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A STUDY OF COOFERATING TEACHER BEHAVIORS WHICH

ARE COMPATIBLE WITH ESTABLISHED GOALS

OF TEACHER EDUCATION

smosy  MENer ﬂﬂﬂ!

Statement of the Problem

Y]
In the 1ast decade schools of education have accepted the need for a longer

b~ [

and better integrated field component for preservice teacher education students .

Rarely are students merely “farmed out" to area-school districts for a little
practice in the classroom; now fiEId experiences are systematic, carefully monitored

and part of a logical sequence in the teczher preparation process. Field experiences

2 mmm o

are also more comprehensive, includi"g on-tite s .vdies in school organization and
special services, as well as classroom instruction.
While schools of education are doing a better job of designing and conducting

‘teacher preparation programs, there 1is evidence which indicates that cooperating

wweny, aeyrel

teacher behaviors are of such an uneven quality tnat the field experience can have

a negative impact on goals establishéd by a school of education. Previous research

toresy

indtcates “that student teachers view their cooperating teachers as theéir most

_g significant socializing agents (10), and that the attitudes and behaviors of student

teachers shift toward those of their cooperating teachers by the end of the experi-

3%

[

erice (8 9 16 16) There is -evidence that the influence of the cooperating teacher

_g carries over into the beginning years of teaching (12). ‘It is therefore clear that
Lf the cooperating teacher's goals are not reflective of goals established h? the

i sponsoring schooi of education, the teacher education process prior to studént_

teaching is éffé&E16é1§ Bianked out. Even worse is the possibility that a §éﬁaai

Taeai w

are for nothing; Salzillo and Van Fleet make that assertion'
1 s -
]

The largest unvalidated Segment of professional education programs is the

. student teaching area: The only function of studentfteaching which has _
j been identified by research studies is one of soclalization into the profes~

5
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

sion and into existing arrangements of the étﬁdbling bureaucracy: To

our knowledge, no study has shown conclusively that student teaching
has any unique educational component other than assimilation: : Teacher
education institutions are; at least partially; defeating their own

purposes when student teaching is allowed to become simply an exercise
in adapting new personneil into old patteris. (13, P. 46).
Lacey (11) supports this assertion by stating that the more time students spend

cratic in their views (e.g:; more conforming and impersonal) by the end of the
2xperience and concluded that "the forces of bureducratlc socfalization seem strong
and efficient." (p. 25) |

There are even those studies which show that schools of education which Eocus
on "how" things are donc; rather than "why ;" tund';a encourage conformity to

must seek the voluntary cooperation of public schools in tlic a85ighfent of §tudent

teachers, they can be excessively deferential to perspectivés of district teachers

‘and administrators -- all in the name of good public relations. In most cases this

may be épﬁtbptiaté; in some it is a definite problefi:

to learn during field-based experiences is oftenm in conflict with the xpressed
intentions of thosa in both the schools and universities....those experiences are
often miseducative rather than helpful:" (17, P: 51)

as "active agents" in their own professional development (17), aiid b) better forms

of educating prospective or current cooperating teachers (16), little has been

uritten on the subject of compatibility. A few years ago there were articles and

' books written which promoted a partnership of sorts between univérsities and public

school cooperating teachers; but the underlying premise In wost of these tracts

-

promoting a harmonious and equitable professional relationship between university

E;

=y~
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] and public school teachers was occasionally mentioned in books on teacher centers (3,1

and in Michacl Audrew's book, Teacher Leadership: A Model for Change (ATE Bulletin 37,

1974 . (1)

ot

~
j It is the position of this researcher that correiating teacher education goails

! wlth cooperating teacher behaviors requires more than a formalized partnership
'} - corcpt; instead; there must be a deeply felt compatibility among university person~
‘nel and public schaai'éauéataEé; This requires an empathic understanding by cooperatii

s teachers of teaclier education goais and a similar understanding by teacher educators

of appropriate cooperating teacher behaviors.

Obiectives
The objectives of this study are to:

i . 1. isolate and summarize specific goals and processes used in ESU's
' total teacher education program,

@ 2. det rmlne attitudinai and practicEﬂ behaviors of a random sample of

cooperating teachers through survey instruments and on-site obser-
vation,

> 3. compare ESU teacher education program goals and processes with atti-
tudes and practiced behaviors of cooperdting teachers,

" 4. identify areas of compatibility,
5. identify areas of ‘discrepancy; amd B S

6. share findings and research design with other téacher educators through

publications and conf-rence presentations:

Hypotheses
These working hypotﬁéééé have been devised as possible descriptors of "compatible"
teacher education programs and cooperating teachers. They will be used in meéting
Research Objectives 1 and 2, primariiy in the design of déta:gathéfihg instruments,
interview processes, and obserVational cé&ﬁaiﬁuééi In that sense; these are hypothe-
thetical guidelines used to direct the study process, rathér than ﬁyﬁofﬁéséélEo be

3

tested.
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Compatible cooperating teachers: -

--cdn enunciate the basic goals of a
university teacher education pro-
gram;

ment;

' --dre able to generate no fewer than
~ five substantive questions re-
( garding a sufficient teachier edu-

cation process-

personallties (strlving toward
"actualized" behaviors);

——accept themiselves as professionally

autonomous, recognizing the insti-
tutional hierarchy in dynamically
’ positive ways (rather thanm as pas-—

- sive pawns);

——actively participate in at least
otie education enterprlse As vo]un—

employment, official rccognitIon
or promotion;

--are well organized in the sense
that papers, scheduiee and activ1—
tles proposed by the univers sity

sponsoring the student teacher

-in a—systematic—

--perceive thenselvés as being well’
dccepted by professional peers and
supervisors;

--gan enunciate personal phllosophies

of teacher educatlon whlch are eval-

’:;‘

--can enunciate no fewer than f1ve kinds

of behavior which should be a direct
rasult of a cooperating teacher's

influence:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Compatible teachér education programs: ‘

——thoroughly and continuously communicate
basic program goals;:

--use campus supervisors (models) who i
show evidence of personal and profes-
sional d=velopment;

--can clearly enunciate the nature of a

sufficient teacher education process;

s

--accept the worthwhile nature of teacthg

as a profession

LN

N\
—-acceptiand advocate the continﬁing i?- é
provement of all public education pro- ¢

grams; including teacher education;

wrhe !

a

—-sponsor professors and administrators who.

he: S0

are dynnmlcally tivolved fn many aspec\g
Vof pubiie education; °

7

e

sonnel which encourage the use of Sys-

--provide materlals, instiuctions and per- a
nne i
tematic. student. teaching procedures. ’

—--use campus superVIsors (models) Who can =

counsel cooperating teachers; when neces-:
sary;

1 4

educational purposes and procedures of
public education (the appropriate grade
level or discipline) which are evaluated

as competent by a team of classroom

teachers,; and

--use campus supervisors who can enunciate ﬁ

--use campns supervisors who can enunciate ﬁ

no fewer than five k1nds of behavior

which should be a direct result of eariyign
on-campas experiences in teacher edtcatio{ﬁ

—

s
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Justification for the Study ) Co : .

