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Reform in middle level education and in teacher education is a relatively new
dimension of the debate begun in 1986 with the publication of The Carnegie Report.
Wedged between the widely disparate contexts of the elementary and secondary

]
Suzanne Yerian is an
assistant professor of
education at Pacific
Lutheran University,
Tacoma, Washington;
Pamela L. Grossman is
an associate professor
with the College of
Education, University of
Washington, Seattle,
Washington.

levels, middle schools were frequently viewed as little -
more than temporary holding pens—areas in which
early adolescents transition from children to young
adults, and future high school faculty learn to teach.
Few people saw the middle level as a fertile place for
systemic innovation and change (Carnegie, 1989). Just
as middle schools were overlooked in the first wave of
educational reform, middle level teacher education
was virtually forgotten until later in the decade.

In 1989, the Carnegie Council Task Force was
charged with creating recommendations that would
improve the development of educational experi-
ences foradolescent youth. Their publication, Turning
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Points, highlighted ways in which preservice teachers could be better prepared for
teaching at the middle school level. Some of these recommendations included:
understanding student development through both university coursework and direct
experience in schools; increasing preservice teachers’ sensitivity to student differ-
ences; and learning to work in collaborative teams.

The current reforms in middle school education and in teacher education are
similar in that they both emphasize close university-school contacts that would
make these reforms possible. Professional development schools (PDSs), for ex-
ample, are sites where university professors and school practitioners work together
“for the development of novice professionals, for continuing development of
experienced professionals, and for research and development of the teaching
profession” (Holmes Group, 1990, p. 1). The PDS model (Abdal-Haqq, 1991;
Colburn, 1993; Darling-Hammond, 1994; Dixon & Ishier, 1992; Goodlad, 1990,
Grossman & McDaniel, 1990; Kennedy, 1988; Levine, 1992; Rushcamp &
Roehler, 1992; Teitel, 1994; Wilbur, Lambert & Young, 1988; Winitzky, Stoddart,
& O’Keefe, 1992) is organized around several principles including: reflection and
research on practice; participation in learning communities; teaching and learning
for understanding; attention to diverse perspectives; and alternative roles and
responsibilities for both university and school faculty (Holmes Group, 1990). The
collaboration of university and school faculty toward improving professional
practice is central to the goals of the PDS {Abdal-Haqg, 1989; Dixon & Ishler, 1992;
Grossman & McDaniel, 1990; Kennedy, 1988).

There is little evidence on the effects of PDS reforms on either middle level
practice or on middie level teacher education. Past efforts to institutionalize
university-school partnerships have failed, in part, because too little attention was
paid to the influence of these partnerships on teachers and students (Stallings &
Kowalski, 1990). Research on the influence of middle level PDS programs on
preservice teachers will contribute ultimately to our knowledge of the validity of
these reform efforts.

In this study we assessed the impact of a middle level teacher education
program set in a PDS framework by comparing two teacher education programs—
a traditional teacher education program (TEP) and a pilot PDS teacher education
program for middle school teachers that ran concurrently at the same university, We
evaluated the first three years of the PDS pilot preservice program by assessing the
perspectives of its graduates toward their preservice training, and compared those
findings against the perspectives of the graduates from the regular teacher educa-
tion program during the same time period. The specific purpose of the cvaluation
was to explore the PDS graduates” perspectives toward the PDS middle school
program, and to examine how knowledgeable the PDS graduates felt about early
adolescent issues. We were particularly interested in knowing what differences
might be found in the responses of the two groups of middle level preservice
teachers when one group, the PDS graduates, was more consistently exposed to the
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philosophy of the middle level teacher education reforms than the other group, the
TEP graduates. The middle level teacher education reforms include: curriculum
integration, teaming, collaboration, teaching to diversity, active participation of all
students in learning, professional development of teachers, and specific knowledge
of early adolescents and its practice in schools (Carnegie Council, 1989).

The specific questions for the study were developed in conjunction with the
stakeholders in the PDS consortium. Qur questions included: (1) How do graduates
of the middle-level PDS and regular education programs feel about their teacher
preparation? {2) Compared to graduates of the regular education program who are
teaching in junior high or middle schools, do middle-level PDS graduates differ in
their perceptions of their knowledge about early adolescents and their needs? (3)
Compared to graduates of the regular education program, do middle-level PDS
graduates hold diffcrent beliefs toward students with disabilities?'

