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The Relationship between Cooperating Teachers’ Leadership Style and Student Teachers’ Satisfaction Level

Introduction/need for research
There is a need for highly qualified teachers in every area of education in the United States (Hussar, 2008). Agricultural education is no different in that the profession is experiencing a shortage of qualified new teachers each year who intend on entering the profession (Kantovich, 2007).  The student teaching semester is very important in determining the success of the student and impacts their decision to enter the profession. Past studies recognize the importance of the relationship between the cooperating teacher and the student teacher. (Barnes & Camp, 2002;
Moss & Rome, 1990; Deeds, 1993; Deeds, Flowers, & Arrington, 1991; Edwards & Briers, 2001; Roberts, 2006).
The Research Agenda for Agricultural Education & Communications recognizes this need with the priority area of “preparing and providing an abundance of fully qualified and highly motivated agriscience educators” (Osborne, n.D., p. 20).While agricultural education continues to graduate enough students to fill the need, almost half are choosing to not enter the teaching profession (Kantovich, 2007).  This research sought to determine if leadership style of the cooperating teacher has an impact on the satisfaction level of the completed student teacher.

Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework was based on two theories. Hersey and Blanchard’s Situational Leadership Theory requires the leader to adapt to the needs of the follower depending on the situation (Northouse, 2010). Hersey & Blanchard (1993) theorize that leaders who consciously match their leadership style to the development level of the follower will produce employees who are more satisfied and competent in their job functions.  The second theoretical framework used for this study, in relation to satisfaction, is derived from the work of Greiman (2002), Kitchel (2005), Kram (1985) and Hall (1986).  This line of research has studied the psychosocial functions involved in mentoring relationships.  These are: 1) acceptance, 2) counseling, 3) friendship, 4) role modeling and, 5) social.  In addition, the expectation disconfirmation theory (EDT), developed by Oliver (1977), was used to determine if the needs of the student teacher are being met by the cooperating teacher. 

Methodology
This study was a non-experimental quantitative study using descriptive-correlation data. The two populations for this study were; current student teachers and cooperating teachers during the spring 2010.   There were 46 cooperating teachers and 19 student teachers. Two instruments were used to gather the data: the Educational Leadership Style Indicator – Agricultural Science Teacher Version (ELSI-AG) developed by Wimmer, Brashears, and Burris  (2010) and the Mentoring Relationship Questionnaire (MRQ) developed by Greiman (2002) and further developed by Kitchel (2005). The student teachers completed the MRQ at the completion of the semester.  Data were analyzed using appropriate statistics within SPSS version 17.0.
 
Findings
The 19 students teachers completed the MRQ measuring three levels of satisfaction. The first component sought to measure the satisfaction in terms of the student teacher’s psychosocial functions. On a scale from 1 to 7 the five psychosocial functions scored: social (M = 3.37), acceptance (M = 5.38), counseling (M = 5.37), friendship (M = 5.10), and role model (M = 4.46). The second component was disconfirmation theory. The scores ranged from -31.00 to 85.00 (M = 45.62, SD = 33.78). The third component was the level of satisfaction that the student teacher perceived they received from the relationship with their cooperating teacher(s). The range of scores for the five items on the instrument was 1.00 to 7.00 (M = 5.60, SD = 1.79).  The leadership style of the cooperating teacher as measured by the ELSI- AG. The majority (72.4%, n = 21) of cooperating teachers were classified in the supporting style. 
The relationship between cooperating teacher’s leadership style and student teacher’s satisfaction level was the final objective for this study.  Correlations were calculated using the Preferred Leadership Style (categorical) and the scores of the satisfaction scales and subscales.  The correlation between the leadership style and the acceptance function was moderate (r = .39) as was the correlation between leadership style and perceived satisfaction (r = .33). All of the other correlations were low or negligible. All correlations were positive.

Conclusions/Recommendations
The researchers recognize the small population size in this study is a limiting factor however; several conclusions should lead to expanded research.  This preliminary study indicates that the leadership style of the cooperating teacher could be a variable of interest.  Cooperating teachers largely preferred the supporting leadership style.  The ultimate goal of the situational leadership theory is to match the style to the current situation.  The cooperating teacher should be able to determine the student teacher’s development level and match their leadership style to the student’s needs.  It can also be concluded that, as leadership style move from directing linearly to delegating, student satisfaction increased.  Correlations within the individual styles indicated that the supporting category was related positively to higher student satisfaction.  

Recommendations
One recommendation is to conduct a larger study to verify these results. An instrument should be created to establish student teachers’ development level upon entering and leaving the student teaching experience to better gauge their growth. Further research on the impact of matching student teacher development level to leadership style of the cooperating teacher should be conducted.  The researchers also recognized the need to collect data from the student teacher regarding their intent to teach.  Future research will seek to measure the impact of matching student teacher development level to preferred leadership style of the cooperating teacher.
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