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ABSTRACT

This paper looks at how cooperating teachers and
student teachers interact and the effects, i1f any, on the student
teacher. The study explored the cases of three student teachers and
their cooperating teachers, focusing on whether the student teachers
appeared to experience any positive or negative effects as a result
of a matched pairing placement or a mismatched pairing placement with
regard to their theoretical orientation to the reading process.
Potential pairs for the study were identified through Theoretical
Orientation to Reading Profile (TORP) scores; student teachers and
cooperating teachers were not purposely matched or mismatched. Data
from the study were used to glean student teachers' perceptions of
their student-teaching experiences, which were then viewed in
relation to their matched or mismatched pairing placements. Although
Pair One held dramatically-opposed theoretical orientations to the
reading process, with no overlap, their mismatched pairing placement
did not produce negative effects in the student teacher; in fact, it
produced positive effects due to the personali.y fraits of the
cooperating teacher. Pair Two appeared to be in perfect harmony
throughout the student teaching experience; positive effects in this
case we.e due to both theoretical orientation similarity and the
personality traits of the cooperating teacher. Pair Three held
dramatically opposed theoretical orientations to the reading process
with no possible overlap, as well as dissimilar attitudes,
understanding, focus, and expectations. In this case, the student
teacher was displeased with the placement and felt that the
cooperating teacher did not offer positive support. Findings of the
study revealed that certain personality traits of cooperating
teachers, in addition to :.lief systems or theoretical orientation,
appear to be important fartors in determining whether student
teachers perceived their student teaching placements to be negative
or positive. (Contains 10 references.) (ND)
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Given widespread agreement that the student-teaching experience is

viewed as the most significant aspect of the teacher education program, and
the cooperating teacher is perceived to be the most significant agent in the
student-teaching process, it follows chat research must explore this field-
based experience. Specifically, there is a need for research strategies that
penetrate the complex and interrelated world of field-based experiences. Most
research done in this area has relied heavily on statistical data, and, as a
result, has oversimplified and ignored many complex factors present in the

transactions and context of the field experience itself (Carter, 1983). Also,

this research did not comprehensively take into account the complexities
present in the interactions between student teachers and cooperating teachers,
nor did it fully address guestions concerning significant influences of
particular cooperating teachers on student teachers and resulting effects, if
any, of transactions between the pair.

In order to examine the field experiences and the perceptions of student
teachers within the field experience, and to go beyond the narrow assumptions
of the empirical-analytic paradigm, naturalistic methodology was empleoyed.
Througn the use of this ethnographic-style methodology, the inquirer was able
to enter the complex and interrelated world of the classroom and gather
authentic, qualitative data for documentation and analysis. Specifically, the
transactions that occurred between three selected student teachers and their
respective cocperating teachers when the student teacher and cooperating
teacher held the same theoretical orientation and when Lhey held conflicting
orientations to the reading process provided the context as the researcher
attempted to gain an interpretation of each student teacher’s own reality.
Since the inguirer was attempting to find out how the cooperating teacher and

‘the student teacher interacted and the effects, if any, on the student
teacher, the research guestions were best informed by data rich in description

cf people, places, and conversations--attitudes and behaviors--it was
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necessary that qualitative rather than quantitative measures and methodology
be used (Bogdan & piklen, 1962; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Yin, 1984) .

The following guestions framed the study:

{1y Does the student teacher appear to experience any positive oI
negative effects as result of a matched pairing placement with 2 cooperating
teacher with regard to theoretical orientation to he reading process?

(2) Does the student teacher appear to experience any positive or

negative effects as a result of a mismatched pairing placement with a

cooperating teacher with regard to theoretical orientation to the reading

process?

