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\' -7t Abstraet -

. ) N ¢ ’ - T_--F_ o
» . . The reputation of teacher educators in twg Israell un1ver51t1es as

K %
. o - . .

.- ' conceived by four‘role.setJgroups;.namely faculty coLleagues.ln,artsl
- L S ¢ o .
and seiences, student teachers, practicing secondary teachers and the
. . - + . . . * - -,

‘teacher educators themselves was'gtudied. ‘Teacher educators appear to . L

enjoy a medium leyel of repytation which resefbles tHatfof.other'col- L
| S, T~ S S o v
lege instructors. The relationships between.a number of .variables :

.. . . . . . [y

associated with attributed reputation are also reported 4nd. their im-~

e : . - : o T .
plications are discussed,.. . 3F N et
” , . f ." « . . . - . -
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: - o A numbér' of studies in the U.S.A. have Peported that teacher edu-

,cators enjoy mixed;‘if.not poor, reputations'among'thOSe with whom they
‘interact in the course of the@ir work (e.g. Katz et'aZ.:TSSQ,lNelli 1982).
They are often €riticised-for virtuaily opposite qualities: students

. v and school teachers fault them as.excessivelj theoretical.(Bucnman.
3 o e 1 PR 4
’ 1582), 1mpract1ca1 (Lort1e, 1975) and hlgh m1nded whlle the1r col- V.-'"
,,1eagues ‘on . campus fault them for,belng atheoretlcal and non-emp1r1ca1 .

l - . !
.One result o/f,.t:ha‘s sta!te LT3 .affalrs .is that some sen10r.1nstructors at

.- schools of education are .reluctant to teach studemt teachers, .and pre-
* ) . . . - .. -‘b .' . °
fer, inszead, to. teach students who study education .in regular educa- -

r / l’ 3 . . V‘. C ’ *
»ti%n/courses 1eading to an academic degree in educatlon.b.It.has;a1SQ
o Q‘been suggested that many student teachers see/thelr teacher preparatlon : ,/;,7
~courses as second rate ‘courses and consequently, 1nvest less study L
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efforts in these courses compared with regular academ1c courses in

’the1r own d1sc1p11ne (h1story, blology, ete.).

f Katz et. aZ (1982)’report 1nterest1ng resultsfwhlch 1nd1cate that

- - '..

‘overall teacher educators in a mmdwestern un1vers1ty in the u. S A -en=
»

Joyed rather poor reputatlons.

extens1on of Katz et. aZ (1982) based on the same theoretical' framework

The present study is a rep11cat10n and

:“and using the same data‘source (The Teacher Educatlon Survey) in two
.‘universities in Israel.
Both studies'usedfMerton's concept of a role,set,,i;e,, the com—

p1ement of role—taker groups assoc1ated w1th a g1ven occupatlon .0r pro-=

fess10n (see Merton, 1968, pp 422—438), a collectlon of categor1es of

&

interacting rolertaker roups that complement the beacher educators

LA

" role was defined and ident1f1ed. The role-set 1ncluded thé follow1ng

°
Q

groups. students in a teacher education preserv1ce.program, school
teachers currently’ employed, professors. of educatlon in foundat10n'
fields and-nof.prlmarlly.engaged in V teachlng pedagogy or methods
classes, and professors of humanltles and of sciences. "h . "

-\

In the present study .we . ﬂﬁfluded as well a. sample of teacher

‘educators. Six dimensions .of .reputation were sélected fof the study.

1

ese dimensions were .defined by Katz et al. as fQiloWs:.
Credtbility

. -"The extent ito wh1ch teacher educators appear to "kno what the
, ppe g y

¢ are talklng about " are belmeved tp be actually capable of teach—
' B

~

.ing in schools in the ways they advocate and train the1r preser-;

vic?}studen;ts toi teach,- etc.
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2. Knowledgeablk&ty in the1r Spec1a11ty
L}

. 3‘_ The exten& to wh:EE teacher educators are be11eved to. "know their -
- . / ' subJect" (compared to 1nstructors knowledge cf theﬂr subJect in
» ) other dLscxpllnes). ’ . " V‘ : ',‘: ) f;;"' |  1 -
L8 | T N General Knowledgeabillty ft.'v - o : | . .
a ‘ | The extent t? which teacher educators are be11eved to be wrdeI& ;'lb.‘f
: ' and yeLl_read, erudit§€ 1earned and‘so forthsbeyond}just their ;
4 , : S
,; ) own specialitj. _ ‘ o o - o e ‘ ; "
?i . 4. ‘Effectlveﬁess\as'Teachers f , o ' N&; ' f.- ! .
3 The extent to which teacher educatonF arg reputed,to be effectlve
\ . R as ‘teachers of the1r college students (compared t9 faculty in o L
other disciplines).j S oo o _ . : »f'K
. « 5, Status v vi’; - - - ( 4
T : AR A ) ; ;
- - . Rankings given by role-set members to teacher educators .on pres-
. . _ . T ‘ : %
S tige, status‘and respect as compared to other eollege.instructcrs ‘

N .
* v L X ’
PR v

.6r socially significant others.

