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Early Field Experiences: Unification of Cooperating Teachers'
ana Teacher Education Students' Diverse Perspectives

I

In recent years teacher education programs throughout the country have

put increased emphasis upon field experiences prior to student teaching for

pre-service teachers (AACTE; 1976). Whether this programmatic redirection
has coime from state guidelines or 1iternal attempts at program renewals it
seems clear that field experiences will remain a vital part of teacher brep-
aration in the near futuré. However, up to this point the usefulness of
such efforts is largely an article of faith, (i.e. Eldin, 1971; Houston, 1974;
Edélfelt, 1972; Devanéy, 1976; Andrews, 1980). In fact, résearch on student
teaching, which night be Suiioned in an effort to provide justification for
field experiences, often vields results that indicate such experiences serve
to regate university instruction (Matthews, 1967; Jacobs, 1968; Hoy, 1968;
Rcberts & Blankenship, 1970; Weinstock & Peczolo, 1970; Hoy & Rees, 1977;
Zeicher, 1980).

Up to this point, research generated on early field experiences has been
fairly sporadic and has taken a number of directions. Mentioned above was a
series of studies which belong to the "advocacy" cateqory of such research.
These studies merely posit an assumed value of early field experiences and
then focus on design and implementation: Another category of studies Taunched
in this area are "ancillary" studies: Such work is concerned primarily with
technical guestions such as the legal aspects of field work (Morris & Curtis,
1983) and the logistics of placing students in the field (McNaughton, et. al.,
1982). Both of these categories are flawed in their lack of a serious theoretical

or empirical underpinning.
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A third iiiore firuitfiul category for research on early field placenent is

cirried oi under the "theoreticdl™ lable.  Those studics attempt to 1ink the

teacher preparation in general and field experiences in particiilar.

Finally; there is the "practical" category of inquiry into early field

experiences: Best exemplified by studies that work to expose the assuiiptions
underlying early field experiences in order to test their efficacys sich work has
only recently begun to emerge. The diverse inquiry in this category includes
Erdiian's (1983) attempt to Tink theory to practice; Denton's (1982) exploration
of field work as related to subsequent course work and Martin and Wood's (1984)
setting. Clearly there is a need for expanding rescarch and theory-building in
both of the later two cateogries. Particularly, there secms to be a paucity

of research in the "practical arena which could work to inform future practice.

In responding to this need a formative examination of one such teacher

education program was undertaken. Initially, the research progran was designed
to focus upon the effects of such experiences dpon the teacher candidate: How-

that of the effects such field placenents were having upon the site of placement;
the public schools. Thus, atteiipts weré made to investigate the success or
failure of early field experiences through the eyes of both teacher candidates
and inservire teachers.

carriculum: Ir this program, according to new (1980) State of Ohio guidelines,




teicher candidates .dre required to obtain 600 hours of ¢linicdl dand ficld experiences;
Of thessi hanrs, 300 dve obtained in the tudent teaching experience itself with the
remainder gained in early field e<perionces throughout the progran. Couracs such
experiences are linked with include dn introduction to teaching and tedching tasks,
adolescent growth and development, the teaching of veading in the content aied, and
the advanced methods courses. Of interest to the researchers were the effects of
field experiences located in the introdictory and adolescent qrowth and developinent
courses. The rationale for focusing on these courses relates to the fact that they
appear first in the éecondary educdtion seyience. Thus, potential preblems, promises,
the first time as a "teacher" rather thai a student.

It is important to recognize the rationale bohind the early field experiences
under investigation: These experiences aie designed to introdice students into the
actual practice of teaching in order to better fa:ilitate their decision about be-
coming a teacher. The program thus serves three purposes: (1) offering faculty a
close first ook at teacher candidate; (2) offering teacher candidates a structured,
hopefully reflective look at teaching in practice; and (3) linking theory to practice
in the prograins. The goal is to provide an educationd] experience in the best sense
of experience developed by Dewey (1938),reflective praxis. This inquiry is thus
guided by Erdman's (1983) insistence that

{An) illuminative focus for assessing quality (in early field

experiences) lies in the relationship between the expressed

purposes articulated by teacher educators and what field
experiences dctually mean to preservice teacher. (27).

Three major questions were to provide the focus for examining the perceptions
of teachers and teacher candidates relevant to field experiences. First, froi the

perspective of the coopératihg teacher (ET} what expectations were brouqht to the




(FES)* Snd how much help did these same individudls Foel they rocoived from the
Field ®Xperjence students? Secondly. what oxpectations did the IS bring to the
field ®Xgercence and how useful did the FES find the expericnce a5 they attenjited
to dédiQQ about and prepare for a career i teaching? hird, i whit wiys did the
divert® Bergpectives of the ¢Ts and the TESs hinder the developmient of 4 positive
Field “Sherjence?

Yo bedin to answer these questions. evaluation i SUPVeY NS traiients weiro
administored to CTs involved in the initial fiold oxperionce and 0 representat ive
saitP1e OF FES in the program.  Responses were compiled and follow-up intoryions
used 10 Tgllaborate suspected findings.

THé results of this study follow and while Timited to one proiiani, do
téathéf,Qéndédatég' By exaiining these diverse perspectives of the teacher in
the T121% ang the hopeful teacher in the university the potentialities as well

as the phsbjéilii Of 1’1e]d é)’('p’éﬁ'e”n”cég be(}m to emerqe:

Me £hod0] g

Subjects for the study consisted of secondary teacher-education students
S o
respect’’t secondary classroom cooperuting teachers (n=34). Data were collected
during fOUur gcademic quarters, over nearly two years. Measures taken ineluded:
AR ‘I’ T AV O S . - ~ Y R | o T4 P . .o
cooperat Ng teacher expectations of early field experience students, field ex-
perienct Student expectations of the early field experience, T and FES pei-

CT expectations were measured before the experience, whereas pretileins and

Values WEPR oo soung Snoai N T e
values Y° 'y measured at the concluston of the exnerience. FES expectations and




perceptions of probiems and values of the Ficld experience wele measurcd by
pre- and posttestin.g.

