capable 19 16 35 11.2
Very Capable 53 63 116 37.1
Capable - 59 91 150 47.9
Incapable 4 2 6 1.9
Very Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
Extremely Incapable (] 0 0 0.0
No Opinion 1 5 6 1.9
TOTALS 136 177 313 100.0

Question 5 Your ability to maintain effective classroom discipline.

1970 1975 Total N 7% of Response
Extremely Capable 29 23 52 16.7
Very Capable 57 65 122 39.2
Capable 45 75 120 38.6
Incapable 2 7 9 2.9
Very Incapable 0 3 3 1.0
Extremely Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
No Opinion 2 3 5 1.6
TOTALS - 135 176 . 311 100.0

Question 6 Your ability to develop and use a system for evaluating student
progress in learning.

- »

1970 1975 Total N % of Response
Extremely Capable 20 12 32 10.3
Very Capable 44 61 105 33.7
Capable 61 93 154 ‘ 4

9
Incapable 7 2 9 2
Very Incapable 0 0 0 0
Extremely Incapable 0 0 0 0
No Opinion 4 8 12 3
TOTALS 0




Question 7 Your ability to organize subject matter and instructional activities
so that students do learn.

T
*

1970 1975 Total N % of Response
Extremely Capable 20 20 - 40 12.8
Very Capable 69 85 154 49.2
Capable 47 71 118 37.7
Incapable 0 0 ) 0 0.0
Very Incapable 0 i} 0 0.0
Extremely Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
No Opinion 0 1 1 0.3
TOTALS 136 177 313 100.0

Question 8 Your ability to assess the level of student abilities prior to instruction.

. 1970 1975 Total N % of Response

Extremely Capable 12 13 25 8.1
Very Capable 41 46 87 28.1
Capable 62 89 151 48.7
Incapable 11 11 22 7.1
Very Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
Extremely Incapable 0 0 0 0.6
No Opinion 9 16 25 8.1

0.0

TOTALS 135 175 310 10

Question 9 Your overall ability to provide instruction to the students.

1970 1975 Total N 7% of Response

Extremely Capable 32 15 47 15.0
Very Capable 74 106 180 57.5
Capable 29 56 - 85 | 27.2
Incapable 1 C 1 0.3
Very Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
Extremely Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
No Opinion 0 0 0 0.0

0.0

TOTALS 136 177 313 100.

e, "




Question 10 Your ability to use-an appropriate variety of instructional techhiaqes;

1970 1975 Total N 7% of Response
Extremely Capable 32 28 60 19.2
Very Capable 50 93 143 45.7
Capable - 51 51 . 102 32.6
Incapable 2 4 6 1.9
Very Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
Extremely Incapable 0 . 0 0 0.0
"No Opinion 1 1 2 0.6
TOTALS 136 177 313 100.0

ngstion 11 Your ability to develop formal assessment procedures consistent
vith the instructional objectives of the class.

1970 1975 Total N % of Response

Extremely Capable B 11 11 22 7.1°
Very Capable 4¢ 55 101 32.4
Capable 70 104 174 55.8
Incapable 3 3 6 1.9
Very Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
Extremely Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
No Opinion 6 3 9 2.9
TOTALS 136 176 312 100.0

Question 12 Your ability to pace the process of instruction aecording to the
- responses of the students. i

1970 1975 Total N % of Response
Extremely Capable 14 12 26 8.3
Very Capable 50 75 125 40.1
Capable 62 80 144 : 46.2
Incapable ) 6 3 9 2.9
Very Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
Extremely Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
No Opinion . 3 5 8 2.6
TOTALS ~ 135 77 312 100.0




Question 13 Your overall ability to plan £8r teaching.

1970 1975 Total N % of Response
Extremely Capable 21 26 47 15.0
Very Capable 66 - 80 146 46.6 |
Capable 48 68 116 37.1 '
Incapable 0 2 2 0.6
Very Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
Extremely Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
No Opinion 1 1 2 0.6
TOTALS 136 - 177 313 100.0

Question 14 Your ability to motivate the students.

1970 1975 Total N % of Response

Extremely Capable . 28 21 49 15.7
Very Capable 49 74 123 39.4
* Capable 54 74 128 41.0
Incapable - 2 ] 5 7 2.2
Very Incapable 0 ’ 0 0 0.0
Extremely Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
No Opinion 2 3 5 1.6
100.0

TOTALS . -~ 135 177 312

Quéstion 15 Your overall knowledge of your subject matter.

1970 1975 Total N

7% of Response
Extremely Capable 43 31 ' 74 23.8 -
Very Capable 65 98 163 52.4
Capable 26 42 68 21.9
Incapable 0 3 3 1.0
Very Incapable -0 0 0 0.0
Extremely Ipcapable 0 0 0 0.0
No Opinion 2 1 3 1.0
TOTALS 136 - 175 311 100.0




Question _Lg__XQnx;ahil1Lx_LQ_QQmmunigatg_gffecriggly_mith the stullents

1970 1975 Total N 7% of Response
Extremely Capable 40 35 : 75 24.1
Very Capable 58 98 v 156 50.2
Capable 37 42 79 25.4
Incapable 0 1 1 0.3
Very Incapable 0 0 0 0.0
Extremely Incapable - 0 0 0 0.0
No Cpinion 0 : 0 0 0,0
TOTALS 135 176 311 100.0

Program satisfaction section.

In this section of the survey, each graduate was asked to indicate the
degree to which he or she felt the Teacher Eudcation Program at SIU-C was
satisfactory in preparing the graduate to perform the teaching activities. The
number of responses made to each survey item according to the graduates'’ yearp:
of graduation and the percentage of the responses for each item are presented

in the following section:
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Question 1 Your ability to develop instructional objgctives within the ability

ranges of the students.

2

1970 1975 Total N 7% of Response
Extremely Satisfactory 8 17 25 8.1
Very Satisfactory 29 75 104 33.5
Satisfactory 74 70 144 46.5
Unsatisfactory 16 10 26 8.4
Very Unsatisfactory 3 1 4 1.3
Extremely Unsatisfactory 0 1 1 0.3
No Opinijon - 4 2 6 1.9
176 310 100.0

TOTALS 134

Question 7 Your ability to establish and maintain rapport with the students.

1970 1975 Total N 7 of Response
Extremely Satisfactory 4 6 10 3.2
Very Satisfactory 16 34 50 16.1
Satisfactoc, 63 86 149 48.1
Unsatisfactory 29 33 62 20.0
Very Unsatisfactory 4 3 7 2.3
Extremely Unsatisfactory 3 4 7 2.3
No Opinion - 15 10 25 8.1

TOTALS

1970 1975 Total N 7% of Response

Extremely Satisfactory 11 13 24 7.7 :
Very Satisfactory 36 53 89 28,7
Satisfactory 59 81 140 : 45,2
Unsatisfactory 21 26 47 15.2
Very Unsatisfactory 5 1 6 1.9
Extremely Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 0.0
‘No Opinion 2 4 1.3

176 310 100.0

~
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Question 4 Your overall ability to evaluate the results of your teaching endeavors.

1970 1975 Total N 7% of Response
Extremely Satisfactory 5 : 7 12 . 3.9
Very Satisfactory 26 ] 36 62 20.0
Satisfactory ’ 71 93 . 164 52.9
Unsatisfactory 16 28 44 14.2°
Very Unsatisfactory 7 3 10 ‘3.2
Extremely Unsatisfactory 0 . 0 0 0.0
No Opinion 9 9 18 5.8
TOTALS . 134 176 310 100.0

Question‘S Your abilitvy to maintain effective classroom discipline.

