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_A. - General Teacher Pducation Information Survey N :

tenure policies; and governance procedures. °

/I.' TNTRODUCTION

§

The Joint Executive and Iégislative Task Force on Teacher Education
Quality Improvement was established by the 1982 Iegislature to initiate a
systematic and comprehensive study of teacher preparation programs and make
policy recommendations related to improving the quality of teadher education.
The legislative intent encouraged teacher educators to critically review
current practices and to examine where improvements can and should be made so
that teacher preparation will provide quality curriculum and teaching methods
designed "to enable schools to meet the challenges of the 2lst century."

Central to the Task Force effort and the development of specific recom-
mendations on preservice teacher education programs was the counsel from
faculty, program chairpersons, and deans and directors of teacher education
programs in Florida. Subsequently, surveys were developed to secure this
information and were distributed to: i

1. -Deans; directors, and chairpersons of appréved teacher education
programs.in Florida; - -

2. Chairpersons of the eletentary, secondary and exceptional student ’
education programs at each institution; and

3. All teacher education program faculty members in both public and
private colleges and universities. ’ )
. This report represents a compilation and analysis of the three ty?es of

surveys. Copies of each of these five surveys appear in the Appendix.”

Description of Surveys . v ' ,/_/(

e
The dean,. director, or chairperson of the teacher education rograﬂ{ vas
asked to provide profiles of both faculty and students; the instytution's
standards for admission, selection, #d retention of students; p ion and

-\

B. Department Chairperson.Information Surveys ERE g
Each chairperson pof elementary, secondary, and exceptional
education programs was sent a separate survey and asked to identify specific
program components and* provide information on the clinical aspects of the
program including, early field opportunities, public school involvement and
student teaching experiences. . ‘
N ~ )
C. PFaculty Information Survey t .
Individual faculty members were asked.to supply data on their A
professional background and experiences, and involvement in staff development
activities.  In addition, they were asked to describe promotion and*tenure and
policy making procedures on their campuses with regard to curriculum and
program changes. - Finally, they were offered an opportunity to provide ideas,
suggestions, and comments-which they had for teache'a; education program
improvements. ) s

v
/
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/
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Digsemination/Response »

All surveys were mailed to the dean, director, or chairpei}:éon of tha
Deans were asked to digssemi-
ir institutions, To protect

teacher education program on Novenber 19, 1982.
TBON suxveys at
individual faculty anonymity, the faculty survdy was returned directly to Task

nate the faculty and cha

Force staff. The chairperson and dean surveys were directed to be returned
from the dean's office. The due date for all surveys was December 21st. The
short timeline in which to respond was considered critical ag the final Task
Force report was due to the legislature on March 1, 1983 and the survey data
needed to be analyzed and incorporated into prelimifdary findings and
recommendations by Task Force staff. Unfortunatcly, the brief time period
field~tested sufficiently, which cauged
significant difficulty in interpreting certain items. These problems are

also prevented the survays from being
cited in the section which follows.

As noted in the summary chart below, responses to the survey were secured
from 81 percent of the teacher education program directors, 70 percent of the

program chairpersons, and 44 percent of the preservice teacher education

faculty.

“ FLORIDA'S TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS

RESPONSE TO TASK FORCE SURVEYS*

Barry College . . . « + . . .
Bethune-Cookman College . .

Biscayne College. . . . . .

Eckerd College. . . . . . .

Edward Waters College . . .

Flagler College . . . . . .

Florida A & M University. .

Florida Atlantic University
Florida Institute of Technology
Florida International University
Florida Memorial College. . .
Florida Southern-College.
Florida State University.
Jacksonville University .
Nova University . . . . .
Palm Beach Atlantic College
Rollins College . . . . . .
Saint Ieo College . . . . .
Stetson University. . . . .
Univetsity of Central Florida
University of Florida . . . .
University of Miami . . . . .
University of North Florida . .
University of South Florida .-

.
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.
.
.
.
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University of West Florida.
University of Tampa . . . .
Waxner Southern College . .

.
.
-
-
.
.
.
.
.
L]
.
.
2
S
.
.
.
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II. DATA REPORTING hND OOMENVIAKRY

A, General Teacher Education Information Survey

Co This survey was omplewd by either a dean, director, or chair of a
v state-approved teacher education program in Florida, 2As indicatéd in the
. chart on the previous page, twenty~two of the twenty-geven teacher education

program directors re:apomledt
Faculty Profile - Démoqraphics
" 1. Full-time faculty in the Departrents/Colleges/Schools of Education:

posistant 182  Associate 304 Full 302 Total 788
Tenured 743  Private instltutions 123 Public institutions 665

2. Nunber of full-time #aculty involved in teaching any preservice teacher
, preparation courses: .
. hssistant 169  bszociate 263 Full 263 Total 695
Tenured 564%  Private institutions 90 Public institutions 605

3. Of the faculty involved in teaching in the preservice teacher preparation
program, nurber goft lines:s 15 . . a4

4. Nurber of adjunct faculty teaching preservice tracher education courses:
Doctorate 51 Masters 130 Total 181

5. Nunber of faculty directly invol\}ed in supervising student teachers:
Full-time 332  Adjunct 13  Tenured 232

6. Humber of faculty ifivolved in activities organized through Teacher

Education Centers: “ ) .
private ,institutions 44  Public institutions 627 -

7. Number of faculty trained to participate in the Beginning /Teacher Programs:
186 :

#68 of the 564 represents an estimated percentage of the University of Florida
faculty since specific data was not reported.

CCMMENTARY ¢

Tn analyzing the demographic data provided on faculty it vas surprising
to learn that 95 percent of the full-time faculty were reported to be tenured
(747 out &f 788). However, a comparison of full-time faculty to thope. s i s
involvquixhg pres;s:rvice teacher preparation programs reveals a discrepancy in
the dath dported by the deans and directors; that is, of the 695 faculty
reported as being involved in preservice teacher preparation, only 564 or 81
percent were reported as being tenured. This inconsistency suggests thgt the
Department of Education should periodically solicit and verify demographic .
data on ‘teacher education faculty at Florida's public and private Y ~
postsecendary institutions.

Private institutions appear to be utilizing adjunct faculty to a greater
extent than public institutions. For example, thirty-:eight percent. of the

8 S
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full~time facultyvaln private institutions were reported as adjuncts as opposed
to 16 percent at public institutions. This disparity is even greater when

camparing adjunct faculty in preservice teacher prmtim - 45 percent «t
private institutions; 15 percent at public institu .

Forty-eight percent of the preservice teacher education program faculty
were reported as being involved in supervising student teachers. Hosever,
only 41 percent (232 out of 554) of these faculty were reported to be tenured.
In other words, it appears that the widely held belief that low ranking '
faculty are responsible for supervising student teachers as reported on this
survey holds true for Florida's teacher education programs. However, it
should be noted again that there appears to he an inconsistency in the data

. reported on tenured faculty in this category as well.

Public institutions reported that they were involved to a greater degree
in Teacher Bducation Centers (THC) than private institutions. Only 44 out of
123 faculty members from private institutions were reported as being involved
in TBC activities. Several public institutions stated that liberal arts
faculty were also included in the total nunber yeported.

j Finally, only 24 percent of the full-time faculty were reported to be
trained to participate in ‘the gagiming Teacher Program. This low percentage
is expected to increase as the survey was conducted during the first few
months of the_implementation of the Reginning Teacher Program. -

Staff Development

1, Staff development activities (listed in order of frequency):* .
a. Sabbaticals
b. Redirection/Retraining Activities
c. Professional meetings, workshops, seminars
’ d. Research and Development grants . o
‘ e. Personal professional development opportunities.

2. Are faculty required to participate in staff development activities:
Yes 33 Mo G6% |

*It should be noted that the training to participate in the Beginnirg Teacher
Program could also be considered a staff development activity.

Student Profiie

1., .Mean score on SBT/ACT for entering teachef g?hmg,m gqxﬁ}daws:
. SAT Mean .= 934 (14 institutions responded:~ § AR} 5 privater -
Range = 858 to 1104 Lo

ACT Mean = 20 (12 institutions responded -9 puﬁiic; 3 private),\
Range = 18 to 22

1

2. SAT scores for students entering teaching preparation programs.
. Bpproximately 27 percent of respondents (or 6 private institutions)
\ did not provide this information, Of those who responded, the
~ following range represents the percentage of students each
™ institution reported having at each level: -

3
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SAP Soores SaT Sonres

Fall 1981 -Fall 1982
) Eelow 835 1-14% Below B39 -i2e
_ 835 ~ 899 16-80% .835 ~ 899 2-83%
‘o 900 - 999 "10-57% 900 - 999 8-58% .
’ 1000 - 1099 2-43% 1600 - 1099  2-36% &
v 1100 or above  1-23% . 1100 or ebove 1-23% :

3. ACT-scores for students entering teacher education programs.
Rpproximately 41 percent of ‘the regpondents (or 9 private ) ,

institutions) did not provide this information. “Of thoze who
responded, the following range in percentages was p:ovidgd:

ACT Scores ACT Scores
Fall 1981 Fall 1982
16 or below 3= 33% 16 or below 1-25%
17 - 19 18-100% T 17 - 19 27-97% .
20 - 23 1~ 45% 20 - 23° . 2-53% '
. 24 - 27 4~ 35% 24 - 27 11-30%
28 - 30 2~ 6% 28 - 30 . 3-14%
31 or above 0% 31 or above 0% .
. ‘4. Cumlative grade point ayerage of junior ievel students enrolled in
teacher preparation proggams. . "
" hpproximately 41 pepcent of respondernits (or 9 private institutions)
did not provide this information. Of those who responded, the
y following range in percentages was provided: /
GPA - GPA . /
Fall 1981 » Fall 1982 °
1.9 or below 3-33% « 1.9 or below 1~ 7%
2.0 - 2.4 8-40% . 2.0 ~ 2%4 7-66%
2.5 -~ 2.9 - 23-54% 2.5 -~ 2.9 22-54% /
3.0 - 3.4 5~-40% . 3.0~ 3.4 10-46%
3.5 or abgve 4-45% 3.5 or_cbove 5~29% v,
\ -
5‘1’,‘,1' ' ) 1Y
e ST OO MEXTTARY : ) ’
TARAL St I DR A
Several private institutions indicated that this data was either not’
available or not readily obtainable. It was surprising to note that the data
.reported on the rean SAT/ACT score for entering teacher education candidates
- exceeded those required for admission to Florida's teacher education programs
) (835/17) and far exceeded those reported in recent naticnal studies by Weaver
’ ‘ (1979) and Vance and Schlechty (1982) to be characteristic of teacher o
. candidates. Acoording to the Educational Testing Service,”in 1981, the v
‘ average SAT score for college bound seniors intending to study in education
was 809, - . ,




. Stmﬁa.rds for AGnission, Selection, and Repention of Teac}‘ér Candidates

1., ADMISSION INTO PROGRAMS K g *
a. Doadz'ﬂssxmreqtﬁmmtumzceediBBScns&Toﬁg 17 on ACT required by
SBER 6A~5.62? i
- 90% of, respondents indicated they do rat. v

b, If studenhsr&o not meet minimum admission score, is remediation
Yes 708  No 30% ’ -
Types of Remediation n recamended: )
Basic gkills course - 173
. Pemediation Labs - 11%
Tutorial -~ 8%
Counseling - 8%
No response -~ 56%

c. Percentage of students for which SAT/ACT requirements have been
waived,

Responses ranged from 1-12%. Eig’hty percent of the respmdenta
indicated less than|a 5% waiver. .

d. Criteria used in determinaticn to waive *\&aissz.m requirements:
GPA evaluation - 17%
Pdmissicns committee recamendation -~ 128
Proximity of test scores to cut-off levels -~ 7%
Miscellanecus ~ 16%
No response - 47% : .

€. Additional admissions requirments into teacher education program:
Overall GPA - 35%
Satji sfactory campletion of prerequisites and comrse ocampletaon -
17%

Screening Tést of Basic Skills ~ 15% ‘ ,

. Ongoing advisement — 128
Miscellaheous ~ 14%
No response ~ 7%

*

£. Will GIAST alter current requirements?

Yes 3§% No 508  No response 15% . *
2. SCREENING PND PLACEMENT { /

a. Procedures used for screening candidates: |
ACT/SAT criteria - 25%
General department evaluation/adviserment - 20%
GPA criteria -~ 15% :
Miscellaneous -~ 28% - "
No response - 12% _ . ,




iw

* *
v,

- tion is effective,

b. Ongoing evaluative procedures/ screening mechaplsms: R
. Advisement/cbservation - 42% '
" .GPA maintenance » 30%. . . .
Systematic process of probation, dismiseal = 7%
Miscellaneous - 14% T @«
Mo response - 7% -, .

