Student Teacher Survey Report, 2002-2005
College of Education
Indiana State University

METHODOLOGY

Students completing their student teaching experience are asked to complete the Student Teacher Survey. After students complete the survey, the forms are collected and stored in the Dean’s Office of the College of Education. When asked what year they planned to graduate, the frequencies by year were as follows:

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	2002
	7
	2.7
	2.8
	2.8

	 
	2003
	59
	22.4
	23.3
	26.1

	 
	2004
	101
	38.4
	39.9
	66.0

	 
	2005
	86
	32.7
	34.0
	100.0

	 
	Total
	253
	96.2
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	10
	3.8
	 
	 

	Total
	263
	100.0
	 
	 


The survey, found in Appendix One,  requests that students respond to five questions about areas of preparation, eighteen questions about how well the College of Education prepared students for their student teaching experience, and eight questions about their interactions with staff, faculty and unit organizations within the college. The primary purposes of the report are as follows:

1. To calculate average response rates on each question, reviewing response averages for both the performance questions (questions six through twenty-four) and the unit capacity questions (questions twenty-five through thirty-one);

2. To calculate average response rates by year for the purpose of comparison. Both graphs and charts are included for review;

3. To analyze such data to observe what questions appear to indicate important trends, both at the unit and program levels;

4. To facilitate discussion by the faculty in the College of Education in the interest of further improving student teacher and unit performance.

A cronbach’s alpha score of .95 indicated that the survey instrument was reliable. Appendices found after the next section contain summary data used to make the observations in that section. 
FINDINGS

1. Question Averages. All question medians were above three, "well prepared." Medians for question fifteen, designing a learning environment to actively engage students in learning," question sixteen, "serving as a respected student role model," question seventeen," designing developmentally appropriate learning tasks," and question twenty-one, "reflecting on your teaching to improve student learning" had medians of four. For unit performance variables, question twenty-nine, "assistance received from your University supervisors for student teaching," and question thirty, "mentoring received from host teacher in field" had medians of four.
2. Comparisons Among Years. Differences between question averages for 2004 and 2005 were significant for question nine, "assessing your own professional growth needs to develop a meaningful professional development plan" and question ten, "using technology as an integral part of your instruction to support and extend student learning." Both questions demonstrated improvement between the two years.

Appendix One: Survey Instrument
	Student Teacher Survey

Indiana State University


Demographic Data.  Please check the box that most accurately represents your current student teaching position.
	1. Your student teaching position?

(1
Early Childhood Education

(2
Middle Childhood Education

(3
Junior High/Middle School Education

(4
Secondary Education

(5
Special Education

(6
Speech Language Pathology

(7
Other ___________________________


	2. Your college-based preparation for teaching?

     Check all that apply.

(1
Early Childhood Education

(2
Middle Childhood Education

(3
Junior High/Middle School Education

(4
Secondary Education

(5
Special Education

(6
Speech Language Pathology

(7
None of these



	3. During your student teaching experience, did you teach the subject area for which you were prepared at ISU?

(1
Yes

(2
No


	4. Please indicate the year you plan to graduate from ISU.

__________

	5.   What is your teaching area(s)?  Check all that apply.

	(1
Art

(2
Computer Education

(3
Driver’s Education

(4
Elementary Education

(5
English Education

(6
Foreign Languages

(7
Family & Consumer Science

(8
Mathematics Education


	(9
Music Education

(10
Reading

(11
School Media Services

(12
Science Education

(13
Social Studies Education

(14
Special Education

(15
Speech Communication and  

       Theater
	(16
Business Education

(17
Health and Safety Education

(18
Physical Education

(19  Technology Education
(20
Vocational Trade/Industrial

       Technology

(21
Other __________________




Please circle the number that most closely represents your assessment about how well Indiana State University prepared you for each item listed below.

	Poorly Prepared

Somewhat Prepared

Well Prepared

Very Well Prepared
	
	Poorly Prepared

Somewhat Prepared

Well Prepared

Very Well Prepared


	1      2      3     4
	6.  
Design units of instruction that focus on the content standards for schools in Indiana
	
	1      2      3     4
	10.
Use technology as an integral part of your instruction to support and extend student learning

	1      2      3     4
	7. 
Design classroom assessments that are aligned with Indiana content standards
	
	1      2      3     4
	11.
Design and use formative assessments that give purposeful feedback to students

	1      2      3     4
	8.  
Create meaningful learning experiences based on content knowledge
	
	1      2      3     4
	12.
Use teaching approaches that are sensitive to diverse learners

	1      2      3     4
	9.
Assess your own professional growth needs to develop a meaningful professional development plan
	