Listrumentation concerning expectations, probilciis, and vdalue of fiold
experiences originated from Stete of Ohio Departient of Lducdtion o tdfis survey
1981). The vesearch design for these instruments was modeled after earlier
methods reported by Cruickshank; Kennedy; and Myers (1974). Cruickshaiik (19;5);

and Applegate (1978) and consisted of two phases: (1) the collection of in-

developing the status survey, and {2) collecting measures from a lavger iepre-
sentative state-wide sample for the purpose of ranking expectations, problens

and the Tike. After descriptive statistical analyses were completed, datd were

responses to instrument items, coiiiion statisticdl tests of significance were

used to examine variation between CT and FES responses on the basis of the

techniques are cited; where aporopriate, i the Sectishs which follow:

Cooperating Teachers

1. What expectations did cooperating teachers have for the early field experiences?
It is suspected that problems during field experiences may result because
of the idealistic expectations cooperating teachers hold for university field

experience students. A prior study (Applegate and Lasley, 1983a) undertaken to

determing what CTs expect from FESS suggests that teacher educators may have to

build a more realistic awareness among CTs regarding purposes and objectives to

.
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be tulfilled by the FES. State-wide, CTs had unreilistic expectations which
they held for FES. They cxpected FESS 10 have rathier specidlized skills and
ibilities far beyond planned Tevels of preparation dand experience. CTs dlso
failed, overdll, to view ficld experiencés ds opportunities for FESS to engage
in the practice of skill déveiépment and/or systeimatic observation.

Part of our resedrch undertook a comparison of locdl CTs with those of
the state-wide sample to see whether our teacher expectations differed and
were excessive. CTs ind}éated their levels ot agreement or disagreement

(1 -strongly disagree to r5’f§fr;6h(ﬂy aaree) to 46 Likert-type variables on the
instrument developed for the study above.

The grand mean for the state-wide sample was 4:508; whereas the 0U sample
more realistic: Twelve variables appeared to indicate significant expectations
as reported by the state-wide sample (Bihbmi(ﬂ test of the null hypothesis,
upper tail,; for each survey Vd?‘idb]é). Tablie 1 snows the rafiks dand ieans of
tie State-wide and OU CT samples. Ranks betwecn samples differed considerably
aiid 7 of 12 OU weans were found to be significantly 1ess than the state Sample
grand mean at the 0.05 level of significarce.

Factor analysis of the state sample revealed @ factors (Anplegate and
Lasley, 1983a). Froii these factors it was inferred that state of Ohic coop-

erating teachers largely held expectations regarding the FES': (1) teaching

behaviors and attitudes, (2) initiative and enthusiasin, (3) adaptability an
support; and (4) professionalism. When QU CT responses were ranked independent
of state sample rankings, highest levels of expectations were held for survey
variables which were associated with two factors: (2) initiative and enthusiasm,

and (4) professionalism. Local cooperating teachers seemed to have lower ex-




pectation overall for the construcls represented by the factors.  lideed,

for a first field experience it seems the OU CTs displayed iiore of 4 Sonse

of realism by maintaining lower levels of expectations overall and choosing
initiative, enthusiasm (factor 2); and professionalisn (factor 4) than

teaching skills, classroom with-it-ness (Ffactor 1), and the ability to think

on one's feet {factor 3). It seems reasonable to expect the FES behaviors
described by fdactors 1 ind 3 to develon during more advanced field exveriences,
not first entries into the classroom. FES abilitics to function at levels

expected by CTs can coitributé to a harionious work ing relationship. T[ESg

2. What problems did cooperating teachers perceive?

are viewed as being an indication of how the state's population of cooperating
teachers would respond to this question.

A sample of 34 local tooperating teachers was comparéd to the 172 teachers
cited in the research: Each sample of teachers was asked tg indicate agree-
ment or disagreement to the problem statements reported by Lasley and Nppledate.
Rankings and differences between means were compared and are reported in
Table 2.
most pressing problems were concerned with knowing university expectations,

FES attendance and tardiness, and lack of FES teaching skills: The Ohio

University sample indicated the most pressing problei is being the CT's lack

g
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o time to spend with the FES. Lack of zudio-visual and teaching skills an
low FES interest in getting to know other classroom teachers also were highly
ranked;

the piayni tide of the problen stdtement neans reported for cach sample.  Sample
Lizes varied considerably (n=177 ;34) and homogeneity of variance was not
assumed. Estinations of the Standard error of difference and adjustients to
based on procedures developed by Cochran and Cox as reported in Hinkle; Wiersma;
and Jurs (1979). Test statistics are reported in Table 2.

Signi“icant differences between the sampie means were found for 10 of 13
orodlem statements. The Ghis University sample means were substantiilly less
than their state counterparts on probléms dealing with university goals and
objectives, FES attendance, general teaching skills. classroom readiness; prep-
stantial differences were not noted with problei &tatomcits dealing with the
operation of audio-visual equipment, CT time for the FES, dand interest in

other teachers: |

Further tests of significance were undertaken to determine if the ratings
reported for the problems were truly indicative of problems existing as de-
scribed. In accordance with procedures reported by Lasely :nd Applegate (1981);

cooperating teachrers were asked to respend to each problem statement by indicating
their Tevels of agreement or disagreement. Each stotement was rated on a five
choice Likert scale with "Strongly Agree" being a numerically high rating (5)
and "Strongly Disagree" a low (1) rating. "Underided" resporses were rated as 3.
Mean ratings for all problem Statenients were less than 3.000 for the

cooperating teaciiers represented by the Ohio University sample. It sas

10
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findings as an indication thdt these problems did not exist as sudgested by
rankings based on the instrunéntdation. Agreemert that the problems existed
would result in means being found significantly greater than 3.000. Students
t-tests were cowputed to determine the efficacy of our Fypotheses. [leans and
test statistics are listed in Table 3. A1l problem stateiient ieans were sig-
nificantly less than the null hypothesis, except stateient 7. The cooperating
teachers were "undecided" about the adequacy of the amount of time available

to spend with their field experience students.

