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ABSTRACT
A COMPARISON OF SELECTED AREAS OF THINKING STYLES BETWEEN
MUSIC COOPERATING TEACHERS
AND HIGHER EDUCATION MUSIC METHODS TEACHERS
By

Robert T. Stroker

The purposes of this study were to compare the thinking styles
of a selected sample group of cooperating music teachers and
university/college music methods teachers and to denote any
differences between their thinking styles. Twelve thinking styles were
measured: Humanistic-Helpful, Affiliative, Approval, Conventional,

Dependence, Avoidance, Oppositional, Power, Competitive, Perfectionistic,

Achievement and Self-Actualization.

The sample population for this study included: (a) forty-four

music methods teachers from universities and colleges with an
undergraduate music education certification program in the state of

Michigan, and (b) seventy-six experienced music cooperating teachers

in the state of Michigan. Only cooperating teachers who have

supervised student teachers at least twice during the past five years

were invited to participate. The sample population included music

educators from all grade levels assigned to the instruction of choir,
band, orchestra, elementary general, and combinations of music
subjects.

One test instrument and one demographic data survey were used
in this study to obtain the necessary data. To measure cooperating

music teachers and university/college music methods instructors’



thinking styles the Level 1: Life Styles Inventory was used.

The test
was developed by J. Clayton Lafferty at the Human Synergistics Inc. in

Plymouth, Michigan. The test and demographic data survey were self-

administered by both cooperating music teachers and university music

methods instructors.

ANOVA techniques were used to calculate an F-Statistic for each

independent thinking styles. ANOVA results showed that significant

difference exist between cooperating music teachers and

university/college music teachers in the variables of power and

competitive thinking styles. Multivariate analysis of variance tests did

not result in identification of significant differences between the two
sample groups.

Results from this study suggests that a number of experienced
Michigan cooperating teachers lack confidence in others and may be
more inclined to control all aspects of the student teaching process.
These problems should be addressed and resolved by involving the
music faculties from higher education institutions and the public

schools in student teaching seminars or workshops.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Background for the Study

The recommendations for reform of teacher education during the
past decade has led to many reports challenging our present educational
system. In 1983, the National Commission on Excellence in Education
released A Nation at Risk, one of the first reports to challenge the
educational system. A Nation at Risk influenced many reports from
diverse national commissions, all calling for reforms in the nation’s
schools (Green, 1987). The reports differed in tone and suggested
strategies but agreed that reforms in teacher education were necessary.

In response to the many reports on teacher education reform, the
Music Educators National Conference (MENC) formed the Task Force on
Music Teacher Education in 1984, at the request of then president Paul
Lehman. The Task Force was given the responsibility of preparing a
report that could lead music teacher preparation into the next decade
(Music Educators, 1987). The Task Force proposed that elementary and
secondary school music educators work together with the nation’s
college music and music education professors. With this cooperation,
new ideas could flow between the university methods course and the
cooperating teacher. The Task Force stated:

The new partnership for music teacher education recognizes

that all courses and practical experiences leading to certification

in music teaching - whether coordinated or taught by the school

music educator, or the college music and music education

professor - are important resources from which the prospective

1
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music teacher will draw in the future. Each of the members of

the partnership must perform vital roles in the long-term

development of excellent music educators if this model for change

is to be effective. (p. 13)

The most recent education reform report is America 2000. In this
report, which attempts to state the nation’s goals in education, music
and teacher education are all but ignored. Karl Glenn, the past
president of MENC, writes:

I am disappointed, frustrated, and dismayed at the lack of

attention given to music and the other arts in the "America 2000"

education strategy of the president and the nations governors.

In Track One of America 2000, the "five core" subjects of English,

math, science, history, and geography are singled out to receive

American Achievement Tests with recognition in those subject

areas offered by Presidential Citations for Educational Excellence.