	1      2      3     4
	13.
Use information about the community and student backgrounds to design relevant learning experiences


Please continue on next page

	1      2      3     4
	14.
Use multiple teaching strategies to encourage critical thinking
	
	1      2      3     4
	19.
Mediate student learning to help students achieve full potential 

	1      2      3     4
	15.
Design a learning environment to actively engage students in learning
	
	1      2      3     4
	 20.
Design and use classroom assessments that accurately assess student learning

	1      2      3     4
	16.
Serve as a respected student role model

	
	1      2      3     4
	21.
Reflect on your teaching to improve student learning

	1      2      3     4
	17.
Design developmentally appropriate learning tasks
	
	1      2      3     4
	22.
Engage students in problem-based learning

	1      2      3     4
	18.
Work collegially with peers to improve student learning
	
	1      2      3     4
	23.
Develop productive relationships with parents or guardians to support student learning


Please circle the number that most closely represents your assessment about your interactions with the following at Indiana State University.

	Poorly Prepared

Somewhat Prepared

Well Prepared

Very Well Prepared
	
	Poorly Prepared

Somewhat Prepared

Well Prepared

Very Well Prepared


	1      2      3     4
	24.
In general, how do you feel you were prepared for your student teaching assignment 
	
	1      2      3     4
	28.
Assistance from the Office of Educational Student Services

	1      2      3     4
	25.
Assistance for Student Teaching Placements
	
	1      2      3     4
	29.
Assistance received from your University supervisor for student teaching

	1      2      3     4
	26.
Assistance from the faculty in the School of Education
	
	1      2      3     4
	30.
Mentoring received from host teacher in the field

	1      2      3     4
	27.
Assistance from faculty advisors
	
	
	


If you could make one suggestion to the ISU faculty and staff that would most improve your ability to facilitate learning for students in your class, what would that suggestion be?

Thank you for your time and assistance.

Please return this instrument in the self-addressed, stamped envelope or mail directly to Dr. Susan Powers, School of Education, Indiana State University, Terre Haute, IN 47809.

Appendix Two: Survey Question Averages for Teacher Preparation Assessment

	 
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean

	Std. Deviation

	Q6: Designing units of instruction
	261
	1
	4
	3.32
	.792

	Q7: Designing classroom assessment
	261
	1
	4
	3.13
	.826

	Q8: Creating meaningful learning experiences based on content knowledge
	261
	1
	4
	3.37
	.676

	Q9: Assessing own professional growth needs
	263
	1
	4
	3.20
	.781

	Q10: Using technology
	262
	1
	4
	3.10
	.861

	Q11: Designing and using formative assessments
	263
	1
	4
	3.03
	.788

	Q12: Using teaching approaches that are  sensitive to diverse learners
	261
	1
	4
	3.23
	.822

	Q13: Using information about community and student backgrounds
	263
	1
	4
	2.97
	.837

	Q14: Using multiple teaching strategies
	260
	1
	4
	3.34
	.731

	Q15: Designing learning environment to actively engage students
	261
	1
	4
	3.41*
	.676

	Q16: Serving as a respected role model
	261
	1
	4
	3.66*
	.551

	Q17: Designing developmentally appropriate learning tasks
	261
	1
	4
	3.41*
	.683

	Q18: Working collegially with peers
	259
	1
	4
	3.34
	.738

	Q19: Mediating students learning
	261
	1
	4
	3.21
	.749

	Q20: Designing and using classroom assessments
	260
	1
	4
	3.13
	.752

	Q21: Reflecting on teaching
	261
	1
	4
	3.43*
	.650

	Q22: Engaging students in problem-based learning
	259
	1
	4
	3.24
	.717

	Q23: Developing productive relationships with parents or guardians
	259
	1
	4
	2.90
	.916

	Valid N (listwise)
	250
	 
	 
	 
	 


Appendix Three: Survey Question Averages for Unit and Performance Questions
	 
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean

	Std. Deviation

	Q24: General preparation rating
	260
	1
	4
	3.25
	.787

	Q25" Assistance for student teaching placements
	258
	1
	4
	3.07
	.827

	Q26: Assistance from College of Education faculty
	260
	1
	4
	3.08
	.804

	Q27: Assistance for faculty advisors
	260
	1
	4
	3.08
	.893

	Q28: Assistance from Office of Educational Student Services
	257
	1
	4
	2.93
	.866

	Q29: Assistance received from university supervisor
	260
	1
	4
	3.30*
	.884

	Q30:Mentoring received from host teacher in field
	259
	1
	4
	3.64*
	.643

	Q31: General assistance rating
	135
	1
	4
	3.39
	.661

	Valid N (listwise)
	134
	 
	 
	 