Program Descriptions

The Regular Teacher Education Program (TEP)

From 1989to 1992, the University of Washington's College of Education fifth-
year teacher preparation program led to elementary (grades K-8) or secondary
(grades 7-12) certification. Students who planned to teach at the middle level
typically entered the secondary program.

The TEP curriculum consisted of core courses within areas of Curriculum and
Instruction, Educational Psychology, Special Education, and Educational Leader-
ship and Policy Studies. The student’s field experiences were structured in progres-
sive steps throughout the year from an initial experience of obscrvation to a final
ten-week experience in student teaching. University supervisors, adjunct faculty
who themselves had been classroom teachers, visited up to 15 students at least two
to three times during the quarter to observe and evaluate. Approximately 123
students were enrolled in the regular secondary teacher education program each
year. Althoughapproximately 21 secondary students per year were placed at middle
schools for their student teaching, there was no explicit focus on the middle grades
or on early adolescence for students in the secondary program. For example, while
the Educational Psychology course covered K-12 student development, the early
adolescent was not a specific topic of study. The students sometimes complained
that the secondary methods courses focused primarily on high school issues.

The Middle Level PDS Teacher Education Program

In 1988, the University of Washington, the Puget Sound Educational Consor-
tium, and the Washington Educational Association, a partnership of 14 Seattle-
Tacoma area school districts and the University of Washington, received a grant
from the Ford Foundation for the purpose of restructuring preservice teacher
education. The outcome of the grant was the creation of the Puget Sound Profes-
.
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sional Development Center (PSPDC), a consortium of the university, four middle
schools, and the Washington Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction.
One of the goals of the PSPDC was to pilot a middle school preservice teacher
education program through the College of Education at the University of Washing-
ton that would include three major innovations (Grossman & McDaniel, 1990):

% A core seminar on teaching and learning in middle schools, team taught by
university professors and middle school teachers, and integrating core classes
taught in the regular teacher education program.

+ A field experience, closely aligned with the core seminar, that included
placement at one of the four middle school PDSs.

+ On-site supervision and evaluation of the student teachers by teacher leaders
designated as “‘site-supervisors.”

Although the compositien of the faculty who participated in the PDS seminar
and some aspects of the curriculum changed over the three years examined by the
study, the central components of the program remained the same: a core seminar,
fieldwork integrated with the core seminar, and on-site supervision. Each of these
components will be described briefly. For a fuller description of the PDS teacher
education program, see Gehrke (1992); Gehrke, Young, & Sagmiller (1991);
Grossman (1994); and Grossman & McDaniel (1990).

Core Seminar. Four required courses in curriculum and instruction, educa-
tional psychology, and educational leadership and policy studies were replaced by
a twelve-credit core seminar aimed at the preparation of middle level teachers.* The
seminar was taught by an interdisciplinary team of from three to five professors who
represented the areas of curriculum and instruction, educational psychology,
educational leadership and policy studies, and special education. A middle school
teacher and a graduate assistant were also part of the team. Approximately three
team members were present at any one seminar. Although the amount of time spent
inthe core seminar changed over the three years of the study, during the fall quarter,
when the students were at the university nearly full-time, the seminar met twice a
week. The teaching curriculum for the fall quarter emphasized issues related to
teaching and learning at the middle level. When specific topics, such as cooperative
learning or management, were discussed, teacher leaders from the four PDS schools
were invited to the seminar to contribute their expertise. Throughout the year, three
themes were emphasized: (1} Early adolescent development and middle level
education; (2) Recommended classroom and school practices for middle grades;
and (3) The integration of special education concerns into lesson planning through
the participation of a special education faculty member, These themes were not
necessarily emphasized in the regular teacher education program.

Asthe students’ time in the field progressively increased from the fall through
the winter and spring quarters, the seminar emphasis changed to school-based
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issues and to developing unit plans within interdisciplinary teams. A team consist-
ng of science, language arts, and social studies students, for cxample, developed
and taught an environmental unit, In another instance, middle school educators,
researchers, university faculty, and other members of the educational community
held a panel discussion on current issues affecting middle level education.