-

Data were gathered from three contexts in on€ setting for each pair of
participants. As jdentified by patterson (1987) and Burk {1989}, Context A
represents observation and recording of the original ~ransactions. Context B
represents arvtifacts Or products related to the original transactions.
Context C repres=nts cued responses from the informants concerning Context A
transactions. 1n most CaseésS: the researcher collects primary data in Context
A and B, using secondary data from Context C to complete t-iangulation.
Specifically, Context A jncluded the observation of primary. naturally-
occurring transactions between jndividuals such as audio-taped conversations
and field note data. Context B included products and/or artifacts resulting
from Context A transactions such as reflective jou:nals, 1esson plans, unit
plans, reading couwrse overviews, and work samples of the children in the
student teachers' classrooms. context C included infozmants' cued responses
concerning those transactiors. specifically the Thecretical orientation to
Reading profile (TORP) (DeFord, 107¢) questionnai:es and interviews (see Table
1). pnalysis of data noted above was combined tO produce case studies of the
student teacher/c00pe:ating treacher pairs. Table 1 outlines a cramework with

~hese three contexts delineated, and Table 2 lists data phases. collection

L) S'.’.Q‘JCY\CE:, contexts, and sources.

ERIC 55T COPY AVAILABLE




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 1.

Data Contexts, Methods, Sources.
(Burk, 1989; Pattexrson, 1987)

Ccntext Data-Gathering Method Source
A (Primary/Naturally- 1 Observational Field Notes. "{Primary
occurring 2. Audio-taped conferences.

Transactions)

B (Artifacts/Products 1. Reflective Journals.
of Transactions) 2. Reading Course QOverviews. {Primary
3, Lesson Plans, Unit Plans.
4. Children's Work Samples.
C (Cued Responses) 1. TORP Questionnaires. {Seconuary
2. Interviews.

Table 2.

Data Phases, Collection Sequence, Contexts, and Sources.

Phase Collection Sequence Contexts/Sources
One Week 1 of 1. TORP Questionnaires. C/Secondary
(1) student Teaching. 2. Initial Interviews. C/Secondary
Two Weeks 2-9 of 1. Observationel Field Notes. A/Primary
(I1) student Teaching. 2. Audio-taped conferences. A/Primary
3., Reflective Journals. B/Primary
4. Mid-Point Interviews. C/Secondary
5. Reading Course Overviews. B/Primary
6. Lesson Plans, Unit Plans. B/Primary
7. Children's work samples. B/Primary
Three Week 10 of 1. TORP Questionnaires. C/Secondary
(III) scudent Teaching. 2. Final Interviaws. C/Secondary

For ethical reasons, studen%t teachers and cooperating teachers were not
purposely matched or mismatched. Random, arbitrary pairing was assigned as
usual. However, following student-teaching placement, pairs of student
teachers and cooperating teachers were administered the TOFP (DeFord, 1879) to
determine which pairs would pe selected for the study. After pctential pairs
were identified through TORP sco.es (see Table 3), three specific pairs were

chosen due to Jogistics and grade level considerations in addition to TORP
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scores (see Table 4). They were contacted in person and asked if they would

agree to participate in the study. K1l readily agreed to do so.

e

e
Table 3. .
TORP Scoxes.
Scores
Paix Phase Student TeacheX Cooperatin Teacher
One  (Mismatch 1 61° 127°
One 111 84° --
TWO {Match I 67° 65°
Two 111 55° --
Three (Mismatch I 117b 592
Three 111 120° -

a . . .
= Phonlcs Orientation

<] . . .
= wWhole Language Orientation

€ - gkills Orientation

Table 4.

student Teacherx Pairin and Theoretical Orientation.
Theoretical Orientation
Cooperatin

Pair Grade Student Teachexr i Teachex
one/Mismatch 1 Phonics whole Language
Two/Match 2 Phonics Phonics
Three/Mismatch 3 whole Language Phonics

The data were analyzed by “organizing them into manageable units,
synthesizing them, searching for patterns, discovering what is important and
what is to be learned, and deciding what you will tell others” (Bogdan &
Bikien, 1992, PG 153) . Comparisons were made beginning with initial data
collection and continued throughout the entire data collection and analysis.
Categories of meaning emerged from initial data, and wich more data collection
and analysis, these categories became defined and able to be understood. This

jnductive data analysis 1is the process used for “making sense” of field cata
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and is quite similar to “content analysis” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985), and it has
peen described by Glaser and Strauss (1967) under the heading of “constant
comparative method.” The analysis was an ongoing process in which the data
were examined and studied both within and across cases in order to inform the
emergent structure of the data collection phases and to seek patterns which
informed the research guestions (Glaser & Strauss, 19867) . Specifically, data
were used to glean student teachers’ perceptions of their student-teaching
experiences. These perceptions were viewed in relation to theilr matched or
mismatched pairing placements with regard to theoretical orientation to the

reading process. Conclusions are addressed in terms of interpretation of the

data.