The justification of this study, as a research effort which is broader in .

scope "than mere cvaluation practices or curricular development, is that teacher

ety Sordf

education must have field components which are compatible with on-campus components:

IS

v |
o

understanding of appropriate cooperating teache: behaviors. When these behaviors

#re known; there is better screening and training of those public school teachers

willing to sponsor student teachers: Outcomies of this and similar research can

81728 |

positively affect many teacher education programs, .and provide a conceptual framework

LY PRREY

for better campus-fleld cocperation:

i Procedures and Evaluation
: Mrs. Ann Eldridge was employed to conduct most aspects of the. research program.

She has experience as a practicing pubiic scinool teacher and cbapetatihg teacher, and

holds the Master of Science in Education degree: )

14

[

An instrument iﬁa7£éii5§-uﬁ procedures were prepared to examine perspectives

)

i ©of cooperating teachers and university supervisors selected to partiq?}qﬁ: in the

‘Tesearch project. Procedures for selection of participants were datermined after

- tadae

preparation of the-instrument; and the determination of its validity and reliability
_JL___*_~355_Eiiﬁsiigﬁéa techniques.

A procedure was then establist

1ed-which—tsolates and summarizes specific goals _
. ) . ’ h ——\\t
and processes actually applied %ﬁ ESU's total teacher education program. The know-

A amears

1 ledge, attitudes and behaviors of ESU teacher édﬁéééérs were assessed via interview.’
Fifty-nine currént cooperating teacher-participants were selected by:a committee
,i of university supervisors. Selection criteria were estabilshed by the committee,
though an even distribution across grade levels and subject areas were ihdica;éd as
ﬁré?érréd. |

Nineteen full-time tsu faculty members involved in the condiict of the field=based
component of the teacher education program were 5i iected 59 the Emporia Teacher Council

1

;'.‘L 9
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Selection critéria were estabiished by thé Council (an organization contairning many

public school reachers), though an even distribucion of representative grade levels
. . -2 )

and subject areas were indicated as preferred.

The;ihstruméﬁt and faiiéﬁ—up procedures were then administered t6i55§e5§
éééBéEéEiﬁg teacher and UﬁiVéféiE?zéuﬁerviSOr pétéﬁéétiﬁéé. Data were treated and
conclusions drawn via an informai means of asseééiﬁg Siéﬁifiééﬁéé; No effort was
made to statistically analyze such preliminary data. .
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Findings

Through interviews with individuals and groups at both public school and uni-

versity levels it was established -that general goals and outcomes related to teacher

education were frequently unclear. University goals tended to be broken iato seg-

ments, depending on such considerativns &s sub ject field, projected job description,
and grade level. The same perception tended tq be true among public school edu~
‘cators, that. the goals of teacher education were greatly dependent on specifics:

reading, special education; miadle school, elefientary school seif-contained class—
8 - T~

room, etc. It was concluded that; with no valiue judgment involved,. there are no

easily fdentifiable goals which wre unlversial Tor sl who Sre to become teachers:

ﬁ—N—““fEEE*aﬁééﬁi%~méaﬁ~théiéﬁéfé no common goals at all; it 6é561§%§yows that independently

—

. constricted goals are rarely goaiéscéHTinté a single statement applicable to everybﬁgz
This condition makes the work of a Professional Laboratory Experiences office
quite difficult; as it is the responéiﬁiiity of personnel in that office to articulate

university goals EB:EEE public schools, and then attempt a merging of university and

A

piublic school perceptions on appropriste o-tcomes. With this in mind; the question-

naire was déVéibﬁéa and Géiidated, aind dilsiributed to public school respondents

10
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throughout the regdon ad to uniyerstry supervisors on the ESY campus,

: . e Y S .
The questionnaire, which tan be found "on ‘pages 22 through 27 in the Appendix;
vwas designed as a forced-choice instrument rather thag a scaled, open-ended type:

Respondents ranked three choices, which creatés a clearer Picture of perceptiil

tendeiicies than would have been the case with agscale of 1 to 5; or eved 1 to 10.

3

The data were treated by breaking respondents tnto four categories:
I. Elementary Teachers: all who teach in grades K through 6
2. ‘Secondary Teachers: all whg teach In grades 7 through i2

3. Teacher Educators: all who are assigned as faculty members in, or aré
sponsored by, ESU's Division of Administration,’
Curriculum and Instructien E

4. Subject Educators: all who are assigned as faculty members in other ESu .

departments; but who are at least partially responsible

for a pertion of the teacher education program

"First" choices were tallied and categorized in one of the four types shown above.

Results were then presented on a sheet containing three bar graphs; each graph
representing "first" choice percentages in each of the respondent categories. These '

sheets are designated by questionnairé item number, and can be found on pages 28
thrsugh 53 of the. Appendix.
AR analyzation of the bar graph sheets reveals these findings:

Item o ; ' - Appendix
Nogmber é% nalysis ’ . Page Number

1 Subject educators tend to emphasize knowledge of

- s wiedge of subject matter, 28 -~
while teacher educators stress teaching methods:* Classroom ‘

teachers; both elementary and secondary, emphasize classroom
management skills as being ‘most important to student teachers:
2 There 1s a general agreement that understanding children or 29
. + adolescents is more important than planning skillg and teacher
! self confidence, though subject educators tend to vi%w plan-
ning skills as very important. :

, - L i o . S
3 There is general agreement that a knowledge of teacher rights 30

and responsibilities 1s niore important than knowledge of
school law, district organization or professional teacher
associations; -

[y
b



Item
Number

10

11

12

%
&)

Classroom teachers agreed with teacher éducators that know-
ledge of curriculum organization is more important than
knowledge of educational 5Eiloscphy76trhi§t6t§; but sabject
educators tended to view educational philosophy as being

‘more important than curriculim:

There was soime agreement that a knowledge of group dynamics
isrimperEﬁt, though ﬁéﬁyig;gmencary teachers stressed know-

ledge of exceptional children, and subject: educators empha-
sized edicational testing.

It was generally agreed that a freshman level course; with

observation, was préferable to observation only, or documented

previous experience with children.

. _Secondary teachers tended to approve of the idea of methods

- classes taught by public school persommel, while university

educators &hcught they should be taught by university instruc-

tors: Elementary teachers tended to feel that field obser-

vation was more imiportant than methods classes.

- Subject educators tended to feel that eight weeks of student

teaching was sufficient; teacher educators and public school
educators agreed that sixtoen weeks of student teachlng was

better than elther an eight week program or fifth year intern- =

ship:

While elementary teachers were almost evenly split on this

- item; secondary teachers believed students should be taught

economic realities in the remuneration of teachers, while
university educators believed that they should be told of
the professional stature of teaching as a career. Few

selected the valuable service teachers perfor.

There was general agreement that cooperating teacher training

should oceur in the field; rather than on campus.

As to priorities of university-based teacher educators, a

majority of public school teachers felt that student teacher
visits were most important, though a significant minority
agreed with university educators that teachliig on-campus
classes is most important. Very few chose research as a

top priority.