-

3, EXIT ZND RETENTION C— e :
a. . Attrition rate for students leaving the teacher education program: -
Responses ranged from 2% to 40%; 35% provjded no response. . -
Of - those who leave, percentage whi¥h, éxit due to failure to meet
~ academic requirements: ' C
Respeonses ranged from 1% to°100%; 35% provided no résponsa,
Percentage exit to other fields: . ) _ '
Responses ranged £ram 0% -to 80%;, 40% provided no response.
! X . .
> “b. Do you require college of education exit tests?
- Yes 308 No 65% No Response 5%

*Types of Tests . ) ;
Proficiency/Ability tests - 15% - T
\ " Carpetency tests - 10% . ¢ ’ 1‘
_Student teaching as an assessment - 10%8. . . .
Mock Teacher Certification Examination -~ 5% L

' “
c. Percentdge of students which pasg exit examination on first
attempt: ' L
fesponses ranged from 11% ko 100%.
i Are successive attenmpts allowed? ' ‘ . ‘

_Yes 408 No 108 Mo Response 30% oy

If Yes, how many? ' ] . . .

. Responses ranged from 1 to 6 times. . , BRI

d. Percentage of graduates passirg the .Florida Teacher Certification
Examination-on a first attenpt in 1981-83. d .
Responses ranged from 4aD% to 100%. - ) .
COMMENTARY 2 . . ' _ . L ‘
Colleéas; of Education appear to be heavily involVed in.tHe remediatz.cm. of
students who ‘do not meet entrance criteria. There s not appear to be
uniform procedures adross institutions for the scx and placeffent of
teacher education candidates. A basic assunption by each dean and .
director, however, is that the screening necharus:g implemented at the ingtitu-
» a . ) X v ) ) .
Ppproximately, thirty percent ofr the institutions responding reported a
college of -education exit examination ini addition to the Florida Teacher
Certification m;mnaticn. This percentage was higher than expected.
;/ - 2 4 . ’ . A J
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Pramoticn and Salary ’ - -
R Reoam\endatlons to mprove salary and pramotion system at your institu- \

)

|

|

\

tion: f
Higher tuition subsidies (pr;wate school’s) = 15% P
More flexible criteria for prarotmn and salary assessment of service
. oriented faculty - 10% . '
Retain as is -.5%¢ ' . .
Miscell s = 13% .o - 4 o |

. No response ~ 5% ¢! . S T j |

/ ¢ !
Goveg*g’ ce ‘. ) s < R ‘ .{
1, Is there a forhal group at vour institution charged with respons:blllty -
for making major policy decisions. effecting change in teacher education
programs and curriculum? |
» Yes  90% No 10% - : .
-~ - |
2, The fonral palicy group includes representatlves of (Percentages indicate |
the percentage of time an item was checKed): |
*  95% department/college/school of education faculty |
. \ 0%+ departnent/college/school of education admipistrators i
.55% liberal arts faculty ~ ‘
65% liberal arts administrators |
$. institution level administrators " N
5% teachers : ) d . : l
58 State Department of Education representdtive L7
65% others ¢ .
"3, E.(anples of majo:: changes wade by pollcy group within the last "2 year
(Percentages indicate the percentage of time an item was identified):
raded - 20%

-

. Basic skills entrance requirement -
T~ Program restructured ~ 10§ « -
None - 10% .
aNo response » 15% .
Miscellaneous ~:18%
: e .
4, ,Are the majorlty of changes made m&a&er
institution the <xesult of this group s activity?
Yes 55% No 30% No respecrise 15%

If No, what are major or forces? :
State'marstates, special task force decisions, and universy
administtative action were cited. Seventy percent d:ch not respo to

7 thls questlcn.

F

_ 5. Fo::nal mechanism o encourage c:’o'llaborate planning -
’ a. Between teacher education programss: ‘ .
. Department meetings and teacher educatlcm advisory camittess
_were aited with equal frequency, 30% promded no response.

b. Between teacher education progtams and public qchools'
Teacher Education Centers and- faculty servxce in schoal d:.qtrlcts

|
| were cited; 20% -provided no response. .
It B K i :' . ‘. _l 3 \




, c. Between education faculty :and liberal arts faculty:
. ...College of education and university councils, meetings and the
. uInversRy senate were Jdentlfxed, 20% provided no response.

6. Recommendations J.d..nta.fled to ut\pro\’@ policy mam.ng in teacher education:
More effective use of resources - 5% ° . oA

Carrent policy works well ~ 7% .
Develoginent of Teacher Education Adv:xsory, Ccrrma.ttee - 5%

r More autonomy and academic freedom - ;
None - 5% .
Miscellarecus - 30% - \ . T,

. No-response -43% O /
COMMMENTARY: e o A .

Most of the deans, directors and chairs of teacher education programs wio
responded helieved that the formal policy body includes a broad representation
of administrators, faculty, students, teachers, and state officials. The
issue of governance was also addressed on the faculty survey which is
d:l.scussed later in this report. . )

!




,“ college/department/school, of education chairpersons responsible for
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B. De‘é:t:mnt Chairperson Information Surveys S
. These surveys were directed to both public and private -

programmatic supervision off the three major program areas: Elementary,
» and Exceptional Student Education. .

The questionnaires were desighed to focus on four specific substantial
camponents which embody the professional pedagogical training given to teacher
candidates so thak a general profile of the process of teacher education at
each’ institution could be developed. The four component areas examined
represented those identified in the legislation as being of concern. These
were: .

-

>

1) "the availability of pedagogical subject/topic coverage within course
~ offerings . .
2} the nature of the clinical (campus-based) experience within each
program . ,
3) the nature of the early field (school-based, short duration, return

t

%0 campus) experience ,
4) the student teacher (internship) experience.

This data has been aggregat\ed and arranged ¥n a narrative style to
provide a general characterization of the teacher education experience at .
Florida's public and private institutions. On many of the responses, ~Astitu-
tional and program variation seem to.be'the rule, not the exception.
Variations seem to reflect judicious use of physical and human rescurces and
each institution's unique relationsHip to its commnity. Comments have been
made noting the range of responses offered. In general, however, responses
seemed to cluster in patterns suggesting uniformity across institutions within
similar program areas and within instigutions across prograx\ areas as well.

The data will be reported and analyzed below within the camponent areas
and subdivided into elementary education, secondary education, and exceptional
student education programs. Nineteen institutions responded to the elementary
program survey; twenty institutions responded to the secondary program survey;
ard fifteen institutions responded to the exceptivnal student program survey.

Subject Area Coverage

ELEMENTARY (Tablé 1)

From Table I, it ¢an be seen that ost of the major subject area or
topical issues are addressed to same extent within program coursework. The
heaviest subj emphasis across institutions seems to be placed upon contem-
porary issues, quality ass@ssment, classroom organization and management,
evaluation, planning, and student behavior management, which perhaps, could be
considered as the core of conventional pedagogical practice. Other areas _
recéived almost as much attention ~ learning disabilities, milticultural
education, and Pi~142 - ostensibly reinforced by statuatory support for
coverage in these areas. Expanding interest in computer education,
educational technology, global education, and inner city education reflect an
interest by teacher educators to enhance prospective teacher's sensitivity to
contemporary social and technical issues in schooling and education.

S 15 )
_ s, L
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! - k\ TABLE 1 : '
’ ELEMENTARY EDUCATION : .
{= 1 5.49"% of course ume spent on subject ) '
2 50 100™ of course tme Lpent on subject, . - i) ,
a
SENREINNRE NI HIME
r |3 s|8l8l 215 31213 ol3ld|E|E|ala8SlalE]n
13 Cumtemyporary IZ.SuuTu in Educ ahon 1 1 1211 ] 211 21211 11211 21211 2
21 Computer Literacy * 1{11.f212 i 212 . 2 2
3t Econmmee Eduration O IR AR U AR 111 111 1 1
© 4y School Law " 1 ] 1 1 1 214 | ! 1 1 1
8)  Evveonmentat Edur ston . i1 1t 111 1 : 1411 {1}
61 Sex Educgbon : 111 1 , 1 111 a1 .
71 Muttaatiarat Educatan EEEREENEEE 111 241 1] 1112
8 Urban Innes oty Education 111 111142 113 211 1] , 1 {1
I B Leaning disabilities 1111111211t IR ERE: 112 1{11}1212
10 Counwboy b lassramp feachers 11 I 1 1 2
11 Givhal Inbrrsational Educdton 1 111 1 1 LI B B O
123 Tegolior siesivs burnout ISR IR I IR N IR I I AR 111t Tl .
13) Fducatanal Technolugy 1 1 ;\\'i b 1 212 1 1 1 2
14)  Assr nament af qualidy o0 texts 1121111 11 41114 1 1111t 1
18 Claatoum Qrganeaban and Admundtifion 21 11211 11}t i i1 2111
16; Evalualur BEREAENEE 21272 1 T2 f2f1i21]2
171 Verbai ard Do o tha! Cummane gbon I TR T R T R A OO B O 2 211 N EEERERARRE
J38r Pocritaten of sabigect matter ) ‘A ERERERERE 21112 2 SEREERERERERER
19) Buiiggeat Eddut stion 1 L2t 2111 iy ) 1
201 Manageamot o Statont Bir eior NEBERERERE NENERERE BEREREREREREL
213 Cournework planmng = 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1~ . 1 1 1
22y « Gilted Stude nt Eduratior rivjvj2qt 1t{1j1 |1 11211 11141
* 23 PL 94 132 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ) 1 1 st 1 1 2
] M ny (2 ' {2)
h ] L% ’ )
£ No tenponses givele - ;
(e f-':j-‘ﬂfihgvx not Awnlable ¢ - 1 6 /




12 b

E2S

SECCNDARY (Tablei/ _ : | B ¢

, . - 4
The most heavily emphasized topic coverage appears to be in the areas of:
contemporary issues, industrial technology, classroam organization,
evaluation, presentation of subject matter, and management of student A}
. behavior. The least emphasized areas are econamics, sex edycation, glcbal and .
international education, and teacher stress. Computer-literacy appears to be :
sparsely considered across institutions, but it appears that strong emphasis
, is given to it where and when it is addressed in the course of studies.

It must be mentioned that many of these subjects are covered in multiple
course offerings and the stipulated level of emphasis noted on the table is
subject to variation in practice and should not be viewed as an absolute

+ level. As general trends, however, they do suggest that the breadth of \
subject information convent:.onally perceived as appropriate and necessary for |
adequate profe531onal preparation is indeed extensive. Adecuate coverage of

such areas requires a substantial commitment of time apd resources if they are
to be done well. The' level of coverage depicted in Table 2 may strike a .
satisfactory balance for same. However, if policy makers and teacher ’
educators continue to expect that this mixture of course content should form
the basis for future teacher education programs, then no additional subjects
should be placed on the program's curriculum agenda. Furthermore, this
pedagogical camponent f teacher education may have to be compressed to . ,
address these issues more efficiently and effectively. Otherwise institutions
may have to thinh out the range of offerings and devote singular emphasis to
those areas that will give the greatest return in terms of teacher excellence.




o .
- TABLE 2 .
. SECONDARY EDUCATION :
'
1 5.49% of course time spent on subject
.2 = 50 100% of course tims spent on subject ‘ -
- L} h ..
' - o & + £
: . ‘ al o 2 N ;- el c |31 E
' AR NHAHREHHEBHEHS HEE
‘ wiolofDlujidlzZz]ldjujd|c|jlajjd|jw|joojn|ld|{>D
1) Contemporary Issues i Education 1 1211212111242 |1}2 1z ] | 2
2) Computer Literacy 11242 2 112 2 . ) 2. 2 2
3) Econamic Education 2 U 1| 1 1 1
4) School Law ‘ 1 1 2 1 1 ” 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
5) Envwonmental Education 111 . 1]2 1 111 1 112
6 Sex Eduation X 1 1] 2 1 1] 1 1
7 Muiticuitaral Eduration . 2 |1 1 1 1 2 1 111 1 1 1 1 1 1
8) Urban nner ety Education 1 1 11211 1 2 11 1 1 1 1] 11 1
9 Lvnr?lan disalilitiesy 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 112 |1 1 2 42 1
101 Counschng for clissreom teashers 1 1 1 N 1 1 1 1 2142 1
1 Global Mtermatonal Edheation © 1 1 2 1 1
121 Teacher stress burnout > 1 1 1]. 1 1 111 1 1 1 1 1
13) Educatonal Technology vl o2 (o2 Jaf2fr]r}2]r]2
14y Ascessment of quahity m texts 1 1 1 1 1 1 11 171 1 T 1 1 1 1
151 Classroom Orgatwzation and Adnensstration 1 1 1 1 142 i 1 111 1 1 1 1 2 |1 2
| 160 Evaluation V222222t 2| iRrf2]2]2
173 Verbal und non verbal communication ' 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ]1 1 1 1 1 1 1
181 Presentation of subuct matter 2o 22 -2tz a2z ]2a]2]2
195 Bibngual Education 2 . 112 1 1 111 1
2200 Management of Student Sehaveor 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 2"
21 Coursework planning 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 -1 Pl 1 1 ]2 |
1220 Gited Student Eaucation N BE NERERERERE BERERE
23) PL 94142 - 1 1 1 1 |1 1 1 1 1141 1 1
(8} (2) (2) (2)
. ‘ -

{1} Programs content speuthic, could not give specific rosponses
 (2) Pearcentages not avalable -
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EXCEFTIGNAL S'IUDENI‘V (Table 3) )

Exoeptlonal student programs vary across and w1.i;hin institutions for
several reasons. Programs at many colleges and universities are four year
baccalaureate degree programs; at other institutions they are extended pro- .
grams beginning a four year undergraduate program with an additional one year
master's degree. Usually, they are self-contained due to the specific
training requirements of the (particular exceptional child emphasis area; other . . ,
times these programs act as supplements to regular elementary education
training. For these reasons, there appears to be diversity across
J_nstltutlons with respect to the responses of questions on this survey.