In all of this, I ask, "What happens to students that
achieve in music and the other arts, vocational studies, foreign
languages, and a host of other subject areas not considered to

be one or the five core subjects. ("Congress," 1992, p. 22)

Such criticism of the educational system and lack of support for
music education has had an impact upon teacher education. In an
attempt to develop support and political strength for music education,
the MENC has become allied with the National Academy of Recording Arts
and Sciences, Inc. (NARAS) and the National Association of Music
Merchants (NAMM) (Glenn, 1991). In hope of improving teacher

education, many teacher training institutions are experimenting with
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selective admission policies and extended teacher preparation programs
(Cleary, 1987). The American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education supports the growth of professional studies for in-
depth study because "it is the professional studies component that
transforms the educated individual into a professional teacher." (cited
in Cleary, 1987, p. 2).

As an integral part of professional studies, student teaching is
generally considered to be the most valued aspect of teacher training
(Lortie, 1985; Nosow, 1975). However, the relationship between student
teaching and other components of teacher training is often dubious
(Hauwiller, 1988-89). Student teaching placements are often made
randomly and little effort and few resources are directed toward
promoting connections between the university and the school.
Cooperating teachers need a strong sense of the university curriculum,
and university people need feedback and other input from the schools.
Zeichner and Tabachnick reported that this relationship is frequently
missing (1981).

Despite the many criticisms of student teaching, there is a recent
trend to increase the emphasis on clinical experiences (Barnett,

1975; Tabachnick, 1980). The Association of Teacher Educators states
the purposes of field-based experiences are to emphasize experimentation
and the continuous explanation of educational possibilities (cited in
Cleary, 1987, p. 23). Researchers in teacher education have urged an
increased emphasis on student teaching, with most of the student’s time

in a teacher-education program being spent in classrooms working with
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children and their teachers (Lortie, 1975; Gallegos, 1972; Peck and
Tucker, 1973).

On the other hand, Salzillo and VanFleet’s assessment is that
attempts by universities to improve public education through better
teacher preparation is questionable:

The largest unvalidated segment of professional education

programs is the student teaching area. The only function of

student teaching which has been identified by research studies

is one of socialization into the profession and into existing

arrangements of the schooling bureaucracy. To our knowledge,

no study has shown conclusively that student teaching has any
unique educational component other than assimilation. Teacher

education institutions are, at least partially, defeating their own
purposes when student teaching is allowed to become simply an

exercise in adapting new personnel into old patterns. (1977, p. 28)

A few researchers support this assertion by suggesting that the
more time students spend in the field, the more conservative and
rigid they become (Lacey, 1977). Hoy and Reese (1977) concluded that
student teachers become significantly more conforming and impersonal in
their views by the end of the experience, and that the bureaucratic
socialization of student teachers is evident.

The evidence supports the contention that the cooperating teacher
does influence the behavior of the student teacher (Seperson and Joyce,
1973; Dispoto, 1980; Johnson, 1969; Yee, 1969). Seperson and Joyce also

concluded that the influence of the cooperating teacher was felt during
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the very early weeks of student teaching rather than being the result
of a slow and cumulative process.

The student-teacher/cooperating-teacher relationship seems
critical, for it is the cooperating teacher upon whom the student
teacher must depend for guidance and a favorable evaluation.
Furthermore, it is the cooperating teacher who has established the
bureaucratic structure of the music program within which the student
teacher must operate (Templin, 1979).

The ability of the cooperating teacher to fulfill his/her
supervisory responsibilities may be influenced by their thinking style
variables (Myer, Kennedy, & Cruickshank, 1979). It is assumed that
university and public school personnel should possess similar thinking
styles in order to create a smooth transition between the university
classroom and field experience. However, Cleary (1987) concluded that
cooperating teachers exhibit a more conventional thinking style than
university supervisors. A few researchers suggest that the study of
teachers’ thinking styles might prove to be the most significant variable
in classroom teaching (Webb, 1971).

The impact of universities and public schools on the socialization
of teachers has received a great deal of attention. Zeichner (1978)
found that student teachers are more rigid, more authoritarian, less
flexible, and less responsive to pupil needs at the conclusion of their
training. It now has become commonly accepted within the teacher
education community that students become increasingly more progressive

or liberal in their attitudes towards education during their stay at the
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university and then shift to opposing and more traditional views as they
move into student teaching (Zeichner, & Tabachnick, 1981).

