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Abstract

clarified. Some old problems prevailed,
like lack of information of students arriving and difference between practice
courses and short field studies during
subject courses. Problems related to the
trial were new concepts, concern about
too few mentors, large groups of student
teachers at schools and unclear roles
and responsibilities between school and
university. A conclusion is that in comparison with national and local steering
directives for school leaders concerning
different school forms, steering directives for Initial Teacher Education has
been less acknowledged and critically
discussed. A whole school approach,
where the school leader role and contribution is clarified is an issue to be further explored.

This article present and discuss school
leader´s perception of a trial with practices schools during Initial Teacher Education in Sweden. The change was initiated from a national level and resulted
in fewer partnership schools, increased
amount of student teachers at each
school, and mentors with a mentor education. As school leaders are responsible
for everyday activities in school, also
changes in the practicum organization
become a question. The school leaders acknowledged the need of receiving student teachers from a recruitment
point of view, but also because it created
a possibility to have dialogues between
schools and the University concerning
Initial Teacher Education. The information from the University about the trial
with practice schools was enough and
in time, but there were also issues to be
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sent and discuss their perceptions about
the introduction of the trial with practice
schools during 2014 and 2015. The article continues with a brief introduction to
the context for the case and earlier studies
on practicum in Initial Teacher Education
(hereafter abbreviated as ITE) and school
leader role. The result of a data collection,
interviews with school leaders, follows.
To get a deeper understanding of the response from the school leaders, positioning theory (Langenhove & Harré, 1999)
is used in a final discussion.

Introduction
When a trial with new organization of
practicum in Initial Teacher Education was
introduced in Sweden (Regeringskansliet,
2013, SFS 2014:2) the partnerships agreement between the organizers of K-12 and
the University was revised. The negotiations about partnership takes place at high
administration level, but it is the school
units and their staff, led by the school leaders, who have to carry out the change in the
practicum organization. That is, the school
leaders become operative staff in relation
to the higher administration and the teachers. The school leaders had to follow up,
for example, that teachers at school mentoring (hereafter called mentors) changed
their way of organizing themselves into
mentor teams with a leader.
School leader´s engagement and role
during everyday activities and development of quality is focus in research, but
few studies have examined the role for
the school leaders, school administrators during practicum (Varrati, Levine,
& Turner, 2009; Montecinos, Cortez, &
Walker, 2015). The triad of student teachers, mentor from school (further on called
mentors) and tutor from university (further on called tutors) is more often in focus (Hutchinson, 2011; Le Cornu, 2012).
The more there is a whole school engagement perspective concerning practice
there is a need to engage the school leader
to a higher degree. Not the least as school
leaders can influence capacity building
among the staff (Leithwood, Harris &
Hopkins, 2008) – which student teacher
might notice as positive.
The aim with this study is to highlight the role of school leaders and pre-

Previous studies about school leaders
and ITE
One aspect concerning school leaders and
student teachers is that there are differences in whether school leaders actually
meet student teachers and during how
long period. School leaders can be engaged for example in an ITE where they
meet the student teachers during one, or
one and a half year of practicum because
student teachers have already finished
studies of subject, or they meet student
teacher during three to five years due
to an integrated ITE where subject and
subject didactics are learnt in parallel.
Partnership can include that mentoring
and giving formative assessment to the
student teacher is the role of the mentors
at school, not the school leader´s. What
can be expected is that all school leaders have an interest in how partnership
is organized between organizers of K-12
and the University, not the least because
of recruitment reasons. Another reason
is that partnership between organizers of
K-12 and university could support development work and learning for actors on
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also perceived that although there were
situations where they were treated as
members in the school, the school leaders were discriminatory in their treatment
and did not treat them as full members
of the staff. As Albasheer et al. argue,
as school leaders have an administrative
authority role, a non-inclusive treatment
can hinder the on-going learning by the
students and their performance. Instead
of being perceived as guests, the student
teachers need to be regarded as potential
change agents by the school leaders.
Principals were mentioned as one of
the actors supporting student teachers
in a study from New Zeeland by Ussher
(2010). The actual teacher program included practice one day a week during the
first semesters. Later on, it was extended.
Student teachers were asked about perceptions of the shorter practice during
one day a week. Included in the program
was expectation that the choice of practice should be suggested by the student
teachers, after principal agreement, the
principal chose a mentor. Student teachers, mentors and tutors were asked about
the practice and the main opportunities
and challenges. The main opportunity
seemed to be that the mentor did not
create an exclusive relation, but invited
all staff at school to participate and support the teacher student, according to the
student teachers. Especially at schools
with few pupils and teachers, it became
a ´whole school´ engagement when
a student teacher came. This engagement also included principals who were
mentioned as supportive. Most of all the
student teacher with earlier experience
(as parents or assistants in schools) had
a sense of belonging to the school. The