Although Pair One held diametrically-opposing theoretical orientations
to the reading process. with no overlap. their mismatched pairing placement
did not produce negative effects i.. the student teacher. In fact, it produced
positive effects due to the personality traits of the cooperating teacher such
as openness, empathy, helpfulness, supportiveness, creativity, nurturing,
understanding, encouragement, positive attitude, &nd kindness, that were
recorded and commented upon by the student teacher in her final Reflective
Journal entry:

1 found my student te .cher experience a worderful learning experience.
My cooperating teacher was wonderful. We got along extremely well
because we had a lot in common. We both enjoy incorporating whole
language activities into the classroom. Not only was she my cooperating
teacher, she was also a good friend. I could not have been happier with
my teacher. I will miss her anc my students a great deal. (Entry 35)
As a result, the inquirer concluded this particulaz mismatch (i.e..
Phonics Student Teacher/Whole lLanguage Cooperating Teacher), in and of itself,
did not cause the student teacher to experience negative effects, This
suggested to the inguirer that the pe:sonality traits of the cooperatinrg

teacher noted above, n addition to the belief system OX theoretical
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orientation, were equally jmportant as to whether oI not the student teacher

-viewed the student-teaching experience as negative or positive.

Fair Two appeared +o be in perfect harmony from the first week through
the last week of the student—teaching experience. Although Pair Two held the
same theo-etical orientation tO the reading process, and they agreed on
methodclot ¥ materials, instructional implementation, and had similar
expectations regarding the teaching of reading, the student-teacher’s positive
perception of her cooperating teacher seemed TO involve more than theoretical
orientaction similarity. For example, the student teacher repeatedly referred
to her cooperating reacher’s “pesitive attitude,” willingness tO wdiscuss and
brainstorm” ideas with hex, supportiveness, encouragement, and kindness.

positive effects were recorded and commented upon by the student teacher
in her final Reflective Journal entry:

ks my student-teaching experience comes to an end, 1 feel happy but also

sad. I look pack on all of the things that happened to me, the

experiences, the influence of my cooperating teacher, and

T had a great ceacher. Sometimes I think 1 learned more in my student
teaching than in any class 1 had in college. (Entry 15)

As a result, the ingquirer concluded ¢hat this particular match (i.€..
Phonics Student meacher/Phonics Cooperating Teacher), 1in and of jrself, cid
rot cause the scudent teacher tc experience positive effects. As in Case
S:udylone, this suggested to the inguxrer that the pe:sonality ~raits of the
cooperating teacher ~oted above, in add:ition <O the beliel system O«

!

:heoretical orientvaticn, were im ~udent teacher’ s
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perception of the s:udent—teaching experience 85 negative oOr positive.

relx

Ty

~hree held diametzically—opposing cheoretical orientations to the
seading process with no possible overlap in +heir theories. Consecguently, the
student teacher and cocperating ceacher had conflicting opinions and employed

different instructicnal rechnigues, materiaxs:, and methodelogy for teaching

reading in heering with their respective orientations. octher discrepancies




:included theories of language learning, understanding of what reading is, and
attitudes toward teaching emerged through interview responses and conference
conversations. In practice, this pair implemented reading instruction quite
differently as evidenced through interview responses, lesson plans, unit
plans, and observational field note data. In addition to holding conflicting
theoretical orientations, Pair Three was cissimilar in attitudes,
understandings, focus, expectations, a.ad actual implementation of language
learning practices.