Statement of the Problem

An examination of the literature in music teaching did not reveal
any studies that addressed the thinking styles of cooperating music
teachers and higher education music method teachers. However, student
teaching in general, and the influence of the cooperating teacher on the
student teacher, have been researched widely. Overall, only a small
percentage of research in music education addresses student teaching.
The problem to be studied is to determine if thinking styles between
music cooperating teachers and university/college music methods
teachers are different. Please note that hereupon both university and
college music methods teachers will be referred to as university music

methods teachers.

Need for the Study

Research suggests that the student teaching experience should be
a continuation of university training (Hauwiller, 1988-89). However, it
can be concluded from observations and research that most student
teaching programs are not accomplishing what they were designed to do
(Ervay, 1985). Ervay stated that "the influence of a cooperating
teacher - good or bad - far outweighs any educational program on the
college or university campus" (p. 38). Zeichner (1980) pointed out that,
"what students appear to learn during field-based experiences is often

in conflict with the expressed intentions of those in both the schools



7
and universities ... those experiences are often miseducative rather than
helpful" (p. 51).

Current attacks upon teacher education have created a need for
empirical evidence related to improving the development of student
teachers throughout the student teaching practicum experience.
University music methods teachers and cooperating teachers have the
complex task of molding effective music educators. There was no
evidence found in the current body of literature which examines
relationships between university music methods teachers and cooperating
music teachers.

This study will aid in the understanding of the relationship
between the university music methods course and practical field
experience. Results from such a study may be very beneficial to
university music teacher training programs, cooperating music teachers,

and the music education profession.

Purpose of the Study

The purposes of the study were to compare the thinking styles of
a selected sample group of cooperating music teachers and university
music methods teachers and to denote any differences between thinking
styles. Data was collected and analyzed to answer the following
questions.

1) To what extent are the thinking styles of cooperating

music teachers and university music methods teachers

oriented toward:

A. a humanistic-helpful thinking style?



2)

B.

C.

K.

L.

8
an affiliative thinking style?
an approval thinking style?
a conventional thinking style?
a dependent thinking style?
an avoidance thinking style?
an oppositional thinking style?
a power thinking style?
a competition thinking style?
a perfectionistic thinking style?
an achievement thinking style?

a self-actualizing thinking style?

Are there significant differences between music

cooperating teachers and university music methods

teachers regarding:

A.

B.

C.

D.

E.

F.

G.

H.

I.

J'

a humanistic-helpful thinking style?
an affiliative thinking style?

an approval thinking style?

a conventional thinking styles?

a dependent thinking style?

an avoidance thinking style?

an oppositional thinking style?

a power thinking style?

a competition thinking style?

a perfectionistic thinking style?
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K. an achievement thinking style?

L. a self-actualizing thinking style?

Hypotheses

During the course of this study, the following 12 hypotheses, stated in
null form, were examined.

Hypothesis 1

There is no significant difference between music cooperating
teachers and university music methods teachers regarding
orientations toward a humanistic-helpful thinking style.
Hypothesis 2

There is no significant difference between music cooperating
teachers and university music methods teachers regarding
orientation toward an affiliative thinking style.

Hypothesis 3

There is no significant difference between music cooperating
teachers and university music methods teachers regarding
orientation toward an approval thinking style.

Hypothesis 4

There is no significant difference between music cooperating
teachers and university music methods teachers regarding
orientation toward a conventional thinking style.

Hypothesis 5

There is no significant difference between music cooperating
teachers and university music methods teachers regarding

orientation toward a dependent thinking style.
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Hypothesis 6
There is no significant difference between music cooperating
teachers and university music methods teachers regarding
orientation toward an avoidance thinking style.

Hypothesis 7

There is no significant difference between music cooperating
teachers and university music methods teachers regarding
orientation toward a oppositional thinking style.

Hypothesis 8

There is no significant differences between music cooperating
teachers and university music methods teachers regarding
orientation toward a power thinking style.

Hypothesis 9

There is no significant difference between music cooperating
teachers and university music methods teachers regarding
orientation toward a competitive thinking style.

Hypothesis 10

There is no significant difference between music cooperating
teachers and university music methods teachers regarding
orientation toward a perfectionistic thinking style.
Hypothesis 11

There is no significant difference between music cooperating
teachers and university music methods teachers regarding

orientation toward an achievement thinking style.
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Hypothesis 12
There is no significant difference between music cooperating
teachers and university music methods teachers regarding

orientation toward a self-actualization thinking style.

