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Many issues influence reform in teacher preparation including national accountability efforts, professional teaching
standards, and local or regional factors. This study examines a rurally-located teacher education program’s efforts
to reform clinical preparation through co-teaching. Researchers argue that their adaption of the typical one-to-one
(1:1) model of co-teaching to a two-to-one (2:1) model, where two teacher candidates work collaboratively with one
cooperating teacher, greatly enhances the student teaching experience. This phenomenological research describes
the first year of implementation. Despite cooperating teacher concerns about teacher candidates being prepared for
their own classrooms, student teachers learned valuable lessons in collaboration and co-planning, built strong
relationships with peers and cooperating teachers, and greatly impacted K-6 student learning. Implications suggest
a 2:1 co-teaching model of student teaching allows for fewer placements, which ultimately allows selection of
quality cooperating teachers who mentor teacher candidates in powerful ways.
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Since the 1920s to the early 2000s, the student
teaching experience remained significantly
unchanged (Guyton & MclIntyre, 1990), but in the
past decade, reforms to teacher education have
gained both momentum and attention in educational
research. Reports of teacher education reform efforts
have recognized the need to more closely examine
the role of this vital experience in preparing effective
teachers (Cochran-Smith & Fries, 2001; Delandshere
& Petrosky, 2004; Wang, Odell, Klecka, Spalding, &
Lin, 2010). According to the Council of Chief State
School Officers (2012), clinically-based preparation
programs must provide relevant, well-planned
experiences to prepare teacher candidates. However,
large teacher education programs and those located in
rural areas face significant challenges in placing
student teachers in quality field experiences. This is
due to inadequate numbers of cooperating teachers or

schools that are willing to host interns (Goodlad,
1994; Ladson-Billings, 2001; Sinclair, Dawson, &
Thistleton-Marting, 2006; Zeichner, 2002).

Cooperating teachers who agree to host a teacher
candidate are often unqualified to model best
practices for the novice intern or may not have the
necessary mentoring skills. This is particularly
concerning because the cooperating teacher has been
found to have the most significant impact on teacher
candidates (Anderson, 2009; Killian & Wilkins,
2009; Whitney, Golez, Nagel, & Nieto, 2002). In its
2012 report for transforming educator preparation
and entry into the profession, The Council of Chief
State School Officers advocated for a screening
process for identifying cooperating teachers, as well
as providing training to demonstrate effective
instructional practices and to positively impact
student achievement. Such a process can further
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contribute to the difficulties experienced by large
rural teacher education programs in finding quality
placements for their teacher candidates.

To overcome the challenges of placing large
numbers of teacher candidates in rural public schools
and to strengthen the teacher education program, the
College of Education at a large southeastern regional
university is engaged in teacher preparation reform,
utilizing the co-teaching model of student teaching.
This model offers training to cooperating teachers
and teacher candidates on co-teaching strategies for
instruction and collaborative planning. The College
of Education is experimenting with different co-
teaching models including the more commonly
known 1:1 model, which involves one cooperating
teacher and one teacher candidate. It is also
experimenting with a 2:1 model (i.e., two teacher
candidates and one cooperating teacher) and a 2:2
model (i.e., two teacher candidates and two
cooperating teachers work together). Co-teaching
should significantly reduce the number of internship
placements needed, thereby enabling the Office of
Teacher Education to be more selective in choosing
cooperating teachers. This article reports on the
initial year of implementation of this new co-teaching
model, with specific attention to the 2:1 model,
which may offer the best opportunities for meeting
the challenges faced by large rural teacher education
programs.

Situating Co-Teaching Within Teacher
Preparation Reform

The term co-teaching is typically associated with
special education or inclusion classrooms. More
recently it is being used in regular classrooms at the
BK-12 level as well as in teacher preparation. We
will introduce co-teaching and build a rationale for
using co-teaching in teacher preparation that is rooted
in both the literature and current educational reforms.

What is Co-Teaching?

Co-teaching initially began as a collaborative
between general education and special education in

response to Public Law 94-142 Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) legislation to
support students with disabilities in general education
classrooms (Austin, 2001; Boucka, 2007; Cook &
Friend, 1995; Hang & Rabren, 2009; Vaughn,
Schumm, & Arguelle, 1997). Though definitions of
co-teaching vary, most educators agree that co-
teaching involves two or more adults collaborating to
instruct groups of students (Adams, Cessna, &
Friend, 1993; Beninghof, 2011). Early on, co-
teaching involved both classroom and special
education teachers, with general educators having
content knowledge and special educators having
expertise in instructional processes to teach
individual students who may learn in atypical ways
(Adams & Cessna, 1991; Reeve & Hallahan, 1994).
One of the most beneficial aspects of co-teaching is
that both teachers plan and deliver lessons together
based on student needs (Sileo, 2005).

During the early 1990s, Marilyn Friend did much
of the early work on redesigning special education to
improve outcomes for students through inclusion and
co-teaching (Friend, 1995). Her work paved the way
for various implementations of co-teaching models in
schools and much research on their effects (Bauwens
& Hourcade, 1991, 1997; Cook & Friend, 1995;
Friend, 2001; Reeve & Hallahan, 1994; Sileo, 2005).
Friend (1995) identified seven instructional strategies
that are used by two or more classroom and special
education teachers to ensure and improve student
learning. All strategies involve both (or all) teachers
in the instruction, decrease student-to-teacher ratio,
and provide differentiated ways for students to learn
content or skills.

