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Stuaent Teaching: A Review - ° -

o

Student teaching has existed throughout the deve]opment of teacher

preparat1on in  this country (Hughes, Note 1) -and is present]y
incorporated in several forms in near]y a11‘teacher education programs.
The importance of'Student teaching is voiced often by teachér educators,

“inservice teachers, and many others (Griffin, Note 2). 'Certain,aspects

of student teaching have 1ongvbeen a topic of study among‘educatorsf

" professional organizations such as the American Association of Colleges

_ for Teacher Education (AACTE) and oarticu1ar1y the ‘Associatfon “of
‘feacher Educators (ATE) have devoted much ot their. time to the
understanding of student teaching. Despite the 1mportahce.of the tooic
to educators there have been few attempts to. synthesize and cr1t1que
research on student teaching, so as to identify maJor findings and pose

s

further quest1ons. .~ The current state of the literature reflects the

-8

tendency in research to focus on isolated aspects of student teaching
(e.g., attditude change; supervision; etc.) without considering the other
aspects. To overcomeb this limitation, the present review seeks to

o
develop an overall framework to consider the multiple issues that exist

in examining student teaching, as well as to scrutinize the researéhf

literature within each problem area. This w11L,,ra"Tde an heuristic

. #’,
model for further examination of studest ~feaching.

&

e

 This work was supported by Grant #NIE-G-80-0116 from the National
Institute of Education, Department of Education. However,' the opinions
expressed do not necessarily ref1ect the position- or policy of\the
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Purposes

This ~review* serves theg prtmary purpose of ;critica11y surveying
much of the available Titerature pe?tein%ng «to student teaching. 15
doing so, the implicdtions and utility of the 11terature for fyture

research and practice are emphasized. While the quantity of Titerature

on student;teaching is vast, very Tittle of it is empirical in-nafure,

: . b . ° :
and few instances of large-scale -research -‘exist. Therefore,

o

genera]iZations are made within the context of this somewhat Timited

research. :

‘A second purpose of the revte& is to provide an organizationaj'
framevork for 'considering etudent teaching Titerature. Figure 1
diagrams this organization, beginning in the cénter with the prihciba]

triad (student teacher, cooperating teacher, and university supervisor)

{dutward to the contexts in which they are embedded. The didgram

LY

“indicates ‘the—people who are part1c1pants in student teaching, togethew

L4

with the factors in their work env1ronment which may influence the1r'
% \‘ .
behavior. ‘At the personal 1eve1, individual and. professional

&

characteristics may 1nf1uence the student teaching exper1ence - For
examp1e, questions such as these m1ght be asked: what professional

experiences of coéperating teachers_contribute to a successfu1;student
teaching ‘experience? -‘Dof‘ﬁfgh]y empathic supervisors facilitate the

°

1earn1ng’p;ocess for the-student teacher?
) ﬁt the next_1eve], the muwtual influences-of eech individual upon
the others may be examigea. Questions about the interacttve"processes
betgeen student teacher,,cooperating'teather, and u;ivereity supervisor

may be\cons1dered as well as those concerning substantive changes in

att1tudés and/or skills that may occur as a result of the 1nteract1onq

\

-For examR]e. what methods does the cooperating teacher .use to

4
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_subtop1cs 1nc1ude (1) the characteristics of each of the individuals in

» ‘o
facilitate the student teachec‘s acqujsition of te}ching,sk111s? What
tYDﬁ of, feetback does the university sqperviéor provide to the student
teacher and/or cooperating teacher? How are the attitudes of a more

conservative cooperating feacher -affected by a student teacherfs use of

innovative approaches to teaching?

-

Finally, a11 of these individuals conduct their work w1th1n several

.

environments, 1nc1ud1ng the schoo? the un1vers1ty,Athe schoo1 district, »

the community,aand so on. Thus, individual behavior can be affected"by

o

the nature of thesg work places. Research at. th1s Tevel of ana]ys1s may

L.

1nc1ude-questions such as the following: what effect does soc1oeconom1c‘

status or ethnicity, of pupils have on eoopera%1ng teacher-student

teacher interactions? What impact does the university'training program

. . . i s
have upon. the university supervisor's ability to assist the cooperating

teachers? In order to fully comprehend the student teaching exserience,

each of - these 1e0b1s of analysis must be cons1dered

The review of. 11terature is orgen1zea around this framework The

[3

the clinical experiehceE (2) the selection processes applied to each;
(3) the socja]/p§ycho1ogicaj interactions and’ mutual influences amgng

the student teaching participants; (4) the plamed and unplanned

activities,'as they relate to oh-going functiening and goal-attainment

©

of the student teaching cxper1enee, and, (5) the contextual influences

which shape, frame, and to varying degrees determine the nature. of the

2

student teaching experience.

i

The Role of Individwal Characteristics in Student.Teaching

Two basic questions emerge when one  first considers student

-

. . Q
" teaching: who are the participants? What are their characteristics?

[ - ’ )
These may be answered from either of two distinct perspectives,

9 -8
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demographics or individual differences. Information pertaining to

student teaching from each of these perspectives will be reviewed. '

i

Demographics .- | ,
. Yarger, Howey, and Joyce (1977) hare provided demogranhic profiTes
of the typical student and teacher educator based upon a sample ot 2,200

students and 420 faculty members from 175 teacher training 1nst1tut1ons

)y ®m e .

The "typ1ca1“ preserv1ce teacher is a single, Anglo woman in her ear]y -
20'5. In contrast, the “typ1ca1" un1vers1ty education faculty member s

a 43- year-o]d Ang]o ma]e with experience’ work1ng in the public schools.

.

Approx1mate1y half of the teacher educators are full professors and

3

rough]y the same number have. suporv1sory dut1es

¥

titf?e demographic information- characterizing.qeither cooperating

teachers "or university supervisors, as distinct groups, fis availdbles

-

. ———— —— -

Other demographic variables such ay age, sex, or ethpicity have not been
well- researched in re]at1on to preservice tra1n1ng$outcomes 1n,teacher
eaucat1on.‘ Generally more »women than men (espec1a11y “at elementary
1eye1s) enter the teaching prufession and are thus 1nvo1yed 1nf;reater
finmbers *in preservice experiences. However, no conc]us}dns have been
reached regarding differential etficacy between men ahé women in
education or.in preservice activities. ;te ) o

u One background characteristtc that has been the focus -of attention
regard1ng student teachers ;is past experience w1th ch?]dren Some
investigations have "clajmed that previous exper1ence w1th(ch11dren is of
'%major importance in sucgessful student’teach1ng (Ryans, 1960; Ducharme,
1970) Scha]dck (19799, writing on teacher‘se1ection, noted that three
'Oregon College of Education studies failed to find any r°1at1onsh1p

betueen previous experience w1th . children and student teaching

competencies. - Examining this issue.from a different perspective, Wood

b




(1978) found -that prevjdus experience with' children was the highest
ranked reason for entering teaching. It would appear that previous
experiehce with children deserves further study 1in relation to

preservice training and teacher education. i .

Individual Differences  _ ' . ; L L 7

e

&

Indjvidua] differences in student teaching occur at 1eyé]s other

™

. than simple demographics. Among the. psycho]ogica] thar5cter1st1cs or

traits which have been 1nvesfigated in rélation to student teaching and

a

its outcomes are the following: = teacher cdncerns; se]f-éoncept and -
self-esteem; empathy; interest in’people; scholastic aptitude; cognitive -
-, 1eve1swof‘proce§sihg; and, flexibility and treatiﬁjty; Research on the

role of each qf these traits in the student teaching’ experience yill be

exanined.

Teacher concerns. Fuller (1969) studied the concerns of preservice

and inservice teachers. Three areas of concerns were identified: self,’
~teaching tasks, -and impact of teachihg on student learning. A,

. developmentdl -transition through these three cencern areas was theorized

as a function of greater teaching expekience. According to the theory,
. teachers are able to be concerned prihari]y with the impact. of their

teaching on students only after resolving concerns about their own

e ” socialization into the teaching field and ameliorating concerns about

. ' how to teach. The Teacher Concerns Questﬁonnaire (TCQ) has been used to

. L ,

\ measure concerns in these three areas. To date, however, research has

notisupported ¢he validity of hierarchical movement throughf]eve]s of

v

concerns as a function of teaching experience (George, Note 3).
Mevertheless, the TEQ does identify concerns among cooperating teachers,

.

university supervisors, and student. teachers which may be sources of

8

[
o

conflict.
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) . . . . “ . 3 ) .
Self-Concept and Self-Esteem., While some investigators have used -

~

. ‘self-Conceptﬁand se]f—esteem‘1nter¢hangeab1y, Cpopersmith and . Feldman
e _ (1974) defined se]%leste%m as eya]ua%ive-in,overa]] degreaj(h?gh or
jow)3 and §e1f—c0ncept‘aas.i;ef?rring to vartous ,atpriqytes of self.
Positive -teadhen’.se1f—tonéep%s have . been ielated to OVena11 teacher
.menﬁa1nfhea1fh (M11gram and \M11gram 1976).°and td_’fnair students'

ﬁchiévement-(Rayder, Abrams;“&\Larson, 1978). Soares and Soares (1968)

found that student teachers' self-concepts were related more to their

N ?

&nﬁvgrsity 'supervisorsf rating§ rather than .to their cooperating
’ceache\rs‘“| raEings»o% them. They also found adémentahy level étudené
téacners to ’hava ~more posiﬁive self-concepts than secondary- Tevel
ostudent teachers. wa1berg (1968) 'found that males majoring in
¢élementary educat1on had poorer self- conrepts than males. maJor1hg 41
secondary education or women in education. Garvey (19709 fcund pos1t1ve
‘se1f concept as " measured by the Tennessee Self-Concept dSca]e to . be
re]ated to h1gher student teaching rat1ngs, She concluded that student
'. . . teach1ng. success »nam-a;%ected but notgﬂn@cessar1i;gAdgierm1ned by a
positivé view of oneself. - “

Doherty (1980) echoed these findings by“discoveringwa;11nk between

- , Tow se]f esteem among student teachers and lower competengy ratings as
| student teacherﬁ ‘In -1065 Wr1ght and Tuska found that" s1gn1f1cant“
.changcs in self- 1mago occurred in student teachers a?ten preservice and

first-year teaching experiences. — With greater exper1ence Adn. the
,c]assroom, preservice and new teachers saw themselves as inFréasing1y;
‘more demanding, meaner, and less_inspi. 1ng to students. Smith and Smith
-(1979%) considered the efftct of teaching in 1ower socioeconomic 1eve1

_schocls  on “the QQe]ﬁ-concepts +of student teachers. V‘Those student

teachers’ placéd in poverty areas were likely- to have unfulfilled




; . .
expectations about the achievement Tevels of their pupils that

A

contributed to a lack of perceived success for ‘the student ‘teachers.