From the outline of subject area coverage depicted on Table 3, it can be
seen that the heart of exceptional student education curricula focuses on
coursework planning, managenent of student behavior, evaluation, presentation
of subject matter, and verbal and non-verbal communication. Educational
technology and the requ1red contempcrary issues in education followed closely
behind in emphasis.

- .
i

It is impractical to make comparisons between this table and those for

elementary and secondary education programs; but a cursory glance might
suggest that prospective exceptional education teachers ffeceive more exposm\e .
to such pedagogical topics as counseling for classrm teachers and
educational technology due to the perception that the instructional role of
these teachers is more individual contact—orlented and clinical in practice.

. The emphasis placed on evaluation most certainly reflects the tremendous

J amount of teacher time required to complete the individual evaluation profiles

mandated for students in exceptional student education programs. . s

The tabulation displayed cannot draw out the subject emphasis to each of
the specific areas of study subsumed within the exceptional student category.
If differences do exist between program specializations, further analysis
would be necessary to highlight this. o . .

.
N\

-
/
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| - TABLE 3 .
’ EXCEPTIONAL STUDENT EDUCATIO -
1+ 5149"0 of course ume spent on subject )
“2 - 50-100% ol_course ume spent on subject —b .
’ 2lalslel 2213 §’ % g %% g f g 3
: W SIo|Sj3|E|lu|cld|olmwoa|Lj2|2
1) Contemporary Issues in Education ' 112121212211 }|2j1]1 1y1]2
2) Computer Lneracy 1] 2 2 1 2 1] 2
3), Economic Education a 1 7 1 1 1
4) Schoot! Law N ~ 1 1 111 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 141
.1 5} Environmental*Education 141 1 12| 1112
6) Sex Educaton . R ER R 21" D 1
7' Mulitcuttural Education 14112 IR RN EEEEENE 1241
8) Urban Inner city Education 1 iR v J 100 1 11 ]1
9] Learning disalnlities 221212122221 212j2}12)12]2
10} Counseling.lor classroom teachers 2 1 2| 2 1 2 1 1 '1, g1 1
11} Global International Educawon ’ 1 1 1 R
12) Teacher stress burnout , SRR EEERERERERE NENE
13} Educational Technoloyy yfﬁ“a 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 |1 212 1 1 1 2
14) Assessment of quahty i texts I S AT T T O TN O O O A R B O 1 1
151 Classroom Organization and Adnunistration 1j1{1212|1r1211]1% 1 1 1 1.4 1] 2
16) Evaluation 2 2222|221 ]|2]2]2]2]2]e}?2
4 171 Verbal and non verbal commumnication 1 1 1 1 i, 211 1 2121 1 1
18) Presentation of subject matter . NERER AR A AR AR REERY: 2
191 Biingual Educalton - vl2 ] K
201 Management of Student Behawvior 212121212 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 2322
2N Cuur‘g,owork planming * 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 141 2 1 .1 2 1 1
. 3) (2) (1) (4)
oy o ] .
11 Excoptonal dudent progots s supplementaty b reguldr elementary edacalion .
125 No percentajes avanbable
(31 Gradihte oyl e Bot o T
o3 Gnada e projpram eanbisety
Q \ ¢ 2U
LRC )
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[ 4
Clinical Components and Early Field Experiences |
Because of the similarities in the clinical and early field experiences ‘
and overlap in the responses received in the three program surveys, the data
surmarization on these two coamponents have been combinad in this section.

ELEMENTARY _ - -

The types of clinical experlences avaJ.lable to students at various insti-
tutions were depicted as follows (nuxrber in parenthesis reflect frequency with
which this activity was mentioned): mini teaching (3), laboratory observation
and participation (3), reading diagnostic labs (3), tutorial (2), and general
observations (5). The length of clinical practices ranged from 4 to 90 hours
per senester. Approximately 90% of such experiences are offered to students
at the junior and senior level. Several private institutions indicated that
clinical, campus-based experlences were nog part of their program; facilities
were not available for such activities. .

Elementary programs seem to provide school-based, early field experiences
as the major ‘form of "clinical" learning activities for students. As
mentlonedidbove, campus-based clinigal practices are not offered as-”
extensively across institutions. It may be the case that program supervisors
view the distinction between campus-based and-school-based activities
artificial. The provision of activities which combine practice and
observation both on campus and on schools may e more of an integrated, rather
than bifurcated, process than we anticipated. The structure of the
questionnaire may have forced these responses to conform to this, possibly

‘ artificial. dlstmctlon.

About one half of- the institutions require students to participate in
clinical experlence prior to student teaching. The number of hours stipulated
. by these programs to fulfill their requirements ranged from 4 to 48, with most
falling w1th1n the 15 to 30 hour range. ~

In ge.neral, it appears that formal clinical practice does not provide a
major preparatory basis for pedagogical theory and subsequent teacher
prepargtlon practices in elementary education programs throughout Florida.
This does not mean that levels of clinical experience are insubstantial within
any one gartlcular program, but as a“easure of degree, this survey would
highlight a lack of uru.versal J.ncorporatlon of the clinical experience mto
program chrrlculmn.

Early field experiences represent "hands-on" observatlonal and teaching
activities tak.mg place within the school classroom where the prospective
teacher is allowed to measure the relevancy and effectiveness of strategles

. learned in the university classrcom. Optimally, early field experiences
should coincide with theory and strategy-based pedagogy courses and build on
clinical experience to provide a forum for the exchange of ideas, obser-
vations, and micro-experimentation. Program supervisors see early field
experiences as more impoertant than clinical experiences.

From the survey, a variety of tvpes of early field experlences ex:.st,
varying in locale and duration, but in general, the typical experience is
enbodied in a "methods/practicum" type course providing a;;‘zproxzmate]y 80 to

i Q ‘ 2 -L ’ . " -
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120 hours of school-based experience for teacher/ candidates. The range of
such early field requirements (clinical experience was occasionally included
in this figure) was from 49 hours per student to 400 hours per student over
the course of training. This practice usually occurs at the junior/senior
level of the program although 3 of the 19 respondents have structured this
experience to commence at either the freshman or sophoamore year.

. [

; W
During the typical experience, consultation between school-based teachers
and university supervising teachers occurs approximately once a week or 12 o
16 times a semester for approximately thirty minutes each.

Consultation between the university supervisors and the pre-intern
practicing student was typically a combination of individual conferencing and
university classroom/seminar interaction averaging 45 minutes of person to
person’ contact or small group per week. E

It appears that early field experiences are multicultural in nature (75
percent, yes; 25 percent, no). Often, this is formally structured in student'
placement to schools, but in general, it seems to occur because area schools '
within which students practice are multicultural in composition. ;

i

The combined clinical and early field experience activities seem to
represent an integral, yet moderate, portion of the teacher pxeparation
experience. It is difficult to tell from this survey how and to what extent
these practical practices are woven into the fabric of the total professional
preparation experience. The degree of articulation and linkage between
subject area content, pedagogical theory, and strategy formation, and’ applica-
tion of these in practice within a controlled, supervised, and formatively-
-evaluated context, represent critical questions of organizational balance and
program effectiveness that further study might help to illuminate.

SECONDARY

Six of the twenty institutions which responded do not offer clinical
teaching experiences for their students. Those that do, offer such activities
as micro-teaching, tutoring, workshops on behavior management and coursework
~ planning, and general observation and participatory practice.

The duration of such experiences range from 3 hours per semester to 40
hours; the average is approximately 20 hours. Most are offered at the junior
and senior level (Note: Several incomplete resporises to this question may be
due to a typographical error in the questionnaire).

A large variety of early field experiences exist across secondary educa-
tion programs. Seventeen of the twenty institutions offer activities which
are structured as some combination of cbservation and participatiocn. The
Quration of early field experiénces range from 12 hours per semester to 200
with most programs clustering in the 50 to 80 hours/semester range. In four’
institutions, these activities are initiated at the freshman or sophamore
level. - ‘

University-based supervisory professors spend on the average 6
houts/semester consulting with their school-based counterparts.

*

.
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Students are evaluated by observations, pre~-formulated checklists of
campetencies (55%), and professional judgement (30%). Individual and small
group conferences form the basis of professor-student interaction during these
activities, generally amounting to four or five individualized contact hours
throughout the semester. v

' It appears that this experience is mlticulturgl in nature for 65 percent
of students participating, becduse nost host schools enjoy a pluralistic
student body. : . .

e,

Excmgm STUDENT | ¢

It appears that clinical practice subsumes a larger proportion of program
space in exceptional student education than it does in the other two program
areas. The various practicum/lab experiences listed range from 10 to 150 !
hours, clustering in the 40 to 60 hour range. Most of these activities are
scheduled within the junior/senior level of program coursework.

. Similar emphasis seems to be placed on early field experiences for
exceptional student prospective teachers. All institutions offer substantial
child-contact activities; ranging from 40 to 360 hours over the course of
professional preservice training. Most programs offer between 80 to 150 hours
of hands-on, school-based experience. Genérally, these activities are
structured at the junior and senior levels, although,three programs initiate
field experiences at the freshman or sophomore years. The required early
field experiences prior to student teaching range from 75 hours to 390 hours.
Most requirements fall within the 120 to 200 hour range.

Contact between university supervisory staff and schogl-based supervising
teachers average 4 hours per semester. Consultation between students partici-
pating in early field experiences and their supervising professors take the
form of individual conferences, small group seminars, phone conversations, and
letters. .Such individual contacts appear to be an average of 6 to 8 times per
semester for about 20 to 30 minutes each. Half of the student placements in
multicultural classroom environments. : '

-~ f

P

Stuéer_xt Teaching

-

ELEMENTARY

The profile of the student teaching experience for most students parallel
closely the guidelines suggested by state regulations. Generally, the
internship experience lasts for 1 semester (or quarter as the case may be-— |
10 to 14 weeks); full-time and supervised by a schiool-based teacher. This
approximates, on the average, 350 hours of hands-on practice. For elementary
teachers, the experience is usually confined to éne school. However, it was
reported that students often have éxperience at more than one grade level.

- . -

Typically, the university supervisory professor will meet with intermis
seven times for 45 minutes each in the school setting over the course of the
semester or quarter. Often, however, the placement dispersion of students
throughout the state fram scme institutions severely limits the contact and
evaluation time between intern and supervising professor.

\
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' concerns across. a variety of subject areas.

. exceptional student educaticn programs provides nore contact time between

- size of the faculty supervision staff and placement dispersion of interns. Y

19 o

! . A

The student teaching exper'ience for the average elementary intern in
Florida is multicultural in natur§, basically becau school districts ’
u-xgnselves are pluralistic in conpysition. HoweVer, almost half (45 percent) -
of elementary.teacher education programs do not formally structure their
internships to include this type of diverse exposure. L

Here again, the character of student teaching activities conform very .
closely to the state suggested quidelines. Almost all ranged from between 10
to 16 weeks, although two institutions only require an eight week experience,
One school requires two-ten week sessions for its students. Generally, such
experiences “take place in only one school {75%); bften at more than one grade
level (60%); and depending upon discipline area, across more than one ‘subject
matter area. ‘

-

Unidersity faculty supervising teachers contact their school-based
counterparts on an average of eight hours per semester. It appears that
university-based supervisors make strong efforts to maintain cohtact with
their student interns in the field. Conferences eccur ustally four times a
semester for gpproximately two hours, and provide both student and faculty an
opportunity to!diScuss problems and keep abreast .of the student's praogress.
Obviously, placement of students in sch_ools'aist:ant from the university makes
frequent contact more difficult. It seems from this survey that uniwversity
supervisors make strong and conscientious efforts to cbserve, consult with,
and evaluate student interns. 3 )

" Approximately two-thirds of +he schools have no formal requirement for
ensuring a milticultural internship experience. Again, however, most direc-
tors assert that the experiences are richly pluralistic due to the
ethnic/racial diversity of most school districts.