A Rationale for Adopting the Co-Teaching Model
in Teacher Preparation

Building on this promising model of teaching in
special education, the Academy for Co-Teaching and
Collaboration at St. Cloud State University (2012)
applied co-teaching to the student teaching
experience, thus enabling two professionally
prepared adults to collaborate in the classroom. This
new model of student teaching allows cooperating
teachers to collaborate with teacher candidates in new
ways on planning, organization of physical space and
materials, and delivery and assessment of instruction.
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Both cooperating teacher and teacher candidate(s) are
actively involved and engaged in all aspects of
instruction. At St. Cloud State University, co-
teaching strategies have been applied successfully to
student teaching at all grade levels and in every
content area from preschool to senior high.
Analyzing the cumulative student achievement data
gathered between 2003 and 2007, St. Cloud State
University found statistically significant gains in
reading and math proficiency when comparing
35,000 P-12 students in co-taught versus non co-
taught student teaching settings.

Following St. Cloud State University’s success,
other teacher preparation institutions have begun
exploring the co-teaching model of student teaching.
This new co-teaching model offers different
opportunities for collaboration compared to
traditional models of teacher preparation. Teacher
candidates become an integral part of preparation for
and delivery of instruction, as well as partners in
assessment and data-driven planning. Both teacher
educators and teacher candidates see such
collaborative learning as yielding positive results in
teacher preparation (Ruys, Van Keer, & Aelterman,
2010). Carambo and Stickney (2009) suggest that co-
teaching is better than the traditional model for
student teaching because it takes away the sharp
distinction between the beginning teacher candidate
and the experienced classroom teacher.

Another consideration for co-teaching in teacher
preparation may help address the growing concern of
cooperating teachers and school districts over new
teacher evaluation standards linked directly to student
achievement. According to a 2011 report by the
National Council on Teacher Quality, 23 states
include student growth or value-added data in teacher
evaluations, with 17 of them using student
achievement as a “significant” criterion in evaluation
of teachers. The pressures associated with this new
evaluation standard, tied directly to student
achievement, create an environment where teachers
feel uncertain about turning over their classrooms to
a novice student teacher (Sinclair et al., 2006;
Zeichner, 2002). Finding qualified cooperating
teachers who can model best practices and theory
taught in teacher education courses, in addition to

mentoring a novice teacher effectively, becomes
increasingly difficult.

The Significance of Quality Clinical Experiences
in Rural Areas

For large teacher preparation programs and
particularly those situated in rural areas, the clinical
placement problem becomes even more challenging.
Researchers in Canada and Australia have been
investigating issues of preparing teachers for work in
remote places and teacher education clinical
placements in rural areas for several decades (see for
example, Hudson & Hudson, 2008; Lock, Reid,
Green, Hastings, Cooper, & White, 2009; Murphy &
Cross, 1990; Ralph, 2002; Sharplin, 2002; Yarrow,
Ballantyne, Hansford, Herschell, & Millwater, 1999).
Research in rural teacher preparation in the United
States tends to focus on specific programs with rural
practicum experiences in sites often located a great
distance from the university. Alternatively, it
analyzes the importance and challenges of preparing
teaching candidates to teach in rural settings through
curricular or program efforts (see for example,
Barley, 2009; Jones, 2011; Nganga & Laughlin,
2011; White & Kline, 2012). Considerable work in
curricular or program changes and educational
research has focused on preparing teachers for
diversity within the classroom and cultural issues in
urban education (Gay, 2000; Gollnick & Chinn,
2009; Irvine, 2003; Ladson-Billings, 2004). While
this research is important, it is equally significant to
examine teacher education programs located within
rural regions and the experiences of the student
teachers, cooperating teachers, and university
supervisors involved in teacher preparation.

In 2006, the National Center for Education
Statistics created a new classification system with
four locale categories (i.e., city, suburban, town, and
rural) and three subcategories for each. Under this
system, 63% of the nation’s students are enrolled in
public schools classified as either city or suburban,
while 37% attend either rural or town classified
schools. The report also states that a majority of rural
teachers (64%) view implementation of the Common
Core as challenging or very challenging. Nearly
8,000 (56%) of the public school districts in the
United States are located in rural areas and contain
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about one-third (31%) of the nation’s public schools
(Harmon & Smith, 2012). Given these statistics,
preparing teacher candidates for both rural and urban
settings is important and providing quality clinical
experiences for teacher candidates in rural areas can
be challenging.

Method

As a large university situated in a rural region of
southeastern United States, the College of Education
featured in this study has a long tradition of
producing large numbers of teachers for the regional
school districts. In this state, more students are
enrolled in rural or small town public schools (61%)
than are enrolled in suburban or urban areas (39%).
This is nearly the reverse of statistics for the overall
United States, where 63.3% of students live in urban
or suburban areas and 36.7% live in small towns or
rural areas (National Center for Education Statistics,
2012). Within this context, the College of Education
places hundreds of teacher candidates in
predominantly rural public schools each year. This is
not an easy task considering the number of interns
and limited opportunities for placements due to the
remote nature of regional districts. The pressures of
student and teacher accountability, as discussed
above, further limit quality clinical placements.