As part of the seminar’s emphasis on the integration of students with disabili-
ties into the classroom, each preservice teacher shadowed a regular and a special
education student and wrote a case study on the school experience of each
adolescent. The role of the professor from special education who actively partici-
pated in each seminar consisted of leading discussions on special education issues
and prodding the other seminar faculty and members of the student cohort to
consider ways of thinking about teaching and learning as they applied to special
needs students, She also arranged for field trips to alternative school sites, One
cohort, for example, visited a self-contained school for the deaf.

In addition to the core seminar, PDS students attended subject-specific meth-
ods courses with students from the regular teacher education program. There were
approximately 14 students in each PDS cohort.

Field Experience. The four middle schools in the PSPDC, representing four
school districts, provided the field sites for most of the PDS students, Ina few cases,
students with special certification emphases, suchas Englishas a Second Language,
were placed in non-PDS schools to gain the necessary experience for that certifica-
tion. The four middle schools were in various stages of transition to the middle
school philosophy and in their school-wide commitment to the PDS model. For
example, while one school appeared to be more like a traditional junior high,
another elected to become a PDS school site as well as becoming actively involved
in putcomes-based education.

Each student was placed with a cooperating teacher or a teaching team,
depending upon the organization of the school. Planning for the field experience
included the teacher leaders {site-based supervisors), the cooperating teachers, and
the seminar teaching team. The school-based members of the planning team
cootdinated the curriculum activities of the student teachers at the school sites and
arranged for the cross-site school visits that occurred during the year. Periodically,
the cooperating teachers would meet with the teaching team to discuss seminar and
field related issues.

On-Site Supervision. In a departure from the traditicnal method of university-
based supervision in which one supervisor evaluates a large number of students at
various school sites, one teacher leader at each PDS school site was responsible for
supervising a group of two to four students who had been placed at that school.
Communication among the student teacher, the cooperating teacher, and the site
supevisor was facilitated by their informal day-to-day contact, and through formal
weekly meetings with the student teachers and their site supervisor. In addition, the
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site supervisors were responsible for finding alternative placements when the
original placement failed, for orienting the student teacher to the site, and for the
formal evaluation of the students’ teaching. Site supervisors met monthly with
faculty liaisons from the seminar teaching team to plan the curriculum and to share
information about supervision. The university gave the money that would have paid
for the supervision of the student teachers of that site for the school’s PDS budget.
The individual schools compensated the site supervisors in different ways. For
example, one site supervisor was given a release period in exchange for her collabo-
rative activities with the cooperating teachers, the PDS students, and the university
faculty. In the second year of the program, the graduate student who attended the core
seminar served as the cross-site supervisor. One of her responsibilities was to facilitate
communication and to provide consistency across school sites,

Method

Sample

We compared threc cohorts of PDS student respondents {N=30) with student
respondents of the regular teacher education program (N=44) from a total pool of
103 students who had been in middie level tcacher education field placements
during the 1989-1992 school years. Students who had dropped out of ecither
program were not included in the subject pool.

With the exception of the core seminar for the PDS group, the curriculum for
both groups was equivalent. Although the two groups were not matched, their basic
characteristics were similar. The majority of the respondents were female (PDS, 65
percent; TEP, 71 percent). Differences between the PDS and TEP groups were not
significant in terms of age, educational level attained, and ethnicity.?

Questionnaire

Copies of the questionnaire were mailed to the graduates and enrolled students
af both programs. Divided into seven sections, the questionnaire invited responses
regarding each student’s personal background, work history, teaching assignment,
professional roles and responsibilities, teacher education preparation, field experi-
ence, and beliefs about teaching * A sample of students who did not return their
questionnaires was called to determine if the population of non-respondents
differed from those of the respondents. These students most frequently cited their
lack of time or their concerns about anonymity as reasons for not responding. These
concerns also were mentioned by the respondents.