2. What value did cooperating teachers find in the field experience?
Justifiably; a great deal of attention is qiven to problems FESs may cause
in the classroom. While some teachers see assisting with teacher instruction as
part of their professional duties, many others havé a genuine concern over mini-
mizing outside disruptions in their classroom. This pracccupation has; however;
led many investigators to overlook ways in which FESs ndy b heneficial to the
classroom teacher. With diminishing resources for many school distiicts it is
indeed appropriate, if not vital, to examine the potential positiVékahd negative
Given these concerns CTS were requested to respond to a series of questions
on the assistance they received from their FES. In addition, a representative
sample of the participating teachers was interviewed- Reports were gathered on
148 FESs placed in two school districts. 1In the reports teachers Were asked to
respond to a Likert scale rating instrurient (choices being Strongly Agreé to
Strongly Disagree) to he following items which had emerqed during previous

teacher field experience inservices:

i1
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paperiork; {2) iy FES was able to help tytor students; (3) my FES helped
motivate students: (4) my FES made small groups possible: (5) my FES iiade
individualization possibles (7) having 4 FES allowed mie more tine for individual
pupil neéeds; (7) my FES was more bothér than he/she was worth; (8) iy FES had a
positive influence on the classroom; dnd (9) my FES had a positive influence
on uy teaching.

In order to interpret the survey results the questions were divided irito
tour different, yet related; areas. The first of these was classroon mechanics,
taken from the response to question numbei one. In this case we found that over
90 . of the teachers either Agreed to Strongly Adreed thit the university field
experience students were able to provide assistance With their paperwork (grading,
attendance, etc.) demands. (Refer to Table 4 for coimplete statistical analysis).
Comments made by teachers when asked about this dssistance imentioned materials
FESs made; time put in grading assignments, and tiiie the €T saved Ffor instric-
tional tasks by being relieved of various managenient dities.

The second area the questions addressed was classroui methodoloqy: In
particular, was Lhe teacher better able to use a variety of approaches and more
able to imeet the needs of particular students when the FES was available?

small groups? Teachers overwhelmingly Agreed or Strongly Agreed that with the

additional help they were able to use siiall groups more often (83 '), use iigre

individualization (78 ): have more students titsred (89.); and spend iore tiie
with students With special needs (79%). Several teacher comments are usefy]
in understanding how helpful the university students were:

"(Student A) was enthusiastic and very helpful when he tutored a

Sth grade boy in math: His explanations were clear and he was
sensitive to the child--gave lots of praise."

[ Al

12
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‘L really enjoyed working with (Student D). She was willing
and volunteered to do extra things such as iidking instructional
games at home: She was eager to get into teaching and asked

for opportunities to take over the instruction of a group:

She was dlso eager to learn from her experisice dnd incor-
porated principles learned from one teacning experience inte
the next one."

'l felt very good about my teaching performance==(Student £'s)
presence nmiotivated me as a teacher.”

"(Student F) is seriously dedicated to becoming a qood teacher
and her attitude and questions kept me on my toes to be a good

model."

While teacher reports demonstrate that FESs had an overwhelmingly
positive effect on the school setting; three potertial probleii areas had
to be continually iioiitored by both university and public school faculty
in order to insure such results. The first of these Wis the occasional
FES who felt he/she was iierely in the school to observe and riot to par-
ticipate: In these cases both the FES and the teacher were frustrated as
fei ther gained what they wanted from the experience. Another source of
frustration; for university faculty in particular; was Che difficulty of
placing FESS because some teachers felt they had Tittle to gain and nothing
to offer the FESs. Given that ti e teachers were paid a very minimal anount
for their participation: at times it was difficult to gain access to soie
classioois . ?{ha{iyg the public schooi;téacﬁéks expressed concern (developed

,

during previous iﬁté%éttibhé with university piétéméﬁté) that the involvement
of the un#versity faculty with the field setting would be 1imited (in terms
of observations, visits; and the like).

These difficulties were seemingly overcoiie thicugh a close partnership
between the faculties of the university and the schools. Frequent in-service
meetings were held with groups of teachers and individual teachers to infor

them of the FESs capabilities and to check on progress. School adiiinistiators

13
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experience students. Additicnally, university faculty made weekly visits to
all field sites to monitor progress continually, suqgqest new ways to utilize
the FES and to discuss both problems and Successes with the school faculty.
These strategies seemed to have paid off in that when the teachers were asked
if the field experience students weis mMore bother than they were worth (Item 7)
not a single téathéﬁ'fégbonded in the affirmative and more than 95 of them

either Strongly Disagreed or Disagreed with that conclusion.

Early Field Experience Students
4. What expectations did the FESS bring to the ficld experience?

Types of cooperating teacher problems with field experiences were cited
earlier and clustered into six types: Problems (1) with the FES' orientation
to teaching; (2) in understanding the partnership of teaching; (3) with FES
bf6?§§§36n31ism; (4) With the FES' attitudes and values; (5) with enthusiasii
for teaching; and (6) with the FES' planning and orgarizational skills. Re-
searchers suggest that if knowledge about what field experience students expect
were available, then ". . . teacher educators could structure field experiences
service teachers, Cbbperaiing teachers, and universitv supervisors confront once
field activities are initiated" (Applegate and Lasley; 1983b; p: 3).

