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CESCRIFTORS~ STUBENT EVALUATION, %STUDENT TEACHING, “TEACHES
EBUCATION, TEACHER MOTIVATICH, TEACHER FROGRAMS, TEACHING

. PROGRAMS, ¥INTERFERSONAL RELATIONSHIF, ZEDUCATICMAL
STRATEGIES, TEACHER SUPERYISION, SSUFERVISCRY METHODS,

- COOFERATIVE FROGRAMS. AUSTIN

INTERFERSONAL ATTI UDINAL RELATICNSHIFS AMONG STUDENT
TEACHERS, COOPERATING TEAVHERS, AND COLLEGE SUFERVISORS IN
THE TEACHER-TRAINING TRIAC WERE INVESTIGATED. RELIABILITY
TESTS RUN ON THE INSTRUMENTS USED IN {HIS STUDY SHCLED THAT
THE INSTRUMENTS WERE INTERNALLY CONSISTENT AND DID REVEAL
, ATTITUDINAL RELATIONSHIFS. A THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK WAS
% ] CEVELOFEC ARCUND THE STUDENT-TEACHING TRIAD, AND CERTAIN

B i QUESTIONS WERE RAISEC CONCERNING THE INTERFERSONAL BEHAVIOR
EVENTS INVOLVING THE STUDENT TEACHER ACTING AS A FOLLOWER AND
HIS COLLEGE SUFERVISOR ANDC COOFERATING TEACHER ACTING AS
LEACERS. THE STUBY'S RESULTS, BASED CMN EVIDENCE GATHERED FRCM
124 TRIADS, INDICATEC THAT THE FOREMOST CONCERN FOR WORKERS
IN STUDENT TEACHING IS THE DEVELOFMENT OF GREATER
COHESIVENESS AN INTERACTICN IN THE STUDENT-TEACHING TRIAD.
THE RESULTS, HOWEVER, SHOWED THAT THE TRIAD RELATIONSHIFS
MORE. OFTEN RESEMBLED COMFETITIVE TRIAD SETTINGS RATHER THAN
COGFERATIVE TRIAD SITUATIONS. (GD)
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Defind. *d.or of Terms

Literatura concc?niag atudont teaching rzaveals inconsistencies in
terminology used to refer to meabers of the studest-teaching triad, In this
report, the following definitions of terms will be used:

Stugent teaching: A prolonged pezicd of laborstozy ewpsrisnce in
an actzal clsssxoom situation during which the student takes increasing
responsibility for his preparation as a Zcachér indar the direction of a
college supervisor represénting his tescher~education center and & cooper-
atiug teachcr who is responsible for tbs classroom situation,

Stydent tescher: A person enrolled and sctivsly working in -tudant;
teaching; sométimus referred to as Sipdidate or azydent.

(.
AR

3

1

-4 Sooperating Jescher: A classroom tescher who carries the reapoasi-

| ;:zf bilities for one or mcre student teachers in addition to his regular teaching
{%‘; assigmment in a private, public, or laboratory echecel; soxetimes referzed to
).~ as Sesshe=,

L Solleage swpervigor: Tie college or university instructor wio cazries
s, : the prizary responsibility for guiding and evaiuating the student teacher:

“':f scmatines refsrred to as guperviger,

| %73 m: A generic teom for coiperating teacher and cellegs supervisor,
= Student-teaching trigd: Tha emall group mads up of a student teacher

¥ \}il
Y

RN
1 aay SIS

snd the cooperating teacher and csllegs superviser to whom he is sasigned,

teachizy triad, these are thrse dyads invelving the following members: (1)
the colicge supervisor and student tescher §c~8): (2) the cocperating teachar
and the studant teacher (7-5); and (3) the coliege suparvisor and the cooper~
ating tseshez (C-T;.

Loslition: Felley and Thibault (1959, p. 205) wrote:

By csalition ve mesn two 5r sore persona who act jofntly to affset
the outcomes. of one or more other poraons: This joint acticn is

preawiably bassd upon common iaterest, or, ., . correspondence of
mm“o

Scclal steitydan: Krech, Crutchfield, and Ballachey {1362, p, 146)
wrote the following comprehensive definition:

114

Srad:r Two parecas involved in socisl interaction, Within the student-




The actimm of an individusl arc governed to a largs axtaut by ais

dess An ettitude cat be definad as an enduring system of
three Mpcmu cmtsziag mm: s a.tng}.c cbject: ths beliefs about
the objact == the:; 3

object == thc g4 “', ané the disposition £o take action

¥ith respact €o the °b:!9cb-- thé sction tendency component,

fterRersecal behswior evegt: As Xrach, Crutchfield, snd Beilachay

‘ aﬂ&i.f p’. S) mtc.

.

o ¢ o the itnterpersonal behavicr event . o ¢« may ba thought of 25 a
- progsrs of interaction between two or sore iandividuals, in which
the action of one person , . o 1s & Tespopgs to the second person,
+ &0 &3d, 2t cne and the same tims, is a siinulyg for: thc saegnd
person . ; o the actions of aach are £

Thi 'sctions: of each are at“&ccam_of and amoz the

)llction of the ot:her.

8: dimensiorz of personality as tevuhd in char-

auctazistic: striv:ﬁ:ge of @hs tndtvidual end his perceptions of the intsr-
personai mimmeo N

the affcet: cm&cuﬁ with the
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Chapter' 1

The Problex

-~ Two is company, three is a crowd.

Thomas Fuller, Gnomologia, 1732,

In all states of the Union, student teaching has becosie the typical
culninating expezience prior to the granting of teaching credentials., Few
challcngc the require-ent and the validity of its worth. As an estmblished
institution in teacher preparation, testimonials from g%ofesgicnal educa-
tors and students alike extol the value of such experience. The important
caa:itlent to time and effort teacher education centers give to student
teaching can be seen in the folloving. all of the 689 member institutions
listed by the 1965 Aﬁerican aslociation of Collieges for Teacher Education
(AACTE) Yearbook include student teaching as a part of their teacher-pre-
paration programs. Nearly one-half of the colleges make full-day student.-
teaching assiguments, about the same proportion use a balf~-day as a ainimunm,
vhile a few thuire only one or twe hours a day (Andrewa, 1965, p. 203).

' Using information supplied by AACTE members, Andrews (1964) esti-
mated that student-taaching enroliment will double between 1960 and 1570.

‘The estimate appears to be quite probable, for unlesa liceénsing policies

toward atudent teaching change, population growth and the increasing "teach-
er shortage"” themsclves shou;drenqqre expansion of guch work. Since there
is commor agreement that student teaching be continued and expanded, evén
among dillonnnt groups concerned sith teacher education, it is highly un-
lzkely that policies will change to decrease such requireuznts.

' ‘A good example of this can be seen in the vecent credential lavs
paascé by the Califotnia Legillatute after ‘bitter fighting between profes-
sional fqrces aﬁa 'anti-educnzianxsts. Thc.pew ltwn,dtastically reduced
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the number of professional course. requirements and increased “academic”
course work, but the Legislature made sure that practice teachiug for
elerentary school candidatee would not be diminished by reguirinz at leant
ISQ:aouts of classroom practice. Also, in his muck discussed ang sentro-
~versial book; The education of American zeacheraaféonant {1963, p. 142)
wrote: "As we have seen, the one'indispn:ably essentisl element im
professional education is practice :eaching." Thus, student teaching is
an expanding fixture in teacher education today and is here to stay.
fbt, with such increasing time and empﬁaéié being given to this

facat of teacher preparation, what do we know empirically about ths ef-
fect of studqht teaching on future.teachers? Does it really provide a
qialitative difference in teacher product? Reviewing research on pre-
-gervice and in-servite education of teachers, Reynard (1963) lamented
the lack of'investigatibn in the area of professipﬁal laboratory exper-
ience. He wrbte'(p. 375), “Professional laboratsry experience seems to
be the area least challenged in teacher education." Such comment indi-
cated no change since Michaelis (1957, p. 1473) wrote: "The general
status of critical, evaluative research on student teaching is poor.”

‘ If student teaching does play a vital role in the future success
of a tescher, what factors in the student-teaching experience signifi-
cantly affect the teacher and his professional work? Rnowing such fac~-
tors, educators may learn what factors to manipulate and emphasize to
improve student teaching. In these matters, unfortunateiy, there is
little informatici. After a reviey of the literature on evalustion of
student-teaci’er outcones, Turner &nd Fattu (1960, p. iii) concluded-that:

.Seventy years of research on teacher effectiveness have

not :added -much to  our -systemstic knowledge, and it is
difficult to see how another seventy can do anymore if

the same procedures arée followed, - . .

'Agreeihg yitﬁ this criticism of research in the studsnt teaching
area, Sarason, Davidson, atud Blatt (1962, p. 116) suggested :he following
investigations: '

What are desperately needed are studies which have as their

aims a-detailed description of what goes on between neo-

. phyte and supervisor, ... and the develcpment of procedures
that would allsw is to evaluate the effécts of practice
- .’ teaching-on-the nieophyte: teacher; procedures which could
. be beiter than private opinions.
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it The last referende.: inspired the initial planning of this study,
and~sa<acknnn1édgevont'inﬁcbté&ncsn;to:tﬁe:ﬁritets,foi'thcir:gnidancc.
zt?waa=th§ifinnggestions:uhich stimulsted sttention to what is probably
the ®mdgd deteraining ‘aspects of studernt teacking -~ the intcrpqrsonal
behavior aveats iavolving the ‘studént ‘teachez, hiz supervisor and his
cooperating teacher:s . :: L e o L

Effects of Student-Teaching E:petience

Numbers of qneationnnires and aurveya abound testifying that
tnnchet& in the field believe that student teaching was the nost valuable
ptofcssionni course undertaken in college. The following ave examples of
aueh inncstigations ‘

, acsgonding to an opinionnaire by Chase (1963), thirty~four begin-
ning tanchers reptesenting all grade levels indicated thnt they found
iittle gap between studenc teaching and actual teaching as far as ciass-
TOUm expcriencc vas concctncd. A iarge aumnber expressed a desirz for a
lcnger period of student taaching.

A questionnaire by Bennie (1964) elicited responsen fron 171
elencnmary and secondary beginning teachers. Of this group, 77.2% rated
their student teaching as baing of great value to them; another 21.1%
indicated that student teaching vas of some significant valne.f Two of the
three teachers who felt that student teaching had been of little value
were tanchiégéin‘fielcc other thqn;thqse'inlwhich they did student teach-
ing. Student teaching was viewed as being much more vsluable than other
education courses by 88.92 of. the group reeponding.

] Enpirical evidence, however, supporting the positive effccta of
ctudcnt tencbing have been scant, becnuse little empirical resesrch has
been atrempted on this question. Only one empirical study iavestigating
thc.gucction vﬁethcr.student tcaching h;é any effect at all»ccnes to
1ight, Becty (1962) conducted a study tc investigate if. a difference
axists in teaching cffcctiycncsa bczﬁccn firat-year teacaere who have had

T e el W-,‘««‘

ntudent-tcaching experience qnd those nho have _not, Teachets were pnitcd

et
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w@hhwthc bcsg nctch poatibie so that thc ctudcnt-reaching _experience was
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the nutctanding iggnpcndcnt vatiablc, Teachiny cfﬁectivnnesc vas judgcd
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by, & grovp:of impertisl ebs,erggx? usigg an objective instrument. The .
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 results of the study indicated that these teachers who had hgd student-

~ Seachizg. experience were consistently and significantly. rated better
thag those vithout such preparation. Such results, thefefore, support
the efficzey of student-teaching experience, if the.study was indeed suc-
¢essful in séé@ol;insz other significant ipdependent variabies.

' . .Although there is dittle é@pit;i,cal,. evidence supporting. the vaiue
of student tgagh;ng,,t&erg.;s, however, considerable evidence that stu~
dent teaching affects the behawicr of cendidates., Perhaps objective
Guestions gud studies of effect will be of greater help and lend them-
selves to better ressarch desigas and.techniqués. than those based on.
value-oriented criterion-of-effectiveness peradigms. -Such paradigns,
according to-Gage (1963), have over-simplifiad iasues and. have. yielded
digsappointing results when applied to extensive studies of teacher ef-

fectiveness. . . ‘ .
In student teaching; the candidate’s personality and behavior be-~

come gignificant factors relative to the personaiities aund behaviors around
him. It is unlike other course work where the students are mostly passive
anduabaorbihg vhatever the instructor says and does. In other words, stu-
dent teaching is:conducted in an interactisn settiag that has no equivaleat
in most teacher-training programs. . It is a.time for candidates to perform,
evaluate, act, react, and adapt in relationship with and in response to
others also involved in the setting. Unfortunately, we know very little
about the relationships of personality and behavior in student teaching.