EXCEPTIONAL STUDENT . . ’

Student teaching experiences appear very uniform in length, ranging from
10 to 16 weeks, and mest are within the 14 to 16 week range. Forty percent of
these internships take place in more than one school, 55 percent work with
‘children representing more than one grade level, and.most deal with, student

.

Supervisory professors medntain- contact with school-based supervisory _°
teachers frequently and on the -average five to seven times per semester. ° - ’
Individual conferences and cbservation prévide the, basis for intern-
supervising professor contact. ¢ nerally, these occur six to ten times a
semester. It appears that the yelatively smaller nurbers of students in

professor and student in-the field. This-is contingent, however, upon the

Again, little formal attempts are made ‘to ensure a mlticultural experi-
ence for interns, but due to the diversity of most school populations, this
exposure is available for about 65 percent of the interns. : ’

.~




C. Faculty Information Survey .

Included below are the categories and frequencies reflecting the re-
sponses to the Task Force Faculty Survéy. Following a telephone survey to )
determine m.mbers of college of education faculty at each institution, . .
approdmately 900 faculty surveys were mailed statewidé to both public and
private institutions. These surveys were mailed tQ the 27 deans and chairs of 4
teacher education programs with instructions to diaglbute the survey only to .
faculty involved in preservice “feacher education. ly not all 900 )
faculty are involved in preservice teacher education exclusively; many work in
related and graduate “education programs. The total response of 400 surveys . .
(44% of 900; 58% of the 695 faculty reported dean's\surﬁey to be involved
in preservice téacher education) was made Up P tely of teacher . . .
education faculty which reflected their interest in contributing to the °

- information base for teacher,education in Florida. N

Abridged cam\ents fraom the faculty surveys have been mcluded below to
provide a richer, more insightful dpscr:.ptmn of faculty response to the .
questiens of policy reconmndatmns . promotion and salary, and general R
recormendations for improvements in teacher education. Faculty anonymity has
been maintained throughout this process. The Task Force thanks all those who .
tookihrtmetoexpresqtheuwewscnthesélssues : Lo

Teaching’ and Admmstratlve mperlence . . { \
1. Do you have public school teachmg experience? . . S
Yes 89% Mo L1 | O LR
‘. 2. 1f 50, how mapy years full-time? ’ .
© 1-5 years 463 6-10 ybars 29% Over 10 years 25% - e > .
' 3! Grade levels taught? _ L .

Elementary 29% Middle 12% Secondary 18% - " oo

. " Some cmblnatim of aove: 27% Adult EQ Education 3% N "

. University 2% N/A 118 N F . Ly

' 4, What subjects taught? ' . T
- Elementary 18% Engllsh 7.5% Mathematics 8% - . T

Soc:.al Studies 6% P.E./Health 5% Science 5%% - / .-
o ~ English/Sccial Studies 5% Mis _‘laneous combinations 34.5% . .
’ . . No response-11% . .

. 5. Public school admuuétratlon expenence? )
i " Yes 31%  No-69% o

N 6. If so, ham many years full-time?
s . 1-5 years 73% 6~10 years 18% nore than 10 years 9%
. ‘ 7. If so, at what level? e
) Elementary 28% Middle 4% Seoondary 28%

. : buscellaneous con'bmatlons 37% Um.versxty 3%,

-

8. Private cclwol teaching expermnce”
Yes 24% No 76%




!l

. g;y 9. L_Do you mm.ntlv hold valid Flor ida teav.hmg \.c.“txnmb:

*mgm No 64% N v

. ) . k
A &mxpnsinq lugh p,rcentaqa of faﬁlty (89%1 report:ed havmg public R
.. school teaching experience. However, thd majeority of such experience (46%)

CCHMENTARY:

=% was £or - less than 5 years and only a small percentage (36%) currently hold a

teaching certificate.’ Subjects grade levels faught varied: ®cross the

board only 31 roont of the facu had public school a&mnisl:ratlm
expenenoe. N . ,
: staff De:velcgrent: — . ..

" —

Bl 1. Dx? vow participate in staff dmfelo;:ment actu.vities last ye*ar?
- Yes y28 Wo 28%

wt

e “Bf you did parlw‘lpate J.n these actamties, please clasmfy them by

* type of, activity:
. AO% & Training relat:gd ‘to the beqmnmq teacher progrm ir
. 34% - Seminar/workshop . .- :

.y 3%  Sabbatical . : / ‘
” 12% «- State conference N
¢ 138 ' Natioral/International Conferenge . ~N

~ .[ 2% Research and De\felopmnt . N
" i Computer training "
‘ A “T% - / Pefscmal pmfeqss.onal d@velcp:\ant

cmmm’ . f,-‘ ‘ . .

y Altbouqb most faculty (72%) indicated Lhat they had partxcmated in staff

. ‘ devflopment during the past year, the activities varied and few -

genbralizations can be made. The 1ow nunber of sabbaticals and attendance at
conferences was surpnqmg. This can nost likely be attmbutnd to the lack of -
fur;ds for these staff development activities. v

“
. -
\ . « , . , /

Pollcy Ma)ung Prooedures l ) C \

'
a

e 1:—~—ﬁr0~preeedures for % ma]or policy decmmns regarding chames .
. in.teacher education programs effective at 1our inst::.tutmn?
- Yes 57% No 43%

v
>

2. Vhat :.ocomendatmns would you make for improving these procedures?’

» {(Major recormendatmns\gmuped below--also see fagulty coments)

. ' '10% Improved commnications between and within Colleges oY
Edication/Universities mwd'publ.xaschools.

's53 2. More faculty input inte process
- + 5% 3. Increased author:.ty of Schools/(:ollegesloeparhrents ?Jf
¢ Education in umversitmeq . *
16% 4. Miscellaneous , v
64% 5. No. response. ( )

- R . L1




" percent-of “the faculty indicating that major policy decisions

FACULTY "COMMENTS ON POLICY ‘DECISIONS: .

- ~
b - -
- COMMENTARY ¢ & . - «

L
-

%

Faculty respondents are in general agreement with comments made by the
dedns, directors, and chai¥s of teacher education programs.. However, with 43

changes dte ineffective, it was disappointing to see that 64 percent of the =~ .
- respondents offered no solutions for improving these procedures. This lack of .« -
response stggests that the widely held noticn that college of education b

faculty are unable to agree on a blueprint for reform is true in Fiorida as ‘
well. ’ -

bynamic leadership with a vis‘ion is'reeded. Every decision goes to a
camittee and is debated for months-even years. Then no action.

I recammend that the administrators makmg decisions -regarding teacher

" education programs consult directly with the faculty teaching in such pro- *

grams. These faculty are familiar with the curriculum and students in these
programs. Too frequently, faculty teaching in teacher education programs o
not get an pportunity to participate in discussions or decisions affecting
their discipline. .

Union-regulations as well as tenure and, budget limitations do not allow * .
university to staff as program changes. Suggest eliminating tenure, provide
for early retirement without undue penalty {20 years) and provide for budget
flexibility - carry over savings from one fiscal.year to the next.

. * . ' ¢ ’
My department works as a cammittee of the whol2., We all have incredible c
input.into all policy deci'sions. We discuss and search until we reach
consensus. Every competency in our special education programs has been agreed
upon by all eight of us. We haye agresd on their placement in particular
cdurses and when we fihd we havé made & mistake we re-examine the issue and
modify it ad need be. Our program is far from static, Every time we think we
have it the way ‘we want it, we get another idea and try scmething new. At
times it may seem that cur department doesn't know what it wants, but .
We want excellence and we will continue to make changes necessary to as? -
.that excellence. Progress at the College level is slower because so many more
Ppeople and ideas are involved, but I am presently involved with a comittes .
vgorld:gonrevisimofoarCoreCoursesrequimdofall students and I f&}we

ayre making gredt progress. ) A

There has been a progressive and invasive presence by the DOE, Change in. \ﬁ

teacher education has been from the DOE down. The DOE changes reflect a

concern with minimm standards, to the expense of higher standards. The .
result? A craft mentality worthy of such weight mechanics: anti- . .
intellectual, studifying, mindless, bureaucratic, degrading busy work. The o .
Dewey Decimal System of Generic Cbjectives keyed to generic test jtems is no

more teaching than drawing by the mmbers is art. Its not so mach what 1s on

the tests that scares me, its what is not in the generic cbjectives and test

items. Injecting a form of scholasticism into instruction and tracking it by

computer will drive the bright and imaginative minds cut. Research may not be

the answer to everything, but right now it offers at least cne answer. Bright

teachers are dropping out faster than the kids. They hate the instructional
§traiglrt-jacket being weaved; they hate the "Yoi can't trust the teachexr”
< .

B ; . . , )
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mentality of a "teacher-proof curriculun®. The research-base -for education
has been cast aside in favor of a moasticus menagement system, A brilliamt
curriculun will not save students from a stupid teacher, but a brilliant
teacher can save students from a stupid curriculum. The teacher will put it
aside. Or, leave in disgust. Right now they are leaving. Educaticnal
preblems require educational, not managerial solutions. Right now we need
bright teachers rore than ever. And, bright people cost money to attract and
keep, even if this is missicnary work. Education's monopoly of bright women
is 211 over. Teaching's salary structire can cnly attract mindless hacks.
The teacher will not get more money; the teacher will get more murbered,
magical flapdoodle; the public will get more drop-cuts for its high tech
society; and, Colleges of Education will get the blame. My apologies for
sounding 50 testy, but nobody had even bothered to ask before. Thinks for
vour irterest. ;

None, why change what works. /

Major policy dacisions are not hard to make, be:u{g sure they aré actually
irplemented is much rore of a problem. . /f -

— ¢
The, College of Education is not “master in its ?b&m house". It exists in
an emrirorment controlled by central administrators {whose image of what a

college of -education ought to be is at variance with what the sceietal needs
are. The status quo is enforoed through central budget control. They need

(we nead) budget control and progran oontrol in order to become responsive to |

society. L

The process of major policy de~isions tends towards the innocuous. Our
acadsmic vice-president sesms geruinelv interested in teacher education, but
forces within and cutside of the wniversity often dictate the policy direcktion
of the moment. .Fhat is nesded is deep reflection and acticn. However, too
rany vested interests are o sither zide of the reform process. Within the
Sohol of Education there is irertia for the status quo. Perhaps it will
trlie before the new dean... )

veu're no B3ocht awars of the malidr change baing made in restructuring of
our college (the proteach effort).  While most of the faoulty favor the pove
o an extendad progren and/or restructuring, the efforts over the last o
vears to &o this have met with creat resistande apd even ermity.  The reascns
are corplex encugh to require a uchs lengthier essay, bat they boil down (I
+hink) to, 2 basic distrust between fac ry.and afunistration as well as a
whabeipy ogrunication prcklem.

Tre Collegs meads 2 policy advasory cormaties made vp of teachers,
administrators, school board menbers, etc. from various parts of the State who

—ect o5 copas Suarterly to nmonatlr ard zavise the Dean and fazulty about
policy. We have an exmel’ent Dezn but hs can't be all thargs o all people.

Sz reed an acsocizts dean who cEn get things 3or2 on CETEUS.

——

... . iz i =  n i ,
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' Pranotion and Salary Decisims)'Crit;eria ) .

1. In yqur epmion, are the promotion and salayy decisions at your
. institution made on appropriaté criteria?
A Yes 463 No 408 Mo Response 14%

2. If no, what change would you suggest? (major suggestions listed

below—also see.Faculty camments)
9% 1. Improve the clarity, fairness, and cbjectivity of
criteria and ensure consistency in.application of

- criteria.
9% 2. mslreabalanwdaxplxas15mmsearch teaching, and
service.
\ .‘ ¥3 3. More individualized assessment focusing on task-specific
. * duties
: 10% 4. Other/Miscellaneous

Altlmgh 40
salary decisicns w not made on. appropriate criteria, 65 percent provided no
respinse as to \dxangesoo\ﬂdbenadetoensurethatthecritermmre

more appropriate. Coa .