Limitations of the Study

This study was limited to instrumental and vocal music methods
teachers from universities and colleges with an undergraduate music
education certification program in the state of Michigan. All methods
teachers in the state were to be contacted to participate in the study.
Only experienced vocal and instrumental public school cooperating
teachers who supervised student teachers twice during the past 5 years

were considered for this study.

Procedures for Study

The primary purpose of this study was to compare selected areas
of thinking styles between university music methods teachers and
experienced public school music cooperating teachers. As the first step
in identifying the population for the study, a letter was sent to all
university music education chairpersons in the state of Michigan. The
chairpersons were asked to send a list of their methods instructors and
a list of qualified cooperating teachers used by their institution. All
university music methods instructors in Michigan were to be invited to
participate in the study. Only cooperating teachers that have
supervised student teachers at least twice during the past 5 years were

invited to participate. Each university and public school teacher was



12

asked to complete the Level 1: Life Styles Inventory (Lafferty, 1980) to

measure 12 dimensions of thinking styles.

The test instrument, Level 1: Life Styles Inventory (See

Appendix A), contains 240 short words and phrases related to orientation
toward 12 thinking styles. The instrument was self administered by
cooperating teachers and university music methods instructors in the
research sample and produced an individual thinking style profile for
each member of the research sample. Thinking style profiles of
cooperating teachers and university music methods instructors were
averaged separately on each thinking style dimension to obtain mean
and standard deviation scores. The means were subjected to a one-way
analysis of variance to locate significant differences in thinking style
profiles. Additionally, a multivariate one-way analysis of variance was
used to investigate whether there was a difference between the two
groups on the 12 scales collectively. Each hypothesis was tested for
significance at the .05 level.

Demographic variables such as age, sex, years of public school
teaching experience, years of university teaching experience, and
participation in any supervising classes or seminars were obtained

through a demographic data questionnaire. (See Appendix A)

Definitions
Humanistic helpful thinking style - A thinking style characterized by:
A. A focused concern for the growth and development

of people.
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Appreciation of the strengths in others, and belief in
their potential for improvement.
Optimism regarding what people can accomplish.
The willingness to assist others with self-improvement.
The ability to inspire and motivate others.

(Lafferty, 1989, p. 13)

Affiliative thinking style - A thinking style characterized by:

A.

B.

C.

D.

A tendency to value relationships above all else.

A need to build relationships that are meaningful and
reciprocal.

Strong, well-developed interpersonal skills.

A tendency to motivate others using genuine praise and

friendliness. (Lafferty, 1989, p. 18)

Approval thinking style - A thinking style characterized by:

A.

B.

C.

D.

Low self-esteem.

Preoccupation with the opinions of others.

An over-concern with being "popular" and well-liked.
Difficulties with conflict, negotiation and confrontation.

(Lafferty, 1989, p. 22)

Conventional thinking style - A thinking style characterized by:

A.

B.

C.

D.

A tendency to view rules as a source of comfort and
security.

A preference for staying unseen and unnoticed.
Reduced initative.

A preoccupation with appearing average, "normal," and

like everyone else.
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E. A reduction in originality
F. Feelings of security within a bureaucracy.
(Lafferty, 1989, p. 26)
Dependence thinking style - A thinking style characterized by:
A. An over-concern with pleasing people, and not
questioning others or taking independent action.
B. A passive attitude.
C. A tendency to be easily influenced.
D. A lack of self-respect, which results in feeling unable to
accomplish things. (Lafferty, 1989, p. 30)
Avoidance thinking style - A thinking style characterized by:
A. A strong tendency to deny responsibility for one’s own
behavior.
B. Lack of attention to tasks and people.
C. Fear of failure.
D. Need to defend self-worth.
E. Need to avoid taking chances. (Lafferty, 1989, p. 34)
Oppositional thinking style — A thinking style characterized by:
A. The ability to ask tough, probing questions.
B. A tendency to seem aloof and detached from people.
C. A need to look for flaws in everything.
D. A tendency to make others feel uncomfortable by being
negative and cynical in attitude. (Lafferty, 1989, p. 38)