Status survey instrumentation was designed according to the two phase pro-
cedures outlined earlier. FESS were asked to respond to 57 Likert-type expect-
ancy variables by marking~their level of agreeiient (5) or disagreement (1).

Ohio University FES responses are compared with the state-wide sample in Table
5. Pretests measured 0U FES ékﬁééténcies before the experience; while posttests

asked FESS to indicate the level to which they believed the expectancy was accom-

14




13

plished during the oxperience. Overall; the means for all posttest expectan-
cies were lower, with significantly lower differences found for six of eight
top ranked expectations. These differences suggest that OU FESs were not able
to gain experiences conpatible with their levels of expectancies.

Six underlying factors emerged from the state-wide analysis. These factors

were named and described in temis of FES expectation for early field experiences:

Factor 1: Expectations for Assessing the Complexities of Teaching
Prospective teachers expect to develop a better under-
standing of their own abilities to perform in the teaching
role and to make some assessient; based on observations
of "real" teachers, of their own pédagogical strengths

and weaknesses.

-~

e

Factor 2: Expectations for Modeling Professional Pricticé

Prospective teachers expect to discover the subtleties of
successful teaching and to develop an in-depth under-

standing of what it takes to be effective in the classrooii.

Factor 3: Expectations for Acquiring Practical Insights and Ideas
Prospective teachers expect that early field experiences

will provide them with an opportunity to acquire sone

practical and specific ideas for successful performance.

Factor 4: Expectations for Practicing Teaching Skills

Prospective teachers expect that early field experiences
will provide an opportunity to practice teaching skills,

such as lecturing, and *o test their decision-making
abilities.

Factor 5: Expectations for Understanding Various School and Ciassroom Settings
Prospective teachers expect EE%E"?ieid experiences will enable
them to understand how different teachers function in the same
schoel setting and to se2 how different teachers react to
classroom problems in diverse cultural contents:

Factor 6: Expectations for Dealing Directly with Students o
Prospective teachers expect that earlv field experiences
will serve as an opportunity to deal directly with.
students and to work with Students who have special
learning needs.

Y
J{
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Most of the differences in ranks between the state-wide and OU FES
samples occurred with items from factor 2. Variables which clustered to
form this factor dealt with expectations relevant to observations and ex-
periences encountered by students who anticipated student teaching soon there-
after. The 6Y FESs had Tower expectancies for these variables. Table 6 1ists
the pre- to-post experience expectancy changes. Factors 5, 6 and 1 show de-
creases in expectancy for a majority of the variables included in these
factors. These changes seem to warrant the conclusion that FESs believe
they were not successful in: (1) experiencing varied school and classroom

and (3) assessing accurately their own abilities relative to the complexities

of teaching. It appears most FESs wanted to plunge right into the teaching

actually prepared to do.
Overall, it seems that FES levels of expectancies may have been inore
idealistic than realistic. Even though FES tend to view field experiences

fully expect to leave field experiences equipped to ‘deal with the numierous
challenges and problems of teaching: Déébﬁte idealism vs. realism, if these
expectations can be met; it seems likely the FES will experience satisfaction;
if not met, frustration and disenchantment may occur. FES satisfaction and
dissatisfaction may impact upon perceptions 6f problems and the values of

field experiences.

5. How did field experience students perceive potential problems?
We were interested in how our secondary education field experience students

,,,,,,,, , FES {n=145) were

16
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asked to indicate their agreenient or disagreenent; like the €Ts: The FES were
sophomore and junior students and ratings were obtained at the end of their
first education course and field experience. Rankings and means are compared
with those of the CTs and are listed in Table 7. Students t-tests of signifi-
cance with separate variance estimates weré computed by a standard $PSS program
(Table 7).

The FES reported lack of university assistance, inability to operate_
audio-visual equipment; and the university's lack of knowledge oF what t#éy
(FES) had done or ought to do as the highest ranked "problems.” Statistical
comparisons of the means revealed three significani differerices between the
CT and FES means. In two cases the €T saMbiéumééﬁé were greater than the
FES means: not enough time for the €T to sit down with the FES: and the FES
could not operate audio-visual equipment. FES believed the college supervisor
was less visible than perceived by the €Ts: All toid, the FES means were sib
stantially less than "undecided" (3.000), thus indicating no real perceptions
of field experience probleiis.

Despite an apparent lack of problems overall; some may assume the sending
of "raw" recruits to observe and assist veterdn teachers may place extra burdens
on inservice teachers with the FES and universities benefitting at the expense
of teachers. CTs have attested to the benefits of these experiences and we
assume they are beneficial for FES: But how much value do FES find in early

field experiences?

6. How valuable did the FES find field experiences as they made career decisions?
Given the acknowledged usefulness of FES in teacher classrooms, it seemed
worthwhile to determine if the FES reciprocated with perceptions of value to

their preparation as teachers: Lasley and Applegate (1981) identified six factgrs

17
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which serve to describe areas of concern cooperating teachers express for field

experience students. The cooperating teachers belisve these areas represent
key components of the field experience and FES professional preparation.

Factor descriptions were used as a basis for developing 23 statements to which
185 secondary school FES were asked to respond by (1) rating the value of the
assessiment of their attainment of the criteria specified by the statements.
Perceptions of value were selected from a 5 item Likeit scale which ranged from
1 (not important) to 5 (very important). Self-assessients were sifmilarly re-
ported on a scale which ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Each variable stat@inent was clustered around one of six factors which are naied
and described ds follows:

Factor 1. Preparation for field experience. Each FES was asked to self-

and curiousity about the process of becoming a teacher.

Factor 2. Understanding the partnership of teaching asked each FES tg
self-assess and rate the value of the ifiportance of partnership arrangenents
in educating teachers, e.g., colleges, FES, teacher, and school personnel
involveient :

Factor 3. Professionalism asked the FES to rate the professional re-

sponsibilities and cognizance of school norms, including being flexible and
prepared to help the classroom teacher with activitiss.