FACULTY OCMMENTS ON PROMOTION/SALARY:

In print our criteria appear qulte eqmtable but in naallty mequitles
abound. The following represent a few suggestions: 1) evaluate faculty
based cn assigned duties (not just the mumber of articles published) and 2)
yecognize that many faculty in,teacher education programs continue to carry
heaby teaching and service loads. Therefore these types of activities should
receive serious consideration during the pramotion process. Cexrtainly pub-
lications are an important part of our professional deyelogment, but for
faculty who spend the majority of their professional time in teaching and
service aocaumdationsmxstbemdemomertore&arﬁmeseeffortstoo

.'mestatad cn‘cer/)are teaching, reseaaxchandsexv:.ce. Inxealn.ty
research is all that really matters. Pecple should be promcted &n the basis
ofexcellemeinanymeofthethree,andaverageorbettermoneofﬂme
other btwo.

. Too much efphasis is placed on "publishing®. I am an expert educator. I
havedevotednyl:.fe toteac}unganddomganexcellent jcb of it. I could
give a rats ass about publishing...the literature is full of encugh "junk" for _
pramotion articles. I have taught 25 years both in public and university
ievels schools. Teachmqa.swart,wcraft not publishing. However, .
unless I publish I'll remain an assistant professor no matter what my ieaching
skills, my leadership in my state and national professional organizations,
etc. It is not just.

Much exphasis now is given to stxﬂent evaluations of courses without any
attempt to correlate the evaluaticn of individual students by ﬂie instxuctor.

A
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at one time, faculty members were told to believe that stugent evaluations
would not be used to evaluate faculty for promotions and salary increases.
The criterion of research still maintains an unusually strong hold on all
_evaluations with the departmental and college comhittees. . Not much emphasis
is given to ome's participation in his/her professional association confer-
ences and activities (often at a substantial cost to the faculty members since
they are reimbursed periodically only for travel). In recent years salaxy
increases were o small that these criteria were of little importance. *
. T X
Cr’iteria for pramotion should be multi-dimensional. Its important to
have specialists in all three areas of teaching, research and service.
Proportions should ke based on the degree to which an individual achieves in
the role he/she plays in the department. K Let individuals who are strong in
research be rewarded for research activities and those stxong. in service be
Model for promotion (teaching, service, research) geared mainly for arts  \
and science and business faculty. Needs of College of Education faculty are
quite unique as we work closely with schools and should be evaluated
individually. o
1'd suggest less whinning by some faculty because théy cannot be promoted |
to full professor after doing two teacher workshops in Two Egg, FL!

Recommendations for Improving the Quality of Teacher Education Programs \1_51_ .
Florida ' T

List some suggestions you have for improving the quality of teacher
education programs in Florida? (Major suggestions listed below-—also see
commentary and faculty. comments) : T

6% 1, Recruit higher quality candidates /. . .
6% 2. Require more and earlier clinical experiences for students
4% 3. Increase resources to teacher education programs
3% 4. Creater emphasis on liberal arts’education for students in
- teacher education
37% 5. Other/Miscellaneous (19 response categories)
44% 6. No response
|

COMMENTARY : ‘

While the scientific validity of open-ended comments is questionable, the
insights gained from their review remain worthwhile. A cursory examination
shows clearly that there is little consensus in the type of changes suggested
by faculty as what may be required for quality improvement in teacher
education. .There was great difficulty in even trying to characterize the
responses. Perhaps this is caused by the very nature of open-ended response
questions. . ‘

Three general cbservations, however, can be drawn. First, a number of
faculty believe programs would be more professional if the state allowed them .
to have more control over programs. The arcane and large vplume of
“credentialing requirements, unenlightened legislator involvement, and lack the
of stability in state educational policy were frequently cited. Seoond,
mgher standards for teachers were deemed necessary to fight the crisis in

3y
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teacher campetence. These suggestions included increased standards for
certification, program admissions, the teacher certification examination and
subject matter comptetence. Also, better and more freguent academic screening
mechanisms throughout the entire teacher preparation process were urged as a
way to keep standards high. Simply put, academic and scholarly rigor seemed
most important. Third, a significant nunber (approxmately 6 peroent) of
faculty stated that early and more frequent clinical and field experiences
were essential to any process aimed at improving the quality of teacher
education programs. These suggestions also included closer pooperatlon with
the d?nbhc schools and financial renumeration for school-based supermsors of
students. :

Any attempt to quantify these respmses would be Jmposszlble if not
misieading. It is mportant however to understand the general mood of
teacher education faculty in Florida. For this reason, the following selected

_respenses to this open-ended question are reproduced below.

1 4

FACULTY- Cﬂf!«IENI‘S oN RMM‘ENI)ATIONS FOR QUALITY IMPROVEVIEN'I’S

let J.’ndlmdual um.versmy programs establish criteria for theu majors.
Recent requirements of courses in reading in content areas, mainstreamihg, and
measurement all have added hours tO our students' programs with little
evidence of their practicality, importance or need when they actually begin

Settle on programs that'do to need to be changed every year. When we
went through the ballyhooed "Full Year Internship” fiasco, we added courses to
get ready for the change. When money wasn't funded, we pulled back to our old
programs but kept the new courses on the books. At about the same time we
changed to the semester system, which required complete revisions of existing
programs. ‘Every year we are being asked to change another element or phase of

~our teacher education programs.

Cut down on the nunber of hours requ:.red for social and philosophical
foundations of education. Consider offermg the hours as TV programs

Require oontent areas to offer thelr own curriculum course, rather than
having another course taught by education generalists or theoreticians. A
hlstory education professor is better equipped to each the course for lus/her
major than sameone in- foundations.

More emphasis needs to be placed on teaching future teachers to know more
about how learning takes place from within the individual learner's percep-
tion. Most teachers know plenty about their respective subject matter...what
they don't seem to know is now to get their students to want to learn what the
teacher, knows. . Tluscanbedonebyteachmgtheteacherhmpeople learn and
that they learn differently...uniquely their own individual way. This re-
quires a teacher who understands human behavior and learning styles in addi-
tlon to having an adequate knowledge of their subject matter.

Better pre-education: sociology, anthropology, polltlcal science,
psychology, etc. More general education for elementary majors. More method-
olegy and curriculum development for secondary.
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The College of Education or university ‘could provide funds for staff
development seminars/workshops for faculty teaching in these programs.’ (Ex:
writing workshops, micro computer workshops, etc.)

The College of Education or ‘university could provide travel funds for
faculty to attend conferences and seminars in order to remain current in their
field. At the present time, travel funds are restricted primarily to faculty
presenting papers at conferences. :

' Continue the screening procedures (Reading, Writing & Mathematics)
currently in operation in the College of Education at the undergraduate level.
This process represents a significant effort to select only high quality
people for teacher educaticn pregrams. ,

Provision for individual universities to pilot program without re- .
strictions of the system. Currently it takes approximately two years for few
program approval-by that time, flexibility is lost. Upgrade entrance require-
ments, without worry. , 4

A much more equitable plan for faculty inservice, work. The year long
sabbatical is not practical for most in today's econcmy...more of the
one-semester leaves and short term studies must be made available. Summexr
sess}ons could be included in the time for sabbaticals now that budgets are
devastating our summer programs. ! ’

s N ————

Professors need to work together across disciplines to strengthen pro-
grams. Instruction should model innovations especially those made possible by
technological advances. |

Raise current course standards for grades and stick to them (as opposed
to adding more coursework). There are 25% or tore students who should not be
teaching cur kids of the future. More "Loops" to jump and pay for will not
inprove the quality of the product. . . .

Ignore the teacher certification examination when designing programs.
Reflect upon it after programs have been developed, thus not allowing the
minirums defined by the State because we have maximms for ocur future
teachers. g

*+

' Less meddling by legislators who do not have the background to make the
decisions they are making. Laws will not improve the quality of programs -
salaries to attract qualified teacher educators will improve quality of

. Increase entry requirements - SATs, etc. Early entry into field-based
experiences. Five-year extended programs. Increase subject matter compe-
tence. Provide for multicultural teacher preparation. Prepare candidates for
professional functions that are required to achieve excellence (Not to meet
some obsolete certification requirements), based on co?tinuing research data.

Provide some sort of education for the state legislature. The réper-
cussions in teacher education programs due to legislative bumbling of such
well-intentioned, yet only parbaked items as the post-baccalauredte teacher
exam, the year-long internship and the beginning teacher plan have kept us in
a miasma of time and energy-consuming false starts and reversals. Two oOr
three years ago, students honestly did not know what to expect from one week

-
« ¢
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to the next from the changmg regulations in the yea.r—long J.ntemehlp

- proposal.

Seek greater camunity involvement and support. Seek greater,mdustry
involvement and support. Seek greater parental involvement and support.
e (. -
Stop issuing legislative mahdates which continue to add hours and alter
the nature of the tra:.nmg programs. Give financial, not lip service, to the
use of field based experlenoes. Provide rem.meratlon for public school
teachers who work with preservice students.

. Teacher programs need to be autoncmous. The quality of the "product"
(graduating teachers) should be a primary criteria. Teacher training programs
should "be encouraged to provide a varlety of offerings, a varlety of
methodology, and a maxirum of choice. ' Fundamental, however, is that they be
funded in a manner which will allow them to be more exclusive .and raise .
standards of entry. Minimizing state required certification requirements will
make it possible for schools of education to raise standards, not lower
them...in that students will be freer to take liberal arts courses to
supplement their understandings/backgrounds as would also be requlred and
evaluated.

Deny entrance to teacher education programs to students who cannot: ,
carprehend what they read, or who cannot write. Rather than use writing tests
as remedial instruments, they should be used to deny entrance to programs. I
continue to be appalled by the number of university students who cannot write
one coherent sentence. It is wrong to enceurage them to continue in cur
programs.. They should come to us with these basic skills intact. .

Improvement in cooperative efforts between public schools - particularly
classroam teachers and principals - and university faculty in working to bring
about change.

More careful screening of students selected for admission to teacher

idacy. Improvement in the content of liberal arts courses required for
General Education - more attention to fine arts. Teachers should be decision .
makers, problem solvers, and creative thinkers in, order to stimulate these
attributes in their students. The courses. that they take in "teaching prepa-
ration" should provide the opportumtles for them to develop these ab.a.lltles.

One program for each subject area is not enough., We have to give a
different type of training to those going into urban sc s from what is
glven the rest. We should encourage all college students take an int: .duc-
tion to education course as freshmen; those interested in continuing should
get same "teaching" experience as sophcmores so they will know early whether
they want to continue. More field exper:xenoe is essential at all levels.

Evaluation should be made of the various units within each of the teacher
education courses to see how beneficial they are to effective practice.

Let various colleges - public and private ~ have a couple of specialities and
give special slate and to making these really top—notch programs.

Keep the four year teacher educatlan programs (do not try the flfth year
program; we will drive too many of the better students away). But pramwte the
support system for new teachers. FExtend the beginning teacher support system
+o0 three years, but do not tie it to certification. The system of local

b ?!
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. profesfsional development for beginning teachers.

‘ Iimit admission. to persons with 1000+ SAT. Require 12 semester hours
undergraduate mathematics. Require 12 semester, hours undergraduate English (6
in -gramvar, 6 in literature). Secondary majors should have 90 hours in

o speciality areas and adequate score of 80 percentile on rigorous criterion- ’
== ———————referenced-exit ‘examination.. I think Dean Smith's Operation Proteach has

\ ,  merit if it can be installed. ‘ : o ,

\ i K !
' |Be careful not to penalize our Florida teacher graduates! " They are the .
\ best; trained (or some of the best)! Reward them for going, into teaching by o
' e_quall-izing the opportunity for a job. , ,
[ .

H

i .

i ! .

z decision for Gertifidation is disyupting the concept of support and continued
%

|

\

- ?

y - Provide and require all professors to return to public school teaching
‘\ _ -once every 5 years. Eliminate the junior college - upper level university
\\ styucture. ' ) _ ’ i ) .
\ Within the university and college, add a lower division to enable cur
- majors to make wise use of electives, and to begin professional coursework
\ eaylier. Encourage humanities and science majors to minor in education to
v prdwide this option to students as well as to develop a pool of qualified and
\" certifiable teachers. - . '
Y | At the state level raise the subject area requirements for certification
\ gredually over a period of time. Encourage competency with the microcamputer -
./for| certification at: all levels.

It is not possible to legislate quality teacher education programs.
" Obvibusly, legislative guidelines are necessary, but defails must be worked
’ out the pPofession. As with other professions, quality requires dedicated
leadeship and self-policy by the professionals thgmselves.

