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Abstract
| ) 5 It a major, multi-site investigation ..
into student teaching, this report contains findings and discussion concerning .=
the .influence of contextual factors upQﬂ‘thegpﬁéseryiceié11nic31fteachér,‘ o
; _edu:aticn,experien;e-y,Intrbﬁuctony,remarksséxPla{ﬁ_thE‘ratiunalgafar~the."L e
- StudyjasvweiisaStthe_substancg,ﬁf:nthér,decumén;s;resu1t1ng;fr9m it.  Next.a -
“section-1s prcyidedlwhjzh;qut1ines;bpthgthe,tjpés‘ﬁf;data;;qli cted '
. -analyses:applied ‘to them;_*Demﬁgr&phigfchara;terié;icsiéf;thei;]' :
: ,‘(su:h,as;schaai;facu]ty=camggsitign;sﬁlgsgfsj;eg;Etc;)gaf’;TEVigyed;f
f‘passibIEffe]ationshipsgtﬁ’SEvefé1iqu3ﬂtitativg;jhﬁi;ator zare-expl
' *férma]gruléslandZregulatians*bub115hed’EyEPartigipati i
'~‘1nstitutibns‘andjscheﬁTfdiStriEts‘tnf§uvern<$tﬂd§ht]té§<hj_g1
f_campared.;;Finaily,,availab1e;datasabout41nfarmalgqrganjz§tia

As one in a series of reports -about

sented and

, A : informal nal-properties,
such as. the reward and: support systems, foreach participant role  (student’ -
c . supervisor), were reviewed and.

dis:u553d§>;Imp1i;atians“afjﬁhevfindings,fﬁr,practitiénerslaﬁd'reseércher§gin;:~a;;i
‘teacher education are included throughout the text. ' ' R
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Preface S

- d’

Professmnai eduﬁatiﬁn 1s cha=racterized by a unique feature whi:h is

.A absent f\"@m uther- eduaatﬂona] n@pnrtunities. This feature. c‘Hni:—a‘l
educatian,_,{ls manifest in fichey™ = prepafatign prngrams mcst t_ypica]’ly as
:StUdEﬁt -teashiné- The - il‘nPtjrtanCE r;;nf student teaching appears to be assumed by
must, if not aﬂ, persons concefna!ed with the educa!;.icm of teachers-to-be. -
Yet, dismp‘line and comprekyiive Enqui ries intn the pracesses and outcomes of
student teaching, with a feﬂxce;lﬁiuns. have been sporadic and chten 'Iacking
.=in fﬂcu5;x ‘ . S ’ A : _, e
_ The Re;earc:h in Téaéh@Eduﬂagian (RITE) program area af‘_‘ the Research and |
" Development Center for' Teaxh €duccation at The University of Texas at Austin
) ‘conducted a Targe-scale sty of ‘sfl:;udent teaching dur"xin’g the fall and wiﬁtér
of '1981-1982. Tb;is descripiie stumudy was designed to provide a cnmprehereive
_pn:ture of the clinical Comyient cof the prpfessiana‘l education of - teache;rj‘s.;
Th1s repcr-t is QFEEE'F’ 1eriess whir;h depends upnn the data from this
ﬁvest‘igatign for descr‘iptie -F'in-:d'ings. canﬂusinns, spe:u'latigns.} and
"{mplications. Dther repary fn thE series have been and will cuﬁtinue to-be
.'made available by. RITE. 7 '
The RITE eanEEptuaﬁzatlpn of student teaching“focuéed ‘upon three I‘I'Ianf‘"
c;mpcnents of the expErience. par=ticipants in’ the pra;ess, 1nteract1ans
_between and among ‘the Par‘ticipant;, and the cnntexts in which student teaching
takes place. . It 15 the. ’Iagtof thesese which is the primary concern of this
-"r-epnrt.- Two 'large ce'l‘leges feducsation, “two schcmi districts, and thirty-
. Tive e'lementary and set;ondé.rhchaawﬂs served as cuntexts fnr the expeﬁenses
studied by RITEi The charagimstie cs, formal and infermal, of these ;Qntextsé
and the;ir apparent ié;if’lueﬂgegumn student teacﬁiﬁg are reported in this

document. During the fall (1982.., the- mat%ria_i from this report and from

. i; ~ xiii




" others will be combined with sti1l unreported findings to provide a fuij 
description of .the clinical component of preservice clinical teacher
=gducatian. _ ' Y :

This repnrt was written by Maria E. Defino; Su an Barnes, éad;Shéranvi'

o' Neal af ‘the RITE staff. As is true of any 1 rA 5”,,1f studyi hawever. many
others: contributed to the cnntent and form ththE@fEPth- Amang these |
rimpartagt others are Sara Edwardsi Hobart -Huki1l, Robert Hughes, Jr.,
Euaéa1upe Guzmani t{nda Htra—'andiLuann MeLarny; We are 3156'gfatefu1 for
suggestions made - Eé Center colleagues Julie Sanford and 5111 Rutherfard. |
Freddie Green and Vicky Rndgers prﬂvided patient and eff1c%ent assistance in-
the. preparatiﬁn Df the manugtr1pt. ' 2

He cnntinue to be grateful “to the more than two hundred participants in
the study. They demonstrated their prcfessiunalism_agaiﬁ and:again as they

- -provided the data upon uhicn-this repart-and_sthe%s are,based.' .

Gary_A. Géiffiﬁ
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The Centext of EIiniee1 Preeerviee Teeeher Edueatien-
. The Student Teeehing Experience ;_'Qe “

= ',, l E R

Intreduetien f ;" .

Center fer Teaeher Edueet1en;_ Dne gea1 fer the etudy wes to deeeribe

eheraeter15t1cs, beheviers, end 1ntereet1ens of cnepereting teeeher ,f;ffx’

teeehere, and ““iVETSitY SUPervisers of student teeehers within‘ﬁ’*?"

=

“institutional centexte. The present repert eddreeeee the 1eet e eave

The preserv1ce e1iniee1 experienee 1ﬂ teeeher edueetien,

_teeehers. After student teeehing the nevice 15



public school systems, as well as the individual classroom settings, must be
taken into account. This report is an attempt to describe some factors which
may act as constraints upéﬁ‘the student teaching experience. , o
Since this report. is part of a series produced by the RITE prcgram -
resuTting from the Clinical Teacher Education - Preservice Study, some
eferen;e to these is indicated. For a more detaiied rationale for-the study,
a 1iteratgre reviéw,-a de;trip%ian of the met§9d91ag¥- as well as appended
instruments, the reader is referred to Eriffi}; Hughes, Barnes, Carter,
Definﬁi:and Edwards (Note 1). ‘A comparative analysis of documents related to
the t%aééer education programs at the two sites and preliminary background and
demographic information gatheégd by qhestiaﬁnaire from therpartiﬁipants in the
study is contained in Hughes; D‘NeaT and Griffin (Nﬂte Ej Further analysis
and’ f1nd1ngs related to personal and prﬂfessinnal character1st1cs. change, and-
outcomes as measured by self-administered psychn1ngica1 tests are»presented in

Hughes® and Hukill (Note 3) with instruments in final form appended.

Vrigggan1zat1§n

‘ cf qualitative and quantitative ¢.ta. Next the genera1 characteristlcs of
participating universities and the characteristics of participating elementary
- and secﬁﬁdaﬁy schools and their populations are describédi %hifdr the formal
regu]at1ans of the participating ‘universities and public schnn1 systems are
reviewed followed by ‘a discussion of the 1nfnrma] urganizatiana1 properties
of participating un}versities and public schools. :Fina11y. a summpary is

pravided.



Methodology

Sample Description

The following analyses are based on data collected by the RITE staff from

two sites. ' The first site was State Uﬁiversity (su)*, a large public

either a mid-sized urban school district or a smaller suburban school
district. These districts together are referred to as Lakeview. At this site
data were collected on 43 cooperating teachers, 44 student teachers, and 13
university supervisors. The second site was a large, private university
(Metropolitan or MU) located in a large urban center. Data were collected on
45 cooperating teachers (39 at the elementary Tegei,vé at secandarj), 49
student teachers (43 at the elementary level and 6 at secondary), and four

gn%%ersity supervisors who were assigne&&fb schools in the Urban school

~ district. The sample was composed of a general and an intensive group of

participants. At each site university supervisors, principals and others were

asked to identify 10 effective cooperating teachers. These Cﬁoﬁératiﬁg

—teachers (10.at each_site) and the student teachers and un1ver51ty superv1sar5

with whom they worked cnmpgsed the intensive sample (20 cooperating teachers,
20 student teachers, nine university supervisars) ’
Procedures |

The intensive subsample was drawn in order to gain more comprehensive
data from that group. VB@th the intensive and general §amp1e participants
completed background questiﬁnnaires at the beginﬂing'af the student teaching

and end of the studﬂnt teaching experience. These instruments included the

Names of institutions and cities have been changed to protect anonymity.

-« 14



Educational Preference Scale (Lacefieid & Cole, Note 4), Teacher Concerns
Questionnaire (Fuller, 1959), Rigidity-Flexibility Index (Hughes, Griffin, &
Definof?ﬂate 5), Internal-External Locus of Control (MacDonald & Tseng, Note
6), and .the Self-Perception Inventory (Scares & Soares, 1958); Two other

' gmpathy Construct Scale (LaMonica, Note 8), were completed only at the
beginning and end of the semester. In addition the Quick Word Test (Borgatta -
& Corsini, 1960) was self-administered only at the start of the semester while
the Teacher Work-Life Inventory (Blumberg & Kleinke, NDte}Q) was administered
Qnig at the end of the seﬁestér! The intensive sample also kept journals,
audiotaped their conferences, and participated fn beginning, midé1e and end of
sémester intervicws. Additionally, cooperating teachers and student teachers
‘in the intensive sample were observed three and four times, respectively, over
thepenﬁrse of the semester. - The general sample responded in writing to
abbreviated forms of ﬁhe 1ﬁtervieﬁ protocol at timeé coinciding with the
interviews of the intensive sample.

15

5

Data Anal

The major data sources for this report consisted of ﬁhe interviews of the
' intEﬂSiVE'SEmP1E; pub1ished documents frgééthe institutians involved, and the
questionnaires answered by,aii participants. A discussion of the analysis of
each data source follows. '

Interview data. In an effort to reduce the bulk of information found in

the interviews a coding scheme was developed. It was created with the
following principies in mind: ' '
1. The smaller the number of categories, the greater the chance of

accurate coding.



2. ‘Coding should aim at reducing buik without expunging information

and flavor. |

3. The subjects' language should be preserved at all costs.

The first attempfszat organizing interview data resulted in a large and
complex category system. The number of categories was reduced by fﬁéusing on
the gross and significant tapics addressed in each interview. The following
four categories gréw out of the data: »

1. Background. Information placed in this category refers to the

charécteristizs of the student teachers, cooperating teachers, and

had prior to the current semester. Examples include formal course work,
. *ﬂk

inservice training, and/or social service pfegeding the student téach%ﬁg’
semestér. -
2. TJeaching. This catégary includes all information about the student
tea¢he§s'. cooperating teachers', or uﬁiversity supervisors' experiences
when they were in :hargé of instruction. (This could have been with one
_child, a’group of children, or the entife class.) Any of the following

information would be relevant: the topic of subject cnvered,:the

- © organization of -the class activity, who planned and directed the
activity, and who the participants were.

3. Supervision and Teacher Education. A1l statements about the

experiences germane to the monitoring and evaluation of student teéchers'
_ performance aﬁé 1£5 improvement belongs to this category. Infcrmatian

might refer to what'wés comnmunicated, and when and how; what was

nbserveﬁ, when and by whom; what was covered 1in student teaching

seminars; what were the pariicipants' professional and personal




relationships throughout the semester; and how well a participant
responded to supervision.

4. Goals, Expectations and Ideals. Frequently, interviews contained

information "about thenpersana']i behavioral and academic aims, aspirations

and ambitfons of the student teacher, the caoperatinngeacher.and }hel N

university supervisarg- Also found were statements couched in terms of

jdeal teaching, supervision or practice teéghingeexperienﬁes. This =
information is included here,: as are &ny individual's goals for someone
else, such as cooperating teachers' hopes for student teachers' progress,

university supervisors' intentions for supervising student teachers at a

later visit to thé school, and student teachers"gﬁajs for children in

their cooperating teachers' class. - '

Each interview question was first classified according to its intended
focus. Data analysts then read all the answers to one question. Those
paftisns of the answers which seemed hertingnt to the question were
ﬁndérfined_ A1l answers to one question wer; then grouped tagetheé for ease
of reading. Each data analyst then-canstructed a paragraph summarizing the .

-EHSJEFS to individual questions. These summaries noted the following four
1tem§é (1)'m65£ frequent answer; (2) differences in answers across r@1§ﬂtjpes -

(student teachers, cooperating teachers, and supervisors) and across cites;

(3) the least frequent answers; and/or, (4) a noteworthy area that was omitted
altogether. . |

- This was done for the purpase‘nfxeitraating identifiable "themes" or
trends 1in response Eﬁﬂtéﬁta Often, the conceptualizations about background
experiences, goals, etc. were expressed as themes common to all participant
types in both Jocations, emphasizing the fact that people enter and leave the
student teaching é;pefien;e with sets of shared beliefs which may not

&
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otherwise be directly évident, In particular, themes extracted from interview
data form the backbone of the discussion of informal processes of the
university presented later in this report.

Documents. In order to examine the student teaching programs at
Metropolitan and State Universities, afficia1 univerﬁitg and public gchua?
documents were examined. The Director of Field Services at each university
and the Offices of Staff Development for each school system provided the RITE
staff with déﬁumEﬁts which delineated the major roles and €é5p3n515i1ities of

the participants in the student teaching experience, stated thé prescribed

- university curricula necessary at each institution inlprder to be re.ommended

for state credentialing, as well as stipulated the recommended guidelines for
observations and evaluations of the student teachers.

Questionnaires. All participants, in both the general and intensive

samples, completed the Backgrcund Questionnaire (Appendix\A) prior to the
beginning of the study. The\quéstiaﬁnaire was developed by the RITE staff in
order to obtain és much infﬁ;matian abéut the sample as possible. Such
information was a necesséﬁy precaution ﬂgainst sampling error, whereby
findings could be the resuiﬁ of haviﬁg aﬁtained a unique sample with regard to
site or participant role.

as well as two rating scales generated by the RITE staff to assess
participants’ expectatidns for, and satisfa&tian_with; the student teaching
scale (see Hughes & Hukill, Note 3). Analyses of the questionnaires included
calculation of des&riptiie statistics-(e.gi, standard deviations, frequencies,
intercorrelation matrices, etc.) and infereﬁtiéi statistics (particularly
ANOVAs of éeares across participant roles, sample types, and siteéji Findings

resulting from specific analyses will be presented together with their



possible interpretations in each section of the report. Given this overview
of the methods and procedures utilized for data collection and analysis, the.

gﬁﬁcgéggﬁteristics'ﬁf participating sites may be presented and discussed.

Characteristics of ?articipatiﬁg_uﬁiversities
Twe universitiesvwere involved in this st'fy; Metropolitan universié;ﬁand
State University. Hetrapa1itén Unfversiﬁy is an ex;]usive private institution ™
of approximately 27,0600 students located in a major urban area. Its College
of Education iné}udés 58 full time faculty, 9 joint appointments, and 110
adjunct faculty and lecturers. State University, on the other hand, is one of
the largest state 1nstituti§ﬁs in the-country, containing close to 47,000

students. AppreximaﬁeTj 2,350 students were seeking certification thraughz
-compietion of requirements at thE‘uﬂiVE?Sity (fgé number is inclusive of
graduate students, thﬁéé in language arts, etc.). The State Universitﬁ
- College of Education employs appreximate1y 152 full time equivaTent facuity
members. It is 1n§§ted in a midsize city with some 1ight industty. Both
institutions offer bachelor's, master's and doctoral programs in education

which are fully accredited!by state, regional and national agen;iesg

;géfécterigtiﬁs of Participaiingfgjgmentéty and

Secondary Schools and*ﬁhgﬂr,?@pnjgtiqns

In grdér to attain a mgrelcampiete pigture of the context in which
student teaching occurs, the RﬁTE staff garnered da;é about several aspects of
the participating's¢haais‘ campesitian; Among these were the number and types
of 56hﬁg1 faculty, 1anguages_spgken by each szhné1'é pupils, demographics of
the school shiié%én; sthﬁn? building age, parenta1sinvaivément, and so on. It
was not always paésibie to gathéé information about all aspects of composition
from a1l schools, and in some cases data represent oniy one of the two study -

sites (this wiil be drawn to the reader's attention whenever apprapriaﬁe)i
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More specific informaticn about the demographic, personal and professional
characteristics of the participating student teacher, cooperating teachers,
and university supervisors have been reported elsewhere (Hughes and Hukill,
Note 3);

Staff Characteristics

Findings. Information about the schools' faculties and administrations
appear typical of most districts in the nation. ~For example, across the two
sites, 34.8% of the principals were women. An overaTlvaverage of .88 full
time eéﬁivaient (FTE) additional administrators were pfgsent in each building
but there were pronounced site differences behind this average. At Lakeview,
a mean of .44 FTE other building admiqjstratars were in Eéfh school, whereas a

- mean of 1.6 FTE édmin%stratéré were in each building in the participating
Urban district schools. . -
gPara1i31 diffeféﬁéés across sites 1in the quéﬁtities_af other school

‘faculty and staff are noticeable also. For example, there were twice as many

classroom teachers per building in the Urban district as tﬁé%éjﬁereﬂin
Lakeview (X = 50.5 and X = 25, respectively). Hh11e thére was an overall
averége of 9.7 teacher aideszper~buiiding, Lakeview had an average of three
;%des per school; Urban schools ﬁad an ave?ége cf;éﬂ.s. Urban had iwice as
many FTE caﬁnse1ars per building as Lakeviéw (1.6 and .8, respectively). One -
-apparent exception to this trend Eancerﬁs thé number of speéi£2 teachers per
building (e.g., art, music, etc.). Lakeview reported an average of .9 FTE
special teachers per building, Hhereaé Urban reported an average of .39 FTE
special teachers. ! _

stcussiaﬁ. Iﬁterpréting béth the general trend in staffing differences
and the exception is less difficult than it might apéeéé. Urban is a

_spbstantiaily larger district (in te%ms of geng;apny and ﬁuyhers of students)




than Lakeview; therefore one might reasonably expect it to have larger
faculties and staff, on the average. In addition, some of the discrepancies
may reflect the inclusion of two secondary level schools in the Urban district
(only elementary schools were in the Lakeview sample). For example, the
sacondary schodls did not report any art or mucic teachers as sgeziai
teachers, thereby defiating the Urban average. A1s§, secondary schools may be
more likely to have édditi@nai administrators and Eeunse1afs assigned on a
full time basis than are elementary schools, which may have cbntributeé to
some of the differences in these figures across sites as well.

Fupi 1 Characteristics

Findings pertaining to cultural d1v2rsity. The next contextual aspects

examined focus more upon the students in the schools, than upen the schba]s
per se. As a way to address the issue 6f pupil cultural diversity,'thE'numbe%
of languages spoken by children in each s¢hgg1§was reported to the RITE ‘staff
by the participating schools' administrators. Tabié 1 displays a Jist of the
languages (Dtheﬁ than those served by bilingual programs) which school
administrators from the two sites have documented as being spoken by pupils in
their buildings. Each column shows the number of schools Hhi;h reported
‘having children who speak the language listéd- As;sh9u1d be aéparent from a
glance, UrSaﬁ schools have both higher overall frequenéiés of foreign

languages and a much greater yariety of foreign Tanguages represented than do

i

\i\%iﬁeview schools. . _
g‘alil*isn':uss-iﬁor{. The relatively wide cultural diversity apparent in the Urban
s:haals nay pase several interest1ng problems for Urban's teachers and student.
teachers. The 1mp11cat1nns pertain 1arge1y to - the 1nstructional
| dEéisian-making whicb wust occur in this Eontext the use of Jjnstructional
time, and the resaurces wﬁjah districts may emp]ny ta assist the c1as;}aam

NG




Table 1
List of Languages and Number of Schools in Which They Were Spoken
Lakeview _ Urban ’
(16 schools : . (10 schools -
in sample) in sample)
Arabic |
Armenian
Bengali
Chinese
Farsi
French
German
Japanese
Korean

Laotian

Norwegian

R S S S RN

Persian
PhiTipino,
Samoan
Spanish
Sudanese
fagaigg

0

0

0

1

0

2

0

0

0

0

Malay _. 0
0

0

4]

0

2

0

0

Thai 0
0

L L. ] ™ o o ] E-3

Vietnamese
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teacher. For example, it would seem likely that when a teacher m;st plan
instruction for a heterogeneous versus a homogensous groprBaf
students--whether that heﬁerageneity reférs to achievement scoresy cultural
baékgraund; or prnficieézy in the English language--the teacher's
deéisignamaking process QEéames much mare’zump1icated {see, e.gi,'Evert3§n &
Higkman, Note 10). Thiszis due to the teacher's need to make allowances for
: stﬁdents with different "entry level® skills prior. to cammenciﬁé a particular
azademig task. Anticipating and preparing for wide ranges of learner needs is
demanding éven for very experienced teachers, and may constrain the time anc
energy which Ecapérating teachers may spend with their student teachers. It
could also translate into a greater 1ikelihood that the student-teaehers may
be viewed as "extra hands" to execute de;isianS'made by the classroom teacher.

_ To compound this situation, teachers are confronted with the reality of
haQing a2 limited number of hours per day available for planning and
insténcting. Hhen;students are:beiﬁé taken from their'reguiar classroom
activitieszfgr English-as a Second Lanéuage (ESL) instrﬁctian; for instance,
time is lost from the regﬁ1ar academic day. Thus, it is possible that
teaéhers with pupils who are still learning English are bgiﬁg expected to
accomplish as much if not more with them in relatively less acagemic time.
The greater the “PFESS“!ESPEFiEﬂEEd by‘ébﬂperatipg teachers, the 1less
reasenabie;it may seem to éhare decision-making processes or time with stgdent,
teaéhers, and the more hesitant cooperating tga;hers may-be to relinquish’
needed 1nstru§tionai time to the less experienced sfﬁdént teachers.

As one Hahid ahticiﬁate; however, districts which have high f?equencies '

‘af students learning English as a second language ﬁraba&]y provide or develop
:farmai mechanisms and resources for dealing with them. -Am@ng the most easily

dgcumeﬁted'aﬁd most common are bilingual education programs designed to sefvé '
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particular schools or grade levels. While bilingual education programs are
not without costs, such as the loss of regular instructional time, few would
argue that they are without benefit. In the Urban district, for ekample, 80%
of the }chﬁals 1ﬂ the sample offered bilingual eau&étian programs 1in
Spanish- EngTish Ch1nese -English, Japanese- Eng]1sh; and so on 1n grades K-9
(different grades and languages in the various schnn15) Among the
participating Lakeview schools, 62% offered Spanish-English bilingual programs
in grades 1-5 (again, different grades in the various séhaa]s)- At both
sites, unless a program is available, teachers seem to deal with bilingual
children on an individual basis (often relying upon peer tut ar1ng)
Class Size i : Py | :
Ejngjggsg Some differences across sites in pupil numbers were ‘observed.
While there was an average of 608 students per buﬂdmg 'in the Lakeview
scgaals, the Urban schools contained an average of 1,211.8 students each.
This was cgns1stent with both the reported numbers of teachers per building,
and the inclusion of (typically larger) secondary schools in the Urban §§ppiei
fn terms of overall numbers, the ratio of mean number of students per bui1diﬂ§
to mean number of teachers per building was appreximate1y equaT across s1tes
(SDS students with 25 teachers per building in Lakeview, c@mpared to 1211.8
students with 50.5 teachers per building in Urban, or abﬁuts24*1)— " However,
;the difference was not reflective of 51mi]ar pupi] teacher ratios within the
=ETESSFQDmS at each site, although this was what appeared to be the case when
comparing the ﬂvera]] site averages. As a subset of the building and district
populations, it was passib]e to describe the mean pup11 teacher ratio of the
ten 1nten51ve sample classrooms _observed by the RITE staff at each site.
These numbers worked out to be the fo1lawigg (and were more consistent with ‘

- staff impressions of the pupil populations in the classrooms): Lakeview had

L5



were observed to contain an average of 28.34 pupils.

Discussion. From a teaching--as opposed to statiéticaT—éviewpnintg the
extra six students (on the average) could E@nstitute a difference in one's
daily workload. On the basis of these data, it would not be fair'tﬂ state
that the key difference ‘across sites was a matter of simple prgpgrtiaﬁ (i.e.,
Urban schools held twice as many same-sized classrooms as Lékeview schga!é).
if that were the case, one might suspect the work 1ife of teachers in each

‘place to be quite similar--but other contextual factors did not appear to be
‘equal, further m%tigating any but the most geﬁera? similarities.

A; gﬁg example éfvthis; about 122 6f the students inxfhe participating
Urban schools are bused to saﬁaai each dayé all of the busing is véiuntaryffﬁ
In marked contrast is the 34% of participating Lakeview studEﬁt£;Qh§ are bused
each day. Roughly 80% of them (or 27% of all students in the participating
schanjs) are subject to a compulsory busing program. o '

Grade Level Composition of Schools : - ’ \

Findings. The grade level composition of schools in the sampie varied
across sites, also. +Five of the Urban schools contained gééées K-S% iwa he1d
‘Prek-6; one held K-9; the juniaﬁ'hiéh heid grades 7-9; and the senig; high
Gnnsisteé of grades 10-12. The Lakeview schools showed greatéf variety of

grade level structure. Six participating Lakeview schools held grades K-6;

=

three held K and 4-6 éﬁ1y; thrge hé]d K-3 only;: and one each cgniained'grades
3-5, 4-6, 5-6, and K and 3 only.
| Discussion. More than one interpretation of fhis contrast in grade level
composition may be valid. . For 1ﬁstance; it 5eeﬁs reasonable to state that |
" Urban's schools are patterned after reiitiver traditional grade structures,
ref1ezﬁing the age and stability of the Urban s;hoﬁl Sysigm (to wit, all 10

—
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Urban schagijbqdeings were more than 10 years D1§5?i On-the other %and,
Lakeview is a re’lativel} young and rapidly daveloping cgﬁmuni’iy with
compulsory busing as an attempt to achievésfaci§11; balanced schools. These
combined %a;tafs ﬁéy Ee a£ least partly responsible for some of the unusual
grade level combinations housed within the latter district's school buiidings.