... .. Not much is written and kuown about the pupil factor in student
teaching, Although their attention and efforts are directed to the educa-
;@qg of pupils, student teachers seem to credit their .cooperating teaqhers'
and. supetrvisors' influences as more significant. Although. pupiis must
determine the setting to some. degree (with a range of variability according
to their differences ia characteristics and behavior), their overall effect
on othei‘persone involved in the. student-teaching setting may be negligible.
in relation to the learners,.the coopersting teacher and the student-teacher
form & Azadership team or coalition to facilitate their claseroom work and

. supervisors- seldom.deal. witk.pupils; i.e.s. the adults including student

e
ey

teachers; form. & unit, separate, from. the children. . In.the adult. unit vhera

igﬁixec;iegzséaggmpg' the purpoges of student. teaching prevails, the student
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teacher's ‘xole is fellower and the cooperating teacter and superviscr z=2t
ag:leaders. iﬁ=th£s:piloc study, we will restrict cur aftestion tec this-
triad.: - - - '

‘ --Lipdsey (1961) said that little investigaticn has bsen conducted
teedgtex!inefthe leadlrship characteristics of more efféctive college
dupervisors and. cooperatius teachers, It follows that 1ittle is kaown
aboutasupetvitora' and cooperating teachers' leadership styles. such
lggs‘;q koswn gbout the followership characteristics of student teachers
as they seek their leaders' approval and favorable evaluations.

- Tb~poin£ up the sad state of affairs, there is a lack of evidence
indicating whétﬁéfrsﬁpérviédts (who carry major responsibility for the
éiﬁﬂiﬁafés' findl evaluation) can sven objectively evalucte their student
‘teachera. 'Yet ‘school personnel sfficers are sure to weigh such evalua-

tions heavily whén the ‘newly-~credentialed teacher seaks a place and per-
lidps it anytisie in hia cafeer. According to Stern (1963, p. 420}, “the
faculty r;ﬁig;g!@t Judgments of teacﬁiﬁg success have generally been used
without fﬁrthzﬁzanllyaic or modification; even though these ratings are
transparéatly imperfect méasures of the criterion performance.” Wilk and
Edson (1963, p. 315) found that the typical method of having only one
supérvisor rate and guide student teachers provided "opportunity for bias

sy
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to operate considerably for or against one astudent."

7 Conant‘s (1963, p. 143) suggestion that "clinical professors” of
‘tééching; analogous to clinical professors in medical schools, should
§upéirvise and assess the practice teaching" has been provocative, but not
truly petietrating. His rééoiienddtions that such supervisors "have had
much practicai experience," be "first-rate teachers,” and be freed of
acdédﬁié‘preliuréi:Bf publication and reésearch do not subatantially ex-
pand preaﬁnc effotts .and critexia to select and prepare effective super-
visors. ' ' ] ' ’

" Therefore, evidenée suggenéing the vaIIdity of typical practice~
teaching tequire-nnta Ih abundasit in theé testimontal aﬁd discursive area.
Théfe 4ppedrs to be donie’ émpiric:l évidence that studgnt-ceaching exper-
{érded provids ‘sandidites significant advéntages ovef those wifhout simi-
1ir "training “and tﬁat “$uch’ experiencea provide‘more ‘éffécts than tastruc-

......

ctbnal skill:-buitafﬁg and practicu as & ‘téactier. The greatest deficiencies
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in ksowledge: concsrning student teuching sppesc to be in the area of futer-
personal -relationshipis: “This is adost regrsttable; for the testimonial de~
scriptions énd the zésearch: given student teachiné 80 far imply that the
greatest-contribution to virisace in student teaching lies in the inter-
actten-beﬁwcinvstudtht teacher; cooperating teachér, and college supervisor.
!hs«gtascnt study is an attempt -t6 learn mére about such interperscnsl reia-
tionships. 2
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Approaches to the Sﬁhd?‘bf
Intcrﬁc:asnal Belationships 1n Student Teaching

The follawing acction ic a rtviev of litera:ute from vhich ve ob~

tained guidclinno for this pilot study of intcrpersonal relationships in
ltudint ceaching

1,. Present-Day Trends in Iapfoving Teacher Bducation, Coladarc

BT

(1962, PP, vii-viii) _wrotes

cont;ntp~and procedures of teacher educntion frequently htve
not demcretrable -Felevince to the actual teaching task ...
the: assumptionis; methods; -and' curricula that define Progréns
.for preparing. teschers are largely of. uncertain validity.

This statemsnt expresses. the convincing theme of Sarason, Davidson, and
Blatt in fheir book, The gigggration of tggchers (1962) the publication of
uhich,uas an important spur to the evaluation of teacher dducation prograns
by 9ro£¢scionnla. The book points out that while it is true that teachers
bave teen poorly oducatcd in the liberal srts and aclences, it is the iab-
oracory czpcrianccs :hat _roquire careful scrutiny and re-evaluation. Ac-
cording to the authorc, the _main 1nprovenents could be developed in helping
candidatgl Seco-e ”appliet(c) of psychological ptineiples" through more
lkiliﬁully supctviccd "clinical" obsexvations. o

o One ptrsicting ptoblen htndering the 1aprovement of student teach-
ing 1. the l;pk of ckilled profeasiounl cuporvision and knowing what such
axgcrtite rb&ﬁi;cs fox g;eatest effect. Alchough 1: is assuned that the
calloga cupcrvilor agould bc/gell-qualified fof.:he taak of evaluating and

B TSR

1ng the novice tq:chet:, behavioral ctitetia for qualifying persons to

»,u EET G

filgzgﬁgh leaderzhip roles have ot been well deyeloped._ Thoae progosed

YE R TRl

nldc.m havp,bun ceotad. _ ror tl;e nst. 9::;:,{ cooperg;ing tuchexq and aol-

1350 ggpggvisors bave not had agecial training for their roles. . Coqpctgting
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teachers hsve come (lhvough the same type .of teacher-education programs

- and may uawittingiy reionforce ineffective suphasea.. Alsc, -the cycle is

zarpatuated -by :the fact that many supervisors-srz employed By colleges
to »ork vialy with siudent taachers anu have reached such pesitions by

racognized classrzom sxcellence, entering graduate programs in ejucation, '
‘or both. Euch work typically cczaands the iowest prestige among tcacker

education faculties. .

Another major problem has to de with the lack of iznnovation and
knowledge of the effect of ¢sntent and laboratory experiences in student
tesching. - To help overcome:such probiems, research ard develcpment.
grants from aguncies; such as tho Ferd for tha Advancement of Edusation
(Hbodring, i957) g4d the U. S. Office of Education (Oppertunities for ...,

1966), have 3t¢at1y increased the ‘search for improvemzats in teachsr _educa~

tion. . Here are some examplas of innovative programs:

Ort (1963) described a project at Indiana State where "renewed
emphasis is being placed on trying to decermine what kinds of experience
pay the greatest dividends in effecting behavioral changes in prospective
teachers” (p. 167). To this end, Indiana State is providing actual class-"
Tooa observation and partizipation and televised observations prior to
student teaching. Soma colleges of education, such as at The University
of Texas, have already instituted regular classroom observation and parti-
cipation experiences as part of the candidates' first professional course
work. Thus, candidates are provided laboratory experiences at the first
and last of their basic professional training. The University of Taxas
zad San. Francisco State College are other examples of teacher-education
centers ucilizing televised -classroom observations.

Allen . (1966) reported considerable success ia the innovative
Teacher Intern Program at Stanford University first begun in 1964.. Each

year, the program provides 125 highly qualified secondary candidates clese
individual work with "tutor” supervision and. innovative clinical exercises.
Inatead qﬁfcﬁczacindAtd.a;ndintetcachingwasqigngents,.s;;nfozd interns
qnditzdﬁgniqtqztcachipg“ which."is & .scaled-down teaching encounter, scaled
-in-terme-of ;class size (1+5 students) .and time (5-20 minutes)" (p. 297).
uicro-tcaching,aclnionsynrc*nwnluated\by :he;cnndidétef the nuparviaov, and
cu. lq;raarn@ .Aztcrﬂndcxp~ciach1u; cxpariqnqca duriag thc BUNDET quartct
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and preparation in foindational and furrisular eouvses, the interns iske
Z4li -vesponibibilify for Gio clasSes during an entire academic vess., Great
ﬁéefoﬁﬁtefhﬁiée1~iidasﬁiﬁcﬁﬂaiévidéé‘réccrdiﬁge and 35 sma. time-lapse-
photugtéaphy, are utilized to provide cstdidates maximum feedbzck information

coneeruing thcir teaching pe'foruance. . ,
" ‘The commow charscteristic of new programs in teacher education, 2s

'illustraiédﬁsbove, §§pears to be their attempts to manipulate content
variables, trying to make learnings more dirsctly related to actual class-
roolm neéds. By so doing, the innovative programs enhance the iateractive
relatiofishiip bétveen student teacher and his leaders, making the student
teacker “avaie of wore and requiring more skill and knowledge of the leaders.

'2; Individuals' Characteristics. Few professional educators would
-need’ to be convinced that the individual differences of student teachers
ﬁéed5fo¢Béfcqnsideréd?during their training. However, some mgy not eppiy '
the same prificiplé to the personalities and behaviors of cooperating teach-
ers and supervisors. They may assume an ideal, normative type of leader
éfféctivé with most studeént: teachers. Such an unreflective assumption
would place-consideravle burdefis on the students who must then accept
mejor responsibility for difficulties in the triadic relationships. Fol-
lowing are a few examples of studies which have investigated individual
differences of triadi¢ members:

Symonds (1954) and Miller (1960) investigated the effect of indi-
vidual pcrsonélity‘pattergs on teachers' educational values. Symonds (1954)
concluded that his etﬁ&y; based on observations and interviews (by himself),
the Rorrchach, and The Theuatic Apperception Test, support the belief that
tcaching nethodo are largely an expression of basic personality patterns.
Hiller s (1960) reaecrch aupported his hypotheses that the rating givem a
atudcnt teecher 13 releted to personality characteristics that he possesses;
end thct ratinge given by a coopercting teacher are effected by his own par-
eonality cheractcristice. Both studies auggest that cooperating teachers'
ratingc of cffectivc or 1ue£fect1ve teaching -ay be largely 'a function of
:1nd1vidue1 persnnnlity cheracterietics, attitudes, and values, thus allow-

1ng_;ércng 1nf1u;rcca by eubjective bias.

e ﬁiéﬁonaldelnd Doll (1961) conpared changec in attitudee cnd values
%, hmiy

o£ two arougsf(ﬂb L 20 and 52) of atudent teachere using variablee of age,
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marital status, auzber of children, aild previcus work experiences. Test-
iag differences in changes for both groups on pre- and posttests of the
MTAI .and keglinge:'s Rducational Values Scales ESI and ESII, the writers
found that "mature" students vho were married and pareénts and had consider-
_able work experience made significantly larger gains thagxless mature, ’
‘uﬁnarriedrbtndcnts haying -little or no work experience.
Walberg (1964) examined :the possibility that the conflict bet-
wlcnsporsonality_nbeds and institutional expectations during student
- teaching lowered self-conception among student teachers, resulting in
more nagative attitudes toward teaching. A series of 26 standard seven~
point semantic differential scales and i8 similarly constructed bipolar
- phase: scales were adminigtered to 77 female student teachers, two-thirds |
of whom were in elementary education while the remaining one-third were
in secondary education. The student teachers rated themseives three weeks
before and immediatély after a 12-week student-teaching period. Using
Stanley and Campbell's (1963) one group, pretest-posttest design, Walberg
found a gignificant difference between pre- and posttest means for every
item; with studcnt teachers revealing a significantly lowered self-con-
ception at the end of the student-teaching pericd. Walberg commented £

that:
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An extension of this theory holds that neophytes with
stronger personality needs have more role conflict, lower
self-conception, subsequently less satisfaction; therefore,
less psraistence in the profession .... Students with
lower intellectual and emotional néeds as a group may be
able to conform to the institutional role more easily and
without losses-in.self-eanception, whereas stronger per-:
sonalities may leave the field. (p. 8)