These challenges led to an exploration for
clinical preparation reform in the College of
Education. Research on the St. Cloud State
University co-teaching model for student teaching
motivated an initial pilot study within the elementary
education program. Finding success with the 2:1
model of co-teaching in one classroom brought forth
a mixed-methods study designed to look at
participants’ perceptions, efficacy, and growth in
collaboration and teaching. It was also created to
study the experience of K-12 students in co-teaching
versus non co-teaching classrooms using a small
group of teacher candidates in both the elementary
program and special education program (where co-
teaching was a natural fit). This article reports on the

qualitative data from focus groups, interviews, and
survey data collected in the first year of
implementation of the new co-teaching model (2012-
2013).

Research Design

To explore the experience of teacher candidates
and cooperating teachers, researchers focused on the
qualitative data collected in the larger mixed methods
study. Qualitative research allows one to “investigate
a phenomenon, population, or general condition” .
(Stake, 2000, p. 445) and to provide better insight
into the process or issue being studied (Creswell,
2005). In this case, the phenomenon under
investigation was the use of the 2:1 co-teaching
model in which two candidates are placed with one
cooperating teacher. The research questions that
guided this study were:

1. What does a 2:1 co-teaching model of student
teaching look like?

2. What are the benefits and drawbacks of a 2:1
co-teaching model for student teaching in
rural settings?

A qualitative approach was used to find

descriptions for the 2:1 co-teaching model and better

understand how it impacted the teacher candidates.
The Participants and Context

Study participation was comprised of three main
groups including teacher candidates, cooperating
teachers and university supervisors. Twenty-five
teacher candidates were randomly selected for the co-
teaching placements from a total pool of 210
candidates in elementary education and special
education. There were 14 cooperating teachers from
two local school districts identified by principals or
themselves as willing to participate in co-teaching. In
addition, the six university supervisors assigned to
the teacher candidates selected to be in co-teaching
were also asked to participate. Table 1 shows the
breakdown for teacher candidates in both co-teaching
and non co-teaching placements.
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Table 1

Type of Placement by Program

Program 1:1 Co-Teaching 2:1 Co-Teaching Non Co-Teaching (Traditional
Student Teaching)
Elementary 3 classrooms 9 classrooms 152 classrooms

(n = 3 students)

Special Education NA

Total Number of 3 classrooms

Placements
(n = 3 students)

(n = 18 students)
2 classrooms
(n =4 students)
11 classrooms

(n = 22 students)

(n = 143 students)
44 classrooms
(n = 42 students)
196 classrooms

(n=185 students)

The university is located within District A. District B
is a neighboring district with schools located within
45 minutes of the university. Both are classified as
rural districts, with 37 schools comprising District A,
and only six schools comprising District B (National
Center for Education Statistics, 2012). All
participants were provided approximately five hours
of training on strategies for co-teaching and
collaboration during the fall of 2012. In the spring
semester, teacher candidates completed their student
teaching and were asked to implement the co-
teaching strategies with their cooperating teachers.

Data Collection

While multiple sources of data were collected for
a larger study, this article focuses only on the
qualitative data including focus groups or interviews
with cooperating teachers, teacher candidates, and
university supervisors from the spring of 2013, plus a
co-teaching survey completed by teacher candidates
at the end of their student teaching experience.

Separate focus groups were scheduled for
teacher candidates and cooperating teachers. Five
focus groups were held for teacher candidates with
approximately 4-5 candidates in each group. These

focus groups lasted approximately an hour. Two
focus groups were attended by six of the cooperating
teachers. Additionally, interviews were held with the
remaining 14 university supervisors and cooperating
teachers.

Instruments

Two instruments were used: first a semi-structured
interview protocol, and second, the co-teaching
survey.

The same semi-structured interview protocol was
administered to all participants in the study including
teacher candidates, cooperating teachers, and
university supervisors. The protocol included five
open-ended questions, which were read to the
participants and all responses were audio recorded for
later transcription. The five questions were as
follows:

1. Briefly describe your experience with co-
teaching this semester and how it has differed
from your past involvement with the internship
experience.

2. What were the positive aspects of your
experience with co-teaching? Give any
specific examples you may have.
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3. What negative aspects did you experience with
co-teaching? Give any specific examples you
may have.

4.Do you think that co-teaching would have a
positive effect if it were to become a regular
part of the internship teaching experience at
the university? Why or why not?

5. Are there any other comments that you have
about your experience with co-teaching this
semester?

The Co-Teaching Survey is a survey instrument
designed by the researchers for use in this study to
determine teacher candidates’ perceptions of their
student teaching experience. All teacher candidates
were asked to respond to the following open-ended
questions: “Do you feel the internship path (co-
teaching or not) you traveled was best for you? Why
or why not?” It is noted that at the university in the
study, the student teaching experience is termed as
the “internship” and is referred to as such in the
survey. Those candidates who participated in the 2:1
co-teaching placements were also asked to respond to
two additional questions. The survey stated: “For
those working with another student intern, please
describe your experience working with another
student during your internship experience. What were
the benefits? What were the drawbacks?”” The open-
ended responses were analyzed for this article.