Fi\Fst, the legislators and state education officials are to be commended
for ing the initial steps in improving the quality of teacher education
*, . programs by implementing the Florida Teacher Certification Examination and the
" research-based performance evaluation ‘system reflected in the Florida Beg:.rg— v
. ning Teagher Prograr. " . ) : -
: The \implications for quality improvement of the undergraduate preservice
teachexr cation are inherent in the Florida Beginning Teacher Program. It
P ‘ seenms to that: ' T . T
-systeyatic collaboration between the State Board of Education
. commissions/task forces, public school systems, and colleges of
educatién is necessary if quality of preservice teacher education is to
result. \Perhaps a process for collaboration-could be eStablished.

The st t teaching program becames increasingly important.

. Providing master teachers fqg every student teacher the universities mast -
be able to place student teacherd with an appropriate supervising teacher.
The supervising cher shoild be chosen based on set criterig and they d
be reimbursed monikarily for the task.. At present, the school system places

) the student teachers which can result ‘in unqualified teachers doing the .

supervising. Student teachers under the current systém are-not always chosen
« by the supervising té§cher for professional reasons.

4 «
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1. Elementary special certlflcate areas should be developed For exarrple,
oertlflcates should be gJ.ven for "elementary, with a speciality area of math"
(or social studies, science, language, reading, etc.) By doing so, we would
requlre that teachers generate a base of ]mowledge in one area.

Prov;de time and funding for carefully desrgned staff development..

We need to recognize the vital role of our colleagues in, the profess:.on
(elementary/secondary professicnals) in planm.ng and implementing professional
teacher education programs . 5

Require student teaching to be part of an internship year, which would
also involve heavy study of the problems of teaching as an intellectual issue.
(Observations and mini-course teaching might be made part of the undergraduate
program. But what is needed and what is possible in preservice trainirg is a
more rigorous, look at the "knowledge base" of teach.mg and a criticism of
that not,;on itself.) Don't try. to make the pre-service programs do somethmg
that. is better done J.n the schools - and vice versa.

_Each university be reqm:ced to present a plan by J@nuary 1985.

" Each department in the golleges of education be required to submit its
plan to the university-wide committee chaired by the Academic Vice-President;
the administration of the college of education be treated ag equlvalent to a
departrent and not have any advantage.

The FFP-NEA plan, Excellence in our Schools- Teacher Education be
J.ncorporated in the deliberations'at each university.

A separate component be developed by the Florida Départment of Education
to modify existing laws and to accammodate the changes. ’

The ‘numer and variety of methods coursés be reduced; core and founda-
tional courses in social, phllosophlcal, statistical, psychological areas be
the bridge between liberal arts”and the college of education. .

¢

More statewide publicity about careers in teaching (sponsored by state

- department) . ) o

N -
- ———

Ongoing course develcpment with faculty, student, and administrative
input. . More university-wide emphasis placed on. qual:.ty of teachlng and
advising students. ’ _

1 4

Establish internship centers to provide .consistenc'y between the
internship and the on-carpus program. Establish model learning environments |,
(classroom plus related instructional materials and equipment) for each
subject area. Provide resources for the conduct of research’related to
teacher education.

a L]

- ——

Change the certification requirements to accept courses based on content
rather than levels. (i.e., presently the College of Arts and Sciences must
supply science content). Educators cannot ensure the courses meet the needs
of the teachers. School of Education professors can deliver much of the
appropriate science content needed by teachers, but are prohibited from doing
so by the need for an Arts and Science label for certification. Science
content needs to come also from the other professional schools in the
university. , 4

[ / ’
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. Ultimately, teacher education needs to beccame a graduate professional
. degree removed from undergraduate school. Putential teachers should earn a
liberal arts degree and then enroll in a two-year brofessional degree program
roughly equivalent to a J.D. or M.D. 'No solutions other than band-aid
measures are possible until we Jjmprove the public image and salaries of
teachers. When teaching becomes attractive, we will be able to recruit better
_ candidates. o ' ’ . ‘
Reducation of FIE expectations is a must if we are to improve teacher
education. In fact, we should move away fram FIE driven forrmalas to one which
permits high quality programs ‘to be developed. Of course, we must also
improve the reyard system for one aspiring to and entering into the teaching
professions. I D .
Dismantle the State Department of Education. They are kingdom building.
Far too many people with no specific direction or goal {or campetence!) ‘
Certification requirements in some fields are antiquated - makes decent
program development difficult. . ////

Less mandates from Tallahassee that are geared toward eliminating those
persons whe cannot score on "TESTS" but are capablé of becoming good to
excellent teachers. Do away with tenure so that ineffective teachers can be
guided toward other disciplines. And, have less administrators and more good
teachers--too many teaching lines aré filled with administrators.

Eliminate all undergraduate course and, program offerings in education.

. Make a B.A. prerequisite for teacher degreé/certification program. Make
colleges of education truly accountable/responsible by giving them total

- responsibility for what they do. As matters now stand, most of a student's
. progranr is detexmined by agencids outsidé the college so we can blame diffi-

culties on them. Can't continue to claim that teachers cannot read and write
as long as the College-of Liberal Arts says thev can., We must be honest about
who is teaching teachers and who is nog. Put the gesponsibility, and the

- control, where we usually place the blame. .

- ¢ /
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The Task Force was pleased with the interest shown by faculty, program
chairpersons, and administrators in private and public preservice teacher
egucation institutions throughout Florida. A response rate of over 70 percent
for most of the Task Force questlonnalms was certainly slgnlflcant!for mail
surveys of this type, espec;xally in view of the short time frame given for the
task and lack of follow-up ;Ln securlng responses.

. The open~ended, candld caments ptovided meaningful ms:.ght into the
entangling network of preservice teacher education including such bodies as .
the legislature, Department of Education, Board of Regents, college ‘of
etucation and public and private universities. The frustrations expressed by
both faculty and administrators were often times Synonamous , especially in the
areas of a university's lack of commitment to, and criticism of; teacher
educatlon and alsa state-mandated rules and regulations. N

|
. . 2 . ‘ .
~ - III. SUMMARY C.

The Task Force suggests’ that much of the data gathered in these surveys
be updated and verified pericdically by Department of Education offJ.cJ.als SO
that an accurate profile ©of Florida's preservice teacher education ‘prograns
can be maintajned. It was noted that much of this statewide statistical and
informational data was uncbtainable prior to the development of the surveys.
) However,, it shoyld be mentloned, that the Task Force's surveys rust
redesﬁned before they are again disseminated, to postsecondary institutions.

“Finally, the Task Force believes that th€ information cftained from these
surveys provided valuable data which was used in the development of several
Task Force recamendations in the areas of university commitment to teacher
education, staff development for college of education faculty, faculty
J.nvolvemer;t in public schools, subject matter and field experiences in
preservice teacher education programs, and pramotion and tenure decisions.
These recammendations are contained in the-March 1983 Task Force report

v entitled Improving the Quality of Teacher Education in Florida.
x, R
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‘ - STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION ‘ '
‘ POSTSE(‘ONDI\RY EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION
KNOTT BUILDING -

-

4 TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301 ~

.. TASK FORCE FOR
TEACHER EDUCATION : . .
QUALITY IMPROVEMENT: November 19, 1982 - o

[l

y Telephone (904) 488-0981

—— - . -

)
P

' Tear Deén, Directox, or.Chairperson of Teacher Education Program: )
7 It is anticipated that during the 1983 legislative session serious attention .
will be given to teacher preparation programs in Florida. The Joint Legislative
and Executive ‘Task Force on Teacher Education fuality Improvement was established’
. and requested by the 1982 Legislature to provide a report with legislaéive and.
¢ policy recomméndations by March 1, 1983, At present the Task'Force is in ‘the
: procass of securing data. on Florida's teacher education programs from a variety
- of sources. Given our dhort time-frame; it is the intent of the Task Force to
.obtain and provide to the legislature the most accurate information available
_on Florida's p}epervice teacher education.programs. The counsel *from faculty,

(.

»

v program heads, and deans and directors of teacher education programs is essential
..... oo ' as *he group begins to develop and astablish recpmmendations, - /7 o
- s As part of this activity we request and urge you to complete the attached

white survey for deans, directors, or chairs of teacter education program. In
addition, we have enclosed a pink survey for you to give to the chairperson of

your elementary education program; a blue survey for you to give to the chair-
person of your sacondary education program; and a green survey for you to gilve
. to your exceptional student education program. Further, a faculty suxvey is
T being sént to you tnder separate cover for, each faculty member at your
institution. :

2

As you know, our deadline of March 1, 1983 is rapidly approaching. There~ .
fore, we would certainly appreciaté your assistance to-encourage faculty and
program chairpersons to complete their instruments. The Task Force plans to
share the results of the survey upon completion and will protect the confiden-
tiality of all faculty so concerned.

Please return the completed instruments in the enclosed envelope by }
Deacember 21st. Mail them to: Dr. Richard Alterman, 109- Knott Building,
Tallataossee, FL 32301, ' a

LS

-

s ‘ If you should have any questions please c&li pr. Alterman at 904-488-0981.

fhank you for your coopgration.

- . o

: LN : ) ’ Sincerely, , .
Lt _— . C::}Jhﬂﬂnug:la e
s ) : ‘ Dr. Armando Henri,quezSChgirpetecn .
. . < * Task Force for Teacher Education Quality
B ) Improvement :
v Afifrcalmm
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GENERAL TEACHER EDUCATION INFORMATION

.

(To be cohpleced‘by Dean, Director orlChalr of Teacher Education Program)

NOTE:

If the information requested is not now available, but you can estimate, please

If yau do not poséess the specific information requested, please so indicate.

do so and indicate that the’ response is an estimacc.

} Name of Institution
| .

'§hme, Title, Address "of Dean oE'School‘College'of Education

A
- ' N
v

. -

i

1‘ Y -

| , v .

\

| = . [ .

} A“‘ > !

A. Faculty Profile ‘ . ' ) v
1. How many full-time facuity are in your Department/Lollege/School ‘f Education?

' Assistant Associate ~ Full . Tenured‘\ \

2, How ﬁany of these faculty have:® Doctorate Masters _ . Pon
3.

How many of these faculty are involved in teaching any preservice teacher .

preparation courses? -

. . .
. .

Assistant Associate Full Tenured

Of the faculty involved in teaching in the preservice teacher preparation

program, howgny are on soft lines? .

How ymany adjunct facuLty'afc teaching preservice teacher education .

courges? ) . N
X - » .
Doctorate Hastcrs —— X e,
6. How many liberal arts faculty are directly involved in deliveting pteéervicc
’ teachcr education courses?
. - P
7. How many facully are directly 1qrolved in supervising 3§udeqp‘peaching?
. Fyll-time Adjunct Tenured )
8. How mani faculty are involve in &ctivities organized through Teacttor :
Education Centers? . -~ E
. . H *
)
. Assistant Asgoclate ' Full Adjunct Tenured
9. How many faculty have been traimdd to partAdcipate in the Beginning Teacher =~
Program? :
. ¥ 2y ~ . .
- | . # * -
¥ \ EI.U
- 36
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P

.2 ~
: 10. Which staff development policies do you have? .
* M 4
A Sébbaticéi;~ Redirection . - Other (please describe)
» R < - ' * +
. . . = »
. v - . .
' ' li. . Are ﬁacpl@y required to participate in staff development activities?
. * Yes ~ No J .
P s
B. Student Profiles- . ’ - :

. = ,

1., What is{ﬁﬁg“mean score on SAT or ACT for yocur entering teacher
candidatesl - s ' .

2. of chosg,sthdents entering teacher @feparation courses in the Department/
«College/8shool of Education in Fall 1981 who tock the SAT Exan, bow maay
edrned “avreore of: .

M .
Below B35 v -
835 - 899
) - 900 -~ 999 .
. . 1000 -~ 1099 R
’ 1100 or above
T Total 100% .
- . . N .~
. B )
. 3. 0Of those ftgdegps\éngering teacher ,preparation couwrses in the Department/
. College/School of Educatien in FaIl 1982 who vovk-the S45T Excoy how m38%—
earned a scare of: < .
4 . . ‘ Below 835~ >
S - T ’ 835 - 899 . . . .
. . . 900 - 993 .
D 1000 - 1099 '
s . 1100 or above 100% : .
] - Total~’ .
- 4. What percentage of your students entering teacher preparaticn progracs in
. the Depaztment/Collegé/School of Education in the fall 1581 who took the
- ., ACT Exam, warned 2 score of: .
#fw”dwf—~f”"’”rﬂie or below
) 17 - 19
206 - 23 . .
. 24 -~ 27 _ s
N 28 - 30
31 or zbove ¢ s
Total e

5. What percsptage ¢f your students entering teacher preparation prograss iz
the Department/College/School of Edacation im the Fall 1882 who took the

ACT Exam. earned & sScore ok:. . .
' ’

) - 16 or below
* . -~ 17-19

- - 20 - 23
) 24 - 27 ’ .
_ 28 - 30
Q ST . 31 or above ] o 4 n t
ERIC Total. ~ __100%
. A 3




3 .