Power thinking style - A thinking style characterized by:

A. A high need for power, status, prestige, influence, and

control.
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B. A tendency to dictate, rather than guide the actions of
others.
C. An aggressive and possibly vengeful attitude.
D. A tendency to be threatened by perceived attempts to
undermine authority. (Lafferty, 1989, p. 42)

Competition thinking style - A thinking style characterized by:

A. The association of self-worth with winning and losing.

B. A need for recognition and praise from others.

C. A "win-lose" orientation that distorts perspective and
goals.

D. A feeling that failure is unacceptable. (Lafferty,
1989, p. 47)

Perfectionistic thinking style - A thinking style characterized by:

A. A tendency to attach self-worth to accomplishment of
tasks.

B. Repetitive, sometimes ritualistic behavior.

C. Low self-esteem.

D. A tendency to place excessive demands on self and
others.

E. A preoccupation with detail that distorts perspective and

judgment. (Lafferty, 1989, p. 51)

Achievement thinking style - A thinking style characterized by:

A. A focus on achieving a standard of excellence.
B. The knowledge that individual effort counts.
C. A preference for setting and accomplishing realistic,

attainable goals, rather than goals imposed by others.
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D. A belief in the benefits of asking for and giving honest
feedback. (Lafferty, 1989, p. 56)

Self-actualizing thinking style - A thinking style characterized by:

A. Concern for self development.

B. Strong instincts and intuition.

C. Relative freedom from feelings of guilt or worry.

D. Realistic optimism about people and things.

E. An energetic, exciting approach to life.

F. A strong desire to know about and experience things

directly. (Lafferty, 1989, p.61)
Cooperating Teacher - A public or private school teacher who

supervises a student teacher on a daily basis for one term or

semester.

Overview

The remainder of this study is comprised of four chapters,
references, and the appendices. Chapter II contains a review of
literature. It includes literature in the fields of teacher education
and music education. Chapter III includes a detailed description
of the procedures. Chapter IV consists of the analysis of data,
and Chapter V, the summary, discussion, conclusions, and
recommendations for future research. The appendices contain documents

pertinent to the study.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction

Educators widely assume that the student teaching experience is a
necessary and useful component in a teacher education program
(Silberman, 1970; Nosow, 1975; Guyton, 1989). Because of this widespread
assumption of the value of student teaching, there is a recent trend to
increase the emphasis on clinical experiences in pre-service programs
(Barnett, 1975; Tabachnick, 1980). While this assumption seems plausible,
several research reports reveal contradictory findings regarding the
value of student teaching (Hoy, & Rees, 1977; Salvillo, & VanFleet, 1977;
Zeichner, 1980). Most criticisms of student teaching center around the
argument that field-based experiences are conservative institutions
which serve merely to socialize prospective teachers into established
patterns of school practice.

Dewey (cited in Tabachnick, 1979-80, p. 27) argued that teaching
was an intellectual as well as an active occupation. He urged teacher
educators to reject the concept of apprenticeship in favor of the
concept of laboratory teaching. Dewey stated that apprentices try to
learn how to do what their master does; technique becomes an end in
itself.

In 1938, Dewey pointed out that "it is a mistake to assume that
any experience is intrinsically desirable, apart from its ability to
evoke a certain quality of response in individuals." What is learned in
the student teaching experience is often in conflict with the goals of the
university teacher education program. The Association of Teacher

17
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Educators (1973) reaffirms Dewey’s thoughts:

The clinical study of teaching is a continuous exploration and

examination of educational possibilities in particular settings

under varying conditions. It is not a static exercise in the
demonstration of established ways. It is instead a constant
quest for productive curricular plans and imaginative teaching
strategies through studied experimentation, coordinated
analytical assessment, and the consideration of alternative

approaches. (p. 27)

In research conducted by Tabachnick, Popkewitz and Zeichner
(1979-80), university and public school personnel supported the goals
and statements of the Association of Teacher Educators. However, the
researchers’ analysis of the student teaching process, including
techniques of teaching, identified teaching behaviors that contradicted
the cooperating teacher’s stated goals and beliefs.