Similar "findings have been°reported by'Wagensche1h3(1950) and‘SmTth and

v - v =

| 7\dgms (1973). S < _— .

Ia]berg (19ﬁ8) concluded_- that observed decﬂines in ’se]f—concept

A N

2

1se]f ratings from student teachers dur1ng preserv1ce wWas a resu]t of the.
conf11ct between personal nee¢s (to establish rapport with 1nd1V1dua1,--

chﬁLgren)Qand role demands- (to establish author1ty and discipline in the

~ < - T

‘-c1assroom).’ The research appears to support the view that higher ]eve1a

-

‘-Q\ ) . of self-esteem\ and " positive -se]f-conc_eptsa are related to many

experiences 1n'tea§hfng: Thus; they are 11ke1y to be of significance in

: ) :
~the preservice per%bd of teacher education. \ ‘
. . \

Empath Resea ch in a var1ety of peoplie- or1ented professicns has
found that empathy \s related to growth . deve]oprent or health.’
‘ ‘ Carkhuff . 1971) reporks that ‘counselors who exhibit high .. empath1c'

o 1istén1ngpysk111s mave \rore ‘successfu1 therapy outcomes. S1m11ar1y, )

i a

v : : . . . .
LaMonica (Note 4) in a}study of empathy in’nurses reports that-more

" » empathic nurses are vieded as more caring and helpful by patients.O‘In

N ’

education a craft or conyentional wisdom has held that teachers who -are
. . o . . . . i

\

more caring .and concerned abou}p their students will .be mere eifective.
. v % ’ by — ’ : ) ’

N

oo This idea has.rare]y beer_examined.by educational researchers. ’ .

Another important pTace' where empathy. may be an espec1a11y
| important concept is in]supervision. Go]dhammer'a'£1977)aand Cogan's
N, J (1973) descriptibns of c]inica1‘supervision clearty a%know]edée the4heed

for superv1sors to consifier the thoughts and feelings of the supervisee

(e.g., the student teacher). As yet there Has been 1ittle research
. v q

0 - ¢ J
o . examining the role of] empathy in cuperv151on in general or as a

component of effective student teach1ng in part1cuqer

F ~.,o .‘ . | -LU
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Interest - in Peop]e Interest 1in peop]e is  considered

characteristic of memhers of the teach1ng profess1on It is often

assumed that teachers should be .warm and empathet1c in 1nteract1ng\11th~

{ . .

‘ ch11dren. A stud/ by Yarger, Howey, sand Joyce (1977) found student

by
teachers and teacher educators expregsing 1nterest in worKing _with !

i

students. ‘Other researchers have found that per ons entering the

N

teaching 'profession cite their desire to work with peooTe as most
important. in their occupationai decisjon.* Haurich {(1960) found this -~

true of students, and Isham, Carter, and Strib]fng °(Note 5) have

P .
PR

confirmed this finding among teacher educators.
2N

Scholastic Aptitude. Verbal-ability in teachers has been found

'fmportant to the‘instruqtiona1 skill of communicatfng'(Tay1or,.Ghise]in,

‘e

& Yagi, 1967). Inted]ettua] ability would seem essential in teaching,

-~ although intelligence and aEademic‘grade_point average have béen found

< 3

tc correlate only modestly with teacher Qerformance ratings (Ducharme;
1970; Ferguson, Note 6). ‘It has been argued by Vernon (1965) that h1gh
corre1atﬁons between nte]]ectua] ability and teach1nq performance are

unlikely, as teachers are relatively homogeneous as to 1nte11ectua1

< ~

ability (scorlng between 110 and 120 on most traditional 1nte111gence

tests). H1th this restr1cted range of ab111ty, h19her corre1at1ons w1th

3
*

2 2
!
v oo
v
b
!

other variables are not likely to be found.

‘Cognitive - Levels of Processing. The interést in cogniiive\
T " . M

’ . . . !
developmental stages, sparked'by the work of Piaget (1970) and Kohﬁberg\

(1969), has been noted in teacher educat1on Murphy and Brown (1970)

. >

found that the encouragement of studerit self- express1on by teachers was

related to the teachers' higher cohceptua] level. Lower conceptua1 4
Tevels on the part of teachers were re]ated to more rote questioning of -«

their -students. Hunpt and Jogyce (1967) and G]assberg and Spr1ntha11 T,

!
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. @ 1980) have examined levels of information processing among preservice:
~i" teachers as they affect studént teaching processes. Hunt and Joyce - -

(i967) fond that. higher coneeptua].ieveis in-preservice teachers.were»
‘associated with a teaching style in which children are assisted in

evalfating “information, raising* hypotheses, and making .inferences.

TR - . »Glassberg and Sprinthall (1980)_found that experiences 1in ro]e~taking
and various reflections. exercises could result in increased ego and .
ethical development. : , 2 ‘ -

r .
[}

Despite these results, other research has_found~that such higher

’ - - «

-~ v order teaching skills as probing, redirection, and higher cognitlve /

4 -

questioning had Tittle effect on fhcreasing the’ conceptua1 skiiis of
stﬁdents These somewhat confiicting results leave openﬂ the precise
A L ) re]ationship between conceptua] iever and teaching behavior, es pecially
| | as it affects pupiisj neverthe]ess, .t remains an important factor to_
- _ L " explore in student ,teachers and their cooperating' teachers.  Some
‘ deveiopmentai research”Tkotherg,.1969) has specu]ated thag persons must
N - be cha11enged/hy others at more chp]ex Teve]s of development to produce R
growth, suggesting that differences in the cooperating teachers and

b -

student. teachers levels of dgve]opment may result in some change At

s

mora careful examinatiOn of coriceptual development in student teachers -

s

o .. 3 :
is clearly necessary. ¢ - P °

F]eX1b111ty/Creat1V1§X__ The constructs of flexibility and

creaciVity have been rather consistentiy identified as bimpértant in

q v

teacher education (Ekstrcm, 1976). Hunt and Joyce'(1967)'fqund that

studbnt teachers dispiaying a wider' range of teaching sty]es Were'
!‘ &
considered ‘more effective as teachers tnan student teachers engaging in »

r

fewer teaching tyies Eariier, Bond (1959) found that 90 percent of

student tcachers rated as creative before\beginning preserVice teaching




<
>

were judged outstanding by their teaching supervisérs. Crocker (1974)
found §{gn1f5cdnt relationships between creativity test ggtores and
st&dent teaching performance; flexibility, as measured by the creativity
tests,'was found to be the strongest single predictor of performance. '
Ishler. (Note 7) examined differences in verbal behavior‘ among

student teachers classified as either high or low in creativity on the-

Torrance Tests cof Creative Aptitude (1962). Those student teachers with

higher - creative oaptitude scores u;ed” more open-ended and varied

activities in the é]assroom,'as recofded on the Flanders "Interaction

CAnalysis (1970). Generally, the literature suggests that f]ex?%i]ity
énd,g}eativity are 1m50rtant ériteria in teaching competenqy. “

Yet, it remains unp]ear'what particular student outcomes might be

.amost affected by measures of f]exibi]ify and creatjvity. F1ex1b111ty as

" a construct  1is not unidimensional, for . academic prob]em-sé}ving

-

fTQx1b11ity is not necessarily manifested in the same way as

1ntérpersona1, social flexibility. Nor is creativity a unidimensiona]
construct; different measures of creative aptitude do not correlate
positively with one another (Durio, 1979)
Howevers f]ex1b111ty and creativity variables are cont1nua11y found
to be re]atea to teaching effectiveness in studies. It would seem that
investigation of the contrfbution of »f1ex1bf1fty, especially to the
“interpersonal dynam1c$;~occurr1ﬁ% in the student feacher/cooperating
¢ teacher/university supervisor triad is warranted. Socia] f]exibi]fty .
is related to constructs such as empathy and communication skills and'is

@

important to the human 1nteract1ons of those enqaged in teach1ng and

——————teacher—education. ,
Summary. Promising avenues for investigating the effects of

individual “differences on student féaching have been noted in this




-
portion of the review, including demographic characteristics, téacher
concerns, se]f—cohcept and seTf-esteem, empathy, interest in people,
scholastic aptitude, cognitive Tlevels- of processing, flexibility, anq
Freativity. While research is still very inconclusive in many areas o¥
individual diffefénces,n results in some of them are sufficiently
consistent to suggest that certain qombonents.shou1d be included in a
comprehensive descfiption and analysis ‘of student teaching. Without
further information on the characteristics and traits of each merber of
the student teaching Eriad, ther; will continue ~to' be -11tt1e:,uséfu1
understanding about how they impact teacher preparation.

The Student Teaching Experience

In .addition to the personal “characteristics that the student

teacher, cooperating'teacher, and university” supervisor bring to student

teaching, many aspects of the experience itself need to be examined more,

closely. The interaction of these three key individuals 1§Athe core of

the entire experience and the area that has -receiveéd the most attention.

Here one must consider the selection and training of each member of the.

'@,
triad, as well as changes in attitudes and philosoplies, role conflicts,

socialization, acquisition of teaching behavior, and supervision. The
reciprocal influences of the student teacher, cooperating teacher, and

university supervisor,upon one another need to be better understood. The

following -sectjon _reviews recent research into the student teaching.

experience.

Career Selection ana Placement of Student Teachers

A»preva{11ng theme in the 11£erature regarding the selection 6f
student teachers was stated sdccinct]y by Muente (1974): "Let's be more
selective with student teachers” (p.” 236). Writing from the

perspective of cooperating teacher and field supérvfsor,Ashe urges that

14
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"poor risks" and studegts who are "unsuited for teaching" be "weeded
dut" prior to student teaching. Given such a critical perspective of
the status qﬁo, it s important to know what factors determine the
populaticn from which student teachers will be selected.