Factor 4. FES attitudes and skills caused the FES to focus on the

importance of positive rejations with pupils, eagerness tof assume class-

18
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Factor 5. Enthusiasm for teaching asked the FES to rate their initiative;
enjoyment; and enthusiasm when working with teachers and pupils:

Lesson planning and organization asked each FES te indicate

Factor 6.

his/her ability tc teach; plan for instruction, organize nmateridls, ask appro-

Grand means for all factor variables were eéxaiiined to compare the FcSs'
béréept30n$ of value and self-assessments which resulted froim their field ex-
perience training. Value of the trainin~, es measured by the FES "value" re-
sponses (means) to survey statements, was undeniably high (Table 8). The FES
placed a higher value on affective components of the field experience (factors
3,4,5,2) and less value on the subject-centered and preparatory aspects of the
experience (factors 2 and 6). The same held true for the cooperating teachers.

As shown by the self-assessment means reported in Table 9, the FESs in-

dicated a rather high level of perceived atlainment of the attitudes, skills,
professionalism and understanding as desired by cooperating teachers: For each
factor the self-assessment means were lower than the value placed upon them.
In gereral, lower sélf-assessment factor means were interpreted as being in-
dicative of FES realization that this was their first training experience and
additional training and experiences were needed.

The "value" fieans reported for each factor may be viewed ds an expression
of the level of attainment desired by the FES. Analysis of variance was used
to be significant? less (Table 9) than their factor value counterparts. Factor
6, lesson planning ana organization; was not stressed highly during the campus

19
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exPeri®naq teachers. Emphasis was given to this factor during another course
taken Yring 5 Tater quarter, still the FES seemed to indicate mere planning and
c1355™0 grganization skill developnent would have iiproved their fisld ex-
perieMSy. Factor 4, professionalisii, seems to reveal that student recognize
their 'Siels of professionalisn need further development. Factor 1, preparation
fFor th® Fieid experience, seems to indicate that more advance preparation should

settinds Some FESs remarked about not understanding the pupils well enough t
assist tﬁéir teachers meaningfully: while gthers acknowledged that théy thought
they u"%rstood the role of a teacher; but soon realized how naively 1imited
their Vsupgints were. 1t was encouraging, however, to find that the FES, &5 a
whole, fmbrbvéa significantly on their self=recognition of the importance of
the 03" Nersiip role of the CTs in preparing future teachers.

0Y8h$11 the FES indicated that the fieid experience and correlated caiipus
instructisn provided a realistic opportunity for them to learn about the pro-
fessio" OF teaching as it exists in a school setting: Particularly noteworthy
were th® compents Which attested to the FESs personal discoveries about thems
se1ves 2Ny their preconceptions and stereotypes: Further evidence of self=dis-

covered Magknesses and misconceptions about the role of teachers and the impact

can N0® ° better stated than in the words of the FESS who offered these comments:

"P' 8 to iy experience this quarter, I felt teaching wa- an 8:00
t0 100 job with summeis off and teaching students from a pre-set
p1{+ 1 never thought that it took so much planning and involve-
me".  What a false stereotype I was under!"

ii;‘Baiﬁﬁavgééiﬁé”ﬁ@jjééiize that it takes a great amount of skill
to N a good teacher, especially the skills of communication. A
te?her must be able to communicate ang get along with his/her

st¥:8nts in order to be effective ... (and) having patience and

a M9 tp1erance is very important."

20
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the things I did not like about my teaching style. My {cooperating)
teacher helped me to look realistically at what I was doing."

"... I am more motivated now (about becoming a teacher) than before
taking the course. I realize that the possibilities for innovation
and diversity in teachiing are limitless. Facing the challenge of
stimulating interest in my subject is challenging. My message to
the students is that there is life beyond the 'Dukes of Hazard.'"

Conclusions: Biversity and Value

This investigation suggests a number of gemeral conclusions. The first
is that cooperating teacher expectations for field experience student behaviors
appeared fmore realistic than the rather idealistic expections the FESs held for

themselves. We attribute these differunces to the continued use of select CTs

abilities typical first course teacher education students have, as well as the
expectations and requirements the preparatory program holds for the students.
It seems most FESS are very enthusiastic about working with school pupils and
"walking in the shoes" of a ‘teacher. Their enthusiasm may inflate expectations

to idealistic levels, beyond present and planned ability levels: Failure to

and self-doubts; all of which may manifest themselves in field related diffi-

culties and/or contribute to potentially severe fiald experience probleiis.
The second ccrclusion concerns perceptions of problems of the types just

mentioned. . Overwhelmingly local CTs and FESs reported perceptions of fewer

and 1655 serious problems than other samples in the previously mentioned state-

wide studies. Even so, the FES rated the occurrance and importanée of most
problems less than did the CTs. Although statistically no problems were found,

we believe thé:diVéFSé perceptions on field problems and their importance to the
CT-FES union suggests likely potential difficultias; provided there are inadequate
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¢fforts by college supervisors to keop the field machinery well oiled. An
obvious method of doing this is through CT=FES role defini:ions and expanded
professional responsibility; reliability. attitude dnd impact awareness buil. * i
for the FES.

Our final conclusion refers to the value of sarly experiences. We be-
lieve our data support the conclusion that both CTs and FESS regard early field
experiences as valuable, but for different reasons. For fisld experience
students there is no substitution for "real’ classrooi teaching experiences
to help them make an important -areer decision and identify personal and

emergent professional strergths as well as characteristics and skills which

FES; but are more likely to "cooperate" by providing a classrogi laboratory
for the FES if there are benefits for the teacher. Many colleges offer siiall
honoraria for teachers, but it is the time saved for the teacher while per-
forning assigned responsibilities that sesiis tg be the most highly regarded
value. Resourceful teachers recognize tﬁat field experience students can help
save them time and contribute meaningfully to classroom education if used wisely.