All respondents felt that continuous dialogue between uni-
versity and.public schooi educators was more important than
professional association meetings or professional writing;"
though a minority of subject educators chose the latter two
categories. : S > '

32

33

" 34

35

36

37

38"

39

B -~ Mnns |

R YR il e



o e ww e ~!li.\'?ﬂliﬂ‘i

e lwery

Lo T ]

mmewf;

itéﬁ

Number

13

14

15

17.

T T - — S analysis

In choosing cooperating teachers, all believed that a

provenly effective past experience in the classroom is
most important, though a significant minority of subject
educators selected knowledge of subject matter as being the

most significant criterion. A few secondary teachers and
teacher educators thought teaching load was a primary
consideration. -

Elementary téachers and a significant minority of secondary

teachers thought university supervisors should know most
about classroom management techniques, while teacher

educators and a slight majority. of subject educators
believed that a knowledge of current teaching methods was
most important. A knowledge of recent classroom innovations
was considered significant by a weak minority ig &ll cate-

gories except teacher educators, who disregarded it entirely.

There was a definite difference of opinion regarding the
preparation of university personnel for student teaching
supervision. A slight majority of subject educators wanted

a training session sponsSored by the university; fewer said
they could rely on their own knowledge and experience.
‘Teacher educators split evenly in the selection of those
two categories, while secondary teachers were strong in.

their opinion that tifie spent in public school classroom
observation was the best means of prepargtion: A few more
than half the elementary teachers agreed‘with their secon-
dary school countérparts; While a third thought a formal
training session was best.

General agreement was indicated regarding the number of
swpervisory visit: Roughly a third of the respondents B
checked "at least ..ice," while a majrrity selected '"three

or more times.".

?ééiiﬁgs about a public school/university exchange program
is definitely mixed, but a plurality of secondary teachers

and a majority of others chose "on a volunteer basis as time
allows."

There was a very definite agreement by all categories
that cooperating teachers should have the temperament and

desire to work with student teachers, as a top consideration..

A distant second was the ‘bility to bé organized; with smooth
personal and professional lives; rarely selected was accept-

ance by professional peers and supervisors. . |

Q@ .
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19 In the selection of cooperating teachers; a majority of 46

ey

secondary teachers indicated that the building principal should ,
have the responsibility, while.a majority of elementary teachers T
said professional colleagues are best suited to make that de- s
cision: University personnel were split on this point, though

. a significant minority indicated that the university should

select cooperating teachers based on performance record:

s T

20 - On a key item related to the purpose of this study, there ©47

was considergble agreement among university personnel and -
elementary teachers that student teaching is meant to system- y:
H atically guide student teacher progress through offering ‘

opportunities to take responsibility; and to evaluate in-

i

structional behaviors: Though a significant minority of

B

. ~_secondary teacheérs agreed with thig concept; a soiid wajority
N expressed thie opinion that student teaching is to offer ex-

S T " periences which-are-typical of "real" school operations. = No o g
respondent felt that student teaching was the sole responsi-  — — — - _ 4
bility of the university, to theé extent public schooi person- ‘
nel were to merely follow instructions. S g _

21 Another key item related to the purpose of this study 48 %1
’ revealed a significant difference of opinion between public B
g school teachers and. university supervisors. A _majority of %“

, public school teachers said that student teaching is for #

; the purpose of providing on-the-{ob training for those who have :
already acquired basic teaching skills, while a majority of x
university supervisors sald it is to offer assistance as young g

teacher candidates struggle to acquire appropriate teaching
skills: No university people seélected the category which
indicated that student teaching should screen for qualifi-

cations; but a few public school teachers chose that item. .

o

“4

22 Strong agreement was shown that decisions about student 49

teachers made by coopzrating teachers should be influenced

|

most by their own knowledge, experience and particular class.
Few in any category chose "advice from university supervisors/

policy"” or "school district pdlicy.".

23 Only a few university respondents thought that the student B 50
teaching office should be solely reSponsible for assigning
student teachers; the otliers were almost evenly divided as to
whether it should be done jolntly between the student teaching
office and public school administration, or some kind of
selection "committee." :

with a majority of subject educators, who felt the most impor-
tant criterion should be a student's performance in an area

of specialization; a strong minorlty of subject educators, and
-a majority of teaclier educators, chose personal characteristics
as most important. Public school edicators split somewhat
evenly on all categories, the third being overall academic

24 With regard to teacher admissions, opinions were split except 51

standing.

R 14 . “
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Item

Number

25

26

11

R Appendix.
Analysis - Page Number

Student evaluation should not; according to most respon- 52
dents; depend on student commitment to teaching. Uni-
versity people tended to believe that abiiity to operate
as_a professional educator was significant, while public
school teachers were somewhat inclined to choose ' 'student
ability to guide learning." A strong minority-in every
category also selected the latter two choices, so general
agrecement is indicated. '

53

The cooperating teacher and university supervisor should
share evaluation responsibilities with regard to student

teacher progress and ability. University supervisers and

elementary teachers agreed on that point; as did a small

majority of secondary teachers: & very significant minority

of secondary teachers feit that evaluation was the sole re-

spon51bi11ty of the cooperating teacher:

- Conclusions T

It 1s concluded that there are similarities of perspective among_ the “four

groups of educators; especially in the following areas:

1.

It 1s important for student teachers to have a good understanding of
children and adolescents. (Item 2) - :

The rights and reépénSibilities of teachers is an important profeasional

A freshman 1éyé1 program is recommended, and it should include both
coursework and observation. (Item 6)

Cooperating teacher training should be field based whenever possible:
(Item 10)

considered essential. (Item 12)

Cooperating teachers should have a proveniy effective past experience
in the classroom. (Item 13)

.

student teachers: (Item 18)

Decisions about student teachers made by cooperating teachers should be

inflﬁénLéd most by their own knowledge; experlence and particular ciass.
(Item 22)

-y
an|
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Student tedchers should Se evaluated on the basis of their ability

to guide learning and operate as professional educators. (ltem 25)

11.

both cooperating teacher and university stupervisor. {Item

Evatuation of student teachers should be a responsibility

shared by
26)

educators

Dissimilar points of view between pubiic school and university

are. these: -

University Supervisors

1. Emphasis on knowledge of subject B
matter or teacher methods VA

Emphasis on teaching on-campus

classes as a primary responsi-

bility of university educators

Student teaching is to offer
assistance as young teacher
candidates struggle to acqulre
appropriate teaching skills
—__~_~—‘__—_f—2?—Eﬁphééiﬁ on preparation of un
versity personnel for student
teaching supervision should be
a training session sponsored by
the university or a reliance on

their own knowledge as educators

Emphasis on methods classes taught

by university personnel

University supervisors should

- have a knowledge of current
4 methods of teaching with some

knowledge of classroom manage-
ment._techniques

__ Dissimilar points of
educators are these:

Elewmentary. Teachers

A tooperating teacher should have
a good performance record as.

assessed by professional colleagues VS

view betwesn elementary and secondary public school

 §65ii¢ School feachers

Emphasis on classroom management
skills (Item 1) '
Emphasis on university personnel

visiting student teachers (Item 11¥

Student teaching is on-the-job
training for those who have already
acquired basic teaching skills
(Item 21)

Emphas —university

teacher

through an
pubiic school

supervision should be
observation period in
classrooms (Item 15)

Emphasis on fiéid,éiﬁéfié§§é377777
elementary--a methods ciass taught

- by public school personnel (ftem 7)

University supervisors should have

a knowledge of classroom management
techniques and some knowledge of

current methods of teaching (Item 14) .