Data Analysis

Focus groups and interviews were audio
recorded and then transcribed. Transcriptions of all
focus groups and interviews were stored
electronically and organized using NVivo software.
Initial coding of the focus group and interview data
was conducted using two a priori categories: the
benefits and the drawbacks of the co-teaching model.
Additional categories emerged as researchers ran
word frequencies and phrase analysis. The data from
these categories were printed and then reanalyzed and
sorted by researchers both individually and then
together to improve reliability. This process allowed
researchers to collapse the eight categories into four:
relationships, impact on students, preparation for
teaching, and collaboration. Follow up conversations
occurred with participants and were used to check the
accuracy of the themes. Each category is discussed in
the next section. These findings were further
triangulated using the co-teaching survey data.

Findings

Teacher candidates and cooperating teachers
who participated in the 2:1 co-teaching model
reported stronger relationships with their co-teachers,
greater impact on students, efficacy in their readiness
to teach, and gains in collaborative skills.

“Breathing Each Other’s Air”: Relationship
Building in Co-Teaching

Teacher candidates were randomly assigned to
co-teaching partnerships, which meant that most did
not know each another when they started their
internship. The majority of 2:1 co-teaching interns
quickly bonded, realizing they were not alone during
this challenging time of their teacher preparation.
One teacher candidate explained, “It was hard for us
but . . . it really did help my stress level because I
didn’t feel so alone doing [student teaching] . . . I'm
glad I got to do it [co-teaching].” An intern comment
on the co-teaching survey conveyed similar feelings:
“I had someone other than my experienced CT
[cooperating teacher] to give extra support and
guidance. It was a lot less stressful than I thought it
would be.” For one set of co-interns the relationship
was immediate, “It honestly fell right in place. The
kids think we’re sisters.”

Teacher candidates also reported positive
relationships with their cooperating teachers. “My
clinical teacher is always there either by text, phone,
or email...we are always together, we work together
all the time, we see each other outside of school,”
explained one teacher candidate. Her experience was
different than her peers in non co-teaching
placements who told her they only saw their
cooperating teacher during the school day. She
explained further:

I don’t know if that was what [co-teaching] was
supposed to do, but for us, it works. I feel that we have
that working relationship where we can always bounce
ideas off of each other. Whereas, my peers on the
other hand, they have a standoffish approach with
their clinical teacher.

A second teacher candidate had a similar
experience with her cooperating teacher and
commented on the impact of having a good
relationship. She commented, “If you didn’t have a
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good relationship with your clinical teacher, it would
have been really miserable, but we got along, [co-
teaching] really forces you to be closer with your
clinical teacher.”

As the co-teaching teams built strong
relationships, a level of trust grew that allowed
cooperating teachers to jump in and correct any
misinformation or incorrect content during an
intern’s lesson. This is unlike the traditional model
where teachers wait to offer feedback until the
debriefing following the lesson—meaning they
would also have to go back and correct
misinformation to the students at a later point.
Because cooperating teachers could interject
information or clarifications during the lessons,
interns felt less pressure to be absolutely correct in
content and teaching all of the time and trusted their
cooperating teacher would help guide them during
lessons if needed. One of the cooperating teachers
explained these opportunities where she interjected
information or clarification into a lesson by saying,
“It’s never done condescendingly, it’s just very
natural . . . it’s okay for us to come in [and help] and
it takes the monkey off their backs a little.” Such co-
teaching allowed interns opportunities for growth
rather than moments of “failure”. As time went on,
interns also found themselves able to assist the lead
teacher (whether it was a co-intern or the cooperating
teacher) without feeling like they were interrupting,
but rather were focused on student learning.

A university supervisor explained an advantage
of the 2:1 model saying; “It was so much better in the
classroom because [they] looked out for each other’s
back.” Another university supervisor observed,

I like how when one of them is teaching the other one
just gets up and sees what needs to be done and just
does it. It becomes so natural the way they flow in and
out of each other’s lessons. It’s really been something
to watch.

While the majority of teacher candidates found it
fairly easy to connect with their co-intern and
cooperating teacher, a few groups struggled initially
to make the connections needed for a successful co-
teaching pairing and collaborative planning. As one
cooperating teacher recalled initially, “It was just a
total mismatch between the three [of them].”

In a couple instances, the university supervisor
stepped in and worked closely with the cooperating
teacher and co-interns to build a positive working
relationship and develop collaborative skills needed
for co-planning and co-teaching.

For successful collaborative work in the 2:1 co-
teaching model, all participants named relationships
as a key element. Several even suggested the use of
some kind of inventory or interview process to select
teacher candidates to participate in co-teaching.
Many cooperating teachers said they would do co-
teaching again, but only if they were assigned interns
matched as well as those they had that year. The
reality was all teacher candidates were assigned
randomly and no measures were taken to ensure
compatibility. The strong working relationships that
formed between the co-teachers came from the need
to collaborate often and be actively involved in the
planning, instruction, assessment, and management
of the classroom. These positive relationships
allowed not only growth in interns’ teaching
readiness, but ultimately improved student learning
and success in the classroom.