»

&, What percentage of voux un.n' level students e:m:.:le& in teacher prepara-
tion progzress in the Beparmennlmllegei chool of Zducation in the Fall
1521 had z zumuslatfve GPA in the range of:
=38d
1.9 or belew
2.0 - 2.4 -
Z‘S - 2:9
3ﬁg - 3,’(
3.5 or 2kove .
) Iotal 193%
7. What percentege of your junior level students earolled in :eacsez prepara-
tion progrzms in the Department/College/School of Eiucation i..e Fall
} 1982 hed a czomulative GPA in the range of: \
L D —— i
- i
1.9 or below <\
2.0 = 2 4 } \
2.5 - 2.9
. 0 - 3,4
315 & a.b..:.e
59233‘, 150% . . KQ
4
L Standezrds fcr Adrmissicn, Selecticn and Fetentien of Teacker C:::.diﬁaces
i )
i, Adrission into Frograms
a. State Bozrd of Eduzation rule £4-5.62 reguires a =ini=um cemposite
core of 835 on SAT or 17 on ACT as 2 prereguisite for admission
intc teacher educatien. Does che admission score regulved by
your institution exceed this minirum level? (Yesi/¥s) .
1f YES, state the cowposite score{s) +vhich your institution requires
fzr admissinn into Teacher Education,
L] N
b. If studemts do nct meet cindiwus zd=ission score requiresents, is
- remediation recommended? (Yes/ko) . I1i YES, describe how
rezedizticn cpportunities are provided. ST e
A )
t. for whar percentaze cof your students, if zny. have thesz SAT/ACT
reguirements been waived? .
: /: . Wnat criteria d2 you use iv deterciving to waive these requirezents”
.
]
F ' - i .
E
- a. &
\)4 zgd

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ve.- What is the racial/ethnic composition of those students for whom these
requiremants have been yaiggd (% of Blacks, Whites, Hispanics, Native
Avericans, Asiansg)? . .

£. what additional admission requirements dces your institution require
for entry idto the teacher education program (e.g. minimum ade
point average, basic skills competencies, etc.)? Please dedcribe
briefly. - :

g. 1In your opiunion, do you believe the CLAST test wiil have an effect on
your current requirements or the quantity and caliber of students
entering your teacher education program? {(Yes/No) ____ . ILf YES, please
describe.

* v e —

2. Screening and Placement

a. Describe the procedura(s) you presently use for screening
. candidates who wish to enter your teacher education program.

.

h, Once admitted to a teacher educarion program, do you employ any ongoing
evaluative procedures or screening/guidance wechanisns to insure
teacher candidate qualiry (e.g., periodic intervievws, tests, observations,
CPA raintenance levels)? ™




3. Exit and Ret@ntion

a. What 1s the attrition rate for students leaving the programe of teacher .
education at your institution? « Of those who leave, what percen-
tage exit due to failure to maintain minimum academic requirements? .
What percentage exit to pursue other fields of study? ~ .

i ,

t. Do you require exit tests for completion of your programs in teacher

education? (Yes/No) . If YES, what types of fests do you employ?

 ad
¢
- I _ =
% {‘. * R T
. What percentage of studehts pass your exit tests on first attempt? . s
Do you allow successive attempts? (Yes/No) . If YES, how many? . i

/ #s
d. On the first attempt.in 1981/82, what percentage of graduates from
your programs of teacher education pass the Florida Teacher Certification
Exam? . . .
o —— . F ‘

D. Promotion & Salary

»

1. Please proéide a copy of policy guidelines regarding promotion, salary,
tenure and merit pay at your ingtitution.: p
2. What recommendations would you suggest to 1m§rove the salary and promotion
. system at your institution? (Attach additional sheet if necessary) : :

Y

2%

E. Governance

-

i. Is there a formal group at your.institution charged with responsibility ‘, -
for making major policy decisions effecting change in teacher education
progrars and curriculum? (Yes/No) . .




1f, YES do members of that group include representatives of: (check all
that apply) »

»
2

department/college/school of‘education faculty

department /college/school of education administrators ) .

-

liberal arts faculty

%iﬁera} arts administrators ST -
institution level administrators

students
éeachers :

State Department of Education";gpresentatives‘

others (please specify)

- . ’, ;-
P . i

Please provide examples of major changes within the last two years made
as-a result of activities of this policy group. .

’ . -~

Are the majority of chénges made in teacher education pfograms at your
jnstitution the result of this group's activity? (Yes/No) . 1f NoO,
what are the major forces contributing to change?

41 45




s

5. What formal mechanisms are used to encourage collaborative planning?

L)

a. Between your teacher education programs?

.

b. Between teacher education programs .and public schools?

y ¢. Between education faculty and 1i$era1 arts faculty? ' R

k] -

»
-

6. What recommendations would you make to improve the policy-making and
) collaborative activities in your teacher education programs?




R ) . !

. ~
Co " SURVEY OF ELEMENTARY EDUCATION PROCRAMS .
- ‘ Please complete the items on the attached pages concerniné programs in
qlemencary education on your campus, If you have no specific programs in .

¢lementary education, please so indicate below apd,retﬁrn°the forms uncompleted.

Please be as brief.and specific as possible. If you do not ﬁossess the
specific information requested, pleasq so'in@icate. If the information requested
is not now available, but you can estimate, please do so and indicate that the
response is an estimate. '

< . B “
Please complete this section-at your earliest possible convenience and
. return the completed form to the office of the dean, director, or chair of
teacher education so that it can be mailed together with the other sections- of
the teacher education survey tqo Task Force staff, no later than December 21, 1982.

Thank you for your cooperation.

a4

‘Name of Institution

We have prografis in elementary education: ) . '
Yes (Please complete attached pages)
No (Please return form uncompleted) .

-, ”

Name, Title, and Office. Address of Person Completing This Sectdion

L4

Telephone

. 7
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mark N/C. _ .
Prefix and f: X of
. . o Coursge ! Time in.Course
AREA | - or N/C ' Spent_on Topic
\1) Coﬁtemporaty Issues in Education ' [

a

. : . ¢
SURVEY OF ELEMENTARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

1. How many upper level liberal arts'coLrses‘are available for studenés in
your program?
Y v
Electiveé“ Requived -
11. Please list the appropriate course number wichin which the following subject
areas are taught or specifically addressed. 1f they are not covered, please

2) Compdter Literacy

3) ‘Eéonomig Education

4) School Law ,

5) Environmental Education

,19) Bilivgual Education
O

6). Sex Education

. - ,
7) Multicultural Education

8) Urban/Inner=city Education

9) Learning disabilities

/

10) Counseling for classroom teachers '

13

11) Global/International Education

12) Teacher stress/burnout K

13) Educational Technology

14) Assessment of qu&lfty in texts

15) Classroom Organization and
Administration

16) Ewaluation

-

17l Verbal and non-verbal communication

18) Precentation of subject matter




2< )

¢ —

a » V4
1 . 20) Management of Student Behavior ’
}' v .\.

21) ‘Coursework planning

22) Gifted Strdent Education

I

23) P.L. 94-142 : . \

-

111. The following questions concern CLINICAL, EARLY FIELD EXPERIENCES, and STUDENT
TEACHING/INTERNSHIP. To the best of your apility, would you please briefly
describe the typical experience of elementaty education students for the
categories listed below: R LT

[}

4

A. Clinical (campus-based) experiences

, . Académic Levél
) , . Total . Offered (e.g. lst
Type . Hours Credit semester junior year)

3

M

- -

L3

1. How many hours-of clinical teadching are réguired prior, to student
teaching/intetnship? .

. B. Early Field Experiences (school-based, short duration and return to campus) !
. _If you provide this type of pre-intern experience, please respond to the \
following: ‘ -
~  Academic Level
Total Offered (e.g. lst )
. Iype ~- Hours Credit semester junior year)
N
. { a




_ C. sStudent Teaching/Internship
@

How are school-based supdrvising teachers selected?
T N\ ‘ >

v L |
-

On the average, how many hours of ‘contact occur between the school-
based supervisirg teacher and the u iversity-based supervisory
professox? . : ~
! . )
i

-
+

AY
A ) N \
How are students in early field experiences evaluated by supervising

teachers? (e.g., checklist of competencies, professional judgement,
etc.) vl

R T f

How often, and in what manner, do university supervising professors
congult individually with students?‘

a. Type of consultation?
\

b. With what frequency and for how, long?

.

Are students required to do early field experiences in multi-cultural
school settings? (Yes/No) . - .

1f YES, what is’the nature of this requirement?

»

How many hours in early field experiences arg'required prior to
student teaching internship?

‘ , o

v . ¢

Please answer thé following questions regarding the scope and character
of your student intern program. We realize it is difficult to
generalize to all students, so when answering please approximate the
typical experience encountered by your internms. -

1.

»

What is the nature of the studdht intern expérience?

“

a. Duration of éxperience?

B. Number of hours required‘pef semester/qtr?
46 ’ ot

. o




-

2L On. thg average,. does this experience take place in more than one .
school? (If so, how many' schools)

N ]

3. Does it take place within one or more grade levels? (Please specify
number of grade levels):® ‘

e

N . : : °
[ . i .
" 4. Does it cover more than one subject matter area? (Please specify
subject matter(s) taught) ’ : .
5. What are the criteria used for placing Student iaterns in schools?,
' (e.g. random allocation, student selection of school, etc.) ,

—

LY

> e
-

6. What criteria are used by school-based pef%onnel to evaluidtewinterns?
(please list or-attach copy of eriteria) .

,
L]

7. How are school-based supervisory teachers selected?

- [N

8. -On the average, how many hours of contact occur between a school-
based supervising teacher and university supervisor?

.

-

»

9. How mugh, and what kind, of contact occurs between a student intern
and the supeﬁiising university professor? .

b4

a. Type of contact (e.g4, meetings at student's school)y +

b. Frequency and length of contacts?

.

41 5y




10. po you bave, requirements that insure student interns have a

{ multicultural student teaching experience? . : - .
2
: R , . . |
l. : L3
H » .
If so, what, are those requirements? |
. . » ! » 1
v '
|
4
.
e > |
\
: S : ‘
. |
; ) ) :
|
. \./ o » i
- — R
» - 1
[} ’ v 1
' * . . * “
\ L \ :
‘ 1
-~
|
.
| .
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SURVEY OF SECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Please complete the items on the atlached pages concerning programs in
secondary education on your campus. Lf you have no, specific proprams in
gecondary vducation, please so indicate below and return the forms uncompleted.

Please be as brief and specific as possible. If you do not possess the
specific information rcquested, please so findicate. If the information requested
{3 not now available, but you can estirate, please do w0 and” Indfcate that the

response 1s”3An estimate.

Please complete this section at your earliest possible convenience and \.
retuen the completed form to the office of the dean, director, or chalr of
teacher education se that it cam'be mailed together with the other scctions N
of the teacher education survey to Task Force staff, wno later than’ becember
21, 1982, : .

Thank you tor your coapoeration. ‘

THame ot Institet fan

W have proprims in sweooandary edecation
Yer _please complege attachaed papes)
O (Flease return form uncompleoted)
3

e, T1le, and fftce dddress of Poranp Complet ing this Sevtion

%

o - v a—

- - v o
)

v o Ay i A W7 At P T ar e

Totuphone ‘ ) —_—

P




‘ . N » R ~ -~ i v

| ) RN : . .

- ) ! a :

| UP¥RY OF SECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRIMS -

|~ - g .

| " a
4 . . ‘

17
1%)

14

l O

Please 1o the appropriate course numder within which the fallowing subject
Areas tare Lagght or specifically addressed, If they are not covered, please
mark N/C.

; Prefix and -2 of
Coarse Time in Course

AREA © . oF HIC} Spene on Topic

.

Contumporary Issuva in Education

"

Lovputer L}Gﬁf&éV . :

X .
Eooromdt bdug 1t lun
[ 3

Srkgoel Liw” . . -

invtrfh&cnral Edueat fon

Ay Eduyoat ton : ~ ¢ .

Wﬂlt\Ly)(uzll Eduat tan
. I
Melond Lope e 40y Edu 55 Lan

Leerngng Jdrotbilities . —

taara ding for clasorsem teachers

srlunal/laterrational Fducation .
+ E]

Tezctery 3L1r« 23/ Duranyt

Fipacar tonal Technology <

L]
faswoo hent ot puality 1o tesys

Flansrans Growmization and ‘ . .
Ad=iny k7 et fon , ?4 :

fwualuaticn

Vorhal and Aon~vorhal communicat tog =

.?resnﬁpxtlﬂﬂ af swbject matior

BiHinsval fduration .