V “.“' ) - - ! ._,’ ’ ;. . - < .
- o _6( : Orientation to owledge and Research = Tl

) . ) - . .

This .dimension fs s0mewhat7different from those.listed,above in
that it address s .less obv1ous and observable aspects of profes—

> . B ~ * giomal conduct. It was based on the werk of- Freldson (¢1970) and f

o ,:Plckle (1980) concexnlng the differences between the .way sub-

groups w1th1n a~profess1on .respond to research and‘knowledge. A
. 1 - s
-1These two orlentatlons, 1abe1ed ”eZznzcaZ” and ”sczentzf%e” con- ‘

w L Ce ) Coe e,
.. .sist of ﬁ;yg_}nter—related cont1nua as-fq}lows:' S

o s ( . -
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reflective-active, - soggESting ‘that. the

"scientific”
4. .

orien-:
. . ) . P ' - . N

tat19ﬁ:18 characterized by a temdency to .reflection and the.

. N . . : ‘n ' -

- “climical" by the tendency to act or seek action, .or prefer

) oo - . (e .- Y -~ o )
ﬂ%tion, even in the ahsence of sufficient .data.q

scientific“'ori—

conceptual-pragmatic, - suggesting that'the."
entatlon 1nc1udes the deslre ‘to grasp the concepts that ex—'

;p1a1n relevant phenomena and to understand why thlngs work,
whereas the "clinical® or1entat1on is the search for what

. . - ¢ .
"works", whether the explanations are ava11ab1e or not.

’

thgoretzcal—subgectzve,'— suggestﬁ iﬁat the -sc1ent1f1c d&i-

s

A
,entatlon 1nc1udes concern for building systems of understand-

o

>

.e

ings and'concepts whereas’ the ﬂclinician",places heavy reli-

ance on f1rst:hand knowledge and personal experlence and

A

aecepts conceptual systems if they correspond to subJect1Ve

mpress ions.

.skeptzc—fazthful - the.

"gcientific"

~

orientation‘includes

~
L
<

.

. concern for the robustness of data or ehldence,.the appro-'

priateness of,the'sampling.and generally‘applles "the canons

‘of émpirical,ﬁethodﬁ?tOnknbwkedge and information;

-

‘the "cli-

nician" feels the neéd to believe in the .rightness of a treat-

: N . . B _‘ “. »
ment or response .and to believe that the ‘course of action -

f o

Ll

chosen will ‘do less *harm than good ‘and thus to be able to

.

proceed with confidence.

' detezmiﬁate—indéterminate

P
;cludes seeklng the 1awfu1ness of phenomena from which the

’

- the

-
-

%

W e ces
sc1ent1f1c

‘/ \

* . .

orientatioﬁ in-

L.
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IR ab111ty to reproduce f1nd1ngs, effects and treétments re11-.‘ .
Xt e ably can be der1ved, the "cllnlcal" or1entat10n 1nc1udes the
- - be11ef that cause—effect relatlonshlps may be lanul but can-

‘not be determlned in the complexltlés of "real world" eﬁents,

.6 o .
they cannot-be'isolated or c0ntr011ed in aciiFI‘practlce.

-

\ ' 'Purnose’of Study+ Yo s ) o .

» o ‘ L RN
e  The aim ‘of thisrstudy is to describé some aspects of the contexts®
inpwh{hh.teacher educators in Israel work. More specifically the .ob~-
' g . v ) -, ) . . . .
, jectives were:: N c . : D, ' { ‘

. - . .
. L} t . he

1. -~ To identify the teacher’edncators image held by themselves,,by

v

' colle;gues at their universities who are not engaged ‘in teacher .
education, by their students and by practicing secondary school L
R ) ’ * i . 4 .

teachers. The'following dimensions were studied: _ : 4

1. fﬁ Their cred1b111ty he extent to which they abpear to know

-

e : what they are talklng ‘about in the sense that they" are

.- /;'  actually" capable of teachlng 1n the ways " they advocate.‘

: , 1.2 The1r knowledge and expertlse:f to what . extent they are be-

lieved to be widely read.and demonstrate e broad krowledge

of their field. =~ -~ -~ L . s

1.3 dTheir,generelnknqwledgeability; beyond theifgown’speéialgy. 1

. : N . , o
— 1.4 . Their effectiveness as teachers. . D e
. _1.5v~Their*statue5vprestige and respect. R : : :

In all five.dimEntéion the .teacher educators' ‘image was compared with.

) - .
» R c S, R
the image of instructors in other disciplines.