.1970 1975 Total N % of Response
Extremely Satisfactory "5 4 9 2.9
Very Satisfactory 16 27 43 13.8 )
Satisfactory 41 52 93 29.9
Unsatisfactory ’ 43 57 100 32.2
Very Unsatisfactory 8 17 25 8.0
Extremely Unsatisfactory 14 10 24 7.7
No Opinion ] 7 10 17 5.5
TOTALS 134 277 . 311 100.0

-

Questibn 6 Your ability to develop and use a system for evaluating student
progress in learning.

1970 1975 Total N 7% of Response
Extremely Satisfactory 6 9 15 4.8
Very Satisfactory 22 38 .60 19.4
Satisfactory 75 96 171 . 55.2
Unsatisfactory 18 27 45 14.5
Very Unsatisfactory 4 4 8 2.6
Extremely Unsatisfactory 3 1 4 1.3
No Opinion = 2 7 2.3
TOTALS 133 177 0.0




Question 7 Your ability to organize subject matter and instructional activities

so that students do learn.

1970 1975 Total N 7% of Response
Extremely Satisfactory 9 18 27 8.7
Very Satisfactory 38 66 104 33.5
Satisfactory 69 77 . 146 47,1
Unsatisfactory 10 12 22 7.1
Very Unsatisfactory 3 2 5 1.6
Extremely Unsatisfactory 3 1 4 1.3
No Opinion 2 0 2 0.6
TOTALS 134 176 310 100.0

Question 8 Your ability to assess the level of student abilities prior_to

instruction.
1970 1975 Total N % of Response
Extremely Satisfactory 4 6 10 3.2
Very Satisfactory 21 28 49 15.7
Satisfactory 55 92 “147 47.1
Unsatisfactory 39 40 79 25.3
Very Unsatisfactory 4 4 8 2.6
Extremely Unsatisfactory 4 0 . 4 1.3
No Opinion . 8 7 15 4,8
TOTALS 135 177 . 312 100.0

Queétion 9 Your overall ability to provide instruction to the students.

&

’ ) 1970 1975 Total N % of Response
Extremely Satisfactory 7 10 17{ 5.5
Very Satisfactory 36 67 103 33.2
Satisfactory , 75 88 163 52.6
Unsatisfactory 10 7 17 5.5
Very Unsatisfactory 4 1 . 5 1.6
Extremely Unsatisfactory 1 1 2 0.6
No Opinion 1 : 2 3 1.0
TOTALS . 134 176 310 100.0




Question 16 Your ability to use an appropriate variety of instructional techniques.
1970 1975 Total N 7% of Response
Extremely Satisfactory 21 29 507 16.1
Very Satisfactory 50 - 85 135 43.5
Satisfactory : : 48 45 . -7 93 30.0
Unsatisfactory 13 15 28 9.0
Very Unsatisfactory 1 0 1 0.3
Extremely Unsatisfactory 1 0 1 . 0.3
No Opinion - 0 .2 2 0.6
TOTALS : 135 176 310 100.0

Question 11 Your ability to develop formal assessment procedures consistent
with the instructional objectives of the class.

: 1970 1975 Total N % of Response _
Extremely Satisfactory 5 14 19 6.1
Very Satisfactory ! 23 41 64 20.6
Satisfactory 75 94 . 169 54.5
Unsatisfactory - 22 18 40 12.9
Very Unsatisfactory 2 4 6 1.9
Extremely Unsatisfactory 2 0 2 0.6
No Opinion S ) 10 - 3.2
TOTALS 134 - 176 - 310 100.0

/‘

Qﬁestion 12 Your ability to pace the process of instruction according to the
responses of the students.

1970 1975 Total N % of Response
Extremely Satisfactory . 3 6 9 2.9
Very Satisfactory 17 32 49 15.8
. Satisfactory 74 89 163 : 52.4
Unsatisfactory 28 37 65 20.9
Yery Unsatisfactory 1 4 5 1.6
Extremely Unsatisfactory 3 - 1 4 1.3
No Opinion 9 7 16 5.1
TOTALS - 135 176 311 100.0




Question 13 Your overall ability tc plan for teaching.

1970 1975 Total N 7 of Response
Extremely Satisfactory 9 12 o 21 6.8
Very Satisfactory 35 49 84 27.1
Satisfactory 69 95. 164 52.9
Unsatisfactory 14 13 27 8.7
Very Unsatisfactory 3 < 4 7 2.3
Extremely Unsatisfactory 3 0 3 1.0
No Opinion 1 3 4 1.3
TOTALS 134 176 310 100.0

Question 14 Your ability to motivate the students.

1970 1975 ~ Total N %-of Response
Extremely Satisfactory 7 8 15 4.9
Very Satisfactory 26 44 - 70 22.7
Satisfactory 56 79 135 43.7
Unsatisfactory 29 30 ~ 59 19.1
Very Unsatisfactory 4 4 . 8 2.6
Extremely Unsatisfactory 3 4 7 2.3
No Opinion : ’ 8 7 15 4.9
TOTALS 133 . 176 309 100.0

Question 15 Your overall knowledge of your subject area.
! 1

%

" 1970 1975 Total N % of Response
Extremely Satisfactory 28 26 54 17.5
Very Satisfactory 45 58 103 33.4
Satisfactory 49 63 112 36.4
Unsatisfactory 8 15 23 “7.5
Very Unsatisfactory - 0 3 3 1.0
Extremely Unsatisfactory 1 2 3 1.0
.No Opinion 2 8 10 3.2
TOTALS 133~ 175 308 100.0




~.
Question 16 Your ability “o communicate effectively with Ehe students.
1970 1975 ~ Total N % of Response
Extremely Satisfactory 7 8 15 4.8
Very Satisfactory 28 45 73 23.5
Satisfactory 70 .85 155 50.0
Unsatisfactory_ 20 21 41 13.2
Very Unsatisfactory 1 6 7 , 2.3
Extremely Unsatisfactory 3 2 .5~ 1.6
No Opinion 5 9 14 4.5
TOTALS 134 176 310 . 100.0

Summary of the Responses Made to the Teaching Items
Personal capabilities.

Items numbered 1, 3, and 7 were considered to be questions which dealt-ﬁith
the graduafes’ personal capabilities in the area of planning for teaching. Item
~;13 was consldered a global question designed to measure the graduates' overall
capabilities in the area of planning.
) In general, most of the respondents felt very capable in their abilities to

develop instructional objectives within the ability ranges of studerts and to .

organize their subject matter and instructional activities. Most of the graduates
felt capable or very capable of preparing long range course plans and objectives.

Eighty-four percent of the graduates rated their overall planning abilities as -

capable or very capable,

s
:

»

Items’?gybered 2, 5, 10, 12, 14, and 16 were considered to be questions
which dealt with the graduates' personal capabilities in the area of instructing
students. Item 9 was considered a global queftion designed.to measure the :
graduates' overall capabilities in the area of instruction. For all instruction
items, the graduaées indicatéd that they felt capable or very capable in per~
forming instructional ;ctivities. Very few graduatés felt that they were in-
capable of performing the instructional activities. Eighty-four percent of the
graduates rated their overall instructional abilities as capable or very capablet

Items 6, 8, and 11 were considered to be questions which dealt with the
graduates’ nersonaf’capabilities in the area of evaluation. Item 4 was considered

ERIC L3

et
|




to be a global evaluation item designed to measure the graduates' overall
capabilities in the area of e;aluation. -

In general, the graduates rated themselves as capable or very-
‘capable in develoﬁing a formal assessment sysfem for evaluating stuaént
progress in lerrnihg and using it effec&ively. Eighty-five percent |

of the graduates rated their overall evaluation ability as capable or

very capable.