"R | Snbwat !
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Sécondary Teachers

A cooperating teacher should have a

good performance record as assessed

by building principals (Item 19)

7

- ésns

pogy

B e



B e g G

S (e

BEGC OO Td | cwstl et By et

:

Dissimilar points of view between Secondary teachers (as a group), and

elementary teachers, teacher educators and subject educators {as a group) are

‘Elementary Teachers, Teacher

Secondary Teachers .~ Educators; Subject Educators

‘Student teachers should be given Student teachers should systematical
experiences which are typical of ~ be guided to successful outcomes

"real" school operations - by offering opportunities to take

. responsibility and to evaluate

Vs instructional behaviors ¢Item 20)

_Dissimilar points of view between elementary teachers, secondary teachers and
teacher educators (as a group); and subject educators (as a group) are these:

Elementary Teachers; Secondary -
Teachers and Teacher Educators Subject Educators

Student knowledge of curriculum Student knowledge of educational’
organization Vs philosophy (Item 4)

Sixteen weeks of student teaching Eight weeks of student teaching per
per grade tevel or subject field VS  grade level or subject field.(Item 8

- Dissimilar points of view between secondary teachers (as a group),; and
teacher educators and subject educators (as a group) are these:- -

[

Secondary Teachers " University Educators

Emohasis on the remuneration of ~  Emphasis on tﬁé,ﬁtbféééiéﬁélﬁﬁi
teachers VS  stature of teaching as a.career
' (Itém 9) !

_ Dissimilar points of view between elementary teachers (as a group) and
subject educators (as.a group) are these: -
(The majority of all four grodps fell that & kiowledge of group dynamics

ts important; but the following distinction 1s considered significant)

Elementary Teachers : Subject Educators -

V5 cational testing (Item 5)

tional children

Emphasis on knowledge of excep= Emphasis on knowledge of edi-

____ Dissimilar points of view between teacher educators and subject educators are
these: : ‘

Teacher Educators

Student teachers §Hould be Student teachers should. be selected

selected for the program based for the program based on their per-
oS : fatnance ia an iraa 3F 3nanializatiso

i

MUooeTsonal shiacidenasiasd e

A
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A mixed response was recorded on who shoiild assign student teachers.

However, there was agreement that it shouid be a cooperative effort involving

2
o

either university and public school admInIstrators or a selection committee

including cooﬁérating.teachérs; student teaching office and public school

=

édﬁiﬁistféEiéﬁz (Item 23) ' )

B3

A mixed response was also recorded regarding an exchange program between

university and public school cducators some felt 1t should occur not at all;

some felt it ought to be on a volunteer basis as time allows; fewer felt that

it should be once a year for all invoived in teacher education:” (Item 17) §§
Recommendations : gé
B - - . o : S

The previbus co@éiusions offer the opportunity to -make two types of recem-. o
:mendation regarding standard teacher education programs : §§
~a. revisions in current practice, and' gg

b. areas in which additional research w0u1d be useful : 7
suggested revisions in current practice:_ , " gﬁ

1. All who serve as university supervisors For student teachers should
participate in a formal training program:

2. The central purpose of student teaching shouid be claar to all partici--
pating in the program, and continually reinforced: |

3. A spirit of openness should prevail among university supervisors and
coopérating teachers, particularly with regard to student teacher .

4, Uhivetgity supervisors should get into”bnblic school classrooms often, —
and sﬁould probably be recent classroom teacﬁers Eﬁémselnes; 7 3

5. Methods classes shouid not Be solely the responsibitity of uﬁiversity . ’Sﬁf
faculty members, as public School teachers can aiso play.a significant ; ' ;

role in such Programs .

18




1. Thbugh there are. marked d1fferences of opinion among and between all —_

specti e is that categorized as “subject educators." No E66&§u§i66 is
; e T S
druwn irom this; as majority opinious aren't synonymous with '"right"

g
Eg . - A 7 S

opinions. It would therefore be useful to determide reasons for this

gg group's tendency toward unique perspectives; and evaluate uhat effect
those views would have on the practice of pubiic education if such
E?i‘ concepts were actually implemented: S

2. The on-going arpument regarding the ééabérative imﬁbttéﬁté 5£'§u5iéét

3. Research to determine a workable -technique fo; univergity educators to

obtain rbc&ut bdblié school -class room experlence, aiid public school

personnel to work in higher education; is recommended.

4. -An effort should be made to ciarify; in succinct teris, specific and

on-going goals of teacher education: This may not require a research

approach as much as a developmental effort, but at present théré ié rarely

a statement or concise éétiés‘af statements which address essential skills

o |

,,,,,,,,,,

|
o

teachers. Instead;lwe find a multitude Uf.uebulbus statements pertaining

'"15 e only to Secondary, or elementary,; or special educaiiaﬁ, or social studies; .

' and §o on. As important as these statements miéht be, the central focus

E% :is lost in a thicket of specialized categories which may be understood by
unxversity faculty members much more readily than the public school

=iii. ‘, ' practitioners asked to assist with f id experieﬁces;. Good caaauai&ﬁéi@ﬁ

between university and public school péféBﬁﬁéi requires a dynamic diéibéué

on goals which are easily recognized and acted upon. This task must not

19 -




be delegated to a ﬁﬁiVé?éiEy‘fiéid experiences office;

the efforts of all who have a professional interest in

|

|

|

/,
.

e g

16
it should incorporate

teacher education.
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_ EMPORIA STATE UNIVERSITY

1200 COMMERCIAL / EMPORIA. KANSAS 66801 / TELEPHONE 316-343-1200

Dear University Educator:

The Office of Professional Laboratory Experiences i pleased to have been
awarded a research grant in teacher education. Our goal is to identi:

ésnf;: m O

'Iheenclosed survey form is beirg sent to cooperating teachers who have had

studeat teachers, and to university people who either teach or supervise

student teachers. Your role in this venture is essential. nRealizing the

demands on your time, we have attempted to make the survey simple to answer

and easy to refum: It would require no more than 20 minutes to cawplete.
The results of this survey will be used to further prawte the level of

should help guide activities stident teachers ‘experience before the fiald

assigmment, therefore upgrading the overall teacher preparation program.

This is a good opportunity to influence the futwre of teacher educa tion.
The Biporia Teacher Council was asked to identify well-qualified university )

educators. You were selected by this council; so we are esqer to receive
your responses.