“It Impacted My Students Immensely”: The
Effect of Co-Teaching on Students

According to one cooperating teacher, co-
teaching is “not just someone sitting in the room
watching and then getting up to teach a lesson once
in a while. [The students] just feel like we’re all their
teacher.” From day one, teacher candidates were
actively involved in the co-teaching classroom. They
assisted struggling students, pulled small groups,
corrected misbehavior, and redirected off-task
students. They worked with the cooperating teacher
closely to monitor student learning and modify
lessons to meet student needs. In other words, the
teacher candidates in the co-teaching classrooms hit
the ground running on their first day of internship and
worked collaboratively through to their last day,
essentially tripling the number of trained teachers in
the classroom.

Cooperating teachers noted that having extra
teachers in the classroom minimized behavioral
issues by keeping students on task, lowered the
student-teacher ratio, and cut out wait time. They
made comments such as:
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We don’t have the behavior issues . . . [it helps] the
children who are frustrated or who might not get what
I’'m teaching . . . they don’t have to wait.

You definitely get more one-on-one attention with
children. You can break children up into smaller
groups, which is much better. We saw better results.

I was able to take [the student] aside, get
manipulatives, and work with him on his level . . . like
tracing numbers and letters . . . and if [ wasn’t there he
would just be up out of his seat and disturbing the
other students from learning. That was really positive
for us.

In addition, the 2:1 co-teaching model provided
the opportunity for differentiation, which made a
huge impact on student achievement. One
cooperating teacher commented, “It’s really nice to
have somebody [assisting] when you do reading
groups at this age level. That’s kind of a utopian!
We’ve done it [divided into groups] in math, science,
writing, everywhere and it’s been great.”

Understanding the value of differentiating
instruction, cooperating teachers expressed gratitude
for the way the co-teaching model provided more
opportunities for them to differentiate for their
students than traditional student teaching. The
following comments exemplify the overall feelings
from cooperating teachers:

It’s been really good because you get to pull students
individually or in small groups while they’re teaching,
and you’re able to get more remediation and
enrichment activities in, whereas before you couldn’t
do that.

Group work was the number one thing that I noticed
because we could do stations and each of us could
have a different station . . . and that made group work
move smoother . . . [students] didn’t have to come up
and ask questions.

Co-teachers agreed that the most important effect
of 2:1 co-teaching was the positive impact on student
achievement growth. Cooperating teachers expressed
their satisfaction by reporting: “I could see the
growth in the children because of co-teaching teacher
candidates, and Co-teaching just works and the
students are benefiting and showing so much growth

because of it.” Cooperating teachers commented on
the positive effects of co-teaching in content areas:
reading, science, social studies, writing, and math.
One cooperating teacher shared her excitement over
students’ growth in the area of math, “I’ve noticed a
big improvement in my math scores. We’re able to
pull students and re-teach, re-teach, re-teach and they
get that individualized help.” In addition, a
cooperating teacher validated the benefit of not
having to leave the classroom when teacher
candidates were teaching: “The biggest for me was
for the kids . . . I am not having to re-do and go back
after the all days [to re-teach something].”

As evidenced in comments of cooperating
teachers and interns, co-teaching immensely affects
students in powerful ways. By improving classroom
management and encouraging more differentiation,
co-teaching positively affects student growth in
tangible ways.

“I Worry About Them in the Real World”:
Preparation for Teaching

Nearly all of the cooperating teachers worried
about their intern(s) being prepared to enter what
they called the “real world”. These concerns appeared
to stem from the fact that teacher candidates and
cooperating teachers in the co-teaching model shared
responsibility for planning and instruction, even
during the interns’ full days when they were
accountable for all instruction and classroom
responsibilities. Therefore, cooperating teachers did
not leave or sit in the back of the room during full
days of student teaching as they had in the traditional
model. The 2:1 co-teaching model kept all teachers in
the classroom actively involved with instruction
throughout the semester. Because of this increased
teaching time through co-teaching strategies being
implemented from the beginning of the semester, the
number of full days each teacher candidate was
required to complete was reduced. One cooperating
teacher saw this as a drawback, comparing it to her
own student teaching experience:

I think about everything I had to do and plan for, and
you’re responsible for everything from start to finish .
.. with [the co-teaching interns] only having five days,
it’s just very different compared to what they’re going
to get [next year].
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The new requirements for the co-teaching model
had many of the cooperating teachers wondering
whether their interns would be successful when they
got their own classroom. As one cooperating teacher
voiced, “I’'m worried that they’ll be alone; they won’t
be fully prepared for that because they haven’t been
truly alone. There’s either another teacher or another
intern or a teacher assistant in the room with them
most of the time.” Working together so closely, some
of the teacher candidates began using each other’s
strengths to improve their own instruction. A
cooperating teacher explained that her interns had
become very dependent on one another.

They work together, they trade off jobs. So, I'm afraid
when they go out on their own, they’re not going to
know how to do some of the things because the other
one has helped them. Another noted, The transition [to
their own classroom] might be huge for them . . . when
they’re in a classroom by [themselves] and probably
not going to have a full-time, even a part-time
assistant. It’s just going to be a huge, huge shock.