The survey included a combination of Likert scales ranging from | (strongly
disagree) to 6 (strongly agree), and open-ended questions. Data from scaled
responses were coded and analyzed using an analysis of variance comparing the
PDS and TEP groups. Responses to open-ended questions were grouped according
to emerging themes and used to inform the findings from the survey. The items were
L
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grouped into 14 scales based on their thematic similarity. Cronbach’s alpha on the
questionnaire scales ranged from .66 to .92.

interview
Based on a preliminary analysis of the survey data and particular themes that
had begun to emerge, ten students from the pool of 74 who returned their
questionnaires were each asked to participate in a two-hour, semi-structured
interview about their teacher preparation. The emergent themes indicated both
whom we would interview and how the interview protocol would be shaped. The
subjects were chosen to ensure that all of the schools and subject arcas were
represented. As the purpose of our study was to investigate the value of innovative
components of the PDS teacher education program, as well as to gain more in-depth
information about the PDS graduates and their knowledge of middle level teaching
andlearning, we sought to interview more PDS than TEP graduates. Eight graduates
were from the PDS; two graduates had been in the TEP program. The five female
and three male PDS graduates represented all four PDS sites and a cross-section of
disciplines (three in English; two in English/drama; one in history; one in science;
one in math). Both TEP graduates were female—one had majored in art and the
other in English. Nine of the students interviewed had full-time teaching con-
tracts—eight at the middle-level and one in clementary school. One student (an art
major) worked part-time at a middle school.

Limitations of the Study
The evaluation’s findings should be regarded with caution. First, although
there were no significant distinctions between the two groups of students in age,
educational background, and ethnicity, the PDS students were volunteers in an
imnovative middle-level program. The two groups may have differed in the kind of
student—in terms of beliefs, prior experiences, and personal characteristics—that
the PDS program attracted. Second, there may have been differences between the
students who returned their questionnaires and those who did not. Third, the
findings are based upon self-report data from the questionnaire and from the
interviews. We did not observe graduates in their classrooms nor did we collect data
from other perspectives, such as the principal’s satisfaction with the students’
teaching,

Findings

Perspectives on Preparation for Middle Level Teaching®

Knowledge of Early Adolescents. The PDS students from the cohorts inthe first

two years felt significantly more knowledgeable about early adolescents and their
needs than did the TEP students from the same cohorts (Table 1).

The PDS students felt more knowledgeable about several aspects of mid-level
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teaching: specific instructional strategies, the role of specialized teachers, an
integrated curriculum, and meeting the needs of students with disabilities. The
tesponses from the open-ended questions and the interviews supported the survey
findings. The PDS students felt more knowledgeable and better prepared to teach
at the middle level:

[ feel like | was more prepared than some of my friends who went through the
regular program...integrating the courses with a middle school focus was much
more relevant... there were things to fix, but overall, ['m much better off. (1:27)

{ knew what to expect from middle school kids because we had spent a lot of time
learning about adolescent development. (1:42)

The relatively positive attitudes expressed by the PDS students toward the
knowledge they had gained about middle level teaching emerged from the data in
other ways. A significant finding from the survey that was supported by the

Table 1
PDS and TEP Students’ Knowledge of Early Adolescents
and Feelings about Their Middle School Preparation

PDS TEP Significance
level
n M sD n M S0 E

Early adolescent issues 19 516 .83 3l 2.87 1.14 5746 p<.00]

Philosophy of middte
level education 19 526 73 31 2.87 128 5491 p<.001
Integrated curriculum 19 463 90 31 3.10 1.19 2333 p<001

Dealing with diversity 19 474 110 31 406 137 331 NS

Specific middle level
teaching strategies 19 516 765 31 303 156  30.58 p<.00]

Separate certification
programs for middle
level * 30 507 120 40 398 158 999 p<0]

Heard different ideas

aboul teaching from

my professors and

teachers at school * 30 447 120 40 468 131 46 NS

Courses [ took at the
university had little to
do with my fieldwork 19 3.00 141 31 415 1.2 1436 p<.00l

Unless noted, the figures in this table are for the *89-'90 and '90-'91 cohorts only. Few students from
the third cohort had had school experience when the questionnaire was administered.
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interview data was that relatively more PDS graduates than TEP graduates felt that
their university coursework was connected to the work they did in the ficld (PDS,
M=3.00; TEP, M=4.15; p<.001). The PDS students perceived themselves to be
better able to make connections among ideas presented in class and events taking
place in the schools.