» ?‘ f’

H

-

Boow

e : | : P
~ !. o ;




>

) Managerment of atudent Behavior

21) Coursewofk plzniing

22 ) Gifted Student -Educaticn

23) P.L. 94-142 7 -

+

111, The followaing questione concern CLIRICAM, EARLY FIELD EXPERIENCES, and STURENT
TEACHING/INTERNSHIP. To the best of your ability, would you please briefly
describe the typical experience of elementary educatiop students fc* the
categories histed below:

A. Clinical i:ampus-based) experiences

bcademic Level

- Total Offered (e.g. lst
Iype . " Hours Credit semester junior year)
-

-

1. How m:ny hours of hlin72a1 teaching are required prior to student
teaching/internship?

!

. > LN .
k. Early Fjeld Experiences {school-based, short duration and return to campus}

’ 1f you provide this.type of pre-intern experience, please respond to the
_ fellowing:
" ) Academic Level
’ . : Toral -~ Offered (e.g. Ist
Type Hours Credit semester junicr year)
- »
k
51 =~
13:¢)




¢ 3 »= .
) ] i
I. How are <chovl=based supervising teachers selected?
= * -
2. 4n the average, how many hours of contact occur between the school- )
based supervising tcacher and the university-based supervisory
professor?’ : -
LN —
‘}. flow are students in early field expg;ggncés evaluated by supervising .
'3  teachers? (e.g., checklist of competencies, professional jvdgenment)
etc.) : _— - R N
» -
* 4. How often, and in what masner, do university supervising professors : :
consult individually wicth students? . .
. 2.0 Type of copsultation? .
’ b. With what frequency and for -how.long? . '
" 3. Are students required to do early field experiences in wulti-cultural . .
school settings?  (Yes/No) . .
3 I .
1f YES., what is the patur€ of this requirement?

-~

L. How many hours in early field experiences are required prior to
student teaching internship?

C. Student Teaching/Internship -
Flease angswer the following questions regarding the seope and character
of your student intern program., We realize it is difficult to
generalize to all students, so when answering please approximite the :
typlcal experience encountersd by your interns.

i. What 4+ the nature of the student intorrn experience?

4. wuration of expericnce’”

K. lumber of howrs required per zemesterfqtr?

E

Q 52 :; -

« 1303
ERIC
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T e ™

»
: *
*
»
-

[ . On the average, does this experience tike place in move thum ene
schoel?  (If so, how many schools) -

3, Does Lt take pi&é& within one or more grade levels? (Please specify
. pumber of grade levels) » :

4, [Does it cover more than vne subjent matter area? (Please specify
subject ratter(s) taught)

%, What are the criteria used for placing student interns in schools?
{.g. random allecation, student seloction of school, ofc.)

6, What oriteris are used by school-based personnel to evaluate interns?
{please 1ist or attach copy of criteria)

1. Heow are schonl=biased supervisory teachers selected’

N
'

A, vn thie awersge, how many hours of coptact ocgurebetywen a acbool~
baned saperviofug teacher ard universicy Jupervicor?

: 3. How mach, and what kind, of centact archro between a student intern
atd the “uperelsing eniveralty profossor?

a. dyper of contact (ouy., muetings 30 stadent’s schoold

ca- e - - s, e

- v repe - P s i e N8 . OB 7T~ U 8 % € oy = gt

|

1

b, Freguensy g bongpth wf sonfa 0 1
|

1

|

1

.

]

1
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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5
i, L2 wou have requiresents that insure student interne have a
rulticultural gfwient teaching experience?
e
If 20, what are thosc reguirements?
-
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E SURVEY OF EXCEPTIONAL STUDENT EDUCATION PROGRAMS
x K]

Please complete the items on the attached pages concerning programs in

exceptional student education on your campus. 1f you have no specific programs .
in exceptional student education, please so indicate below and return the forms
uncompleted. . -

Please be as brief and specific as pogsible. 1f you do not possess the :
specific information requested, please so indicate. 1f the information requested
is not now available, but you can estimate, please do so and indicate that the
response is an estimate. -

Please complete this section at your earliest possible convenience and ,
return the completed form to the offive of the dean, director, or chair of ’
teacher edidcation so that it can be mailed together with the other sectionms
of the teacher education survey to Task Force staff, no later than December

21, 1982, . . ‘
& Thank you for you cooperation.
5
1N ©

Nzme of Institution

£
-
= B

We have programs in exceptional student education:

Yes (Please complete attached pages)
Yo (Please return form uncompleted)

Name, Title, and Office Address of Person Completing this Section

Y4

A

Telephone

0Y




1. How are school-based supervising teachers selected?

- i ,‘

2. On the average, how many hours of contact occur between the séhool- |
based supervising teacher and the university-based supervisory
professor?

|
. .

teachers? (e.g., checklist of competencies, professional judgement,
etc.) ’ .

)

3. How are students in early field experiences evaluated by supervising ¢

4, How often, and in what manner, do university supervising professors
consult individually with students?

a. Type of consultation? C .

b. With what frequency and for how long?

3

5. Are students required to do early field experiences in multi-cultural
school settings? (Yes/No) .

If YES, what is the nature of thig requirement? :

<

&. How,ﬁ;ny hours in early field experiences a%e required prior to
student teaching internship?’ ’

Student Teaching/Internship

Please answer the following questions regarding the scope and character
of your student intgrn program. We realize it is difficult to
generalize to all students, so when answering please approximate the
typical experience encountered by your interns.

1. What is the nature of the studeft .intern experience?

a. Dburation of experience?

'B. Number of hours required per semester/qtr?

. 56 | igl}




7.

9.

On the average, does this experience take place in more than one
school? (If so, how many schools)

-

Does it take place within one or more grade levels? (Please specify
number of grade levels)

[2

3

Does - it cover more than one subject .matter area? {(Please specify

_ subject matter(s) taugh})

"
-

-

.

What ave the criteria used for placing student interns in schools?
(e.g. random allocation, student selection of school, etc.) =

What criteria are used by school-based personnel to evaluate interns
(please list or attach copy of criteria)

>

How are school-based supervisory teachers selected?

o "

)

On the average, how many hours of contact oceur betwren a school-
based supervising teacher and university supervisor?

How much, and what kind, of contact occurs between 2 student iantern
and the supervising university professor? i
» [

a.  Type of contact (eay., weebings at student's schooly

. Freguensy and lensth of coonbacen? ¢

~
7




SURVEY OF EXCEPYLONAL STUDENT EDUCATTON PROGRAMS : -
I. How many up?ar level liberal arrs courses are available for students in .
your program?
Elect fves Requited B .
Vd .

IX. Please list the appropriate course nupber within which the following subject
arvas are taught or spucifically addressed., If they are not covgrad, please
mark N/,

‘ ] Prefix and % of :

. Course Time in Courge 7
AREA or N/C Spent on Topic .

1) Contemporary Issues in Education

T+ ) Computer Literacy

R
e

koonomic Educatios ’ '
) %) uwchonl law ' . . i
%) ‘Environvental Hducation i
k) Sew fdacat lon o ..
7y Ualticsloural pdecat lon ) )
®Y  Urnond Inner-city Education " 1
9y ¢ wonwbing fox clangroom tegchers |
1) Olatal/Iuternat fonal Educ@tiﬂn ’ l
1) B her SIress/hurnost
L) pdue at donal Teceolopy
RO TR 'w:»‘n;rw:'xi of guality in Lexts / ’ l
k La3  ©lassroos Drpanizat fon and Admiuistration ’ '
‘
[ 1) " Fwsladtion
s -
t trhy Ml ,l/nnf. panewethal smranteat ioa i . '
E 1Y Pee wnalatfon of subiect matter |
E LR TR TR R PTIYVRY | ?d!;;c At pee o . l
|
o .
%
| 5 .
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|
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19) Management of Student Behavior

20} Coursework planning

111. The following questions concern CLINICAL, EARLY FIELD EXPERIENCES, and STUDENT "

TEACHING/INTERNSHIP. To the best of your ability, would you please briefly
. describe the typical experience of elementary gducation students for the

categories listed below:

A. Clinical (campus-based) experiences ‘ ‘

»

' o - Academic Level
. ] 1 Total . Offered (e.g. Ist -
Type Hours Credit semester junior year)

1. How many hours of clinical teaching are required prior to student
teaching/internship°

B. Early Field Experiences (school-based, short duration and return to campus):

1f you provide this type of pre-intern experience, please respond to the

- fellowing:
-~y
' ’ . Academic Level
Total Offered (e.g. lst
Type L Hours Credit semester junior year)

$




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

10.°

-

»
&

Do you have requirements that insure student interns have a
multidultural student teaching experience?

o

If so, what are those requirements?

60 64
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. STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
DUsTSECONDARY Em];( ATION PLANNING COMMISSION

KNOTT BUILDING *
. 7 TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301
TASK FORCE FOR .
TEACHER EDUCATION .
QUALITY IMPROVEMENT November 19, 1982

Dear Faculty Member:

It is anticipated that during the 1983 legislative session serious attention
will be given to teacher preparation programs in Florida. The Joint Legislative
and Executive Task Force on Teacher Education Quality Improvement was established
and requested by the 1982 Legislature to provide a veport with legislative and
policy recommendations by March 1, 1983. At present the Task Force is in the
process of seduring data on Florida's teacher education programs from a variety
of sources. Given cur short time-frame, it is the Intent of the Task Force to
obtain and provide to the legislature the most accurate informstion available
on Florida's preservice teacher education programs. The counsel from faculty,
program heads, and deans and directors of teacher education programs Is essential
as the group begins to develop and establish recommendstions.

As part of this activity, we are asking you to complete the items on the
attached faculty survey. Part A of this survey ssks fgr data on your pergonal
background and experiences. Part B requeats that you provide your perceptions

. on the policy making proceduxes at your institution with regard to curriculum
and program changes, and also asks’ you to share your perceptions on promotion
and’ tenure procedures at your imstitution. The results of this survey wiil be
shared with all deans, directors, and chairpersons of teacher education programs,

' INDIVIDUAL FACULTY ANCNYMITY WILL BE PROTECTED.

Please complete this survey by Décember 2ist and mail it in the enclosed
envelope to: Dr. Richard Alterman, Project Directox, 109 Kaott Building,
Tallahassee, FL 32301,

We do realize that this is a busy time of yoax; howover, our deadline for
submitting a report to'the legislature is rapidly approaching.

-

Thank you for your cooperation.

1
i

Sincerely,

)
K

‘ or. Armando Henriqu¥z, Shafrpersen
Task Force for Teacher Education

Qualivy Isprovemsnt : _ }
) |
AH/rca/om . 1
LR %
: - R )
|
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» kA “
! .
~ FACULTY SURVEY ) ”
Nape of Institution . -
t
Name, Title of Offfce
Addregss of Person . * .
Corpleting this . . .
Survey
¢ »
Y /
Telephone ‘ -
» . ‘ »
Part A
1. 2. Do you have public school teaching cxperioncy?  yes no
. If wo, for how rauy years foll-tice? , X
cr  If wp, at what srade levpl(d) did yoo teach?
-
. [ 3
g, 1f am, what sebjestis) 434 ynie teach? R
* i
|
|
2. X, fig yog Rave pablic o hupl admingstration vsperienze?  yes no 1
b 1 go, for how SERE HCArS frll=gime? . ,
coft <o, at what Jewel? clerwatary o oecondary iddle
R i
3. Do yowe hzsv.g: Afty Py ite schosl teachling wperishce?  yeo no + 1
) . Do oyow wurrortly fold o walld Florida teaching cvrtiffcate?  yes ) ' i
» Fd
9. EBrivily deagtibe the ook dewelopront actificdes 1n which you ware enrelled ‘ \ |
A A prerdsipant dovlop the plak woedr. tba wot L dude those which you .
retidustadd, -
-
s e —_— |
. -
‘ S |
| 2 . | n 1
i - ‘ ' .
L
Q - A . ) f‘f}




Fart 8 ’

. - ‘. ° >

Y. are the proccdures for making major policy declsions regarding changes
1o teacher sducation programs cffective at your lnstitution? “(Yes/No) .
* ‘ N » ( :
What ruc@:rendationﬁtéould you sugpest for improvement?

AR A
.

A4

N

2

L
£, In your opinion, are the prorotion/salary decisions at your institution
wade on appropriate criteria? (Yes/No) . If N0, what changes would

Pou supRest? \ : T
.
' L l ,
. . L)
.
o
~
.
 d
-

O T

§, List the suggestions you have for improving the quality of the teacher-

vducation programs. s ' *

L.
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