The results of this survey will be available o you. We will conduct

follow-up interviews with several of the respondents; at which time you

nafy further expard on your V:l.ehpo;*"”iiité.
Thank you for your interest in teacher oducation: °

,. A M. Elirtage, neselodk Assistant
Office of Professional Laboratory ﬁ;ﬁrifm:’ o5 '

A0 Eaquat 000t uan. § motousr /S /04
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__  EMPORIA STATE iéiEiisiéﬁéi?v

R

1200 COMMERCIAL / EMPORIA, KANSAS 66801 / TELEFHONE 316-343-J200

SCHUOL OF EDUCATION AND PSYCHOLOGY

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATION. CURRICULCOM AND INSTRUCTION:

N TR -

Dear Publie School Educator:

* The Office of Professional l.aboratory Experiences 1s pleased to have been

awarded a research grant in teacher education. Our goal is to identify

‘areas of cifference and compatibility between publie school and university
~educators. . ‘ .

The enclosed survey form is béing sent to ccoperating teachers gﬁ@,ﬁéye'had

" student teachers, and to university people who-either teach or supervise

student.teachers. Your role in_this venture is essential. Realizing the

demands on your time, we have attempted o make the survey simple to answer

and easy to return. It would require no more than 20 minutes to complete.

The results 5f this survey will be used to further promote the level of

communicatfon between public school and university educators. These data’

should help guide activities student teachers experience before the field
assignment, therefore upgrading the overall teacher preparation program..

This 1s a good opportunity to influence the future of teacher éducatibh.

Je_chose a committee of university supervisors to identify a niumber of

well-qualified public school teachers as survey respondents. You were

selected by this committee, so we are eager to receive your responses.

The results of this survey will be avatlable to you. We will conduct

follow-up interviews with several of the respondents, at which time you

may further expand on your viewpoints.
Thank you for your interest in teacher education.

Zi}%;t._. .

: of Professional Laboratory Experiences

°

Enclosure

Ann M. Eldridge, ﬁé§éé?&ﬁ Assistant




Name - >~ Phy
School . , - Crade/Subject

4

; .- PERSPECTIVES ON TEACHER EDUCATIOC

Please react to each statement in this survey by ranking avail

 available responses 1 through
3. Feel free to comment on any of the items. Number 1 indicates highest priority.

Professors .of education should have completed:
~2__ at least three years of public school teaching experience at a

level commensurate with their professional assignment
1__ at, least three years of public school teaching in a variety of

settings and grade levels

—3 _ at least three years of varied public school teaching jobs and two
more years as a school administrator :

Comment: S )

t
e i it v e s it e e ———————_

1. Basic goals of any good university teacher education program should include the
student's _ : L .
[ v

- —_. knowledge of subject matter
) — .expertise in teaching methods
@‘ —— classroam management akills
Comment: ° I S

§

2 Other essentlal goais of a good univexsity teacher education program should
include the student's - _ ) : ' . Lo

self confidence
— planning skills

—— undetstanding of children or adolescents

.

g U D

E : ‘66ﬁﬁéﬁt:~ P S s e

3. §ﬁ§§6ttiﬂ§ §§&i£ of a gogd éhiﬁerstty igapﬁet education program should include
the student's ] .

Q' i knowledge of school/law and dlstrict organizatiss
- ' knowledge of teacher rights and; rvesporisibilities
.knowledge of professional teacher associations

Comment:




Foundation goals of a pood university teacher educatioq program should include
student knowledge of

——. educational history
—. educational philosophy

——— =T

—— curriculum organtzatioi

—

Comment : R ; . -

1
— Bo__ o o

?sychbibgiééi;ﬁﬁgéiéEgndingé provided by a pood university teacher education
program should inciade Student knowledge of :

exceptional children : S .
group dynamics , Do
educational testing ' | -

Good teacher édﬁtétiéﬁ,556gfamé ought to inciude i
a freshm&ﬁ/ébﬁﬁéﬁbfgf;éﬁéii¢6urse which {ncludes information and observation

freshman/sophomore observation--no *class or seminar——of at least 30 clock hours
doctumented dévideénce . provided by freshman/un :

p3

phomores, or previons experiences

'

Cwlth el b dren €active; not Pzl vis)

Coiment: o . i

Good teacher education programs should also include

junior level cbservation of at least 100 clock hours- &

— methods classes taught primarily by university personndi
methods classes taught primarily by public school persoanel :

. N . i

Comment: - o -

Suffieient teacher education programs shoald Tncliide :

— 8 weeks of student teachlng per prade level or subject fileld
16 weeks of student ‘téaching per grade level or subject field
a fifth year paid internship -

Comment : I I .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

|
;
|
E

10.

13;

e,

‘University tecacher education programs ought to emphas{ze

the valuable service teachers perform for society
economic realities involved in the remuneration of teachers

the professional. stature of teaching as a career

Comment : p— S o

University—bnsed¢£hmntion programs should
1 ’ o B .
Sponsor on-campus Inservice ediication programs for cooperating teachers

. provide field-based inservice programs for cooperating teachers

make correspondence courses available to cooperating teachers

Comment: . L

An important function of university professors in teacher education is to

—— visit student teachers often
—— teach 6ﬁzééﬁpu§icias$es ) i
——— conduct research on tescher education

Comient : . ’ S -

University teacher educators ought to empliasize

continuous -dialogue with public school educators
regular attendance at professional meetings
professional writing

—

Comment : o S

Supervisors of student teachers who represent the university should be chosen

.on the basls of

- a provenly effecctive past experience in the classroom

— _ their knowiledge of subject matter the student teacher will be teaching

—_ the time they have available in’ proportion to their teaching load

T [ . N

Universicy scpervisors shHoulc have

D1
=1
3
Q
€
A
m:
au
n
w
O\
~n

~ Comment: | o o8 B
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15, University supervisors should be Prepares for their role by

___ a training session sponsored by the university

an observation period in the public schools to get a feel for the classroom

relying upon their own knowledge and experience as educators

2

Comment:

ZE

16. Visits to student teachers from university supervisors should be made

is_ﬁéédEdif o =
on a regular basis, at least.twice
on a regular basis; three times or more

——
——
—

= -

Comment :- o

17. As a means of promoting Uﬁdététéﬁaiﬂgiﬁétveeﬁfpﬁﬁlié and university education
pPrograms, an exchange program (changing teaching roles) shouvld take place

—— not-at al} o = ' :
—— o0 a volunteer basis as time aiiows

—_. once a year for all thosSe involved in teaclier education and supervision

Comment :

‘18. Quality cooperating teachers should have as an tmportant personal trait
‘the temperament and desire to work with student teachers I
the ability to be vell organized, keeping their personal and profesgibﬁaif
. ) - ; - . -
a8 perception of themselves as well accepted by prof;;fional peers znd superviso

»ﬁ g@gﬁw Esgﬁw ;gg’;- gggal

]
n

Comment : ”

R S

19: An imiportant professioral characteristic of a good cooperating'te;cher should be

___ a good performance record as assessed by bullding principals
— a good ﬁgfgggwance record é§ assessed by §f6fé§§ioga;7C61195gﬁé§

— a good performance record as assessed by university personnel

Comment : e

rewww
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21,

22:

24.