Interestingly, despite their concerns about interns
entering the “real world” of teaching, cooperating
teachers repeatedly conveyed they felt their interns
developed teaching skills that would help them in the
future. Several cooperating teachers even voiced
concerns and benefits of the 2:1 co-teaching model in
the same comment. For instance, co-teaching

builds their confidence, and it gives them a stepping
stone and maybe to develop some quality lesson plans
together and learn classroom management techniques
and things like that, but when they get into their own
classroom, it’s not going to be like this at all.

So, while co-teaching provided interns opportunities
to develop and gain confidence in their planning
skills and classroom management strategies, the
model was still questioned as an effective way to
prepare teacher candidates for having their own
classroom. Even the teacher candidates had mixed
feelings, as one explained, I feel like this entire
internship experience has been a lot less experience
than my peers [not in co-teaching] . . . Although I
taught a lot more, the experience required more
lesson plans, overall the experience has been a lot
better.” One explanation for the contradictory
statements from both cooperating teachers and
teacher candidates may be that the co-teaching model

is new and quite different than the traditional model
of student teaching that most cooperating teachers
experienced.

While skepticism of the new co-teaching model
was apparent in the majority of the cooperating
teachers, all of them voiced benefits to using co-
teaching and saw evidence of their interns being
well-prepared, and in many cases even advantaged,
by their experiences with co-teaching. For instance,
one cooperating teacher explained that by reducing
the student-to-teacher ratio, the co-teachers were able
to incorporate more small group work, which allowed
“the teachers [interns] to do some things that were
maybe more complex and that they would not have
been able to do if they’d been the only person there.”
Another shared that her interns had “more
opportunities to teach various types of lesson[s],
where with the traditional model of the internship, it
would have [been] mostly whole group.”

Interns talked about their ability to reflect more
deeply on their teaching experiences because they
had a co-teaching partner in the room with them.
“Having someone there working with you side by
side . . . having her to reflect [with] on the day really
helped. I feel I learned something new every day.”

One teacher candidate talked about her growth
and preparation saying, “Looking back, I don’t know
how I would have gotten through without my co-
teaching intern. There were some lessons that I had
planned that would not have worked without three
adults in the room.” She went on to explain that she
understood in her own classroom next year she might
not be able to do the same things but it was a
valuable “part of the learning experience” for her.

Cooperating teachers recognized the co-teaching
model actually had teacher candidates actively
involved in teaching much earlier than the traditional
model, as one explained:

I felt free to put them in any situation that I wanted to
put them in, right from the day they walked in the
door. And I did. Where in traditional [student
teaching], you had kids that sat for a week and
observed...and then picked up spelling, so it was very
orderly in that way, but it was not very productive for
them.
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Not being able to sit back and observe, co-
teaching interns actually had more teaching time than
in the traditional model, as one cooperating teacher
explained, “They started teaching earlier and getting
their hands and feet wet because they sat down
immediately [to plan] and said you do this, I’ll do
that . . . the interns got more teaching experience with
the co-teaching model.” After talking to her peers,
one intern shared, “We are teaching so much more.”
This extra planning and teaching experience was an
important component in their preparation and noted
by university supervisors as well, “They came along
faster, as far as being prepared, than the regular
model of the internship.” Thus, in spite of legitimate
concerns about how “realistic” the co-teaching
experience was for the teacher candidates,
participants noted growth in classroom management
strategies, more opportunities to teach and work with
students in various settings, and development of
stronger collaborative planning skills.

“They’re Master Collaborators by the Time They
Finish”: Collaboration in the Classroom

As teacher candidates began their co-teaching
experience, it became apparent that they would be
collaborating closely with their cooperating teacher
and co-intern. They quickly joined co-planning
conversations, added to instruction through the use of
co-teaching strategies, and claimed ownership of
their place in the classroom. A common point made
by cooperating teachers was exemplified by the
following comment:

They stay until we leave and sometimes we have to
push them out the door! They are really positive and
collaborated from the start. They talked on the phone,
emailed back and forth, and were meeting and
planning all the time.

As a result of this commitment to teamwork,
several cooperating teachers thought the development
of strong collaboration skills was a significant benefit
of the co-teaching model. For instance, one
commented, “I think collaboration is going to be one
of their strong points because that’s something
they’ve been doing and have learned to do and
another, They’re master collaborators by the time
they finish.”

Co-teaching interns actively participated in the
planning for instruction in the classroom, as well as
at grade-level planning meetings. For some, it was
difficult to find enough time in a day to plan together
(teacher candidates and cooperating teachers) for the
level of co-teaching they found themselves doing and
wanting to do. Other teacher candidates found or
created opportunities to plan daily with their co-
intern and found it very helpful, as one intern noted:

You can bounce ideas off each other. I might have an
idea that I think is fantastic and maybe one of my
peers has tried it before . . . and it was a nightmare or I
did that and it worked fabulously, so I think it is very
helpful to plan together.

Another intern commented, “One of the most
positive things that I found was with planning.” She
felt that because she and her co-intern were at the
same place in their schooling and teacher preparation,
they could help each other more effectively. “I feel
like that was one of the most powerful things because
I wasn’t by myself in planning. I had another student
teacher, before I had to turn my plans in, so that was
really, really helpful.”