By contrasting responses of prospective teachers in 1960 with those
in 1975, Fox (1976) investigated the.question of why students major in
'education.",Hé noted that. students in 1975 were significantly more
likely to jndicaté humanistic reasons (e:g., desire to work with young
children, dissatisfaction with poor teachers, etc.). than the 1960
subjects. They were significanf]y less influenced by factors such as

higher salaries, job security, or social prestige.

popu]atiéns;‘however, the changes may be due to the context in ‘which the
decision to .teach 1is made rather than -the individuals making the
characterized as a relativeiy high-paying, secure, or prestigious
profession. One need only glance at recent issues of Newsweek ("Why
Public Schools are Flunking," April 20, 1981;'Apri1 27, 1981; May 4,
contemporary preservice teachers would cite these reasons for their
career *choice, whereas they might have been quite plausibTe ones'fwenty

years ago. oy

made or acted upon hastily. Van Patten (1977) and Seiforth and Samuel
(1979) stress that, the fifst éducatio; courée in the pnofeSsiona]
sequence may'be critical }n the se1ection process. Zeichnér (Note 8)
has proposed that 1nény preprdfessioha] experiences may contribute to

selection into (or out of) the profession.

15

These findings may reflect systematic differences in the two

decision. | Teaching 1in the 1970's ~and 1980fs‘ may no longer be .

1681) to make this determination. Therefore, it is unlikely that

There is some indication that the decision to enter teachfng is not
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Clearly, no professicn relies exclusively™on self-selection for
determining its membership, particu]ar]y' when there are clear and
pressing supply-demand forces opérating in the societal context.
Ellsworth, Krépe]éa, and Kear (1979) and $Baberman (1974) address the

- r’/'se1ection process from this perspective. | | /

- .

Ellsworth, et al. (2979) emphasize that the core issue should be
the \fairness and appropriateness of ‘candidaﬁe screening procedures,
. yis—a;vfs ~the roie of the teacher. They ccncede that substantial
_ variztioh' in  screening criteria exists across- teacher education
institutions but the differences may“be a reasonable reflection of the
djfferingwéoéls in those institutions. This should not excuse, however,'
’g lack of systgmatic 1nvéstigation of institutional processes,especially
those relating entry skills of teaching to the institutional goals.-
o Among screening pfocedures, Ellsworth et afl. found that grade-point
averages ‘(G?A‘s) and personal interviews are used most fre&dent]y.L
Other criteria used somewhat less ‘often included evidence of good
health, language profipiehcy, and profiles derived from - personality
inventories. .A1so, the authors point out that there is a trend towards
_increasing demand for, and re]iéncg upon, various competency tésts. The
tests being-deve10ped'and/or used pertain tc subject matter cbmpetency :
and general reading, language, and mathematics proficiéncy.
Haberman (1974) would support ﬁhe use -of such testing, to the
extent that the tests could predict»teaﬁhi}g success-bathef than success
~as a student. Lack of predictive vaTidity 15 the essential crititispybf
AﬁGPA’svand interviews for selection purposes; IE 11ne with‘;he perceived
nced for criteria with predictive validity, Habermah formulated eleven

guidelines which he felt were integral to the appropriate operation of a

selection process.

o 16




Given the apoa?ent ‘need for more careful selection of stodent

teachers and "the demand for ”syétemat}c and “appropriate szlection

A criteria, it 1; surprising to find so little current research relating
\\' - the wuse of ~selection criteria to different student teacher :utcomes.
Leslie (1970)' and Wilk (1964) notudied possible relationships between
p1acementgsé1ection variab]es,.student teacher performance, arc student

teaoher atti%udes While Wilk's student teachers performed bezter when

the1r grade level preferences ano area ofuexper1ence were considered in

the placement process, Les11e S stuoent teachers did not perfcrm better

(the matching efforts here were far more extens1ve). However, Leslie
concluded that certain within-group comparisonéusupported the,oenera]

theoretical advantages of matching for p1acement¢éract1ces.

: 4
Selection of Cooperating Teachers and University Supervisors

Just as it is easy to document the need for careful selzction ofﬁ
stodent teachers, it is easy to” understand that cooperat1ng acnors'
should be chosen “carefully for. their role. = Yet, as Brodbei= ﬂ(1980) )
notes, the se]ect1on of superv1s1ng teachers 1is 1r0n1ca11y ¢~ong fhe
more neglected aspects of student tedch1ng programs. Part1c1pants at a
1981 working conference on student teach1ng agreed with Erodbe]t’s

.opinion that it is too easy to- become a cooperating teacher ‘ariffin,
Note 2). ] |

The criteria which seem to be used most often (Brodbelt, -280) for

selection include the act of vo]unfeering‘ to sopervise .a student

y . .
. teacher, satisfactory ratings from one's bu11d1ng principai, and a
certain number of years of teaching experience. He also makes zhe po1nt'
that. neither partner in the university-public schoo]‘ co]laboratjon

wishes to antagonize the other by requiring high tgachingsbé}formance

" standards -- the implicit assumption is that a professional operating in

17
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the field should be capable of providing the novice with an adequate’

induction experience.

n

- As far as the selection of university supervisors is concerrad, it

is difficult to locate published literature explaining or guiding this

3 A oA

process This may very well be a -function of“thz_‘tast difierences
across 1nst1tut1ons in the ass1gnment of the supervisory ro]e/Tunct1ons
to 1no1v1dua]s C]ear]y some basic descr1pt1ve infprmation is needed.
In sp1te of the Tack of available 1nform t1on describing the setl ect1on

process of cooperat1ng teachers und super isor§, it is of infers st to

consider the tra1n1ng or exper1ences that are prov1oeo to those viho are -

chosen Tne'next sectionh will focus on this issue..

Cooperat1ng Teacher Training and Exper1ences :\

Most of the Titerature regard1ng ‘thé training of cooperating

teachers is craftforiented. While many authors (B1a1r 1960 Painter &

Vleiner, L979;nQu1ck, 1967) agree that special training and skit1s are

needed, there .is 7less agreement as to °the precise” content of .that

training. Blair (1960) emphasizes a need for se]fjreflection; Quick

(1967) specifies different categoriés of assets for cooperating
teachers, incﬂuding professional -attitudes, - protessiona1’ abilities,

human re]ations ski]]s, 'énd personal habits. ‘Even. more useful is

Quick's ]1st1ng of nine superv1sory act1v1t1es with which cooperat1ng
teachers need to be familiar. . Among these are evq]uqt1ng student

teachers through observation, ~ providing specific feedbacx and

~constructive criticism, pointing out strengths and weaknesses, and

relinquishing cla$sroom control to the student teacher. Because these

skiils are - stated <clearly, it becomes re]at1ve1y simp]e _,to

Qperat1ona]1ze them as criteria for selecting cooperat1ng teachers “and

as training obJect1ves for 1nd1v1dua]s serving as cooperating tEGChEYS

18
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"The idea that cooperating teachers can or should be given some inservice

s <

R4

_edUcation for*  their expanded  instructional/supervisory role s

- widespread in the literature.

A}

\‘fPainter and 4iener (1979) describe an inservice, compéteﬁtﬁ;?ased

program for codﬁé?étﬁﬂg\gpachehs (competencies were those set fortﬁ\bz\

— 1

AACTE -and the teaching competenETés\e5§§b1ished by the state of'Horth\

—
—
—

Carolima). At Tleast three sessions betweenSEBBPEﬁaijng teachers and

’ ) . 3 \\\‘
university supervisors were included in the. inservice model, together
2 T

with ‘campus visits by the cooperating teachers. Informal evaluations of T
thg inservice program were quite favoréb]e.‘ The student teache}s tended .

to feel that communication with cooperat{ng teaChers was improved and

_the uniyersity supervigors gafned incheased‘respect for the cooperat%ng

¥ o

teachers' role.’

R ! .

These }esu1t§ may.be interpreted as an indirect consequénée dfn
the intervention, aé well as.a direct effect. Garnér (1971) found that -
student teachers reported experiencing improved reiations .with théir
coopgrating teachers, as the student teachers.were allowed to assume
'greaterjrespon$1b111tyvfor teacbing. UndervPainter QndAweiher's system,
student teachers had to assume ‘increased teachiné respbnsibi]ity in
order to free cooperating teachers to attendiunfversityséegsions. The
improved communfﬁation mayﬂhave.$een as much- a Funct{on'of this §h1ft'1n
‘-responsibi11£1éé aa50‘of  the nature of 'ihseryicé training 'proVided; 
Similarly, Chun (1979) and Shiraki (2979) empha,size";:hé need for active
particfpation on the part of the student teacher. By:aJTowing student
teachers to be activeiy-'invo1ved in  Tearning teaéhiﬁg, bgﬁ?viofs,‘
comhuniéation agé‘%umén relations may improve. | J

However, other available research .has been eguivocal. Amidon -

(1967, cited in Tittle, 1974) experimentally manipulated the training

15
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"~ given groups of~student‘teachers and cooperating teachers,. Expérimenta]
grdups received'training‘jn interaction ana{;sis while control groups
were'taught learning theory. ATthough the student teachers demonstrated
‘ 1hproved interaction'sk111s (e.g., were more dndirect,'acceptdng, and
'supportive)) with the <classroom pup11s, no systematic effects, were
observed with the cooperating teachers. Because there were no reported
~changes in attitudes of either set of°teachers, one.might ihfer that
studeht teachers' improved communicatﬁdn skills with:pppits weére not
transferred to interactions with c911eagues.}‘As yet, there has been

1ittle conclusive informatioenm about the effects of traintng on

coopcrat1ng teachers or its impact on student teachers

x <

\\\\\Uhﬂwers1ty Supervisor Training and Experiences

°

. There are few\articles\ava11ab1e‘for formu]ating:a picture 6f hdw
to prepare supervisors. In a cra?t:dri ted art1c1e, Hanke (1967) notes -
"individuals inVariabe have no specdfic preparation To is job" (p.
37), a]though 1t seems desirable for the person to have :kjjzad\rah;e\df

- ekperience. It is also be11eved 1mportant for the superv1sor to have a
thorough know]edge of the co11ege s teacher educat]on sequence. In this
manner- s/he will be prepared to. ;u1f111 the pub11c re]at1ons demands of

~the supervisor's role, t0'prov1de for 1nserv1ce needs of cooperat1ng
teachers, and to prov1de feedback and eva]uat1ons regard]ng the student:

' teacher s performance. Some background hn 1nterpersona1 relations also
seems desirable to enable the supervisor to asslst student teachers with
anxtety-reductioh and_ reality- check1ng of goa]s, perspective, ‘ahd
enthusiasm (Hanke,i1967) S/he should be prepared to make appropr1ate

pTaCements.by,being sens1t1ve to the needs of both the student teacher

~and the cooperating teacher. .