. . 7 . . .
b . e v , _ - _ _ o
A PR S . N N o L4
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& 2. To compare the views of the four groups (teacher educators,'otherf_ -
s '\\ - college instructors, student teachers, practicing.teachers)'on'the'j
. s

extent to wh1ch teacher educatogs practlce #hat ‘they, preach

L

: ) : T ¢ ’ .
| - . 3. .To 1 ntlfy the view of the four groups on teacher educators or1—

'entFtlon to knowledge ‘and research as reflected by a contlnuum A
sl m ‘ | 1 T
. with "scientific' .or1entat10n on one.pole and 'c11n1ca1" or1enta—
. . a ¢ .
. . - ( - . . v
tion on the;pther pole. Th1s or1entat10n conS1sts of” £1ve scales. .

D)
'

"M. . » " V-
relfective —Vactlve;'conceptual - pragmatlc; theoretlcal-subgec-A
' tive, skeptic - faithful, determinate - indeterminate, represent-
ing "scientific" and Melinical® respectively.’

‘' 4, To obtain énformatdon\concerning‘the extent to which.teaiher edu-

N . . N}

..cators are seen to be realistilc versus idealistic. S

5. To identify the‘correlations among'the various‘attributi ns per-:

AR

,ta1n1ng to the 1mage and reputat1on of teacher educators

S

young one. \ e . ~ '.> o 'K:f
t . ) - v
" "Method ; ‘ \;\\(k\
- Instrument S - o, L
b .
The Teache; Educatlon Survey (Katz et aZ., 1982) .was the sourde o

of ‘data. This. questlonnalre cons1sts of three parts'
»
In Part A the\respondents report on the frequency and the nature'\\

of contacts between teacher educators and other 1nstructors. - e

In Part B teacher éducators are compared to dther un1vers1ty in-




.structors in terms of credibility, | knowledge and . expertrse general

'knowledgeablllty, effectlveness as teachers and Status.‘

ent1f1c or1entat10ns des1 ed as 5 point L1kert Scale.. There weref
8n i— p

- others Wthh prov;ded 1nformat10n concernlng the extent to wh1ch o

.- ~
S - 3
Samples and administration ‘ ) )
Four groups of subJects responded to tRe Teacher Educatlon Sur-—;
‘ue§£ teacher educators (N = 34) »college ins ructors not.engaged in”
teacher educatlon (N = 60), student teachers (N = 57), pract1c1ng - N

.instructors as well. The Teacher Education Survey.was.translated'into'\

-
1

3
I

@

Part C consists of 10 items represent1ng “c11n1ca1“ versus-"sci=
A . - L4

)

two 1tems for each of the *tive d1mens1ons descrlbed above. In add1—

tion thtere were two items .in wh1ch respondents were asked to lndlcate

LY

do what extent teachgr educators practlce whet they preach and two » ot
PO

teacher educators are seen to be réalrstlc or 1dea11st1c‘1n thelg
approach to teach1ng Bakcground "data on gender, squect matter,dis-

. ° ¢ - * o
c11p11ne and p031t10n at wor®, were obta1ned as well

teachers-(N = 50). 11 of the teacher qucators were.general ‘college. !

7

Hebrew and distrihuted'aﬁong the'fpur groups by-mail.in:the'Spring;:i \\“/;\

1982, e rates'of useablevreturns were asifolIoWS:..teacher educaf

torxs 72%, college 1nstruct0rs 30%, student teachers 767 ‘and pract1c1ng

e//hers 50%. | - ‘ : s

«
-

617 of the reSpondents were males. 60% were affiliated with the

~ »

old un1ver51ty and 407 with the new un1vers1ty Of'the'collegemin— S«

structors, half were natural scientlsts, a quarter represented the

A




.=

'ih teacher education wefe reluctant to respond,.arguihg'that they .were

- Reputqtion of teacher educators.

humanities aﬁd.the.rést,were‘socihl scientists...Of¢thenstudent.teachersF
s . e o e

)

means” and standard dev1at10ns, correlatlons, t tests .and analys‘s of

. o
ERS v - »

-

variance. - T r ' S
It should be noted that many of th_efllege 'instructors mot engaged

’
-

not eble’td exPress.opinions on 'something which was so unfamiliar to
e \ -, . j 4

them. - The other three sampL@s found the questloanlre 1nterest1ng and

had no problem in respondlng to the various 1té‘ﬁj¥ o

]
< -
.

't \ Fi.nclinﬂ.s;. .. '
Contécts’betweeh teacher educafors and 5ther.instruétbrs‘ o e
. 50%Z of thevinstructérs repbrtee-thet they metfaith.teacher} duca-
ltoqs bt 1east.ence a,week,-i&%iet.least enee a_honth.and.the rest met
razelys . 507 met to dichss.mattegs reletéd to theif'wo;k; a d‘the rest
- : ” : , S

met socially{or informally.