Unlike the student teachers from Case Studies One and Two that were
pleased with their student-teaching placements, the Case Study Three student

teacher was displeased. After examining and analyzing the data, the inquirer

Lot ndi

concluded that the cooperating teacher was not perceived by the student
teacher as offering much guidance, support, or encouragement. Nor was she
able, from the perspective of the student teacher, to create an overall
context or atmosphere in which the student teacher felt suppo- ted and/or
encouraged by the actions and attitudes of the cooperating teacher, or one in
which the student teacher felt she was learning how to be a teacher. The
student teacher felt that her creativity was stifled, and her student-teaching
experience was Guite limited due to the amount of conformity that was expected
by the cooperating teacher. As a result, the student teacher experienced
frustration, anziety, discouragement, and anger in relation to limitations she
perceived her cooperating teacher placed upon her with regard to readiness to
cuperiment with new ideas, materials, and techniques.

Numerous Reflective Journal entries recorded by the student teacher
presented these perspectives:

.. .7 don't see any joy in reading in the classroom. (Entry 2)

...I can't really change anything though---1'm the “student” teacher and

she is the “teacher,” (Entry 12)

.1 am not gecing to want to give this class back to my cooperating

ccacher. We are now laughing together, learning together, sharing

o - BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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together. (Entry 22)
rudent Teacher Three’s final Reflective Journal entry, unlike the final
journal entries of the other two student teachers, did not voice appreciation
or gratitude for her cooperating teacher’s guidance and/or for the student-
teaching experience itself. Rather, she said:

As my time in this classroom comes to an end, I find 1 hate to leave

these kids...My classroom will be less rigid and structured. ..l have

arranged with Ms. (Cooperating Teacher) to return to this
classroom for a few hours each week to read to the kids and listen to
them read. I'm looking forward to it...I want my own classroom and
students and all the hard work that goes with being a positive teacher.

(Entry 34)

As a result, the inquirer concluded that the Pair Three student teacher
appeared to experience significant negative effects within the context of this
particular mismatched pairing placement (i.e., Whole Larguage Student
Teacher/Phonics Cooperating Teacher) Wwith regard to theoretical orientation to
rhe reading process. In addition, although a mismatch was present in both
case Studies One and Two, with both mismatches involving Phonics and Whole
Language orientations, two diametrically—opposed belief systems allowing for
no overlap, negative effects were perceived only by the pair Three student
teacher. As a result, the inquirer concluded that this particular mismatch
{(i.e., Whole Language Sstudent Teacher/Phonics Cooperating Teacher), in and of
jeself, did not cause +he student teacher O experience negative effects.

In all three case _.udies, certain pe:sonality traits of the cooperating
treachers, in addition to belief systems OrX theoretical orientations, appeared
to be important factors in determining whether or not the student teachers
pe:ceived therr student—teaching experiences to be negative Or positive. As a

result, the inguirer concluded that the combination of the direction ol the

mismatch in theoretical orientation in Case Study Three (i.e., Student

10
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Teacher/Whole Language orientation; Cooperating meacher/FPhonics crientation),

and the personality rraits of the cooperatind teacher contributed
significantly to the Pair Three student teacher experiencing negative effects
during student teaching. In these three case studies, certain personality
craits of the cooperating teachers, in addition to +heir belief systems OX
theoretical orientations, appeared to be important factors in determining
whether or not the student teachers viewed theilr student—teaching experiences
as negative or positive.

As Puckett and McClam {1990) note, most of the studies on student-
reaching supervision are written from the perspective of the college
supervisoxr OZ the cooperating teacher, leaving out +he student teacher. Most
stucdies including the perspective of the student teacher focus ¢n roles and

duties, leaving out the gqualities of effective supervisors. Alsc, studies

dealing with che student—teaching experience usually do not examine what

happens O the student teacher after the student—teaching experience. gich

che widespread push to reform public education and teacher education programs,
the demand 1is great for a body of knowledge to shed light on the complex world
of the student teachers and their interactions with their cooperating
teachers. ~eacher eduCators should be willing and prepared to examine thelr
own professed anc demonstrated theories. 7S professed by Sagan (127¢1},
wpelief systems that cannot survive scrutiny are probably not worth having”

(p. 28¢).
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