Program sdtisfaction section.
3 !

Items designed to measure the graduates' level of satisfaction
with the training they received in the area of specific planning

activities in the TEP indicated the following: ' ’

1) 88.1 percent of the respondents were satisfied with the
.

;rogram's efforts to develop instructional objectives within
;he ability ranges of the students; 9.3 percent of the
graduates were dissatisfied.

2) 81.6 percent of the respondents were satisfied with the
program's efforts in preparing ;hem to prepare long range
course plans and objectives; 17.1 percent of the graduates

were dissatisfied. K
'3) 89.3 percent of the respondents vere satisfied with the

program's efforts in preparing them to organize their subject

matter and instructional activities so that students learn;

' 10 percent .of the graduates were di;satisfied.

Overall, 86.8 percent of the graduates were satisfied with the
training they received in the general area of planniné for instruction.
Twelve percent of the graduates were dissatisfied with their training

v

in this area.

-




Items de%igned to measure the graduates' level of satisfaction
with the ;raining they received in the aréa of instruction indicated
the following:

1) 67.4 percent of the respondents were satisfied with the
training they received in establishing and maintaining
rapport with—stﬁgents; 24.6 percent were dissatisfied.

2) 46.6 percent of the respondents were satisfied with the
training they received in maintaining classroom discinline;
47.9 percent were dissatisfied.

3) 89.6 percent of the respondents were satisfied with the
training they received in using an appropriate variety of
instructional techniques; 9.6 perc;nt were dissatisfied.

4) 71.1 percent of the respondents were satisfied with the
training they received in pacing the process of instruction
according to the responses of the student; 23.8 percent were
dissatisfied.

5) 71.3 percent of the respondents were ‘satisfied with the
training they received in motivating the studeﬁts; 24 percent
were dissatisfied.

6) 82.8 percent of the respondents were satisfied with the
training they received in communicating effectiy?ly with the

students; 16.1 percent were dissatisfied.

Overall, 91.3 percent of the respondents were satisfied with the
training they received in the general area of providing instruction to

students; 7.7 percent were dissatisfied with their training in this

area.
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Items designed to measure the graduates' level of satisfaction
with the training they received in the area of eval&ation indicated
the following:

1) 79.4 percent of the respondents were satisfied with the

tfaining they received iu developing and using a system
for evaluating student progress in iearning; 18.4 percent
were dissatisfied.

2) 66 percent of the respondents were satisfied with the training
they received in a§§essing the level of student abilities
prior to instruction; 29.2 percent were dissatisfied.

3) 81.2 percent of the respondents were satisfied with the
training they received in developing formal assessment pro-
cedures that are consistent with the instructional objectives

. of the class; 15.4 percent were dissatisfied.

Overall, 76.8 percent of the respondents were satisfied with the
training they received in the general area of evaluation: 17.4 percent
were dissatisfied with their training_in this area.

Conclusions .

The following conclusions, based on the data received from the 315

graduates éf the: Teacher Education Prnogram, seem warranted:

1) Teacher Education Program at SIU-C graduates were highly
successful in obtaining teaching jobs. -

Over 85 percent of the responding graguates of the Teacher

Education Program at SIU-C ware emploved in some teaching
‘capacity following their graduation. Of those gfﬁduates who
had taught, nearly 80 percent had been employed or were

currently employed as a full-time teacher.




The more recent Teacher Education Program graduates seemingly
had a more difficult time securing teaching positions than did
their earlier graduated counterparts, especially in full-time
positions,

Over 94 percent of the 1970 gradnates and 78.7 percent 1975
graduates had held a teaching position following graduation
from SIU-C. However, while 85.4 percent of the 1970 graduates
had held full-time teaching jobs, only 54.4 percent of the
1975 graduates had secured full-time teaching positions.

It appears that the tightening job market for teachers has had

a g;eater effect on the more recent graduates of the program than
on early graduates.

0f those responding graduates who had not held a teaching
positiorn since graduation, nearly half indicated that they
could not find a teaching job. For the earlier graduates
(1970) slightly more than one third indicated this to be a
prime reason, while nearly 50 percent of the recent graduates

(1975) 1isted this as a cause for not teaching. Also, fewer

1975 graduates than 1970 graduates had held a teaching position

fcllowing their graduation from SIU-C.

Graduates of the Teacher Education Program at SIU-C personally
feel very capable of performing teaching act1v1t1es related <o
planning, instructlon, and evaluation.

Over 95 percent of the responding graduates indicated that they
felt themselves to be cdpable of performing teaching activities
relatgd to planning, instruction, and evaluation. This held
true for both the 1970 and the 1975 graduates.

Graduates generally were satisfied with the training they

recelved. in the Teacher Education Program at SIU-C in the areas
of planning, instruction, and evalusation.

7




6)

7)

training they received in _the area of evaluation. These results

Overall, 86.8 percent of the responding graduates rated their

training in planning for instruction to be satisfactory. Over
90 percent of the respondents were satisfied with the training.
they received in the general area of instruction. And, over

75 percent of the graduates sampled felt satisfaction with the

held true for both the 1970 and the 1975 graduates.

Many graduates felt that their student observation and teaching
assignments were most valuable parts of their training.

Comments received from the sample indicated that the graduates
believed that experiences in the classroom were valuable to
their training. Many 1970 graduates suggested longer student
teaching assignments and more Education 302-tvne observations.
Other graduates felt that thée pclassroom observation and par-
ticipation experienges aided them in their understanding of
educational theory and practices. Many of these graduates
suggested that more practical experiences be given to students

in conjunction with the students' course work.

Classroom discipline was the area most often mentioned as a
continuing problem for the graduates.

Extraneous comments, as well as the answers to the survey items,

indicated that the graduates sambled considered classroom
disciplinefand management as the two greatest problem areas in
teaching. UWhile a large proportion of the graduates were dis-
satisfied with the training they received in discipline at SIU-C,
most of them suggested that "on-the-job" experience was the
only method of learning effective in classroom discipline

technigues. (This conclusion is supported by the fact that

35




while 47 percent of the graduates were dissatisfied with their
training in discipline, 97 percent'personally felt capable of

maintaining effective classroom discipline.)

The information presented inrthis report was taken from an item set
used in conjunction with a‘docto;al'dissertation conducted b§ this
researcher. The dissertation dealt with a comparative analysis ;f the
mail questiohnaire, the telephone interview and a combination survey approach
as techniques for conducting follow-up studies of program graduates. The
primary purpose of the dissertation was not to conduct a critical analysis
of the Teacher Education Program at SIU-C. Nonetheless, it provided data
which, when used in conjunction with other evaluative efforts, provides
insights as to how the graduates perceived their satisfaction of the training
they received in the Program. It must be stressed that this report shoul&

serve only as a basis for further examination of the Program, of its

graduates and of their post graduation success in the field of education.

¥
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APPENDIX A

INSTRUMENTS USED IN THE TEACHER
EDUCATION PROGRAM FOLLOW-UP SURVEY




Southemn .Illinois
University at Carbondale
Carbondale, Illinois 62901 .