“Public schoot cooperating teachers should

systemntically guide student teacher progress through offering opportiinities
to take responsibility, and to evaluate instructional behaviors

fotilow instructions of university personnel via publications and visits

Comment: __ oo

A responsibility of public schooi cooperating teachers ought to be

©

i ]
[— hpeettes g

—__ the screening of student teachers as to their quaiifications for classroom

teaching .
the- offering of asslstance as young teatner candidates struggle to acquire
appropriate teaching skilis

- to provide on-thé&é-job training for thoue who have already acquired basic
teaching skills

Comment: - o

Public school cooperating teachers should make decisions about their student
teachers based on

school district poiicy

- advice from university supervisors/university policy

their own knowledge, experiences and particilar class

Comment : R

Assignments of student teachers to specific cooperating teachers should be made

by the university student teaching office )

1ointiy by the university and puinc school administration

by a selection comittee inciuding the cooperating teacher, university

——
—
— —_ "=

student teaching office and public school administrators

Comment:; . S

Selection of students for the student teaching program should be based on
overall acadeamic standing

—— pbersonal characteristics - ]

perforﬁince in an area of specialization

s

Comment: L

glve student teachers ex xperiences which are typical of ° 'reai" schuol _operations



25,

26:

Evaluation of a student teacher should be based ou .
student: commitment to teaching
student ability to operate as a professional educator
student ability to guide learning

] ]

Comment: : - L

he responsibility for evaluation of a student teacher should be with

= |

the cooperating teacher
the university supervisor

cooperating teacher and university supervisor together

R

Comment: ' -
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ITEM # 1

————

KNOWLEDGE CF SUBJECT MATTER

N =28
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3%

227

6%

Elementary

E’ Teacher .

Secondary
Teacher

EXPERTISE-IN TEACHING METHODS

Teacher
Educator

Subject
Ediicator

22%
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%%

Teacher

% Elementary

Secondary
Teacher

CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT SKILLS
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Educator
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Educator
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12%
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Teacher

Secondary
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p|

Subject

Edacator
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ITEM #_3

KNCWLEDGE CF SCHOOL LAW & DISTRICT ORGANIZATION

N = 28

. N=9

Sy =10 P
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2%
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Teacher
Educator

KNOWLEDGE CF TEACHER RIGHTS AND RESPONS IBILITIES
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EBUCATIONAL HISTORY
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ITEM #_ 6

A_FRESHMAN/SOPHCMORE LEVEL COURSE WHIGH

N = 3

INCLUDES INFORMATION AND OBSERVATION

N =g2h -
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. 8%

76%

Elementary Secondary Teacher Subject
Teacher Teacher Educator Educator
- FFESHMAN/SOPHEMORE OBSESVATION-<NO CLASS OR
SEMINAR=-OF AT LEAST 30 CLOCK HOURS -

1%

. ug

1%

Elementary
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DOCUMENTED EVIDENCE, PROVIDE
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Educator
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ITEM #.7

JUNIOR LEVEL CBSERVATION OF AT LEAST 100 CLOCK HOURS

- N = 30, - N= 26 ;,:77. N= 8 ; N£§
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Elementary Secondary Teacher Subject
a Teacher 1 Teacher : - Educator " Educator

METHODS CLASSES TAUGHT PATMARILY BY UNIVERITY PERSONNEL

3

L 8

oo Elementary Secondary Teacher Subject
m Teacher Teacher : Educatosi ) Edijéé_tiir

g METHODS CLASSES TAUGRT PRIMARILY BY PUBLIC _SCHOOL PERSONNEL
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"Goals and Processes

_ The goals and processes used in the total teacher education program

‘at Emporia State University are included in a self study conducted in 1980,

in preparation for the Kansas Stite Department of Education: They are listed

ne for elementary education and one for secondary ediucation.

in two gections; o

~ Students prepared in elementary education must demonstrate satisfactory
attainment of the following: '
- A understanding of the psychological development of children.
- An understanding of exceptionalities in children.
- An understanding of the foundations and areas of the present curriculum
in the elementary school: ‘ _
- An awareness of the professional relations in which the teacher becomes

involved.

- Familiarization with methods of teaching developméntal reading in the
elementary school. :

- Familiarization with methods of teaching the language arts in the

elementary school:

- Familiarization with methods of teaching the social studies in the

~ Pamiliartzation with methods of teaching sciences in the elementary school:

- Familiarization with methods of teaching wathémitlcs in the elementary '
school. ; . :

- Femiliarizati-a with the role of the elerientary school teacher by means

of actual observation and participation in the elementary school classroom:
© =~ Student teaching in an elementary school classroom for a one semester

_ Students prepared in secondary education must demomstrate satisfactory
attainment of the following: :
" An underatanding of the relationships between psychological principals

i and the educatlve process.

.

) gg - An understanding of the present Status of secondary education, nature

| of the learner, role of the teaclier, rolc of sut lcct matter.

- Familiarization of the personalities of the student and teacher, needs
- of each other and methods of planning presentation.

g - An avareness of the current and potential status of public school’
teaching as a career and the school as an institution inm society.
- An understanding of the purpose and functions of school guidance programs.
?I - An.understanding of the theory and construction of tests, statistics

and systems of grading. . ,
Familiarization wvith the role of the secondary school teacher by means of

gl ' actual observation and participation in the secondary school classtoom.

- Student teaching in'a secondary school classrooi for a one semester

- ~ perdod of tims. - -
L eREEREiemn s .. i e f£;é}
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Substantive Commernts by Survey Respondents

Subject Educators

Pa

Many felt that on items 1 and 2 all 3 choices were extremely important.

Some expressed a desire on items 6, 7 and 8 to have student teachers do 8 weeks

of student teaching as juniors and then 16 weeks in each subject field.
On item 14 many felt the three responses couid not be separated:

§u$jéé§”§§ﬁ¢ét6rs strongly felt they needed a traiiing session spotisored by
the ﬁﬁiversity—gitéﬁ 15) :

Ltem 23 brought comments ranging from “We should have a 1ist of cooperating

teachers we can trust;" to "the subject area should be represented on selection
committee." : '

Teacher Educators

Items ] and 2 - brought agreement that all three choices.were important.

Item 7 - brought responses which indicated that methods instructors should lidve
experience in the classroom at tlie level the course covers.

Item 8 - comments indicated strong opposition to 8 week student teaching assign-

ments - should be 16.

Items 10, 11 and 14 - had several comments indicating all three choices were im-
portant. ' ’

Item 17 - elicited emphatic comments from teacher educators ranging from "If

university instructor wanted to teach 3rd grade he would have stayed in ele-
mentary school"” to "many of us would not be realistic about today's students"
senRary. -0 many - PE Tea _9P0ut today

Elementary Teaclers

Items 1 and 2 - éggﬁéggary,téééhétéﬁféié all 3 answers were equally important,

however strong comments made about "can not teach subject matter if can not
manage classroom” with a few strong comments (from upper elementary) that

"need more subject matter training."”