Evaluations by candidates of student-teaching experiences credit
their leaders with considerable potential in influencing them. Such eval-
uations of gupervisoté‘ and cooperating teachers' help and 1gfluence (Wrob-
lewski, 1963; Sharpe et ai., 1964) strongly suggest that candidutes exprese
1nd1viduil'if£ecfiie'and cogaitive needs. These expressions also support

chc assu-ption that tﬁe difection of 1n£1uence 18 ovefwhelmingly from
Some suggestions
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-ddd by dﬁudent teachdru to cooperating ‘teacher ("Encourages us with your
fricndly, helgful ‘and- nudexscanding attitude." ‘1ye need to immediately
fit1~sccu£¢vin our*nuv’situation.” "Build 'him a port of famiitarity.") make
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ippegls* for fulfillpent of affective needs. Other suggestions ("Takes

time: after presentiition of the lesson to the class.” "Tell hiw when he &
hiis-made: a- nistal;;d or when he i3 on the ‘'wrong track'." "Criticizes us : 5
vhen we need it;'”)“ point to cognitive noeds which should be met. Reactions
from student teachérs aleo indicate that their needs undergo change in the
) ptocéss of student-teaching. For example, i:hey may express affective need~
dispositions in-the early patt:‘ of their laboratory experience and shift
later toward more cognitive need-fgispositions as their anxieties decline

and their confidence increases. - ' : :

3. Interaction Processes. It has been suggested that the search S5 :

for leadership. treits will not be successful unlesc study is made of the Q%g’ g
relation between leéader and follower, and the demands each makes upon the :

other. Sanford =(1§_5,2; p. 329) wrote:- 24 »

| The:followér is always there when leadership occurs. It is .%; : .

he who accepts or rejects leadership. It is he who follows i(x, 2

“reluctantly' or enthusiastically, obediently or creativaly. K
In any sitiation where leadership occurs, he is there with R 2
all his psychological attributes ... his habits, attitudes, i -
preferences, biases, and deep-lying psychological needs.
If we:know gomething about these psychological attributes
we know smthing about the follower's “readiness for leader-

ship." We know something about- the sort-of relations he will -

-be inclined to estsblish with what sort of leaders. e

Bass' (1960) believes that although leaders may be defined as "a- £ *.,
geits of chaage," leadership is to be conceived as an interaction between %’z: ‘
two. persons, becauss whether the "agent of change" achieves his goal with %%; .

respect. to a second person involves activity or inactivity by the second
person. At times it may even be difficult to determine who is leading whom.
Bass eipl‘ai.nad:- ' '
Certain. patteins of 'follwersh:lp behavior can be similar to
leadership in that a given follower B, whose behavior A desires
to changs, can, in turn affect A's beliavior by accepting or
rejecting A-as-a change agent.... Thic circular conception of

leadership-followership-leadership is’ consistent with our em~ -
phasit on their interactional nature (p. 5).

What factors are most inportant in effective leader-follower rela-
tionsh:lpa? Balpin and’ Winer (1957) nade a factorial study of hypothesized _
diménsions-of Teader: banavior of air crew comndurs.‘ Using the Leader f: A

: Bcluunz "’aae*ﬂpf:ion Quutionuaire (LBDQ), they found that two factors, Con- ;j,,}; ¥
# siderititi- dnd ‘fhﬁfiating Structure, accounted for 83 per cent of the total i , 4

\3

NN

bk sy e

S




S
S

inien M_,,‘\A,,—es...- o 2 »-.«_......‘,, .,m.«m T ST et e m?rw.,__«: - P.nm*mﬁaruwwwﬂ’ﬁwﬁ‘:
Fe 2 Py <

3 o e

11

factor varience. Friendliness, wutual trust, respect, and warmth charac-
terize the leader high in the dimension of Consideration. Gettimg the job
done, éffectiveness in organizing and directing the work, and kelping his
follovers to understand their duties characterize the leader high in -
Iﬂitiiting»Sttucture} Coneideration is related to group satisfaction and
morald, wvhile In;tiating Structure relates to effectiveness ratings. Ac~-
cofding to Rrech, Crutchfield, and Ballachey (1962, p. 476), there is sub-
stantial evidence from two studies, Faldman {1939) and Jackson. (1353), "to
infer-that style of supervision is a cause of differences in the produc-
tivity of work groups.” ’

- A study by Della Piana and Gage (1955) which investigated leader-
follower relations and demands between elementary schocl teachers and
their pupils help raise questions concerniug the interpersonal relation-
ships of other feacher-afudenf experiences. . The researchers found signi-
ficant interactive relationships between teacher characteristics and
pupils' values. They hypothesized that teacher attitudes as measured with
the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI) would correlate with
pupils’ ratings of the teacher as measured with the Leeds' "My Teacher"
rating scala in different ways according to pupils' values as measured
on & dimension called "affective" (valuing teacher's help with their social~
enotional needs) versus "cognitive" (valuing teacher's help with achieving
intellectual goals). ‘

The results of the study supported the theory that leadership in-
volves an interaction between the characteristics of the leader and the
values-of the followers. The validity of the MTAI in predictirg a teacher's
effectiveness was found to vary according to the value-orientation of his
pupils. For pupils with strong c&ngitive values, the teacher’s MTAI score
did not correlate as highly with pupils' ratings as for pupils with strong
affective values: Accordiug to Dells Piana acd Gage (1955, p. 178), "Teach-
ers-gcoring high-on the MTAI will probably be better liked by pupils who
bave- strong affective-values concerning teachers.”

% < 4, ‘Dysdic-Relstionships. Past research on student teaching has
béén- aimed-a¢ quéstions concerning student teachers' attitude changes and

- dyadiéiveldticuships: between the student teacher and his coaparating teacher
or- ¢oklégesupervisor, - - :
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Price (1961) found that during ome semester of student teaching,
attitudes of 45 student teachers messured with the MTAI shifted in the
-q;tection of those held by‘coqpetatipgxtea;hersb"A»gignificant positive
correlation bgcyg‘n_coopetating teachers’ and student teachers' classruom
teaching performance was reported.. _ _

Perrodin (1961) 2l~o reported that cooperating teachers have an
effect on changes in 113 student teachers’ MTAI scores. In his study,
gtudent teachers making the highest gaing in MTAI scores during student
tgachingwwete_superviged by cooperating teachers who had completed a
special preparation progrem for cooperasting teachers. This suggests that
differences in cooperating teachers effect differences in student teach-
ers' attitudes., However, there is no indication as to whether these were
statistically significant gains. _

.Using the OSCAR, Schueler, Gold and Mitzel (1965) observed three
groups of elementary schocl student teachers. They found that the vari-
able m.st clearly related to the overt teaching behavior of student teach-
ers -wes- that oi the classroor (including the classroom culture and the
cooperating teacher),. and that the variable of college supervisor had
little 1dentif;abie-effect on student teacher behavior. '

Sandgren and Schmidt (1956), Oelke (1956), and Fuller (1951)
report that student teachers' MTAI attitudes changed significantly during
student- teaching but (here was no relationship between MTAI scores and
college supervisors' tgtings.- According to the writers, college super-
visors had insignificant effect on the direction of student teachers'

- attitude change.

Using an attitude 1nv@ntory developed to measure the verbalized
aCtitude changes of. 63 student teachers toward three educational prin-
ciples, Corrigan and Griswold (1963) found that studeat teachers working
with certain supervisors showed cpﬁg;ptently:high or positive attitude
changes- while- those working with other supervisors shoved lower or less

-positive  attitude. changes, Students showing positive attitude change

perceived- their college supervisor and the seminar which he directed as
influoncing: their attitude change. Since these results tend to counflict

~~with-the; fiadings of other stgdigg,which.pq;qt;to the cooparating teacher

as. the qggthgpf;ggntia;;ggctpr in student teaching, the dyadic relation-
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ships in student teaching may be found to vary with the individual charac~

terfstics of the persons involved.
A questicnnaire by Bennfe (1964) found that the influence of the
college supervisor also was faverasble. Aimong 171 begicning teachers, the

consénsus was that the college supervigors were of siightly more help than

cooperating teachers. Bennie feels that this gstatexent may carry wore
significance ﬁhﬁn.ﬁﬁtﬁt the eye, “uﬁgn oze considers the fact that the

clagssroom teacher is with the student teachér daily while the canpus supér—

visor sees the student teacher at ths msst once per week™ (1964, p. 131).

MTAL attitudes of student zeachers were found to be flexible and
fluctuating by Dunham (1958} amd Cosz {1939). With a sample of 150 stu-
dent teachers, 150 cocpezating teachers, and 1S ¢ollege supervisors, Dun-
ham administered the #7AI emce to zll csoperating teachers and college
supervisors, and thres tiwes to student teachérs: at the beginning of.
their professional sequencs, before lesving cazpus for student teaching,
and at the completion of astudent tesching. From his analyses, Dunham
concluded that student teacherd! attitudes tended to approximate those
of university iastructors while on cumpus, but shifted in the divection of
those of thé coéperaeing teacher while student teachera worked in an off-
campus situation. ' -

Coss administered the MTAI once to 11 college supervisors and 151
cooperating teazcaers: He also administered the MTAI twice to two groups
of clementary education majors: at the beginning of student teaching and
again at the end. Fisher’z t test was applied to all possible pairings
of adminigtraticns of the MTAI and an analysis of co-variance was applied
to- all consecutive points of measurement. Coss concluded that the atti-
tudinal levels of gtudent teschers were flexible aad fluctuating and that
the ieadership of cooperating teackers who were ranked “low" on the MTAI
was esscciated with zetardation in the attitudinal growth of their stu-

' dent teachers. . .

Jeyce {1953) iuvaatigated student teachers’ perceptions of atti-
tudes held by these with whom they ‘interxacted, including college instruc-
tors in aducation*aad ecop@rating tqachers.' Twenty students filled out
two attitude 1nv&neorict Sca;e for Déteruiaiug JTeacher Beliefs and Bduca-
tional Vigggainta, ‘a8 thqy helieved ‘their aaaociatea uoulé. ‘Since the
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porceived scores for cooperating teachers contrast in a number of ways with
suezes for collage instructors, Joyce considered the evidemce to be strongly
suggestive that gome studonte feel they are baing pulled in more than one
dizection by their educational sdvisors. Hewever,. since this inference was
dravm by Joyce without completely explaining how he analyzed his date, we-
heve 0o basis on which to judge its significance. ’

5. ggnilibr;ul.rheogz. From the four sections discussed zo far,
we have considered innovative trends in teacher education suggeating grest~
er emphasis on candiate-supervisor-teacher relationships, the iafivencing
effects of student-teaching members' individual differemces, and the impor-
tance ¢f understanding how mexbars interact with one another, especiziiy
in dyadic relationships. Such considerations encourage us to focus apon
the student-taaching triad as the main unit of investigation. Az this
point we corsider theoretical bases for understanding, and thaveby, fiunding
procedures for the iavestigation of the triadic interpersonal bshavier
events in student teaching.

Equilibrium theory offers a theoretical framework tc consider che
alternative courses of action and the psychological resolutions gp2fi CO 3
percon faced with conflicting percaptions snd to better understand his
choices among them. The theory is & combination of recent contributions
by Haider (1958), Newcomb (1959), Osgood and Tsnnenbaum (1955), and Pes-
tinger (1957). Central to all of the models is the notion that hussr paturs
abhors "incongruity-dissonsnce-imbalance” and continuaily strives to elin-
inate it in some way. There 18 a constant strain toward a balanced state
of mind at all times.- Heider (1959, p. 201) wrote:

By a balanced state ig meant & situstion in which the relations
amcng the entities fit together harmoniously; there 1s no stress
towards change. A basic¢ assuaption is that sentimert relations
and unit relations tend toward a balanced state.... Sentiments
and unit relations are mutually interdependent. Jt also means
that if a balanced state does not exist, then forces toward this
state will arise. If a-change-is-not possible, the state of
imbalance will oroduce tension.