Pupil and Neighborhood Demographics -

[

Findings. Pupil ethnicity, pupil socioeconomic status (SES), and the SES
of neighborhoods surrounding schgalé at the two sites are also faetgrsiﬁhich
é@ntribute +0 understanding the contexts %ﬂ which student teaching may Bzéur_,~
While the Urban district, by policy, did not furnish RITE staff with
information about the ethnicities of all its pupils, it would seem reagpnab1e
(from the languages represented in Table 1) to state that a broad mix of
ethnicities was present. This statement was at least partially substantiated
by thereemments of tw31Urban priﬁéipais about their schﬁcis;"'“iwe have a)
2 natural ethnic mix: 28% Black, 25% White, 24%,Hispanic, 22% Asian and 1%

~ American Indian;" and "[this school has aj mﬁ];i—racia1xstudent body."

The Lakeview schools contained less diversity. Mean percentéges of
éthnicities across participating Lakeview schools (according to 1580-81 data)
are asifa11cws: -26% Hispanic, 13% Black, and 61% Anng_. The fange in~
o perce%tageszgf ethnicities at ea;h'bui]ding reported by the Lakeviezw schools
is interéstiné, as well: from 0% to 71% Hispanic. from 0% to 40% B1ack; and
from 14% to 100% Anglo. The reader is reminded at this time that the 16
schools at the Lakeview site are drawn from two adjacent school districts (14
schools are in one of tfém, 2 are in the other); . the district with two
participaﬁjné schools draws students from a virtually aii Angic community.

The SES infgfﬁatian also is somewhat skewed by the inclusion ﬁf schools

from two districts in the Lakeview site. About 75% of the children in the two

.

| 1526 |



=

schools in the smaller district were from upperi§ncame families. The SES of
the two schools' neighborhoods was similarly rated “"Upper middle" by the
building principa]s. In the remaining Lakeview schools, 11 out of 14 were
described as being in m1ddle 1ncgme ne1ghbgrhuuds and the remaining three were
described by the principals as being in low SES neighbarhuads. :

“Pupil SES in the remaining 14 schools was indexed by -calculating the
percentages of pupils gn:free or reduced-price lunch programs. On this basis, -
an éveraée of 49.4% of the students were from low income families (the
. percentages ranged ffgmxg% to 94% low SES pg;iis iﬁ each.building); 50.6% were
“from middle ér highrincame fami]iés_(tﬁe range was from 7% to 91% middle or.
high SES pupils in each.building). | . |

The nine Urban schools which supplied information about the SES of their
pup?is and the school neighborhccds provide an interesting parai1é1 to the
Lakeview data: an average of 11.9% of the students were reported as being
Frum upper income fam' s (ranging from 0% - 35% .in each échaﬂT), an average
nf 41.6% were from middle 1ﬁcﬁme families (rang1ng from 2% - - 80% in each
A schnDT), and an average . of 42 4% were repnrted to be~ffam Tow income families
- (ranging frgm 15% - 98%). Thus, despite the contrast in racial composition,
both éites on the average seem to eansist’mast1y-gf'pUﬁils‘from middle and low
,1ncqme fam111es, with lower incomes appearing to be sumewhat cverrepresented.

: The wide. ranges in the repurted percentages of pup11s at eazh SES 1eve] were

similar.

écgns1derat1nn is. given ta to the SES gf thé:%eighbarhaads in Hhich Urban schoois
are located. Only 4-of the 10 were described by principais as being in midd]g t
- SES neighbafhnadsi Three were sa1d to be 1n Tow SES neighbnrhonds_ fﬁé ﬁére

‘said to be in "mixed" SES neighbnrhonds, one of these in a ED 50 middle and .
{ - : ¢ '

v
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lower SES neighborhood, and the other in a 1/3 upper, 1/3 middle, and 1/3
Tower SES neighborhood. Thus, speaking in terms of proportions, more Urban
than Lakeview-schools tended to be in low SES neighborhoods (30% versus 21%).

Additional Context Variables

Information on certain other eentextuei'veriebies was collected cnly from
the Urban schools; the Lakeview central administration did not have records
wﬁiee provided the information specifically about each-ef the 16 campuses, and
contacting each of the sixteen principals to obtain theee details was not
‘Feaeibie_fer the RITE staff. The variables included were parental involvement
in the eehee1s, the numbers and types of special programs and assistance (in
addition to bilingual edueetien) available, and lists of "unique“ features
about the schools volunteered by building principe]s.'

Findings and discussion of perent attitudes. The interest and.attitudes

of parents and the immediate community around a ‘school may influence the
context to a significant degree. Four of the 10 participating Urben sehee]
principals: mentioned parents and/or community as pertgef‘ the unique
characteristics of their schools. Whenever -parents or community wE?g -
mentioned, they were deeeribed in a favefab]e or positive 1ighti “iﬂtereeted-
: parents,“ “[we are] truly a cemmunity scheel, stable staff and community,”
*parent cooperation,” and "excellent attitude -parents, ehiidren and. etaff "
None of these seheele were in stFict]y law SES neighberheﬂde. Whether or not

this 1ink is iﬁ any vay causal is impeeeibie to detenmine (e.g., this cnuid

intereet in ar,suppett for the schools in luw SES neighborhoods); but the

eeseciatiun existed. e'x

Findings ane diecuesien of. speciei eseistenee. The special programs,

financial and pregyem assistance, and special personne! available to a eehee1=

¥

7 23



or school district may also influence the educational context in which student
teaching takes place. The Urban schools reported a relatively wide variety of
special financial assistanée, special programs and personnel. For example,
eight of the 10 mentioned School Improvement funds or program assistance. |
Eight had special programs for educating gifted children, and two of thése
received extra financial assistance for maintaining gifted'prﬁgfams. Nine
mentioned bilingual education as contributing either financial or programmatic
assistance to their schools. Three of the 10 recéived’Titie 1 funds.
Numerous other individual sources of support were mentioned by the principals
(financial assistance - eight schaaié;:program assistance - E%ght schools;
“special personnel - sevén schools; special programs - all 10).

While some ﬁ;y regard this extensive 1isting of supports as a positive
contextual aspect, it.is not without some cost to thé individuals in the Urban
schools. For example, the am@unt-ﬁf paperwork involved in theAﬁeﬁduct and
administration of these programs adds substantially to the reguiér workload.
The iasé of instructional time devoted to the regular curriculum, which
results from any “pull-out" programs (not Sﬁ1e1y bilingual edug§tiﬁn),

compresses the teachers' work as well as the students'. The point begging

trade-offs which occur as special programs, monies, and so on §f§1iferate to a
degree where returns may be dimimished.

Findings and discussion of unique features of schools. Among the last

“unique" ﬁharacteristi:s'@f the schools (as volunteered by the principals in
response to an open-ended question). Nine of the 10 principals re%panded to
the questiﬁn. In addition to the theme_éf positive parental or community
29 o
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relations mentioned by four schools were the following idiosyncratic bits of
written information: ﬁ

-- "A caring, nurturing, supportive atmosphere®

-~ "Year-round structure”

-= “He.are the second largest school in the district and have classes

located on 3 different campuses.” (This was an elementary school.)

-- "Excellent teachers, coordinators, classified staff.”

-~ "Natural ethnic mix"

-~ "Multi-racial student body, ﬁedicéted staff."

- “Ex§e1ieﬁt.attitudes!parents, children and staff.”

‘ e—aers, a highiysprcfeésiona1 teaching-staff;;'
It s interesting to note that, just as supervisors and cooperating teachers
often seemed to discuss student teacher strengths in terms of personality or
other inferred characteristics (see pp. 91-96 this report), so did adminis-
trators speak of their staffs aﬁd schools. Attitude, dedication, ExcETTEﬁEE,
and prafess1ona1lsm are among the inferred qua]itiesgihich they cite. The
d1rec%1ﬂﬁa11ty cf this pattern cannot be estab11shed, e. g., one cannot say if
it is $Et1duripg preservice clinical exper1ences and is carried with educators
as‘the¥ ad&anﬁe, or if cooperating teachers are aﬁservinéuﬁétterns which are |

sameh@ﬁ-set by administrators. Nonetheless, the apparent pervasiveness of

this respo nse tendenﬁy is 1nterest1ng and merits further inquiry.

|

77RETat1un of Enntext Data. to Quantitative Data

A1b of the above context 1nfurmatian--especﬂa11y that which 1nd1§ates
differences across the two sites--may be reTated iagica11y to teacher, student .
teachérl and ﬁnivers1ty supervisor perceptinns of work 11?&. The reader will
recall that the Teacher Work-Life Inventory (TWLI; Blumberg & Kleinke, Note 9)
\was admip1stered ta all partic1pants in Qrder to obtain a quantitative picture

30
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of these perceptions. Teachers rated the invantory 1tems on a fnur-pa1nt
scale, from "this feature stands out very sharply in my wﬁrka]1fe,“ to "this
feature does not stand out at all in my work-life.* The present discussion

will focus on the participants' factor scores (see Hughes & Hukill, Note 3 for

the description of TWLI factor derivation) and a series of hierarchical ANOVAs

computed to assess any site, participant, or sample differences among them, in
relation to what is known about the contextual variables.

Findings pertaining to TWLI "Executive Responsibilities” subscale. The

first TWLI factor subscale, termed “Executive Responsibilities," is composed
of six items similar to the following: “dealing with problems,"” or “béing‘
respgnsibié for others." Two significant interaction efféctS:resu1ted from
the hierarchical analysis of variance done across the variables “site,”
“participant type,“-énd “samp1é type" (see Table 2): é two-way interaction
be tween part1c1pant type (student teachers, cooperating teachers, or
university supervisors) and sample (intensive or general), p = .028; and a
three-way interaction beiween’ﬁarticipant type, samp1el‘andlsite, p= _D4D§
Discussion. - Because the latter of the two findings is more pertinent to
the present discussion and 1nc1udes therresu1ts of the Farmer, it wiil be
diséussed exc]ﬁsiveijg Four observat1gns can be made abaut the cell means
displayed in Taﬁ1e 3. F1rst, general samp1e student teachers at both sites
report a siﬁiiar sense of executive ngpnnsibiiity; while the 1nten51veAsamp1g
af'student teachers at Lakeview reported that executive respgnsibi1it%es stood
out more sharply in their work lives than did student teachers at Urban.
SEEDnd. intensive and generaT sample cooperating teachers at Lakeview rated
executive responsibilities as a less prominent part of their work lives than
intensive and general sample cooperating teachers at Urban (the intensive

‘ samplé-showed’the most contrast). Third, intensive simp]e_university

3 20 _‘31,



Tabie 2

Summary of ANCYA of the Execucive Responsibiiities

TWLI Subscale by Site, Participant Type, and Sample.

Source

Site

g

Participant type

Sample

Site x Participant Type

Site x Sample

Participant Type x Samp1e'

Site x Participant

Type x Sample
Explained
Residua}

Total

*p <.05

sS

25,305
9,589
- .004

34.499
6.925

52.337

30.882
154,613
1282.255

- 1436.868

R LA Ms o

[

25.305
4.794
.004
17.250
6.925

o Yy

26.169

M e N

1 ~ 30.882
10 15.461
178  7.204

188 ©7.643

|=m

-3.513

.666

~.000

2.395
.961
3.633*

4.287*
2.146



Table 32
Cell Means of Egapefating'Teacthsi Student Teachers,

and University Supervisors at Two Sites on the

Executive Responsibilities Subscale of Twil.'
Cooperating - Student University
Teachers Teachers Supervisors
Intensive General In ensive EeneraT Intensive General
Sample Sample Samipl Sample Sample Samp1e
State 19.60 18.38 16.10 - 18.81 19.20 16.88
€ (N=20) (N=32) (N=10) (N=32) (N=5) (N=8)
Metro ©17.10  16.91  18.44 18.14  17.75 -
i ! (N=10)  (N=33) (N=9) (N=36) (N=4) *

1 Highest possible score = 24

* No entries occurred here due to the fact that supervisors at Metropolitan
were dual triad members, i.e., each wcrked with student teachers in both the

1ﬁtEﬁS1VE and general samp1es.
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supervisors at State University report that executive responsibilities stood
out less sharply in their work lives than did intensive sample university
supervisar$ at Metropolitan University. Fourth, the general sample university
.supervissrszgt State University were compared agéinst an empty cell (but this
was taken i%te acceunt through the use of a hierarthical ANOVA; see Hughes &
Hukill, Note 3). o -
Several implications and interpretatigﬂs of these results may be offered,
although some tenativeness remains dueAtg the nature of the statistical
analysis. The first two abéervatiens above may be treated together, siﬁee
they appear to be complementary: student teachers at Lakeview may be given
more responsibility by their cooperating teachers thanlare student teachers at
Urban. Consequently, the cooperating teachers at Lakeview may sense less of a
burden from executive;respensibi1ities than do the cooperating teachers at

Urban. If one moves beyond a “"closed system" view of the dyads, however,

For éxamp]é, it was noted earlier that there are, on the average, nearly seven
times as many teacher ;ides per building in the Urban schools cgmpared:tn the
iLakev%ew schools. Because classroom teachers work most directly with teacher
aides, and the Urban teaﬁéers have more aides to work with, the éaapefating
teachers’ there may be more 1likely to experience added executive
responsibilities stemming,frgm having the-aides in their rooms (Father than
from the pupils). 1In a similar train of thought, the intensive sample student
teachers at Lakeﬁieﬁiggx!be needed more by their cooperating tgachers_due to
the relative scarcity'é% teacher aides; ergo, they may be:g%ven more <
managerial or executive respansibiiitiés than their Urban counterparts. In
view of the Lakeview génerii sample student teachefs‘ failure to follow suit, ;

however, it is possible that intensive participation in the present study may
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have been directly associated with these student teachers' reports of a higher
sense of executive réspgnsibiiity_

Pertainiﬁé,tc the third observation (that intensive sample university
supervisors at State University felt executive responsibilities stood cut less
sharply in their work lives than did intensive sample supe%visgrs at
Metropolitan), once again contextual information assists in the interpretation
of the data. Three of the five supervisors at State University were graduate
- students, and four of the five were éuparvising;an a partstiﬁe basis (the
" remaining péréan was a full-time supervisor). Cénverseiy; aii four
Metropolitan University sﬁpervisafs were supervising student teachers on a
full-time basis, and all had been working in that capacity for at least 10
years. In addition, all were emply,ed juiﬁt1y-by the school district and éhe
universityJ One could therefore expect thé-Hetéapﬁ1itaﬂ supervisors to PEP§F£ .
that executive fespgnéibiIitiés were a more prominent aspect of their work
lives than the less experienced, part-time people with fewer student teachers
at State Unifersity, 1

Findings pertaining to THEI-“Inst%;utjnna1iCpnstrainﬁs“ subscale. %he:

second subscale of the TWLI was Tlabeled “Institutional Constraints”;
participants rated how shafpiy ten items such as “Tengion.“ "Immediacy of
demands," "Busy schedule,” and "Spetified procedures” stood out inAtheir work
Tivés, Two significant differentes were found (see Table 4): a main effect
ferrparticipaﬂt type (ﬁﬁﬁéeratiﬁg teachers rated themselves signifiéantly Tess
éanStra%ned than éifher student teachers ér uﬁiversity supervisors), p = .042;
and a two-way interacfiaé between participant type aéd being in the_intensivé
or general sample, p = .041. | » -

To study the se;end result a bit more e?gseiy, general sample supervisors
fétedAthemseives assbeing far more Qubjgﬁt to institutional constraints than
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did the intensive, sample university supervisors (see cell means in Table 5).
Intensive. sample student teachers reported a somewhat greater sense of
constraint than did their caaperat?ng teachers, their (intensive sample)
supervisors;, or generai sample student teachers.

Discussion. Once again, contextual iﬁfgrmatign is the source for several
plausible eipTanatiéns of findings wh%ch might not otherwise make sense. It
is apparent from the ahaTysis;af variance that site per se does not appear to
be associated with any significant differences; but the lack of “true" generajl
sample supervisars from Metropolitan Uni#ersity clouds the picture scmewhat,'
 because the largest contrast was found between geﬁeral and intensive sample
sﬁpefvisors (Mgtrapaiitaﬁ supervisors were dual partitfpants, i.e., eachA
worked with pairs of students and cooperating teachers in both the intensive
and general samples). The readér will remember that ‘all of the general sample
sugerv1sars were also graduate studentsi - as such, they were subject to
-:nnstraints fram the un1versity, both as emplgyees and as students, and fram
the school districts as cooperative professionals. chversely, the
supervisors at Metropolitan Herevempiayed jointly by the UTban'sch§G1’distriét
and the university, and this Qas their only work. Perhaps supervisors who are
not joint employees view EﬁgmseTves almost as guests in the school district;
there?ﬁfg they'mightngET mﬁ?é,Pingated to attend to institutional néfms and
ctonstraints than those who are €6f¢a11y secured within the district. This is
speeu]atian, of course. 'Also, thé‘:anperating teaeﬁers at neither site
~responded to this subscale as one wnqu expect the stereotypic harried

classroom teacher to do; perhaps this ref1ects the instructional freedom uhizh
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TWLI Subscale by Site, Participant Type, and Sample

Source
Site
Participant Type
Sample '

Site x Participant Type

Site x Sample

Participant Type x
Sample

Site x Participant Type
x Sample - .

Explained

Residual

*p < .05

s

1.796
152.814
2.071

154,110

17.529
421.155

4140.652

Table 4

df
1

1
2

10
175

26

MS
1.796
76.407
2.0M

2.356
28.112

77.055

=3

]

.076
3.229*
.088

.100
1.188

3.257*

. 741
1.780

1)



Table 5
Cell Means of Cooperating Teachers, Student Teachers,
and University Supervisors at Two Sites on the

Institutional Constraints Subscale of THLI1

- Cooperating- - Student University
Teachers Teachers Supervisors

Intensive General Intensive General Intensive General
Sample Sample Sample Sample Sampie - Sample

25.20 24.81 22.90 23.56 26.40 20.13

State (N=10) ~ (N=32)  (N=10)  (N=32) (N=5)  (N-8)
L 25.10  25.15  19.78  23.94.  24.75 *
Metro (N=10)  (N=33)  (N:9) (N=36)  (N=4) *

"1 Highest possible score = 40

* No entries occurred here due to the fact that supervisors at Metropolitan

were dual triad members, i.e., each worked with student teachers in bcth the
intensive ana general sampies.

!:,J



most teacheés have despite the 1load of managerial or executive
responsibilities given them (Griffin, 19?9)_* The teachers are employed (for'
the most part) ﬁilhin one instituticnal context, the school district. A1l of
these bits of information seem to yield a complex picture, in which those

individuals who physically and psychoiogicaily must shuttle between more than

~one institution will almost necessarily report that institutional constraints

are a more prominent aspect of their work lives. Againi however, the nature
of participation in the intensive sample may,have been in_sdme way associated
with the apparent difference in work -1ife perceptions. For example, the

reflection necessary to complete personal journals by the intensgﬁe sample may
have facilitatea a certain amount of reality checking (e.g., "I have freedom

of choice within these parameters”).

Findings pertaining to TWL] "Rewards" subscale. The third factor on the
TWLI was named "Rewards" and included seven items such as "Colleagueship,”

“Being appreciated," "Kids," and "Excitement."” No significant differences

across sites or participants were obtained in the analysis of variance (see

Table 6). This is not surprising in view of the cell means disp1a§edgin Table
7.
Disguggjgn,. These results seem to underscore the prevailing opinion that
teaching may serve as an avenue to salient, if not financial, renards! To
wit, the.grénd'mgan score of 21.06, summed over seven fgur-pcint iteﬁé (out of
a passﬁbieiﬁaifmum of 28), is relatively high. On the average, teachers,
student teachers, and supervisors indicated that these items stood out “quite

sharply” in their percepiians of work 1ife.. One might specuiatei also, that

. the rewards may be common to nearly all he1piﬁg professions, and not just

! téaching and te;éher education.
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Table 6

™

Sumimary of ANOVA of the Rewards TWLI Subscale
by Site, Participant Type, and Sample

Source

Site
Participant Type
Sample
Site x Participant Type
Site x Sample
Participant Type x

- Sample

- Site x Participant Type

x Sample
Explained
Residual

L

33 af
1
2
]

6.421
9.417
24.136

13.492 1
94.191 10
2154.159 - 175

40 .

29

Mr‘r“h%‘

s
6.421
4.709

24.136

3.312

8.437
13.492

9.419
12.309

el

L) L]

o] y

o8 R |n
L ] (%]

o
0

o N

™y

‘m‘
/

.685

' 1.096

.765




~ Table 7 ; o .

Cell Means of Cooperating Teachers, Student Teachers, '

g

e

and University Supervisors at Two Sites on the -: -

Rewards Subscale of TWLI.} - ’ ‘ .

’ Cooperating - Stuéent - University
Teachers Teachers Supervisors
Intensive ngera%f Intensive General Inteﬁsive General
-Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample
State - . 22.70 .- 20.66 21.40 . 21.25 EQ;ED 21.88 .
o = ' (N=10) (N=32) (N=10) (N=32) (N=5) (N=8)

Metro | 21,30  20.36  22.67  20.94  19.25 *
et (N=10)  (N=33)  (N=9) (N=36)  (N=4) . *

28

1 Highest possible score

* No entries occurred here due to the fact that supervisors at Metropolitan
‘were dual triad members, i.e., each worked with student teachers in both the
intensive and general samples.
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Findings pPertaining to TWLI “School Norms" subscale. A fourth factor

su ca]e of the TWLI cgns1sted of nine items and was labeled “School Norms."
The items included statements such' as, "Repetitive activity," "Formal

. reiatiﬁﬁships;“ "Specified procedures," and "People as supervisors and
subordinates." Only one significant difference resulted from the analysis of
variance (see Tébies 8 and 9): a main effect for participant type (p = .002),
in which studént teachers reported tgét school norms did not stand out as
sharply in theik-warkv1ives as they did for cooperating teachers or university
supervisors. * : |
Discussion. Tﬁa largely speculative interpretations of this result may

be given. First, because cooperating teachers and university supervisnrs

than the student teachers, they may be more aware of the institut1nnai norms
and informal regulations which ggidg the1f behavior. However, when asked
about whether or not they had been informed in advance_and/or in writing of
their responsibilities and duties in these particular ra1es‘ four cooperating
teachers said they had feceived no prior: 1nfaﬁmaticn, but an]y two student
teachers said this. Therefare a second possib11ity is that most student
teachers are as aware of the EEhGBT norms as cooperating teachers and
superv1sars are, but could fee1 they (5tudent tea:he : are not held as

‘accountable fﬂr adherence to the norms as are the latter iwo groups. This may

be due to a pE?Eeptiﬁﬂ or belief that student teachers are nat “true" or

across a11 three types Qf participants in the student teaching Exper1ence,

regard1ess of the part1cu1ar school d15tr1ct5 involved.

-3



Table 8
Summary of ANOVA of the School Norms TWLI
Subscale by Site, Participant Type, and Sample

™

Source sS L df MS
Site | 3.8 — 1 13.483 .99
Participant Type - 170.856 2 85.428 6.309*
Sample - 13.844 21 13.844 1.022

Site x.

‘Participant Type . 50.888
Si§e x Sample .649
Pirticipant Type x Sample 52.065

25,444 ~1.879
.649 .048
26,033 1.923

™y

T el

Si¥E x ,

Participant Type x Sample 34.695 1 - 34.695 ' 2.562
Explained 0 329.930 10 32.993 2.437%
~Residual ) 2369.473 . 175~ 13.540 -

*p <.01

P




Table 9
Cell Means of Cooperating Teachers, Student Teachers,

and University Supervisors at Two Sites on the

School Norms Subscale of THLI.1

- Cooperating Student Uﬁiversify
Teachers Teachers Supervisors

Intensive General Intensive General Intensive General
Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

State 18.50  18.16  16.90 -15.59 1880  15.75
>t © (N=10)  (N=32)  (N=10)  (N=32)  (N=5) (N=8)

Metro 16.50 17.97  20.22 20.42 17.25 *
letro (N=10)  (N=33)  (N=9)  (N=36)  (N=4) *

1 Highest possible score = 36

* No entries occurred here due to the fact that supervisors at Metropolitan
were dual triad members, i.e., each worked with student teachers in both the
intensive and general samples. s
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Findings pertaining to the TWLI “"Dissatisfaction" subscale. The fifth

subscale of the TWLI which was examined consisted of 8 items such as
"Frustrating circumstances,” ‘EDnFT%Eii“ “Boredom," and V“Immediaﬁy of
demands.” This scale was labeled "Dissatisfaction" and again only one
significant difference was observed (see Table 10). iﬁ this case, a main
effect égrass samples was observed {p- = .055): general sample -triads reported
that the sources of dissatisfaction stood out more éharply in their work lives
than the} dié for the triads in fhe intensivé sample. (see the cell means in
Table 11). | = | -
»ﬁ Discussion. More than one explanation of this main effect may be
offered, although it is not possible tﬁisuppnrt or refute them given the
present data. First, the féader is reminded that cooperating teachers 1n=tge
intensive sample were nominated by various school and university foiéiaTS aé
being-gutstanding in that role. Hany_cf tﬁése nominations had beeﬁ based upon
reputational excellence 5n c1éssraamiteaching and 1in pravidingﬁgpad learning
experiences- for student teachers. Thus, it is passibie that thg teachers
comprising the intenéivg sample afejmuré successful, and more satisfied and
fulfilled in their jobs than tﬁase;in the general sample. Therefﬁre:théy may
be better able ﬁa satisfy others (espeﬁjaTiy their student teachers).
differences across 1nteﬁsive and general sample participants. jhe reader will
recall that participation in the RITE Study imposed increased demands upon

intensive sample participants. Perhaps something about the nature of such
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Table 10

Summary of ANOVA of the Dissatisfaction TWLI
Subscale by Site,'Participant Type, and Sample

Source . ss df MS E

Site |  5.083 1 5.083 .344
Participant Type 12.754 2 6.377 431
Sample 55.290 1 55.290 3.740%

Site x
FFartiGipant Type - B.448
Site x Sample ~ 3.838
Participant Type x Sample 76.918
Site x Participant Type x A
Sample .083 1 .083 .006
Explained 174.464 10 17.446 1.180
Residual 12587.433 175 14.785

4.224 ’ .286
3.838 .260
38.459 2.601

™) -—-I ™y
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Table 11
Cell Means of Cooperating Teachers, Student Teachers,
and University Supervisors at Two Sites on the

Dissatisfaction Subscale of THLI_1

Cooperating ' ‘Student University.
"Teachers ‘ Teachers Supervisors

Intensive General Intensive General Intensive General
Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

16.80 17.78 -16.20 18.19  19.40 15.63

State 0 (F10)  (W32)  (W10)  (N32)  (W5) (W)
Mt 16.20 18.00 16.22 18.82 17.25 *
Metro (N=10)  (N=33)  (N=9)  (N=36)  (N=4) *

1 Highest possible s¢are'=*32

* No entries occurred here ‘due to the fact that supervisors at Metrnpn]itan
were dual triad members, i.e., each wurked with student teachers in both the
intensive and genera1 samples.




satisfying, positive aspects of work life. There is no way, at present, to
determine which of these explanations (among others) may be accurate.