I guess I think about alotof...all the different things we learned about in the [PDS].
Everytime I plan a unit, I think what can | bring inte it this time. [In the PDS] 1 got
confused a lot and I think that’s good. We were presented with a lot of different
philosophies...and I'd have to revise my thinking. They really taught us to...think
about what we were doing, to keep reevaluating and being able to back up what we
were doing and know what our goals were. I'm continually reevaluating what [ do
all year long and 1 keep the students filled in on...why I'm making changes and
what the goals are. (I:4)

In contrast, the TEP graduates’ comments on the survey tended to be critical
of their teacher preparation for its lack of attention to middle level teaching, a
finding that emerged from the interview results as well. The TEP graduates felt that
they had gained most of their knowledge about middle level teaching from practical
experience rather than from the teacher education program. They stated that the
program’s emphasis had been too focused at either the high school or elementary
level, and as a result, they did not feel prepared to teach in middle schools. For
example, when asked how well her TEP program had prepared her for middle level
teaching, one interviewee who was teaching in a middle school replied:

Itdidn’t.... They talk about each of the three age groups, and | know they separate
the elementary school teachers from the 7 through 12, but the middle school kid
is a whole different ball of wax...it’s a tough three years to teach to. Having a little
more exposure to middle school behaviors, ideas, and values—that would be
something 1 would emphasize if | were queen of the program. (1:32)

The PDS students were not entirely positive about what they had learned in the
middle level PDS program. Some of the comments noted in the open-ended section
of the survey included: (1) There was not enough information on middle level
management techniques; (2) The core seminar was poorly organized; (3) Team
teaching was poorly modeled; {4) Their coursework assessment did not reflect the
innovative techniques that they were taught to use with the pupils in their own
classrooms; (5) There were tensions with cooperating teachers who did not agree
with the PDS philosophy; and (6) Some cooperating teachers did not provide the
PDS students with opportunities to use the ideas they had learmed from the middle
level PDS program. Both the TEP and PDS groups felt that there were too many
demands placed upon them toward the end of the program when they were teaching
nearly fuli-time and completing their university course work.

Efficacy as reachers. Although the PDS and TEP students were generally

positive in their beliefs about their own efficacy as teachers and as decision makers,
_ —
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there were significant differences in several areas (Table 2). Both groups felt
positively that they could ensure that their students achieved at high levels, but the
TEP students were less certain than PDS students that they could significantly affect
student achievement by trying different teaching methods (PDS, M=5.40; TEP,
M=5.02; p<.05). Compared to TEP students, PDS students were more likely to
recognize the contribution of other teachers and specialists in the schocl building
to their own teaching effectiveness (PDS, M=5.07; TEP, M=4.24; p<.01).

One PDS graduate who found a job teaching third and fourth grades at an
elementary school stated that she found the middie level focus of the PDS helpful,
particularly in writing and math, but felt that her effectiveness at teaching to the
lowerlevels of elementary students had come less from the PDS, and more from her
summer teaching experiences with elementary students.

We had to do the writing process where we edit and rough draft...and just brain-
storm.... So that was good. The math was interesting.... They really taught us how to
work with manipulatives, which is important. [ was lucky because the other teachers
at my grade level don’t tend to use math. I guess the classes where you [learn] how
to teach subject matter...were useful. [ didn’t see any use for them at the time.... It
would have been nice to have some hands-on experience working in the elementary
school setting. They call the sixth grade in middle school, elementary...it’s nothing
like having [a class] in an elementary school. It’s totally different. I think you should
have experience at primary, intermediate, and middle school. (1:6)

Table 2
PDS and TEP Student Beliefs about Middle Level Classrooms
and Their Own Teaching Effectiveness

DS TEP Significance
level
n M SD = M SD E
Getting through to the
most difficult student, 30 417 134 41 418 130 1.69 NS
Affecting significant
student achievement by
trying different
teaching methods. 30 5.40 .62 4] 5.02 82 4.4%  p<.05
Making a ditference in
student lives, 29 4.90 90 38 4.60 97 1.56 NS
Little I can do to ensure
that students achieve at
ahigh level. 30 1.60 .72 40 1.85 92 .51 NS
School staff contribute
to my teaching
effectiveness. 29 507 116 37 424 1.21 7.4 p<.0l
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Valuing different sources of knowledge. Although the survey results indicated
that both the PDS and the TEP groups felt that they heard different ideas about
teaching from their professors versus the teachers in the field, how those differences
were viewed varied. In response to the open-ended questions in the questionnaire,
31 percent of the PDS students (N=29) stated that they appreciated the “variety of
perspectives” ($:53) expressed during the seminar. Several respondents mentioned
in particular their appreciation for the middle school teacher’s contributions to the
seminar discussions.