In Festinger's (1957, p. 3) vords:

Tha existence of- diesonemcs, being psychologically uncomfort— ‘
- able, will motivate the person to try to reduce the disgémance
and-achieve congonance.... When-dissonance is prezent, in ad-
dition to trying-te reduce it, the person will actively avoid
situations-and ‘information wiiich would 11kely increass ihe dis-
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theoretical approach to the student~teaching. triasd:

Boserburg and Abelson (1960) studisd the resolution of discrepancies

by subjects given dilemmatic information. The.researchers found that sub-

Jecte not only sought balamce and eonsistenrcy in vezolving meatal imbalance,

they- also sought snlutions that maximdized potentisl gain and minimized
potential loss for the rolea they enacted in the study. Satiaﬁying one's
vaiugs: oY naed«dispasitiéns played an important role in the process of
smental bslancing. '

Gage, Runkel, and Chattarjee (1963) derived positive resuits in
changing teacher behavier through feedback information from pupils, and
concluded that their results gave support to equilibrium theory.

Chapman and Campbell (1957) studied predictability of performance
in thres-msn teass. Predictions from attitude messures produced results
whick say be interpreted as consistent with equilibrium theszy. At the
beginning of the study, the attitudes of 142 male university students
wera-messured on five scales. The scales were: a modification of the
P-scale of Adornc et al.;-designed to messure authoritatian personality

‘trends; the Superior-Subordinate Scale, designed to measure the direction

of identification in situations involving coﬁflict between a superior and
a subordinate; the Allenation Scale, which reflects a tendency ;oéard
psycho-asocial isolation; the Identification With Discipline Scale, which
reflscts a tandency to readily accept discipline and to model one's behs-
vior after thoge who adudniste; it; and the Cooperation Scale, designed
to refiect a feeling of belonging to groups, and a preference for doing
things with other people rather than by one's self.

-¥rom the- 142 students tested, 42 were chosen to participate in the
experimeat. One-half of the group chosen scored in the upper 25 psr cent
of the tezt- scaie; while the other half scored in the lower 25 psr cent.
Thorvafore, initiaily, the subjects zepresented extreme attitudes in op~
oesite- directions.

The 42. chogen subjects were divided into three-man teams to per-
form: $agks-of yotor skills and of verbal skillis. Each of the teams knew
that-it-was in competition-with all othier teams for high scores. After
esch-erigl, but-before: spores ware announced, each teex mamber rated his
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Tus foliowing stuoddes 1llustrate the practicsl value of such a
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two co-workers ¢n & J~-point scale for deairability as a co-worker. Even
though-the- ratings reseived by a person failtduto'cqfrelate siganificantly
with-attitude tesi scozés; ratings of his desirzhility as a teamste did
correlate.sigaificantly with the success of the tesm of which he was a
wember., These:results suggest that the group members, having different
initial gttitades, and coming together to perform a definite task, wnder~
wenit attitude changes as they attempted ¢o meet the expectations of their
teaxmstes, ~ _

In support of this point, Cohen (1964, p. 112) wrote: " ... when
groups- are created Zor a given purpose, noraative sociel influence in-
creages: 83 peoplc strive te conform to the expsctations of the group.”
Further, it has been suggested that an individual experiencing cognitive
dissonance in group-pressure situations may £ind rusolution through one
of six modas (Rréch, Crutchfield, and Ballachey, 1962, pp. 516-517): .
(1) biames himself for nisjudgments; (2) blames the group for faulty ?
judgments; (3) no blawe, attempts tc reacencile discrepant judgments; £
(4) accepts fact of individual diffarences; (5) avoids evidence of dis~ g
crepancies, isolates himself; and (5) deceives himself. The suthors also )
poiot cut that the group-pressure situations hecld two very differvnt sources
of cognitive dissonance -~ discrepancy between the 1ndividua1's and group's
views and discrepancy between what the individual really thinks and feels
and-vhat he outwardiy says or does. In the student~teaching triad, all of
these: modes: for resolution wouid be nogaibls.

Crutchfield (1962) found that groups in competiticnm with each other
gshow greater conformicy to group standards than groups not experiencing this
cooperative wotivation. faﬂiviéuala, not wishing to jeopardize their group's
chance of-success, qui¢kly adjust to group judgment when there is any dia-

’ ciepihé?.'-fhua, in Chapmaa and Campbell's (1957) study, those gfoups which
' éife most guccesgful ‘were those in which each member of the triad had
tealized equiiibriul‘by shifting toward cognitions consonant with those of
his teannates.

In & study of- intetpersonﬂl felations among three-man airplane crews, gﬁ
tﬁi-fiﬂdingo of‘?ruehter, Blnkc and Mouton (1957) also suggest the impor- Egi'

tlncercfraqulitbrina tbcory in explaining the functioning of triadic work
gifcugi. T
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< .7 - .A Crew Interaction Scale which-consigted of€64 itens concerning a
varisty of “aspects of tiew relations was administered to 90 flying officers
who*'compoged 30° intact B-47" crews in operational training. At the time of
tcztiﬂé.thnsc crews had biaen in operation for-approximately four-to-five
months.  Each crew mesber was instructed to rank each of the three members
of his- ctaw- (including -himself) on each of the 44 scale items. From his
dats analysis, Frucliter et al. (1957, p. 5) reported:: - .a

The general .conclusions from assessing the consistency

" of crew ratings by the Horst method were that crew mem-
bers do agree in their judgments on most items and that
there is- satisfactory discriudnation .among -the -means- of
different crews.

Since it seems highly unlikely that within 30 three-man crews each
member would have the same attitudes and judgments as his crewmates on the
basis of chance aione, and since these crews had been working together for
_four or f£ive months when tested, we can infer that members of a task-
oriented group have experienced some attitude shift as a result of the
normative influence of the group. As a member of such a strategic task-
group, a B-47 crew member would be a prime target for cognitive disequil-
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ibrium should he experience discrepant cognitions towa:d his crevmates.
Consequently, to mset the difficult responsibilities and demands of the
tasks, each member's attitudes would tend to shift toward group consensus,
providing cognitive balance for the individual and working harmony for the

group.

6. Small Group Relationships. Viewing the student-teaching unit
as-a viable group  (Miller, 1965a and 1965b) created for special objectives
and: activities, we-can expect many common system-influences operating in
student-teaching: triads, such as the manner in which member participation

e ia'b;pught’aboutj,organizgtipn, e.8., differentiativon of roles, status,
: fnnétigp;; comaunication, ¢&g.? who ta;ﬁg hgy much to whom and hoy; ard

energy processes, e.g., purposes and reward-cost outcomes. Reflection

gn-qggﬁ'facgtp,shbhlﬂ éggieagg great geténgigi for variation in t?igdg:
- Typically; each member of the triad entet# the group from two

d;st;gst SyStems: == the ‘student- teacher and supervisozr from the college

‘nndrche coopnrattng'tQCch;r £ron.the public school and his classroom.
Ulnally ;lﬁignltnts*to triads are never completely voluntary and free




choice ip:.respect ta choosing among 2 range of varying activitiee and
familiar persons. A college supervisor is:- assigned a list of student
teachers and certain: schools in which to place them, or perhaps given the
aasignnents~alrgaqygnndg-by a directér,of student teaching. A cocperat-
ingatgachg::nay.orinaybnot have the option of accepting or refusing a
gtudent: teacher, but secldom does he have much informatioﬁ of the stu~
dent. teacher if he decides to take one. The relationship between the
coliege supervisor and the cooperating teacher mey or may not be patterned
already throughnp;evibus work together with other students. For the stu-
dent, the few options usually available in choosing grade level interest
and perhaps college supervigor too do not provide the student much control
of the teacher to whom he will be assigned. In many institutions, the
supervisor carries the greatest choice in matching the other two members.
However, with the increasing: number of student teachers each year, many
institutions find it difficult to find sufficient classroom placements for
students. As a’ consequznce, students must often accept assignments to
grade levels other than those preferred and count themselves fortunate
Just to be in a classroom..- Of .course, such problems also decrease the
ability to bé selective in: choosing cooperating teachers. ‘

From Thibaut and Kelley (1959), we woiild expect differences in re-
ward-cost conditions for each triad member, i.e., what outcomes each ex-
pects and gets out of the relationship and what he must sacrifice or give
up for such work. The student desires fulfillment of much discursive pre-
pafatian in working with pupile and satisfactory grades and references, for
which he expends time, effort, and probably anxiety. Both leaders desire
satisfactory outcomes in the candidate's Qevelopmént in terms of each
leader's pérceptions of e@%eceive teaching performance and commitment to
the ptbfésiiOn, which hsy'bé”quite,diverQe and confiictingﬂ The costs for
the leaders are not equivalent, for tiie gsupetvisor's occupation, analogous
to the student's piiryosas, requires ‘that theras be a functioning triad; but
nbf“%ﬁ’fbf‘fﬁé‘cubﬁ%riiiﬁg‘teachéf. 'The'téhérd-cbst-ouféomea for the
teacher,. who® alrsady cexries Primiry responsibilities for his class or
classes, may b ¥srs wideSrarged th;ﬁ”fér:thé'huﬁeivisot; ‘Without the
yaut%fiéﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁhéﬁ%éﬁﬁﬁﬁg“ﬁbuld‘fdéé for ot continuing and completing the
studancvgaaching period, we would expect more cooperating teachers dissoclving
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their relatiomship vith the triad, for"as Thibaut and Kelley (1959, p. 192)
wrote: 'Iikg any group, a triad is viable only if all of its members are
dcpendtnt-on ita continucd exiactnce.... .

Al.-, there -ay bc diffetencea between institutional systems in
asni;ning-stabus and responsibility to each member of the triad and au-
thority aver students. Each individual's roie ig clear in title, but there
is great—potthtial for v&riition”in.differentiating power and authority
bctwccn the designated Ieaders over the student teacher. If there is fn-
stitutional conflic: over student-teaching policies and practices, then
the probiems in triadic relationships become compounded.

According to Newcosb, Turner,. and Converse (1965, p. 308), "a
population large encugh and diverse enough to afford individual choices
aof attraction ptefcrenceag a + + dyad will tend to 'buiid up' into an
all-positive triad." Eowever, without the wide population choices when
"a get of three persons is forced into close association, there is a much
lesser probability that the members will form an all-positive triad.”

The writers go on to suggest with observations from Simmel's writings.
that in such an arrangesent one of the three dyads will be strénger in
attraction than ary of the other two. Chances are that & ccalition be-
tween two members may form at the expense of the third member who must
thea attempt some resglution by "escaping,” breaking up the coalition

“by striking a bargain with oze of the otaer two members," or acquiescing
more to the desires of the other two in hopes of gaiaipg their acceptance.
Newcoxb, Turner, snd Conversze concluded that:

In formal terms, the instability of such a triad is based
on the fact that it necessarily includes imbalanced dyads.
The geaeral principle is that, other things being equal,
triad stability varies inversely with the number of im-
balanced dyads in the triad. (p. 309)

Further support for such an'approach comes from Brown's (1965,
pp. 663-665) discussions of balanced and imbalanced triads ifnvolving two
subjects and a third object. feider (1958), the originator of .the balance
model, touched oa. the three-peraon gtouy as an example.- tnnhow the surround-
inge or envikonment can influéhéd’ "unit formatios" ot perceptions of en-
tities bolonging togetper. Heider wrote: ‘




1.

2.

3.

4.

In the:pair s n the unit wili be weakened if another
éntity is added that is very similar either to m or to
8, This; if we hdve the unit'm n n the two n's make a
pair.and m:is the outsider. But if the added ‘entity is
dissimilaz to both mésibere of the original pair, as in
mn 5, then the unity of the létter pair 4s apt £o be
. strengthened by its differente froa the figure.

Theoretically, the degree of unit foriation between the
aembers of the original pair should change least if the
affinities of 1 to 2, 2 to 3, and 1 to 3 are the same
(taking 1 and 2 as the original pair and 3 as the new
untity). If, however, 1 is closer to 3 than 1 is %o 2
or 2 to 3, for example. then 1 and 3 will “gang up”
against 2, The greatér probability of inequality is the
affinity of the different pairs miglit be one reason for
the precaridus balance of 2 triad, and why organizations
of two against one develdp so often. (p. 179) Under-
lining added by this writer. -

In speculating from tiae above on the most probable dyadic and
triadic unit-formation to be expected in the student-teaching setting,

we might consider the following pogsibilitiea, uzing S for student
tuéhét, 'Q for college supervisor, and T for cooperating teacher.

When the triad is first formed, triadi¢ members will
-tend 0 express positive attitudes toward each other,
especially when each are previouéfy unfamiliar with each

othex. This expectation is baced on the tendency to per-
celve positive sentimpnts when there is little information.
After a short period of familiarity,_triadic members will

tend te perceive imbalance in the ttiad.

