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Abstract: The purpose of this exploratory study is to examine interactions between faculty and
students in a teaching practicum and the interactions’ impact on teaching performance.
Practical experiences in teacher preparation programs are often regarded by scholars and
students as the most significant component of teacher preparation programs. Despite the
perceived importance of practical experiences, very little is known about the specific practices or
components that yield successful teaching practice, let alone positively impact K-12 students’
learning. We defined and noted three supervision/coaching interactions we had with practicum
students: observations without feedback, observations with formative feedback, and
observations with a formal conference debrief. Our analysis found positive but low/moderate
associations between our interactions and subsequent student teaching evaluation scores.
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INTRODUCTION

The perceived importance of practical experiences has no doubt contributed to the
“massive transformation” Burns et al. (2025) noted in teacher preparation involving the role of
clinically rich experiences (p. 3). Practical experiences in teacher preparation programs are often
regarded by scholars (e.g., Orland-Barak & Wang, 2021) and students themselves (e.g., Smith &
Lev-Ari, 2006) as the most significant part of students’ learning as teachers in teacher
preparation programs. Despite this perceived importance, the clinical aspects of teacher
preparation have held a “a marginalized status” within many teacher preparation programs
(Burns et al., 2025, p. 3). The marginalized status of clinical experiences may be due to the
disconnect some scholars have identified between teacher education activities or pedagogies
within teacher preparation programs and specific academic standards (e.g., Robinson, 2008).
Others have asserted that there is an implicit assumption within teacher preparation programs
that certain practices taught by the program will result in effective practice in schools. In this
study, we conducted secondary research to statistically analyze relationships between three types
of interactions we had with practicum students and their subsequent student teaching
performance.
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CoNCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Preservice teacher preparation contends with a persistent gap or divide between the
theoretical learning necessary for teaching and the development of capable practitioners (Burns
et al., 2025; McGarr et al., 2016; Resch et al., 2024). Several factors are responsible for this gap
or divide, including fundamental differences in how teaching is understood (Gerardo &
Saclarides, 2022), divergent roles and structures between universities and K-12 schools (Resch et
al., 2024) and disagreements concerning teaching’s theoretical knowledge base (McGarr et al.,
2016). Burns et al. (2025) linked the theory-practice gap to clinical practice and the ways in
which teacher preparation programs “[treat] clinical preparation as an afterthought” (p. 3).

The clinical preparation Burns et al. (2025) referenced takes on many different names and
forms. For example, one “time honored” approach used by preservice teacher preparation
programs to bridge the theory-practice gap is practicum experiences (Allen & Wright, 2014, p.
137). Allen and Wright (2014) broadly described practicum as “[p]Jrofessional or workplace
experience” in teaching, experiences that are “varied in intent and approach” (p. 137). Practicum
experiences may refer to early, short-term field-based activities before student teaching, though
practicum may at times be used to refer to the capstone student teaching experience towards the
conclusion of teacher preparation (Cohen et al., 2013). Such experiences may serve as a site for
what Resch et al. (2024) characterized as “tension for students who are trying to orient and
situate themselves within theory and practice,” particularly when “neither the university nor the
school staff fully [understand] nor [have] sufficient awareness of the other” (p. 566). During
practicum experiences, preservice teachers can potentially receive feedback and support from
school-based mentor teachers and/or university supervisors (Berry et al., 2018), though the
impact of this support depends on its quality as well as how supervisors see their role (Clark &
Newberry, 2019; Kolman, 2018). Nevertheless, the increase in practicum experiences across
teacher preparation contexts (Cohen et al., 2013), along with the value student teachers often find
in their various school-based experiences (Smith & Lev-Ari, 2005), help to illustrate the
importance of the practicum to teacher learning and preparation.

Practicum experiences are common in teacher education programs across the world, yet
Cohen et al. (2013) argued there remains much to be learned concerning practicum’s benefits.
Scholars have examined the roles and responsibilities of teacher educators like university
supervisors (e.g., Burns & Badiali, 2016; Slick 1997; 1998), the influence and importance of
cooperating teachers (e.g., Greenberg et al., 2015) as well as specific situations like gatekeeping
in teacher education (e.g., Goodwin & Oyler, 2008). Cohen et al.’s (2013) review of literature on
practicum experiences found that outcomes associated with practicum were less frequently
addressed than other aspects of practicum, and that many of the studies addressed the outcomes
“of the events examined in the study” rather than the outcomes attributed to the practicum
experience itself (p. 365).

METHOD
This study is an exploratory quantitative study. We statistically analyzed associations
between practicum coaching interactions during various practicum experiences and subsequent

teaching performance during student teaching. Note that practicum coaching interactions are not
to be understood as statistical interactions.
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Data for this study was collected within an elementary-level teacher preparation program
in the intermountain region. All three authors teach within a cluster of five required methods of
teaching courses (hereafter referred to as cluster) that include several extensive practicum
experiences in schools. Preservice teachers complete the cluster the semester before student
teaching. Two pathways are available through the cluster: an online, asynchronous pathway in
which students complete their practicum at the same school site, and a face-to-face pathway that
involves practicum experiences at three different school sites. Across all three practicum sites,
preservice teachers plan and teach lessons, and while doing so they are observed and coached by
the three authors.