Findings pertaining to thgﬁg§u§ént Teaching Satisfaction,scale. 1In

contrast. to. the “Dissatisfaction" subscale of the TWLI are the student
teachers' scores on the Student Teaching Satisfasgﬁgn Scale (Hughes & Hukill,

- Note 3). High scores on this scale are presumed to reflect high levels of
satisfaction. Out of a possible total of 110 points, the mean.score for all
student teachers was 90.7 points. All analyses of variance produced
nansignif%cant results.

Dis;gggkaﬁ. In view of the above it seems reasonable to suggest:that
studentrteachers are generally satisfied with theiﬁ experiences, regardless of
personal or organizational contexts. Other exp?anatians seemiﬁassi51e, also.
Far example, a social des1rab11ity or Hawthorne effect could have been
,perat1ng_ -If so the high scores would be more reflective of the student

teachers' desire to regresent their experiences as satisfying, rather than

of cognitive d1ssanan;e.x e.g., "I had to 3255 for Enis (even if I aidn't like
it or learn a lot), so it must have beén a basi§a11j worthwhile experienceii
Finally, an interesting comparison between the student feachers' repnfte&
levels of satisfaction and the cooperating teachers' general impressinn of
. their own student. teaching experiences can éé maée-. Hheﬁ‘intensive sample
eaaperatiﬁg teachef% were 1nterviewed about their impressinns of their own
student teaﬁhing, only eight of the 20 had strong favorable 1mpressinns. seven
had extremely negative impressions. This 1s in marked contrast ta the
generally favorable ratings wﬁich student teachefs aSsignedrta their own

current experience. This apparent discrepancy leads to thé_fa?mu1£ti§n_af
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_Sevefel questions. First, have teacher education programs, and specifically
clinical preservice experiences, 1ﬁpreved substantially over time (is the
differenee'real)? Or is the difference reflective of the two methede used to
collect the data (a rating scale and an open-ended interview question)?
Third, are student teachers relatively naive consumers of the preservice
clinical experience, such that placement experiences have not improved, but
student teacher awareness of placement inadequacies is minimal until after
full-time teaching has begun? All of these are 1egi;imete questions for
future research.

Findings from the CT and US Expectations scales. Two other instruments

revealed similar results. Analyses of variance done on the E;peetetieﬁe
scales (one for ceeperetingAteeehers, one for university supervisors; Hughes &
Hukill, Note 3) did not yield any significant reseite across participant type,
site, or sample.

Discussion. Three basic interpretations of this information can be
offered. First, eeeperating teacher and university supervisor expectations
- may be common to everyene in those roles in teacher education. Second, the
expectations themselves may be so general as to hold true for anyone in an
appfentieegeepert’ relationship. Last, and conversely, the Expectations
1ﬁetruments mey not have been sensitive enough to detect anything more than
the presence of some expeetatians which were met. Dﬁee'egein, it is not
possible at the present time to say which (if any) is the most satisfactory
expi anation. '

Findings from the “Orientation” ,sgﬁe;aie of ST Expeetat1on5 scaie.

Student teachers were asked to rate how well their expectations had been met
on enether instrument developed by the RITE staff (Hughes & Hukijj, Note 3).

The first subscale was labeled "Orientation to the Profession,” and pertained
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to whether or not student teachers liked or enjoyed their experience as much
as they had anticipatéd! Although the mean subscale score of 15.45 was not
far from the midpoint of 18 ("I liked it just as much as 1 had ekpected I
would, no more and no less"), a significant main effect for sample type
(inten;ivef%enerai) was obtained (p = .039; see Tables 12 and 13). The
%ntensive’sampie student teachers reported actual enjoyment of the experience
sample. The latter group reported that they had liked student teaching more
than they had expected.

Discussion. Several interpretations of these results are plausible. :
Perhaps the most obvious question is whether or not intensive participation in
‘the study was in any way reépcnsib]e for the difference. For example, the
~ requirements of taping conferences and keeping personai journals may have
caused the student teachers to reflect more about both their expectations and
theif actual Expériences, which in turn may have been associated with a
gfeater match between the two. A second possibility is that a Hawthorne
effect may have ﬂﬁcufred, whereby student teachers in the intensive sample
were better acquainted with the nature and purpgsesiaf the RITE study and
therefore chose to be és accurate as vossible in responding to the ,
ihstruments, In contrast, géneraT sample participants may have responded more
ha$ti13, more generally, and more in the direction of social desirability ("I
1iked it even better than I thought!"). In any case, however, it would seem |
that séhgai composition as a context variable does not appear to play a major '

role in the match between student teachers' expectations for enjoyment and

Findings pertaining to "Competence" subscale. The second subscale of the

‘Student Teacher Expectations instrument was labeled "Competence in Student

-39
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Table 12
Summary of ANOVA of the Orientation Subscale
of the Student Teacher Expectations Instrument
by Site and Sample

™

Source SS - af Ms
1 .287 .888
Sample 63.552 1 63.552 4.414%
Site x Sample= : 5.131 1 5.131 .356
Explained 68.970 3. 22.990 _ 1.597
Residual 1151.839 80 14.398

Site .287




Table 13 _
Cell Means for Student Teachers at Two
Sites on the Oriéntation Subscale of the
Student Teacher Expectations Inst?ument]

Student Teachers
Intensive’ @énera]
- Sample Sample

16.60 15.03
(N=10) (N=33)

State

17.75 | 14.97
(N=8) (N=33)

Metro

jHi‘ghest possible score = 36
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;§§é§;hing.“ The grand mean of 10.43 is relatively farther off the midpoint of
7715 thén‘was the case on the Orientation subscale; again, a main effect across
sample (p = .030) occurred, in which general sample student teachers reported.
greater disparity between their expectations and their appraisal of how well
they‘had per%@rmed in the classroom Esee Tables 14 and 15). The meaévfar the
genera1xsamp1e,was Bgsé (“I'taught better than I exﬁecged“), Eampafedrtﬁ the
" ‘sample.’
‘ ﬁi;;ussian. Because the di%ferEﬁ;ésxare in the same general direction as
 they QEfe on the Orientation éuESEéIE (both groups had surpassed their
expectat1nns, but the positive shift was greater for the generaT sample), the

Same 1ﬂterpretat1ans may apply here as above.

F1nd1ﬁgs from the “T1me“ _subscale. The third subscale perta1ned to the

;“T1me“fspent on student teaching. The grand mean equalled 31.87 (campared to
.a scaté midpoint of 36); No significant diffefenﬁes‘were found. - |
Discussion. It seems reasonable to conclude that-stﬁdent teachers tend

to fee% that the various aspects of student teaéhiﬁg {gradiﬁg- preparatian,
_instruftian, and so on) took somewhat more time than they had anticipated it
Awau1d.| This appears to ﬁe consistent with many spnntaneaus comments offered

during interviews with R;TE staff.

_ anding§_pertéining,tg the "Value afVFricriénursggﬁgsgbsggigi, The fourth

Esubséa1e'examined the relative ‘véiue of Prior Courses" which student teachefs
had aken as pa;t of the professional sequence. The overall mean ?atfng of
2.41 is not-far from the” 5:a1e midpoint of 3 (e g., student teach:rs faund

- prior cnursewgrk to be 51ight1y more valuable in student teaching than they
had expected), but a signif1cant main effezt for site (p = ,034) was

.discovered (;ee.Tab1es 16 and 17). Student teachers frém Hetrapa1itan felt
, - e
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Table 14

of the Student Teacher Expectations Instrument
by Site and Sample

L
~H
[
I

Source sS
Site 12.860
Sample. 63.348
Site x Sample : 32.847 32.847 2.528
_ Explained 109.054 ~ 36.351 2.798*%
Residual 1039.517 80 12.994

12.860 . .990
63.348 . 4.875%

W |

*p <.05
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Table 15
- Cell Means for Student Teachers at Two
" Sites on the Competence Subscale of the
Student Teacher Expectations InstrumEﬂt]

Student Teachers

Intensive General
Sample Sample
-10.60 5.88
State . _ )
(N=10) {N=33)
13.88 10.09
Metro - -
(N§8) (NEBB)
1

'Highest possible score = 30

*x
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Source
Site
Sample
Site x Sample
Explained
Residual

*p < .05.

Table 16
Summary of ANOVA of the Value of Prior Courses
Subscale of the Student Teacher Expectations
Instrument by Site and Sample

L
L6
-y
e
L
|™

SS daf
3.180 1
.007 1 .007 .010
.028 1 .028 .040
© 3.214 3 _ 1.071 1.561
54.896 80 .686

3.180 4.634*

a5 U0 -
. : /



State

Metro

1Highest possible score
lower numbers indicate that courses.

Table 17
Cell Means for Student Teacher:s at Two
Sites on the Value of Prior Courses Subscale
of the Student Teacher Expectations Instrument’

General
Sample

2.59
(N=33)

Intensive
Sample

2.61
(N=10)

2.22
(N=33)

5. Naﬁe\that this‘sca1e is scored in reverse:
were more valuable than expected.
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their prior education courses were somewhat more valuable than did the studént
teache?s from State University (§m = 2.21 compared to is = 2.60, where 1 =
“very much more valuable than expected“).

Discussion. This result of a site difference may or may not be construed
to be a fuﬁctign of school composition. For éxampTe, it may be that;the
nature of coursework across the two institutions differed in quality (haﬁever
one wishes to define that; eigi,-“better“ instructors, a better-integrated
curriculum, "better" tests, etc.). It could also be that the two universities
offer comparable coursework, but the coursework has differential applicability
to the school districts in which the student teaching is occurring. Finally,
it is conceivable that the student teachers at Metropolitan were, for some
unknown reason, better at utilizing the professiocnal preparation received
through the university.

Findings from the "Plan to Teach" item. A final item assessed on the

Student Teacher Expectations. scale concerned whether or not student teachers
planned to teach (1 = yes, 2 = no) upon completion of all certification.
‘requirements. The mean for 311 student teachers Ha5.1g19_ No significant
differences-azrcss site or 53@91& type were abserved! ’

Discussion.~ It seems reasonable to conclude’ that most, but nct all, of
the student teachers in the éITE sample are determined to cantinue_ufth thair
career chaice_ There}is no way (aﬁ present) to distinguish how many will
actualize their intentions. The latter remains as a question for future
research.

-Iﬁ;c@nﬁ1usiaﬁ, part%cipants’ responses to several 1nstrﬁments were
analyzed in relation to the site where student teaching was conducted. 1In
several cases differences were observed; pértisuTar subscales of tﬁé Teacher

Work-Life Inventory revealed significant differences for the site variable, as

\ | | a7
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did the "Value of Prior Courses" subscale of the Student Teacher Expeétééians
instrument. Other subscales seemed to reflect mu1tiple cetermination, such as
the three-way interaction far_partit%pant type, site, and sample on the
"Executive Responsibilities" subscale of the TWLI (which seems reasonable:
one's responsibilities will almost necessarily vary with one's designated
role; the role specifications will vary with the school district; and greater

demands were made of those persons in the intensive sample). Thus, the

be associated with differences in the way the experience is'perceived Kaﬂd
therefore responded to) by its participants. 1
Summary - | | ' ' \‘\.\
Several ;haracieri;tics of the schools and school children ﬁhich géeet
student teachers are believed to influence the perﬁeivedd%ature of the |
clinical preservice experience in a variety of ways. Among those investigated
here are school faculty/staff size, pupil cultural diversity, pupi1-énd school
neighborhood demggraphics, class size, and school grade level éampasitian.
Their relation to severa1'§§;ch3139ic31 constructs, such as student teacher
_expectations, were explored. In addition to these concrete factors, other
constraints serve aé enﬁtextuaI boundaries for student teaching. Perhaps the
most prominent Gf- these are “formal éréanizaticna1 properties of the |
universities (and more specificéin thé\teacher eﬁu@atian programs) which
sponsor and direct the student teaching'éiperienae, as ﬂigcussed in the next
major section of this report. ) |

" Formal Organizational Properties

of the Two Participating Universities

Two bodies of university rules and regulations which impact student .

teéehing were examined in their published forms. First are those rules
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directly governing the teacher education program, such as the.admission
requirements for the program and for entrance into student teachiﬁg-, The :
second set in¢1udes‘thase which determine who may se%ye as a university
supervisor and how thét role is defined. - Each of these will be discussed in
this section of the report in terms of the two universities participating in
the RITE study. As is true with almost any organization, the reader is
EautibnEd that these printed rules and regulations may SEEmEtD differ from
their operational counterparts; nonetheless it should be valuable to .review
‘the infcrmétian as it has been published.

Requirements for Admission ta7;he_TeaEherfEdu;atiénl?;ggrams :

Description of State University. State University lists the requirements

for admission to its teacher training program in a universityEPQBTished b§ak

entitled Teacher Education - A Student Handbook (1980). The first

requirement is student completion of a one semester-hour course in edu;;tionai
psychology. As a bart_gf’this course students are requirad to téke‘the
!“Admissign Assessment Battery," a set of psycha1egicai instruments, The

handbook states that "it is part of the procedure used to help you assess your
personal strenﬁths and weaknesses especially as they apply to teaching" (1980,
P. ZQBQp:In additien students wishing to enter the program must {1) have
Junior éianging, which requires 54 hours of completed college work, (2) have
an overall Qrgde point average (GPA) of 2.25, (3) demonstrate adeéﬁate speech,
aﬁd (4) have their vision and hearing tested. Once these requirements are
met, the student is admitted to the program and:maj"begin to undertake teacher
education coursework. - | - i,

Once. admitted to the program, a student must apply for student teaching

rno later than May 1 of the year before ﬁe/she intends to studE@t.teachi

-Individuals desiring to student teach at the elementary level must have earnca
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an overall GPA of 2.35. Those in the secondary teacher education sequence

" must have either an ﬁveré11 GPA of 2.50 in both of their chosen "teaching
fields" (e.g., the subject matter they intend to teach), or a 2.65 in one and
a Ejzsrin the other. Al stﬁdents must have senior standing. In addition
those pursuing a credential must have either a minimum of six advanced hours
~at State Unlvers1ty in each of their teaching fie1ds, or nine advanced hours
in their composite field (1.2_, a combined major).

Descr1pt1an of Metropolitan University. Information ?egarding education

degree requirements is listed in the Eu11et1n of the Metrcpa]1tan Un1vers1ty

School_of Education (1981). Add1t1ﬁna]1y, to be e1igib1e to student teach at

either the elementary or secondary level, students mus; have completed two
education courses, "The Teacher, School, and Sgaietyﬁ‘ and "The Learner,
Learn{ng and Evaluation.” Students must also have senior standing, a 2.20 GPA
over g;l courses, and be enrolled in an approved dggreatpragFam prior t@
camméniiné student teaching.

Given that the university students have met all of their respeciive
institution's requirements fﬁf’enfering student teé:hing, the tasks of
lecating and arrangingvapprgpriate placements for them assume prominence. The
next section will address the complexities of the placement process, as it is
pivotal to detefmiﬁing the personal context in which student teaching occurs.

The Placement of Student Teachers

Degcriﬁtian af _State Uniﬁersigg, Information on the placing of student

teachers is found in the - HEﬁdbDGk for University Student Teaching,Superv1sars

(19?9), It ina1cates that the placement of student teachers 1in seggndar§
schools is handled by coordinators (who are university faculty members) in the

;diffefent subject areas. Occasionally supervisors, typiééily lower in the



organizational hierarchy than coordinators, are called upon to help with the
task -of placement.

_ At the elementary level, the 'Director of Field Experiences makes -
tentative assignments of student - teachers to cooperating teachers. The
university %uﬁervispfs then take these assignment sheets to the schools in
which they will be wgrkinglfor the principal's final approval. The prinéipa1
is free to change any assignments. Note that the Director of Field
Experiences has classified the potential caape%ating teachers into three
‘groups: effective cooperating teachers, questionable cooperating teachers and
inEFFEEtive:caoperating teachers.. If the principal wishes to place a student
- teacher with cooperating teacher identified as being ineffective, he/she must
contact- the Director. If the principal can. assure the Director that past
problems with that teacher will not recur, then the a551gnment can be approved
on a tri§1 basis. Next, all master assignment sheets gre signed by bath the
university supervisoé and the principal whereupon they ére returﬁed to the
Office of Student Field Experiences. At both the se&@né;ﬁy and elementary
levels, any’administrafar or teacher who has reépnnsibi1iﬁy for the classroom
:‘ to which the student teacher is assigned may terminate hié/her assignment in
‘that classroom at any time and for any reason. They need ﬁci shoy cause or
allow for é review. |

Description of Metropolitan University. The placement of student

teachers for Hetrnpcl1tan University is discussed in Teacher Educatian

Guidelines (1975), a handbook pub1i5hed by the Urban Unif1ed Schne1 D15triﬁt.
This set of gu1de11nes states that the univer51ty supervisar'is primari1y
raspons1b1e for the placement of student teachers. .Each supervisqr is

assigned to a selected number of schools. He or she then warkézthraugh those



schools to aid student teachers by providing the types of assignments that

Discussion gfrplacement‘;ggglatiqns. The contrast between the two

institutions can hardly escape notice. State University has 2 ;entraii:ed
placement ﬁragess which'is basically affirmed or modified by those most
directly involved i; and responsible for student teaching (supervisor,
principal, student teacher, and cooperating teacher); wﬁereas‘ﬁetrgpglitan‘s
supervisais are expected to nﬁnége student teacher placements in toto.-
Although State's secondary level coordinators are typiéai]y fegu]ar faculty
members, many of its secondary and elementary supervisors are graduate
studenté on quarter- or half-time assistantships; whether this is the cause or
the result éf the Gréani;étiana] structure and chain of command described
abage is impossible to discern. It is equally difficult to know wﬁethér the
fuﬁztiana] differences in placement procedures are assaciated-with differences
in the ease with which student teachers are accannndated inta the p]acemgnt
setting. In any event, once student teaching piacéments are established, the
ngvitiates have yet -another set of requirements which must be met prior to
:Eertifiﬁatiani These are discussed next. -

Student Teaching Requirements

Desefiptign of State University; The generai requirements for the

" This hanﬂbonk was designed and edited by the Director of Fie1d Experiences at
the university. The f9110w1ng requirements are 5tipu1gted (paraphrased here

for brevity).
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Studentvteachers are to:
1. Recognize that the cooperating teachers have ultimate responsibility
for what student teachers do or do not do in the classroom,
2. . Know and follow the rules, regulations and policies of the school.
3. Hainta1n an ethical and prnfessiana1 att1tude toward all members nf
the school community. '
4. Make themselves available for regular planning and feédback
sessions.
5. Make adequate plans of teaching assignments; share copies with~
the cooperating teacher and university supervisor.
6. Regu1ar1y attend student teath1ng and re1ated seminars.
7. Cnntinuaus1y assess their growth as teachers.
8. Assume responsibility for making effective contributions to the
ongoing curriculum. ;
9. Open a placement file in the Education Placement Center.
In addition school éaiendars, absences, autéide responsibilities, and stuaent
rteaching evaluations are discusseéi With regard to the university and public
sch§61 éaiendats. the handbook states that the university may havera hoiidéy
when public sghaéis are in session. Although the university cannot require a
student teacher to ccntinué ieaching on thaseidays, he/she is encﬂurageé to
proceed with student teaching in order to aveid interference in his/her
sequence gf 1nstruct1an. If the student teacher chooses ta take the -
university holiday, the handbnok. states that he/she is required to pravide the
ccaperating teacher with lesson plans. For thase days on which the pub1ic
school has a ha]iday and the university is 1n sessiun, the university,
supervisar requires student teachers to attend sessions on campus. No student

teachers are excused on these days. IF the school or school district is



conducting 1§iservi¢e sessions on these days, the stuint teachk=ers are eipéctea
to attend yn~ less specifically requested not to by t;he school dEistrict.

Student teachers are advised not to be absent fim their assignments for
other than s—erious health problems. If for some resn a stu-dent teacher is l
unatﬂeté be present, then he/she must notify both the coopera.ting teacher and
university ss=upervisor aé far ahead of time as possible. The rstudent teacher
is alst advi=ssed to assume responsibility for sEnding‘plans andi: /sor materia’l; to
the school i—F such was his/her responsibility for thiday. F-ailure to notify
“the SP?Eif‘iEd individuals may result in the termintion of the student
teacher's pbacemjerat. In addition the student teache is feql.ﬁ*;réd to notify
his/her univ-ersity supervisor and cooperating teachr in adv-ance b\‘\\yhenevar
he/she s gc=ing to be absent from class on a reliflous hg‘llﬁidayi ‘Prior
approvi] frossm supervisors andrcagper’*aﬁﬁg teachers ilike is necessary to
faﬁ‘litate tlhe scheduling of make-up time and work.

Whether  or not absences are to be made -up, tlen, depe=nds on the
situatim. If a student teacher requests permissionfor an at>sence to attend
-a job iterv—iew. then he/she must make up the absenc: If the studenﬁ teacher
is absent pe—cause of i1lness, then he/shé may be éxpected ta*imaiﬁe up the |
_absences if. gorogress in student teaching has been affected'by —~&he absence.
If atay t—ime in the judgment of a given universiy superwsrisor and/or
‘cooper#ing —teacher, the student teacher's absences ire exce-ssive 'lﬁs/her
assignment m=ay be terminated. )

| (uside activities are also discussed in.the haibook. S—tudents teachers

are advised to hold Qutéide act*iﬁﬁes (e.g., othercourses o employment,

spf;\éts. etcf} to a mipimum during gétudent rte'azhiﬁg. Althoug®n the maximum
ad\r‘isabj_‘e_gggrge load is 12 semester hours, the handwk reconzamends that most

‘students reggister for less. . Student teachers my not use= outside

.4
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responsibilitiesss an excuse to not meet their clasom respon bi'l*ities.
If this happens, the student teachers are given an Imedi=ate choice=--drop
student teachingor reduce outside responsibilities. |
Student teihing assessment and evaluation 1 anotBher area of
rﬂespﬁnéibﬂ-ity discussed in the handbook. The haﬁdbﬂdk stat=es that:
A copy of th student teaching eva‘luaﬁon is givnto s=tudent teachers at
the start of the semester. This form is completd by beoth the university
supervisor id cooperating teacher at the end f.rf the se=mester and placed
in the studmt teacher's file in the Education Mlaceme=nt Center. The
student teather is advised to become familiar with th¥3s form and seek
feedback frmmthe superv-isor throughout the semeter wi® th respect to the
—- categories included. |
At the end of th semester the student teacher is etitlecd to see these
| assessment forms, He/she s required to sign them as widenece of the1r having

been seen.

Description of'jgﬁ;réﬁq’litan_ University. Metropoitan EUniversity makes
available a publiation de‘li!néatinxg the responsibilitis of ~ those individuals

involved in the student teacﬁing prcgram. The Easicﬂemerﬁiary Orientation

Bulletin (1977) fis published by the teacher edu«:ation derpartment - and
st1pu1ates the follwing requi rements (paraphrased furbreviE:y)

1. Three setion lesson plan folders are requind, E=ach of these '
should 1nc1ude statements of ﬁb;egtwes, ntertSals needed,
instructional pFQEEEUfES, and student teachr eva™luations of the:
suséess of each lesson. 'Heek‘ly and long rime pElans are to be
develope for each subject area; daﬂy plans ire s:_;bm'itted a day in
advam‘:e. Plans are. mandatory for any teachly to be conducted by

th,e stulent teachers .
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2. A1l student teachers begin each subject block with detailed lesson
plans, although simplified lesson plan forms should be used after
~ the third week of successful detailed planning and teaching.
3. . Specific times for weekly conferences should be arranged.
4i,ﬁ’Absences, e;ﬁeptsthcse allowed by the university; will be made up.
5. “\Student teaéhefs are given competency task sheets to examine prior
to teaching each subject. They are to check off appropriate items
for the grade level andlseture the scgpe?ating teacher's apprnvél
and initials.. |
6. Art snould be taught throughout the semester in order to develop a
‘sequential program. | |
b 7.  Some playground supervision is required.
8. Lesson plans for-all-day teaching are to be submitted for appr§v§1
two days in édvancei
Information specific tg those ztuéent teaching at the ée:gndary level was
unavailable. In any event, once the student teachers have 5“2EE§S¥U11¥
fgiloweu the guidelines and requirements urnished thraugh their respeetive
jnstitutions' handbooks, they may be preﬁumed reaay for the certification
and/ar ﬁredentia11ng>prn§ess. These will be examined, as thgy affeg;

Certification_ _and/or Credentia]ing

DESEripiian Df State University. In Téacher Education: A Studenix

Handbuak (1980) student teachers are advised abnut abtaininq a certif1cate in
the following uay=(paraphrased)g ”

1. Student teachers must apply for their teaching gertificates, RO

certificate is automatically granted with a degree. They are to

apply in the Certification Office, Education Building, by mid-term
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(about mid-November, first week of April, first week of July) of
their last semester. There is a $2.00 certification fee and an
additional transaaipt fee.' The app1icatian must be notarized.

scores’ anathe NTE. Studant teachers may obtain 1nFarmat1an and tha. -
.application form at the Heasurament and Evaluation Center’'on the
State University Camausi Thara is a. separate $14.00 fee far the
‘common exam and fnr the.area exam. The tests are g1ven threg t1mes

a year: Navember, February, -and. Ju1y; Student teachers must aggji :

xabaut ~one month in advance. ﬁ~Tha NTE 1is not - required Far

cert1f1cat19n in the state.
3. Student teachers need to.be certain that -they will have completed ia;
all degree and certification requirements. ‘ 7;
State Univarsityrtharafara‘aaas nat autcmatically grant-thaAraaipgant g%
a degree in Education a,State teaching'certificate- App11cat1an is made to 7

. the State by %ndividua15i The unaversity does,’ however,: prav1da an nffﬁ;e on

Dascr1pt1an of Matropa11tan Un1vers1ty. Lika State University, l ng'?';
Metropolitan University does nat autnmati¢a11y grant their cand1dates in |
itaacher education an official certificate (or ' cradent1a1“ as it 15 knawn fn
that state). Students are 1nstaad adv1sad ta camp]ate an app11catiﬂn at the

, apan1ng of the semester in-’ which a11 requirements taward the teaghing
credential will be camp]etaa Hetrapglitan prav1das a “cradentia1 tachnician“
on campus to serve stﬁdaﬁta. Tha fn11nwang spec1f1c requraments for teaching

credentials are nut11ﬁed in aha Eu11etiﬁ of Hetrapa?1tan Univarsity SchaaT ﬁf

=

Education (1581 paraphrased here) ClL - ig - e .