Since S interacts with C and I separately more than to-
.gether and ugually in two completely different settings,
S will perceive the greatest amount of imbalance in the
triad. ‘

Because the likelihood of interaction hetween S and T due

<] gxeatgr&é;cpinquiity is greater than S and C or of T and

C,. 5 gnd-.'_l.‘, will form greater muitiplex attitudes toward

., #ach other than will form between S and C and T and C.
.. All things being .equal except propinquity, S will perceive
,grgegt(egi,gtggactigg to I than C for help in practice tesching.
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-~ 8. Decause S will -have:'more contdct and be more:familiar.
~ ¢+ - uith:T and C thaw T with € or C with T and initiate
. = moré&bshivior with both; coalitions ‘betweenS and T or
"L against the remaining member will be-greater than
betwéen T ard €. Or, because T .and C perform leaders'
roles in tﬁe professional ttaiui&h of S and do not inter-
act:sufficiently to produce dissonance between .each
| other, T aid  may maintain positive relations with each
-otlier despite actual'edueagional and personality differ-
eaces.
7. To justify costs expended by his relationships in the
triad, T will express more reward-satisfaction at the
level of ideal professional behavior than C and S.

The dyadic and triadic -expectations listed above may be summed
iuto a-general expression that the triad will tend to shift toward the
. condition of one positive dyadic unit~formation .and two negative ones
over time. -

Objectives

From the above review and discussion of the literature, we derive

a franewofk for the study of student-teacbinérrelationships. With this
framework, we can. broadly perceive student-teaching triads #s sharing the
coxmon characteristics of other human systems but being more equivalent
to each other ia their special differentiation from other systems, A;sp,
we. can classify special categories of such systems as bging'distinctive
frow other categories. Further, ve éan approach each studeit-teaching
triad as unique in itseif. The general topics sketched in the last section
ftaig a common set of sec;al'ang personal facts or dimensions which can be
found: in- student-tedching situations.  How variations in eack facet, i.e.,
eleuants .of .. facets, coabine togethet in any particular student-teaching
triad produces each ttiad's uniqueness. L

. The prenent pilot study is aimed at qbtaining knowledge about the
1uterpetaoaal,behaviqr events, between che studen; teacher acting as a
~follower and hiaecollagcfcupetvtlor and‘cooperating»teachet acting as
leaderss In tbia ltudy, we- concenttated our attention to the following
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questions: Do -the characteristics of student teachers determine what %f
characteristiéésﬁf'théﬁéngéééisné and cooperating téacher will influence
the atudent'a'ﬁvg;nation_nnd acceptance of them? What effect do char- _ 3
acteristics of‘ieadernwand students have on the—leadets' evaluation of

the student's effectiveness 'and poténtinl'is a classroom teacher? What
patterns in triadic relationships aré thére at the beginning and tor ard
the end“of the student-teaching period? Is the direction of influence
from leader to ¢andidate? 1f significant influence is found, is it posi-
tive or negative, i.e., tending to raise or lower the correlation between
candidates' and leaders' behavior?

Current theories concerning leader-foilower relations appear to
be quite pertinent to atudtnt-teaching relationships. From the liter-
ature previously reviewed, the factors of Consideration and Initiating
Struccure found by Halpir and Winer (1957) to be salient characteristics
of effective leaders appear to be comparable to the affective and cognitive
value oriexntations investigated by Della Piana and Gage (1955). Thus, we
draw upon the latter work for some of this study's procedures.

There has been suspicion that the subjective biases of the cooner-
atiag teacher and/or supervisor influences the iateraction between student
ceacher and the leaders' ultimate evaluations of the student teacher. The
nature of such bias may be centered in the affective need-dispositions of
the students and the willingness and ability of the supervisor and cooper~
ating teacher to perceive and satisfy the student's needs. Rapport between
the student and his mentors, therefore, can be viewed as a functicn of the
extent to whkich a subetvisor and coopeéating teacher are perceived by the

student as effective in doing those things about which the student is most
concerned;
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Newcomb, Turner and Converse (]965, p. 213) 8nggested that we adapt
to total situations and not just to whomever one is interacting. They
sxplained that "any interaction situation may be said to present eacb parti-
cipant with a triple confrontation, he mnst-somehow come to tetms, simultan-
eously, with each of the following.

o 1, His own preferances, needs, and attitudes, insofar as he

*7 .7 “constdérs- them relévant to the situation; the praference

e :;_fi» for-cognitive:-corgistency and balance is of par:cicular
1mportance.
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e =

. _ -éemands and their preferznnas,*nee&s, and*atti:uﬁes
2T LT Xaghhetperceives- bt -
"3 d4Aspects of the world, apart from-the interacting persons

themselves; that—ate'camnou*bs themand -that are—rele-
vant in some way to the situationm.

2_.3- ‘Theother persons.in-the: situstion;. including their

Since these three confrontations are not separate, but corplexly
interrelated, we develop and express "modes of adaptation -- compliance,
for example, or defiance or withdrawal...." Thus, we attempt to study
such interrelations in studeni-teaching gettings.

The discussions in this chapter raised far more questicus than
we could attempt to answer with the limited resources of this contract.
Thus, the main variables for this study were the interpersonal attitudes
of triadic wmembers whicis =ay be obtained with relative economy in expend-
itures of funds and time. Althcugh pupils are nct as closely interrelated
within the studeat-teaching setting as the other members and to thas same
general degree of involvement and commitment, they are potentially impor-
tant det:erminers of student texching effects. A more ambitious study
should consider a study of the "quartet" in student teaching. However,
the four hypotheses which foliow were felt to be fairly comprehensive of
our main concerns. In testing them, the development of instruments, tech-
niques, and research designs will help plan a more extensive study at some
later date.

Hypotheses

le ;g_gthzpothgsized that the triadic attitude relationships in
the small group involving student teacher, college supervisor, and cooper-
ating teacher willréhow ghift from initial contacts to_concluding contacts
as triadic members Qtrive to maintain or achieve cognitive equilfbrium.

32§ Since the MTAI is a measure of a person's affective perit

rather than his cognitive merit, it is hzgothesized that measures of the
MIAI for leaders may be gaid to correlate positively with students’ ratings

of leaders.
33: It is further"hzgothgsized that the MIAI scores of the leaders

correlate with students"ratinQS'of their leaders where students value more
highlx~thersocialbemotional"need~mediating behavior of such leadexs.
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The data for thie study were derived with the felliowing instru-
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mentation and puzpeses: . «

Mpdified Mirmesota Teacher Attitude Tuventory. The college super-
vizor's atgiteds, aya%;blized oy ‘ga,_ and the ¢osperating teacher’s sttitude,
symb’tsﬁ‘zgd‘ by ga,“ teward young people and teaching in gemaral; and the
student teacher®s attitude, symbolized by _;55,&, toward young pecple azmd
tezchking ia gegneral were measured with 2 asdified form of the Mianesots
Teacher Atgitude Inventory (MTAI}. (See Appendix B). The Psyehmlcgigal
coz‘goragien gave perpivsion to modify the MPAI to zefer £o young pemple in

~general, which would then include the age level of student teachers. The
¥P21%s “szandard ecoring key wzs used to score the modifiad MTAT used in
this eauﬁy. Haeresfter, the modified version of the MTAI will be yeferred
%o as ¥od MTAE. Table 1 gives examples of stéﬁm&nﬁs a3 they appeszr in
the HIAL and in the Mod MTAIL,

Iz addition to total Mod MTAI scores, the three main MTAL factors
exntzracted by Hern and Morrison (1965) were used to sypplement meagures of
college supervisors’, coopsrating teachers', and student tezchers' atti-
tudeg. Factor I: Traditicnalistic Versus Modern Beliefz about Child Con-
trol, was gymbolized as ;c.l for college superviscrs, };’.2 for cooperatiag
tegchers, and gl fsr student teachers. Factor II: Uafavorable Versus
Favorable Oplnions about Children, was symbelized by C,, 229 and §2. Factor
%iX: Punitive Intolerance Yersue Permissive Tolersanece for Child Misbeha~
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vior, waz sywbelized by g_g, Xy, and §3

The prizme mark waz used to jadicate posttest measures for all meas-
uzres, thus gg would zepresent the college supervisor's total score on the
tnd MIAL pretest and ,Q@’ would represent the e¢nllege gupervisor's tetal score
on the Yod BIAYL postiezt,
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3 l; uost childrm are ' ' 1‘. Z'koze“. yaang paapla &w

E ~ obadient. - chedieut. -
11, ﬁnqaeg;i?mg obedience in a 11. Usquestioning chediepce in
i;j child is not desirable. & chiid ie not desirzble,

gﬁé 31. Some children ask too many 33, szé young peepls gsk Zeo

C qnestions. 113 8 qa‘a@fﬁém

& 56, Eest children lack common 34, Mgst :ﬁmﬁg paople lack

% ' conrtesy toward -adults. compon courtesy tewaywd

z : . adules.

61. Children are usually 61. Toung people asre vauslly
too sociable in the _ tep sosiable in the claga-

classroom. ) OO,
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My Colisge Sunervisor™ (U } avd "My Coopavatizs Teschex® (T ).
The studsat tssches's attitsds 5&9&2& zée college supervisor gnd tham
ssati&g_ggcﬁaés, oysholized by Uy, Byo Uys By, @8 §,, T, ¥, U, respes-
tively; <ac msasured by faventorize similar 20 the "Hy Teacher" inventory
developed by Zesde (3550}, Bxoept fer differing titles and references in
izems, "My Cooperating Teasher" and "$5 Cellege Supervisor™ iaveatories
werz ldentical. The Imventeries were desigoed to messurs the student
tenchar’s sealvation of his esllege supervisor azd his coopersting tescher
o the dimsnelons of gemeral mevit, affestive merit, and cognitive merit.

%o develep such invedteries, tem faculey members of the Depert-
wemt of Cureievlum and Imstruction st The University of Texas and sipet-
ienced in teaching student teachers, were asked to gort iteas into three
logicalily distiaguishsble categézieso The ten judges soried the items
acecozding to the following definicions set forth im the preliminazy in-
struvctiong provided them.
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(1) General merit: Items in this category should indicate
whetber a supervisor or cocperating teacher iz liked or dis-
liked, generally speaking, and without the specification of
any particular kind of reason for the like or dislike.

{2) Affective merit: Items in this category should indicate
whether a supervisor or cecperating teacher 1s seen as effective
in kelping student teachers satisfy their social and emotional
neede, especially throughk providing 2 wara and supportive per-
zonal velaticnship.

(3} Cognitive merit: 1Items in this category should indicste
waether 2 supervisor 9r cosperating tescher is seen a5 eoffentive
iz helping the student ¢eacher to achieve the cognitiwve, intel-
iectual, subject-matter okjectives of school learning.
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Wher the £irst eczis were completed, items classifisd wish 90 %o
190 per zant apgreement amomng the ten judges were retained. Simece results
of tha sorte provided an iasufflcicnt number of itemz for the affective
narit category wiith agreemsnt at 90 per cent or beiter, new itame for the
affective dimension were added to those retained from the osriginal lieg
apd the scrtipg waz repested. For the second sorte, 2 mew group of aipe
Judges waz chogen - £iva from the Department of Curriculum ené Instructien
and four f£rom the Depariment of Educaticnal Psychelicgy at The University of
Texas. As with the first group of judges, the resuits showed the judges to
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be highly consistent on 211 but a few items. Thue few items were chosen
with the agrecsent of 8ix out of nine judgu.‘
The measures yielded by "My College Supervisor" wers designated zs

S [ A

_ql for general merit, g, for affective =merit, EB for cognitive merit, and £
EG for total merit. The same measures yielded by "My Cooperating Teacher" g

were designgted as ¥ 1, 3, and ¥ /) respectively. Tables 2 - 4 iist the
items which zeflect gmul ﬁatit, those wiich indicate affective merit,
ané those which zmeasure cognitive merit. (See Appendiy B for copies of
“My College Supervisor,” “My Cooperating Teacher" and their scoring keys).