Having [a middle school teacher] there, a real teacher coming from a full day of
school and coming to our seminars and being able to talk about what happened that
day in the classroom—everything she said [was] worth gold. (1:22}

The TEP students, in contrast, tended to see faculty and teacher differences of
opinion more negatively. Only two students out the 40 TEP respondents stated that
they appreciated their “exposure to different experts™ {8:33). The TEP graduates
appeared to be more strongly influenced by their experiences in schools. More TEP
graduates than PDS graduates (PDS, 59 percent; TEP, 75 percent) wrote about their
field experiences on the open-ended section of the survey. One student, who felt that
her TEP coursework experience had been too theoretical and unrelated to practice,
explained in an interview that, “The majority of my learning took place once |
started teaching” {1:32).

Beliefs and knowledge about middle level classroom and teaching practices
were also acquired from cooperating teachers and supervisors. Students in both
groups felt positively about their supervisors. The PDS group, however, felt
significantly more positively that their middle level site-supervisors were more
accessible, more knowledgeable, and easierto approach for advice than did the TEP
group of their university supervisors (Table 3).

Open-ended comments and interview findings from the PDS students sug-

Table 3
PDS and TEP Students’ Perceptions of Their Supervisors
PDS TEP Significance
level
n M SD n M SD E
Was very accessible. 30 527 139 40 455 128 502 p<OS
Feit comforlable asking
for advice. 30 523 L5240 445 1.50 462 p<05
Never had time to give
feedback. 29 2.07 .77 39 2,13 138 .03 NS
Respected supervisor's
knowledge. 30 5.43 1.25 39 4.33 1.24 13.25 p<.001
N—
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gested the importance of having a middle level teacher supervisor on-site who knew
the students and the school routine, and who could offer additional emotional
support and a different perspective on daily teaching dilemmas from that of the
cooperating teacher:

[The site supervisor] was a teacher right there on campus...that makes a huge
difference. I saw her every day. It wasn’t like she was a stranger coming from the
[university] that came to evaluate me.... Sometimes I had a couple of problems
getting along with my cooperative teacher....we had some bumpy times at first, and
[the site supervisor] was real supportive because she knew him so well. She had
taught with him for years. So that was one of the best things [the PDS] thought of
[was] the site supervisor to be there with you. (1.42)

Cooperating teachers were viewed positively by both groups (Average means:
PDS, 5.02; TEP, 5.20). There were no significant differences between the two
groups in their perceptions of their cooperating teachers.

Integration of Special Education Perspectives

There were several significant differences between the two groups in their

experiences with special education staff and students, and in their knowledge about
spectal education in general (Table 4).

Compared to TEP students, PDS students felt more knowledgeable about

students with disabilities (PDS, M=3.95; TEP, M=3.00; p<.01), and felt they had

Table 4
PDS and TEP Students’ Perceptions of Special Education
PDS TEP Significance
Level
n M 5D i M sD E
Knowledge of students
with disabilities. 19 395 L0831 300 LO0 999  p<0l
Knowledge of role
of specialized teachers. 19 405 135 3} 261 115 1624 p<001
Easily include special
education students into
regular lessons.* 30 390 1356 39 362 1.4 62 NS
Supervisor’s help in
integrating special
education students into
the regular class.* 30 387 172 33 2,18 107 2228 p<001

Unless noted, the figures in this table are for the *89-"90 and *90-"91 cohorts only. Few students from
the third cohort had had school experience when the questionnaire was administered.
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received helpful advice on integrating special education students ina regular setting
(PDS, M=3.87; TEP, M=2.18; p<.001)). These findings contrast, however, with
comments made by the PDS graduates regarding what they had lacked in their
preparation to teach basic skills. For example, one graduate who felt very positive
about her experience in the PDS and her preparation on adolescent issues, felt that
too much of her teacher preparation time had been spent on content methods and
not enough time on basic skills:

[ feel like I am trying to teach these kids and some of them barely know how to
decode. | don’t know how to teach them to read, and [ feel like I’m not doing them
any good. That wasn’t the PDCs’ problem...it was the program as a whole. [ think
that as middle school teachers, we at least need to know how to teach kids to read.
[ plan on taking courses in reading just so when 1 go back next year I will know
what I’m doing...1 believe wholeheartedly in mainstreaming kids, but [ wish I had
more experience in dealing with how to work with low level kids and higher level
kids in the same class. (1:42)

In spite of these discrepancies, the PDS students’ attitudes toward their
university coursework and its contribution to teaching students with disabilities
remained generally positive {Average mean of the special education scale: PDS,
3.92; TEP, 2.82).

Most TEP and PDS graduates had had special education students in their
classrooms (PDS, 88 percnt; TEP, 92 percent). Of those, fewer TEP than PDS
graduates who responded to the question stated that they had modified their
curriculum for special needs students (PDS, 100 percent; TEP, 74 percent), or that
they were interested in attending an LEP (Individual Education Plan) meeting in the
future (PDS, 33 percent; TEP, 23 percent). Few students in either group stated that
they had attended IEP meetings in the past year (PD}S, 13 percent; TEP, 11 percent).
Relatively more TEP students than PDS students, however, indicated that they
talked regularly to their school’s special education teacher (PDS, 19 percent; TEP,
52 percent). Students in both groups felt somewhat positively about their ability to
easily include a special education student into regular lessons (PDS, M=3.90; TEP,
M=3.62; NS), although the TEP students felt less prepared for working with special
education students in a regular setting (PDS, M=3.87; TEP, M=2.43; p<.001), and
more focused on class management.

[The TEP] didn’t help me in the classroom because if you're dealing with low-end
kids, especially in the middle school...if you haven’t got your management skills
down, you won’t make it. (I:14)

Discussion

These findings suggest that the middle level PDS model we have described has
had a positive effect on the attitudes toward teaching and learning of the preservice
teachers we studied. The PDS graduates felt better prepared for middle level

L
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teaching in terms of their knowledge about early adolescents and of working with
students with disabilities.

This program was unique in its emphasis on preparing teachers to work in
middle schools. This emphasis, as much as the collaboration between the field and
university, may have positively affected students’ perceptions of their knowledge
of early adolescence and middle level issues. The responses of the TEP graduates
suggest the need for teacher educators to consider offering specific preparation for
prospective middle school teachers. While this feature does not require a PDS
model, the middle school teachers and principals who contributed to the program
design felt strongly about the inclusion of issues specific to early adolescence and
middle level education. Without the collaboration of the middle scheol and
university faculties that was made possible by the PDS program, the middle school
component of the program may have been less emphasized. In the eyes of the PDS
graduates, the middle level teachers who participated in the program as core
seminarand site supervisors were a positive component of the students’ experiences
at the university and school sites.

The PDS program’s autonomy from the regular sccondary strand appeared to
enhance the program’s effectiveness in preparing knowledgeable middle level
teachers. Although candidates who wanted to teach at the middle level were
accepted into the TEP program, the TEP did not focus on the middle level. Given
prevailing traditional attitudes toward preadolescent education, and few advocates
for a middle level focus, the issues central to middle level education may be
unintentionally dropped from secondary programs if they are not taught in separate
strands. Losing the middle level piece of the curriculum may be particularly
problematic in subject-specific methods courses where students tend to focus on
high school content.

Another benefit to having a separate middle school strand was the contribution
to the program of various people who were genuincly interested in middle level
education. These individuals, who often had long and successful careers in middle
schools, became positive and vivid role models for students in the program. Many
students who were not wholly committed to middle school careers in the beginning
of the year became so over time.

There was evidence that the graduates” attitudes were affected by the level at
which they eventually found work. The PDS graduates who were surveyed had
volunteered for a teacher preparation program that had a middle school focus. Now
employed in middle schools, they felt generally positively about their tecacher
preparation. Many secondary preservice teachers, however, expect to tecach in high
schools. Ifthe orientation toward teacher preparation is toward high school, as was
the case in the TEP, then the TEP graduates who were working at the middle school
level may have felt particularly keenly their lack of specific knowledge about
adolescents.