1. A1l graduate students who wish to pursue work leading to
recommendation for a credential must have been admitted to the
=univer§ity! They shouid contact the Director of Teacher Eduéatiqn to

verify eligibility and formaiize program advisement. -

2. Constituticn Requirement. At least two units in a course in the
principles and provision of the United States Constitution completed in
an approved institution are required. An examinatian may bé taken anﬁ
passed in lieu of the coursework. Application for exercising this option
may be obtained.-at the Metropolitan Testing Bureau ©r any other
accredited or approved institution.
3. A course in health education in Grades K thraugh'12 (2 units) is
required.
4. A grade of A or B in bath\éqtraductsfy written English courses ﬁr one
_advanced English writing course is required.
5. A1l students pursuing a credential must take a course about
~mainstreaming. (Spegiéi Education Skills, 3 units.)
6. A.physical examination, which must be-appraved by the Metropolitan
| étudent Health Service, is*rgquireé of ail teacher training candidafesi
7. A peréanai identification (fiﬂgeﬁprint) card mvst be submitted with
the initial application for a teaching credential.
8. fhére fs a residence requirement; satisfactory evidence vy wgs ugos »
is achieved-;hr@ugh completion éf-24 units to be taken at bziiwn. +7 .
University. In addition, regular standing must have been establis.... by
the Office of Admissions. |
9. Credential applications should be made zt the opening of the semester
in which: requirements will be completed. ‘Hateriéis are distriﬁuted by
the credential technician. |
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10. In;Drder to enter the E1iﬂiﬁal preservicze component of thé
préfegsignaT sequence, students must take the following steps: (a) They
.must establish a credential program with a counselor in the Education
Euiidiqg and complete preadmission courses. Satisfactory ratings in
these g@u}ses are essential for admission to the student teaching program
(or "directed teaching," as it is referred to at Hetfgpoiitan)! (b)
Students must submit, duringitbe semester preceéingfthat in which
diretted-teaching is desired, an application for admission to directed
teaching to the Committee ﬁn;Persunne1 and Credentials in the foicé of
Directed Teaching. Al1l transfer studEnts'app]ying for directed téa@hing
" must submit to the Gffice of Directed Teaching transcripts of all work
* taken in other institutions. i
If the student has chosen to complete a 4-year academic program at
Metropolitan University a “Preﬁiminany Credential” is issued by the state.
The Préiiminaﬁy Credential i% good for five years. A fifth year of
postgraduate work (i.e., 28 units of gradvate level éagrsework):is réquired if
the student wants ta'ébtaiﬁ a f61ear Credential."” Clear Credentials are

_issued by the state upaﬁ completion of all requirements and the fifth jear of

coursework.

g Discussion_of Eﬁgﬂentialing\\rgquitgmgggg. ‘Once again, note the
differences across the two 1nstitut%?ns, both in ?érms_zf simp1e{€uantitjes of
requirements and in terms of the two\ levels Gf'&értificatian offered through
Hetrspaiitéﬁ University. At State University, gﬁce a student teacher obtains
certification, he/she ié -appafent1y\ certifigﬁ unconditionally. No
stiﬁUTatians abaﬁt future advancement (ﬁ_gg thréugh additional coursework) are
made; this is reflective of the foerisl\nf nniy a four-year program, unlike

Metropolitan's fauri‘and five—yeaf=pvcgraﬁs_

i
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\\\ In any case, while most teacher education students are able to proceed
through their prafessicﬁal sequences and field work without encountering major
difficulties, there are a few who will have problems. Each of the sites
participatis, in this study has made provisions for voicing complaints through
some manner of grievance system. These will be discussed in the following
section. i
Efjgyépcgs

Description of State University. State University's grievancé procedures

are found in their published haﬁdbaaks for cooperating teachers, student
teachers and university supervisors. The cooperating teacher is advised in
his/her handbook to direct most questions to the university sﬁpervisar; If
the supervisor is unavailable, or unab]é to be of assistance, teachers aﬁé
és%ed to call the Director of Student:Fie1d Experiences at the University.
Caéperating teachers are also asked to direct suggestions for improvement of
the teacher training program ta’the:DirEctﬁr of Fié]d Experiénces or to the
Associate Dean for Undergraduate Eduéatian!

In addition, if it becomes agparenﬁ to the cooperating teacher andlﬁhe
university supervisor during the course of a semester that a sﬁudent teacher
will not bé able to prggresslin the development of his/ﬁér teaching skills in
‘the time allotted for student teaching, théastudent teacher must be nafifiéﬂ |
as soon as possible. The student teacher will be asked to drop the course
during the last class week and re-register in-azsuhsequént semester. Only if
the university supeévisar and the cooperating teacher are Eeth of the opinion
that the student teather'iacks the ability to ever develop minimum competency
as a teacher will he/she be failed in the éDUFSE;

If university-supgrvisafs need information or advice regarding the

guidance of student teachers, they are asked in the university supervisor's



handbook to contact the coordinator of student teaching. If the failure or
dropping of a student teacher is necessary they are to follow the

aforementioned advice given to the 'cooperating teacher. Any comments or

suggestions’ regarding The Handbook for University Student Teaching Supervisors
(1979) are asked to be directed to the Office of Student Field Experiences.
Student teachers are also given information on grievance procedures in

the Handbook for Student Teachers (1979). If the student teacher feels

his/her university supervisor or cooperating teacher is not fulfilling his/her
responsibilities, the student teacher is asked to contact the Director of
Student Field Experiences at State University.

De;crjptjgn'affﬁgtrcpa1itan,uﬂiyersiggi Grievance policies with regard

to inadequate performance of a student. teacher are listed in Teacher Education

Guidelines (1975), a publication provided by the Urban Unified S;ﬁca]
District. In the:sectian entitled i;Sugge’st’:i‘f.sﬂs. for Counseling Student
Teachers with Serious instructianaT'P?QDIEms,“ this publication asked the
cooperating teacher to discuss all problems concerning inadequacies with the
student teacher and a representative from tﬁé university as soon as they are
detected. If the student teacher's performance is s0 poor that the
instruction: of studenfs is Jjeopardized, then the cgapérating teacher may
refuse to permit the student teacher to continue training at that school. In
addition, cooperating teachers are advisedﬁtg use the regularly scheduled
conferences to help solve crisis situations. This publication asked that
serious and. repeated problems be discussed with all personnel involved. No
recommendations for grieQanEe procedures are stipulated .for the student
teacher or the university supervisor. :

Student teachers must also contend with thé'inevit3b1e problem of

locating full-time employment in their chosen field, upon completion of degree
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and certification requirements. 7o assist in this process, both of the
participating universities offer a variety of placement services to their
. students. These will be reviewed next.

Placement Services

Descr;pt1an of State University. The university-published book entitled

%eé;hef Education - A Student Handbook (1980) discusses the career placement
services avai1abie upon completion of student teaihfng- This handbook states
that all student teachers are required to establish a file in the Education
Placement Office at the beginning of their student teaching semester. The
office provides students with information about teaching jobs as well as other
positions available in the field of education. There is no fee for

establishing the file, and no charge for the first five times that copies of

Interview sessions with representatives from many Schaa1 districts are-
arfangeé through the placement center. The dates for these interview sessions
are posted in the Placement Office. However, it is incumbent upon the
registrants with the placement office to sign.ip for interviews as soon as
interview time slots during scheduled sessions are pasted;' |

Description of ﬂetrapn1itaﬁfﬂnivetsity. The jcb placement procedures

offered through Hitrapahtan University are déhneated in the Bulletin of .

Metropolitan University School of Fducation (1981). This bulletin states that

the Office of EduéatiﬂﬁaT Placement serves two functions: (1) career
caunse]1ng and ass1stance to students and alumni in se:uring professional
employment; and, (2) seryices for graduate students related to admission to
graduaté préérams. Placements are made primarily within Western State
(pseudonym). Students are encauraged but not required to come to the
placement éFFice.eariy iﬁitheir search. The office provides assistance in-
73
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career placement as well as advisement on career advancement opportunities.
Given this averv1ew of how students are Sé1ected into -and advance through the
teacher engatiDﬁ programs at the twa universities participating in the RITE
study, some discussion of the farma] pracedures for selection and in1t1atiun
into the raies of cooperating teacher and university superv1snr is warranted.

Selection into the Role of Supervisor

Description’ of State University. Supervision of student teachers at
_State University is carried out by both prgfessgrs and teaching assistants.
Teaching assistants comprise the majority of ‘those in the university
supervisor role. Requirements far the appointment of teaching assistants are

outlined in the Handbook of Qperatingﬁfracedures published by the foice of

Eraduate Studies. Tea;hing assistants are required to ho1d a Masters degree
or. its equivalent except in extreme circumstances. In addition, a teéching
assistant must bérregistered as a full-time student with a grade point average
of S_biar above. The handbook also states that teaching assistants will work
with five to 12 student teachers duringsthe course of one semester. All
duties performed by teaching assistants must be under the direct supervision
of a designated faculty member. In addition Dﬂé% university supervisnrs are
selected, the Director of the Office of Field Experience’ will designate a
coordinator to guide their work. The caardinatcr is to serve as a source for
information and advice, University supervisurs are asked to cantazt their
caardinétar as soon as pass1b1e. i

Those prefggsgrs who supgrvisé Studgnt teaeheréfat State University often
(but netinegessari1y)'eh§ up Ecing=sa_beéause, in %he words of one, their
classes “didn't make." This refers to the situation wherein insufficient
numbers of university students enrolled in one or mafe of their courses, in

. turn causing the course(s) to be cancelled. When that occurs, a profe;gpr‘s )
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vork load may be balanced by the Dean of the Ea?Tége of Education through the
assignment of supervisgﬁy duties with an appropriate number of student
_ teachers. Note that none of State'University's supervisors are salaried or

selected through the public school district.

Description of Metropolitan University. The process involved in the

selection of the university supervisors at Metropolitan University is

£

delineated in a school district publication entitigd Tég;hgr;gdugatiqg
v nggejjp§§7(1975)i It explains that the university supervisor is selected by
both the district and the teacher education institution.

Some of the basic requirements and desirable qualifications which are
considered -in the selection of a caardinater.are=the following: a valid
teathing credentiaig permanent status in the Urban Unified School District,
competency and experience in teaching for at least five years, service as a
coaéérat%ng teaciier or demonstration teacher, a master's or other advanced
degree, ability to teach methods courses, knowledge. of. pupils' speciéi needs,
and ability to work effectively with district and community personnel and
pupils. - )

The fa]1cwiﬂ§ seiec£ian procedure is detailed in the guidelines and
paraphrased here: »

1. A five-member committee (three from the teacher training'institutign
and two from the district) evaluates the training and experience of
all candidates meef%ng the minimum requirements. The evaluation
consists of a preiimiﬂary appraisal based on the infarméti@n

2. A five-member personal qualifications committee (three frgm!;he
teacher training jnstitutian and two from the district) ihtervéews

the most successful candidates.

L.
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3. A list of available and acceétab1e candidates is compiled, based on
these ratings. .The 1ist remains active for two years.

4. The coordinator candidate 15 selected cooperatively from the list by

,thé district and the teacher education institution.

5. Thé actual assfgnment ié made from the 1fst by the disirict and the
teacher education institution in accordance with the contractual
agreement between the district and the university or college as
app}aved by the Board of Education. The contractual agreeﬁent
stipulates that the teacher training ins;itutian will assume
findncial responsibility for 60% of the coordinator's salary, fringe
benefits, and mileage, while the district assumes 40%.

6. Once the actual assignment is made, the district and the teacher
education institution continue their close working reiétiénship.
E%ven-this.understandiﬁg of thé quite different Séiecticn processes
applied to uﬁiver%ity supervisors at each site, a review‘ of their

respcnsibiTitigs (with an eye towards. their similarities) is in order.

Dgg;fiptiﬁn of Student Teaching Responsibilities of State University

The responsibilities of the university supervisor are specified in two

sources, The Handbook for University Student Teaching Supervisors (1979), and

Student Teaching in Lakeview (published by the Lakeview Independent School
;ﬁistrizt, 1978). Fgur'majef:areas are covered in each pub1isatioﬁziwthe
orientation of the student teacher; the abservaticn/feedbackiE?D;edééeS;
evaluation procedures; énd.!the nature of the role of the uﬁfvé}é{;y
: sﬁpervisor. |
Orientation. The university supervisor is required to hold an .~
orientation meeting for all student teachers under his/her supervision. At
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this time, the supervisor is expected to disseminate infarmatién regarding the
student teaching program, the school and any céurse requirements. In the
secondary and all-level (K-12) areas, the arientatién meeting will liEETy be
conducted by the area covordinator (e.g., a faculty member specializing in
Mathematics Education, for instance). The kindergértengand elementary student
teachers are provided with a general érientatiaﬁ meeting conducted by the»
Director of Student Field Experienﬁeg, followed by an initial seminar
conducted by their individual supervisors. 'The>fgl1ﬂwing suggestions for the

orientation meeting are stipulated in the Handbook for University Student

Teaching Supervisors (1979, pafaphrased he?e):
1. Supervisors should check the roll of the student teachers assigned to
the seminar. They are tn-natify the Director of Student Field Experiences
if any student teachers do not attend and return their applications to
the Office of Student Field _I;Experiences; All-level and seénndary
supervisors may give this information to thei} coordinator for hand]ing;
2. Supervisors should provide a brief opportunity for the student
teachers to introduce themselves and talk to each other. They should
then introduce themselves and tell the students about their backgrounds.
A feeling of friend]inéss and $Uﬁpart:§hau1é be communicated.
3. ,Students should be furnished with a copy of the supervisor's schedule
which clearly indicates days and times of availability for office hours
and aﬁpaintments, times and places for seminars, likely visitation days,
telephone numbers where he/she can be reached, and the téiephﬁne numbers
of the coordinator and the Director af:Sthent Field Experiences.
4. Supervisors should pass out cards to each student teacher to obtain
names, addresses, xieiephané numbé?s.¥ and their schedules. This

information can be added to corresponding information secured from the
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supervising teachers and distributed to all student teachers, principals,
and supervising teachers. In the case of e1ementaﬁy student teachers,

the school address, phone number, the name nf the principal(s), and the

5. 5uperv1sars need to review university and school policies and

procedures which will affect the student teachers. |

6. Students should be asked to write brief autobiographies which can be

given to their supervising taaéhers. «

7. Transportation probiems Reed to be resg1ved.

8.  Supervisors should revieZcheir responsibilities, as well as those of
the supervising teachers and the student teachers as listed in the

= handbook. Any particu]éf procedures students should use in fulfilling
their obligations (e_g.; lesson plans, absences, eté.) need to be
discussed.
9. General plans for seminars shaufa be outlined. Supervisors need to

recognize that early seminars should relate directly to the immediate
concerns of the student .teachers. |

10. Supervisors are asked to discuss the importance of first impressions
and -the entry process with the student teachers, so as to facilitate the
establishment of relationships with the suhervising teaﬁhersé

11. Supervisors should also discuss how the student teachers wish to be
regarded by their pup11s. School children usually want a teaﬁher_they
can respect, who values each one of them, 'who is fair, who sets ‘
reésanabieiiimits‘aﬁd consistently enforces them, and who respeéts the
pupils' feelings. | '

12. It is important for supervisors to discuss the necessity of the
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student teachers' being cansider§te of the people with whom they will be
supervising teacher's policies; procedures, and methods, it is their
responsibility initially to fit into the existing structure. When they
have established a good rapport with teachers ‘and stﬁdents and have
demonstrated competence and tact, then most supervising teachers will

give them the freedom to be innovative and explore their own ways of

a

doing things. This flexibility, however, must be earned. They cannot
expect it to be “handed to. them.* ' é :

13. Supérvisers'negd to.review the assessment instrument which will be
used in student teacher evaluations, and discuss their particular
expe¢tation§5

14.  Supervisors must discuss particular course requirements. fTheyﬂare
asked to include statements about: » | -

(a) the requirement to have TB test results on file in the Office of
Student Field Experiences before student teachers enter their
placements; _

(b) the requirement that theﬁ open a placement file in the Edysatiéﬁ

1a¢e;Eﬁt Center; and, | |

(c) each student teacher must furnish the supervisor with an "Admission -
to Candidacy" card (e.g., documentation of having qualified fa?'
student teaching). If they do not have one, they must go to the
Educatiungoffise and get one. This is a ﬁrerequisitg for the course
which the instructor must check. ” h

15. Supervisors are asked to remnind student teachers about the option .of
joining the State StquntAEducatinn Assaciatian; ér ihe possibility of

- securing some liability insurance on their own.
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Dbsetyatian; The Handbaak _for Univers1ty Student Teaﬁhing Superv1snrs

(1979) notes that regular abservation of the ;Student teacher, followed - by
feedback is the most important function of a supervisor at State University.
Observations and feedback serve as vehicles for both process evaluation and
the, instruction of student teachers. The following guidelines for
gbservatians are provided in the manuai (paréphFased here):

Frequency--The §ener311y accepted frequency of observation is once a

: week,-ﬂith few exceptions. éor those ,student teachers on
\ . half-semester programs such as kindergarten and special education,
observations will be ‘more Frequent (approximately six per month). In
\ " some secondary programs, student tea;hers may be assigned to several

schools with the same supervisor; in this case the frequency of

observations may be somewhat lower. In no case should observations

be made less often than every other week. Supervisors who feel that

s

this is not a reasonable requirement should discuss their situations
with the Director of Student Field Experiences.

e to schedule observations with

Schedu11nia-lt is 5omet1mes desira

\ the student teaeher_ This allows the student teacher to aﬁticipate
thezsuperv153r 5 presence and he/she can p1§n carefully for that
partiéu1ar lesson. In general, this provides an éppgrtunity for
supervisarsuggrsee the student tEéEhEFS doing their best work. It is
equally 1mpsrtant Far-supérviSQrs to observe their student teaﬂhérs
without having scheduled tﬁe observation beforehand. 1In this:waijpe
supervisors are 11ke1y to see the student teachers as they usua11;
teach. | |
3. Records--The university provides supervisors with forms to be used -
for this purpose. The fnrms are in triplicate, with no carbon paper’
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needed, and include cnpies_?nr'the student teacheri\;ccpe}ét{ﬁg é
teacher, and university supervisor. The gupEffisor‘s record af.ihe
_ observations shaﬁid be anectiotal in.-nature. The anecdotal records
- should include descriptions of specific behaviors and be j’ i
nan—eféiuative in tone. Because the recaéd;‘farm the basigfof ghe’_é
feedback sessions, supervisors shbg1d reca?d wﬁat tfanspired in.
context, avoiding vague-QEﬂéraTitiés_ An appendix is pravaded in the
héndbeak with exgmpTéslaf statements. Cooperating teaﬁhers need tg s'l
be provided with records of both iha ébserxatﬁan and gerrespunding .
feedback forms. | i - i
4. Contents--Items fe@uséd;én-byétﬁe.éupgriisa? diring an ubserva£{an~=

should be partly determmed during the previﬁus feedback session. - |

determining which EYEntS are to be recorded and which may be
filtered out, because it-1is 1mpnssih1e ‘o record everything ‘that

transpires. In addit1an, superviscrs should observe an iﬁstrugtignal .

behavior without the priur knau1edge ‘of the student tea:her. For *_ .

\

B examp1e, if the supervisgr wished to fﬂcus on the cogn‘itive 1eve'l of . -

: questions genera11y asked by the student teacher, he!she wau]d nnt g,
inform him/her of this befnrehand 'so that baseTine frequenc1es cndléiﬁr
be obtained. When chses1ng behaviars 10 nbserve, supervfsﬂrs shgu1d‘ .

- restrict the observation to a véry few (Qne to three) 1dent1fied or:-
“target” behaviors, There are severa1 reasons far this: firstj the
student teaghergwiilzbe able to focus on only ‘cne aq;twa ;1§ss§p§?f?“ .
behaviors for improvémené ét’ani B%eftimé;'and!sezdnd1y,fthis israisa‘}'
T1ikely the supervisor's 11mit,tin:terms forécarding infafmatigﬁjfnr

an anecdotal record. ' E : .
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. Evaluaiiod. The Handbook for University Student Teaching Supervisors
(1979) aut]ines-thé purpose and mechanics of the final student teaching
evaluation. {The purpose of the final.evaluation is twofold: it should inform
the student of his/her progress in student teaching and communicate to hiring
officials the adequacy of the stﬁdeht-teacher‘s performance in the classroom.
Supervisors ére tﬁerefare aékéd‘ta make evaluations as a;cu?ate-and realistic
as passibi;. In particu]ar, they ‘are warned against inf]atéd marks on the

rating sgale pnrt1nn of - the.eva1uat1nn forms.

¢ Role of un1vers1ty superxisar as 1iaison. The following -guidelines for a

working relationship with the ;upérvssqrs schools are also siated in the

Handbook for Uniye?sitxfggqqggﬁ Teaching Supervisors {1979, paraphrased for
brevity): . E T _ ‘x B Lo 7 -
) 1. i}Univérgitygsupecﬁiéafs‘shau]é recognize that colleagues in the field
are competent Prgfessian%f;,iand respegt-théir Judgment accordingly.
.-, 2. The supervisor's primary réle in the school is to work with
7 students 1in the State ﬁﬁiversit} teacher‘réducatign _program.
: Sdpervisors are instructed to not try tg imprave the instruction
be1ng prav1ded by the c1assraam teachEtf Eninciding ‘with this is the
o i ' =admaﬂit1§n that it wou]d be* inapprapr1ate for supervisors to
' obserVe“ teachers® or of fer suggestions abaut their teaching.
23. . Superv1snrs are rem1nded that 1t-is unethita1 to gossip or to
~i.5 <. discuss the 1hadequac1es cf -people (student teachers, caoperating
teathers. gr others) with' gther peine.

gs’ Supervisors shau]d ngt use their other respnnsibi11ties on the

»:} ' univer51t§ campus ‘as an excuse to nat Fulfill their supervisqhy
. ﬁ 'FV“ respnns1b11ities. L ‘ - '
S - _
e o N -
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5. Supervisors are instructed tc never violate the prinéiple of
avoiding decisions which would e harmful or detrimental in any way
A to the pupils in the classrocms. , ' |
The -supervisor is:also expected to serve as a liaison between the
cooperating teacher and the student teacher. Thé school district booklet

entitled Student Teaching in Lakeview (1978) states that the university

Supervisor must do the following in order to fﬁifii] his/her obligation toward

that role: | ; |

1. Meet with prospective cooperating teachers prior tg student
teachers' arrival.

7 2. Provide each cooperating teacher with an up-to-date autobiography of

- the assigned student teacher.

5. Schedule and conduct at least two three-way conferences batween
Eaﬁﬁf;riad of student -teacher, university supervisor, and

cooperating teacher.

Descr1pt1cn of Student Teaﬁhing Respon51bi11t1es of Superv15ars at

(Metrapa1itan Universiﬁy

: Uniike State University, there 1is 1itt12 printed iﬂfarmat1on availzble
with -regard'-to the Metropolitan University supervisor's ro'le in the
orientation of student teachers, the prcv151on of abseriatian and feedback to
student teachers, and the final eva\uatians. However, detai\ed information is

'prav1ded in the Teacher Educat1un EuideTinEs (1975) Hith regard to the

' supervisnr s role as a 1iaison. Avai\abIe infarmat1un on these topics will be

':reviewed;'



Orientation, observation and feedback, an§¥finaj,evaiuatignsg The

Teacher Education Guidelines (1975) refer to an 1n1t1a] orientation meeting

with all student teachers. Information regard1ng~schee1 pla:ement and
univ;rsity pa]icies is disseminated at th{s time. \ A1thaugh the term
observatian“ is not directly used, this pub11cat1on daes state that the
'superv1sor will provide "direct superv151gn of c1assraom instruction by
studﬁnt teachers” (p. 18). In addition supervisors are required to assist

student teachers in their self-evaluation of progress.

Role of university supervisor as liaison. The TEé;ﬁEf7E§Q§atiDn
Guidelines (1975) specifically state that the university supervisor will serve
as the liaison between participating schools and the institution he/she
represents.”~ The following résponsibi]itiés are described (paraphrased here):

1. Under the direction of the principal, supervisors ﬁi]] aid schools
in conducting staff development programs; organize and conduct a
i ' school program for ihe inservice education of ccapérating teéghersi
including on-site seminars, workshops, graup c0ﬁferenﬁes, and
presentations of reports, lectures, and demonstrations.

2. Supervisors are expected to assist 5§hﬂ@1 administrat§rs by
communicating the resuits of research and-other new;devaiapments
that may be utilized to improve teacher education programs.

3. Supervisors will identify talented new teachers for pégsibie

employment in thetdistrﬁctg i
4. The supervisors should arrange for the assignment of student
teachers with the input of schDD1 administrators.
S. "~ Additionally, in cooperation with school administFatar%, the
supervisors are expected ﬁe organize '@bservation;paé;iﬁipatian

prégfams and make provisions for teaching demcnstratians as a
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supplement to the university students’ courses in curriculum and
instruction.

Supervisors should identify school resources for use by the teacher
education institution, and report to that institution information
concerning newly developed programs of instruction and experimental
programs,

Supervisors need to orient particular cooperating teachers to the
evaluat‘ian»procedures used by +the particular teacher edu’catinﬁ
institution, and will evaluate the performance of student teachers
together with cooperating teachers.

Supervisors are expected té provide university or college resources
for use by the cooperating teachers. |

Supervisors are asked to enccurage Cﬁéberaﬁng teachers within a
given school, and in different schoois, to share programs of

instruction that they have developed.

With regard to the supervisor's role as a liaison between the student teacher

_and cooperating teacher, the following guidelines are offered (again,

1! i

Supervisors are responsible for orienting the cooperating teacher to
his/her role and responsibilities in working with individual student
teachers or with a team of supervising teachers and student
teachers. | :

Supervisors will assist the cooperating teachers in &stablishing a

performed by student teachers.
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3. It is expected that’ supervisors will respond positively to requests

=

student teeehers. : =,

Discussion Bf Student Teeeh1ng Responsibilities at the Two Sites

the guidelines furnished by both the pertieipeting universities and school

districts to supervisors of student teachers. For example, publications from
one site (State) speeify that supervisors are not to interact with cooperating
teachers for the purpose of critiquing or improving their teaching; materials
- from the other site (Metropolitan) heavily emphasize the supervisors' role as

providers efzprefeesienei growth experienees to both inservice and preservice

. teachers. Also, State University offers a number of "how-to's" (e.g., passing

out note cards te obtain phone numbers, etc.), while the ether leaves the
mechen1cs of the euperv1serss role in regard to the student teachers, more
open te individual 1nterpretat1en %

Perhaps the issue of speeifieity/genereiity in stated role %unetiens is
reflective of the caliber and capacity of persons working as supervisors at
the two sites (mostly graduate students versus highly experienced Fu11stime
supervisors). It is not pDSe1D1E however, to meke a definzteedeterm1netien

Ahef how these differences impact either the student teachers as 1nd1v1due1s, or

the 1mp11eetiens of these for the teaching:prefessien) In turning to an
exem1nat1en ef the selection and role’ specif1eetiene of eeeperat1ng teachers
at the two sites, it w111 be 1nterest1ng to note if the” apparent trend of

-d1fferences in formal processes is mein;einedi



Description of Requirements for Selection as a Cooperating Teacher

State University. The following criteria for the selection of

handbook published by the Lakeview School District: -
1. Holds a bachelor's degree.