@

[
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Jones (1980), Copeland and “Atkinson (1978), &nd Junell (1969) have
all focused on the elements of human relations and/or’ connunwcat1on
training and sk111s of °uperV1sorf June]] argues compe111nd1y that the
standard pract1ce of rcqu1r1ng super risors to grade student teachers has
a‘negat1venetfect on commun1cat1on. Jones lists a series ;f potent1a1
cormun1cat1on prob]ems between supcrv150rs and cooperating teachers.

Jones empha51s~ 1s A reflection of how extens1ve1y the superwisor
will ‘need. to make use of spec1a11zed training. Hence, through

training, the supervisor.shou1d become aware of his/her own style, of

the re1nforc1ng nature and content of ‘his/her interactions with

teachens, and of the nature of h1s/her nOnverba1 ches A11 of the above

authors emphasize the need for. superv1sor training in self-awareness.

Cope]and and Atkinson (1978a)_man1pu1ated‘the sty]e of presentat1on

of a supervisor, together with his use of professional jargdn, in

credibility and ‘utildty. © Some suppart was found . for the

theoretica]]y based hypothesis of a re]ationship between perceived

expertness and perce1ved superv1sor utility. Thus, student teachersh

percept1ons of the usefu]ness of. a superv1sor were seen by the authors
as ‘tied to student ~perceptions of the - extensiveness of supervisor

background -experiences and .training. However,. research concerning

supervisors' training and background is- generally inconclusive regarding

their effects on student teachers.

Cogperating Teacher and University Supervisor Roles

e are many variations in the roles and activities of the
cooperating eacher and_the‘university supervisor. These variations may
be due to ‘the u‘1vers1ty, schoo] d1str1ct dr schools 1n which these

peopte work. = There i s’ been very little research conducted regard1ng

¥

.relatioh to student teachers: perceptions of the superyisor's perceived




the actual models of bractice despite the numerous theoreticai rodels
® that nave-been proposed‘(e'g , Andrews, 1964; Conant, 16635 Siay, Note

- 8). A few stud1es exp10r1ng the role of the university superv iscr note

¢

some of the key var1ab1es‘regard1ng roles and activities in student

teaching. s

: Genera]]y;‘ the va1ue of the un1vers1ty superv1sor in ine usual

< o triadic model has been open to question: Monson.and Bebb (1370C) View

‘1.‘5\ “

the role as unnecesrary and Z1mpner De Voss, and Nott (1980) regard it-
4&?;extreme1y comp]ex At Teast - two- studies have investigated the ‘
effects of changﬁng or eliminating the role of the university supervisor

a0, n

(Morris, 1974; Smith, 1969).

E v ‘ In these cases, alteration or e11m1nat10n .0of contacts with a
university = supervisor led on1y. to differences in ‘stndent teachers'
»§e1f-reports of satiefaction and ease of communication vith co:peratinq

;m teacher;. It seems that the‘university supervisor-has minimeil affect
-upon performance, but a_ more' potent effect upon - student tsacher
communication and satisfaction.

- Another poseib]e roje forxuniyersity,supervisors is thatuof wcrking

.;Jéirect1y with the 6oopenat1ng teachen. Mrnson and Bebb (1970) deécriped
alpi}ot progran in which the only function of the'supervisor was a

, weekly inservice meeting The resu1ts of this program indica: ed that
student teachers, cooperat1ng “teachers and university superv1sor5 were
all quite satisfied with this arrangement; however, these results

.+ indicated Tittle abont' what: was Tlost or ga1ned by this model- ofv

i supervision in comparison to other more traa1t1ona1 mode1s -

. B A contrasting study by Zimpher, De Voss, and Nott 198G). suggests 6*’
| that the university supervisor's influence is veryA important.  From |

their descriptive study they concluded that without the university

W)
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B )

supervisor, - student teachers would have 1little input in setting

requirements, evaluating, or assessing the overall experiénce.

Apparently, these* supervisors provided, most of the ,impetus to the
student teachers to advance beyond concerns for daily chores to congerns.

) i v : . ' & ’ . N . -
for self-analysis and improvement. In view of the equivdbcal research

&

findings, a more detailed analysis and description of the roles of the

cooperdting teacher and university supervisor are clearly needed.

Socialization or Encu]turaticn of'the Student Teacher

Much of what takes p]ace dur1ng student ‘teaching cafl be generally

B

described as soc1a11zat1on Most of the stud1es of socialization have

focused “on part1cu1ar aspects of the process such as attitude change or

acquisition of teach1ng behav1ors Lortie (Note 10), Zeichner (Note 8,

© Note 11), and others have broadened the study of .student_ teacher

o ‘ ‘
encu]turatiOn to 1nc1ude consideration of other socia]izing factors such

i

as ear]y ch11dhooo exper1ence and peer 1nf1uences - Zeichner (Note 8,

 Note 11) and Griffin (Note 2) have also criticized much of the past work

on this topic because Qf the often jmp11c1t assumption that the student
teacher was a passive~rec1pfeﬁt,1n the process. Zeichner has argued
that. studies of sOciétizatﬁon must take into consideration the
rgciproca1t1nf1uences of_thglcooperating teacher, untvefsity supervisor,
and student teacher.' The following sectitn includes a retiew of

selected studies of student teacher socialization.

= Studies of socialization 1ﬁg1ude those that provided . -various

- conceptualizations of “induction (Iénnacone, 1963) and studies that

.
“\

soughta to identify the key individuals :and their functjons' in the _
socialization of newcomeks‘to the profession (Fricbus, 1977; Karmos &
Jacko, 1977; Manning, 1977; Ryan, Note. 12). Closely related to this

work aré studies Whﬁch identify conformity effects (Haberman, 1978) and

» ) ' 2




critical®. incidents in 'successfu1 and unsuccesstul student teacher
enctlturation (De Voss, Mote 13). | o,
. . K .
" lannacone (1963) -and Lortie (MNote 10) have both analyzed the
> _

~ teacher socia]fzation process. Iannacone (1963) confined his focus to

*

the changes in studeht teachers' perceﬁtfons of teaching over the course:

et '

of ‘a semester long placement. . The preliminary concerns reflect student

“

teacher "horror" and "indignation” over cooperat1ng teacher ‘behaviors,

and they correspond to an entry stage in wh1ch student teachers act

.only as observers. A transition stage occurs when student teachers and

cooperating teachers' oeg{n to establish collaborative

St o . . . : . ) :
dependent—Upon” mutual concern for individual learning. However, the

relationships are still c]earf} superord1nate -subordinate in nature

In the final phase, the relationship between student teachers and

coooer ting teachers becomes more co]]aborat1ve in‘nature. The student

teachers' towards’ behav1or,

: perspect1ve towards

disruptive

oberationa]ization of 1earn1ng gnals, and towards ]earning prob]ems more .

c]ose1/ resemble those set Yorth by the cooperat1ng teacher (except in

-

the rare case of a ‘student teacher vihose soc1a11zatﬁon may have been

¢

Iannacone, 1963). This is .consistent with Haberman's

- : .

that, student teachers are particu]arTy susceptible. to

unsuccessful;

(1978) thesis

control by groUpf norms, especially those. espoused By the " classroom

‘teachers. ’

researchers have Tooked fspecifica1]y -at -the

(U

socializing agents (Friebus, 1977; Karmos & Jacko, 1977;

. Several more

Manningy 1977)-
Manning (1977) reports that the student‘ teachers 1nd1cated\ that

N ‘ \ o ."...\
professional contacts (cooporat1ng teachers, “supervisors,  and other

4,

college professors) exerted the most s1gn1f1cant influence upon their

Other groups of people,

belijefs.

such as parents andvfr1ends; hadﬁa

22"
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relationships

the

b




less significant influence: Setting and training variables had some

effect on the perceived ‘nature of. 1nf1uence exerted by each ‘gnoup:

Student teachers who were placed ih an inner- c1ty env1ronWent, without

having been trained spec1f1ca11y about that environment, were more

1Tikely to indicate that their ﬁupils' parents and the community were
Source; of negattve- infiuenee o~ their  attitudes.- Also, their

. - 3 ‘ o
perceptions of student discipline and beliefs about children's learning,
generally, were negatively affected by being in the inner city and by
not being prepared for that setting. ~ o .

Othér studies have failed ‘to make direct comparisons of setting and

¢ i

. training variables to perceived influences-of significant others. The

work of Karmos and 3acko“(1977) focused only on positive influences on

~the student.teaching experience. Both professional and nonprofessiona]

sources of 1nf1uence were ment1oned by the student teachers, a]though

the cooperat1ng teachers were mentioned more often than any of the
others./ In addition, the cooperating teachers' most critical funct1ons,

in descending order, were penceived to be: 5) promoting the student

kl

teachers' role development; b) providing “the  student teachers with

personal support; and, c) assisting the student teachers to gain

. ° . [a} )
professional skills. These results are generally consistent with
Friebus' (1977) findings. ’ .

L - - -
P B

Karmos and Jacko (1977) also found thet'student teachers reported
that bup11§ eerved two critieaT functions. First, the nup11s'_resﬁon§e§ '
‘ to student. teachers worked  to 1egiti%1ze the Tlatter's p1ace"1n the
classkoem.' Secornd, their‘task-reietedAbehaviors worked: to determine the
suegeSF or failure of Student teachere' lessons. In neither the Karmos
end Jacko (1977) study nor:the Friebus (19775 study were university
' supervtsors given any significant mention, unlike Maning'sv(1977) vork. |
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" De Voss (Note 13) examined student teachers' enculturation from an

& . S

even broader perspective. Through observations -.and a series of

open-ended- interviews, he was able to select case studies demonstrating

the impact of different settﬁngs (classroom, university, school, home)

actin§~dpon ﬁhe studeRt teachers. Ey contrasting the “best”'and"“worst“

cases and sifting through the series of critical 1nc1dénts they
o ) ] s . -
contained?y De #oss reached several conclusionss -First, when student

Y

teachers and cooperating teachers were mutually supportive and similar

1n’phiiosophy;'orientation,'énd attitudes, the student teachers were

more ]1ke]y to have successful expe¥1gnces.. Secondiy,d the student

teachers' ability/ to focus personal “energy. on the experience was

v L A

associated with success. Those student teachers who had large portions
~. o > “ ‘ : )

of their .time, energy, and aptention_ consumed by the demands of

© ufirelated settings (e.g.;, spéhses and children, other jobs, etc.) were

- less likely to experience success in cheir placements. .