different levels in the education system if
it is based on mutual respect and communication (Goldring & Sims, 2005).
In a study carried out in Israel, Smith
and Lev-Ari (2005) studied student
teacher´s perception of practice and roles
of people in the Teacher Education. One
question concerned supportive persons
in the school context. Mainly the support
came from mentor, peers and other teachers. 57 percent of the student teacher perceived that school leaders were supportive to a small extent, 19 percent to some
extent and 24 percent to a large extent.
The lack of support from the school leader could be a sign of little contact between
the school leader and student teachers. If
that is the case then the school as a whole
is not engaged in the practicum, rather
some persons are engaged, mainly the
mentor. The findings suggest that there
is not a shared responsibility between the
practicum school and the teacher institution. Based on the findings, Smith and
Lev-Ari argues that the school leaders
have not given enough support.
A moderate engagement among
school leaders was reported from Jordan
in a study by Albasheer, Khasawneh, Nabah and Hailat (2008). Student teachers
were asked about effectiveness of different actors during ITE, among them school
leaders. A questionnaire with closed answers were used with items such as to
what extent the school leader introduced
the student teachers to the school environment and followed up the progress of
student teachers during the practicum.
The findings showed that the student
teachers perceived that the school leaders were engaged in for example following up their attendance. In contrast they
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latter could also be a challenge, which
was noted by a tutor, as the staff, including principal, could be more engaged in
the individual person, than the role as student teacher. Even though, the conclusion
is that the student teachers benefit from
a whole school approach.
In a study from Northern Cyprus by
Kuter and Koc (2009), a study was carried out concerning partnership between
schools and university. Different actors were asked about their perception,
among them principals. At that time the
context included that partnership was
structured in a hierarchical organization
where a university should send a letter to
a ministry which had to give consent to
placement of student teachers at schools.
Some principals had vague ideas about
how ITE functioned and they perceived
that their role was unclear. There was
no official agreement concerning partnership. The principals just got a list of
names of the incoming student teachers.
As there could be a delay about the consent from the ministry it could happen
that a university send student teachers
in advance, which did not improve communication between different levels and
actors. Even though some lack of clarity,
the principals tried to carry out the placement as best possible, but their role became an administrative one.
After studying how school leaders
perceived obstacles for engagement in
ITE in USA, Varrati, Lavine and Turner
(2009) presented a model for school leader involvement in ITE. First of all they
suggest that the earlier triad with student
teacher, mentor and tutor should be extended to include school leaders. When
the four actors are collaboration it is eas-