In support of the previous study, a review of field-based
experiences concluded that they are neither all good or bad (Zeichner,
1980). Instead, "field-based experiences seem to entail a complicated set
of both positive and negative consequences that are often subtle in
nature."

To better understand music education field-based experiences,
Brand (1982) researched the influence of student teaching on the
classroom management beliefs and skills of music student teachers. He

used the Behavior Management Skills Inventory to measure the subjects’

classroom management skills, and the Beliefs on Discipline Inventory to

determine the subjects’ classroom management beliefs. The 47 subjects
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were tested at the beginning and conclusion of their student teaching
experience. Brand found that the student teaching experience did not
affect the classroom management beliefs and skills of the student
teachers. The results contradict other research that supports the
existence of student teacher socialization into existing teaching patterns.
Brand states:

It is possible that music education majors are entering student

teaching with a more realistic view of music teaching and

schools, and therefore, their beliefs and expectations concerning
classroom management are more congruent with their cooperating

teachers at the start of student teaching. (p. 263)

In order to improve the quality of the student teaching
experience, research needs to examine how the student teaching
experience can be a continuation of university training instead of an
assimilating agent. Much more needs to be known about the socialization
of student teachers. Therefore, close examination of cooperating
teachers in relationship to university training becomes increasingly
important.

To aid an awareness of this relationship, this study compared the
thinking styles of a selected sample of cooperating music teachers and
university music methods teachers. Differences between these thinking
styles are described in chapter four.

For purposes of providing a thorough discussion of the many
topics within the field of teacher education and student teaching, the

review of literature is organized into four areas: (a) Pre-Service
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University Training; (b) Cooperating Teachers; (c) Influence of Field
Based Experience; and (d) Thinking Styles and Education.
Pre-Service University Training

The ability of the university to prepare the student for field
experience is crucial to the entire teacher education process. To make
music education more vital in the future, Hoffer (1987) suggested that
the content of music and music education methods courses must be
practical, broad in scope, and up-to-date. Hoffer stated:

The concern here is not only for the number of credit hours

earned, but also for the quality of study represented by these

credits. It is surprising and disappointing to consider the

number of important areas of music in American society today

that are largely ignored in the teacher preparation programs of

many universities. (p. 28)

The reports, A Nation at Risk (1983), The Condition of Teaching
(1983), and Action for Excellence (1983), only briefly mentioned the
importance of teacher education and methods courses. However, political
leaders and speakers of national forums on improving education began
to state that the problem with our educational system begins in teacher
training courses (Brand, 1984). This has led politicians to the idea of
certifying teachers with little or no methods courses and student
teaching. In 1984, New Jersey Governor Thomas Kean supported a plan
which would require a teacher to only hold a bachelor’s degree in a
content area, pass a test in a content area, and undergo a one-year,

state supervised internship in a public school (Brand, 1984).
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In an analysis of literature on pre-service teacher training,
Koehler (1985) concluded that experienced teachers do not feel colleges
and universities prepare teachers well. In addition, student teachers
may feel that they owe ideological and methodological allegiance to
cooperating teachers rather than to their undergraduate preparation
programs (Dispoto, 1980; Karmos & Jacko, 1977). It has also been found
that student teachers have been observed imitating cooperating teachers
who do not display effective teaching behaviors (McIntyre, 1984).

Student teachers may look to cooperating teachers for methods of
instruction instead of their university methods courses. This often
results in the student teacher becoming more negative in their
interactions with students. This situation occurs because student
teaching experiences can be difficult and emotionally trying (Veenman,
1984). Veenman characterized this initial, emotional charged period as
one of "reality shock" and argued that day to day responsibilities and
difficulties tend to replace theoretical concerns.

To support the previous study, Browne and Hoover (1990)
developed a study to examine the degree to which student teachers
reported using teaching strategies and materials deemed important by
their university instructors. Eighty-six elementary education student
teachers served as subjects for this study. A Teaching Strategies
Survey was developed in consultation with four professors who taught
the elementary methods courses taken by subjects. After many
revisions, 30 teaching strategies were used on the Teaching Strategies
Survey which reflected strategies emphasized in university courses.

This survey was administered to the student teachers, asking them to
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rate whether they used the 30 strategies daily, weekly, monthly, or not
at all.