Conclusions reported in this "practice-oriented" study; particularly the
latter, seem to validate the assumed valus of early field experiences often
offered by the "advocacy" group of studies cited in ‘he introduction of this
paper. We ‘eel it necessary to expand upon this confirmation of value as a
means of examining iore closely and providing linkage between theory and field
experience practice.

Beyond the personal benefits of early field experiencés already reported
for CTs and FESs, what broader, preparatory values exist? Do, in fact, early
field experiences provide for reflective educational experiences as advocated
by Dewey (1938) and Erdman (1983)7
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As for the teacher candidates (FES), it seems clear that the early field
experiences encourage a reflective look at teaching. This conclusion is drawn
from the FESs' own reports abou® the perceived values of field experiences.

In particular; we view it as advantageous that siudents' value means for the
experience were higher than their own self-assessment means (Table 9). We
interpret this to suggest that the students did indeed understand much of what
is involved in teaching and that they have a long way to go before mastering
those tasks. ‘

Tiis findind is perhaps related to the diversity of perspeciives mentioned
above. Indeed, it seems logical to assume that p- cticing teachers would hold
differing views on the teaching act and teacher preparation than would inex-
perienced teacher candidates. However, it inay have been precisely this vaéiaheé
teacher candidate's reflection on the actual practice of teaching. This is not
to say; by any means, that this negotiation always 1ed to reflective practicc
on the part of the FES. Given the unequal power relations between CT and FZS
it seems likely that the FES would often merely react to the CT's directive in
order to "please” the CT. (in fact, this does secw to happen when FESS teach
lessons for the CTs.) VYet even this experience seeis to provide the nmdaterial
for campus discussion exploring the hows and whys of daily classroom instriction.

As for the classroom teachers; one thume emerged time and time again --
time itself. As many studies have shown (Goodlad; 1984; Boyer; 1983) une of the
main factors which *esachers claim limit their effectiveness is the time it takes
to deal with all students' needs as well as the bureaucratic demands of the job.
During our sirveys and interviews of CTs they frequently mentioned the help they

received froim FESS in resolving the time demands of the classroom: Most certainly,
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this could be.ome problematic if the FES was sesn as nothing miore than an arrand
runner. However; ac the FES is brougiit nrogressively riore into the instructional
process virtually all CTs reported more available instructional time and the

""" Fiirther, CT- often
mentioned that the availabiiity of another "teacher” in the room With which tg
discuss their practice was most beneficial: As one CT put it:

Very seldom do I get to talk through sy classroom practices and

Maybe even have my assumptions challenged .:: With (Student G)

I found myself talking about teaching like I naven't done since

undergraduate school.

It seems legitimate to claim; on the bacis of the foregoing data and
analysis, that these early field experieaces do provide; for both CTs and FESs.,
the grounds for Dewey's (1938) reflective inquiry. That is, they draw problem-~

atic situations (diverse perspectives, teaching tasks, atc.) from actual ev-
perience (the public school classroom) to which a process of reflectisn can be
applied to facilitate practice (see also Dewey; 1933). Most interestingly.
this can harpen for both the preservice and inservice teicher. While we woiild

hesitate to generalize to all <uch early field expieriences,; what iiiplications
}

for practics

Implications

Efforts to identify any diversity in percepticns held by persons involved

with field experiences are heipful in uncovering putential difficulties as well

ds suggesting methods to bring diverse outlooks closer to a point of unification.
We believe the responsibility or unification should start with college in-

structors and field supervisors: Their challence i: to orient CTs and FESs
and potentizl benefits for both parties which may exist beyond what is super-
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ficially apparent. This is not to say that teachers and teacher education
students are without étthhtébiiity; Indeed these two tyjes of persons are
placed in a situation where close cooperation, assistance; mutual planning;
and foresight are nceded i, each is tu benefit wholesoinely. In those in-
stances where teache;s and teacher education students are i1] prepared for
their Finld experience résponsibilities; the supervisor can be the keystone
to helping build & bridgé for professional fulfiliment.

More specific to the study reported here. the tasks of the supervisor
included the following if unification was to be fiore closely realized:

(1) help resolve CT/FES conflicts in ways that did not tie the hands
of the FESS and turn them over to the CTs only to have them function as paper
graders, nbse~vers; and errand runners;

(2) work with CTs in order to help then develop the capability for critical

(3) help to structure specific times so CTs and FESs could carry out
professional reflective dialogue. ¢
cledr that iore résearch is needed as to the Ways various other participants
see and benefit froii the nlacenient of bFéééFVicé”teachers in ths field. Almost
overlooked ty this point 5 the effect university students have on the public
school pupils with which they interact (Wood; et.al., 1983). Such research
should address variables dealing with student maturation, the placement patterns
in schools (see dohnson; et.al., 1982 fgr such a study); student preparation,
and length of experience. Given tho current fiscal health of many teacher

preparation institutions the temntation iay be great to cut back on support

for @ 'frill' like field work. The broader the data base in support of sich
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programs the less likely is their fiscal demise;
Several additional more generalizable implications include:

1) Teacher preparation programs should work to include or expand
the field component of their program prior to student teaching.
From the perspectives reported this element of teacher prepara-
tion is both beneficial and edicative.

2) In obtaining field placements for students, wniversity faculty
and staff should demonstrate a clear awareness of potential
problem areas: In so doing they can frequently prevent problems
before they occur: ' .

3) Enticements for teachers to take students into their classrooms
should encompass more than the monetary. While such rewards are
often Timited the justified expectation of useful classroom
assistance should be raised in order to help secure field place~
ments. Perhaps an informal barter system, a tool often used
during periods of economic uncertainty, could be reinstated.