In addition to co-planning, teacher candidates
had more teaching opportunities than non co-teaching
interns. These opportunities allowed them to see
multiple teaching styles, classroom management
strategies, and ways of working with students. Some
were surprised by the level of comfort they had in co-
teaching, which was evident in this intern’s
experience:

We did a lot of team teaching . . . towards the end of
internship [we were using] not even planned team
teaching—just if I was saying something, he would
come in and give another example; if he was teaching,
I would relate it back to something that he did in the
other [lesson] . . . it was very natural, which I did not
anticipate.

Cooperating teachers also saw the value of two
teacher candidates working together to plan and teach
lessons. One shared that her interns collaborated well
and early: “[They] found out the strengths of each
other and were able to [use them] . . . One was
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stronger with technology, one stronger with finding
books . . . they helped each other, trading off duties
and tasks. That’s been pretty cool to watch.” Their
teaching was stronger and more effective when they
prepared materials and taught together. One intern
noted, “T just feel like the collaboration and support
that you get from having another intern in the room
did wonders for me and my teaching.”

One last skill that co-teaching teacher candidates
developed, through collaboration with co-teaching
peers, was the ability to reflect on their teaching. One
cooperating teacher noted that her teacher candidates
did “a lot of reflecting with each other . . . which is
something that I’ve not ever heard before because a
traditional intern didn’t have anybody to say it to,
except me, and I think they’re trying to please us.” A
second veteran cooperating teacher recognized this
same phenomenon and felt that because of their
position of authority “they think we’re grading them”
and interns were not as open with them in their
reflection on student learning or their teaching. She
explained, “I’m right here in the room and I can hear
them, and they do a lot of [reflecting], that I haven’t
seen before. And I think that’s important. I mean, I
reflect every day still.”

Traditional student teaching experiences tend to
position cooperating teachers as master teacher and
mentor while teacher candidates are receivers of their
knowledge and experience in teaching. An interesting
find in the data suggests that co-teaching provided
opportunities for cooperating teachers to also gain
knowledge from their co-teaching interns. Because
teacher candidates regularly participated in co-
planning with the cooperating teacher and grade-level
teams, they quickly gained confidence in their
professional knowledge and were seen as more active
than their non co-teaching counterparts in
collaborative discussions with other teachers.
Bringing current best practices in instruction and a
strong understanding of Common Core Standards
from their course work at the university, teacher
candidates influenced instruction as much as the in-
service teachers, as evident in this observation by a
cooperating teacher, “We had a PLC [professional
learning community] meeting and were talking about
our next science topic, and [the intern] was naming
off what we’re supposed to do, and I’m like ‘how

come you know this better than I do?’” Cooperating
teachers valued the knowledge base of teacher
candidates, recognizing how it added to their own
information and experience to enhance planning.
“They can look at the big picture when we’re
drowning in the details. We’re so busy with the
details that any details we leave out, they’ll
remember.” Cooperating teachers and grade level
teachers viewed the interns as colleagues rather than
simply students learning to teach. Such collaborative
opportunities appear to be a win-win for both interns
and cooperating teachers.

Learning to teach is more than just planning
strong and effective lesson plans and managing a
classroom. There are professional dispositions that
are important to acquire to become an effective
teacher. One cooperating teacher explained this idea
by saying:

As far as professionalism and what’s expected to run a
classroom, it’s not just the mechanics of teaching. It is
the internal part. What you have within and how you
use that and how you work with your colleagues down
the hall. If they watch a clinical teacher that does not
interact with colleagues, they’re not going to know
that’s what they’re supposed to do . . . if that clinical
teacher doesn’t model that, they won’t ever get it.

Modeled professionalism and opportunities to
collaborate fully with peers and cooperating teachers
developed not only confidence in their efficacy to
teach but collaborative skills needed in schools.

Discussion

In our work with co-teaching, we found that
selection of quality cooperating teachers willing to
share their classroom through co-teaching was a vital
component of our teacher candidates’ success. This
finding is key as research shows cooperating teachers
have the most significant impact on teacher
candidates (Anderson, 2009; Killian & Wilkins,
2009; Whitney, Golez, Nagel, & Nieto, 2002).
However, selection of cooperating teachers is
difficult given current educational reforms calling for
teacher evaluation to be tied directly to student
achievement and a greater hesitancy among veteran
teachers to take interns (Sinclair et al., 2006;
Zeichner, 2002). Co-teaching in teacher preparation
allows cooperating teachers to mentor teacher
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candidates, yet maintain an instructional presence in
their classroom, which was a draw for administrators
and cooperating teachers in the study.

While the impact of cooperating teachers is
significant, the relationship that forms between them
and teacher candidates is also important in
developing efficacy in the responsibilities of
teaching. This study found the structure of the co-
teaching internship moved teacher candidates to take
on collaborative responsibilities for planning,
teaching, and student assessment sooner than the
traditional model of student teaching. Involving
teacher candidates through co-planning removed
some of the sharp distinctions between novice and
experienced classroom teachers found in traditional
placements (Carambo & Stickney, 2009). Strong
collaborative opportunities also provided veteran
teachers current understandings of curriculum and
teaching strategies as our interns shared their learning
in concrete ways during co-planning and co-teaching.
Interns felt part of the teaching team and were able to
contribute in meaningful ways, which ultimately led
to increased confidence in their efficacy to teach and
collaborate in their future work.