Item 6 = brought responses which indicated that early experiences in the class-

room were importadnt to "weed out the uricertain."
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Item 8 - sevcral responses saying uninterrapted 16 weeks (perhaps_B at. primary

and 8 at intermediate). 8 wecks elcmentary and. 8 weeks special education
or subject area are not enough. Some interest was expressed in the intern-

ship (perhaps for the "weak" student teacher).

Item 9 - strong commeuts that the rewards of teaching 'certainly are not
economic and status non-existant." ‘

Comments were made Supporting a ficld-based course in._supervision,however,
making it required met with expressed opposition. : /

Elementary teachers gjggggijggnggj - fecl univer: ity supérvisors should spend

time in public schiools (at least within the last 5 years) and sh..'d (ltem 16)
visit student tcéachers fraquently or not at all:

Items 18 and 19 - comments were made that =il 3 are important. /

Item 21 - elementary teachers think screening should be done long before
stadent redclies student teaching experience: !

Ltems 22 and 24 - several commented that ail 3 Ltems werc important.

Secondary Teachers /

!

A few commented on item 1 - that all three were important, however there were
strong opinions that plenty of subject matter was tauglit but the students
needed niindgement skills. ' :

Several comments on itém 6 - that this should be planned on individual basis;
however, the student should be given credit for the observation.

Stroug comments on item 7 - that 100 clock hours would be too long and that
most student teacliers felt methods classes taught by university personnel

are "almost worthiless" - théy are "out of touch:”

Item 8 - brought mixed responses to paid internship - some thought it a great

idea - others said it would detér the good ones who were ready to teach much
carlier: Comments expressed desire to have student tedachers uninterrupted

time - no matter how long that was, 8 wecks was not enough.

'On Item 9 - strong feelings were expressed that since teachers are leaving Che

field for better pay, the low salary must be a part of an honest discussion
with students. v B .

ltem 14 - brought Strong responses that university supervisors should have a

. et - _w - - ST ol
knowledge of "what's dctually going on in the classroom’” and many Tresponses
that university supervisors nced to teach In the public school (response to

dtenms 11, 15, 16 and 17) this way a strong and frequent theme for this group:

&
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Secondary Teachers Coiit.

bissatisfaction was expressed on quality and frequeucy of visits made to

student teacher on item 11.

Student. teachers shoild be better

school children should not have to

screened before tliey come out - "Pubiic

suffer.'" This was in response to item 2i.
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ASSOCIATION OF TEAGHER EBUCATGRS

Cooperating Teacher Behaviors Which are Compatible
with Established Goals of feacher Education

- , . January 29, 1984,

Stuart Ervay, Direclor of Profes-

sional caboratery Exper1eners

Emporia State University:

Emporia,.Kansas 66801
(316)343 1200 ‘

I. Primary Problem with Msst Student Teaching Programs: cooperating teacher
behaviors are of such an uneven quality that the field experience can have

a negative impact on goals estab]1shed by a school of education.

A. Cooperat1ng teachers are the most significant soc1a11znng agents for
student teachers. .

. Student teachers are introduced into the schoo] burzaucracy-.
Assimilation is the on]y ver1f1ab]e outcone : of student 1each1ng
Cooperating teachers have rmuch more 1nf]uence on student teachers

than university personnel:
4, Student teachers are made to be pass.\,a agents dur1ng the f1e]d

-

W N

B. Research,showsfthatmattitudesfand behaviorsfoffstudent.teachers”shjft,,
toward those of their cooperating teachers by the end of the experience.

1. Student teachers tend to become more conservat1ve and rigid.

2._Student teachers become more bureaiucratic (e.g.; more conforming and
impérsonal) ‘ ' -

emphas1z1ng the "how" rather than the "why" of pub];c school funct1on1ng.
1. Existing ‘school routines may.not serve educat1on\we]] enough to per-
petrate them through field- based "practice teach1ng" activities.

2. S1mp1e pract1ce teach1ng" in_the autonomous atmosphete of a pub]1c
school classroom may serve neither. un1vers1ty nor Erofessed public
school goa]s for educat1on

. PARTNERSHIP as a Solution to Prob]ems w1th Student Teachﬂng Programs

—
L

"Partnersh1ps rarely work because they 1nvo]ve a senior partner workirig
with a junior partner. i
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II1. COMPATIBILI/ as a Solution to Problems with 'Student Teaching Programs

A. This requires the reduction of game playing, or superficial forms of

cooperation:

B. An empath1c understand1ng by cooperat1ng teachers of teacher education

goais, and a sin‘lar understandirg by teacher educators of appropriate
cooperating teacher behav1ors are essential.

IV. Researching the COMPATIBILITY Approach
k. ESU research sought to identify diffarences in perspective which overtly
or covertly sepavate those mo:t responsible for the success of a student
teaching program.

[N

. Researchers:

: , 1. “~glated and summar1zed goa]s a1d processes used in ESU's total
te cher education: program;

2. determined att1tud1na1 and practiced behaviors of a random sample

of c"operat1ng teachevs through survey instruments and on-site

observation;

3. compared ESU teacher education program goals and processes with -
attitudes and prict.rpd behaviors of cooperat:ng tedachers,

4, identified ereas of compat1b111ty, and

5. identified areas of discrepancy.

. C. Research respondentc at ESU and Emporia-area public schools were:

elementary cooperating teachers (K-6)

1.
2. secondary cooperating teachers (7-12)
3. teacher edunators (faculty members in the College of Educat1on)

4. subject educators (academic department teacher educators...methods)
V. Findings in the Research on COMPATIBILITY
A..Bééié éééié of teacher education:

teacher educators stress teaching methods : Classroom teachers; : bnth‘

elementary and secondary: emphasize classroom management skills as

being most 1mportant to student-teachers
B. Other bas1c goals: '
There is a general agreement that understand1ng children or adolescents

is-more important than p]ann1ng skills and teacher self _confidence; though
subject educators tend tc view planning skills as very important.
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H.

There is general agreement that a knowledge of teacher rights and responsi-

bilities is more important than knowledge of school law, district organization
‘or professional teacher associa*ions:

The place of foundations studies:

Ciassroom teachers agreed with teacher educators that knowledge of curriculum
organization is more important than knowledge of educati:inal philosophy or
history, but subject educators tended to view educationai philosophy as being
more important than curriculum. v

. The piace of psychological studies:

There was some agreement that a knowledge of group dynamies is important;
though many eiementary teachers stressed knowledge of exceptional children;

and subject educators emphasized educational testing.

. Program essentia’s...early courses:

It was generally agreed thit a freshman Tevel course, with observation,
was preferable to observation only, or Jocumented previous experience with

children;

. Methoris classes/intermediate observation:

Secondary teachers tended to approve of the idea of methods classes taught

by public school personnel; while university educators thought they should
be taught by university instructors. Elementary teachers tended to feel

that field observation was more important than methods classes.