In exchange for placements; schools could be offered services

(video-taping, loans for science equipment, etc.) or faculty
time (for in-services, consulting, workshops and the 1ike).

4) University faculty should be assigned, as part of their load,
time for direct field observation. If the commurication with
all parties necessary for successful field work is to occur
it must be ihitiété/yby university faculty on the school site.

5) Figld experience students shouid be encouraged to initiate dialogue

and volunteer for experiential activities rather than wait for the
classroom teacher to make the suggestions, e.g., prepare materials;

tutor students, acquire self-instruction in audio-visual use, visit
a variety of classrooms; etc:
6) Supervisors and/or instrictors should arrange field orientation for

the teacher education students. This can be addressed on campus by
discussing the students' roles, professional behaviors, course ex=

-pectations; school regulations and teacher expectations. In the
school setting the principal should be encouraged to meet with the
-students, conduct a tour of the school, and discuss school regula-
tions, policies; field experience operating procedures; etc:; the
teacher can discuss classroom policies, riles, expectations; etc.

7) Given the increasingly limited budgets many small school systems
face .they may prove to offer ideal settings for field experiences.
While these locations are often overlooked, half of the data collected
.in this study was from small rural school districts. These data in-
dicated student and teacher satisfaction iaintained its high level
in both settings:
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While a number of these implications and conclisions iidy scei coiiion
sense to many teacher educators we believe they are worth rostating with a
data base behind them: As many institutions either introduce or expani their
field experience components there is always the possibility that the “obvious"
pand the evidence supportive of field experiences while strenqgthening their

potential outcomes through approved implementation.
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Percepticns of Problems: Pank1ngs

— 7§§§te of Ohio 0.U. - Secondary
Cooperating Tchr | School Cooperating Tchr
o (n=172) (n=34)
Problem Statements Rank . . 1. Rank
I do not know what the college or 7 )
university wants as the goals and 1 4
objectives of my FES's field
experiences.
My FES is often ébééht and/or .
frequently tardy: 2 13
My FES cannot operate audio- , ,
visual equipment: 3 2
My FES never asks any questions. 4 11
My FES has difficulty conduct1ng ,
lessons. 5 8
My FES cannot give clear and . ,
precise directions. . 6 9
I never have enough time to sit o
down and work with my FES. - 7 1

My FES 1is unable to deal with class} _
room activities or situations which ~ 8
are unexpected.
The college/university SEems to- T ]
have no idea what the FES has - 9 10
gone or ought to do.

My FES §ppears to have no in- o ~
terest in getting to know other 10 3

teachers in the building.

My FES rarely prepares before he/ - _
she comes to my classroom to teach. 11 6

My FES does not behave in a pro- o : o

fessional manner when interacting v 12 : 12

with students.
The college/university provided B
no_assistance for me in working 13 5
with my FES.




Comparidhn of Stite of

kab]ém

Table 2

Ohio aid Ohio University Cooperating Teschers'
 Perceptions of Problems-Tests of ¢

State of Ohig
=TT
bean 5.0,

ignifi sance

Ohig niversity
i

Mééh §.D:

fenk_ |t

L4 ot koo Wit e college or unisersity
wants as goals and objectives of my FES's
field experiences

N AL

1,322

20882 0900 4

9377

My FES s often absent andfor frequently tardy

3151

1,324 0.806 13

17,075+

My FES camot operate autio-visual equiprent

2715 (.88

2.588 0743 2

1356

My FES never asks any questions

258108

1588 0.783 1

| 1:050%

lessons

1,253

1.882 0913 8

5.929*

My FES cannot give clear and precise directions

255 0.0

1.882  0:844 ¢

B.663¢

[ ieier fave eiough tire to sit down and wor
with mygfg§4744444

2465 0.9%

2.647

-1.55

'y FES 15 unzble to deal with classroon actiyi:
ties or sitiia®igns which are unexpected

L390

1912 0.8

h.173*

The colTege/univers ity seens to have 1o idea what
the FES has done or ouht to do

1:853 0.78¢

10

5,526

y FES apnears 1 have no dnterestin getting
59 Kiow other teschers in the building

LY I I

oL

My FES vately prepares before he/she cones b
my classroom to teach | -

1971 0797 ¢

T

My FES does not befiave if & professisial ramner
when interacting with students

461 0581

The college/university provided mo assistance

for i in vorking with ny FES

| 2.009

0.937 ¢

*Significant at Tess than the 0.05 Tave]

Full Tt Provided by ERIC

ERIC)
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fable 3
Significance of Cooperating Teacher Perceptions
of Early Fie]d,sxpe;iéﬁCé Problems

(n=32

T ' CT Response £
Problem Statement ~ (Means) | _ _
I do ot know what the college or o
university wants as the goals and 2.088
objectives of my FES's field
experiernces.

My FES is often absent and/or
freguently tardy.

1

w
O
Yo i
N
*

) t.323 -12.149*

>

My FES cannot operate audio- ' | o I
visual equipment: 2.588 23.204%

My FES niever asks any questions:™ 1.588 S11.118%
My FES has difficulty conducting o -
lessons; 1.882 -7.121%*
My FES cannot give clear and R R
precise directions: 1.882 -7.710%

I never have enough time to sit - o S
down and work with my FES. - 2.647 -0.353
My FES is urable to deal with class- o N
room activities or situations which 1.912 -7.662*
are unexpected:
The college/university seems to : o L
have no idea what the FES has 1.853 -8.961*
done or ought to do:
My FES appears to have no interest o
in c~*ting to know other teachers 2.147 -4.739*
in tne building -
My FES rearely prepares before he/she : S
""" : 1.971 -7:511* -

My FES does rot behave in a pro- o
fessional manner when interacting 1.441 -16:240*

with students.

The college/university provided rio - -
¢scistance for me in working with 2.029 -6.031*

my FES.