Implications for Teacher Education

The past decade has seen an increase in teacher
education reform; however, the last century has seen
little change to the student teaching experience
(Guyton & Mclntyre, 1990). Given the responsibility
on teacher education programs to provide teacher
candidates with relevant, well-planned, and effectual
teaching experiences (Council of Chief State School
Officers, 2012), it is time to consider revitalizing, or
perhaps reviving, the clinical experiences for our
students. Co-teaching offers opportunities for teacher
education programs to (a) be more selective in
choosing cooperating teachers; (b) engage teacher
candidates in meaningful collaboration on planning,
teaching, and assessing student learning, and (c) give
back to our public school partners and impact student
achievement.

Teacher education programs must choose veteran
teachers who best model effective teaching and
classroom management strategies, involve teacher
candidates in co-planning and assessment of student
learning, and engage them in meaningful reflection.

The use of the 2:1 model of co-teaching lowers the
number of cooperating teachers creating the ability
for teacher education programs to be more selective
in finding clinical placements for teacher candidates.

A growing number of administrators are seeking
candidates with collaborative experience. Co-
teaching allows teacher candidates to develop not
only collaborative skills needed but increased
efficacy in co-planning, teaching, and assessment.

With mounting pressures on schools to increase
student achievement, teacher education programs
have a responsibility to assist in this endeavor rather
than add to the burden through traditional student
teaching placements. Co-teaching, especially the 2:1
model, offers schools support by having more
teachers within the classrooms, minimalizing
behavioral issues, and providing more individualized
and differentiated instruction.

Limitations of the Study

A challenge we faced in conducting this study
was the number of participants randomly selected to
co-teach from the pool of 210 teacher candidates in
2011-2012. The number of co-teaching participants
selected was much smaller than the number of non
co-teaching participants. Co-teaching teacher
candidates that participated in the study totaled 25 in
comparison to the 185 non co-teaching teacher
candidates. Therefore, data collected on participants
was limited regarding their experience with co-
teaching, not allowing for generalization.

The 2:1 co-teaching model, while a promising
innovation, lacks a research base since it is a new
model of Co-Teaching. No literature exists at this
point to support or discount the innovation. The
present study is the first attempt to study the 2:1
model in comparison to the established 1:1 co-
teaching model researched and published by St.
Cloud University.

Future Research

We have extended our study to include more
participants with an evenly matched number of co-
teaching vs. non co-teaching teacher candidates. As
well, the new study includes equal numbers of 1:1
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and 2:1 co-teaching classrooms. Current data
collection involves four times as many participants,
which will allow us to generalize findings. These
changes will give us the ability to look at differences
between and examine the effects of different
placements in rural settings.

In addition, the co-teaching innovation at our
university plans to investigate the feasibility of a
year-long co-teaching internship where Senior 1 and
Senior 2 teacher candidates co-teach together in the
same classroom. The Senior 1 teacher candidate
gains experience co-teaching not only with the
clinical teacher but also co-teaching with a Senior 2
teacher candidate that is completing his/her teacher
education program. What are the benefits to this type
of co-teaching pairing? How does this model impact
student achievement in rural K-12 classrooms?

One final area of future research involves
following our graduates into the field during the first
few years of teaching. Are there differences in ratings
by administrators in graduates who co-taught and
those who did not? How are graduates who co-taught
perceived by their peers in terms of collaboration and
teaching? How does co-teaching during internship
impact those first years of teaching particularly in
rural school districts?

Conclusion

The co-teaching model for student teaching
explored in this article supports engaging,
collaborative teaching opportunities for teacher
candidates and cooperating teachers that suggest not
only quicker growth in teaching effectiveness of

interns, but also potential student improvement in co-
taught classrooms.

Additionally, the 2:1 co-teaching model provides
possible solutions to the problems of finding
adequate, quality teaching placements in
predominantly rural public school settings. Reducing
the number of placements promises more selectivity
in the already limited number of placements available
in rural areas and thus enhances the quality of those
placements.

Collaborative skills are greatly enhanced in the
2:1 co-teaching model with emphasis on lending
support and trust building with co-teaching
colleagues, co-planning for optimal student learning,
and an ability to reflect on instructional practice with
colleagues. Co-teaching allows teacher candidates to
develop stronger relationships with cooperating
teachers and peers while also gaining efficacy in their
readiness to teach. Ultimately, co-teaching holds
tremendous potential for raising student achievement,
especially for diverse learners. Opportunities for
differentiation abound in co-teaching placements,
resulting in greater impacts on positive student
growth outcomes and valuable teaching experiences
for interns.

The 2:1 co-teaching model of student teaching
offers teacher education programs the need for fewer
placements, which ultimately allows the selection of
quality cooperating teachers who can mentor interns
in powerful ways. This means that regardless of rural
or urban contexts, teacher preparation programs can
improve clinical opportunities for their teacher
candidates.
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