The findings suggest that university faculty and middle school teachers in the
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core seminar were able to positively influence the PDS graduates” attitudes toward
the inclusion of special education students into the regular school curriculum by
deliberately weaving special education issues throughout the preservice curricu-
lum. While not specifically related to the PDS model, this finding suggests the
importance of integrating issues related to educating special education students into
the regular teacher education curriculum.

The fact that the PDS program was collaboratively planned and taught by
university and middle school teachers helped reduce the dissonance student
teachers have typically reported that they experience when working partly in the
field and at the university. While different perspectives among university and
school faculty still existed, the differences were confronted openly in the seminar
setting. For the PDS graduates, the open dialogues may have made the middle
school philosophy more explicit, and the teaching and learning tensions less
threatening. The PDS core seminar seemed to model for students the complexities
of collaboration and the diversity of perspectives that often characterize school
reform efforts. For the TEP students, the segregation of courses and professors by
curricular area, and by university and school sites, may have created fewer
opportunities for the them to observe collaboration across educational levels. For
the TEP students, instances of collaboration seemed to be associated with some
cooperating teachers, and with some schools, but with no unifying point of
reference.

The program developers assumed that a preparation program that focused
exclusively on the middle school knowledge base and on explicit pedagogical
modeling of effective strategies for the middle school level would positively
influence the perspectives of preservice teachers toward current middle school
reforms. Although our study did not look at whether the PDS graduates were better
middle school teachers than the TEP group, anecdotal evidence from interviews of
the subjects who were teaching indicated that their feelings about the value of their
specific teacher preparation experiences may have affected how they approached
and implemented the curriculum, how they worked within the educationat commu-
nity, and where they stood with regard to the nature of teacher and student roles.
Whether the changes in the graduates’ attitudes led to increased student achieve-
ment are questions we have left for a future study. Our findings indicate, however,
that students appreciate the emphasis on the middle school level.

Conclusion

The various calls for teacher education reform aimed at the middle level have
resulted in little evidence on how such reforms are received. Studies such as this
indicate that middle level teacher preparation may make a difference, particularly
to those graduates who find themselves teaching in the middle grades. That amiddle
level program existed within a larger teacher preparation program suggests a
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specific program strand can be successfully integrated into a broader framework.
The PDS program’s emphasis on middle level issues and the involvement of middle
level teachers did not lead to reconstructing the existing TEP progam. Qur findings
suggest real implications for the feasibility of such a middle level strand, if the
middle level focus can be protected. Including middle level issues within an
established program does not ensure they will be taught.

Middle leve! teacher education is the neglected stepchild of middle school
reforms. The middle grades are a critical time in a student’s life, when serious
decisions such as dropping out, for example, or taking additional math and science
courses, may seriously affect the student’s future opportunities (Carnegie, 1989).
Preparing teachers who are knowledgeable and effective with this age group is an
important piece in the reform efforts.

Many reforms call for middle level practices to be implemented and available
to all students. The success of this reform rests upon the ability of teacher
preparation programs to prepare teachers who possess both the knowledge and the
commitment to middle level teaching. Future research needs to be done on whether
teachers who are prepared to teach at the middle level are actually better teachers
when they are employed at the middle level. The success of middle school reforms
may ultimately depend upon these findings.

Notes

1. For the purposes of this paper, the term “graduate” will refer to any student who was in
or had graduated from the TEP or the PDS programs.

2. As the program evolved from the first to the third years, the number of credits for the core
seminar changed.

3. Both groups were predominantly Caucasian. Ten of 30 PDS students, compared to only
one TEP student, were preparing for elementary certification. Eighteen PDS students
were preparing for secondary certification and two PDS students were preparing for K-
12 certification. Thirty-cight TEP students were preparing for secondary certification,;
four TEP students were preparing for K-12 certification.

4, The questionnaire was based upon two sources: the 1990 and 1991 teacher surveys created
by the Center for Research on the Context of Secondary School Teaching at Stanford
University, and innovative practices being used in the PDS seminar.

5. Research questions 1 and 2 are combined in this section and separated by themes. The
graduates’ perceptions of their knowledge about early adolescents and their feelings
about their middle level teacher preparation are entwined and difficult to separate by
question,
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