- 2. Is certified in the area in which he/she is teaching.

4. E;pressés the desire to have a student teacher.

}5. 1s cooperative in his/her professional relationships.

6. Is committed to student teaching as a prﬁFESSjﬂnal gr@wthzéxperienﬁéi
7. Ié willing to give time to thé student teacher.
8. See himself/herself as a l1ifetime learner.’

) 9. Demonstrates effective classroom tea;hing-ﬁ ?

10. Seeks new methods and materials. . .

11. 1Is flexible in his/her program.

12: Will allow the student teacher opportunities for innovative teaching.
In addition the handbook delineates the following steps for the selection of

: Eﬂ@perating teachers (paraphrased here): '

1. Teachers should receive, §ign and ?éturn appliication forms to their
principals; these are forwarded to the Office of Staff-:Development
and Student Teaching. ‘

2. Thgiﬂfficé of Staff Development andEStudent Teaching compiles a
Master A;signment Sheet for each éampus in the District.

3. Tentative assignﬁent of student teachers is coordinated through the
éa1iege/university-foiﬁg of field experiences and the D%étrigt

Office of Staff Development and Student Teaching.

&
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4. Principals are contacted by the university supervisors for their -
approval and necessary signatures.
5. Supervisors then arrange for student teachers to visit their school

;buiidings and meet their principals and supervising teachers.

Metropolitan University. Metropolitan University's cooperating teachers

must also meet certain'seTectiﬂn'staﬁdards. The following cfiieria are

outlined in the Teacher Education Gu1de11nes (1975) handbook pub115hed by *ma)
Urban Unified Schnc’l District: d . /

1. Effective teaching skills. _

2. Sound philosophy of education based upon knowledge of growth and
deveiopment of pupils. |

3. Understénding of and commitment to the educational goals of the
district, administrative area, and school. ‘

4. Ability to relate well to others.

5. Willingness to examine, evaluate, and improve his or her own
teaching.

6. Interest in teacher education and a desire and ability to serve in a

supervisory role. B _ . .
This handbock also stipulates that the principal of each school involved

in the student teaching program shall work in cooperation with one university
supervisor on the selection and assignment of cooperating teachers and student’
t@azhérs.

CaoperatingﬁTeacher Role Dr1entat1un and Respnnsib111ties

Description of‘§;;§g University. Cooperating teachers are provided with

a handbook specifically designed to help orient them to their roles and -
"responsibilities. This handbook, Euiding Student Teachers: A Manual for the

Supervising Teachers in the State University Student Teachiﬂg Pragram (1979),
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1

delineates the responsibilities of the university supervisor, the cooperating

* teacher and the student teacher; outlines university policies with regard to

student teaching; and provides the cooperating teacher with suggestions for

_ Drgaﬁizing his/her responsibilities. The following responsibilities

(paraphrased for brevity) of the cooperating teacher are outlined in the

handbook. A supervising teacher will:

Ti

2!.

Accept the student teacher as a professional.

Acquaint the student teacher with appropr{ate school paiiéiés,‘
personnel, materials, resources, and"5p32i31 programs.

Allow the student teacher to assume responsibility as his/her
readiness permits. ; | |
Encourage the student teacﬁér to be creative and try new teaching
strategies. o o

Require lesson plans from the student teacher prior to his/her
teaching. - '

Observe the student teacher instructing the class on a regular basis

.(at least weekly) and provide written notes to both the student

&

teacher and university superviséri
Provide an organized feedback session for each observation, together
with a written summary of the session results to béth the student
teacher and the supervisor (this need not be to the exclusion of
notes taken by the student teécher)ﬁ | |

Conduct regular cooperative planning sessions wifh the studenﬁ
teacher (a miniﬁum of one each week). ;

CGﬁpiéte a student teaching assessment form at the end of the
semester and discuss it with the student teacher. There should also
be a %idisemester conference in which the student teacher is

- Com gy -



informed of’his/heriievei of proficiency anq;is uffered concrete
suggestions Fér improvement. ]
10.  Attend inservice meetings conducted for cooperating teachers.

‘In addition the Lakeview School District outlines the role of the

cooperating teacher in the handbook, Student Teaching in Lakeview (1978). It

‘states that the ccoéereting teacher should do the following when working with
a student teacher (also paraphrased): o

1. Recognize that the professional anﬁ Tegal responsibility of the
classroom remains in the hands of fhe regular téaeher!

2. Accept the student teacher as a fellow professional. - -

3. Hé]p the student teacher accept each child as a unique individual.

4. Plan with the student teacher the steps in assuming :lassroom
responsibiiities, and allow the student teaﬁhér to assume more
respensibility as he/she exhibits readiness to do so.

5. Demonstrate effective teaching. -

6. - chourage the student teacher to be creative and try new teaching
strategies.

7. Plan for periodic evaluations with major emphasis on continuous
growth. . |

Discussion. Notice the high degree of similarity in the items obtained

_Afrnm the two different saurces!,_ﬂhfle there is reliability or consentius
across the formal processes of the two -organizations, hgweve§; the
.operationalization 6F’§gveral items (é.g., demgﬁ;trate effective teaching,

accept the student teacher as a professional) is left apeneendeé_ Therefore

&

the'infgrmag processes impacting cooperating teachers in Lakeview may be a

significant source of variation in the way they define the role. Cgmparé this




situation with the guidelines provided by Metropolitan University and the
Urban School District. 9

Description of Metropolitan University. In a similar effort to orient

the cooperating teachers to their Fﬂies and responsibilities, the Urban

Unified School District provides each cooperating teacher with a handbook

(paraphrased for brevity) are delineated, such that the cooperating teachers
CwWin: |
1. Safeguard the welfare of their students by maintaining an acceptable
instructional program at all times.
2. Perform all regular classroom duties under the direction of the
principal. '
3. Acquaint the student teacher with the school, the school faculty and
staff and the pupils.
4. Provide the studént teacher with copies of all texts, manuals,
scheol bulletins and forms.. !
5. Attempt to estéb]isﬁ the student teacher as a leader in the
classroom. o
6. Observe the student teacher, vecord ail observations in detail and
pr@vida>feedback to the student teacher at Heekiy céﬁferenges!
‘7! hEvaiuate the per%arman;e of the student teacher.
8. Atunfer with the university supervisor frequently to provide him/her
with informed evaluations of the student teacher's progress.
9! Participate in %nservisg education classes and prnfeséicnai meetings
» :dea1ingrwitﬁ the sugervisian of student teachers. )

Discussion. In conclusion, there would appear to be a fair amount of

similarity in the respensiﬁ%]ities that both school districts and universities .
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have designated as belonging to cooperating tea;hersi The overall thrust is
clearly one of shared professionalism in the classroom, intended to promote
student teachers' application of instructional ané management skills to some
satisfactory level of autonomous functioning. Again, the similarity across
“sites as well as:érganizatians in the guidelines' contents is simultaneously
remarkable -(as evidence of their practical validity) yet distressing (due to
the absence of operational definitions for many df the items). Because of
this lack of preéisian, the significance of informal processes in the conduct
of student teaching roles can be paramount. These will be discussed in the

next two major sections of this report. : -

InTormal Organizational Prqgettjes of Universities
Note that while formal guideiihes are established to govern student
teaching, the infarmai, day-to-day interactions among the participants within

their particular settings must be examined to acquire a more accurate

description of student teaching. This section of the report will discuss the

informal pf@cesses of the university related to student teaching in the
specific areas of placement and grievances. Following the discussion of
informal processes of the university, a description of those informal

processes related specif

[l |

cally to the university supervisors will be

il

pfesented.

Informal Organizational Properties Related to Placement Df'Studentheaéhggg

Description of State University. Prior to the arrival of student

teachiers, classroom teachers are selected as cooperating teachers. Consistent

-with the formal guidelines set forth by the Lakeview School District and the -

State University, most of the cooperating teachers interviewed‘indicated that
they had volunteered for the role. However, they %eparted having been
selected from the pool of volunteers ‘by théi? principal. Whether this was a

L8 %2



reflection of lack of awareness of the Lakeview éentrél administration's
1ﬁvo1vement_ as well as the university's, or a simple report thatﬁtﬁe,
principal was the person who conveyed the information directly to the
teachers, 1is unknown. The méjerity o% caaperating teachers considered being
selected an honor, i

Following the selection of taaperaiing!teaehers, student teachers are
assigned to classrooms. According to the_stﬁdy%partieigants,"p1acement?§f
student teachers tended to vary with the individuals {n¥q1§ed, despite the
formal description of control by the Director of the foicéxaf Student Field
Experiences. Some student teachers indicated meeting with their school
principal prior to being assigﬁéé to a téacﬁer;vin these meefings, principals
attempted to effectively match student and cooperating teachers by determining
the stqunt:teaﬁhE?s‘ basic philosophies with regard to instru;tinn. Some
university supervisors also indicated meeting with princﬁpais to determiﬁe
_placement of student teachers. One supervisor stated that she had asked her
student teachers fill out questionnaires; these were shared with the
p}ingipaig -The two thén worked together to effectively match cooperating
teachers with;student teachers. |

Discussion. In sum, aithaugh procedures have been gut1ined in univeréity
publications as to how stﬁdent teachers will be piagéd'in the Lakeview
éﬁhgais. there is apparent1y cnnsiderabie'siippage from the printed word.
This 1is ﬁat in any way_inteiﬂed'tc Ee a negative portrayal of the conduct of
Siate University's preservice clinical teaﬁher'edpcatién component; such
deviations could easily (but not necesséri1yiﬁbenefit student teachers through
the increaséd f]exibi1ity and personal Ena&%édge brought to bear upon the
édeéisién;making pracéés by the 1n§aT“%§§ﬁinist§§%b§§' and supervisors'

c@apeﬁative efforts.

[ v
N

93



Egsﬁrig;ign_af,Métrapaljtgg_ygjygrgiiy. Cooperating teachers in the

Urban School District tended to report having been seieéted through formal
procedures. They indicated that three steps were generally involved: (1)
preparing a sample lesson for the selection commitﬁee; (2) meeting with the
selection écmmiftee; and (3) obtaining ‘the building principai’'s
recommendation. Threelccnpefating teachers admi?ﬁed, however, that they had
obtained a student teacher without going through the selection process (in!éne
of these, no request for a student teacﬁer had ever been made by the teacher .
-=s5he was just given a note which foreﬁarned the student:teacher's impending
arrival).

Following the selection of cooperating teachers, student teachers are
assigned tQﬁindividUQT?sch3315§~&ggiggrsity supervisors (recall they are also

assigngd to schools) feported meeting as a group to determine'student teacher

kinds of preservite experiences, such as the observation courses, they
typically have SBme’prigr_kaniédge of the student teachérs‘ baékgrauﬁﬁs and
possible preferences. -This is apparent]; not the case.at State:Uniyérsity,

vihere largely diffeéeat faculty and'teéebing assistants are respnﬂsib1e;Fﬁr
observation biocks, studeﬁt tea:hiﬁg? and so on,

Description of Grievance Procedures

1A

3 -

Studentiteachérs and ccoperating teachers at bqfh State<bniversity and
Metropolitan University approach prap]éms with the student teaching experience
in a similar fashiah_ The'majééity of student teachers at both sites report
turning first ta.théir university sugervisnrs and then to their cooperating
teachers whenggrab1ems ‘arise (thﬁs is Targé1y consistent with tﬁe fd}mai
'“pracesses_a1reédy revieyeﬁ)_, Fewrindfeated turning toward friends, pgzgggs or
vafiﬂué suppért groups in thei% resﬁnnsEs te interview questicns_w SimiTariy,

=

= . . B & ) H




most cooperating teachers said they would turn to the univeré{ty sup;rvisaf
for advice when problems. afiseif A few reported speak1ng directly to the
student teaﬁher and/or the building pr1n§ipal

On the other hand, university SUPEFVISDFS}FESPGndEd to the interview
questicons by saying they would first turn . to their peéFs for Eonsu1t§tien_
Following advice from their colleagues, some reported that they would 95 T
directly to the cacperéting tea;hef involved. Few igu]d contact univeréity
aéministratqfs,:aithaugh the latter were aéknﬂwTedged by at least one '
éupervisgr 55 an autharitﬁ‘ta;be relied upon in extreme situations. Because éf

the compiexity.of the role, a closer examination of informal organizational

Informal Grgan1zatinna17Proggrt1g;fgf?theAynjygrsitiesi321§;1ngw;gjﬁgg

Unjvérsityi;gpervisnr
- N § i . - . N
Several informal processes may influence the manner in which university -

5upervi$ar§ enter, Qéganize, and carry out their raies-‘ These p%nééss;s;
include $Eié§ti9ﬂ requirements for university_super%isars. arienfatinn af‘éhe
university§supérvisars to theér role, tﬁéir respﬁﬁsibi1i£iesrdﬂring studéng
teach1n énd the support and reward systems that relate to that Jﬂb. '

,p’z, I o ovnin s ’i .
2quirements aﬂd rocess. Despite the existence

of fcrma]Jrequ1rements ‘and guidelines far use in seie¢ting univers1ty

supervisors, decisions regarding wha became a .un’ versity supervisor often

depended uénn re1at1ve1y mundane considerations. Three of the fivé university e
superv1snrs at State University were graduate students who had/é;p11ed for
appa1ntmen 'S as 1ncgme—produzing ad;uncts to their education, /Gne ;nnmenued 7
that superélsing student teachers tngk less time and had a 1355 inﬁense pace
than instruct1 é in a. regular university classroom (anatﬁFr option fgr

- graduate stuients)i; Another State supervisor mentioned the flexible working

/ s 95/
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day as the primaéy‘reasan fnr betamiﬁé *eunivéésity supervisnrif On the other

!hand the superv1s§rs at Hetrapo11tan univers1ty mentioned positive attributes

;assnciated Hi;h the pr when_ asked why they bécame university supervisnrs.
‘s\:They saw superv151ng as a way tQ cantr1bute tn their professian and wark w1th
' adult 1earner5., They were then rez@gn1zed as ' "master teathers" themse1ves

@Efﬂr%gbé1ﬁgéTEEQmmEDdEd,iSEQEEﬂEd;“aﬂd tested for @hé'uhiVEééityzéupervisnr

s Hhen asked abaut the1r tra1n1ng far the pas1t1nn university supervisors

) ind1ca£ed a mdp var1ety Qf exper1enees.  One State University supervisor
E

rep&rféd no’ spéi-41 training wh11e annther ment1aned teaching in public school

'ciassranms as the Qn.y tra1ning rece1ved. Other supervisors referred to

’ adm1n1strat1ve EXDEFTEﬁCE (as a -principal, or as a d1rectar of teacher aides)

and prior superv1s1nn experieﬁce at other 1nstitutigns when asked about their

B tra1n1ng. Three SupE?VisDTE did report taking e]asses in supervision,
aithaugh two had done so to rere1ve an adm1n15trative credential rather than

.tc 1mprove skills directly rETated tn student teach1ng. Eight of the

superv1sars -did feel they cou1d benef1t from some further training,

spec1f1cai1y 1n 1nterpersan31 relations, observation techniques, and/ar new sf‘=

classroom techniques to share with their student teachersg Some also felt

other un1vers1t1es with student téachers in the area schnnls. and from
exshang1ng ideas among other university supervisors and facu;ty. Two
| pervisars at_StatE fe]t that the job was mainly one Df mediation and
prab1em sc1v1ng and required tTittle more than common sense_

D15;ussiun of se1éctian requirements and<prqf ess. S ince few university

supervisors reparted specific tra1niﬁg far their jabs, one might expect ”

supervisors to acqu1re 5ki]1s through aTtern ite learning modes. Dne pessibIe




T

: fnede could be msde'ling, consiftred by many to be a powerful teaching wEechnique

- (e.g., Bandura, 1§59)— The iniversity supervisors often mentioned: the

impartence of se'leo:ting coopenting -teechers whu were good role modelss fer the

’student teechers. _yet they rarly had uppertunities themselves to obse=rve

uther university supervisors o might serve as their own role models=. Five
supervisors could not recaﬂ tier observing university supervisors wosrk with
student teachers whﬂe thre-e fiid they rerei,y did so. As a consequer=ace the
universit_y supernsars admittlly based their cnnse’ptisns of the eff-ective

university supervisur on secon-hand knowledge, and overwhelmingly deﬁeribed

_that ideal in terms of personi| characteristics, such as compassion ow¥ being

confident, rether than 1in tevw of supervisury ski‘l‘is and behaviors. ’rhe 1aek
of observation of. putentia‘l rnle models by university supervisors mayey have
imp‘heations for their job. performen:es, these wi'|1 be discussed at == Tlater -

paint in this r:eper. A
-Description of arieﬁtation to the ruie ef u’niversity supervisor-. Iﬁ

practice the res;mnsibﬂities of the university supervisors were muck= more
extensive than a . reading of forma‘l quide]ines would imply. Hhi’le *‘tﬁe

supervisurs reeagmzed the impriance of their administrative function=s, they

itended to emphasize the -human, persunai uspests of the ru]e. Univel—sity

l supervisurs most. oFten mentmned infnrmai sources when asked how they besame

aware of their m‘le and resﬁunsibﬂities; These inferma1 sources inc=luded
support systems furmed by essociatian with uther supervisors, and ofte=n the
idius_yncratis pricrities af the individuai supervisor ‘based on prevﬁuus
experienee as a etudent teach: or "what I’ ve arrived at myself.” I-Eeevy

reliance upon- informal arientation to the role and respunsibi’lities c%rries

with it the pussiEi‘!ity i:,hai: the coneeptiun formed will be incorrect (~as one

97
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~supervisor said, "Whe knows? I may have been dD’l:lQ the wrong thing all the
Ctimet'), . . o . |

The nereeptinns fdmed b=y unive'!sity supervisors of the'ir r:eie end
responsibilities were interest.-ing and varied. As would be expected they saw
th;r iro'le as "supervising" ramther tn "teaching” when their reepdnses were
cetegorued with the five codiEng categeries deﬁned by the RITE staff for
que‘Htative data (see PP. 5-6 o©f this repert) They described their role as
(e) serving as a middle persosn, mediator, or liaison between - the public -
schools and the university, Cb) providing clear expectations, db;eetive
_ deseriptions, and informal ansd foml eva1uat1ens of student teachers
1perfermances, while also (c) servinas a security blanket for thdseseme '
student teachers. They assumec3 the respdnsibi'ﬁty- of efrering euggestidnis or
’ eemnunir:at‘lng requirements (botth thdr own and those of the university, te
strueture the activities and es:per*left&s of the student teaehers ettempting
simu‘ltaneaus'ly to mainta’in a gpositie environment for all concerned. A
breakdown in communication betwween and é}llﬂﬁg aﬂ participants--even those more
remotely concerned with the ‘adagetd—day activities 1ike pnineipﬂs or parents
of * classroom students--was comnsidery a major *p'reblemi and a negative E
reflection on tﬁe{zski 11s of the= uniwrsity supervisor. For tnts reasen the
supervisors 1ndie’eted that maki ng thaselves e'vfaﬂ‘ab"le either in person or by
- telephone at all times, and hav—ing :cqﬁerating teachers, student'teeehers;; and
principals aware of ‘this aveﬁaﬁ;ﬁ‘lﬁy Were extremely 1mpertent. In :Far:t six V
of the nine un’lversity eupervis_ﬂrs reported spending more time on their jobs
then their job deseriptiens sy=ggestel even though cdeperet‘ing teachers and.
. student teachers dften desired mmore tie and attention from them. E’speeiej_‘l_yv
at. State University, where thre=ee of the five e-_lpservi:eers were also graduate

students taking nine graduate Enhours neceeeargte meet job qualifications,
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these desires— for more time were prevalent. At the éame,time the coopera=—ting
teachers and =student teachers often expressed an ‘understanding attitude tcoward
the demands asnd pressures on the university supervisors.

Descript—ion of assignment to.student teachers and to schools. Anntﬁef

ér—ea of stude=nt teaching where the 'inf;nrrxr;ai_ systen often impacts is in t=he

" assignment of— the student teachers to panticuhn schools 'andx-cnnper‘atir_g
teanhens. Gi —ven various studies (Hny & Rees, 1977; Pna'le, 19725 and Pruiext &
Lee, 1978) s_ppnrting the 1mnnrtance of placement context upnn the studgnt '
tgachers per—formance, one \dmﬂd expect some attention to- ‘be given to thmis
'Fai;tnn by the - university supervisors. Infoﬁnatinn re'igted to ihis segmentit of
the student i:eaching experience was gained indirectly frnm the interviewws.
The supervisaﬂs at State Universit_y, possibly by virtue of their partf—HlﬁE.
non-permanent status, seemed to have little inﬂuenfse upon the placemem -

= *

: process, e;n‘ ewwven their own assignment to particmar schools. In contrast the
Meirognlitan supervisnrs made ‘attempts to becnme acquainted with teachejr
education. stuﬁents prinr to the beginning of the student teaching experiegn;e
for the purpaﬂse of "assessing Jimitations and strengths and trying to plamce

them in assigﬁfments that (would) be rost meaningﬂﬂ and he‘lpfu‘l to them." Qng

superwsnr, wEEo heard via the graneﬂne that a student teacher was disp‘legééd
with his/her‘ gﬂacement 1mediate’|_y cnntact.ed the student teat:her and uffgfed -
to make a chamnge. Such a change f:uu1d probabiy be effected more easi‘ly nﬁen
supervisors heave, nad 1nng=estamished ties with the‘pub’iic schnnls and‘jt,hﬁe,ir
_)r’esp’ective famculties -. and -Epﬁncipﬂsi; and the a‘lte_rnati‘ves thait these tie=s
allowed, rthan' by more transient supenvis;nrsnhnse contacts in the schools wawere
more restricte=d. Thﬂ State supervisnns could request changes, but the pran:;es’sf
involved extram adminiétrat‘lvg work with Lneir superiors and a consequent 1% oss

of precious tiEme.




DESEPiptfﬁn:ﬁf student teeehing FESPQHSibfTith;— A fourth area wher

experience was that of the university supervisur's Speeifie respensibilittn
These‘inerded prdviding'infdrmstisn, erientetiens; observations, feedbacl,
and evaluations to the student teachers, in eddities to serving as 1iaisol
between the student teacher and the eddnereting teacher and liaison betwes
_the university and the public school system. ' |
Although 16 of the 20 intensive sample student teachers eekngwledged
having ettended some type of orientation meetingzheidhty the university, sii
érenerked tﬁet.they werexstiii unclear about their role in the schools and
requirements of student teaching. Ten student teeeness credited the
university supervisor with providing more specific guidelines than informatin
obtained through the orientations, in what was usue11y termed “Peeing guides'
Two student teachers (orie from each site) reported nSt*heviné reeeived any
written guide]ines prior to the experience. None of the student teaehers
speeificeﬁy stated that the role was made clear before ernbarking upbn the
expenieneei One, in fact, stated that the university emphasized the guest
status of the student teeuher wh11e the public sehee1 prineipe1 emphesized ﬁ‘g
full ‘Feeu'lty stetus of the student teaehea‘ dur‘lng the local buflding
drientet1en._ Clearly, some problems existed in the erientetien phase of
student teeehing for, sdme student teeeherss '
‘ Thet a preb1emetie erientetien process was 1rr1tating or frustrating t
student teachers 1s evideneed thruugh the effeetive stetements they made.

QStete Unfversity student teacher respunded to the intereiew questien by '

'vvsey1ng, "1 do have sdme gripes in that erea..,“; anuther deseribed tne stau

University eTementary student teachers’ urientetidn thusiy: "It was terribl
s.Sasuu people- in the auditorium for four hours one morning. They tried

3,
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“explain everything. evenything was tnrnwn et ;eu.“ It seems unfurtunete Fnr
the student” teechers that they are not unifnrmiy provided with adequate
ini‘nrmetienD ‘ene that the information bieekege in turn may lead to
trustretibn, enxiety; and resentment at the beginning of such a critical
experienee.