College of Education

In order to assess and improve the Teacher -Education Program
at SIU-C we are conducting a surve =mong a high]y select group of
Program graduates. The purpose of s research is to find out
your opinions regarding the effectivuoness of the Proqram S prep-
aration of teachers.

Regardless of whether or not you have taught since graduation,
your answers are of the greatest importance to the success of the
study. Of course all answers will be confidential and will be used
only in combination with others to form a composite picture.

We know your time is valuable to you. For that reason we -have
designed the questionnaire so as to allow you to answer it in a few
short minutes and return it to us by following the instructions
on the last page.

I cannot adeqdate]y relate to-you the importance of your response.
Will you help us and the Program by returning the completed questionnaire
to us today? Many thanks for your time and assistance.

Sihcere]y yours,

€L s -\, C'éd-*iz
v

Elmer J. Clark, Dean
College of Education
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. Southern Illinois
' University at Carbondale
. Carbondale, Illinois 62901

College ¢f Education

Recently we sent you a short questionnaire concerning the
effectiveness of the Teacher Education Program at SiU-C.

Since we have not received a reply from you. we had considered
the possibility that a sieek Saluki had eaten the questionnaire.
After discovering that all the Salukis were accounted for, we
concluded that either you had not had time to complete the questionnaire
or that it had been slow in reaching us.

If you have returned the questionnaire to us in recent days,
consider this letter a “Thank You" for your valuable time. If
you have not done so, may we ask you to take a few short minutes
to complete the questionnaire and return it to us now?

Your response is vital to the success of our study. Not only
will your response help us examine our Program more closely. it will
also save us the trouble of sending our 300 pound, man-eating mascot
to your house.

Seriously, many thanks for your time and zssistance.

Sincerely,

A/ 5/

Ry kdﬂé/ '-,o?_” ‘{-4-1-

G. Edward Hughes
Administrative Assistant

/ssb

PS:* In the event that you either lost or misplaced the first questiornaire,
a duplicate is enclosed.




Name:

Hello, my name is Eddie and I'm calling from Southern
I11inois University in Carbondale. May I please speak
?

with 7
We are conducting a telephone survey of
If not | Southern’s Teacher Education Program graduates
and it is important that I speak with
at When do you expect her to return?
‘home Fine, I'11 try back then. Thank you and gnod
night/bye.
Hello, ? My name is Eddie
and I'm conducting a telephone survey of
If Southern's teacher education program graduates
for the Dean of the College of Education.
at I'd like to ask you a few questions regarding

your opinions of the Teacher Education Program
home at Souther. It.will take only a few minutes

to answer the survey and your answers will help

us improve the program.

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Begin End Call

Date Time. Time Code
1.
2.
3.
1. No answer--Call back.
2. Answer--5not home--Call back.
3. Answer--S not live here--Call
4. "Ansvier--S nc live here--No call back
5. Answer--S irconvenient--Call back at
6. S refused to respond--no call back
7. Telephone disconnected--no call back
8.
9.

1. May I-ask you---What type of standard teaching certificates do you hold?

Early Childhood , Elementary (K-9) » High School (6-12) __, Special {K-12)

2. Since your graduation from SIU, what types of teaching positions have you held?

A fulltime position? » A parttime position? » A substitute position? s A texcher's aid

IF NONE HELD GO TO 2B




TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE (continued)

A 2A. Are you currently teaching? Yes What is your current teaching assignment?
2 No - What was your most recent teaching assignment?

(recent position)

Excluding student teaching, ;pproximately how many years of teaching experience have you had? years.

service_, Because of working in industry , or working in government__ , because you continued on

in school___, or that you could not find a job teaching , or the teaching salary was poor__,
OTHER .

2B. Could you tell me the one reason that you have not taught? Was it because of Homemaking__ , Military

What is your current occupation?

2

Do you feel that the experiences in the Teacher Education Program at Southern helped you in your
present job?

Yes__ (go to IF 50,) No__ (go to 3)
IF SO, in what way? '

3. Excluding in-service workshops, approximately how many semester hours of academic work beyond the

Bachelor's degree do you have? hours.
. ‘\ 4. What is the highest academic degree that you hold? Bachelor's__ , Master's_ Specialist's___, or
/ Doctorate__ .

5. Did you seek any teaching positions? Yes_--(go to question below) No__ (go to SIXTEEN ITEMS)
How did you seek teaching jobs? ‘ - .
Through the Placement Services at Southern? _ ,Through a Professional Placement Service?_
Through personal applications?___, Through former teachers?___, Through friends?
~ OTHER MEANS

Regardless of whether you've taught since graduation, I'd 1ike to ask you to judge the degree to
which you personally feel capable of performing some teaching activities.




TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE (continued)-

1.

————

{

For jnstance,_hgw capable do you feel you are when it comes to deve]opingﬂinstructional objectives
within the ability ranges of the students? Do you think that you are Extremely Capable, Very Capable,
Capable, Incapable, Very Incapable, Extremely Incapable; or do you have no opinion about your abi]ity.

How capable do you feel you are in establishing and maintaining rapport with the students? Extremé]y

Capable, Very Capable, Capable, Incapable, Very Incapable, Extremely Incapable or do you have no
opinion about your ability? - :

-

How would you judge your ability to prepare long range course plans and objectives? Extremely Capable,

Very Capable, Capable, Incapable, Very Incapable, Extrzcmely Incapable or de you not have any opinion
about this ability? . g

What about.your overall ability to evaluate the results of your teaching endeavors? Do you feel

you are Extremely Capable, Very Capable, Capable, Incapable, Very Incapabie,, Extremely Incapable or
do you not have any cpinion? .

What about your ability to maintain effective classroom discipline?
What about your ability to deielop and use a system for evaluating student progress in learning?

What about your ability to organize subject matter and instructional activities so that the students
do learn?

What about your ability to assess the level of student abilities prior to instruction?
What about your overall ability to provide instruction to the students?
What about your ability to use an appropriate variety of instructional techniques?

What about your ability to develop formal assessment procedures consistent with the instructional
objectives of the class?

What about your ability to pace the process of instruction eccording to the responses of the students?

What about your overall ability to p]aﬂ for teaching?

(2N
-

What about your ability to motivate the students?




TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE (continued)

15. How capable do you feel you are when it comes to your overall knowledge in your subject matter?

___16. How capable are you in communicating effectively with the students?
|

Now using the same . ivities as before, I'd 1ike you to judge the degree to which you feel ¢tne
Teacher Education Program at Southern was satisfactory in preparing you to perform the activities.

1. For instance, how satisfactory was the Teacher Education Pregram at Southern in preparing you to
i develop instructional cbjectives within the ability ranges of the students? -Extremely Satisfactory,

Very Satic ™ ..»v, Satisfactory, Unsatisfactory, Very Unsatisfactory, Extremely Unsatisfactory or do
you have - o _,jon. )

2. How satisfactory do you feel the Teacher Education Program was. in preparing you to establish and
maintain rapport wii.. the students? Extremely Satisfactory, Very Satisfactory, Satisfactory, Un-
- satisfactory, Very Unsatisfactory, Extremely Unsatisfactory or No Cpinion?

3. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing you to prepare long range course plans and objectives?
Extremely Satisfactory, Very Satisfactory, Satisfactory, Unsatisfactory, Very Unsatisfactory,
Extremely Unsatisfactory or No Opinion?

4. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing your overall ability to evaluate the results of your
teaching endeavors? ) ‘

5. How satisfactory was the Pr?gram in preparing you to maintain effective classrocm discipline?

1l

6. How satisfactory was the Proéram in preparing you to develop and use a system for evaluating student
progress in learning? -

7. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing you to organize subject matter and instructional
: -objectives so that the students do learn?

8. How satisfactory wes the Program in preparing you to assess the level of student abilities prior
to instruction?

\




TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE (continued)

9. Howdsatigfactory was the Program in preparing your overail ability to provide instruction tr, the
students? .

" 10. How satisfagtory was the Program in preparing you to use an appropriate variety of instructional
techniques? :

-

11. How satizfactory was the Program in preparing you to develop formal assessment procedures consistent
' with the instructional objectives of the class?

12. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing you. to pace the process of instruction according to
) the responses of the students? ' iy

Just a few more questions and we will be finished-=-- k o ‘
___13. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing your overall ability to plan for teaching?

___14. How satisfactory was the Proéram in preparing you tc movivate the students?

___15. How satisfactory was the Progrém in preparing your overall knowledge of the subject matteré —
_?_fjﬁ. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing you to commdnicate effectively with the students?

Do you haye any additional comments about the Teacher Education Program or any reaction to the survey itself?

That completes the survey itself. On behalf of the Dean, let me¢ thank you for giving us your time and your
opinions. Good night. :

SECOND. CUT-OFF

Well, again I'd Tike to thank you for helping us. I really must go now because I have to make several more
phone calls this evening. Again thanks and good night. -

THIRD CUT-OFF

I"11 certainly pass on that information, however I really must hang up and make another series of phone calls
tonight. Thanks so much for your help.




TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE (continued)

FOURTH CUT-OFF ~

We could talk all night about this but I simply must hang up. Drop by the off{;e sometime and we'll talk
further. .

6U




GENERAL INFORMATION o ’
1. What types of standard teach1ng cert1f1cates do you ho'ld" (Mar‘k all appropmate)
- ) o .

~ "o et

Early Childhood’ High “Schol -(6-12)" e Other’: =
Elementary (K-9) — Spec1a1 (K-12)‘ﬁ. L ;
2. Since your graduation from.SIU- c what types of teac~
held? (P]ease mark a]l appropriate E_hmcegsw,l oS

CFull-time’ — i i Teachéraids :
Part-time _— - .- Other {pleaseexp explam J

4

Subshtute—— - 4 have 'not*taughtg"ﬁ?:—*“

8

; « '4_.
IF YOU HAVE HELD[A TEACHING POSITION SINCE G
YOU HAVE NOT HELD ANY TEACHING POSITIONS SINCE

2A. Are you currently »eachmg?

-

P

What is or _was your most recent ma;jor teachaﬁé ﬁsslgn !

,/; .c% i— "4»‘

PLEASE COMPLVTE QUESTIONS 3, 4 AND 5,

5 R LR
.-,;‘tae;,,_ i ?&'d‘f’

2B. Please check one of the reasons ‘h ed be]ow ~t;hat :best descrlbes xhe *easnn
you -have not ‘taught. = -

| Tl e

Homemakmg il %’j T Contlnued Formal study  E

Mﬂltary».serwce . Could not find ieachmg jobx

Working in -industry “Teaching salary :was poor. =k

Working in government EEN Other (p'lease explam)
e g o . ;

Hhat:l., _/our LUY‘!’:EDI:

If S0, 1n what wa_y,.

-

e ,,f—.-j~

PLEASE "COMPLETE QUESTIONS 3, 4 AND 5.

M &‘9& "i;,- 5
Excluding m-serwce workshops approxmate'ly how many semeste‘r hours of:
academic work beyond the bachelor sdegree have _you comp]eted? i

-
-
- A

Bach*ﬂors £ ' ; Spec1a" 1st s Fz

- -

How dx‘d you seek teachmg poszt': ons? (Mark a'ﬂ apprnpr:ate-c'hoacesgji
) t‘”-i!‘i ..:'i “V_;a-,. ,--,,*, ;*;- - ,‘., v e . - e A '4 ﬁo?'i-# ‘:-,:
’P'lacement Serwces at SIU- C,»
'Profess1ona] ’Placement Service

e, £

q\‘ <2 e - e - 1"7 )
PersonaTapplications - - ‘;"f};{-;
1 did not actwe‘ly seek a pos1t1on -
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’ Regardless of whether you have taught since graduation;= -. - -~ -
indicate below the degree to which you feel the Teacher Education . | -
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-In -ordér o -assess-and improve :the Teacher Education Program -
at SIU-C, we;are~conducting>a :survey -among-a select group of - - w ™
Prograni- graduates. TThe -purpose -of this_research is to obtain™ "~ -
your-opinions regarding -the effectiveness of the ‘Program's preparation -
~of teachers. “7::. S TRl Ll v ) S T
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‘Regardless ‘of whether or notyou -have taught since graduation, - . »

"your opinions.-are ‘of ‘the :greatest importance to.us. For this reason R

we-are conducting:this study in a manner-different -from most surveys.. ~
Instead of using a:mail survey .we should i ke :to ‘obtain your response . ...

to the -enclosed .questionnaire by ‘telephones 7« ' TR
ST - . - - B NG S s B e v = -

We should Tike 10 request -that you .read and reflect on-the “items
contained in-the short questionnaire; perhaps you may even wish to~ ..
T FilT it-outs AAnany-event, may we ask-you to keep ‘the questionnaire
‘close :to-thestelephone forthe next few weeks? ~Within the nexte:=¥;".
eennr TOUTMERKS A vEprESENtat ive, of -my, Dffice willAttempt t6 contagtiis T
you_Dy.phone -and:record "your ‘response. T e T TS

T
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I "By-using-this method -we sshall :be .able “to .obtain your valuable-:
~._ .. “input.concerning the Teacher ‘Education- Program. Of .course @il z. %
‘o - ~answerswilizbe.confidential aiid will be.used-only Gn combination wi
“ . " .others-to Form a"composite picturé. .7 "LUEIR NS oo Sy
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Many thanks for your itime and assistance.

Sincerely yoursy . - .-
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Elmer J. ‘Glark, Dean %
_ College of Education_.”
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COMBINATION SURVEY SCHEDULE

Name: Begin End Call
Date Time Time Code

Hello, my name is Eddie and I'm calling from Southern

I]];nois University in Carbondale. -May I please speak 1.

wit ?

I am calling in reference to the yellow Teacher
If not |Education Program Questionnaire which we recently 3.]4
sent. Do _you know if she/he received it? Yes '

at No___ HWell, it is important that I talk to

Education Program Questionnaire which we recently Telephone disconnected--No call back.

home - (sent you. Did you receive it? Yes_ , No___

When do you expect her/him 1. No answer--Call back.
home Jto return? . Fine, I'11 try back 2. Answer--S nct home--Call back.
then. Thank you and good night. 3. Answer--S not live here--Call
4. Answer--S no live here--NO call back-
If ello ? By name is Eddie and I'm 5. Answer--S inconvenient-- Call back at -
calling for the Dean of the College of Education
at to obtain your responses to the yellow Teacher g. S refused to respond--N0 call back.
8.
9.

If rec'd}Good. Could I ask yod to spend a few minutes and
questionjgive me your responses? (GO TO NUMBER 1)

receivedqask you some questions regarding your opinions of the Teacher Education Program at SIU-C. It will take

If not {I'm sorry that you did not receive the questionnaire, however, since I have you on the phone I'd 1like to
questionjonty a few minutes to answer the survey and your answers will help us improve the program.