Student teaching configuration:

'Subject educators tended to fecl that eight weeks of student teaching was

sufficieft; teacher educators and public schosl educators agreed that -Six-

teen weeks of student teaching was better than either an eight week program

or fifth year internship.

.. Program emphases:

while elementary teachers were almost evenly split on this item, secondary
teachers believed students should be taught economic realities in the
remuneration of teachers, while university educators believed that they
should be told of the professional stature of teaching as a career. Few

selected the valuable service teachers perform.

. Cooperating teacher training:

There was géﬁg?é] agreement that cooperating teacher training should occur

in the field rather than on campus.
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L: Role of university teacher educators:

. Role of university supervisors:

jority of
public school teachers felt that student teacher visits were most
important, thuugh a signficant minority agreed with university
educators that teaching on-campus classes is most important: Very
few chose research as a top priority. ,

As to priorities of university-based teacher educators; a ma

X

A1l respondents felt that continuous dialogue between university and
public_school educators was more important than professional associ-
ation meetings or proTessional writing; though a minority of subject

educators chose the latter two categories.

M. Choosing university supervisors:

In choosing cooperating teachers, all believed that provenly effective
past experience in the classroom is most important, though a significant
minority.of subject educators selected knowledge of subject matter as
being the most significant criterion. A few secondary teachers and

teacher educators thought teaching load was a primary consideration.

V. University supervisor expertise:

0. University supervisor training:

Elementary teachers and a significant minority of secondary teachers )
thought university supervisors should know most about cldssroom management
techniques; while teacher educate:r< 2nd a slight majority of subject
educators believed that a_knowledge of current teaching methods was most
important. A knowledge of recent classroom innovations was considered
significant by a weak minority in all categories except teacher educators,
who disregarded it entirely. - :

i

There was a definite difference of opiision regarding the preparation of
university personnel for student teaching supervision: A slight majority

of subject educators wanted a training s2ssion sponsared by the university;

fewer said they could rely on their own knowledge and experience. Teacher

educators split evenly in the selection of those two categories; while
secondary teachers were strong in their opinion that time spent in public
school classroom observation was the best means of preparation: A few more
than half the elementary teachers agreed with their secondary school
counterparts; while a third thought a formal training session was best.

. Number of supervisory visits:

General agreement was indicated regarding the number of supervisory visits.
Roughly a third of the respondents checked "at least twice," while a majority
selected "three or more times;" :

o
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Q.

" There was a very definite agreement by all categories that cooperating

Exchanging roles:..university/public school:
Feelings about a public school/university exchange program is definitely
mixed; but a plurality of secondary teachers and a majority of others
chose "on a volunteer basis as time allows." :

. Personal traits of cooperating teachers:

teachers should have the temperament and desire to work with student .
teachers; as a top consideration._ A distant second was the ability to
be organized; with smooth personal and prcfessional lives; rarely
selected was acceptance by professional peers and supervisors.

In the selection of cooperating teachers, a majority of secondary teachers
indicated that the building principal should have the responsibility,
while a majority of elementary teachers said professional colleagues are
best suited to make that decision. University personnel were split on this
point, though a significant minority indicated that the university should
se ect ccoperatina teachers pased on performance records.

Role of the cooperating teacher:

On a key item related to the purpose of this study; there was considerable

agreemant among university perscnnel and elementary teachers that student

teaching is meant to systematically guide student teacher progress through
offering opportunities to take responsibility; and to evaluate instructionai
bei:aviors. Though a significant minority of secondary teachers agreed with

this concept; a solid majority expressed the opinjon that student teaching
is to offer experiences which are typical of "real" .school operations. No

respondent felt that student teaching was the sole responsibility of_the
university, .to .the extent public school personnel were to merely follow

"~ instructions.

. Guidance of cooparating teacher:

Strong agreement was shown that decisions abvut student teachers made by
cooperating teachers should be influenced most by their owr knowledge,
experience and particular class. Few in_any category chose “advice from
university supervisors/policy" or "school dis* ict policy."

. Assignments to cooperating teachers:

Only a few university respondents thought that the student teaching office

should be solely responsible for assigning student teachars; the others
were almost evenly divided as to whether it should be done jointly be‘ween

. the student teaching office and public school administration, or some kind

of selection "committee."
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VI.

With regard to teacher admissions, opinions were split except with a
majority of subject edu.ators, who felt the most important criterion
should be a student's performanee in an area of specialization; a strong

minority of subject educators,; and a majority of teacher educators,
chose personal characteristics as most important. Public school
educators -split somewhat evenly on all categories, the third being

- overall academic s#ahdihg. ) ‘*(f,
X: Evaluation of student teachers:

Student evaluation should not; according to most respondents, depend’

on stuadent commitment to teaching. University people tended to believe
that ability to operate as a professional edacztor was significagt, -
while public school teachers were somewhat inclined to choose "student
ability to guide Tearning." A strong minority in every category also

selected the latter two choices, so general. agreement ii)indigatéd.

Y. Responsibility for evaluating student teacher:

The cooperating teacher ard unmiversity supervisor should share evaluation-

responsibilities with regard to student teacher progress and ability.
University supervisors and elementary teachers agreed on that point, .

" as._did a small majority of secondary teachers. A very significant
minority of secondary teachers felt that evaluation was the sole
responsibility of the cooperating teacher.

Conclusions in_the Research on COMPATIBILITY: findings indicate that the
compatibility factor ean be increased between schools of education and
pérsonnéJ in host public schoois by making five changes in current practice:

‘A. Establish and conduct an extensive training procgram for a1l who serve as
university supervisors. . o

B. Directors of student teaching programs should make absolutely clear to all

program participants the central pirpose of the field experience, accomplished
via written and oral communication; the importance of that purnose should be

underscored by a no=nonsense demeanor.

1. Cooperating teachers, ‘student teachers; and- university supervisors

" appreciate clearly éStéb]i%ﬁéd and communicated directions.

2. The central purpose should be reviewed occasionally by a consortia of

university and field practitioners, and adjusted as necessary.
C. A spirit of openness snould orevail among university supervisors and
cooperating teachers. '
1. Open dialogue is initially and continually the résponsibility of
“the university supervisor. N ’ :
2. Initial training and inservice activities are the only techniques.

through which a director can be sure dialogue is occurring.



VII.

D. Supervisors need to be in public school classrooims often and recent

publit school teaching experience would be an asset.

. General and specific methods classes should not be solely the responsibility’

of university faculty members, as public school teachers can also play a

significant role in such programs.

Most Significant impressiaﬁ'eaiﬁég from the Research on COMPATIBILITY

Deans of education need to examjne their programs for weaknesses in the

bridge-building apparatus. Is a-rigorous, complete and well-coordinated

pre-student teaching program -1inked  to a solid and well managed field

experience? ‘Compatibility may be the result of the five actions recom-

mended. above but- those actions cannot occur unless time, money and effort

are made liberally avajlable. Trying harder jn. this era of renewed public

interest in education requires- all ;of .us to-te less parochial in.our profes- -
sional perspectives, and that éfforyamust begin in the schools of education.
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