»

- -

.

.
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¥ ~ * ‘{-’
. ) atend 9 — ! .
concernéd about two th1rds of the*respondents cons1der teacher educa— ¢
: . o
’ tors and -other . 1nstructors to be. s1m11ar and the rest d1v1de equally | .
- between better or_ worse. However,' teacher educators.excell<w1th regard E f_}ff&
- y ;
to teach1ng effect1veness as well as concernlng the1r potent1al contr1—
) 4
f

-3

-

bution to the un;vers1ty :
amely college 1nstructors in arts and sc1enpe,

student teachers dnd pract1c1ng teachers had part1c1-

.

Since four groups, n

teacher educators,
|

' pated it was attempted to find out whether these~four groups dlffered
The results presented in Table;II reveal'no stath-

.

.

"from each other.
t1cally s1gn1f1cant d1fferences among the three -groups still in college.

/Interest1n51y pract1c1ng teachers who 1ooked back at their college ex-

' ' ) >
> per1ences attributed to teacher educators s1gn1f1cant1y higher reputa-
tion than™t othen:three groups (see %7ble‘II) ‘ .
Insert Table IT about here R S
4 - .

v
A —
-hat “the self attributions of teacher

,‘they tended to emphasize their sPeclal

There were no sdatistically s1gn1f1cant d1f-

»
-

' effectiveness qp teachers.
1 :
ferences e1ther by gender or by subJect matter d1sc1pl1ne, or by pos1-
tion at the un1vers1ty, or betWeen the two un1ver31t1es §§ e

-

-

&

4
4

. ( - - Attributed. praatzcalzty
o R Respond1ng to the questlon "Based on your 1mpres31on of the teacher
educators in your un1vers1ty, to'whqt extent do you th1nk that they
. \ -' . -
. ’\

‘
o b

. * 11_"—\'




&

- '_; offer ideas and tech@lques that w1ll really work in the schools?"'the:

‘i ﬁlstrabutlons of the' responses were: . 11ttle - 15%, moderately 5@%,
a0 g .

. to a great extept - 31%Z. On a 3 polnt scale in- Wthh 1 »llttle,-2 =

e

- P\\to the quest1on. "U‘eng your own' 1mpress1ons, how would you . rate'the :

ment thelr own ideas and~recqwmendatlons?" the follow1ng results were

! A

s obta1ned' low - 18%, medlum - 54%, high - 287%; X.'= 2 11, 8.D. = .67. o

3 . S

We comblned the responses ‘to these two questlons and. obtalned X = - 2:13,
a - . ¥ o v’ b
- 8.D. =..56. The'comblned ‘scale’ w1ll be deS1gnated as "Practlce Com-

y *

parlng the responses of teacher educators (N = - 34) to thosp ‘of non- -t

-

. teacher educators (N “167) on th1s scale thé& £ llow;ng results were

- o

- '

'.‘obtained: for teacher educators X —?2 50, S D: = 40 for others x =
Ks . [ }\{« !
2. 06 s. D. = .56 (t =-5.42 P < 0. 0001). Apparently'teacher educators
v1ew themselves more favorably "than others with regard to- pract1c1ng
] Ny : ,

" w e
R _ . A ; _

what they p;eachf.

.

- ! J ’ . . - . T ‘e

s . . . « - ) . ) . )

I%e sczentzfic—clznzcal contzngzm . . , A

. Table III presents the results perta1n1ng to the place attr1buted

‘to teacher educators on_ the "sczentzfic—clznical" d1mens10n. The 1deal—"

”
ists—realists scale'is included as well. ‘
- l" . e N slv : . ¥ ‘»
Insert Table-III about here - i
. o s . _ . zaa
v 5} One half of the statements in the questlonnalre represent the scl—

&

ent1f1c and the other half represent the "clinical': In: order to be

hd

Q . .
) ;; - e . .
. . . . )
. B . ) . .
s . . . . -, . .
. ' .
L

moderately and 3= ﬁo a great extent x = 2. 16 SvD =, 66 .Respond{ng o

o - /————teaeheéﬁiducatlon faculty in terms of the1r abllity to actually 1mp1e— .




-

3

_able to sum up the results, the "c11n1ca1" items were 1nverted so that

-
-

a. h1gh score in each 1tem 1nd1cates agreement wlth the‘ sc1ent1f1c‘
. : ~ -

approach. - The five dimensions are presented in Tabte III, edch covered

by two items which were randomly distributed in the.questlonnalre.'