1. May I ask you---What type of standard teaching certificates do you hold?
Early Childhood » Elementary(K-9) » High School (6-12) » Special (K-12)

2. Since your graduation from SIU, what types of teaching positions have you heid?
A fulltime position? » A parttime position? » A substitute position? » A teacher's aid?

IF NONE HELD GO TO 2B

66 ”

!




COMBINATION SURVEY SCHEDULE (continued)

2A. Are you current]y‘teaching? Yes What is your :current teaching ass1gnment7
No What was your most recent teaching assignment?

(recent position). ]

Excluding student teaching, approximately how many years of teaching experience have yoﬁ had? years., |

2B. Could you te]] me the one reason that you have not taught? Was it because of Homemaking___, Military.
service___, Because of working in industry__ , or working in government __ , because you cont1nued on

in school ___» or that you cuuld .not-find a job teaching___, or the teaching salary was poor |,
OTHER . . .

3

What *is your current occupation? ' ‘ :

Do you feel that the experiences in the Tea_her Education Program at Southérn helpéed you in your
present job?
Yes__ (go to IF SO,) No__ (go to 3)

IF SO, in what way?

f 3. Excluding in-service workshops, approximately how many semester hours of academic work beyond the
Bachelor s degree do you have? hours. . ~

4. What is the highest academic-degree that you ho]d? Bachelor's___, Master's__, Specialist's
Doctorate___

5 1

sy Or

5. Did-you seek any teactiing positions? Yes__ (go to question below) No__ (go to SIXTEEN ITEMS)
How did you seek teaching jobs? )
Through the Placement Services at Southern? _ ,Through a Professional Placement Service?
Through personal app11cat1ons? , Tnrough former teachers?___, Through friends?

OTHER MEANS '

Recardless of whether you've taught since graduation, I'd 1ike to ask you to judge the degree to
which you personally feel capable of performing some teaching activities.




COMBINATION SURVEY SCHEDULE (continued)

1. For instance, how capable do you feel you are when it comes to developing instructional objectives

within the ability ranges of the students?x Do you think that you are Extremely Capable, Very Capable,
Capable, Incapable, Very Incapable, Extremily Incapable; or do you have no opinion about your ability.

____2. How capable do you feel you are in éstab]igﬁing.and maintaining rapport with the students? Extremely
Capable, Very Capable, Capable, Incapable, Very Incapable, Extremely Incapable or do you have no
opinion about your ability?

3. How would 9ou judge your ability to prepare long range course plans and objectives? Extremely CapaB]e,

Very Capable, Capable, Incapable, Very Incapable, Extremely Incapable or do you not have any opinion
about this ability? :

*

Y
4. What about your overall ability to evaluate the results of your teaching endeavors? Do you feel -

, you are Extremely Capable, Very Capable, Capable, Incapable, Very Incapable, Extremely Incapable or
do you not have any opinion?

5. What about your ability to maintain effective classrocem discipline?
6. What about your ability to develop and use a system for evaluating student progress in learning?

7. What about your ability to organize subject matter and instructional activities so that the students
do learn?

: 8. What about your ability to assess the level of student abilities prior to instruction?
9. What about your overall ability to provide, instruction to the studeats?
10. What about your ability to use an appropriate variety of instructional techniques?

_11. What about your ability to deve]bp formal assessment procedures consistent with the instructional
” objectives of the class? )

12. What about your ability to pace the process of instruction according te the responses of the students?

13. What about your overall ability to plan for teaching?

o —14. What about your -bility to motivate the students? : : 71
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COMBINATION SURVEY SCHEDULE (continuad)

15. How capable do you feel you are when it comes to your overaill knowledge in your subject matter?

16. How capable are you in communicating effectivély with the students?

Now using the same activities as before, I'd 1ike you to judge the degree to which you feel the
Teacher Education Program at Southern was satisfactory in preparing you to perform the activities.

1. For instance, how satisfactory was the Teacher Educatiorn Program at Southern in preparing you to
develop instructional objectives within the ability ranges of the students? Extremely Satisfactory,

Very Satisfactory, Satisfactory, Unsatisfactory, Very Unsatisfactory, “xtremely Unsatisfactory or do
r you have no opinion.

2. MHow satisfactory do you feel thie Teacher Education Program was in prébaring you to establish and
maintain rapport with the students? Extremely Satisfactory, Very Satisfgctory, Satisfactory, Un-
satisfactory, Very Umsatisfactory, Extremely Unsatisfactory or No Opinion?

3. How satisféctory was the Program in preparing you to prepare long range course plans and objectives?
Extremely Satisfactory, Very Satisfactory, Satisfactory, Unsatisfactory, Very Unsatisfactory,
Extremely Unsatisfactory or No Opinion?

4. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing your overall ability to evaluate the results of your
teaching endeavors?

. How satisfactory was the Program in prepar%ng you to maintain effective classroom discipline?

6. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing you to develop and use a system for evaluating student
progress in learning?

7. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing you to organize subject matter and instructional
objectives so that the students do learn?

8. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing you to assess the level of student abilities prior
to instruction?




COMBINATION SURVEY ‘SCHEDULE -feontinued)

9. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing your overall ability to provide instruction to the
students? )

10. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing you to use an appropriate variety of irstructional
techniques? S "

11. How‘*satisfactory was the Program in preparing you to de.2lop formal assessment procedures consistent
with the instructional objectives of the class? -

12. How satisfdctory was the Program in preparing you to pace the process of instruction according to
] the responses of the students? ’

Just a few more questions.and we will be finished----

___13. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing your overall ability to plan for teaching?

4. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing you to motivate the students?

___15. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing your overall knowledge of the subject matter?

6. How satisfactory was the Program in preparing you to communicate effectively with the students?'

Do you have any additional comments about the Te%fher Education Program or any reaction to the survey itself?

That completes the survey itself. On behalf of the Dean, let me thank you for giving us your time and your
opinions. Good night. .

SECOND CUT-OFF

Well, again I'd like to thank you for helping us. I really must go now because I have to make several more
phone calls this evening. Again thanks and good night.

THIRD CUT-OFF

I'11 certainly pass on that information, however I really must hang up and make another series of phone calls
tonight. Thanks_so much for your help.

~1
o |




COMBINATION SURVEY SCHEDULE (continued)

FOURTH CUT-OfFF

We could talk all night about this but I simply must hang up.
further.

Drop by the office sometime and we'll talk
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APPENDIX B

DESCRIPTION OF TYPES OF TEACHING POSITIONS
HELD BY THE RESPONDENTS TO THE TEACHER
EDUCATION PROGRAM SURVEY
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TABLE A

Type of Teaching Positions Held By Respondents to the Teacher Education
Program Follow-up Survey According to the Respondents Year of Graduation

9

Type Position Held 1970 1975 Total
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Agriculture

Art

Biological Science
Business

Early Childhood
English

Elementary Education
Foreign Language
General Science
Geography

Health

Home Economics
Language Arts

Math ‘
Music

Industrial Arts
PEM

PEW )
Political Science
Social Studies
Speech

Speech Pathology
Occupational Education
Counseling

Reading Specialist
Subject unknown
Driver's Education
Jr. College
Substitute
Homebound
Teacher's Aide
Kindergarten
Librarian
Administration
Special Ed. (Gen.)
Special Ed. (BD)
Special Ed. (4R)
Special Ed. (LD)
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APPENDIX C

SELECTED COMMi‘INTS RECEIVED FOR THE
FREE-RESPONSE ITEM OF THE TEACHER
EDUCATION PROGRAM FOLLOW-UP- SURVEY
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"Learning about kids in the classroom is a little different from actually

- teaching. I found alot of what I learned at SIU was very idealistic. Also,

I was prepared for an intermediate grade and have found lst grade hard to
adjest to." .