Deserintiengef:npsergetien *espensi i ties. From the viewpoints of

eTmnst!everyene direetiy involved, with student teeehing. one of the prime
respunsibiiities of the university supervisor ues to observe end prnvide

‘ feedea;k to the student teecrers on their performances.- Hhen esked to

- describe an effective university supervisor, enepereting teachers empnesieee
the need for someone capable nF maintaining npenfenmmunieetiens among the
participants, whe also specified expectations early in the semester, mede
themseives aveiiebie. and made frequent visits to the elessrnem. . .

| While there was some varietien in the number of ubservatiens made by
university supervisnrs (from twe per wéek to one every twe to three weeks). ;L;
most student teechers aceurate1y expeeted weekiy observetinns. -Aﬁdefinite
difference was nnteegbetueenﬁthe accureey of student teacher expectations at

~--the ‘two ‘sites. A1l student teachers at State University eisééiéa?;eekiy;"”””

iebservatinns;‘and their superuisurs met this expeetatinn. In eentrest:eniy
one university supervisor at HetrepoTiten=University had ebmmunieetee ini such
a manner that the student tee;hers eeuid accurately estimate the expeeted=

" frequency of ebseruetions (ene every two weeks). In anether'eese, student
teeehers expeeted weekly ebservetiens Hhiie the university superviser intended
to make- ebservetinns every two te three weeks. In yet enn}her case the’

student teeehers'hed no idea of how often the supervisurxweuid observe, while

,the'sueerviser intended to make weekly observations. - o

Cw 101
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Biagp: , " ﬁfféiﬁervatian7respansib11itﬁes. A part Ef the problem of

toh petwers exgectations and actua] numbers of observations may be due tg
diFFfesences in terminology. Many:® Metrﬁpciitaﬁ Universitg supervisors |
mentiched mEkiRg “visits" to the classroem or "passing thraugh“ the ‘classroom
- ais wedl as mgkimg observations. The visits were very informal, brief, ;ﬁd
ﬂ;mgffnffy ﬁﬁtendeg to quickly ascertain "how things Qére going." The
fusice{ ;i of ‘these visits was apparently to keep 1ines of communication open
ared puﬁ ¥n an éppeérance to demanstréte avaiiab§1ity. Tﬁé university |
supervisors also felt that short, frequent visits‘were enaigh‘tﬁ give them a
senseiaf the adequacy of the stu@ent=teacher'sfperfarmanee. 'Hhiie=thé
university sdpervisﬁrs peréeived themselves as frequentiy vis{tfng, the
student teachers discnunted these visits since Tittle absérvatiun dfagnﬂsis. ,
‘or: feedback of benefit ta them resu]ted To student teachers observation
apparent]y imp]ied ‘an aztivity lasting twenty. tg thirty minutes that resu1ted*
1n some written recard uf the student teachers' performance, passiny some
evaluative comments <rom Hhich the student tea;her cguld gauge - his/ﬁ;r
‘strengths aﬁd weaknessés, plan alternatives and, finally, measure pérsgﬁa1
pragre55§ Five student teachers.at Staté University aﬁd three at_Metrangtéﬁva
Universﬁy stated that the univers‘ity superviszors could have been more helpful
to them if they had made more and longer abservatians as WEWY as observations
of different subjects he1ﬂ at various times of.day in the :masgraﬁmi; Some of
" the student teacheré felt that the univé?sity supervisors had not spent (aé
been able to spend) enough time abserving to get an accurate 1nd1cat16n af the
student teachers' teaﬁhing abiiitiesi The. :anperating teachers a]sg echaed
this feeling, although to. a- 1esser degree. They were more aware ‘and fergiving

of the many dEmands upan the time of the superviscrs, especially the graduate

! students at State.
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Descrintinn of conference rsspnnsibi‘litiss. One of the ’most noticeable

diﬁferenses bst\vesn the sites sccurrsd in the fi‘equsnsy. style, and sibstance -
~of  the fsedbsck given the student 'teachers rsgarding their psrfnrmance. _
Ste=udent .Etssshers at State Univensity had expectations of weekly individus’l .
cormnferences which were met, These were not ne:sssari‘iyi’pr’-esshedulléd |
‘themroughout the semester, but occurred efther spontaneously (usually
immmediately aftsr the observaticn) or at a later scheduled time. 1In QCODtl;aSt;
onlly one .univsrsity supervisor - student teacher dyad atiﬂstrspai{tanb‘
Unﬁvsnsity coincided in fheir nerceptinns of ths frequency é'F cﬁnf’erencss
(we=ekly). Three supervisors at Metropolitan University each hsd at Jast one
sti=ident teaehsr who had no idea how often sgnferencss would occur. Tw pajrs .
of university supervisors snd‘stussst teachers were mismatched in ‘their
'-*exEss;stisns with xthe student -.teachsns in each case 'expesting conferecing
nﬂrfsg;ftsn than university supervissrs. Again 1t appears that th
Hsérspsix{tsn University sﬁpsrvi_ssrs were not as suscessfui in ssrﬁnunicating
the= mechanics of the preservice ciinical s;psrisnss,tn their students is were
© the= State University supervisnrs._ I lv sy

Dissussinn of conference rsspnnsibi‘lities. Again' i:he appsi-enf

ﬂii:fsrenses may be rs]atsd to the structure of the student teaching programs.

_Stnte University supervisﬁrs were fnrmsﬁy required to hold fsedba:k stssions !

. aft;er an nbserva‘sisn. uhi’le it daes not appear that Hstrnpa’litan University

sup—ervisnr‘s were required 4] dn so. The 1atter group tsnded tn msei with
sthdsnt teashers fnr snnfsrences on an as-nsedsd bssis rather than regular‘ly.
- In - addition the Hetmpaiitan University supervisnrs sash taught the uniersity
_met==hods c‘lassss which the student teachers tank snncurrenﬂy with their |
- r;‘lamssroam sxperiense. Urﬂy one State University supervisor was teaching

snmﬁsurrent methods ciass, aithnugh all State University supsrvisnrs were
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requiresd to hold weekly seminars for their ;respective etudent teachers. The
Metropo1itan University supervisors in particular tended to depend upon these
reqular-ly schedu’led class meetings te make contact with individual student

teecher‘-}s befare and after the classes. These contacts may have served the

— o

feedbacBe function of the more ferma1 conferences associated with State

Univers—ity supervisors.

- Description of feedb;aek eenj;enj:. University supervisors also differed on
the sub=stance of the feeebeek they provided. Student teachers 55 a group
reportecd emphasis on lesson plans, although individuals mentioned a wide
variety - of e_thgex;: subjects such as helpful ideas for presenting lessons. Five
stedent teaehers eeu'ld not remember receiving any specific helpful feedback.
The major dif-‘ference between ‘the sites was in “the apperent degree of
set‘isfe;tinn expenieneed by the student teacher in re'lation to the he'lpfu’lness
of the university supervisers feedback. Seven student teachers at
"MetropoX i tan ;Unive}r--s'ity felt that all of the feedback given by the university
supervisor was helpful, while en1y one student teacher at State University was
) equeﬁy satisfied. Some ‘student teachers at State University felt thet some
of the wsniversity supervisors made suggestmns which did not apply to their
»particul ar dess settings, due to ‘Ehe superviser‘ s -unfamiliarity with the
.sehem Others fe‘lt that the style ef ebservetien (eneedetei reenrd),
feedbec}: (se’lf analysis), end!er conferencing (breed open-ended questiens)
was not helpful. Several requested more sharing of teaching 1dees by the

' uni“\lersitj supervisnr.

Disz;ussmn ef feedbeck ’eentent Hhen exemining the subgects diseussed

during feedback sessions, no epperent systematie differenees were found
‘between Metropolitan-and State University supervisors wh‘i:h weu‘ld account for

the difference in satisfaction. However, Hetrepe’litan University student



-teachers mnre eften mentioned - effeetive beheviers of the. supervisnr 1ike .
- ~ encouragement end suppe?ts—slg%e pnsitive affect, rather then eny substantive

differeneee. appeared to be .an 1mpertent eempenent ef‘ the un’lvereity

'superviser s role which. centributed to student teacher’ satfsfaetien.
It is e1se pussihle that’ the "reinforcement schedu1e upen which the

'Vsupervisere‘ feedbeek reletiveiy nmre than'the Stete student teachers. To
:expiein=th%s,’essume for a moment thaf student feaehens*Qenerein find .

~ personal attention (in the form of visits or ebservetiens) “from university .
supervisors to be highly newarning. Leerning theery end research 1nferms nne
that verieb1e reinfercement sehedu]es (e.g s %heee whieh are leest
predictable) with highly rewarding events lead to the nmst persistent ..

| 4 behaviors (gee, for exemp1e, Ferster & Skinner, 1957) In edditien,

dissenence thenny (Feetinger, 1961) 1ndicetes that events. whieh have a high

) cost (in terms of monzy , wnrk etc. ) and constitute a re1at1ve1y Tow peyeff

| are going to ee valued more than they_neu1d be under different (less costly)
eireumstenees. Thus— the Hetreen11ten student teeehene are~ reCeivinﬁi
unpredictable and brief wisits from their supervisnrs (e variable
reinforcement seheduIe) which lead to re1at1ve1y high and Eenetent levels of
entieipetien. preparation, etc. (a high cost 1n terms of. energy and effert),
it would be 1egice1 “fvom dissnneneegtheerv to. expeet these student teeehers te
find ' evenything“ their eupervisnrs said to be helpful and fevereb1y viewed o

(f.e., with pesitive affect). Cenverse1y, the Lekevien student teeehers were

on predieteb1e, fixed interve1 (ence a Heek) reinforcement - sehedu1ee. sueh
that even thnugh the cnntent of supervieeny enntaets did not appear to diffen.

* the value placed upen them and the affect associated with them could differ.

%
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i R x S _ |
- _Given this somewhat unusual {nterpretation of supervision, the final

~ payoff--the student teachers' final eia1uetienei—needegto be examined.

i Deseeiptieﬁ _of eveiuetien_ Another major, reeneneibﬁ1ity of the

’ university supervisor was “o. evaluate the perfnrmanee of the student teeehere
Most univefsity supervisere simpTy used the university previded Ferme and
',adnpted implicitly the criteria therein. Supervisors et both universities
held mid-semester and end -0f -semester eveiuetiens with the student teechefs.
however, enly at State University was 1ne1u51en of the eenpereting teeehen in
a conference with the other. two. pertieipants required | ' 7
Regerd1ess of the eniteria contained on the evaluation fenm, eniverefg;ﬁ
;supervisers enncenteeted en different espects of student teachers'_
perfermanees, besed ‘on their- pereeptiene of their etudent teachers' neede or .

eeeesiene11y on the personal preferences ef the su

irvisers. ‘In the evere]i ’

’ eva1uet1en e heevy emphasis was placed by univerei Y supervisers on e1eesrnem
and behavioral management followed by ‘teaching skills, reppert with studentsi
and evidenie of classroom students' ‘learning. Hhen evaluating a pertieuler
lesson after observation, however, the university sﬁpervisers nepeftee a.’
:diffenent fneue;‘ When asked hew they judged the success of an individual
student teeeherea reppert uith the,pupi]s. The responses given,with the next
greatest. frequeneiee were “their teeehing skiTis“ ‘and student teacher -
 _knewledge of the eeedemie content, respectively. The different emphases given
71n the various eve1uetiene could cause problems for the student teachers 1f
they anticipeted thet the seme items receiving heaviest weight during .

individual 1essen eveluetiens would e1ee reeeive the same weight dn the final.

" evaluation. An edditieneT prebleningght be diseentjnuity between the empheeess

=




-ef the individue1 university supervisur and the eriterie ef the efticiei
evaluation forms. _ o ‘ :

, As part of their eveiuetinn funetien the university supervisers etten'
esked student teachers to eveiu;te their own performance. "The . State

et the “Feeebeek Ferms whereen the

weeknesses. end 'suggestions for

.; impreVement ef the pertieu1er heheviers _recorded on the';Aneedetei Reeere.“

student teeehers to write an evaiuatinn on eaeh 1essen p’lani besiea11y "how
the lessen went. Supervisers at both sites reparted esking student teeehers "
to use the- t%neh eveiuatien fnrms for se1f-evaiuation at the mid-way pnint
and/or befere the fine1 eenferenee. Gne heTf et the student teaehers said

. that -their seif-evaluations were congruent with the university-supervisers"
- - N - ) : L i

-evaiuatinns:gf'them,awhiie tnree student teeeherslseidvthe;univérsitv
‘_superviser retedithe student teeeher:higher than each rated himjhETSEifiV;Né?V
university superviseriwes reported_ to have rated the student teachers 1awé§"'g'
then the student=teaehers rated’ themseTves. University eupervisers felt
: strengiy that “teeehers must be able tn eve1uate themse1ves -and didsrequire,

or at least eneeurege. praetiee of this ski]% by the student teeehers. :

~Hhen the st}ueture previded by eva1uetinn fnrms or feeusedvsupervisieniis_.f

_ peir of epen-ended interview questiens. "Hhet is the greatest strength ef yeur |
present student teeeher?‘ and 'Hhet is the greetest Heakness ef your. present ,
student teeeher?“ (Questiens for the university supervisers were asked in

reference to both their "best" and weakest" student teachers. )




-

teaehing behaviars or ski11s
Instead, emeng the due1ieete

L Mflexibility," . * ereetivity " senthusiesm.“ and prepered "f*‘;* 1i

» responses ameng the deseriptiens of weaknesses ine1uded “tvereautinus

e s
;,-_:.‘,

unprepered.“ The eppesjtiens eeress these terms eennet eseeee netie :
creativity and enthusiasm are not 1ike1y te be ebserved in semeene whe is '
evereeutinus, end prepered end unprepared are preeise eppesites. lf 5.-;f1

tensistent with an apparent tendeney ‘to " rely upen inferre

persenaiity!inte11eetue1 characteristics, - meny eeepereting teeehers and

university supervisers used ehreseelegy indieetive of the student teaehers'

being ehi1d oriented, or pessessing seeiel sensitivity. They deseribed t

lstudent teeehers ability to “eemmunicete at their (pupiis ) 1eve1" end their's;sf;;
“sensitivity to ehi1dren s needs. An;edditienei set ef respenses abeut

" .. conduct may be re1eted but the tesehers viera " 1ess speeifie’L'their student

rxteaehers strength was heving a “1eve1y menner“ with the_chi1dren or being

“sueh a niee person.”

Dthers noted the eeeerent metivetien of their: student teeehers. As ngﬁ

l'mentiened ebeve, they were deserieed as . being "dedieeted“ end "herd werking.“l

Hhiie these terms eppear to ee based upen student teeehin

ESpeeifie student teeeher beheviers as evidenee were net genf_

A few teeehers did speek te the instruetiene1 and beheviers, manegement }

ski11s of their student teeehers- Responses typiee1 et the “teeehinffski]]s“?

xtheme ine1uded esemp]es sueh es. "asked theught—prevnking questiens.“

"management, she teek eentre1 ef the e1ess quiekly,? “particuier ski11s in




teaching science,” and so on. It is a bit surprisiﬁg to note that the

i’

university supervisors at either site did not generate régpﬁnses which meshed

inteé&sting methods.” Even this comment does not specify what techniques,
étrategieég or results: caused the supervisor to label the methods
. "interesting:% ~ B ' S
e Ancther graug of respgnsesipgftaiged to the studgnt teacher's readiness
or security in assuming the role D%gteaéhera These included comments such as
“tﬁé kids really respected her as a teacher," "she was very poised in the
c1a§§raom;“ and so on. Here again, observable behaviors as evidence of
reédiﬁess or security were not provided. Similar pafterns were apparent in
cooperating teachers' and‘university superviégrs‘.descriptign of student
teacheré; Heaknesseénasﬁuéii as their strengths. Those weaknesses mentioned
with the highest Freque?zies referred to {1) somehow deficient intellectual
(p;rticuiariy analytic or diagnostic) abilities, (2) 1insecurity, and (3)
'ﬁﬁmmﬁnieatiﬂn preb1ems_' Hhiieréame cooperating teachers or supervisors were
Eemmunication problems, - the @thet two categories “{ncluded largely
unsubstantiated inferential stéiémentsé *being ﬁver-éautious,' “being unsure
- of himseif,“ “he didn't think there was anything uraﬁg;“ “her iﬁaﬁi1ity to see
"~ what's too much ncise,@ “judQQEﬁt;“ or “1ﬁab11ity to see what's happening
around her.* o

Beyond the responses which reflect this general concern for student
te;ghers' *atellectual and persanaiiﬁj characteristics, cooperating teachers

and supervisors were able taispecify,spme skill or behavior areas as

weaknesses fn student teachers. When this was done, teachers seemed to
approach 1aent1fying weaknesses with either.or both of the folTowing frames of

) k]
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reference: (1) the "real"™ problem was simply a relative lack of experience
which would be solved with increasediémauntsAaf time in the classroom, or (2)
the student teacher seemed to have the requisite personal characteristics, but
consistently or repeatedly erred or was inadequate in one or two relatively
contained or well-defined tééthing skill areas (the inadequacy was re1atfv% to
the cooperating teacher's idiosyncratic standards, apparently). |

Because comments fitting the first Frame of reference were typiéal1y
offered without elaboration, establishing subcategories through further
analysis of their thematic content was not possible. However, supervisor or
cooperating teacher comments which fit the second frame of reference might be
labeled as falling into the broad éategﬁries,@f (1) instruztianalrmanagement.
(2) time or behavioral management, ard (3) preparation or planning. Here are
some typical examples: "monitoring ncise level and keepihg kids on task,"
"handling prc@%gms around the room when you're irvolved with a chiid,"
“cantraf, and that's [a problem] with every student teacher," "being
unprepared, that upsets me,“-and "carelessness in areas of, 1ike, picking
worksheets to be used for asg%gnments.“ Thus, individﬁais wha-are responsible
for evaluating student teachers (whether university supervisors or cooperating
teachers) are capable of assessing them in terms of defined teaching skill or
behavior areas. |

" Discussion. The dilemma for the student teachers, and for the profession

as a whéie, would appear to ﬁé the infrequency with whiéh such evaluations are
made. This may be a bit disquieting in view of fhe_avaiiabi]ity of
research-based knowledge of what bEhaviérs constitute effective teaching and
contribute to an image of competence and security (sééi for example, Barnes,
Ngte 115 @agd;'ﬂoté 123. It is also possible that comments such as “"she was

very poised" were made about student teachers who rarely discussed any lack of
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confidence or insecurity with their cooperating teachers or supervisors,

leading to the latters' belief; but no evidence is available to 5ubstan§%ate

this. ’ "

!be1ieF_system held by both teachers and supervisors. In particular, it seems
i plausible that an unexpressed assumption may be operating, whereby certain
traitsgar socially-oriented personality zharégteristics are perceived as being'
Essentiéi vehicles for the trans1atién of teaching technology into pedagogy.

Consequently, when the various skills or behaviors are being utilized
su&cessfﬁ]]y or at least without major problems (in_the’athers‘ eyes) by the
student teacher, the success is attributed to the presence of requisite
personality characteristics or other inferred abilities and traits, such as
social sensitivity. )
Conversely, it seems that the:ﬁ§aperating teachers and Uﬂivefsity
supervisdrs often attribute unsuccessful‘uti1izatign of teachiné skills, or
failure to change teaching behaviors when that would be a sucgessful strategy, -
" to the students' traits rather than to their situations or to thedir fepe}tgire
of teaching skills and_behayiarsi From the per;pective of the feaehér _
educator, such a belief syéte%ﬂcau]d.either create a yide margin of comfort in
" terms of the supervisor's and/or cooperating teacher's responsibility for the
student teacher's performance (e.g!, a cooperating teacher cannot be askedrta
change a student teacher's persanaiity é% intellectual aﬁijities}. ar‘créate.a
frus :rating, "no-win" situation where the cagperating teacher's goal for !
student teaching is simp{y to endure it and hope for better ‘lucg of the draw"
in the following semesters. Neither of these would appear to pe optimal |
pefspéctivéé'for appraaching a key learnﬁng‘experieﬂcé in the ﬁrafessiaﬁaI

preparati@ﬁ of teachers.

L]
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Description of the liaison roje. Another vital role and responsibility

of the university supervisors related to student teaching was that of liaison
between .the cooperating teacher and'student teacher, between either of these
participants and the public school and/or the univers%ty, and between the
university and the public schools at the institutional level. OQne of the
first communication f;netiEﬁs of the uﬁiversity’supervisers was to provide
cooperating teachers with information about the student teaching experience
intended 5; that university. Only six cooperating teachers mentioned
specifically input by the university supervisors, who were said to provide
some "booklets" or "packets" eut11ning the duties of the cooperating teachers.
Only one ceeperating teacher reported a cenversetien with tﬁg university
supervisor orienting the coo perating teacher to his/her duties and

responsibilities. C ’jeretiﬁg teachers apparently received most ef their

information from books br guidelinés produced by the local distriet or the

university and acquired by chance, through ceursewurk at the university or
routinely from the Tocal district. Most cooperating teachers expressed
positive comments on the comprehensiveness and usefulness of the books and
gqidelinesa Several esEressed a need for some orientation meetings to sTerify
‘their roles and respens;;11ities. ) o

_ A difference between the sites was found regarding the provision of
written guideTines to the cooperating teachers. Most (80%) of the cooperating
teachers working with Metropolitan University mentioned having written
guidelines or boek1ets from either the university or the local distr1st. Only
one-fifth of the cnepereting teachers working with State University expressed
auareness of any written guidelines. Of those who did, one used a guide

idiosyncratic to the university supervisor and one used a self-designed
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"pacing guide.” Only one cﬁnpérating teacher mentioned_using the university
guidelines. |

. In addition to providing arien‘tatinn. the university. supervisors were
a1so viewed as communicators. They often reminded participants of
requirements to be fulfillad, and delivered and collected administraiive
papervork. Of course, their role went beyond merely serving—%s a conduit of
information a1thaugh'ﬁften their messages to student tea@hE?sgéﬁd Eaaperatiﬁg
© teachers were 1nfarma1 exchanges on a weekly basis as they papped in and out"
of the c]assraan. Both university supervisors and egaperating teachers
reported that most exchanges were oral; those which were written were most
often brief notes left in the student teachers' notebooks or on their lesson
plans. These notes were often read by all participants over the course of the
semester. Three cooperating téachers reported at midéseméstEF that they had

had 1ittle or no communication with the superviscr while four reported having

This infrequent c@nnmnicatiqn was interésting espe;ia11y in light of the
formally established State University observation-and-feedback system. éach~
observation made by cooperating teachers or university supervisors was on the
“"Anecdotal Record" which was printed on seTfEEarbanrpaper: This resulted 1n
three colour-coded copies of each page, one each ipténded for the student
- teacher, eagperaiing teacher and university supervisor. ‘The ‘Feedbéck Forms"

completed by the student teacher after regd$§g ;ﬁd analyzing the ‘Anécd§t51
;Rezgfd“ of the observation was intended to be shared.  The purpose of this
system was abvinusiy to keep all participants informed af the activities and |
comments of the gther participants, simply a tmmmuni:atian system. The lack
qf references by canperating teachers to the copies 1ntended;for them
.indicates some problems with the system=—eitﬁer they were ﬂét.being used by

f
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the part%cipants, or they were but not seen as being very valuable by the
cooperating teachers.

As a Tiaison between the cooperating teacher and the uniVE?sitj, the
university ;upervisér provided sevefai valued sefviies for the cooperating
teacher. ﬁhen asked how the univers{ty supervisor was most helpfui,
ccppéraﬁing teachers most often mentioned serving as a resource, pacing the

student teaching experience, giving guidelines for the student teacher to

follow, knowing the background of the student teacher, and interpersonal

~ support of the coéperating teacher as' another team memhef_ Cooperating

teachers felt the university supervisars\cauld’haveibeen more helpful if they

had more time available, if they shared more information about the teacher

- education program content, if they had clearer objectives, and if they were in

the c1assraﬂm more often., Four of ihe casperating teachers working with
Hétrapa1itan UﬂiVErsity supervisors did not feei university supervisars could
have done aﬁything to be more neipful. The other EQDPE?ating teachers working
with Metropolitan University supervisars mentigﬂed:aﬁ1y problems re}ated to
the contextual situation such as ‘the wnrkToad of the superv%scr and the
resu]ting 1aﬁk of time.! The cooperating teachers working with State
uﬂivers1ty supervisors also mentioned the problem of. time but additionally
requested more structure and ﬂbJectives from the supervisars.,_Thusi a site
diffgrente was seen between the satisfaction of the-znaperéting'teaﬁhers with

the university supervisors' performances. One situatian during student

critical was when a prabiem arose between the student teacher and the

cooperating teacher. The university supervisor was mentiﬁned most often by

‘the cooperating teachers and the student teachers as the person to whnm they

waqu turn if a problem arase. a1thaugh several other “people were aisu
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‘mentioned--the other partnerlin the classream dyad, the principal, the
university director of the student teaching program, a friend or family
member(s) , oo

Despite 1looking to the university supervisor for ggfmunicatignS;
observation and feedback to the student teacher, evajﬁatian,xéqgiheip with
'prcbieﬁs, the university supervisors were not seen by the caep2?3£%hg teacher
as exercising much influence on their work with student teachers. When asked
to ratéxthe supervisors® §nf1uénce on a scale from "no influence" to "little,"
“mﬂderate,“ “strong,” or “very stfang influence," F%ve of the intensive sample
‘EBGPEfatiﬂg teacﬁers said there was moderate influence; another five said
‘there was 1ittle finfluence. The extremes inciuded three teaéhers who
described tne influence as strong, and thfee who felt supervisars exerted né

influence on their work.

Student teachers did report a stronger influence for the university
supervisar- Eight of them said the supervisnrs had a moderate influence on
their WBEE; while five described the influence as being strong and three said
it was very strong. Thus, althaugh cooperating teachers tended to be less
’cr1tica1 of the university supervisars performance, they did ﬁﬁt perceive
their work ta be as: signfficantTy influenced by the university supervisurs as
. the student teachers did. | '

" On another level the univeréitj supervisors served as liaisons between '
the university and the public schools. The supervisors saw their role largely
‘as one of providing cnmmunicatian{ such asrwakkiﬁg with the building
principals and keeping ihem infarméd with memos, ‘and interpreting the
?equireménté and expectations of the university to all district staff who
might work with student teachers. On the other hand the university
supervissrs were kept appréiéed by the puE]ié school persannél of the
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curriculum changes in the district and the status of various programs in the
schools. Such information was availabie for sharing with other university
personnel and for improving the preparation. of university students far the
. public classrooms. University supervisors 3153 served an administrative

function by making a]l the placement arrangements; in the Urban district
supervisors were ;dditiﬁnaiii responsible for managing a strong demonstration

| program. These supervisors arranged for their entire methods classes to
observe various classroom teachers presenting "demonstrations" of their
teaching. The educational function provided to the university by these public
school staff members was highTyrvaTued by student teachers, who often felt
these were among the most heipfﬁi experiences of their preservice education.

A last important 1iaison function performed by the university between the
un1vers1ty and the public schooi was in job recruitment and placement of the
student teachers. Especially ip the Urban district where teacher shortages
were accurriﬁg, the university Eupérvf§br was _ abserveﬂ diSéussing thé
strengths of various student teachers with pub?ie schoaI staff **HﬂiVETSity

,supervisers also repsrted recruitinggxné entaur;giﬂg studen* teachers tofiﬁﬁﬂy -

for teaching positions. This functicn was 1355 evident in the Lakeview e
district, which was not expefiencing such a severe shortage and where the
university supervisors uSQa1iy did not haie as much inf]uence_w%thin the

school district.

-
Discussion. It is appropriate at this point to discuss a fundamental

site difference related to the'iiaisanffalé of the university supervisors.
The university superﬁisaés at Metropoiitan and Urban district were employed by -
‘both tﬁe public school district and the university. Their orientation was
clearly aligned with that of the pubiiEASEhBDI, in spite of the fact that the -

teacher training institution pajd the major portion of theff'sa?aries. Tﬁey
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considered themselves schgai;based. but often expressed doubt that the program
would continue due to budget reductions. So strong was this district
orientation that 1f the district decided to discontinue the program, Some
supervisors said tgey would prefer to return to other district-based work
rather than other university work.