ier to perceive that ITE is a collaborative
work and that all engaged are working
toward a common goal. This engagement
will support a whole school approach and
can also lead to that the student teacher
will perceive school leaders engaged in
instructional issues, not only for the student teacher, but for staff at school and
the development of quality in learning.
Such a perception, support and development, could lead to a higher degree of
willingness to stay in the teaching profession. As Varrati et al. argue, the school
leader´s work with introducing a whole
school approach is as important as the
mentor´s work with subject didactic issues. The school leaders interviewed were
interested in increasing their engagement
but lacked supportive framework. Therefore Varrati et al. suggest that a partnership model should include expectations
of the school leader. These expectation
could include planning with staff concerning the practice, welcoming the student teacher where the school´s mission
is presented as well as the mentor(s) and
the rest of the staff, presenting the characteristic of the group of pupils: language,
culture, socio-economic status, observe
lesson(s) and give feedback more from
a context background, meet with mentors
and finally carry out an exit interview
with the student teacher. To support such
an endeavor, the issue of school leaders
and ITE could also be part of courses at
university for preparing school leaders.
In a study from Australia Le Cornu
(2012) studied how co-ordinators at practice schools perceived their role. In this
case the co-ordinators were either principals or vice principals. The school leaders took the role as co-ordinators as they
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wanted to be engaged in ITE, but also
because they saw that the mentors had
a focus on subject oriented, classroom
activities, and thereby the school leaders could contribute with a whole school
perspective. Being engaged in ITE the
school leaders perceive that they also sent
a message to the teachers, ITE is important to engage in. In this ITE the concept
learning community had been introduced
as a working model and this meant an emphasis on learning together, among student teachers in groups at the entity, staff
at school, but also for tutors from university. When meeting the student teachers, the school leaders focused on their
pedagogical role and they set aside time
for discussions and reflection. Le Cornu
argues that a learning community model
where the school leaders are engaged in
a whole school approach creates new opportunities for both direct support to student teachers learning in personal meetings and indirect support when school
leaders work close with mentors at school
and tutors from the university.
In Chile, Montecinos, Cortez and
Walker (2015a) studied how school leaders managed barriers to practicum at
school level and university level. Problems mentioned by school leaders were
parents who were worried about the learning results when student teachers were
teaching or teachers reluctant to mentor
student teachers. Student teachers have
a need of physical space (a place to sit)
and for time to follow up activities, space
and time that there isn´t. Even though
the school leaders were aware of that too
many student teacher could be a burden
and distract pupil, student teachers were
accepted from different universities.
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Lack of information about the in-coming student teachers was handled by meeting the student teachers and talk about
norms, lesson planning and assessment.
The school administrators understood that
it could be difficult to meet 40 pupils in
a classroom and accepted pairs, but only
during a limited time, as teachers usually
work alone in large groups. Another issue
was that the curricula for ITE was not perceived as aligned with the curriculum for
K-12 where student teachers are supposed
to teach in the future. These are examples
of barriers, but the school-administrators
also gave comments which showed an interest in the student teachers and awareness
of that the student teachers were not ´ready
to teach´ during practice. Some school administrator working in low income area
schools accepted student teachers asking
for practice outside of the scheme from the
university. Others only accepted student
teachers when there was an agreement between the school and the university about
school development where the university
contributed. Others did not want to have
new student teachers, only those who had
participated during some semesters in
ITE. Most preferred student teachers were
those with subjects which were included
in a national educational testing program
(Montecinos et al., 2015a).
The above mentioned results could
be perceived as issues of organization
and roles. They can also be interpreted
as related to the school leader´s instructional role – pedagogic leadership. This
role is not always acknowledged in partnership agreement between school and
university, but is never the less affecting
the workplace based learning for the student teachers. With a clarified common
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interest in learning for pupils, student
teachers and staff – the relation between
campus and school could be strengthened
and school leaders could be perceived as
a key link in the partnership both for administration and learning (Montecinos et
al., 2015a, Montecinos et al. 2015b).
As a summary, an often mentioned
contrast is between school leaders being
administrators or instructional leaders.
The boundary is not totally clear, but as an
administrator they can meet student teachers occasionally, present the rules of the
school, follow up their attendance and let
the mentor at school and tutor from university supervise and assess. They meet
occasionally with the mentors. In addition
they get information from the university
about practice, they can inform the university about concerns such as whether the
student assignments are aligned with the
curricula for the school form and they can
follow up that there is development work
carried out where the school staff and the
university staff is engaged. They can also
talk to parents and doubtful teachers that
the student teachers are not ´disturbing´
the lessons. The main motivation in this
case could be the possibility for future recruitment of new teachers, but also for retention of in-service staff.
As an instructional leader the school
leader meets regularly with student teachers, mentors and occasionally with tutors.
They talk about general didactics with
the student teachers using a whole school
approach. There are designs when the
school leaders also engage in subject didactics and assess the student teacher. If
the school is engaged in a learning community approach the school leader can be
the leader of the learning community and