Results from the research concluded that most of the student
teachers did not report employing a wide range of strategies and
materials reportedly taught in their methods classes. Browne and
Hoover presumed that the student teachers are influenced more by
cooperating teachers. Karmos and Jacko (1977), Seperson and Joyce

(1973), and Zeichner (1980) all concurred with this hypothesis.

Cooperating Teachers

Selection of Cooperating Teachers

Yoder and Arms (1981) reported that the one consistent ingredient
in teacher education programs is increased field experience. As a result
of these increased field experiences, more public and private school
teachers are being asked to supervise student teachers. The
cooperating teacher has a major part in determining if the field
experience will be positive and successful.

Evidence also exists to support the views that student teaching is
the most valued aspect of teacher education programs (Nosow, 1975;
Appleberry, 1979) and that the cooperating teacher has great influence
on the student teacher during the experience (Karmos and Jacko, 1977;
Dispoto, 1980). However, the major criterion for the selection of
cooperating teachers is their willingness to work with student teachers
(Guyton, 1989; Grimmett and Ratzlaff, 1986). Grimmett and Ratzlaff,

reviewing American and Canadian literature, concluded:
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Two consistent findings across the studies in both countries are

that the role of the cooperating teacher is poorly defined and

that teachers generally are unprepared for the task of student

teaching supervision. (p. 42)

Applegate and Lasley (1982) studied the problems that cooperating
teachers confront. Drawing on a sample of 172 cooperating teachers in
ten different programs, they identified six major problems. Although
the problems identified derive more from cooperating teachers’
expectations of the student teacher than from their execution of the
supervisory rule, the most significant problem statement focused on the
lack of clear goals and objectives for the student teaching experience.
In 1982, only 12 states required a program on supervision and or
certification for cooperating teachers (Haberman and Harris, 1982).

Evidence exists that training cooperating teachers for their roles
is effective. Classroom teachers with special training showed positive
changes in cognitive development growth and active listening, use of
different teaching models (Thies-Sprinthall, 1984) and increased self-
knowledge, sense of autonomy, and self-direction (Thies-Sprinthall,
1986). These findings indicate the need to train cooperating teachers
for their roles. Guyton (1989) states:

Generally, cooperating teachers are poorly trained to handle the

task of supervising field experience students. Supervision is a

complex task different from teaching and even the best teacher

may not be a good cooperating teacher (p. 55).
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Because of the influence cooperating teachers have on student
teachers, it is obvious that there is a great need for the training of
cooperating teachers.

Influence of the Cooperating Teacher

In his 1978 review of literature, Zeichner concluded that practical
experiences in schools are not necessarily beneficial. It
cannot be taken for granted that more time spent in schools will
automatically make better teachers. According to him, many studies do
report that student teachers change thinking styles by the end of their
experience. Zeichner states:

Probably the most clear and consistent finding from the

research is that the cooperating teacher has a tremendous impact

on the attitudes and behaviors of student teachers, an effect

which in some cases is not desirable. On the other hand, the

university supervisor seems to have little or no effect. (p. 59)

In 1967, Yee measured the attitudes of 124 student teachers and
their 124 cooperating teachers and college supervisors with a modified
version of the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI). Yee agreed
with Zeichner’s (1978) findings that the "cooperating teacher more often
exerted the predominant influence over student teacher attitudes."”

Traditionally, a student teacher is supervised by a cooperating
teacher and university supervisor. Within this triad, the student
teacher usually is responsible to both the cooperating teacher and the
university supervisor. Yee (1967) reported that this situation can often

lead to a certain element of tension, as the cooperating teacher
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and university may influence the behavior and attitudes of the student
teacher differently. McIntyre and Morris (1980) found that much of the
research on the student teaching triad examines the cooperating
teacher’s influence on the student teacher.

According to Karmos and Jacko (1977), student teachers view
their cooperating teachers as having the most significant influence on
their student teaching experience. This influence includes both
attitudes and behavior. Johnson (1969) found that the attitudes of
student teachers merged toward those of their cooperating teachers as
the student teaching experience progressed. Zeichner (1979) suggested
that this merging of student teacher attitudes toward those of the
cooperating teachers is a general phenomenon.