	 


Appendix Four: Response Averages By Year
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Appendix Five: Significant Differences in Student Teacher Ratings Comparing 2003 and 2004
Dunnett T3 

	Dependent Variable
	(I) GRAD_YR
	(J) GRAD_YR
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Q9
	2002
	2003
	-.262
	.563
	.996
	-2.28
	1.75

	 
	 
	2004
	-.222
	.559
	.998
	-2.24
	1.80

	 
	 
	2005
	-.567
	.557
	.871
	-2.59
	1.45

	 
	2003
	2002
	.262
	.563
	.996
	-1.75
	2.28

	 
	 
	2004
	.039
	.133
	1.000
	-.32
	.39

	 
	 
	2005
	-.306
	.125
	.092
	-.64
	.03

	 
	2004
	2002
	.222
	.559
	.998
	-1.80
	2.24

	 
	 
	2003
	-.039
	.133
	1.000
	-.39
	.32

	 
	 
	2005
	-.345(*)
	.105
	.007
	-.62
	-.07

	 
	2005
	2002
	.567
	.557
	.871
	-1.45
	2.59

	 
	 
	2003
	.306
	.125
	.092
	-.03
	.64

	 
	 
	2004
	.345(*)
	.105
	.007
	.07
	.62

	Q10
	2002
	2003
	-.085
	.450
	1.000
	-1.67
	1.50

	 
	 
	2004
	.030
	.446
	1.000
	-1.56
	1.62

	 
	 
	2005
	-.341
	.443
	.957
	-1.93
	1.25

	 
	2003
	2002
	.085
	.450
	1.000
	-1.50
	1.67

	 
	 
	2004
	.114
	.144
	.963
	-.27
	.50

	 
	 
	2005
	-.256
	.135
	.307
	-.62
	.10

	 
	2004
	2002
	-.030
	.446
	1.000
	-1.62
	1.56

	 
	 
	2003
	-.114
	.144
	.963
	-.50
	.27

	 
	 
	2005
	-.371(*)
	.118
	.012
	-.69
	-.06

	 
	2005
	2002
	.341
	.443
	.957
	-1.25
	1.93

	 
	 
	2003
	.256
	.135
	.307
	-.10
	.62

	 
	 
	2004
	.371(*)
	.118
	.012
	.06
	.69


*  The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Appendix Six: Regression Equation of Preparation Rating


Model Summary(f)

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics
	Durbin-Watson

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change
	 

	1
	.646(a)
	.417
	.414
	.600
	.417
	176.493
	1
	247
	.000
	 

	2
	.704(b)
	.495
	.491
	.560
	.078
	38.160
	1
	246
	.000
	 

	3
	.728(c)
	.531
	.525
	.541
	.036
	18.574
	1
	245
	.000
	 

	4
	.741(d)
	.549
	.542
	.531
	.019
	10.032
	1
	244
	.002
	 

	5
	.750(e)
	.562
	.553
	.524
	.013
	7.015
	1
	243
	.009
	1.733


a  Predictors: (Constant), Q15

b  Predictors: (Constant), Q15, Q7

c  Predictors: (Constant), Q15, Q7, Q19

d  Predictors: (Constant), Q15, Q7, Q19, Q13

e  Predictors: (Constant), Q15, Q7, Q19, Q13, Q6

f  Dependent Variable: Q24

Appendix Seven: Regression Equation of Preparation Rating Using Unit Variables As Independent Variables


Model Summary(c)

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics
	Durbin-Watson

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Significance F Change
	 

	1
	.661(a)
	.437
	.433
	.524
	.437
	102.392
	1
	132
	.000
	 

	2
	.688(b)
	.474
	.466
	.508
	.037
	9.160
	1
	131
	.003
	1.932


a  Predictors: (constant) Q31...

b  Predictors: (constant) Q31, Q29...

c  Dependent Variable: Q24







� Wording of categories not necessary exactly the wording on questionnaire; please refer to Appendix A for exact wording





� (*) means that median values were 4; in all other cases, median values were 3.


� (*) means that median was 4. 


� Question 24, “In general, how do you feel you were prepared for your students teaching assignment?” was used as the dependent variable. It is recognized that the dependent variable is skewed to the positive end of the scale, a weakness for this and the subsequent regression analyses. However, because the purpose of this analysis is primarily descriptive, it is felt that these findings shed some light on which variables are most closely associated with the assigned dependent variable. 


� Question 24, “In general, how do you feel you were prepared for your students teaching assignment?” was used as the dependent variable. 
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