) .
"The results 1nd1cate that overa11 teacher educators are seen as

-

occupylng the m1dp01nt on the sc1ent1f1c-c11n1ca1" contlnuum. “How-

ever, in certa1n aspects, such as employing . educat10na1 pr1nch1es to.
: %
solve problems (de 4rm1nate) basing actlons on reasonlnéh(refrectlve)

and seeking reasons (conceptual) they tend to be more - sc1ent1f1c
&
while on others namely faithful and subJect1ve théy tend to be more

"olinical”. As well teacher-educators arepseen as more‘reallstlc than

-

~

1dea11st1c.
Two stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant dlfferences were found between .

teacher educatbrs and others in relation to the attr1buted teacher:edu?'
-cator practices: Teacher educators v1ewed themselves'as more. re%}ec-
'tiwe than ers (i~=34.12 S.D. = 0.55; X 3 67, S.D. 0.@3; respec-'_
t1ve1y, t 4 16, P < 0 0001) As we11' non teacher educators conceived
teacher: educators to be more 1dea11st1c and less realistic (x = 2.78,

S.D. = 0.91; =‘2.29, S;D = 0 81 for non teacher educators and teach— |
;;er educators reSpectlvely, t = 3.06, p > 0.01). There!were no other "
stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between the four samples. The:

. A R

high level of agreement between the groups adds substan;1a1 cred1b111ty

to our findings. ' : _ .




"Re Zatwnsths

e

P

A correlatlon of 0 49 was found between the total reputatlon score

and pract1ce. Thus a h1gh reputatlon is pos1t1ve1y assoc1ated w1th the_

.ab111ty of teacher educators to teach as they preach as well as with -

*

the extent to which the1r suggestlons are concelyed as hav1ng a high
. )‘.'t - .
probab111ty to actdally work in class. ‘A correlatlon ofy0.34-was found
) . ' , '
between the total reputation score and the tendency to view teaching

.
B

idea¥{stically. Since the mean score on this Scale'was.rather low (X =
™ .

' H

2.72), it appears that, under these c1rcumstances, a teacher educatqr

Iy

WhQ is capable of detach1ng h1mself from the real1ty and suggesﬂlng

. some new and more 1dea11st1c alternatlves is v1ewed more favorably than;

one who just st1cks to»the present rea11ty of the classroom. This" "daes

not 1mply that this relatlonshlp would always-be linear. More prohabiy o

~a balanced pos1t10n between idealism and rea11ty would ‘be more. des1rable.

. : N
N While Katz et aZ.‘(1982) do not report any results pertaining fo .

the relationship between reputation dimensions and the "scientific~clin-~ .

ical™ dimensions they do offer two interesting hypotheses .about expected

relatlonshlpg as- follows. . . .
&.\-

1. Classroom teachers who rate. teacher educators high on the five di-

. mentions of reputatlon (cred1b111ty, knowledgeablllty, etc.) tend .

™

to see them as more _c11n1calW§§h:n sc1ent1f1c in orrentatlon to
. . . :

knowledge. - S v

&

2.  Fa hgty colleagues who .rate teacher educators hlgh on the f1ve di~

.

mensions of . reputation tend to see them as more.Asclentlflc“ than

" Melinical” in orientation to.knowledge.

L

L4
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e
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- Insert Table IV about here

. .

s

The second hypothesis fs”supported byvour findlngS<for three out .
of the five d1mens1ons as well as for the kotal reputatlon'score._ Col—r
.1ege 1nstructors 1ndeed associate reputatlon with general knowledge,
overall CIEdIE;llty and pbtentlal contr1butlon to the functlonlng of '

the un1vers1ty On the other hand, for tbem reputatlon is hardly re—

1ated ‘either to teach1ng effectiveness or to knowledge of the fleld of

»

teaching. As to the f1rst hypothes1s, although most correlatlons are

' .statistically ins1gn1£1cantg there is \o doubt that compared w1th the

college faculty, pract1c1ng teachers 1ndeed assoc1ate reputatlon with a

more "clinidal" approach It is interesting to note that student feach-

I

ers hold a middle pos1t10n betwgen the college faculty and the practlc—

ing teachers. Notably only the} student teachers c1ear1y, although
weakly, assoc1ate reputation with teach1ng effectlveness.
Table V presents data which indicate to yhat extent .is reputation

related to each of the five "scientific-clinical dimensions.
N N . . N . .

‘Insert. Table V about here

3The data in Table V show that all the scientificfdimensions With-

one exception, namely "skepticism", are associated with reputation by

college faculty. On the other hand student tEachers.respect the-"the—'.