In another study, Funk and Long (1982) conducted research that
was designed to examine who is the most "significant other" for the
student teacher. The data gathering instrument in this study was a
questionnaire divided into two parts: (a) A listing of seven persons to
be ranked from most significant to least significant, and (b) a semantic
differential of 27 bipolar adjective pairs to be rated on a seven point
differential scale. One hundred eighty-five Florida State University
student teachers representing twenty different subject areas of teacher
preparation were the subjects for this study.

Results from the questionnaire were similar to the findings of
Karmos and Jacko (1977). Student teachers overwhelmingly named the
cooperating teacher as their most significant other. Of the 185 subjects,
130 or 70% ranked the cooperating teacher first. The second place

ranking for most significant other was most frequently a peer or
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relative. University personnel were seldom selected as having
significant other status.

Other studies examine the cooperating teacher’s influence on the
student teacher’s actual teaching performance and behavior. A study
by Zevin (cited in McIntyre and Morris, 1980, p. 194) concluded that
student teachers make significant movement toward the teaching model
displayed by their cooperating teacher. Seperson and Joyce (1973) also
provided evidence that student teachers adopt the teaching style of
their cooperating teacher.

Seperson and Joyce (1973) conducted research on the question of
teaching styles of student teachers, as related to those of their
cooperating teachers. The 19 subjects in this study were teacher
candidates in the preservice teacher education program at Teachers
College, Columbia University. Samples of the candidates’ teaching
behavior were tape recorded, and the tape recordings were coded

according to the Conceptual Systems Manual. Samples of their teaching

behavior were obtained prior to working with their cooperating teachers;
one sample was taken early in the semester when they were with their
cooperating teachers, one sample was taken halfway through the
semester, and two more samples of behavior were obtained during the
second semester. In addition, three samples of the cooperating teachers
behavior were obtained during the semester. Seperson and Joyce then
made correlations between the student teachers’ behavior at the pre-
teaching level, the "early" student teaching level, and the "later"
student teaching level with the recorded behaviors of the cooperating

teachers.
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With regard to related teaching styles, the correlations
represented substantial evidence that the teaching behavior of the
student teachers had moved from no or negative associations with the
behavior of the cooperating teacher prior to student teaching, to a more
significant relation in a number of dimensions by early in student
teaching. This relationship was maintained throughout student teaching.
This evidence supports the contention that the cooperating teacher
substantially influences the behavior of the student teacher.

A 1978 study by Boschee, Prescott, and Hein directly contradicts
the findings in the previous study by Seperson and Joyce (1973). In
the Boschee et al. study, 50 student teachers were given the What is
Your Eductional Philosophy? test during the week prior to student
teaching and during the last week of the 12-week period. The
cooperating teachers were administered the same test during the first
two weeks of the student teaching semester. Boschee et al. found that
the educational philosophy of a cooperating teacher does not
significantly influence a student teacher assigned to him/her for 12
weeks of experience in the elementary or secondary school classroom.
Results of this investigation are contradictory to the findings as noted
in earlier studies (Yee, 1967; Seperson and Joyce, 1973).

Emans (1983) studied the relationship between cooperating
teachers and college supervisors. Often the university/college
supervisor is also the music methods teacher. Emans concluded that a
strong tendency exists for two members of a three member group to
form a coalition and isolate the third member. Since the college

supervisor is a member of the group for only a few hours a week while
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the student teacher and the cooperating teacher are members for a
much longer period of time, the college supervisor may be more likely to
be isolated than either of the other two. As Zimpher, DeVoss & Nott
(1980) describe the situation:
Since our study showed that student teachers almost exclusively
modeled the teaching of the cooperating teachers, criticism by
the supervisor implied criticism of the teacher. Moreover, the
limited number of observations that the university supervisor
was able to make during the experience gave the student
teachers and cooperating teachers grounds for doubting the
validity of the supervisor’s criticism. (p. 13)
The culminating effect of this triadic arrangement seems to be that
college supervisors have little real influence on the student teacher and
may possibly be a disruptive force in the student’s progress in learning

(Lipton & Lesser, 1978).

Influence of Field-Based Experience

A group of studies have employed field study methodologies to
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