In addition, it 1s plsusible to view some differences, such as those in
teacher and student teacher satisfaction iith supervisor performance, as a
' direat reflection of the relative lack of experience of State University
supervisors. Two of the five interviewed spoke of the numbers of ;emésters
they had supervised, while one had no prior experiencei“ Tha State
supervisors were burdened also with ihe need to fulfill at least two diSEfete
raleé,'tﬁat of supervisor and that of fhii-time graduate student. This is in
marked contrast to the Hetrapaiitén Uniygrsity!supervisnrs. who were <
fuffiiiing one full-time role which was endorsed by bgih igétitutipnsg i

‘Description of support systems avai1abie ta supervisarsi The informal

systems of the university supervisors. Aii but one univer51ty supervisnr

mentioned at least two peapie-tﬁ whom they could turn for help if a problem
arose.duriﬁg student feachiﬂg. University supervisors mntt often mentioned
talking tn someone in the university administratian, ¥n11awed by contact with

a peer group, the cooperating teacher, or thgsbui]ding administratgrs. Those

RTarger number of contacts than did the five State University supervisarsi

N
Universi&y supervisors at bath sites saw their ma;ar suppnrt from the
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advice, guest lecturing, demonstrating, and serving as a friendly 1istener.
Only three supervisors referred  to materials, library or coursework as
resources provided to them by the uriversity for Jjob assistancé-r

Discussion. 1In view of the differences degcribed in the nature and
quantity of supports mentioned, it seems reasonable to conclude that
Metropolitan University supervisors were relatively more know1edgeabie'af both
thé formal and informal support systems. Also, the informal support system in
which the university supervisors were embedded appeared to depend heavily upon
the availability and use of university administrators, together with
interpersonal relations with other su;érvisersi |

Description of reward system. A final area where the informal processes

afkthe university wefe examined as“they related to the university supervisnrs -
was that of the infarmai reward system. Supervi;gry aspects of the job were
mentioned most often by the university superv1sars 'when asked how the job met
their expe:tatiansg For example, they enJayéd wnrking with other adults; the
apper;unity to plan their own schedules, the career and.educatignaI benefits
of working with university faculty, and. especially, the contacts with teachers
© and students within the c]assrogm setting. They also mentigned aspects of the
jébAwhich enriched their own lives, such as being “fu1fj!1ed“ by a job thétt
was "educational" and "stimulating.® :Severéi'supervisars nentianed the
personal benefit of “be1ng able to learn more about teaching" ngm working
with cooperating teachers while others felt a genera1 sense of accamp1ishment
by 1mproving the profession thraugh their uark with preservice teachers. The
major reward however, derived from access to school children and the contact
with student teachers on a one-to-one basis. Globally speaking, responses
from the supervisors indicated that they received their ;ub satisfaction

largely frem their contact with people in general.
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Although most supervisors spoke positively about their jobs, some
problems with- the job were mentioned. The most pervasive frustration,
reported consistently throughout the-seméster at both sites, involved the lack
of time to meet all the commitments of the job. Part of this praﬁiem was
related to the student%teacherctoesuperVisgr workload. For the graduate
student State University supervisors, who held half-time pgsitigns (20 hours
per week) and were registered for at least nine réquiredrgraﬂuate hours (a
'full-time load), the normal ratio was 12:1. Fer the full-time faculty members
at State who were supervising to complete the faculty workload, five student
teachers equaled one-third of that requiﬁed uarkléad! In contrast, the
full-time Metropolitan University suﬁervisgré averaged 18 student teachers per
supervisor this particular semester (although 25:1 was a more usual ratfio when
enr911ment»was up). Aside from the student teaéher:supeévigur ratio problems,
se;erET supervisors reported problems with scheduiing’eithér EfﬂuﬁdiE1§SSES:
(at State) or with travel time and parking problems resulting from a large

number of schools being located in the densgiy'papuiated Metropolitan

the nine university supervisors reported that this was not a typical semester
in terms of workload. The demands upon .their time. resulting from
participation in this study were added Ea &emands placed upon them by a new .
recruitment §a1iay. according to the Hetrépa1itan-supervisars{

Although the problems with time and the sense of being 9#er;ommitted were
- most pfevaient, other concerns were also reported. Some supervisors were
disappointed by their lack of 1nf1yence’upan either student teachers or the
Targer'teache% eduzétian'prﬁgram;xxﬁthers felt that the amount éf paperwork
?equired:by the ﬁﬁivgﬁsity was excessive or that other supeviiscré were
" unprofessional in the conduct of their jobs.
118
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Despite these problems university supervisors derived rewards equally
from personal satisfactions with their job performances and from the reactions
of cooperating teachers and student teachers to tﬁeir performance. The
uni&ersityssupervisafs then}feparted that their greatest successes were in
seeing impfavement and growth in the student teachers, especially those
individuals who had had problems and to whom the supervisors gave special
attention. The Sﬁﬁééiiégéé“tééﬁ'E}%éérigrseeing~their suggestiéns acgeptéd
and acted upon by cooperating teachers and student teachers. The university
supervisors shared fdeas in the specific areas of behavior management,
teaching 'tEEhﬁiques, and instru;tignéi p1anning; These ideas 1largely
ﬁﬁiﬂéided with the areas of most concern for the student teachers. Although
the hniversity supeév%sars generaliy felt that they had done agEQnd Job during
‘ the semester described in the study, their satisfaction was tem@eréﬁ by the
underlying realization that the “key" to a student teacher's success was the
work of the Egaperating'teacher. The formally defined role of the cooperating
teacher, sé‘crgeiaT to the student teacking eiperiénee, is examined elsewhere
in this reperél(gee pp. 72-77). Given this review of informal processes
impacting universities and their supervisors of student teaﬁheré,'same'
:ansiderétian must be given ﬁext to similar processes which occur in the
public schools, particularly in relation to the eaaperating teachers.

Infarmai Organizational Prnperties nf the

Pub}jg Schools Relating to the Cooperating Teacher

Althéugh the pubiiq schools established formal guideiines to govern
student teaching; the actual experience was éisg affectéd by the. more
1nfarma1, unique 1nteract1nns within part1cu1ar'sett1ng§. This seeiian will
d1scuss the 1nfarm31 processes uf the public school setting, in partiauiar the -

process of selection and the rgquirements for cooperating teacher, the

109 |

120



orientation of the cooperating teachers to their role, the responsibilities of .
the cooperating teachers during the student teaching experience, and the
informal support and reward systems tﬁat attach to the job.v

Description of Selection Requirements and Frncess

Although formal requirements for selecting cooperating teaehegs were
extant, selection was ‘at some variance with the inteﬁded process. Dn1§ three
of the 20, all from Lakeview, 1ndi§ated that they had requested a studéﬁt
teacher. Twelve (three at Lakeview nine at Urban) stated that the building
principal or the supervisor asked me to"; two said that receiving their first
student teacher was a surprise; and- one stated that ‘It Just happened.” _The
remaining two ;acpefagjng teachers from Lakeview indicated that the Masters
-degree program in whisﬁ-they were enrg11éﬁ required supervis?an of a student ,
teacher, so that ‘Wwas their reason for aecepting them.” Gf the Tatfér twn’
‘teaﬁhers, one even added the comment that ‘Dtherwise I wouldn® t have thought
of having one (student teacher)." _ '

, Ei¥en that certain public school teachers met the selection guide1ines.
‘probably the most impartant qualification fcr,@ﬁe job was avai]abiiity of time
and the willingness to use that time to Hark%;ith a student teacher. When -
asked how much time in a typical day was spent on activities related to the ,
cooperating teacher's role, éight cooperating teachers répqrted-spéndiﬁg 45
minutes té_nne hour per day and three. reported spending over an hour per day.
Four others did not meﬁtinn a specific time but said it was fextensivei‘ |
Clearly, the responsibility of working with a student teacher was a time-
“consuming one for manyba?;ﬁhe‘cﬂeperating teachers. The é@aunt of time one
had to give may ha@é,reaiigti3311y governed the final se1ect1an'ﬁro;ess for

‘ cooperating teachers. ' ® oo
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’ A]thaugh certa1n minimum qua]ificatinns were formally established by the
pub11c schuu1s Fnr beccming a cooperating teacher, each role group had its own
ideas af the qua1it1es needed to be’an gffgg;ive cooperating’ teacher. Hhi1e
student=teashers as a graup mentigned the greatest number of qual1tiesgthgy
wanted in the ideal cooperating teacher, interest1ng1y none af these 1nc1uded
QLa1if1Eatinns c1§ssif1ed as relating 'to teaching skills of the ccuperating ’
) tEEEhEP; The student teachers mentioned supervisury skills more thaﬁ twice as
cf;eﬁ‘as backgreund characteristics. StJdEnt teachers va]ued high]y the - .

Cuﬂperatlng teachers who gave Eanstructive zritic1sm, shaFed ideas fﬁr the

student teachars tc use, "for their own improvement, pns;essed gaod -
cﬁmmun1;at1on 5k11]5, and a11awed the student teacher the appgrtuﬁity to
. téach Aithnugh student teaﬁhers did mention characteristics 1ike enthusiasm A

and honesty as des1rab1e, they were far'mgre concerned with the 5ki11s the

grcwth ‘experience. ; - : R L
In eantrast*t@ Stuﬂéﬁt teaché%s, the Eaﬁperatiﬁg:teacheﬁs and UﬁiVE?sity Ve
supervisars p1aced apprax1mate1y equa1 weights on supervisnﬁy ski1]§ and

Backgﬁaund charagter1st1cs, however, they also mentioned teaching ski]]s. Na -

noticeable qUa1itative diﬁferen;e between university superv1sars and
caepe;at1ng teachers was séen on the’ speaific supervisaty items mentiaﬂed. L
Supervisars and caaperat1ng teachers mentioned gpenness to new 1deas, use of
positive reinforcement by cﬂaperating teathérs, having high expectatians,
maintaining npen cammunicatinn being organized in the superv&sinn aspects of
~the role, and having- ‘the abi]ity to cammunicate 1o a novice the art and skill

of teaching as desirab]e quaTities Qf the effegtive cnuperating teacher.

acquisition of - the cnuperatipg teacher roTe, and their vision of the effectage s




zgeperating teacher, it is interesting to review their generaT 1mpres$iahs of
_other cooperating-teachers. Hare than one-third of the intensive sample
(eight out of 20) reported having pﬁgitive views of mr=t ether Eaaperating
teachers. They made comments such as these: “{ thought they were much more
highly skiiied than 1 would be," or "they are extremely capable people." The
next one-third of the sample (seven out of 20) expressed negative views of
most other cooperating teachers: "“A lot of people think, 'Oh boy, you can
goof nff; [when you have a student teacher]"; "So many [of them are]-?oar'
" teachers™; and "Most of them thgughf the student teacher was good to have
éaigng-to grade papers.” The remaining fi#é caaperating_teécﬁers offered
either n%utrET or amﬁivaieﬁt-remarks, for example: ®I didn't really know very
many [of them];® "I daﬁ‘t_remeﬁbef having any thoughts;" "“I*thought it was a
'gregt honor...[but] Since then, I'm told bvaQTIEa;Ees that people who become
 §99perétin§ teachers are idiots because theyttake on too much Harkg“

Discussion .of selection requirements and process. There are many

pﬂssible reasons for the apparent lack of intrinsic desire to work with
student teachers on the part of the cooperating teachers. First and most
basic to the pﬁgsént finding is the ﬁcséibiiity of sampling error. Recall
tbét éaaperaﬁﬁng teachers wére ngminated'fer 5eie§ti@nrinte thé sample by both
university'and school district personnel on the basis of several zriteria;
including feputatianaTEéXEe11ence in éTBSS?ﬁﬁm teaching. Perhaps uutstanding
teachers feel less of a need fur'“extra hands" 1n their ciassraams, and are
thgrefare less 11ke]y tn request student teachers. It 1s equally possible
that these teachers ;?e somewhat obsessed with the conduct of instruction in
‘;their classrooms {to wit, the above quote about ‘ngvergthipkingiaf ﬁaving
J;cne‘). and tﬁergfére feel uncomfortable with either relinquishing control of
their classes to student teachers; or the added demands imposed by warkingr

F
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with student teeehers,eer both. The critical point is that there may be some
etisr as yet unidentified factor associated with both selection inte the
,jﬁ%erv1ewed sample and an apparent lack of intrinsic motivation for Herking
with student teachers. 7

The appearance of a site diffefenee, in whicﬁ nine out of 10 cooperating

teachers in the Urban schools reported having been‘esked by others to take

queetienE- For example, the formal mechanisms regu]eting the se1eetien‘1nteaeﬁ=
the ceapereting teacher role differs across thé;twa Sitee, and this could be t
accurately reflected by the teeehers‘-respcnees! Therefe}e an apparent. lack
of intrinsic metivatinn for seeking out student teachers cﬂu]d Ee spuriaus,:
"To clarify this idea, note that the Urban teachers are required to participate
in a formal sereening process led by the building prineiﬁé] to determine
_eligibility to serve as a,eeopergting;teacher_ Hence those who cegtreT the ~
screening process make their determination known when they ask the qualified
classroom teacher(s) to accept a student teacher (thus the response, "I was
asked to take enei“)- Even su,-if is-clear that there were several functional
routes to becnming ‘a cooperating teaeher, e1thnugh nn1y one meehanism was:
formally descr1bed in district pub]icat1an5. i - ‘ :
It would appear,'a1se, that two themes emerge from the teachers' comments
ebaut other eneperatiﬁg teaehefe., One pertains to the influence a student-
teacher has upon the teacher's workload, and the other pertains to exce]Tence
7jn teaching. In the great majority. nf cases, those teachers with faverab]e
1ﬁpreesiens of cooperating teachers generally described the latter greup's
teaching as being of very high caliber (without specifying any particular
Lteeehing skills, instructional nethads, or the 11ke) In addition, a

complaint registered by one af the teachers was that of "“poor" teeehing on the
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v pit of most  cocperating teachers, to the degree that she "was just
distraught."‘ This further corroborates the existeﬁr’;e of a beldef that
effective c‘t:?cs;:)erati:ng teachers need 'to have better-than-average . instuction==al
slills. . The second theme sMlealt with the effect of supervis:iﬁé{ZZISdeEﬂt“
tuchers upon the cooperating teachers' normal workload. Several 'cobperat‘il‘mg’
tucthers, whae= held negative general impressions af others in that roile,‘
iificated the e was a prevailing yet erroneous belief that student teachersss
"wre good fc»r taking over your classes.” As one said, "You really don'4
[goof‘ off]--y=ou have other duties toward the student teacher that tike their r
plce" (referxing to routine tasks). The notion that student teachrs couls d

otvilue on t®e part of teachers in the present study.

Decription o—=F Training for the Cooperating Teacher Role:

When ask-=d about tr‘aiﬁing for the role of cooperating tea‘chér.la site
with State 'Uf:‘fversi;ti and the Urban public school teachers workin with
‘Metropolitan En-’iiers-’lty. Only six cnﬂpérat{ng teachers, all ﬁ-gn% the Llakev iame2w
in":their rolex; three had obtained a Masters of Eduzatjan'degree Wth a
cocentration  in the supervision of student teacﬁer—s and three othé.rs
metioned the state=reguired %nservice meetings specifically for cuperatingg .
techers. Theeoretically, all Lakeview cooperating teachers shoull have
attendéél at 1==ast two of these éarticuiér 1nseryirse meetings each smestar
that'they”hai served;asg cooperating teachers. The *_,Fgét,that only three
'mentioned any of the meetings as helpful may be evidénce":f the lak of
enusiasm on- the part of the cooperating teachers far.thg inservice they hamd

reeived. . Neemwly three-fourths of the cooperating teachers t;epar—ted having rmno
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specific training whichh helped them in that rcﬂe, aithgugh six did mentia:m
their own experiences as student teachers and as classroom 'I:ea\:hers.

“When asked if further training would be helpful no majeor site difference
was evident?. Ten cooperating teachers said that no further training wl:uId be
useful: in the words of one, “...I really basically believez= it's in doing it
and getting a feel from the student teac;hers,"‘ while anotker said, "...1
really don't think so. I thiﬁk it's just Tike learning any=thing else. You
have to get into it amd then it depends on your philosophar. Teaching is
teaching, The same pri n;ip]es are involved...make things c?ear you have to
help, you have to step back, yau have a persuna‘lity to work =ith."

Of those teachers who did identify some fur—thgr trairming ﬂhici{ they

~ thought might be helpful, six were from Lakeview and four wwere from Urban.

These cooperating teachers saw a need for more specific inFormation on the
gniversit_y requirements for student teaching, the content of teacher education
murseég. and the teacher preparation programs in general. Whese cooperating
teaehers also mentioned a need for more training in supervi =sory 5kﬁ15 er:
time mnagement and assertiveness, as ﬁe”l‘l as m’ure; opportemnities both to
observe other teachers teaching and to share ideas u'lth otlher :anperat‘ing
teachers. Eleven of the csoperating teachers 1ndicated tha®% they had spent

lTittle or no time observing other cooperating teachers while= three indicated

" that they had spent some time observing other cooperating t—eachers working

with student teaghers; Only four reported purposefully visiEcing other classes
:fgr observation purposess two of these were related to gr=aduate course
Fequ‘irements for the Haéters of Education degree. Two nthsaE'r cooperating

c‘lassrooms. Given the relative scarcity of training for cnﬂp-er‘at‘ing teachers,

'am:l the rarity of abser\:atinn of peers, some concerted progream of cooperating
| . .

i
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teacher training, combining some peer observatiun, supervisory skill
" developiment, and increased interface with the teacher education programs, may.
be indicated. ' oo

Description of Orientation to the Role of Cooperating Teacher

Although formal guide1ines-xwefe available at both sites, theé
dissemination of the éuide?iﬁgs.ﬁas variable. Of the 10 cooperating teachers
in the‘ﬁfﬁ%ﬁ district, EightVEERtiﬂﬂéd written gﬁidelinES'iﬁ the form af a
bgak?et prepared by the local district. However, several of these teachers
pefceiSéd that the guidelines were not being distributed uniformly since they
had learned of their existence serendipitously. Of the eight cooperating |
teachers who discussed the guidelines, five spoke of them in positive terms:
"excellent," "tremendously heipfuI,‘ '1ajs out everything you should cover
with them," "“very comprehensive,” and “clearly defines:what is to be
expected.” Several of the caoperatiﬂg teachers mentioned that they thought
the=guide1iﬁés for the Urban district were ﬁﬂ Tonger bging pubifshed and
distributed. | _

' The situation ét Lakeview was quife different_, Two éaaperating?téachers
.11nked thé?guidETines to the particular universitj.supervisaf with whom they
were working while agatheﬁ canpefatiﬁg teacher mentioned the university

| guidelines. One other cooperating teacher developed his/her anﬁ pacing guide
and another used one Heve1aped during a university. course. Only one
cooperating teacher offered evaluative comments on the guidelines calling them
ggaﬂﬁ basic pacing guidés._!wifh‘Ints of information." The perﬁéptiﬁn that
rguidETines Qere idi@synératiﬁ to the supervisors was fllustrated Ey the

. comment, “...different supervisors do it totally different (sic)...(university

[
[
o
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supervisors) come in al11 sizes and colors and some of them come with checklist
kinds of things.tﬂ do." _

Given the variations in fermal'and informal orientations to the role of
cgcperating%teacher, similar variations in role perceptions of the cooperating
teachers would not seem surprising. ;Hﬁen asked to describe their prime

responsibilities as cooperating teachers, those cooperating teachers in the

mentigned than did the cooperating teachers*at=Lak§yiew. However, responses
from both sites were equally divided between discussions of the nuts and bolts
of supervision and m@rezi11sdefinedi global goal statementé. Cooperating
'teachers conveyed both a sense of ﬁuty tgrprepare thé student teacher "for the
first year of teaehing.with'a11 the skills necessary” and a sense of duty té
“prqvide a positive sitﬁatiqn in which to gain first experience.” In other .
words, some of the cooperating teachers s~vw student teaching as on-the-job
“training which should match the real world of fEaghing as much as possible
whi1evathérs saw it as a more insulated, artificial setting;for néviﬁés’tarbe
 §§§&6 iﬁta teaching under)the maét positive conditiens possible. Desﬁiﬁé-

" these. differences in phi‘lnséphyi the cooperating teachers generally wanted to

while also enabling the student teachers to develop “their own teaching
styles,” at the same time insuring that "everyone in the class™ was learning.

Description of Responsibilities to the Student Teacher

A third area where the informal prasesses_éf the public schools
iﬁfiuenced the student téaching experience was the area of the cooperating
teacher's resporsibilities. These included providing information and

orientation, helping the student teacher with planning, participatiﬁg in
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observation, feedback, and evaluation as well as serving as a mediator between
the student teacher and universitj supervisor.

Orientation and information for student teachers. Although 14 of the

student .teachers reported attending some orientation given in the public
SCEDDT-bj the prin;ipaj or by another administfatiri cooperating teachers were
mentioned most FreQUEﬁtIy as having first made student teachers aware of their
respansmﬂ‘itms. Seven student teachers stated that their anperating :
teachers also pravided individual. arientatian to tﬁe schnﬁi building, the
particular classroom, and the students. While 13 student teachers mentianed
receiving some witten guidelines about student teaching, unijgtwa thahght
they were heTpFu1. When compared to university superviéars and pub112 school
Vadministratnrs, the cooperating teachers were more often considered the main
source *F information by student teachers when determining their rcﬂes and,
responsibilities.

: Planning. Ten cooperating teachers did report Epending-sgme time
ecﬁferfiqg with their student teachers about p]anniﬂg. Fjanning sessions for
two student teéghers took place in the morning inﬁediateiy before class began;
as a consequence they were typically unaware of what they wéré to teach
specifically and how they were té teach until that time. They didfnat.seem to
be particularly concerned with this practice. Twoséthér student teachers
'reparted planning canferences often held over the te!ephune the evening before
lessons HE?E:tD_bE taught. A few indicated regular, weekly afternaan planning
'tcnfereﬁaes.’_Dn3~university supervisor did 1ndicaté that within his/her |
experience éaagergting tééchers generally did not spend enough time planning
with thg; student teachers, possibly because the cooperating teachers

themselves did not possess adequate planning skills. The planning practices
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student teaching experience in their variety.

Observation and feedback. 1In contrast to the university supervisors with )

their weekly ﬁr biweekly observations, most cooperating teachers indicated
that they observed the student teachers almost cﬁﬁtinunus1y. These
Dbservat1ans were rarely formal and produced short, ;utted notes as Hritten
records; only three of the Lakeview ccoperating teaghers reported making the
university-requested weekly observations using self-carbon anecdotal forms.
Three cooperating teachers reported deliberate non-use of the requested forms,
because their student teachers did not think they got anything out of these
cbserQQtigns; “Shé and I agree that [observations] that are written, that
just say what she's doing, really don't get much feedback...probably because 1
don't know how to use them.”

Cooperating teacheré also differed in the focus of their observations.
Ten ceéperating teachers stéted that their major focus was on the preparation
. and dE1ivEﬁy of lessons by the student teachers. Eight canperat1ﬁg teachers
reported looking mainly at behaviur management and the~student teacher's
control of the ;1assroam because "that's where it's at.” Other cooperating
teachers;31sa concentrated én c]assfngm students' success in the 1éssan;
student responses to the student teacher, or the genera] atmosphere of the
classroom. Three caﬂperating teachers also fosused on the persnna]ity of the_
student teacher, how the student teacher handled him/herself in the class, or
how the student teacher felt ébéut his/her performance. In the words of one,
“Even if she hapéens icytea;ﬁ the wrong thing content-wise b;‘ac:ident,ur
leave something out, as long as she feels gé@d'abﬁut‘whataghe‘s doing, that's

important.*
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Just as most cgcperating teacheré observed informally and Eaniinugus1y;
feedback on performance was also given to the student teachers 1nforma1lg and
continuously. Evéry opportunity to' talk during the day was seized while
short, encouraging notes were often Teft by cooperating teachers on lesson
plans or nﬁteba@ks_' Some cooperating teachers chose to "hit everything“Asince
time was short and the student teacher had much to learﬁ{ other cooperating
teachers took one behavior at a time to avoid nverwhe1m1ng the student
teachers with constant surveﬂ‘lance and feedback. »

Three .cooperating teachers who had completed a training program for
supervision of student teachers used the Sbservation-feedback éystem that they
had learned in that program. Four related processes were involved: (1) the
student teacher had to define his/her concerns, (2) the»cﬁcperatiﬁg teacher
made observations related to those cnncerns. (3) the cauperating teacher and
student teacher "looked at" pupil behavior, and finally, (4) they generated a
1ist of teacher behaviors that contributed to the student behaviors. If the
‘student teachers’ concerns did not change, the process remained in the fourth
stage of looking at teacher behaviors related to that ané concern. Accé}ding
to one of the three cooperating teachers, the evaluation of the student.

teazher was still based upén a formal Qbservatiéﬁ measuring the finai

progress made with the targeted behaviars);

Iﬁ contrast to the university supervisors, the éﬁtivities-nf the
:cagperating teachers were much more congruent with the student teathers
'perceptinns and stated expe:tatinns of those activities. A11 student teachersk
expected to spend more time canferring with the cooperating teacher than on
any ather activity assaciated with student teaching. They expected ta be

Vabserved on a continuous or dafly basis with d;11yzar at least weekly feedback
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on their performance. It will be rememben.red that the cooperating teachers
repcrtedi}naking continuil observations and giving frequent, informal feedback.
At this same point 1;1 the expeﬁence,ind for the sake of comparison, many
student .teachers had m clear perception  of the university sué‘ervisars'
cbservatmn and feedbackplans and schedulesss. _ ‘

Student teachers and Eauperating tea:achers also exhibited cnngmense
between what they thougit were the foci ok«f the observations and feedback.
Both reported approximately equal emphases - on L:iehaviar management and teaching
methods and hints. Studeht teachers, 1ike the cooperating teachers, repérted
that the feedback contained suggestions fow-r teaching, followed by evaluation
of the ‘actual teachingamd lesson p‘taﬁs, Two student teachérs reported
“ receiving anecdotal recirds, the basic obs=ervation-feedback system used at
State University, that cohsisted“(in‘“the‘if cases) mostly of frequency counts
ﬁf!th_,éirj- own and their stidents’ behaviors. |

| Despite the agreemet between the _péFﬁs;eptigns of the student teaé_hers and
the ;baperating teachers, thirtegﬁg;_studeai teachers indicated ways in which
their cooperating teachers cau‘idi}r;va beéy=n more helpful. Nine student
teachers had specific requesté. reTated to Wrthe activities of teaching: more
sh‘,agﬁng of iéeQS for 1leson, help with les:sson content, more guidance in’
preparing the f%}sj;' unit, help with quesﬂénn}ing, and help with long range
gaa!s for that parﬁ‘cu’iar grade Tevel. Foumir other student teachers éesif-éd
more 1nfnma‘l cmnunicaﬂonfre constmct? ive criticism, and more sharing of
information in genera‘l by the cgnperating t-_ea:her_ On the uther hand, eight
of the 20 student teachers stated that théﬁ—ir cooperating teachers could not
have been more he'lpfu‘l. 0n the whme cna@erating teachers appear to have

communicated successfully to their student* ‘teachers the expected sty‘le.v

Frequency, and content of the gbservatian arrnd feedback process.
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Evaluation. Another major responsibilg df the cooperating teache =r was
to evaiuate *Fhe performance of the studemtteacher. Thirteen of the=e
cooperating teachers used the university-proied forms as the basis of - their
evaluations while six based their evaluatiusipon how the students in  the
class responded to the student teachers, eighr socially or academically -. No
cooperating teacher offered any praise for ghinstrument used for evaluization
although several remarked upon some problemwith the instruments: fe~or

example, lack of understanding of what the critria really meant, and crimEteria

that didn't really tell whether the student tither was "good or bad" (thmis is

‘especially interesting in view of the respont tendgnsy described earli= er).