“Which Do You Want Most?' The student tescher's affective or cog-
vitive value crientation, symbolized by F, was measured by a forced-choice
type inventory. Tuais invantory was designed o meascre whether a studeat
teachsr vaiued affective or copnitive support from & ccllege supervisor or
cooperating teacher. The inventory includes seven cognitive and seven
2ffective iteas. All possible pairings of affective and cognitive itens
were swade, resuiting in 43 pairs of items. Affective wnd cognitive items
found i ¥ are listed in Table 5. (See Appendix C for & copy of F and
explanation of its scoring.}

Qusaiionpsires, Each coeperating teacher and college supervisor
2lsc complstad 2 prezest questiomnaire indicating their years of exper-

o IR

o4
2

LA 0 AL NI 5 05 e Ui AN

ience as classzoom teachers snd as leaders of student teachers, symbolized
as gr and gc respectively. In addition, cocoperating teachers were asked
to offer cozments expressing their attitudes toward atudent teachers, col-
iege supervisors, and the value of the astudent-teaching experience. Col-
lege supazvieors gave informatice on their gc form indicating their years :
of experience ia public scheol education &8 well as in college supervision. "‘%ﬁ
Their attitude towards student teachers im general, cooperating teachers,
. and the ztudant-teaching experience ware also queried.

At the posttest occasion, cooperatiang teachers and college super-
visors completed quastionnaire forms, QI," and Qc' s respectively. A portion
of this form provided mine items tc rate s atudent teacher from inferior to
guperior on 2 seven-point scale. In addition, comments were solicited on

relaticnships among members in the triad. The posttest questionnaires aiso
requested an iadication of the latter grade (symbolized as -G-'I‘ for cooperating




Tzble-2

-Iteme Srom-"Hy vgllng;s&pm*issr- -and:-"My Cooperating
-Teacher" qun;o;iu Used. t;awuusn;c
-Geperal ¥orit

4. Do n;:t of - tha- students. like: this (.oopnuting teacker or super-
mor

‘5. -Do- ibd:iih; ;:hi:(coogerating tescher or supst'éicol:-)?

Would: you. rcomeand workicg. wit:h this’ (cqucut:in; tcacher or super-
wisor) o ancthier student?

-21. -Do-most-students. think your (cooperating teaciier. or supervisor) is a
good. one?

Worvld you like. ¢o hava a. da.ff;rcn; (ccoperating teacher or suparvisor)
.1f you _could?

Would you like tc have this {ccoperating. teacher or supervisor) for
.a.district. supcrvisor oz principal when you begia teaching?

Is this one of the but teachers you ever had?
Do studeate like this -(coapgrating teacher -'-or supervisor)?

“Have you usually enjoyed the conferenees gt 'fm bad with this (coop-
etating tuehet of supervisor)?

Vou}.d yon 1:I.ka -your best friend to work w:ltb th:l.s (cooperating teacher
or supcrviser)?

If you could start ail over again, E'ﬁiia.d you prefcr to work with
-another (ceopemt::lng teacher or supervisor)?
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tabls 3

Itess from ?uy Collcgt Supsrvisor” end "My Coojariticy
Teschar" Tavantories Usid to Meisiite
Affoctivg mriz

(!_lze.nd 5)

i:-tkis (coppcrlﬁing teaéhet ot sup&rvisor) nsually kind to you?

Is ths (ccopetaatng teacher or supcrvisor) oftcn authoritarian snd
avexiy ditect?

Does this {cooper&tiag teachcz or snparvisor) unde:sttud your feel-
1ngc? *

In thie (cooperating tuacher or superviscr) easily annoycd or
bothezed?

Are you hesitint to be yourself with this (cooperating teacher or
supervisori?

Does this (coopcratin; teachsr or supervisor) usually laugh with the
#tudeats whea’ ion;*hing funny happens?

Doiis this (coopcratiag tcacher or supervisor) saen interested in
your extra-cdrricular activities?

Are you afraid to ask this (coopsrating teacher or supervisor) for
help? -

Would this (cooperating teacher or sugcrvisor) speak to you when he

asets you ¢ the street? -
Does thic fcbopiritiﬁg teacher ov cn?irviéor) seem easy to spproach?

Is it easy for ycu to go to this (cooperating teacher or supervisor)
with your nreblems?
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Table 4

Iteus from:iiyiCo}lege Supervisor” and "My-Cooperating
- Teacher' ‘Inventories Used to Measure
: q§§nit£ve Hbtit

e, 2 Bue, cem
A S T -

¥aé this (coopérsting tgacher or supervisor) discussed many intez-
esting facts and theories sogggmins..tgasbms with you?

Does this (couyerating :eachet or supazviao:) really know uubjcct
pAEEer-~ontent? i

Do you leain a lot of things from this (cooperating teacher or super-
vigoz)?

qug";hia (QQOpmratingdgeacher or supervisor} help you learn?

supervisor) zeslly kuow low to

Does this (cooperating teacher or supervisoer) make difficult things

" easy to~understamd?

Doés this (cocperating ceacher or superviser) challenge you to think
for yourself?

Does this (ecapgrating teacher or suparvisor} explaia his instructioms
clearly? =~

Is this (ccoperating teacher or supervisor) up-to~date on innovations
in wlucational theory and methods?
Has this. (coopexating teaclier or supetviaor) suggzsted teaching aids
cr readings to you that have been beneficial ia your teaching?

Does chis (coopetating tedcher or supervisor) give gccd raagong for
his ideas and suggestionaf
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teachexre' rating and gc for college supervisors' rating of student) the
Tespondent feit the student teacher had earned during the student~teaching
period.- (See Appendix D for copiés of theie forms.)

‘Classroom Observation Record., Rysn's method (Byan, 1960) fer eval-
usting pupil and teacher classtoom behavior, employing The Clessroom Obser-
vation Record (See Appendik E-for eopy) was used by impartial observers
spoclally trained in objectivé chsarvation techriques. Ryan's "Reccrd™
srovides a s%veh»pointiacala’betwééh'such dipolar adjectives as "Apathetis
- = = Alert, Obstructive'~ - - Responsible.” for evaluating pupils' class-
room behavior, and a seven-point scale between such bipolar adjectives as
“partial ~ - -'Fair,'Antégratic‘-~- - Democratic,” for evalusting tescher
behavior. Four pairs of adjectives are provided for evalustiag pupil

glassroom behavior, and 18 pairs of adjectives are presented for evaluating
teachers’' classrooa behavior.

Sample | | .

The subjects for this study were recruited from the population of
clementary aund secondavy student teachers at The University of Texas during
the spzing semester of the 1965-1966 school teram, their cooperating teachers,
and their college supervisocrs. , |

" Randomization. Several circumstances prevented the utilization of
a formsl randomization procedure in selecting the subjects for this study.
While plans for the study were based on a sample of at least 50 elementary
and 30 secondary student teachers, it was not possible to exceed these numbers
to a very large extent because of a limited operational budget, A weighty
item was the honorarium provided for each cooperating teacher and each col-
lege supervisor who completed both pre- and posttest instruments.

Seminars of elementary student teachers were chosen by the Director
of Student Teaching at The University of Texas on the basis of enroliment to
provide as near to 50 elementary student teachers as possible. This method
cf selection provided seminars that did not include any elemgntary college
supervisors who were regular staff members. The elsmentary supervisors of
aeningrs:participating:in the study were interns or rotating teachers and
had more recently participated in public school classrooms than had regular
eteff mewmbers..

it was hoped that a seminar from each of the secondary content aresas
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could éarticipate in the study. -However, since each subject area at the
secondary level conduets its student-teaching program to best fit its needs,
sone areas had programs (such as mnltiple supexvigsors or unusual lengths

of the students=teaching period) which precluded their participating in the
study. Those seminars selected from areas having several groups, English,
so¢ial studies, and math, were chosen on the basis of seminar size. In
other subject aress, the seminar participating was the only seminar im that
area. Although the secondary seminars chosen provided four ccllege super-
vigore who were regulax staff members, only one of the gupervisors had a
doctoral degree, while among secondary supervisors not participating in

“\\rm&us’ :‘&‘\‘

Sl B A LR NG TR

the study there were four who had doctorates.

There were no circumstances to suggest that the student teachers
and ccoperating teachers participatiﬁg iz the study were in any way atypical
of the total pepulation for The University of Texas student-teaching pro-
grams. However, because of the aforementioned diserepancies between the

college supervisors particiﬁating and those not participating, these sub-
Jects may not be representative of the population from which they were drawn.
Thus, the possibility of bias om the part of the cellege supervisor sample
limits the gemeralizability that can be made from the dsta for college super-
vision.

The 124 student teachers in this study were assigned by the Director
of Student Teaching to schools withir the Austin Independent School District
and to one elementary school in the Del Valle Independent School District.
The Austin scheols included five -eleméentary schools, five Junior high schools,
three senior high schools, and one senior-junior high school housing Grades
7 threugh 12, These schools are so widely scattered throughout the city of
Austin that they inslude young people from every socio-economic class and
of varied ethnic and racial origins. The Del Vaile school draws from a dis-
trict including 2 large rural population, Bergstrom Air Force Base, and a

St At sy

sizable Spanish-speaking community.

The grade levels to which elementary student teachers were assigned
and the sulject arcas im which secondary student teachérs taught are listed
in Table 6 which follows:
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| o Table- 6
: ] .; ) | Student Teacher Assignments
H .. " ‘Elehentary 'Cindidates :
- .“:'---t.-,-&-ih-.-—.---Té-—nnu,—----u------------
U dtadeLevel | N
, 1 Rl . 10 .
_- ) B . i _2 ' i . 9
S 3 , 8
4 . 6
5 5
' 6 6
_ : &4
_ e Secondary Candidstes :
Subject | N ,

Art 2

Business Education ' 9
Englich 17

Foreign Langﬁgge 12

Math - 15

A Music il

:Sociél Sciences . . 14 '

N .
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Student teachers., Of the 124 student teachers participating in ;ffg

thig' study, 44 were elerentary education majors and £0 were preparing to i%f%
EL -

teach at the secondary level. Differences in attitudes, as measured by §§§§
the MTAI, towards children and school in general should be expected’be- izig.
tween student teachers teaching at the elementary level and those teaching ;E% :

at the secendary level. Cook, Leeds, and Callis (1951, p. 6) report: ;Qfg
The MTAI has consistently shown significant diffez~ i%fé.

ences between the attitudes of primary teacaers, inter- ;ﬁ%

mediate grade teachers, high schooi academic teachers, an%

and teachers of various special subject fields (art, '%@E
music, physical education, and commzrcial), The order Zi R

of the differences is as indicatzd, with the primary £4

teackers high and the teachers of special fields low. o g
These differencés are presznt at the time edueation éfg
students begin professicnal courses and at the t.ime . '?gi -
they graduate with a teaching certificate, as wall as ?%ﬁ
among experienced teachers in the field. ’f?; .
Beamer and Ledbetter (1957) also found that elementary teachers ol
scored significantly higher on the MTAI than did secondary teachers; and 5?% :

further, that among elementary teachers MTAI scores continued to increass
with experience, the highest scores being for teacliers who had taught
more than 15 years. Secondary teachers' MTAI scores, on the other hand,
decreased with years of experience, their highest gcures being for
teachers with only one year of experience. The results of other studies,
Cook, Hoyt, and Eikaas (1956); Hoyt and Cook {1960); Day (1959) indicate
that elementary teachers' attitudes also shift, dﬁring actual teaching
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experience, in a more negative direction.
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Consistent with findings at the national level are those of Veldman 3
(1959, 1961, 1964} concerning elementary education majors at The University z%%
of Texas. As sophomores, elementary education majors at The University of ?%E
Texas were found to have a much more positive attitudr toward children Fhan ;%é%
secondary education majors or students majoring in Arts and Sciences who ;ﬁgé'
N

\‘: q Par
7RIS

plan to teach at the secondary level, and continued tn score higker on posi-
tive attitudes toward children throughout their trairing period.
Other differences between elementary educaticn majors and those plan- :
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1. They-{elementary majors) are typically less flexible

.e

psychologically

2. They are more self-controiled and non-impulsive.

3. They tend to achieve especially well in situations

where conformance is considered a positive behavior.

Veldman (1964) later reported that during their professional
sequence, eleméntary education majors rise considerably in superego con-
trol, social adjustment, and grade-point average as compared with second-
ary education mgjors; while secondary education majors score higher on
rational autonomy, social dominance, and general mentzl health during
their professional training period. .

In the population from which the sample was drawn for this study,
elementary students, as ccupared with the population's secondary students,
had been found to have different attitudes, personalities, and levels of
academic achievement. Because such differences ara consistent with those
found by other studies, this sample can be considered fairly typical in
these respects of student teachers in general.