’ oret1ca1" and "reflectlve" dlmens1ons of the "scientific" as well ‘as,

the pragmatlc" d1mens1on (pot the- conceptual") of the "c11n1cal"

Practicingvteachers tend:to assqciate reputation wlth a "c11n1ca1"

N . . . - . .
)

14
»

, @

Table IV presents the correlations pertaining to these hypotheses. i'.
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approach espec1ally s0 w1th the "1ndeterm1nate" and "fa1thful" d1men-

o
»

stons. .. T i

" {1\' ,‘_:.,‘ . / | : / ‘ « s

v

b D1scuss1on
- —r—

R Y

The maln flndlng of our study is that- the reputatlon of teacher

A

edpﬁators in Israel is at least as h1gh as that of other college 1n—'

A

,structqrs and that in genera1 this reputatlon does not depend on any of
< . - ,-:9‘

the follow1ng characterlstlcs of the- respondents., sex, subJecf matter
B ’ . . ,'\ .
dlsc1p11ne p051t10n at the un1vers1ty and the role sst p081t10n (col—

lege instructors in .the arts and sc1ences, teacher educators,.student

.oy

teachers and pract1c1ng teachers)

The only results reported by Katz et aZ (1982) were those dea11ng

3 J

w1th the five d1men81ons of reputat1on presented in Table I. Katz et

(1982) found that, overall students aSS1gned h1gher rat1ngs to the
/

. J -
;reputatlons than dld the,other persons in the role set, Our results'

reveal no such dlfferences, perhaps- because our student teachers werq
a1m1ng at secondary schools ‘and their undergraduate stud1es and sta%us

1s equal to that of college students in the arts and sciences. Our

overall mean on. ?eputation is 2 12 wh1ch compares-well with the uean'Bf

2 13 obta1ned for elementary student teachers by Katz et aZ (1982)

Since in our sthdy there were no . statlstlcally 31gn1f1cant dlfferenceS'
D

regarding 'the reputatlon of teacher educators'among three part1c1pat1ng

samples and the fOurth3 namely pract1c1ng teachers holdaeven,hlgher

5
reputatlon than other groups, 1t ‘may be concluded that unlike ih the

U.S. mid west un1ver31ty,’teacher educators 1n Israel enjoy a relatlvgly o

_SSI'

~ ; . : -

f ’ . ) ‘ I
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high reputation which'resembles that of other cobfege instrhctors. On"

the other hand 1n both stud1es the teacher educators received the

- (A

\highest-rating on teaching'effectiveness. Indeed teacher educators

would be’ expected ta/exhibit effective teaching Yet when ask‘about

: the extent to ‘which teacher educators teach the way they preach non

teacher educators believe'that they da so only partially and the teach- -
er educitors view themselves more* favorably ig‘fhis aspect. Since this |,

is one oirthe few differences found between the attributions given by .

Ve

teacher educators and othe it deserves further’attention. Teacher
nf:

-

educators have beer known to serve as a model. Their 1nfluence by how o
1 - ¥ !

K4

Ehey perform may often be: greater than that of the c¢ontent of their g

courses. It.is, therefore 1mportant to alert them to the apparent d1s— ;

crepancy between what they preach and how they teach

e

Katz et al. (1982) did- not ‘Teport the1r results p}rtaining to the

L%

,"scientifichlinical" continuum. However, their discussion of the im- . L

portance of this portion of the study is important. ‘The interest in
studying the attributions on this cont1nuum stems from the concern that

' attributions made to teacher educators by one group in the1r role set
, - 9 .

might be opposite to those made by another. Thus,”for.example,.students' -

. ’ L}

“and school . teachers might dismisi'teaoher educators as high-minded im--

practhal 1dea11st1c, too theoretical or even scientific;. whereas ' .
J - i e :
the1r colleagues on campus might attribute to them exactly the oppos1te '

- qualities. This concern led to our 1nterest in the two contrasting

i'or;ib,ent_::ltions to knowledge" derived from Freidson' s,study_of the'sociOf ‘.;
\ ' " o ) v e . 3 -
logy of knowledge %h the field of medicine. (1970). - On the other hand,
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Ces

"s1gn1fy that teacher educa/ﬁrs .are true faculty peers to be accorded

i'leglablty and respect for their know—how, practlcallty, sen51t1v1ty tov.

' - R . '
- \

; o e N . . > - ‘
when teachers attribute a scientific oridntation to teacher educators,

- it carries with it a "put-down" meaning;,iﬁplying little credibility,.

$° ' ¢ ’ . . - J
a tertain quallty of belng out'of touch" with the:way things-really

)
are, d1stanc1ng the teacher educators from the so-called "grass roots

* where the "action reaily~1s" (cf. Buchanan,41982). If the humanities o

and sciehce faculty attribute the'scienfific orientation to teacher

}educators, it is llkely to carry a d1fferent mean1ng It might perhapsf .

the respectvﬁﬂe to all other scholars or academics: - 0n the .other hand
. ¢

'the attrlbutlon of a c11n1ca1 or1entat10n made by faculty colleagues
N

' WOuld very 11kely carry a s1m11ar kind of "put dOWn"'ngnlflcance, 1n-
’ :

d1cat1ng that perhaps teacher educators do not really belong to academe
P , Y '

or fahl to measure up to ‘campus norms- of a scholarly or1entatmon and

.

behavlor. However th1s very same attrlbut10n~of c11n1cal or1entat10n

.- 9.