One cooperating teacher ‘made the evaluationl. "looking at the sheet asmand
thinking about those areas in which théy;ta‘lkabaut. and just my own fee™:1ings

about whether or not skills make a good +uther or nati“ One other -

time, had the impressinn that cnaperating teters were not included in  the

eva1uat1nn process, a definite m1scgnceptiah. This misunderstanding may have

occurred because the new cooperating teaéher vas working with a Statese

University supervisor who was also new to theo.
The apparent dependence of cocperatingieachers upon the officiaal

criteria of the universities was interestiny especially in light of t=he

criteria they used to eva’luate thedir own ngomanceé. Ten éf the caaper—ating

teachers Judged their cmn successes by’ "gruil” exhibited by the stude=nt
teachers in managing the :‘:]assraom, vreaching teir nbjestives and establi ishing
rapport uigh the studen {—s. \ Seven cooperatif teachers eva‘]uated‘ theirl T oown
perfoméﬁﬁeé 'by the :~_staus_\‘lnf ea@unic&tiﬂmé ktween themselves and theseir

i\;_'!

- NN - . -
student teachers. The \new “cooperating tealr who was unclear about=
o : ,




evaiuating thé student teacher also had not yet identified criteria for
his/her self-evaluation.. g

Discussion. Since the Eaaperating{teachers were inclined to use rather
aﬁeniended griteriarin their informal self-evaluations, their adherence to the
university criteria on student teacher evaluation farms’did serve to remove -
some of the guesswork for the student teachers. Haﬁever, it seems reasonable
to state that the evaluation process is not as Eieér as it could ﬁe. Recall
that 13 out of the 20 ;aapééétiﬂg teachers actually followed the criteria an»
evaiuétien forms while nearly one-third of the sample did not. Although it is
impéftant to retain the perspective that a seiéet sample of teachers. were
participants in the present study, that propﬁ?tian seems large enough to

warrant further investigation into issues such as the perceived uti1%ty of

used, and so on.

Description of 1iaison between student teacher and university supervisor.

Another important responsibility of the cooperating teachers was to sefve‘as a
Tiaison between the:univérsity supérvisars and the student teacheré. Their
services in this area were highly va1ued1735pesiaiiy by the State University
supervisors; four of the five said that the cooperating teachers had been most
heTpfu] in supp1y1ng information to the university supervisor regarding the
tea:hing performance of the student teacher. ln the opinfons of the
university supervisors, this information was based upon ﬁuch more exposure to
the day-to-day strengths and weaknesses exhibited by the student teachers in
théir c1assrunm perfarmance than was the information gathered by university
5upgrv15@rs thems§IVEs. Such {information was therefere Egnsidered vital by
the university supervisors if they were to- make éaiﬁ. objective evaluations of

the student teachers' performances.
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Secondly, the cooperating teachers were perceived by the unfirsitimy
supervisors as carrying a large burden of the responsibility for hdineg -
student teachers in the process of teaching. This, of course, relfwed t_he

Fiﬁa‘l‘iy, both student teachers and university supervisors congiired —the
;:aaperating teachers to be their supﬁarters and confidants, especimy i—F
problems arose. The cooperating teachers were seen as avajlatl,
knowledgeable persons who could be approached for assistance by either
university supervisors or student teachers. Both_groups remarked fit mamny *
cooperating - teachers provided them much din thé way of “emotionl, |
‘psychological” support throughout the experience.

Description of Egapgrati;ng _Teachers' Support System

The informal processes within the university and ipub"lic_vsc;hnéls alse
afféﬁjted the supzﬁort‘systems of the; cooperating teachers. , No ﬁifferences w=ere
noted between the two sites -in rega_rd to either the nufmb:‘ or roles | peopole
to whom cooperating teac—he}s could turn for heip\with prab'ieiﬁS. Unlvérsiity
Sﬁpét‘visars were ﬂentianed‘by nearly all ct}ﬁper;ting teachers, foYlned by - !
principals, friends and family, and_ student teache:-s.:‘,ﬂnhever, lree
cooperating teachers 1in the L’l‘rban cjistﬁét said that the univanlly
supervisors were{strgng’ly suppnrrtive_, al”_!de not -ene sgﬁperating teach saiead
" anything negative ébnut the quality af' work of the unj;versity' §upery|sp?s;s.
Two Lakeview cooperating teachers did vgiee concerns about the Site
Unive;sity suyerv{snrs; one was seen as a "cold indi\_fixdpﬂ;‘-ﬁha t‘,—aﬂkxhimg%e,‘lf
“very seriously.” Another said that "a lot (of supervisors) are jng
doctoral students who are out to impress everybody.” They weve 'wy
1n§:imid§ting to the student teachers; never available...I rarely turito thmem

for .anything. When 1 did I was very disappointed.” The more perinaiﬁent’étatus
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of the Hetrepe]iten University supervieers and their reputet1en within. the A
district among cooperating teaehers may have enhanced the percept1ens of their

. Supportive role. 1t was interesting to nete that, un1ike un1ve?eity

i/"

/ 1‘eupervieere who also mentioned their peer group, no ceeperat1ng teacher
7 mentioned speeit1ea]]y going to another eeepereting teacher fer help with a
problem related to student teaching.

Description of Cooperating Teachers' Reward System

A final area where the informal processes Bf;the pub?ie sehee1 were
examined as they re1eted to the eenperet1ng teeehers was that of an informal
reward system. Since the finenei§1 rewards for cooperating teaehers were so
minimal ($10.00 at one eite and $200.00 at the other site), the benefits of
being e eeepereting'teaeher‘eeetiederem'ether sources. A1theugh 14 student
teachers related the%r satisfaction with their experience to the knowledge and
experience of the cooperating teachers, only four cooperating teachers
reported receiving compliments in that area. Cooperating teeehers Tooked .
elsewhere for rewards; they valued most the opportunity to have another adult
in the classroom (in some cases to free them to work more with individual
students), neit the opportunity to induct. a new professional 15%6 their "kind-
of teaehing;“ the opportunity to learn new ideas, observe enatheréteeeher. and

see progress in the student teacher. .

k

L
did change over the semester. Early in the semester the. eeepereting teechere

reported heing meet suecessfu] in eetabTishing reppert with the etudent

-

relaxation before the e]ese. At the end of the eemeeter, eeeperatiﬁg'teaehers

1ndieated their eueeessee were in previding a good- student teaching experienee
) end in seeing progress again in the eﬂnfidence of the student téacher (note

: o R
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‘teachers and in seeing some progress in the student teachers' eenfi@enee and -~



the parallel to the terms they employed to dgscrﬁﬁé their student teachers'
strengths). Evidently, cooperating teachers tended to ﬁIace_a good deal of
effort in forming pleasant working relationships aé?guan as pnséib1e. This
seems to be é 1Egica1 neéessity since nine cooperating teachers p}anned to
benef;t from having that extra adult in the classroom. Both student teachers
and cooperating teachers stated that their relationships were gnad or .
excellent, rangiﬁg%:fram being "friends" to being respected fellow
professionals. _Dniyxane cooperating teacher and one student teacher (not a
dyad) said the relationship with their colleague was a neutral one.
Cooperating teachers could also be expected to draw a reward from having
a sense of doing a good job as a cooperating teacher. Aﬁ interesting site
.difference emerged when cooperating teachers were asked what kind of job they
thought they hadldaneé Nine of the Urban district cooperating teachers
reported thét théy'haﬁ been "excellent” cooperating teaéhersé They had
"worked hard," “"put in a lot of time,” and "got even more a:rusg than usual.”
One. measured success when the student teacher still wanted to be a teacher.
These cooperating teachers exuded a sense of ‘well-being and pride in their
' wgrk.r On the other hand, this sense was lacking in the Lakeview disﬁfict

Eaaperating teachers. One was frustrated by the iack of time for family,

his/her own teaching and supervision, whi]e three others said they had wnrked’ '

very hard but didn't see-much for their effnrts. Dne said he/she had given as

much as pussib1e, and anather didn" t have a sense of haw well he/she had done

~the job. Only one caaperating teacher expressed -a pﬂsitiye sense of .. -

" . accomplishment and ;hié‘ﬁas based upon the student teacher's statement'éf

_appreciati@ni . ‘_ - |
Discussion. The differences between the twé sites may be re1ated‘ta two

factors: ‘the criteria cooperating teachers used for self-evaluation-and the



selection process differences. It will be recalled that the:cegperating
teachers based their self-evaluations upon the rapport or communications
established with the stuﬁent teachers ;agethér'with student teachers' progress
through .the semester. - Both of these critefia were fairly nebulous (even
though par§11el to thé 1nfcﬁmai criteria applied to the evaluation of the
student teachers), making self-evaluation diffi;uit. The cooperating teachers
in the Urban district considered themselves master teachers; most had been
sought out and had more experience as cooperating teachers. They displayed a
sense of pride in being a cooperating teacher. This serse of being special,
or above average, may have carried over to their end-af—sémestgr
se]f-eva]uat1an. Regard1ess; the cooperating teachers in the Urban district

were certainly dra%ing réwérds from their own sense of satisfaction, which was

absent for the Lakeview d1str1ct cooperating teachers.
) ' Summary

Th'ls report integrates a variety of quantitative and qualitative data
resu’lting from a m.a;er, mu‘iti -site 1nvestigaticn into student teaching
conducted by the Research in Teacher Education (RITE) staff during the fai] of

1981. One in a series of documents, theépresent report focuses éxs]usiveT}

clin;ﬁai teacher education experience. It 1s organized %.io four major
sections which review the methodology and data analysis; 1. characteristics
of partic{pating universities, e1eméntary and secondary schools and their
populations; the formal regulations of participaﬁing universities and school
systems which gavern-stﬁdent teaching; and the informal aréanizati@na1
pr@pertiegenf the participating universities and‘pub11c schools. Eacﬁ of

these sections. will be summarized in turn.
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the source for data; (2) the procedures used in data collection; and, (3) the

~analyses applied to the various types of data. Briefly, two sites
participated in the study. Farty—thfee cooperating teachers, 44 student
teachers, and 13 university supeévisors were from State uniﬁersity and the
adjacent Lakeview district; 45 cooperating teachers, 49 student teachers, and
four university supervisors were ffom Metropolitan University and the Urban
school district. ,Ten triads from each site participated more intensively in
the study than the remaining triads. All pértieipants responded to three sets
of instruments and questionnaires (beginning, middle, and end of the ».
semesﬁerj; the intensive sample additionally kept personal logs, auéiataped
‘their ccnférences, and were observed-and interviewed by RITE staff members aﬁ
several occasions during the semester. The interview data were caded‘thraugh
a reduction system‘uhigh pefmittedAthe identification of thematic content, -
while simultaneously preserving the participants’ language. Daéuments
presenting institutional rules and regu1atfansiggverning student.teaching‘wera
examined, and related to one another fﬁr.ﬁﬁnsiétgpcy or contrast in context.
Questionﬁaire data were analyzed thfgﬁgh ca]culat%bn of both descriptive and .
inferential statistics (most notably the analysis of variance and hierarchical
analysis of variance). Analyses of chefbdata are presented elsewhere (e.g.,

- Hughes & Hukill, Note 3).

The second major section of the paper preseﬁtéd and discussed a series of

!!findinés'ébaut the characteristics of participat?ng—universitjes, elementary
aﬁd ecnndafy schools, aﬁd tﬁeir populations. First,. the approximate nﬁmber
of 5tudents enrolled at each university was described as was the numher of -
facuity in each institution's Ca1lege of EdUEatign. ‘Next, it ‘was ﬁbserved

that 34.8% of the principals of partiﬂipating schools were wgmen and that on
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the average Urban schools contained twice as ﬁany administrators and teachers :
as did the Lakeview schools. Pupils in the Urban schools represented a
greater varjety of cultures (as indexed by Tanguages spoken) than did the
pupils in Lakeview schools. There were also, on the average, more pupils per
classroom 15 the Urban schools. However, Lakeview schools were characterized
by greater variety in grade level composition. Information about pupil and
school neighborhood socioeconomic status (SES) wés also present&d_l Both
sites, on the a?erage, consisted mostly of pupils from middle and low income
families, with lower incomes appearing to be somewnat overrepresented.
S1ightij:m5}e Urban than Lakeview schools were in low SES neighborhoods.
Certain other. cantextuai factors (e.g., parental invalvéﬁent in the schools,
special schaal programs) were briefly discussed. All1 of the aEQQE contextual
information was utilized to assist in the interpretation af.find{ngs from
ana%yses of variance éa1¢u1ated on the five factor subscales of the Teacher
Harkiiife Inventory (Elumberg‘& KTEiﬁke, Note 9) and on the Student Teacher

The th1rd major portion of the report exam1ned the forma] nrganizatinna1
properties of the two participating uniyersities, as these impacted student
teaching. Those regulations directly governing the teaehér education programs
‘at each university were considered first. In particular, the requirements for
admission into the programs, as‘we11 as for entering student teaching, were
reviewed and faund to bE‘IEFQETy simiiar; -However, those at State appeared to
be a 1ittle more detailed and required a snmewhat higher grade point average
Far entering student teaching.

Next, rules guiding ‘the process of assig ing student teachers to

p?acements were reviewed; a clear contrast in the formal statements was

Qbserved. The process at State University was found to be centralized, i;ei;-
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the administrator who serves as D%rectsr of Field Experiences was responsible
for assigning placements. In contrast, the university supervisors at
Hetropa?itan.were responsible for assigning placements. Requirements for
satisfactory completion of student;teaching were also preséhted; those at:
Metropolitan seemed to mention more specific "how-to's,” while those at State
seemed to suggest parameters within winich the student teachers were expected
to éparaté_ 'State University regulations appeared to fqéus upon absences and
outside Fespansibijities as pﬁtentiéi prabTéms more than the regulations at
Metropolitan. |

The certification or credentialing processes and requirements at each
institution were discussed, aiso. Differences in the number of requirements
printed 1n»the handbooks were clearly evident (Metropolitan having more). One
‘of the two sites offered pérmanent certification only; the other could provide
an intermediate or "preliminary" credential pending completion of additiébaii
postgraduate work. | o | |

The grievance procedures available té cooperating . teachers and
supervisors at each éite were reviewed next and found to be quite similar.
Both sites seemed to have similar due process requirements, such that the
.'stgdent teachers in question were to be notified at:the earliest possible
time, and the cooperating teachers were expected to make!their concerns kﬂawn-
initié11y to thé*univergity supervisor. One contrast was apparent: the
guidelines available to ﬁetrﬁpaiitan's teachers clearly stated that a
ccoperating tgachef may refuse to permit a student teacher to continue at that .
_placement, regardless of the supervisor's opinion. V
Both institutiaﬁs were found to have job piacément services available to

their student teachers. In one case, signing ﬁp with the placement office was
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optional (though strongly encouraged). In the other, it was required; no fees
-were charged to students for opening the file. |

The remainder of the third major section of the report focused upon
university and/or school district regu]étians governing the selection of
indiviéuaig into the roles of supervisor or cooperating teacher, and the
responsibilities farmaTiy designated with thcse roles: CTear contrasts were
. apparent in the regqulations canzerning the seTectian of supervisars. Most of
those at State University were chosen as teaching assistants fram eligible
graduate students. Those at Hetrape]itan were chosen jointly by the district
and the university through a selection comittee from tenured and credentialed
district personnel who had already obtained a .aster's or other advanced
degree. There are also differences in the student teaching respensibiiities
of supervisors at the two sites in the areas of: providing orientations to
student teachers (State regulations Here more detailed); the observation/
feedback pracedures to be utilized (none are specified at HetrupnTitan), the
evaluation of student teachers; anﬂ the 1ia1san function which the supervisor
was to serve (in one case supervisurs were Expected to ass1st in inservice
staff development, while in the other the; were cautioned against trying to
'4 improve the ciassrcgmiteaeheré'_perfarmanse).' There was much greater apparent
consistency across the two sites in the se1ectian and respahsibi]i;ies
assigned to cooperating teachers. Here the major concern waé clearly that of
shared prafessignalism in the classroom, 1ntended to prgmote the student
teachers autanomgus functinning, .yet it was’ samewhat disqu1et1ng tu note the
lack of operational def1ﬁ1tiﬁns for many g]nba1 terms or phFESES (e.q.,
accepts the student teacher” or "ability to relate to others"). Because ﬂf
such minimal specif1:1ty, the 1nfnrmai processes which impact student teaching

triads might be significant sources of 1nF1uenEe.
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The fourth major section of this report presented findings (largely from
interview data) about the informal organizational properties of universities,
as they impacted the preservide clinical teacher edu;atidn EKPE?1E“EE. The
" areas of p1adement and grievances were addressed together with 1nfdrma15
processes specifically related to university supervisors. Briefly,
cooperating teachers at Lakeview reported having Yd1unteered for their role, -
but having been selected to fill it by their building principals. Study
padticipants from Lakeview and State University indicated also that a variety
. of strategies weré;uti1izgd to achieve placement of student teachers, despite
thé published regulations which designate this as d respdnsibi1it§ of -the
Director of the Office of Student Field Experiences. The teachers in the
Urban school district tended id'repdrt having. bddd selected for their role
thrdugh the established formal dhanne1s, although varidtidns from this were
>.repdrted, Consistent with the Metropolitan University pub11catidns, student
’tdacher 'placement was described ds being the university supervisors'
responsibility. Also, participants at both sitesvindicatedithat they wdu1d
»apdrdadh problems with the student teadhidg experience in a parallel fashion,
turning first to the supervisors and/or dddpeéating:teachers for assistance.

~ Those informal prdcesses speéifidaiiy related to univeréity’sdpervisars
were varied, beginning with_selection requiremdnts and role orientation
through to the suppdrt and reward systems associated with that jdb. Briefly,
supervisors at one site indicated that reTative‘!y mundane cnnsider‘ations often
=dEtEfﬁ1ﬁEd their self-selection 'into the role (d_gg, time constraints or the
need for eitra income), Qhereas thdsé,at the other sitd'repdrted1§ chose to
become supeévfédrsras a means of continuing ﬁheirvdwn professional growth and
contributing to the profession. Sudervisnrs‘ ?dIE_drieniatidn andfpercdpt{dns'
dfﬁrd1e responsibilities were varied and interesting; gengfa11y they included |

o
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more respcnsibi1ities than a reading of formal guidelines wggjd imply. Also,
State university suparﬁisars indicated ihat they had 1ittle 1influence upon
establishing student teacher placements, whereas Hetraﬁaiitan supervisors
assumed direct responsibility for pia;ing student teachers in situations that
wau]d'pravfde valuable learning e;p;:%ences. The mismatch in student teacher
éxpéctatigns for Qbservatian,' feedback, and conferencing, relative to
supervisors' actual observation, feedback and conferencing Qere discussed.
Attention was given also to the evaluation process, and the prab]ematjg kinds.
of criteria which could be applied to student,teazhers. The suﬁervisars“
!'lia1snn function was rev1ewed, and some marked :antrasts across sites vere
discussed. F1na11y, some site differences were ahserved when the reward and -
- support systems available to supervisors were described.

The last major séaticn of the report presented findings about the
infarﬁ%ﬂ nrganizatinna1 properties of the public schools 1in re]atign to the
canperat1ng teachers. Among these were the selection of teachers into ;he
cooperating teacher role, their responsibilities in that raié. and the
attendant informal reward and support systems. Sﬁecificaiiy; most cooperating
teachers indicated that their seiection into that role was at some variance
with the formally stated process. Each role graup‘indicateé that certain
qua]itﬁts were necessary for being an effective zaﬁﬁerating teacher, though
there were variations in the number and kinds of qua]it1es named. A site
d1fference was observed Hhen cnﬁperating teachers were asked whether ur not
they had received training for their role; hgwever. abaut haif of the teachers
- at Either site agreed that no further training would really be useful to the
fcnnduct nf that role. Variations in the formal versus informal orientaticn to
the role, as well as in peréeptigns,af the raié, wefe discusée@; Last, the

teachers' responsibilities to student teachers in the areas of orientation,




planning, observation and feedback, evaluation, and service as a liaison were
from their cooperating teachers about these peé%gfmance areas, although
variation across triads continued to be the apparenf:nurm. Also, both |
supervisors and student teachers indicated £hat the Eaapérating teachers were
a major source of support, while cggperating-teacﬁérs reported relying upon
the supervisors for support (i.e., the support between thege two role groups
was mﬁtua1)i Last, the rewards available to cooperating tgi@héfs for serving
in that role were apparently not financial, and a site dif%eren;e occurred in

" which the Urban caape;atiﬁg teachers were betfer able to draw rewards from
their own sense of satisfaction than the Lakeview capﬁerating teachers. :

In conclusion, several implications of these' findings for studeﬁt

teaching; and for teacher education in general, were drsun! The 1ntéﬁtign of
so doing was to serve as a stimulus for program seifaevaiqétiﬁnxat teacher
education institutions, and as a basis fa% improvemant in the cooperative
endeavors of ﬁub]ic schools with teacher education institutions to provide
fhe ﬁgjafrimplizatian for educational researchers was perhaps'iﬁd1rect1y'

. stated, but should ﬁave been apparent tﬁraugﬁaut_the text;"EducatianiL%%
broad and specific cﬁntextuaI'Factarséa may often be either difficuig to .
interpret or devoid of real meaning, in tuﬁn contributing to the difficu1ty
‘that praétitioners experience in attempting!;é appiy:résuits ta‘imprnvement of
their work. It is time %@r researchers to open their eyes and their research
designs to the "messy” but particularly critical contextual factors that !
impinge upon educatianai experiences; let this reﬁart serve as a major step to-

that end. -
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hppendix A

Easkgrauﬁd Infnrﬁatien t

1. Name e _
2. Séx:éjﬁﬁTé _ Female 3. Age___ _
’4_”;Ethni¢%ty* Ang]aﬁ I, ~ Asian Black_____ Hispanic______

Other__ (specify)

'S, Levei you plan to teach (if preservice) or a?e‘naw teaching (if ipserviee)

Preschool___ ETementahiﬁééég' Junfor High_
- _Senior H%gh L Eaiiegeﬁ,,, Other (Specify)
6.  Number of years teaching experience_ —
7. Father's occupatfan 5 o L
8. Huther s occupation” - 00000 )

9. HumbEF of Brﬂthers ‘and Sisters e

10. Your order of birth 1st 2nd _ 3rd__ 4th__ S5th__ Over 5th__

1. Descr1be the type.of community in which vou lived during most of your

éhiidhpéﬁ: rural_____ urban_ ,Wizsuburbah” _ inner city__ small town

Hgmé the elementary school Ehat yéu’attendéd: . '7. ' -

12. " Indicate the socioeconomic status of the ma;nrity of the students.

s Tow .. middle_. upper___ )

;13. Ind1cate the approximate peraentage gf students in eaeh ethnic graup,

‘Anglo____ Asfan____  Black Hispanic__ __ Other_____
14. Indicate the Size of the séhaa1., -
small (500 or less)__~  Medium (SDCI-‘IEBD) Large (Dver 1500)___ .

15. - Indlcate your general impression of e1ementahy school.

Mostly favorable___  Somewhat favorable Neutral_-_*

Somewhat unfavorable___  Most unfavorable




* Name the junior high you attended: _ o -

(if more than one, name the one you attended longest)
. 16.  Indicate the socioeconomic status of the majority of the students.

Tow__ middle

upper______

"~ 17. Indicate the approximate percentage of students in each ethnic group.

Anglo____ Asian____  Black____  Hispanic_ Other____

18. Indicate the size of the school. :

Small (500 or less)___  Medium (500-1500)___ Large (over 1500)___
19. Indicate your general impression of junior high school.

Mostly favaraﬁlgﬁii ngewhat favaraéTgé_i Neutral

Somewhat unfav@rabigégi; Most unFavarabiga__

Name the high school you attended:

(if more than one, name the one you attended longest) 7
20. Indicate the socioeconomic status nf_the majority of the students.
Tow____ middle____  upper____

7 , .
21. Indicate the approximate percentage of students in each ethnic group.

Anglo___  Asian___  Black_ Hispanic__ A Other

22. Indicate the size of the school.
© Small (500 or less)____ Medium (500-1500)___ Large (over 1500)___
23. [Indicate your general impression of high school.
‘lHQSt1y favorable___  Somewhat favorable___  Nuetral___
’ Same@ha; unfavorable___ Most unfavorable__ |
'24.  Indicate your approximate high school rank. ‘
Top 2%__ Top 10%___~ Top 255 Top 50%___  Bottom 50% -
ZS.A Indicate the type of undérgraduate college you attenﬂedi N

public____ private religious____  private nonreligious____

26. 'Your undergraduate major: o minor:_
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27. Indicate your general impression of college. . : .
Mostly favorable Somewhat favorable_ Neutral_____
Somewhat unfavorable Most unfavorable _

 28. Indicate the number of graduate hours you have earned:

29. Have you earned a graduate degree? Yes __  No

If yes, what degree? o _ N -

ai ) }7 R i —— ‘ Describe your teaching situation. during most of
+ Teaching experience ~~ your teaching career or student teaching experience.

30. The size of the school in which you teach:
Small (to 500) Medium (500-1500) Large (over 1500)
- S S
31. The type of community in which you teach: N
rural ___ wurban____  suburban___  inner city ____  small town
32. The socioeconomic status of the majority of students you teach: '

Tow____ medium____ upper ) . i
- 33. Indicéte the approximate percentage of students in ea;h;eﬁhnic group.
Anglo_ Asian____ Black_____ HiSﬂaﬁéﬁ;;__‘:-Dtth_ﬁ;i
.34. How long have you been at your presegt.sehﬂéi?
' 0-1 yrs.____ EZ—S yrs._ . 4-7 yrs!;;_!; 8-11 yrs.____ 12-15 yrs._____

over 15 yrs.__

35. Have you held any other jobs besides teachinggxifes _ No

What? (List jobs and how long you held them.) '\'\x

I

PLEASE TURN! OVER

R A




36. List the professional organizations to which you belong.