In a thesis written under the direction of this project dirsctor,
Wiest (1966) reported that student teachers at The Universicy of Texas
generaliy tend to be from upper middle-class backgrounds. The high rate
of scholastic failure among freshmar and sophomore students at the Univer-
sity indicates that at least average academic ability can be assumed for
the junior and senior students involved in student teaching. 1In addition,
student teachers at The University of Texas appear'to be about average in
relation to natlonal norms cn such tests as the Craduste Record Examination
and the National Teacher Examinatien.
ment to teaching as a career, Wiest (1966, p. 20) wrote:

In relation to f:he students® commit~

‘The students arZ professionally oriented to a degree,
.although most elementary education majors admit that
they come to the University to look for a husband too.
They frequently look on their profession as "insurance"
in case they need to work to support their future
families.

Both clementary education majors and secondary education majors

eateriug student teaching must have an overali 1.25 grade point average
(a "C" grade = 1.00) and must have junior or senior standing. Although

’
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{; othexr professicaal courges are required for graduation and certificaticn,
§§ these are the canly prerequisites for these eantering student teaching in
L%
. elezentary education. Those 4n cecondary education must alse have 3 1.5

grade point average in one of their two teaching fields, and have completed
8ix hours of advanced work in the subject area in which they will be stu-
dent -teaching. |

Each of the student teachers worked with only one college super-
visor and one caoperating teacher thrcughout the four and one-half months
of the student-teaching semester. The student teachers had an opportunity
for daily interaction with their cooperating teschers, less often with
college supervisors. The college supervisors met their student teachers
once each week throughout the semester in one to two hour gseminars and
conducted one individual conference per week, lasting from 20 to 30 minutes,
with each student teacher. In addition, student teachers were observed
while they worked with learners 30 to 60 minutes each week by their super-

visors.

Cooperating teachers. Any classroom teacher with at least one

year of teaching experience in the Austin schools may be chosen as a coop-
erating teacher. Although a classroom teacher may decline to accept a
student teacher, the administratior of the Austin Indepegdent School Dis-
trict urges classrcom teschers to cooperate fully with The University of
Tezas in their student-teaching program.

All cooperating teachers in elementary education are chosen by
the Director of Student Teaching. Because of the large numbers of elemen-
tary student teachers the-Director must pilace each semester, hisg chief
concern must be finding a classroom for each candidate. Therefore, his
criteria for selecting covperating teachers are availability and eligi~-*
bility (at least one year of teaching experience). Cooperating teachers
for secondary student teachers are chosen by the college supervisors in
the separate content areas. Most cooperating teachers are chosen on the
basis that they are willing and have a class available at an hour which
hits a student teacher's time block for studeat teaching as well as the
college supervisor's time schedule. However, experienced supervigors
report they try to aveid teachers whom they have found uncooperative in
the past. Thus, from the manner in which triads are formed &t The Uni-
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versity of Texas, we would ezpect considersble spporzumity for triadie
imbalance at the start of members' ralatiomships.

Elenentary teachers participating im this studs raported from 1 to
more than 40 years of teaching experience with ihe averags number of years
being 14.5. These teschers raported having worled with varying auzbers ef
atudent teachers ranging from none to more than 20, as well as having
worked with up to 14 different college supervisors.

The nuwber of years of teaching experience reported by sezcadacry
teachers in this study alao ranged from 1 to more than 40 with the average
nuzber of years being reported as 12.7. Although 9 of the secondary teach-
ers reported never having worked with a student teacher before, the re-
maining 68 recalled assisting in the education of varying numbers of stu-
dent teachers amounting to more than 20. Secondary teachers® past exper-
ience in cooperating with college supervisozs ranged from no previoue exper-
ience to having worked with more than 20. Detailed informatior from coop-~
erating teachers' questiommaires is 1isted in the print-out of the master
deck of IBM cards used for processing this study’s dztaz {See Appendix E).

As pointed out by an earlier reference to the Beamer and Ledbetter
(1957) etudy, not only dﬁ elementary teachers score significantly higher
on the MTAI than do secondary teachers, but elementary teachers' MTAI
scores continue to increase with years of experience while secondary tesch-
ers’ scores tend to decrease. Therefore, cooperating teachers with such
wide rangés of experience in teaching and in working with student teachers
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and thelir supervisors provided a hetorczeneous sample of ccoperating teach- i j
ers in respect tc thege factors. g%%§ ;l

College supervisors. Of the college supervisors participating in {éﬁé ki

this study, four worked in elementary education and eight taught at the g

gecondary level. Classification of the college supervisors according to ;ﬁg; o~
position on The University of Texas staff is shown iz Table 7. The small %;/7 ;'f
N of 12 supervisors obtained for this study seriously limits analyses with géﬂé: '§
their data. Restrictions 3n the nse of data from the supervisor sample ; i
will be discussed when relevant in the next chapter, ;ﬂﬁf 1;
The term "intern" applies to an individual who is participating in f§%§ ?

the ingernship program at the University. This program provides part-time ??é% %
ey b
%&§f3 B
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employment as s Teaching Associate for doctoral students in the Department
of Curriculum gnd Instruction. A "rotating" teacher is one eaployed by

The University of Texas to supervise student tqachers for one year only while
on lesve-of-absence from the Austin Independent School District. The range
of teacher axperience sad of supervisory experience for participating col-
lege supervisors is shown in Table 7.

Supervisors of elementary majors had from 11 to 20 years of public
school teacking experience, the average number of years being 14.5. Each
of these four supervisors had had only one or two years in college super-
vigory work and had supervised from 8 to 36 student teachers in the past.

éuperviaors in secondary education reported from & to 28 years of
public school teaching experience, the average anumber of years of exper-
ience being 12. Eaving spent from 1 to 20 years in college supervision,
he secondary supervisors had been responsible for 18 to as many as 500
student teachers each. Several factors operate to limit the representa-
tiveness of the supervisor group. For 5 of the 12 supervisors, this was
their first year of college supervisory work; two-thirds of the group were
not regular staff members; 6 had only one-year appointments. It seems
reasonable to assume that attitudes held by ;aeh supervisors may not be
representative of supervisors in general and might serve to bias any re-
sults dependent on measures of college supervisors' attitudes, or student
teachers' attitudes towards college supervisors. Thus, we claim only sug-
gestive carry-over of our findings to other student-teaching groupz. The
reader can best decide for himself how important these sampling problems
need to be considered in his use of our results.

Procedures

Administration of Instyuments. Each of the instrumente described
above was administered on two occasions: (1) go,.§0, and F at the first
meeting of the student-teaching seminars participsting in the study; gb
andlgo at the second meeting of the student-teaching seminars; and (2)
_QO', '_S_o', E', _go', and _\zo', during the 16th week of the student-teaching se-
mester. While students were administered their inventories in their sem-

inar meeting rooms, college supervisors returned to their offices to self-
administer inventories.
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Pretest Mod NTAI, :b, and questionnaire, g&, were mailed to the
cooperating teacher for self-administration during the student teacher's

£irst week of assignment to them, Included with thc.go and‘gT materials

we gent to coopérating teachers was a letter explaining the followiag;

(1) the purpose of the study: . (2) the school district's approval of the
research project; (3) the cxtent of the cooperating teacher's involvement,
and (4) the amount of the honorsrium being offered for each administration
of test materials. As with all other subjects in this study, teachers

were assured that the identity of test results would be kept confidential,
Any tcacher not wishing to participate was asked to return test materials
in the stamped, self-addressed envelope pravided. Teachers electing to
participate were asked to mark and return materials within a week.

The posttests, T —0 » and the qaestionnaire,‘gT were mailed to
cooperaﬁing teachers for gelf-administration during the 16th week of the
student-teaﬁhing gemester. In an accompanying .letter, we expressed ap-
preciation to the cooperating teachers for their éooperation° The letter
urged them to return completed test materizls within a week,

When administration-of éostaests was -concluded, complete datz had
been obtained from 44 elementary triads and 80 secondary triads, with
subjects totalling 124 student teachers, 124 cooperating teachers, 4 ele-
meatary college supervisors, and 8 secondary college supervisors. Of those
measured aﬁ the pretest occasion, 95 per cent remained as final participants.

Arrangements were made:for impartial.observers to observe the stu-
dent teachers' classrcom teaching and interaction with learners. The ob-
gservexs were trained in objective observation techniques and were unaware
of the results found ia attitude measurements. Ryan's (1960) Classrcom Ob-
servation Record for evaluating learners' and teachers' elassroom behavior
was used in these observations.

Reliability and Rectilinezrity of Measurements. The reliability of

all measures on each occasion was estimated by using the Spearman-Brown

formula (Guilford, 1950, pp. 492-493) and the Guetman Formula (Guttman, 1945).

In addition, the Horst formula (Horst, 1949) was used to estimate the agree-
went of student teachers om pre- and poattest muasures of Ul’ Uz, Yas and U _0.
The stability of the variables was estimated in terms of the "test-retast"

correlations between then.
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Rectilinearity was tested by inspection of scatter plots.

Test of Hypothesis One.’ On the basis of student teacher's attitudes
weasured by'gb,,gc,‘go°, and,!b' in reference to the measures' medians, we
clasgified a student teacher's attitude toward each of his two leaders as
positive if his score for a léader was above the median or negative if the
For t.ae attitude of each leader toward each of

score was below the median.
the other two mambers of the triad, we ascerteined whether their attitudes

were positive or negative from their questionnaire responses to‘gT,‘gc,‘QT',

. .
QC In the preliminary planning for this study, analyses were to be con-
ducted with questionnaire responses for leaders® attitudes toward each ctﬁer,
Mod MTAL measures for leaders' attitudes toward student teachers, and pre-
and posttest gi and‘!h measures for student teachers' attitudes toward lead-
ers. Although the Mid MTAI (as discussed before, MTAI items were modified

to refer to "young people” and so allow referenge to student teachers) appear-
ed to provide reiiable measures, it was decided that leaders' questionnaire
responses would provide more salient and more directly related attitudes of
leaders toward student teachers. Thus, each leader's attitude toward the
other two members of the triad was ascertained from the leader's question-
naire responses.

In analyses for Hl, a dyad was considered positive (+) if each mem-
ber's attitude toward the other was positive, (+ +). A dyad was considered
negative (-) if members reported negative attitudes toward each other, (- =),
or contrasting attitudes toward the other, (+ -) or (- +). Thus, a triad can
be viewed as balanced (in a state of equilibrium) or unbalanced (in a state
of disequilibrium) from its combination of dyadic reiationships. Frequencies
of the following typss of triads were tabulata. at pre~ and posttest occasions:

(1) Balanced triad composed of all rogitive dyads: (+ + +).

(2) Balanced triads with two negative dyads: (+ - =), (- + =), and
(" - "’)o

(3) Unbalanced triad composed c¢f all negative dyads: (- ~ =),

(4) Unbalanced triads with one negative dyad: (+ < =), (+ - +), and
had +‘ +)o

Perhaps saother method of classification would be to differentiate be-
tween each- member’'s perceptions of the other two members and examizne triad
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relationshipe as perceived from each individeal member. But then.we would
focus more upon individuale® perceptions and individuals' patterns of attituce
shift. Such concarn can be answered in part by testing 34 which will provide
indication of -direction and source of attitude change in dyads. In testing
Hl, therefcre, we restrict our attention to the three-way relationship of
dyadic types and the equilibrium patterns within the triad. We have begun
work on the other analyses, but such work will not be reported here,

Test of Bypothesis Two. Student teacher-cooperating teacher dyadic
relationships were analyzed by correlating all student teachers' variablas
with cooperating teachers' variables as measured by pre- and posttest Mod
MTAI (-n) and "My Cooperating Teacher" inventory (_n) H hypothesized that
cooperating teachers' T attitude measures will correlate positively with
student teachers V' measures. Intercorrelations, means, and standard devi-
ations computed separately for elementary and secondary student-teaching
sub-samples were also examined.

Test of Hypothesis Three. Correlations between all cooperating
teacher Mod MTAI variables (:h) and all student teacher attitudes toward their
cooperating teachers (gn) were examined for the 27% of student teachers having
the highest F and F' scores and for the 27% of the student teachers having the
lowest F and F' scores. We derive the rule for 277 estimations from Kelley
(1939).