by that the student teacher can experience
that learning is expected from all staff at
school, also the school leader. The main
motivation in this case could be an interest in sending a message to staff that ITE
is important, but also and interest in having a say in how ITE is carried out.
Administrator or instructional leader,
either way, the school leader can be more
or less engaged in a whole school approach
where all staff is engaged, in one way or
the other, in the student teacher´s learning.
National and local context
School leader, in this article, refers to
a person employed by an organizer of
K-12, public or private, responsible for
a preschool or school unit. A school leader in Sweden is included in two steering
systems. One is the steering system for
the organizer of K-12; the other is the
national education system for K-12 with
national curricula and Education Act. The
school leader has a certain amount of autonomy and report to both the organizers
of K-12 and shall be prepared for occasional inspection by the National School
Inspectorate. When there are student
teachers at the school unit, the school
leader also, more or less, becomes included in a third steering system, the one for
Initial Teacher Education.
In Sweden Initial Teacher Education
is steered by the Higher Education Act
(SFS 1992:1434) and Higher Education
Ordinance (SFS 1993:100) and consists
of subject courses and practicum courses.
That is, practicum is designed as courses
and the student teachers get credits for
each course. Each university offering
ITE is designing a program, based on the
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learning goals in Higher Education Ordinance (ibid). Practicum includes visiting
and teaching at the relevant school form
where they should teach in the future.
The student teachers also carry out short
field studies during subject courses.
During the fields studies the student
teacher carry out short assignments included in subject courses. The work
could comprise teaching, interviews, observation or dialogue with children/pupils
or staff. By the fields studies theory and
practice is related and this also gives the
student teacher a possibility to have contact with the placement school during the
entire teacher program. The field studies
are not included in the practicum courses,
but are examined within the professional
studies courses or subject courses. The
practicum course placement during the
semester varies between the universities; they can also vary between different
student teacher cohorts within an ITE.
In total they comprise 30 ECTS. Most
students participate in programs during
some 3 to 5,5 years with integrated didactic, but there is a possibility to study
subjects and complete with didactics.
To accomplish the practicum course
and the field studies all organizers of ITE
have to sign a partnership agreement with
organizers of K-12. As organizers could be
public or private the universities have partnership agreements with organizers with
different legal status. A certain amount of
money is allocated from the university to
the organizers of K-12 for participating in
the partnership. The organizers of K-12,
in turn, distribute the money to the school
units where the student teachers get their
practice. As the school leaders are responsible for all activities at the unit, the use of
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the money for practicum is also an issue
for the school leaders.
Before the trial with practice schools,
all organizers of K-12 could have partnership agreements with ITE at University.
The schools were called ‘field schools’
and teachers at all schools could be available for mentoring students (Mälardalens
högskola, 2014). As a support to increase
quality in practicum, the government initiated a trial with re-organization during autumn 2014 to spring 2019. Those universities which got their application for the trial
accepted also got some money for the implementation. The directives from national
level to the organizers of ITE included
that fewer schools and only with mentors
having completed a mentor course. With
a group of student teachers at the unit,
cooperation among the student teachers
would be supported. It is also clarified that
student teacher should be able to experience practice schools with different socioeconomic contexts (SFS 2014:2).
In the application for participating in
the trial the universities had to specify
how the local variety should be designed
(Universitets- och högskolerådet, 2014a).
The result is that the trial with practice
schools has different designs around
Sweden. At the actual university for this
study, a choice was made that all student teachers from autumn 2014 should
be placed at practice schools. The consequence is that there will be a parallel
organization during some years. The organizers of K-12 who wanted to participate in partnership with the actual University should be able offer school units
with relevant school form, with staff who
are certified teachers, have relevant subject combination and mentor education (if
61
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not in the beginning of the trial, at least in
the end). Each mentor should be able to
mentor two student teachers, which means
that in theory a school unit could be visited by twelve student teachers at the same
time. The organizers of K-12 should also
appoint a central contact person who participates in dialogues between the organizer of K-12 and the university during the
partnership period. The mentors should
be grouped in a mentor team at the school
unit and be led by an excellent teacher.
The school leader is responsible to create a proper situation for mentors during
the practice courses and the field studies
and support mentors to participate in the
mentor education (Mälardalens högskola,
2014). The application was approved 2014
(Universitets och högskolerådet, 2014b)
The central contact persons are invited
several times a year by the Practicum team
at the university to dialogue. During each
practicum course a teacher from the university visits the student teacher. There is
also a seminar arranged concerning actual
issues. This seminar can be organized by
the university staff or by the staff from the
organizer of K-12. The student teachers,
the mentors and the course leader from the
university should attend. When the student teachers write their exam thesis the
research issue should be relevant to their
school form and, if possible, be presented
at the practice school. The university offer
mentor courses and research concerning
school development will be developed.
Instead of having partnership agreement with twenty-one public organizers
of K-12 and 52 private ones, partnership agreements were written with five
public organizers and three private ones
in the first phase of the implementation.