"I believe this program emphasizes too many formal procedures in
teaching and tended to overlook or stress the importance of a student to
teacher type communication before an adequet academic atmosphere can be
established."

"I feel more emphasis should be: placed on classroom. discipline and
subject matter instead of concepts." .

"More attention should be placed on actual classroom situations. Either
as direct experience or lectures by long standing teachers, specially the
lower abilities .group." ’ . : i\\

""Stop advising male students that they will have no problem in finding
jobs ~ it is not true! I was advised this way for years and men who are 4n
school are still being advised this way. There are very few jobs available ~
regardless if you're male or female.” .

“The teaching program is relatively fine. My point is that the student,
himself, is what will make good or bad, teacher. Anyone, wnractically, can
learn the academics of education. But, for example, some people aren't
disciplinarians, or some people have a problenm communicating -~ the list is
endless ~ it all goes ‘back to well-roundedness is what will probably produce
the best teacher." - / )
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"I would like to see the supervising teacher% in high schools to some
how be qualified for what they are doing. Many student teachers have bad
experiences of teaching because of poor supervising teachers in the schools
they student teach in."

"The program needs to limit the undergrad acceptance no. Students need
to be required to participate in extracurricular activities in their own field."

"I found 2 courses to be a total waste of time and of no use to me in the
field of teaching. They are the Fequired courses: "Philosophy of Education
(30s)" and "History and Principles of Secondary Education'. A reevaluation of
course contents and course objectives would be definitely beneficial to the
Education Program." .

"Re: Survey. I feel this type of rating does not actually justify overall
preparation of the T.E.P, I would suggest, if possible, a multiple choice
questionnaire survey to obtain practical effects of the program at S.I1.U.-C.
Please contact me for further assistance."

“The most effective Teacher training I received was from my co-operating

Teacher ~ not from the Uni." o

"“The Teacher Education Program at SIU-C does not teach the techniques on
the middle pages. The professors do not even.teach by the methods they. try to
learn to the college students." i
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"I see that a general First Aide Course should be mandatory in the
Teacher Ed. Program. A Teacher must be prepared to handle First Aide
emergencies in her class. This is a good questionnaire. I'm glad something
is being done about the TEP."

"I returned to SIU-C to fufill requirements (state) for a B.D. certifi-
cate. I found the two courses nearly irrelevant and poorly taught. Most
students feel the teaching staff neads some upgrading. More real recent
classroom experience by prof's would be a necessity. Also, 1€5s stress on
their research and more importance placed on educating college students in
their classes." -

"This survey is jusc 3 yrs. too late. I ‘think its .effectiveness_should
be utilized to the highest degree. I find that my graduate courses don't
begin to compare w/ my undergraduate courses. They (grad) are extremely easy."

"I feel more instruction in learning center type activities is needed
and more instruction in motivational techniques.”

"No amount of ‘classwork can prepare you for the daily work and situations
of teaching. So many of my low marks for my preparation are not critical
of the program but of the inability to prepare people to measure up to the
job. S.TI.U., as most of the staté schools, is Qasically producing a more
liberal and careless lst year teacher than many school systems would like to
see. Get tough!" =

"The survey is not too bad but of course ones assessment of oneself_
will always be a little higher than the truth. The Teacher Education Prograt.
wheh 7 went through it was not practical what so ever. It must be practical
to be reicvant.” ’ .

"I think more special communication skills should be experienced by
education students, as well as interpersonal relations. It is not so much
how much one knows but héw well he presents it. Also, a educator should be
exposed to a variety of challenging (unsuré) situ.fions -~ so that he/she
will-not be afraid to try new methods of teaching a particular subject.
Sometimes, a classroom becomes too secure a surrounding and lecture or
discussisn too secure methods: create challenging situations without the _
threat of failure."

"I personally am a more capable teacher (also z more capable social
persor) in a non-traditional, experiential setting; capabilities which the
SIU-C teacher education program didn't especially help me to develop. I
feel that the entité educational perspective (goals, methods, approaches)
K-16 needs an overhall consistent with today's and tomorrow's social-
ecological needs, beginning with Dewey's philosophy and toward a world view
of interaction and interdependence. There is more than one kind of 'class-
room", which this survev doesn't get at - although it probably does reflect
the predominant situation of 4-walls ~ alasg'"

"The Program does not give a student enough of "real werld" experience."
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"I feel one of the best programs SIU has is the observation in the
classroom- & if at all possible it should be done a. the school where the
student teacher will be, & he should do his observation the semester before
he student teaches or at least with the students he will be in contact
with when he student teaches." .

"I feel that the teacher education program is very adequate."

"Getting a teaching job is extremely difficult! Reduce General Studies
requirements to absclute minimum, Classroom experienc< should be at
maximum possible level. No one can learn without this experience! I would
have many more questions for my teachers now that I have had teaching
experience. Have classroom experience:concurrent with course work."

Lo
"My major field or study gave me the necessary knowledge of subject

matter but Teacher Ed. Program at SIU-C did no: equip me with the tools to, .

convey my knowledge tc students. In my situation I learned by the seat of
my pants in front of a class while student teaching."

"I feel it is lécking in the basics but too strong on ."fun and games".
Such as in elem. lang. «its all I learned was to make puppets rather than
how to teach the skiils.” :

"There seems to be littie corelation-between success in Ed. courses +
success in teaching - more experience with children as early as possible is
badly needed.”

"I believe more and better supervisors are needed in your student
tggching program. The majority are very ineffective. Perhaps old agé‘T§
a factor."”

"I feel as though the Teacher Education Program at SIU is one of: the
best in the country. The skills I acduired while a student have served
me well in my career thus far."

"The T.E.P.. at SIU-C needs courses in discipline. Many students,.
including myself, become baffled when faced with a discipline problem.
Effective techniaues would, in my opinion, be highlv helpful.”

"I feel that S.I.U.'s education program as improved tremendouslv since
my freshman year was in 1971-72."

"8. Law prohibits examination of student records. 15. Lack of
preparation to teach grammar, mythology, composition. Well prepared for
literature, short story, novel, poetry. A longer period of student
teaching (covering more content) would have been very valuable. Several
problems with judment is final grades for student.. Atho teachers in
system don't follow a rule or formyla but judge by other means. So what
is the beginning teacher to do?" :

"I would have liked more actual experience with teaching during
college. Also the counciling I received was not helpful. I 2nded up
graduating too limited in what I can teach."
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"My Student-Teaching course and a beginning Math course were the only -

- to courses that had any influence oa my teaching skills.”

"I think a practical course on classroom discipline for elementary
students would be beneficial to prospective and current teachers. Not a
behavior modification type approach. I think discipline, and not instruction,
is the difficult aspect of teaching. I love to teach, but I get tired of
thinking of ways to discipnline those children who would rather cause trouble
instead of learning something. Time spent on discipline is too often time
wasted!" X

"I am very pleased with the education I received from the physical
education department. It's been six years since I graduated and I still
feel confident in the training I received."