-

Other 'invgstigators have exp]?red \cFitEca] -1ndiden£§ in studen?“
tgacﬁing: Southall and king (1979)°Wereaab]e to‘idéntify a lack- of |
student teacher-cooperating -teicher coﬁmunication anq. unrea]1§t1C>;*
coopexating- teacher éxpectatfons as the twoihost 1mportantvéﬂﬁ’frequent
problems with which supervisors had to contend. 5D1ffer1ng expectations
were. also identified bytkgwmme]] and Williamson (1973) as a problem.
Qther problem dreas were tied to a fai]ure in interpersonal relations.

o These problems indicate that multip]e facfofs influence the '
.sécia]ization process. “De Voss (Noté 13) emphasizes;the importance of -
considering the stddent ' teachers as éctfve agents in  their own

socialization, since satisfaction with the experience was directly tied

to the students' own abilities to utilize the' opportunities for
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[0
learning. Further studies of socialization must consider the reciprocale
1nf1uences of the: vari ious part1c1pants

_— Attitude and Philosophy Chendes

Traditionally, the. study of student teachef socialization 'has
focused on changas in students' philosophy and attitudes. 'A review of
~this work will substantiate theifo]]owing two generalizations. First,
student teache?s' attitudes -tend to change négative]y'during the course
of student teaching 'Second, student teechers; attitudes, vaTues and/or
. phi]osophies tend to snift touerd increasing conformity with those of
“their cooperating teachers. ‘ |

P ’ _ : Tittle (1974) reviewed at least five studies of attitude change in

©
= -

student teachers.  Two (Butcher, 1965; Jaeobs, 1968) documented a
decrease in pos1t1ve educat1ona1 attitudes dur1ng student teaching, even
° _' though the instrumentation differed.  Four -others (Clarke, 1956
Corr1gan and Gr1swo1d 1963; Price, 1960; Tabachnick, 1980) y1e1ded sets
of data cons1stent with the general notion that student teachers'
) s ctt1tudes more closely approx1mated,those of the1;dcooperat1ng teachers
by the end of the p]acement.‘sTwo‘otner studies (Leslie, 1970 R1n0ness
156%) fai]ed to find any signifieant impact of cooperatind teachers upon
attitudes and se1f-1dee1 image discrepancies of’ student teechers,
kespective1y.
‘Boscher and Prescott ’1978) considered educétiona1 philosophies ot :
t cooperat1ng teachers as they impact. student teachers during preservice
‘ tralnlng“ They fouhd no apparent cooperat1ng teacher 1nf1uence 0f the
predvctor var1ab1es cons1dered only.preservice ph11osoph1ca1 pos1t1onsv
pf the student teachers predicted their post-student teaching ‘

hd A

TR "Q philosophical views if the student teacher had come into the preservice

s

experience with 0erenn1a11sm or essent1a1nsn1 b1ases Thus, changing

i
.o
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attitudes did occur during preservice, butﬁthexmwgre not influenced by
) the supervising teacher.

However, Yee (1969) pointed out aiﬁajor shortcoming in most pribry
studies of attitude cﬁange, pqrticu]ér]y those using the Miqﬁesbta
| _ ‘ Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI). Most of the- research faiiéd to také
into account the possibility that in a dyad influences on attitudes can
be either mutual or bidirectional in causality. Further, *the influences
may effect increased congruity across the attitudes of each member of

the dyad. - .
, When statfstica] manipd]ations (e.g., the "frequenﬁy-of—ehange—in#
_‘.Qroduct-moment“) were performed to allow for mu]fip]e Qutcomes, Yee

(1969) reached three major conclusions. First, ‘cooperating teachers

o7

exerted a gongrueng influence upon student teachers' attitudes. Second,
)student teachéfs' attitudes shifted-toward increasing conwamiEy with
cooperating téachers"atfitudes. Third, when the attitude shifts in a
dyad” led to greater incongruity!‘ there was no difference in the
frequency of influence across cooperating and'studeﬁt teachers. These
R v ~results were consistent with Yeg's (1968)'Study, which indicated that
few. stable reiatiéﬁships (in térms of attitudes) across dyads'gxistéd

and that most attitude shifts were negative in nature.
.From a different. theoretically-based per%pective,' Mahan ‘and'
L Lacefield (1978) a]so‘examined the possibi]igﬁes of mutual influence and
greater cqngruity or incOngrufty 1u'a£tﬁkﬁg; changés as a functidn of
student teaching. :Théir rev{ew of available descriptive research
indicated ;that, genera]]y; studént teacHers' vé]ﬁes on sexera]
diméngions wére more "emergent," or Tiberal, thén those of codperating

teachers. This information, together with the observed trends towards

. increasing congruity and similarity to the cooperating teathers' 5




attitudes, enabled the authors to explain  student .change on the basis of

>

cognitive dissonance theory. If a student teacher is expﬁgéd to a

cooperafing teacher's set of beliefs that are moderately different from
his/her own, the resultant dissonance should be resolved over time by a
shift in student attitudes. Mpreover, given the Tlimited discrepéncy
between stgdent beliefs and the situationaﬁ/organizaticna1 constfaints
surroundiﬁg the dyad, the shift should be one of‘increased simiiarity to
the be]Hefs of the cooperating teacher. Fiha]]yg the extent of the
§h1ft. should -be a function of the duration of exposure to the
-cooperating teacher. In this study, student‘teacher perceptions did
become more compatible with 1océ1 féa]ity qveg time. These findings
were confirmed in the 1974 and 1975 studies reported by Mahan and '
Lacefield (1978). e : |

g 1t s clear from the Mahan and Lacefield studies (1978) that time
plays a role 1n\ the magnitude of the shifts"in étudent te?cher
attitudes. Lipka gnd Goulet (1979) ,also investigated age- and
exﬁérience—}elated changes 1in teachervattituges toward fhe profession.
_Using qa ée]f-report que;;iépnaire, based - upon the ”techniq&e of.
rgtrbspectioh," teacheég;—éerVéd as their .own historical comparisoh
- group. Lipka and Goulet féf]ed to 1obta1h sighificant .differences
between ;eachefs',perceptions of values across chronological age (even
Qhén experiegce was used as a covariate). Significant differences were
observed, however, 1in tHe perceived ﬂnportancé :of' va]Ués over time,
.independent of age. Unfortunately, there is no way to cross-check the

A

sources of the changes.
These studies indicate possible chénges'that can occur -in student
teachers' attitudes. . They also embhasize the comp]exity that pust be

considered 1in attempting to understand how these changes occur.

B
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o | .
\ Further, .-careful study of these attitudes may identify the various
\ factors responsible for attitude change. ,
\ . Interpersona] Commuw1cat1on and Role Conflict ‘
K ” Other factors can-be a source of difficulty in the commun1cat1on

‘ \ ~and 1nterpersona1 relationships of the student tedchers, cooperat1ng
\ . teachers,.and univ?rsity supérv1sdrs A few studies have examinec¢ role
\ conflict and interpersonal Eommun1cat1on. ) ‘ | | |

) \ ‘ Gettone (1980) ]ookéd at differing gxbectat1ons’about the roles and
\ dutiés of student teachers as.perceived by school administrators, master

\\\\- X . teachers, and student teachers .Student teachers saw themselves as $;Fe

\ - ready to assume a professional Fb]g t;an did schod] personrel, who saw

'\~,J : stuaent teachers as more similar to assistants, aides, or apprentices

. \w Fak]gy (1973)> ' :

found that cooperatirig teachers and student teachers
‘ : = ' )
\ . T S N ) ST B
W \ differed in opinions on tHe importance of instruction time; discipline
| policies, and educatﬁonq] innovations
student teachers
|
}

as well_as the duties of the

Kaplan
|-

\

|

” . " \\

(1967)

cooperating teachers

a

investigated the perceptions of student teachers,

and college supervisors about the role of college
supervisors and found that there waﬁ‘ a lack of agreement about the

evaluation and . resource consultant fuhc§1ons of college %Qpekvisoré.
\Prokob (1973), Simms (1975), Clemons (1973), and Campbel] and. Wi114amson
(1973) have all declared that éucb differing expectations are central to
- role conflict.

- \”& A- Lasley

~found differences
experienced teachers
|

(1986)

between
in

terms
Prcgerv1ce teachers expre

studentf teachers
held

aqd
of beliefs about teaching.
sed beliefs _that teaéhing was a‘%u]f1111ng
_career wh11e man/

experienced teachers
\ teach1ng,

_ were
prestige, low pay,

. 3y

citing

T
\

low

wr

disillusioned

with 7

and student -misbehavior as

U
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reasons. Preservice teachers tended to believe that their education

courses did not .prepare them for the reality of student teaching,” and
experienced teachers seemed to share this view. . - e

- The -effect of rooperat1ng teachers in the general areas of

‘_jnterpersona1. relations and cdhmunlcat]ons have been investtgated by

severa1 researchers: Close match1ng of student teachers and cdoperating
teachers on  conceptual levels has been advocated .often"in ‘the
11terature.. The assumptidn behind matching'appears‘to bevthat'those
pairs working fron1 a simijar frame of reference will interact more
effecttue1y and smoothly. -

The'tmportance df the>1nterpersona1 relationship between student
and cooperat1ng teachers has been supported by some research f1nd1ngs
Superv1sors asked to identify the prob]ems enCountered in work1ng w1th
cooperat1ng and student teachers 1dent1f1ed lack of communication

kY

between cooperat1ng teachers and student teachers as their most frequent
1nrob1em (Southa11 and King, 1979) Other prob]em areas were failure_of
the student teachers to meet expectations "of the cooperat1ng teachers
and failure of the§student teachers to follow through on suggest1ons
from the copperat1ng'teachers, These prob]ems clearly re1ate to the
1nterperSona1‘communication'rea]m. Eurthermore, they may be,re]ated to
the different conceptua1 levels and di%ferent personaT reference_points'
for judging effective teaching. |
Wide variation between student teachers and cooperatind teachers
‘was. described by two studies. ThTes-Sprintha11 (1980) measured stages.
of both mora1 judgment and conceptua1 levels +in cooperat1ng and: student

teachers- and~ investigated their relationship to ratings of student

teacher effectiveness. When studenl.teachers-ufth high ratﬁngs were -

paired with cooperating teachers with Tow ratings, the latter rated the:




student teacher as being average or “below ;averagef in teaching

effectiveness. Thies-Sprinthall suggested that this rating might occur

- because the cooperating teachers mmsperce1ved the performance 'of the

student teachers. The "mis-matched" cooperating teachers may lack a .

cofmon frame of reference to adequately communicate analyses and

suggestions to the student teachers.
" A Study by Terwilliger (1965) looked at change in verbal behavior
of the student teachers. No sighificant influence of the cooperating .