'made by students and school teachers“mlght 31gn1fy camaraderle, col-

»

the rea11t1es of school 11fe, etc. Wé found pracblcally no stat1st1%illy

s1gn1f1cant d1fferences among the four role set groups regardlng the

5
mean scores on the. "sc1ent1f1c-clinacal" dlmenslons. However, we did .
P 2

A
£find that while for college faculty reputatlon was assoc1ated w1th a
\‘,
“"scientific" orientation, for.pract1c1ng;teachers.1t.was;more'stronglyr

-

associa;ed with a-"clinical".orientation.' Student teachers occupy a ,.

mlddlérﬁ?ﬁgtlon between the’ two. i L 1”4‘

- ‘ T
' T

‘&he f1nd1ng that in. general the a&trlbuted reputatlon and quen- :

tation toward knowledge of teacher educators in two universities in
? " ‘ " o .

LY

N




v
" sults ‘may be regarded as prov1d1ng a favorable feedback to Israe11

teacher educators.

The béﬁance they str1ke between theory and pract1 e,

.

between reallsm and 1dea11sm, between the "sclent1f1c \and ;he "clini-

] i .

cal" appears, in general, to be Just right. College professors assign'd
\ >

to teach student teachers need not view th1s ass1gnment as "down grad-
. Py

' Lng" and may expect rather favorable receptlon from the1r.students.

Since expectatlons ofteh fu1f111 themselves (Rosenthal and Jacobson,a
@" . . R Al .

1968), teacher educators may he well adv1sed to maintain a h1gh 1eve1

of expectatlons from the1r stﬁdent teachers as a means for upgrad1ng

the,quality.of'teacher education studies: *
. : : 2 ) - o 'S .

Ip thid way they w111 keep
Cu _

up with the relatively high reputation’ they.enjoy.

- . h -
R .
L 2 . - [

N
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Distribution of résponses (1n.péQCents) and méan scores comparing . .

' the reputation of teacher educators to that of other university instructors

C

= 2007

I

1 2 '3
/ " " Worse About Better P
. : : : ' .. or ‘the " or . %
\Oharacteristic * - lower sam§ . higher X SD T
. ~ ) N - - - —
‘Effectiveness as teacher? ;7 . 51 42 . 2.35 .61
. ‘ . . RS . : Y. . A "r
. Knowledge of special discipline 12 . .67 .21 2.10 13? :
General knowlpdge - - 8 62 20 ~2.02 - .62 °
' S e 1 ’ ) : : . . i s,
Overall credibility, Esteem 20 62 18 1.99 .62
Potential .contribution \ - - - o o
to the university. -18 * 53 29 2.11- .68
Total reputation i . | .2.12 427 :
: o7 #'0n a 3 point scale
T : /\ﬂ Cronbach for the 5 iteﬁs réputation scéle.=;p.69
L ! 4 ‘ . *
(] * ”~
. ] . . .
g-4
. -
k\>'ﬁ : - o * ‘
~ -
. , 3 )
’ . - ’ .
J % I 2




CTable dtd\ - 0 v

'The Reputation of Teacher Educators~in the Eyés ofVFQur_Rdle Set Gréupsi v LT f?;@

;i . Teacher " Student Practicing . Duncaquest'. ' g

Instructors Educators Teachers | MATeachers =~ . F . ' StatiStiCally-Significant ' ;:
. 5" . N . L . N . - . . . a2 ) . . -/'", . . .( ) B} . } . R .
) y N =56 N = 2h . N'=53 v N=145 «df = 3, Differences Between Grodps .

Z * ITEM _ X s.D. x “.s.D., “x . S.D. . K .. S.D.. 75 .  1:2 1:3 1:4 2:3 2tk 334.:
" . o ‘. . N > . E e 2 T e e e e e e e ” _\ (- .

S A

! Effectliveness 2:46 . .53 2.70 .48 2.0 .62 246 .60 8,01%F T Y

as teachers - oo : ' o o . Lt ,”a'A‘\\ S

© Knowledge of . 1.94 . .55 1.90 .57 2.15 .45 2.33 .65. 500t o wl Ta oo T

< . 'special discipline I ' L _ . . - - : 3
specl A

General knowledge . 1.9 .68 170 .M8 o 1.92 -.h7 2.2 .6k 384 x0T s sy

dverall - - -~ 2,06 .5h 1.67 .50 1.79 .64 2.20 . .65 4.83** . . - 4 . i
‘credibiltity; esteem T , ‘ . Co S I RS B
b o | o - , PR