"1 feel more practical experience of some kind should be developed.

Since I do not know all the problems involved in serving more practical
experience at SIU.-C then I cannot offer anv alternatives. Thank vou."

"I feel the student teaching program should be changed. You should

spend some time in additional school - not all semester in one school."

"I would 1like to see a student in the Teacher Education Program receive
more practical classroom (student teaching) experience. The theory from
classroom work is not always the best way.to learn.”.

"I feel it was hard to relate to a class of college age students doing
a lesson for primary level. There teally is no comparison on doing a mock
lesson and real class presentation."

"Big thing was the fact that beginning teachers salary $7800/yr.
Flunkie Coal Miner $24,000/yr. - Which way would you go?"

"Unfortunate.y, we are not prepared for teaching through our college
experiences. 1 learned how to be an effective teacher when I obtained my
first job."

"Actual teaching experience helped me improve and develope teachingz
methods & means of evaluation & asses;pent. My main complaint -vas that we
were not sufficiently taught to deal %/ inner city discipline problems -

mn

I learned the hard way!

"I feel least adequat in teaching reading (which is most importar:) and
feel SIU-C did very little to prepare ma2 for this task."

"The education dept was established sufficiently but not as innovative
in Jnstruction as the need when actually before the class . Television has
changed the whole attitude of today's student and approaches to education is
almost within the acting business."

"I felt well prepared from SIU, but I hope I continue to improve tirough
experience."

"The teacher educ. program was in no way helpful to me. All I've
learned about teaching has been through experience. I cannot even remember

=8 course or a teacher from SIU."
3
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"Placement Svcs is very useful.: After completing military svc, I may
return to SIU for a Masters late next yr."

"It has been seven years since I graduated and I realize times &
things do change. However, many times I have thought that theory at €.I.U.
was -good - but practical - can use in the classroom left mucl to be desired.
I feel more time in a classroom besides student teaching and ideas - files
of them & making games etc. - especially if training for K-6! I remember
spending hours in an IM course splicing pictures that could not be even a
1/16 of an inch off. I got an A in the course - but it was ridiculous a
primary teacher doesn't have time. Teaching students tips on how to get a
job once their out is an art in itself. I moved 4 times & know how I
approached the position is why I got the job & (in one case 100's didn't)."

"The more chances for "in the class" experience - aids, student
teaching, or one day/week per cuarter type work - the better. Class work
in education is, of course, important but getting in and working with the
children teaches you alot’in a short time."

<

"The T.E.P. at SIU should provide more coursee in exceptionality and
insist that every teacher grad. have a basic competency in teaching this
type student."” .

"I feel the area which needs the most improvement is in the inetruction
of classroom discipline. The major problem in our classrooms today is lack
of discipline by the teacher. After being away from H.S. teaching for four"
years, I now substitute for our jinior high, & the lack of order in the
classroom is appalling! There can be no learning unless there is order.

The Teaching Prep courses offered no suggestions as to this matter, ° one
is thrust into a sometimes unpleasant situation. Good rapport can be
established oniv after respect for a higher authority is recognized."

"Asis probably true of most professions, I learned morée about actually
teaching my first year than I did in Southerns Teacher Ed. Program."

"I sincerely hope the Teacher Education program has improved since I

went through~it," .

“The Programs in Education should be taught more realistic. It should
prepare future teachers for what they will really face, especially in an
intercity area. Any new white teacher coming to teach in Chicago must be
prepare to teach in a black school."

"The validity of this questionaire may be questionable because many of
us (I.E. S.I.U. Grads) are in teaching positions which are off certific (te.
In my case I am in an 8th. grade self-contained situacion which I'm not
pleased with. My real qualifications are H.S. Social Scudies & needless to
say I couldn't buy a job with that certificate."

"Student teachin- was the most valuable part of my educartion. More
time should be spent in the classroom, observing and participating."”

"I had some great professors in the School of Home Econemics, such as
Dr. Keenan, who taught prartical things of value in the classroom. I feel
T was better prepared for teaching than the average graduate from the college
of education, or from another Unive:51tv;f
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“Student teaching was really the only beneficial program that helped
prepare one for a teaching assignment. - liowever I really feel only actual
‘teaching experience helps prepare one."

".1ave the students wcrk more in a classroom situation than just when
they student teach. Do more with ‘' 'scipline procedures; i.e. how to deal
with the disruptive child, hyperactive child, arrogant child, the un-
disciplined child from home, bullies etc. I found mv st. tcaching my most
profitable of my college days. Do more with kids is the best education for
anyone who wants to be a teacher. Teaching is not an easy profession these

days!

"Feel I received a good education at SIU. Many of the education courses
were not very useful. Need instructors who "have been there'" i.e.; have
actually taught in ele. or sec. schools rather than PH.D.'s who have their
experience thru books. Courses taught by PH.D.'s who had taught were tauch
more helpful in teaching.”

"The mest valuable courses were student teaching, and other courses
in which you could apply & test your knowledge in realistic situations;
and those at 400 & 500 levels. N.I.U. has a successful "Junior Farticipant
Program', National College teachers "Teacher Effectiveress Training" -
Excellent! These programs could help fill in some of the gaps."

"It has been 2 years since I even substituted so it is hard to ariswer
a lot of the questions in the middie of the page. Overall I thouzht the
physical education program was excellent. I enjoved it very muct my
experience @ SIU." =

"Training teachers is a very complicated process which did not prepare
me for the degradated position which I was placed in. The pay is below
subsistance level and the teacher is expected to perform miracles for this
meager pay. Because of the lack of pay I went back to college and heartly
recommend to.zll peorle that I tind on the course to teaching to veer.”

"I feel Southern gives vou a good foundation for the fundamentals of
teaching; but as far as discipline and communication with students is con-
cerned; I feel that the only way to get this 15 through exparience, 1 also
felt the program that put you in a teaching situation was excellent. FEx.
The one where we put 2 hrs. a week at a school.”

"I feel that the addition of the pre-student teaching courses, such as
302, has been a very valuable additiou to the program at present. 1 believe
I could have benefited from such a program had it existed 6 years ago. 1In
general, I feel that I was adequately prepared in the program that existed
then." -

"I am glad S.I.U. is taking this survey. ‘Basically I feel that the
education program was very satisfactory as far as classroom instruction.
At the time I was in school, there wasn't much opportunity for actual class=
room experience except student teaching. I feel that this would have been
more bereficial to me." -
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“A T.E.T. program (Teacher Effectiveness Training) course should be
a part of the preparation for teachers. This course has help me and many
others very much in dealing with students! (Very practical)™

"Depending on the length of Teacher experience, these responses will
vary greatly. Unless these variables are going to be cross-tab with years
of experience, etc, this is not going to be a good test. I really don't
feel S.I1.U. prepared me for teaching, especially .in areas of discipline,
professional organizations, laws that affect teachers, etc."

"Teaching methods at S.I.U. have had nearly no impression on me. Unless
it has changed drastically in the past 6 yrs. needs some renovation. The
affective areas of student-teacher relationships needs more emphasis; a need \
for more concern of student's and teacher's feelings.":

"I feel I was not exposed to enough varieties and mechods for teaching
reading in the primary grades."

"I feel that my preparation for the field of media librarianship under
the guidance and instruct.on of the teachers in the Instructional Materials
Dept. at SIU-C wds excellent."

YB.S. program — too heavy on theory - not enough practical - M.3.
program much better."