©

teachers upon the student teachers was observed. The influence of the

_cooperating teachers warrants investigation, if only tb further support

or. minimize the need for matching cooperat1ng teachers and student

teachers on persona] or1entat1on variables.

b

The results of these stud1es emphasize ,the need to explore

[

personal characteristics and the match-mjsmatch effects- of these 

characteristics on the interactions within the student teaching triad.

There are numerous areas of possible conflhict and failure of

\

~ communication. Considering the potential for problems, research needs

to be conducted'to explore- these problems and examine ways 1in which

persans overcome them.

"Teaching Behavior

A major issue regard1ng student teachers 1s the way in wh1ch they

acquire their teaching behavior While ‘there have been a few studies .of

cooperating teachers' 1mpact on student teachers in’ terms of teach1ng,

there must be further study examining theé w1deg,var1ety of effect1ve

teaching strategies and the way through which student teachers acquire

‘ o : \
or fail to acquire these behaviors.

5

‘Several studies have - found _that cooperating teachers play an

‘1mpbrtant role in the student‘Weachers'~c1assr00m erformance (Price,
] ; P ,




1961; Seperson & Joyce, 19733 Zevin;/ 1974). However, McIntyre 'and

7

Morris (1980) found studies that may’oua11fy those findings.. Individual-

characteristics of both the cooperating teachers and the student'

Il

teachers may mediate the influence of the cooperating achers on

student teachers' c]dssroom performance (McIntyre, Buell & Casey; 1979).

Evidence. that the student teachers were affected by the teacher

. practices of the coopereting teacher was found by Price (1961), Seperson

and Joyce v(1973)' and Zevin (1974). ZeVin used an adaptat1on of

_ Flander's Interaction Analysis. to measure the change fin 1nqu1ry or"

~ lecture sty]es of teach1ng by student teachers in relation. to the style

o -

A

|

£
4

of the cooperat1ng teachers. In. the case of 1ecture, this change
occurred desp1te 1nput by—the university superv1sor ’ ; B

Cope]anq (1977) found that the cooperat1ng teacher effects were not
a]ways clear cut and direct.” When studenta teachers were exposed to
d1fferent combinations of mlcroteach1ng and modc11nq of a target sk111:
b/ the cooperut1nq teachers, there was and1nterdct1ve effect between the-
m1croteach1ng ‘and mode11ng As a partial explanation, Copeland
suggestedvthat the'c00perat1ng teachers' influence was mediated by the
context of the c]éssroom:;‘ student teacherss exhibitec target sk111s
taught through miCrotéeching to"a significantly higher degree in
classrooms where the classroom teachers exhibited those skt]]S.

» however conf]icting resu1ts' have been: reported for cooperating -
teacher 1nf]uence on student teacher c]assroom performance . McIntyre,
Bue]], and Casey‘(1979) found that student teachers. d1d not mode] the _
verbal behavier of their cooperating teachers.’ There are many possible.
exp]anétions for this finding: (a) the experimenters may not have

wa1ted long enough for the modeling effectc to be visible, (b) pupiT

behav1or may not have permitted the 'student teachers to demonstrate the

33
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tacgeted verbal behaviocs,-and/or, (c) the student teachers may have
been. instPUCted by their éupervisers to‘behate 1n a particular mannek

Recent research on teach1nglszect1veness provides saqme gu1de11nes
for teachlng pract1ce in some grades and content areas (Good ana Grouwa,
1979, Soarﬂ and Soar? 1972, Brophy and Evertson, Note "14; McDonald, - ;
o E11a§, Stone,‘wﬁee1er, tambert, Calfoe, Sandova], Ekstrom, and Lockhead, |
‘Note. 153 Stallings and Kaskowit%, Note 16).3The'gu1de11nes can -be uéefut
to student. teachers\ in their Sew role, especiaily at the e1ementary
Tevel tor reading and math«instructioa. Competenciesttn'giving academic
‘feedbaék and kéeb?hg students academica11y engaged, fqr examp1e,'seemito
" be va1uab1e,ski11s‘foc student teachers to acquire. Other findings may -

be equa]jy valuable 1in areas of direct and indirect teaching, task

-

é'strUctur’ir{“g, c1asstbor'management and quest1on1ng pract1ces ]
- Medley (1977) gtates that no one part1cu1ar skill or competency “is ‘h 't,'
cons1stent1y related to effective teach1ng behav1or across different
learning loutcomes- and d1fferent groups of students. - Instruct1ona1
functions, such as cueing,» reinforcement behaviors, and maintaining.-
“student time on task, are. considered bby Bucke, Hansen: HouSton; and’
Johnson = (Note . 17) - and Doyle (1977V “to  be aojmdre  aperopriate
ricohceptua]ization for studying teacher competenctes Kthan singu]aﬁ
. teacher abi]itjes. Kndwjng what teaching strateéy to use in’ the
appropriatef’context‘ and how to follow through on it, seemév to be
paramount (Brophy and%Evertson, 1976 Scha]oc; 19795.

Research “on effective teach1ng does reveal clusters of teacher

<

behav1ors 1mportant to student 1earn1ng ~However, tHere has been little

attempt to date to coord1nate this Tine of research endeavor with what

-

occurs i n ‘teacher preparat]on. The., question of whether effective

teachers. (those able to pfoduce gains in pupil achievement) are also the

o
L
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.most:effective cooperating teachers in working with student\teachers has

not been addressed, yet, this clarifying Tink is essentTaT\\to the

-
1

purposes of teacher education.

Supervision

? The topic of supervision cuts across several of the previous.

sections, and certainly many of the previous topics (e.g., attitudes’

T

and teaching "behaviors) are c]ear]y‘ influenced by the variable of

1

_supervis{on. dSevera] recent studies demonstrate’ clearly the role that -,

hsupervjsion p]ays in student teaching.

(1977) and .Doyle and. Pond

/

Reca111ng the notion that the best made plans. may fa11 Copeiand
;¥? (1975) have ana]yzed the d1st1nct1on of -

performance vVersus acqu1s1t1on of sets- of behaviors if the context of
student teach1ngx The latter two authors contend that most emp1r1ca1
1nvest1gat1ons of the effectiveness of ski is. traiming 1n teacher,
“educat1on are- based - -upon an assumpt1on ‘which may* be:- erroneous They -
t quest1on the prem1se that teachers can behave 1ndependent1y of or‘a
contro] the many cont1nqenc1es operat1ng in the c]assroom context.
Copeland (1977) conducted an 1nvest1gat1on which addressed the
performance/acouisition distinction. F1nd1ngs 1nd1cated that when
cooperat1ng teachers were trained. in superuision,. regard]ess of how
, 'often they ut111zed a part1cu1ar sk11 " the student teachers found
f‘W¥ - enough, support ‘to risk try1ng out 1aboratory-1earned 'skj11s. When
'cooperat1ng teachers ut111zed a target skl]] quite often, regard1ess of
"~ whether or not they were,tra1ned in superv1s1on, the student teachers
vwere>1jke1y to adopt the ski]i. Lastly, when the cooperat1ng teachers
were neither. trained 1n'superv1sion nor exhibited a target skill with

‘much'frequency, the student teachers were unlikely to complete, and/orb

3
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be rewarded Afor, fthe_ transfer of 1aboratory~iearned"sk111s to. the

“classroom.

.

'superv1sors

of ‘supervision on the student teaching

The question . of directive -and nondirective techniques of

‘supervision of student teachers has peen 1nvest1§ated by Sopeland {1980) .

and ~Cope1end andb Atkinson (1978b);? - In the‘Aear11er study, student
teachers‘were.asked to view'videotapes of directive and.honaiﬁective
supervisors 1h4%onference and 4"hen'ra‘“e the supervisors'according to
eight concepts The student teachers rated the d1rect1ve sterv1sors
significantly d1fferent1y on seven of the concepts and c1ear1y pre erred
the d1rect1verbehav1or. The 1ater study by Cope]and (1980a).added the
variables. of superv1sor sex and student teacher sex to the ana]ys1s

Again tne directive approach was. preferred and student' teeachers

appeared to prefer supervisors of the opposite sex., Women gave higher

\~\'rdtings to nondirective ‘male supervisor's than to nondirective female

i

C1ear1y,. the “style of sﬁpervision, and~ preferences of -student

" - /314“ el c
\teachers\1nteract in a complicated manner. A preference on the part OA;

. : M\ :
student teachers‘for‘directive supervision has strong support in these

1

“studies. Keeping in mind the pressures on the student teachers to

perform at an acc

°

~ various contexts, a pxeference for concrete, professional advice is not

the student teachers may feel that they are

by the requirement to Se1f—ana1yze,

surprising. Cpnverse1y,
being need1ess1y frustrat
self-diagnose, and self-evallate under the watchful = eye .of the

o

nondirective‘supervisor., These fi ings demonstrate the possible impact

4]

expérience.

€

0

tablé level within a certain time period and within. -
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Contextual Influences '

. v . ~ .
-~ . -~ - . e

It is now ‘axiomatic that the'contexts in which people Tive and work

are instrumental in shaping‘and modifying behaviors. ~This infiuence has

been suggested by several of the pr1or research efforts reported in this

-

rev1ew W1th few except1on the influence of the schoo1/un1vers1ty -

context upon teachers and students in these sett1ngs has been stud1ed

from the perspect1ve of the practicing educator inservice rather than

from the vantage ‘point of- the teacher in preparat1on _of necess1ty,»

5

then th1s conc]ud1ng sect1on of the rev1ew will depend upon 1nformat1on '

1

o

“be]ieved‘ to be related to, although not directly drawn from, the

interactions, of cooperatingﬂ teachers[student_ .teachers/unﬁversity
supervisors. and the contexts in which theyxexecute thedr ro1es;',Three
contexts are considered: the university, the'e1ementary or secondary
school, and the family and home: of ‘the pupils. J

The Uriversity Context : .