The first data source for this study involved a list of coaching interactions each instructor
had with preservice teachers. Three types of coaching interactions were defined, with frequencies
noted throughout the Fall 2024 semester: 1) the number of times preservice teachers were
observed without the instructor generating a record or debriefing with the preservice teacher (but
the preservice teacher was aware of the instructor’s presence); 2) the number of times preservice
teachers were observed and instructors provided formative responses, such as a quick
conversation in the classroom or a message in the GroupMe app; and 3) the number of times
preservice teachers were observed by the instructor, with whom the preservice teacher
subsequently participated in a formal debrief that included written feedback for the preservice
teacher.

We also analyzed student teaching data from the Fall 2024 cohort after the group
completed student teaching in the Spring 2025 semester. Preservice teachers were evaluated by
student teacher supervisors who were assigned by the college’s field services office; the three
authors of this study did not supervise preservice teachers while they were student teachers.
Student teacher supervisors used a state-mandated student teaching rubric in which the
supervisors evaluated 35 criteria organized into 5 categories. 28 of the criteria were evaluated
using a four-point Likert scale; the remaining 7 criteria were rated demonstrate/does not
demonstrate.

Data was compiled for this study following the conclusion of the Spring 2025 semester.
During the Fall 2024 semester, the authors generated coaching interactions data, which was
originally recorded to document coaching work done by the cluster faculty. The interactions
described above were recorded by each instructor in a spreadsheet template. During the Spring
2025 semester, student teaching evaluations were completed by the assigned student teaching
supervisor. Supervisors completed the evaluation four times after observing student teachers in
their student teaching placement or by video. This data was generated by the supervisors, who
then submitted their scores on a template created by the college’s field services office.

Following IRB approval, the authors consolidated their respective coaching interactions
into a single record, then obtained access to student teaching evaluations for each observation.
Coaching interactions and student teaching evaluation data were then combined into a single
spreadsheet for each observation, then de-identified. Student teaching data was organized by
evaluation criteria, with a sum score calculated for each of the five categories. The combined
coaching interaction and student teaching evaluation data was analyzed using MAXQDA for
statistical analysis. MAXQDA was utilized to identify descriptive statistics. In addition,
MAXQDA was utilized to calculate Pearson correlation coefficients between the total number of
coaching interactions, the sum score for each of the five student teaching evaluation criteria
categories, as well as the sum score of the student teaching evaluation data across categories.
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PRELIMINARY RESULTS

We examined data for 31 face-to-face students and 14 online students. The structure of
the program sharply divided the total number of practicum interactions we had with participants;
online students each had exactly two interactions, which reflect the two required video
assignments that online students submitted and for which they received feedback. We interacted
with face-to-face students more, since we were able to observe and provide feedback across
multiple practicum sites. On average, the face-to-face group had 8.03 practicum interactions with
the cluster faculty, with a standard deviation of 1.713. The face-to-face group’s average student
teacher evaluation scores were also higher (mean of 76.94 vs. 70.57 for online students).

Figure 1 shows the results of our correlational analysis. All associations between
practicum interactions and student teaching evaluation category and total scores were positive.
However, the Pearson coefficients all indicated low effects, with the exception of moderate
effects found with the Classroom Climate and total evaluation scores (.366 and .305,
respectively). We were unable to run separate correlations on the face-to-face and online student
groups; since the online students all had exactly two practicum interactions, the correlation
returned .000. We did not calculate statistical power since the number of participants was so low.

Figure 1

Practicum interactions and student teacher evaluation pearson coefficients

Interaction Total

Interaction Total

LL score 0.235 (p=0.0605) N=45
IC score 0.220 (p=0.0736) N=45
IP score 0.276 (p=0.0331) N=45
CC score 0.366 (p=0.0067) N=45
PR score 0.283 (p=0.0299) N=45
TOTAL 0.305 (p=0.0207) N=45

Note: LL is Learners and Learning. IC is Instructional Clarity. IP is Instructional Practice. CC is Classroom Climate. PR is
Professional Responsibility. Total refers to the total sum score of the student teacher evaluation.

SCHOLARLY SIGNIFICANCE

We continue to teach the cluster classes and will accrue the same data moving forward.
However, we question at this point in our study if the analysis between face-to-face and online
students is appropriate. As mentioned above, the number of practicum interactions is markedly
different between the face-to-face and online students. These differences do not only inhibit our
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ability to statistically analyze the practicum interactions, but they suggest that the online pathway
is a separate program that must be examined using a different approach.

This analysis does not consider two key factors during the student teaching semester: the
efforts of both the mentor teacher and the university supervisor. Before the final student teaching
evaluation was completed, student teachers engaged in an intensive practicum in a mentor
teacher’s classroom for a minimum of 12 weeks; during this time, they were also observed by a
university supervisor four times and received feedback. While it is reasonable to expect that the
influence of mentor teachers and university supervisors may impact student teaching evaluation
scores—La Paro et al. (2020) identified positive associations between practicum student efficacy
and mentor relationships—our analysis did not attempt to account for the impact of the student
teaching experience versus the impact of the cluster practicum the previous semester.

Although associations between practicum coaching and student teacher effectiveness are
of interest to us, we see next steps and other ways to examine practicum and its benefits. Existing
literature has investigated associations between previous courses or teacher preparation
experiences and teaching self-efficacy, including Berlin et al.’s (2021) study of mathematics
content courses. In addition, student teachers have highlighted the value they find in practicum
interactions in which they received constructive criticism (Rodriguez et al., 2018). These studies
offer clues on the value of specific courses or interactions, yet, as Cohen et al. (2013) asserted,
there remains much to learn about the benefits of practicum experiences for, and specific
coaching interactions with, preservice teachers.
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