*Significant at less than the 0.05 level




Table 4

CT Per:eptions of FES Usefulness in the Field
- , (n=148) - ,
(A11 rercentages given in Adjusted Frequency)

Rating 1 2 j 3 2 ],, 5
- Strongly | - - Strongly| o o
o Item Digggreg_Tgﬁéggrge Undecided [Agree| Agree Mean {Median| S.D

My FES provided posi- o , o T R I R
tive assistance with 2:1% L7 5.7% [34.8"| 56.7" |4.433]| 4.619| 0.813
my classroom paper
work ;
My FES provided
effective _one-on-one :
tutoring for those 1.
Students who needed
it. .
My FES helped moti- B o N I B A B
vate some of my 7% 2.9% 16.5% 43.97| 36.0" |4.115] 4.
. students: '

i
N

:99 6.6 [38.2:) 50.7 14.338| 4.514{ .845

.835

Q0
()

My FES made it o o o P S BT PP,
possible for me to 4.2 4.27 8.5% {42.374 40.8" {4.113{ 4.283( 1.018
do more with small

groups:
My FES made it o ) UR B R IR R B
possible for me 4:7% 4.77% 12.47 (45.77%] 32.67 [3.969( 4.119| 1.030
to individualize:
My FES made it
possible for mwe to N - S L
frequently spend 3.6 1 11.7% |43:87 | 35: .029
more time with ’ |
children who have i

1:007

¥
o=
(S}
—
~J
(&3]
w
[eed
S
oY
—
~J
[S3]
—

My FES was more o B . , o o
bother than he/she 71.387% 23.8% 3.4 : 0% |1:347( 1.2 ;615
was worth.

._.
.

o~
22

My FES; in dg@neral; o B B P e
was a positive in- KA 1:4% 6.3% [43.1%149.37 |4.403| 4.483| 0.672
fluence on my class-

room. :

My FES, in general,
was a positive in- - - o R
fluence on my per- 0% 2.87 10.6% |[50.0% | 36.6% |4.204 ) 4.232( 0.739
formance as a class- ’

room “eacher.
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- Lxpactation

Taila 5

Field Experience Students Expectations

State of Ohio
(n=29])

Mean _Rank -

Factor

Prefield
Meiii

Ohio University
(n=65)
Postfield

Rank  Mean  Rank - t

1 want to gain idess to ke
my lessons more interesting

————— -

4.7 l

[ vant o prepare nysel
for student teaching

a—

.83

] 4.23 3| .50

3.80¢

L vant to gain confidence
in myself as a teacher

L want to find out how to
keep students interested in
learning

[ Vit 5 begin to develop ny
own teaching style

b 4.43 2 0.33

4 ,42x

8 40 5 | og

vt t0 kiow uhat is expe.
of me Tmthe teaching profession

l -

2 4.1 4

[ Waiit t0 get experience in

front of a group of students | 4.5¢ 7 | 2 | s o+ i

I want to 1ez 4 how to keep the | ) ,
attention of the whole class | 4,54 g 1

*significant at less than the 0:05 leve]

Q : -




Table 6

Pre to Post Field Fxperience FES Expectancy Changes

{n=65)

_ Pre=post | Variables | " Significant
'S4 51g. Diff. Variables | For Factor | _  Change

Factor Expectations
1. Assessing the com-
plexities of teaching.

practices:
3. Acquiring professional

insights anu ideas. 4 10 40

4. Practicing teaching | , i N
skills. 3 : 9 32
5. Understanding various
school and classroom , i}
settings. : '
6. Dealing dirsctly with , , ,
S tudents. 3 4 75

No Factor 3 - -
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Table 7

Comparison of .CT and FES Percaived Prob]eris

____Problem Stateiients -

I do_not know what tie college or
university wants as_the goals and

~objectives of my FES's field

experiences.

My FES is often absent and/or
frequently tardy.

My FES cannot operate audio-
visual equipment.

My FES never asks any questions.

My FES has difficulty conducting
lessons.

My FES cannot give clear and

precise direetions :

I ncver have enough time to sit

down and work with my FES.

My FES is unable to deal with class-

o= - - T T

are unexpected.

The college/university seems to
have no idea what the FES has
done or ought to do.

My FES appears to have o
interest in getting to know.
other teachers in the building.
My FES rarely prepares before he/

she comes to my_classroom to teach-

My FES does rot behave in a pro-
fessional manner when interacting
with students.

The collag:/university provided
no assistance for me in working

with my FES.

~CT
(n=34)
I Rank

 FES_ .
(n=145)
Rank

10

12

*Significant at less than the 0.05 level
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1.324

2.588 |

1.588

1.882

1.882

2.647

1.912

1.853

2.147

1.971

1.441

2.029

13

12

10

11

1:331

2:214

1:386
1.572
1.759
1.828
1:690

2:221

1.807

2.283

2.42%
1.46

0.78

3.19%

-2.42*

21.43



Preparation for the
field experience.

Understanding itie
partnership of teaching.

Professionalism.
Attitudes and skills.
Enthusiasm for teaching.

Planning and organization

| Means! Ranks

Table 8
Comparison of CT and FES

CT ,
(n=34) (

B
[Sa 1
~—

Q=
3 B

Ranks

=
D!
l»n

3.346 6 3.719 | 6

4.616 1 4.567 1
4.515 3 4.550 2
4.550 2 4.492 .3
4.363 4 4.228 4
759 5

[8;]
w

4.017

O O O o



2

I Factors

Preparation for field
experience.

Understanding the
‘partnership of teaching.

Professionalism.
Attitudes and skills.
Enthusiasm for teaching.

Table 9

Cofparison of FES Self-Assessment

and Perceived Values of Preparation

__(n=145)
self-Assessment

Value

_Means |

4.492
4.228
3759

*Significant at less than the 0.50 level

4:515

4.659
4.671
4.662
4.522
4.356