Particular attention was given to r Ip vy and to r Ip 1y s i.e., correla-
tions of cooperating teachers' attitudes towarg young peoplezand teaching in
general (_ﬁ) and student teachers’ attitudes toward cooperating teachers’
affective merit (_2) Special attenticn was also given to r Ip V and_T 1yt
in groupings by F and F' to ascertain the determingtion of cogngtive merit
ratings (_3 - V3 ) by student teachers' need~digpositions. As hypothesized
in H3, correlations with V2 will be greater for student teachers having the
lowest F=score (indicating an affective orientation) than for student teachers
having the highest F-score (indicating a cognitive orientaticn).

Thus, four intercorrelations were computed for these analyses. With

pre- and pogtiest F-scores, two low 27% groups (rounded off to 35 student
teachdis) were clagsified as the most affectively-~oriented student teachers
for these correlations; and the two high 272 groups were classified as the
mest cognitively-oriented student teachers.
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g E Test of Hypothesis Four. The Frequency-of--Change-in-Product-Moment
? .‘ : : (FCP) technique developed by Yee and Gage (1966) was used to determine the i
i ,-!? source and direction of influence in attitude changes among cooperating teach- ig
'; ‘ ,{ ers and student teachers during the student-teaching period. _ ;}
3 Zj After comverting raw scores to standard scores 2= (X - X)/s], we 5
N \\? determined the direction of influence for cach dyad involving student and ;Q}
EL ; cooperating teacher by seeing if its cress-product of same-occasion posttest ’“”“
C .;,; Z scores is more positive or negative than the cross-product of pretest z ’
' sceres. If the cross-prcduct of posttest Z Sy 2y s Zg 1, Jas algebraically
: greater than pretest z's, ETOES » the direction o? _ingluence was deemed
! R gengruent, i.e., the relationshgp between the cooperating teacher and the
f‘ student teacher helped make the overall correlation more positive. If the .
: | cross-product of posttest z s was algebraically lower, the direction of
} : influence was considered incongruent, i.e., the relationship between the
;% cooperating teacher and his student teacher helped make the overall correla-
J tion more negative. This manner of assessing direction of influence is
y {“ logically connected with the basic formula for product-moment correlation ,'
r; coefficients, that is, r =2z 2z ,
s N-1 .
}“I The source of influence was determined in each dyad by examining N
I . cross-lagged z products, z, z; ., and Zg Zyn 1 o When direction of influence :
- ‘ was congruent, the premeasuge of the mosg pgsit:ive product was classed as L
;ﬁ source, i.e., it helps to increase the cross-lagged correlation where effec- ,‘
;’%ﬂ tor's 2z score is from pretest occasion and 2 score of party influenced is _;
posttest. When direction of influence was incongruent, the premeasure of the
’ Ji, mere negative product was classod as source, i.e., it helps to increase the , ' i
@% crogs-lagged correlation where effector's Z score is from posttest occasion
) ’“ and z score of the one influenced is pretest. ;u : 1;
“:4 The following frequencies were then tabulated: TC = cooperating-teach- i
““H er influence causing the student teacher to shift congruently, i.e., to raise ﬁ?ﬂﬁ -
T 53 the correlation; TI = cooperating~teacher infiuence causing student teacher {f{@
: ‘. g%ﬁ to shift incong_rd%ntly, i.e., to lower the corxelation between Ty and 3,3 i: : :1[
gﬁi SC = student teacher influence causing the cooperating teacher to shift con- ;ﬁ“) ’,:;
, ﬁﬁf gruently; and SI = gtudent teacher influence causing the cooperating teacher f ff‘J .
?’3 to shift incongruently. Chi squares with Yates' correction for continuity 519% 8
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Chapter III
Resuits and Discussion
" Reliability of Measurements

Since this study is concerned with attitudina. relationships among
student teachers, cooperating teachers, and college supervisors, it is
. important ¢o ascertain whether variances in scores for the three distinct
groups mey be considered true variances, or, are due to random errors ¢f
measurement. A
In the study of attitudes, unidimensional and homogeneous measures
of attitudes are desirable so that obtained measurements can be begter
understood and applied to purposes for which they were intended. One way
to measure the homogeneity of an instrument is to measura ity internal-
consistency reliability, since, "High internal-consistency rmiig%ility is,
in itself, assurance that we are dealing with a homogeneous test..."
(Guilford, 1965, p. 450).
By using fhe odd-aven, gplit-half method of test: self-correlation,
an "on-the-spot" estimate of reliability may be obtained. Guilford (1965,
p. 452) feels that this measure of internal consistency 'comes closest to
the basic idea of reliability," because "it tells us something of how
closely the obtained score comés to the score the person would have made
at this particular time if wo had had a perfect measuring instrument."’
Splitting by odd and even halves is considered a fair one, because

the subject’s physical, wental, and emotional condition as welil as the sur-

roundings in which the subject is tested are esgentially the same as he
tzles each odd and even item of a test. In this study, reliability esti-
mates of the internal congistency of measures wers found by twn formulas:
(1) split-half corrslacions Letween scores on odd-egd—evén numbered items,
adjusted with the Spes=man-Browa formula; and (2) split-haif correlations
between odd-and-even scores, assumed to be independent trigls, estimated
with the Guttman Foxmula (194%).
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An assuwption underlying the Spearman-Brown formula is that. tae two
~ halves being correlated are comparable; that they have similar means, stand-
ard éeviétiona, aﬁd’akzanésé’of distxfbutioﬁa._ The Guttman formula was used-
to previde reliszbility estimates that wouldd nOt ‘be under-estimated becauss
of failnte to 8at£sfy the asa&mptio'a of the Speatman—Brrwn fermula '
Table 8 preseats the reliabilif& coefricients calculated vith the
‘two formulss. .
It is readily apparszt that the reliability coefficients yielded by ;
the _two forsnlas are in extremely cloae agreenment. Coefficients calcuiated
. by the two formulas are wxactly the sane for one-half of the 24 measures

cbtained fxrom the Mod MTAI.
The coefficients obtzined with the Spearman-Brown formuls applie&
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to total Hcd. MTAI mezsures are sufficiently high to assure internal con-
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siatency in tke responses of each of the three groups to the attitude in-

A

i

ventory. The coefficients of .68 for pretest responses and .92 for post-

J

i
LXON

<

R

PP PRV Y 2

tast responses for college supervisors, .90 and .91 for cooperatiug teach~
ars, and_.85 apnd .91 for student teéchera.apptoxieafe, cr, in souie instances
are exactly the same, as the coefficient of .91 reparteé by Leeds (1950)

and .93 by Cook, Leeds, and Callis (1951) using this same procedure. The
drop to .68 for the pretest measures of college supervisors may be due to
random fluctuation caused by the small N of 12 which seriously limits the
usefulnees of this group's data. It is not,~howevéz, iow enocuzh to cast any
serious doubt on the adequacy of the responees for research purposes.

The coefficients of .65 and .89 for college superviscrzs, .85 and .91
foz student teachera, and .89 and .91 for cocperaicing teachers obtained by -
using the Guitman formula with responses to the Mod MTAI approximate the
coefficient of .898 reported by Della Piana (1953), who used the same pro-
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cedure.

Witk the Spearman-Brown formula, this study's reliability estimates
for pre~ and posttest Mod MTAI Factor I measuremente were respectively .58
and .83 fOt-college supervigord, .83 and .88 for cooperating teachers, anrd
.77 and .39 for etudent teachers. These coefficients, with the exception of
college supervisors’ pretest measures, approximate Yee's (1966) coefficients
in the .90's for the three factor of the standard, non-modified MTAI. Once
again, the small N of 12 for college supervisors may have been responsible
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for the lpw{estima;e of .58. Az can be seen in Tabié 8, the cneffigients

pﬁ:giag@,gith‘the;Gggtmga Foraula for pre~ and posttest ?bctor I measure-~

mgrts closely é&;allgl thoqazderiqu.bﬁ the Spearﬁaantown_Fo;mglaf_ '
- Acaéffiéiéﬁka.oﬁgainéd for FPactor II measurements sre lowcr than °
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thosa for Facter I. Respective Spesrman-Brown pre- and posttest ioeffi;_ .

L

e Te,
}

i
!
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cients-of .51 and .67 for cooperating teachers' measures and .54 and .76 ‘ é;
for student teachers' messures are sufficiently high to assure reliability
-for research purposas, Respective pre- and posttest Guitman coefficients

of .50 and_ .62 for cooperating teachers sud .53 and .76 for student teach- %
ers are almost identical with the SpeaiaéﬁPBiown coefficients. There ‘is, :;:-
howgver,'ndtable difference bstwzen the coefficients for pre~ and postfest %%g%
measures of Mod MTAI Factor II .for college supezﬁiaors. The Syearéanv ‘ggi'

Sy AN

L ArTa? s
S
togte

)

Brown fornula yielded coefficieats of .20 and .8C. while the Guttman for-
mula repeats the obvicus difference with coefficients of .17 and .79.

(13208
PR
E Il :

-y, 4\'):"“:‘

Split-half reliability estimates foxr Hod MTAI Factor III attitude =
measurements are exactly the same by both formulas. Respective pre- and =

L

posttest coefficients of .69 and .66 for cooperasting teachers’ measures, %;i
and of .64 and .70 for student teachers' measures are sufficiently high ggf
for reaearch-purpoaes; However, the coefficients of ~.02 and ~.03 for %;ﬁ
college supervisors’ measures are a clear indication that these are not ?%ég

P

=
b

reliablie measures. '

Split-half reliébility estimatas fo:'gn and'gﬁ'meaguremeats weré
algo calculated. Results calculated with the two formulas are equivalent.
All of the coefficients were highly positive, with estimates for posttest‘
measures being higher in every case than were thos» for pretest measures.
Coefficients of .90 and .92 for U, and‘go’ ,» and of .90 and .94 for ¥, and

gh? indicate that these two instruments are homogenecus and unidimensional,
providing reliable measures of student teachers' attitudes toward their
college supervisor and cooperating teacher.

: Reguits of our zreliability tests indicated that éhe instruments
used in this. study were internslly consistent and did produce attitude
relationships. Some low coefficients of rq;iability for college super- 1
visors' variables were piobgbly czused by the small N of 12 and not attri-

butable to any weakness of the instrument used to measure their attitudes.
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Reliabllity of Ssudggts':ﬁgigégs of College Supervisors. ‘Horet
ccefficients for atudenz,teagﬁgrs‘:exaluﬁtienszoi supervisors' merit are

given in Table. 9. - Cosfficients Of, (74 and .72 for §, and U,', respectively,
.and of .72 for U, gnd‘go' ipﬁicat@-thgt's;udept téacheis-agreed fairly ye;x
‘on college supervisors' affeégive nerit, cognitive merit, and overall merit.

A Horst coefficient of .33 for U; suggests weak agreement among stu-

dent teachers regardiag college supervisors® general merit; at the poéttest
ocgasion'a coefficient of -.16”€or‘gif suggests that student teachers were

in active disagreement regarding the general merit of college supervisors.
Hovever, cigser exanination of the compﬁtationé required by the Herst for-
mula shows that I, énd‘gi' coefficients were low not because of less agree-
ment among raters, but because of greater agreement between raters and sem-
inars. For the numerator, the summation of inter-seminar variability divided
by N produces a result of .84 for 21 gndtl.ls for‘gi'. “The respective
denominators were 1.25 end 1.00, showing very nerrow variability between sem-
inarga As’'a compariscn, the numerator forlgé was 1.25 and the denominator
was, 6.00. '

Such outcomes make the Horst coefficient less gf'a definite index
for cur purpuses where at times variance of ratings received within seminars
approzizate the variance between seminars. However, examination of such
results do confirm that students’ attitudes toward their supervisors in‘gé

and.gn' tend to agree teliably.

Stability of Mzasures., Table 10 presents the coefficients of stability

for cooperating teachers, student teachzrs, and supervisore participating ia

the study.

in total Mod MTAI measures, student teaciiers were the least stable of

the three gzoups with a coefficicat of .58. Coefficients of .33 for total

scores on ‘'My College Supervisor," and .57 for total scores on "My Cooparating

Teacher” aleo reflect the tendency of student teschers' attitudds to change
during the atudenteieaching senester. ; '?

These differences in the stability of student teachers™ attitudes as
compared with the ettitudes of college supexvisors and cooperatiag teachers

are in keeping with the findings of pravious reéearch (Get.zels and Jackson,

1963). Such findipys have dindicated that as teschers become more experienced,
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