otential contribution 2.0 .65 - 1.89 .93 1.98 .6k 2.47 .61 “4.os™* x  x x o

. to the university . : ‘ U N ’ oy e

. : ‘ ' '. B i . . : | \ ot V ‘ v ) ‘ . n ’ . A X ' ) ‘ L
' Total reputation. . - "2.10 .39 .1.99.° .39 1.98 . .ho- 2.34. . .43 . 6.85%F . Lok L

s v g i e v
S .
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‘ .'., ) - v : ! ."‘ ‘ . ) _— N ' . . ) :TaL1e . “', ’ ‘ . » X N o . . f”“. B .
. -, ~ . \ . .’)': ., ‘./ , . :v. - " . 1_ .' . . ‘. . . . . . | N ) . : o
A oL Q," - Distribution>(in-percedts)’ mean~§coresﬁ R
. - ) Ve . R P .“\
e v . . g 4 .
o -V 0/~ and standard dev1at10ns of.res onses attrlbpte to g
: (.- ./ P .
R B - . s
! the practlces and behav1ors 'of teacher educators (N 20?)
, © ‘ . o f‘l :, T, .‘...‘:,.’\«.‘;—
A B 'T'_ . N - N B R . - B g v _ A
’ x : . : N R , o, -
. . N ITEM S T 4+5. - '
- .-. r. S ' . . .Y ) .
' - . - o . D1sagree ‘ Agree @ X . S.D.
i . R e Tl :
.. , e * Cy L ] ' :
Lo THEORETICAL ~ SUBJEGTIVE - . \ - 2,98 - 0.69
. - N . - ! . . ’ o )
N 1. Don't rely mainly on personal . " " e . -
' experience ; . Coooe52 0 o2y 2,59 0 1.04
T -2, Apply theories. to- 1mprove o C S
: practice ¢ S ) 14 =Y 3.38 - 1.95
| . DETERMINATE - INDETERMINATE 0 3:59  0.69 -
o 3. Problems'based on principles 15" 61 3.63 1.02
' 4. Principles are used\to solve . . o - id;
v .problems o o 11 - 61 ~ 3.56 .80
Y . . REFLECTIVE - ACTIVE R T 3.75  0.64 -
7 ’ Ca. 'Varlous optlons for action are' L S E .
con31dered o ' 6 V72 3.80 '0.78
- 6. Reasonlng precedes -action .9 .65 . 3.70- 0. 91
' ” o . H -
' SKEPTIC -~ FAITHFUL- o ' o v ! -.2.91 0 74_ :
7. Do not-rely heavily on IR _ . '
. 1ntu1tlon o E ’ - .40 .25 2.82  '0.99
8. Suggestions are based on - . . =
v research evidence - 34 34 72.99 - 0.99
CONCEPTUAL ~ prAcMATIC I . 3.25  0.66
‘ 9. Reasons for success are - B S R
~ considered - ) - 23 > . 48 '3.35 1.02
10, It matters why. thingS'work ’ .25 "39. ‘3.15. 0.95
o IDEALISTIC - REALISTIC Lo, 20690 Jou91
" ST No direct contact with school . o ' o
| 1life ek 23 2720 1N
12. Schools conce1ved in 1dea11st1c o o 5\ S I R
terms | | 55 - 27 2.66 11.21
E ST :.;, ...... ’.. .. ..... - | : . T U 3
: B _ On a, 5 point scale in which 1 = absolutely dlsagree, 2 = dlsagrEE, '3 = o
9  uncertain, 4 = agree, 5 = absolutely ‘agree B '
CERIC. o umesrtaime BT s v oer 24 R
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- General knowledge.

QOverall crediﬁility

- 4 N —_— 22‘9_-
v - - . X - .
e L Wbl w S ‘
i : ot -~ ‘ ' o L : ’
s Correlations between dimensions 'of att:ibuted,reputatéon e
. . . ’ L L : ' T A LTS
-and «attributed "scientific" approach by three role -set groups . - . . :
R v ; : ; . : : ) . B con T
R L T P L O I Y
R T ] . A B 55 . - ?‘ ERREES
. . ‘College, Student =~ Practicing  * . x
. ) ‘ R S T S
4 instructors - teachers ‘teachers .
. . LA
e £ ' ' '
i Dimension N =75
@ . e e e e e e i Yo e e e

Effectiveness as teachers

- ~

. Knowledge of special discipline'

. Potential contribution

L
Total reputation

S T T R N R R B . .‘1 e .‘. ’
z : :
__— % p < 0.05 % p < 0.01 (r /
- - T ' . ) A L . . 3
1) - Since there were mo )statistically significant differences between g .
teacher educators and the arts and science fatulty all eollege /. '~
: ) ’ N _— e .o e . CE
instructors are treated as one group. L i ~
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Lo ' ~ instructors teachers
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g x - ) %
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k% .
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Skept ?c -(faithful)g g . .02 .08:
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