" This sect1on of the- review wild attend to the. formal 0rgan1zat1ona1
propert1es of the un1vers1ty sett1ng as they tmpact upon the student
teach1ng experience.  Such propert1es 1nc1ude ru1es and regu]at1ons,
policies _regarding ‘eva1uation and recommendat1on for cert1f1cat1on,

evaluation of student teachers and assignment of student teachers. The

~research 11terature dea11ng spec1f1ca11y with student teach1ng does not

1nc1ude d1sc1p11ned “ inquiry into -the re1at1onsh1p eﬁ‘ these’
organtzationa] yariap]es‘ and the enactment \of the student teaching
experience. o | | | |

| In additidn to the direct: influences the untversity exerts on

teachers -in- tra1n1ng through coﬁrses and supervision, the, academic
: Al

environmént also has an 1nd1rect impact .on the student teaching

.experience. This indirect impact = occurs through the university

-

3 $ay . . N ‘.
1. 1 ‘ . . .
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'comhunity's values, beliefs, and standards. Teacher education evglved

-

1ndep°ndent1y of the academic community and has on]y gradually, in the

Jast century, emerded as a function of hlgher education (Huches, dote

-+

1). Through the years, severa1 authors have commented about teacher

———

"education as a “stepch11d" of. the un1vers1ty (Go]dhammer 197/) ~ There

]
is sdhe question as to whether the values and standards necessary for

effective teacher education are cdﬁpatiﬁ]e,'with academic values.
Goldharmer 11977) argues strong1y that the "culture of higher education

often runs counter to ‘skill-building and 'professTOna1 developrent

vprogramsf‘ tp. 12). SpecificaJ]y; he mentions the Tlack of values,

prestige' and récognition given by the' academic community to persons:

. i

engagea in the skill- bu11d1ng aspects of teacher educat1on

This cr1t1c1sm has been a constant theme through the h1story of
teagher education. James Conant .(1963) sought to so1ve this same
problem through the creation of “clinical professorships" on an equal

status With the' more typical ‘disc1p1dne-ori£nted professorships.

Ind1v1dua1s who a°sumed these new professorships were to be eva]uated in

| 3
terms of their c11n1ca1 sk111s and their training of ,preserv1ce

educat1on students, rather than the more typical criteria of research'

product1v1ty, or convent1ona1 scho1arsh1p This proposa1 "has not .

.
3

rcce1ved w1despread acceptance -and no general, satisfactory resolution
to the prob]em of different ,va]ues, across 1nstitut1ona1 systems or

contexts has been found. The education community has often been divided

. and has often accepted traditional  university values of research and

productivity, thereby undermining its awn skill training (Goldhammer

-

1977).

o

The degree to which this conf11ct is resolved by. the education

department of ‘a university can influence “both the teacher education

.

33
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program and the perspect1ves of students 1n*the*program

rma“—mvar?rfy ,
community. prov1des some very potent soc1a11z1ng 1nf1uences, w1th reoard
to students perceptwons of the 1mp6rtahte of skﬂ]]—bu:}d1ng and
" academic preparat1on The 1nf1uence may be fe]t through the type of -
program in operation or through the ph11osoph1es and value pps**.ons
"~ held by faculty members. | . o
| Perhaps the most obvious way in wh1ch :the value of practwce and
ski]]-bui]dihg_ is upheld® occurs through the degree ‘to wh1cn th
~university provides a suppOrtive environment for praetice (Goldharner,
‘ 1977; 'Hunter,-.1980). "Often ciinical supervision - is' an added
respons1b111ty. to ah a1ready overburdened staff. T As - such, it fis
ass1gned to graduate students and ass1stants who must "pay' their dues.
For them it is often a low priority task w1th 11tt1e benef1t The
degree to which they function effect1ve1y as superv1sors depends heav1\y
on support, encourageheht,' and rewards ava11ab1e for that service.
Therefore ‘the student ‘teaching experience may'be affected sharply h; ]
the degree to which the un1vers1ty provides a support1ve env1ronment for
those charged with supervision of ‘student teachers. ' | |
In, summary, the universitf’has an -indirect influence on‘studeht
teach1ng through its value system and its support role. The-valueg that
become 1ncorporated into teacher educat1on programs and are art1cu1dted
'by faculty provide some primary soc1a11zat1on exper1ences for preservice
teachers. L1kew1se stuoent teaching is 1nf1uenced by the, supportwve

.

role played by the un1vers1ty in its ass1stance to bas1c supervwsory

@

personnel. Each of thése aspects. must be cons1dered in attempts to-

better. understand student teaching.




it SchoulContext ~ -

h11e it is genera]]y agreed that cooperating teachers \exerc a.

great deal of 1nfluence on student teaching, there has - been\\\;tt1e

'exam1nataon of the impact of the public school environment or context on

the student teach1ng experience. Some generab advice from the field
band " i .. -

suggests that this context may be important. §eVeha}'oF the'guide}inés

deVe]gped for student teachers-inc]ude recommendatidns that studonts be
exposed to ch11dren of  various bachrounds.and 1eve1s of ab]11ty And,

g

recently, educators have placed more ' emphas1s student teaching

experiences that include = various ethnic groups. ‘Ubspite these

suggestions, little is- known ‘about the effects of these exper1ences

&

Poole (1972) suggests thét school contegt.ﬂs quite 1mportant to.

student 'teachers’ perceptions of* adedquate training. In this study

_student tdachers _were asked to rate 30 stataments about their

-

experiences with thejr ‘cooperating teacher, the principal, ‘and other

'staff; physical Zrnangements within the scheol; and corntacts with fellow

’

student téachersl They_ were also asked to rate the value of thesstudent

»

teach1ng exper1ence

" The quest1ons about experiences-in the schoo1 were factor ana1yzed

hevea]ihg six factérs: (a) experience 1in well-organized, suppOrtive ‘
. < oh . . ) ..

)

situations;, (b) experience of criticismy (c) good working relationships

.

with other staff; (d) Jack of support; (e) good working re]aticnships

‘with fellow studentsf and.(f) good, infohma] working relationships with
‘ V.ot -
“the children. When these factors were corre]ated w1th the student

L4

teachers' perce1ved va]ue of the” exper1ence, the strongest«pred1ctor of ;

each student's rat1ng (that s/he had 1earned a great deal from student

. teaching) was havinry exper1enced a ‘well-organized, supportjve-‘

"
. 7

environment.
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Those students uho indicated that their present program had
prOV1deo adequate preparation for student teaching felt that they had
dnade a contr1but1on to the school* and that: they had exper1cnced good
informal work1ng__re1at1onsh1ps_ with the ,cooperatjng teacher and_the
students. Those students who reported‘that student teaching appeared to
be mere1y an evaluative experienceAjndicated°that they had experienced

_considerabTle criticism and lack of support.

‘While the resu1ts of this study suggest the‘importance of school

context for creat1ng favorable conditions: for student teach1ng, there is

one serious drawback. ono 1ndependent ‘assessment of thé school
~conditions was made. A 'nore potent examinatiop “of school context .-

variables would include an outside assessment of the»schoo] environment
" variables to determine whether or not those variables still corre]ated'
with student teacher satisfaction. Further research is clearly needed
to assess the role of school environment in student teacher satisfaction

' [
and success?-
. (-]

'%nother.very significant part of the public school influence on’

studeht teachers is what Hoy and Rees (1977), call 'bureaucratic

®

socialization." They define this socialization process. as " an

-

organization's " ‘tempt to mo]d ro1e 1deo1ogy and role performance of
personne1 through a variety of procedures and “mechanisms des1gned to
make 1nd1v1dua1 be11efs ‘values, and. norms correspond with those of the
.organ1zataon (p; 23). In their study the authors assessed students'

bureaucrat1c or1entat1on before and: after their c11n1caT exper1ences

They found that . student-teachers be]Jefs and orientations were more.
.bureaucratic fo110w1ng the student teach1ng exper1ence They were more. .-

11ke1y to state that orders were to be fo]]owed w1thout.cha11enge and

-




L

that one should ‘be loyal to superiors without questicning their
N - e

authority.

- Pruitt and Leb (1978) commented that it is not surprising that

teachers- are subordinate and traditional in their Qout]ooks; These

authors note that most teachers, especially cooperating teachers, are
1 - Cl

baught in a web of conformity. "They are often rewarded for conformity .

through promotions, salary increases, 1ight sChedules and subtle

_administration favors" (p. 71). . Likewise, student teachers find

themselves trapped in- this bureaucratic net. If they conform to the

demands, they find the ‘teaching experience rewarding. Pruitt and Lee

~

(1978) note that "inno{ative anﬁ‘idealistic student teachers often meet .

¢

v stern opﬁositidn,'becéme frustratéd and then conform in'a ‘last ditch -
effort to salvage a grade" (p. 71). The combined pfessurés of

certification,‘gﬁaduation, and approval from the cooperatfng‘teacher and

university supervisor usually result in a high degree of conformity.

{ It is important to considgr both the supportive and bureaucratic

- influences of the public schools. The same system of colleagues that

can serve a -support role to ‘the student teachers can also create

pressure to conform to the rules of the school organization. The
student‘ feachers‘ active participation in thfs process needs to be
examined more fuJ]y‘so as to‘deve1op a gréater,understanding/of‘the
various public échooi characteristics and their effects upon  the
studenf‘teachiné experienéé.‘

7 In addition to the separate influences of the university and,ﬁhe
public sqh&o], their 1nteraétion has considerable influence on the

functioning of student teaching. Several writers have indicated that a

co1]aQorat1ve,.universitylpdb1ig school relationship is an important

deferminingvfactor in a successful student teaching program (Andrews ,

4z
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19643 Howey, 1977;mMacNaughton, Johns, & Rogus$1978). There has been

. v el : . : 3.
little research of institutional relationships other than reviews*of.

various practices (Slay, Note 9). Central-questions that emerge from

the reVieu of practices center around the roles and responsibiiities of
the partiCipants in supervision, and the decision- making organization of

the university and public school regarding student teaching{

g

Home-Parent-School Context

‘Teaphers interact regU]ar]y with the parents of their pupils, both

~in formal -scheduled conferences and in less formal situations arising

spontaneousiy out of individual chiidren s behavior and .adjustment -

'patterns"in school.  Federal 1egis1ation has promoted many parent'

“involvement activities in sphooi districts.across'the nation (Moles,

Note 18) and parent 4nvolvement is now being encouraged by school
personne]bhore extensively than in preVious years. "Nevertheiess, 1itt1e
attention 'to preparing teachers for the important role. function of
vorking cooperatively with parents could be foundfin the 1iterature on
teacher-preparatipn:

The most‘ common definition of parent involvement is that ‘from .
Gordon and Brievogel (1976)% home-sehooi interactions' arev seen as
components.of'"citizen participationf' in.which the comp]ementing of

educational processes by involvement of parents is fostered and emphasis

‘is placed on receiving and transferring information about children. The

authqrs c]arified,three modeis of parent invoivementﬁ (1) the Family.
Impact model, with assamptipns that the fami]y.is in need of help from
the school to work more effectively with children; (2) the School impact
model, with assumptions that parents need to participate in school
decision-making more fully -to improve the\guaiity ofvschopis and the

education of their children; and, (3) the Community Impact model, vith
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assumptions “that the family 1is the primary; influence on child
development and schools the secondary; but that they share .a conmon
goal, and consequently, need to- share- decision-making authority in the -

education of children. -

-

Writings about parent irvolvement have emphasized different

approaches. Better communication with parents has been emphasized by

Hubbell (1979), Hymes (1974), Lightfoot‘(1978), and Filipczak (Note

f9). Buskin (1975), Craft (1979), Kappelman and Ackerman (1977), Miller
(1980), Roberts (1980), Wallat and,Go]dman (1979), and Olmstead (MNote

20) Stressed parental input in which parents can help fnstrdct their

ch1]dren, and R1ch (1979) has suggested that teachers can use parents as

‘tutors to raise achievement 1eve1s in ch11dren Desp1te current forces’

\

~ countermanding the work of the b]1c schools and some instances of
b

inadequate teachers, research s 1\1nd1cates children can Tlearn when
paerents are “supportivel of the\ schools (Bronfenbrenner,. Note 21).
Bronfenbrenner talks of parental caring as "irrational invo1rement” and
says that this sort of‘ motivation is necessary to the educational
deve1opment of ch11dren .

The d1screpancy betvieen the recogn1t1on of parental authority- and
ongoing practices \'in teacher education programs. is now . be1ng.,
investigated in a study by Lthe Southwest" Educattonal Deve]dpmenta]
Laboratory in Austin, Texas In a first phase of this study,‘StaT1worth
(Note 22) says that it s not poss1b]e at this time to identify. specific
teacher competencies which could be 1nc1uded in parent 1nvo1vement in’
the schools.. He suggests. that it s f1rst necessary to make some
decision about £he tybe of parent invo]vement model to be implemented jn
a comnunity.
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Stallworth Tooked at the att1tudes of 575 teacher educators in a ;

- six state region.’ He found that these profess1ona1s overwhe1w1ng1y‘

endorsed the family impact model of.parent 1nvo1vement and felt that
parents should havé input but not final .decision-making ‘power over:
cdrricu]ar,‘or _administratdve 'matterst The majority did"agree1 that,
parent involvement training nas important, that it should be 1nc1uded;inl

theA undergraduate teacher preparat1on sequence, and that attention

e

‘shou1d be -given parent 1nvo1vement .in inservice tra1n1ng of teachers
- The teacher educators 1nd1cated that they be11eved preserv1ce teacners

':shou1d be - exposed to ro1e p]ay1ng act1v.t1es with parents, be requ1red

to 1nterv1ew parcnts, hear speakers about parent 1nvo1vement who.
represent the school and commun1ty, and have an opportun1ty to concuct a
parentiteacher conference. Only-4.2% of the sample indicated thatsthey
taught a coUrse,in'parent‘invo]vement, but 5535%'d1d address the subject

in one or more classes. ‘Approxinate1y 30.3% of “the samplée of teacher,

educators included no emphasis on parent teacher relations 1in their

classes. Stallworth acknowledges the political conf11cts inherent in

the different parent 1nyo1vement mode]s outlined by Gordon and BrievogeT
(1976). Further research is needed to understand the effects of parent
involvement experiences in student teachtng and the impact of the home
on teacher preparation. )

surmary. This section of Titerature review has demonstrated the
des1rab111ty of and need for examining the contexts in wh1ch‘student
teaching takes place. Of part1cu1ar 1nterest are the 1nf1uence° of the
forma] and informal un1vers1ty variables as demonstrated in prooram

,equ1rements and in values held by members of the 1nst1tut1on, the

public school context and its impact upon participants in the' student

‘teaching experience, and the relation of the home and family contexts of |




pupils “in "student . teachers' classrooms to the enactment of student

teaehtng.

. Summary and Overview

‘It was noted at the beg1nn1ng ofach1s,rev1ewvthat most” of the

- literature pertaining to student  teaching is nonempirica1,

craft-oriented, and scattered WTde1y across different perspectives and
topic’areas.‘ In an effort to co]]eét‘and‘systematteai]y present the
1nformat1on, this review has focused .on 'student .teaching as the
exper1ence of “a basic tr1ad (student teacher; cooperating-teacher; and

un1vers1ty superv1sor) embedded in several over1apping contekts (see

F1gure 1) "To. better understand the processes and) outcomes of the,

' exper1ence ‘the demograph1cs and 1nd1v1dua1 differences character1z1ng o

each of the three centra1 part1c1pants were reviewed.

In do1ng so, gaps 1in the 11terature and both unanswered \and
un1nvest1gated research quest1ons were 1dent1f1ed Among these were the
lack of large- sca1e demograph1c 1nformat1on character1z1ng cooperat1ng
teachers and university supervisors as d1st3nct groups, and the apparent
lack of investjgation of variables such as sex, age,'and ethnicitytin‘

“reiation to ‘preservice' training outcomes. HoweVer; .information
describing "typica]"_~student: teachers .and 'teacher educators was
presented. | | |

Avai]abTe data pertaining_to several psychological constructs”such

as teacher concerns, empathy, scholastic aptitude, flexibility,

o
]

_cognitive ﬂeomp1ex1ty§ »and creativﬁty were discussed. Morev-questionsd.
were:discoreredfthan answered 1in these insténces'a1so. For example,
empathy is a construct often-mentioned in the contexts<of-superv1sion
and consultation, but it has rare]y been app]ied or 1nvestigated in the

domain of student teaching -- despite the Tlogical \1nc1us1on of such
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‘wact1v1t1es in student teach1ng Simi]ar]y factors'such as f]exibi]ity . :

and cogn1t1ve complexity warrant further investigation of their poorly
understood ro]es in student teach1ng, part1cu1ar1y with regard to the
outcomes of the’ exper1ence It wou]d be useful for pract1t1oners and

‘teacher educators to know, for examp]e, whether or not matched levels of

.cognitive comp]ex1ty enhance the success of student teach1ng either. 3

. ‘through student teacher "sat1sfact1on and/or in terms of teacher
practice. o , - . v

In the second sectton“of the reuiew, genera1‘ constraints
determining who maY‘fi]] each of the roles.in the triad were ekamined.
_ AThus, 'theu-focus'~Was 'on the preparatory exper1ences, tra1n1ng,!fandi,
lfe]ect1on of student teachers un1vers1ty superv1sors and cooperat1ng
teachers. Severa] problems 1in pract1ce and unexplored top1cs in the‘.
11terature were h1gh11ghted For examp] .- there appears to be a
‘preva111ng 1mprec1s1on and d1ssat1sfact1on 1n the selection processes
app11ed to cooperat1ng teachers and un1vers1ty supervisorss; yet few
researchers or pract1t1oner§/have set forth operational standards for
selection which can be evaluated for the1r appropr1ateness and utility
vis-a- v1s ‘student teach1ng outcomes : Reasons for the "se]ect1on by
defau]t" ‘process which somet1mes seems to be in effect pertain to ‘the
1nst1tutionaJ contexts 1n~wh1ch se]ect]on is occurring. The selection
of student ‘teachers appears to suffer from ‘parallel prob]ems

Reviewjng the rolas and functions of cooperat1ng teachers and
university supervisors was equally telling of practjca] problems and new
;research huestiohs. _First of a1, evidence for the value of the'
tradttional'university supervisor role has been equivocal. Secondly,

the cooperating teach er role of soc1a11zat1on agent has been both

ana1y7ed and researched, but there is st111 only a. minimal understand1ng

Nt
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or the dynam1cs of student teacher soc1a11zat1on - This 15’ prcbably

reflective of the’ tendency on the ‘part of educational researchers to be

overiy constricted Vin their' research foci. Third and perhaps most

l ironic is the dearth of carefu]]y constructed investigations of the 1;

‘sltu acquisition of teach1ng’behav1ors, part1cu1ar1y with regard‘to the

presumed ‘inf1uences°~of the cooperatingJ.teacher.. Last; styles of

sUpervision; student teacher oreferences for ~supervision, and' their ‘. "

1nteraction effects have‘nothpeen wé]l-investigated, ‘In"view of the %

obvious scomp]extty of ' the student teaching experience, it seems ‘

; essentia] that future research inc]ude at 1east%m1n1ma1vev1dence of how -
‘the pwrt1c1pants were se1ected ofvwhat sorts of tra1n1ng exper1ences
'the/ rece1ved, ‘dnd of - the nature of the part1c1pants i1nteract1onsr-~

a11‘as they relate to the 11ke11hood of success or fa1Ture of student .~

teaching. | | |
‘In the closing section the contextual influences imoinging upon and -

co]oring the.student teaching egperience were reviewed. ‘This fnc]udéd
* some consideration of the,vuniversity or teacher tra%ning ingtitution
E whichA'estab1ishes‘ and regulates ‘the .Student teaChing'ﬁexperdence,
together with' the. pubTic schoo]s wh1ch perm1t the mission \to, be
fu]Fil]ed . Further exp]orat1on of the ways in 'which each institution

. regu]ates student teach1ng, and ‘the consequences of. the 1nst1tut1ona1

1nteract1ons, needs to be conducted to assess which cond1t1ons,

regulations, communication norms, etc., are associated with positive
4 . . 2 B

student teaching experfehces. Lastly, the contextual 11nkages of'hohe
‘. and .parents to the schoo1s, as a genera] source fof inf]uence upon ‘
‘ ’student teaching, wgre‘presented‘ In this ipstance, it was posstbjefto 1_
generate several researéhfduestions conCErning the -effects of dtfferent




LR
v
.

types and-degrees of parental 1nf1uence in the public schools uponbthe

nature and outcomes of student teach1ng ' , C

preparation. e ‘ -

A

Throughout the reV1ew, other more specific tdpics in need of

research were high]idhted‘ . Also, broad 1ssues such as key

methodological- prob]ems and prom1s1ng areas of 1nqu1ry were°d1scussed

Much further study of teacher preparat1on is needed to understand the

>

11nks between 1nd1v1dua] characteristics and the processes of tra1n1ng,
as they oceur w1th1n the1r institutional contexts. This work_may begin

tb provide a research basis for adapting and improving teacher

T
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