Very soon additional partnership agreements were written and in 2016 two public organizers were added. Before the
trial there were about 300 mentor-teams,
spring 2016 there were 59 mentor-teams.
In summary, during the practice course
there is a shared responsibility between the
university, practicum course teachers at
the university, and the organizers of K-12,
practice school mentors in the team, but in
general, the organizers of K-12 are responsible for the practice based education. The
responsibility for the organizers of K-12 is
to a certain extent carried out by the school
leaders at the practicum school. This role
division is clarified in the partnership
agreement. The school leader is responsible for the everyday activities at a school
unit and being engaged more or less in
student teachers practicum and mentoring
is nothing new, but the trial with practice
schools demands a stronger effort.
Data collection
During 2014–2015 a first study of the
initial implementation was carried out.
The first findings are presented, such as
theoretical ex-ante evaluation (Niklasson, 2015a), the administrator’s response
to the ex-ante evaluation (Niklasson,
2015b) and administrator´s communication efforts (Niklasson, 2016).
During discussion with the practicum
team at the university, school leaders
from three school forms were selected
to be engaged in the data collection: preschool (six women, one man), compulsory school (five women, two men) and upper secondary school (four women, three
men). The choice was also based on that
the preschools, schools should represent
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selves central contact persons from the
organization in relation to the University,
others got continuous reports from the
leader of the mentor team, both orally and
written report. There were also school
leaders who, more or less, had a chat with
the leader of the mentor team before each
group interview during this study.
During the first meeting the groups were
asked about comments concerning the trial
with practice schools. From the first meeting themes appeared which were written
down on large papers. After each meeting
these papers were brought back to the next
meeting as a reminder and starter for the
next discussion. Thereby it was possible
to follow not only how the implementation was carried out, but also if the school
leaders perceived any change concerning
questions brought up. The practicum-team
at the university was continuously informed by the researcher about a selection
of the issues brought up. Thereby they also
could take action, which they did.
The analysis of the data started with
reading and re-reading the transcriptions
from the meetings to create meaning categorizations from the group interviews
(Kvale, 1996). Some themes were found
to be brought up continuously by the
school leaders and they are presented in
the finding; in addition there a description
of eventual response from the organizers
of practice at the University. The themes
concern information about the trial, when
practicum is scheduled during a semester, information about the student teachers, field studies, new concepts, practicum
courses, follow up concerning student
teachers visiting different socio-economic contexts, mentors and mentor education, school development, the partnership

both public and private schools, located
in both rural and urban areas and from
multicultural as well as mainly monocultural (few immigrant pupils) schools.
Lastly, they should be active in receiving
student teachers.
The school leaders got an introduction
letter where they were asked to participate
and informed about the study. In the introduction letter and during the interview the
respondents were informed about the ethical rules, such as the aim of the study, that
their participation is voluntarily and that,
as much as possible, their identity will not
be revealed (Vetenskapsrådet, 2011).
All school leaders asked agreed to
participate. The school form groups met
separately autumn 2014 and spring and
autumn 2015. The interviews took place
at the University and lasted about two
hours. All three school form groups met
in a final meeting autumn 2015. During
the last meeting, autumn 2015, the project leader for the implementation, also
responsible for practicum organization at
the university, participated. In total seven
school form group interview were carried out. The meetings were recorded and
notes were taken. The recordings were
transcribed verbatim.
All school leaders presented themselves during the first meeting. Their
experience as school leaders differed between being new at the assignment and
being school leaders for many years in
preschool, primary school, lower secondary and upper secondary school. They
worked in public schools or in private
schools. To get information about practicum at the school unit and practicum in
general they used different communication channels. Some of them were them63
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agreement and finally effects of the trial.
Some of the themes are not an effect of the
trial, but because the school leaders constantly brought them up and they do concern the trial, they have been discussed.

based on ´relevant´ placement of practicum during the semester, from a school
leader point of view. All weeks during the
semester, 20 weeks, are needed for scheduling practicum. As an example, a practice
preschool can get twelve student teachers placed in a work team if the practicum courses are scheduled in parallel for
different cohorts. In such a case there is
a risk that the children in preschool get
disturbed. This is due to double intake of
student teachers on the program during
this actual period, and that the intake to the
preschool teacher program always consists
of a large group.
Compulsory school has a similar problem, but the effect is less severe. There is
an intake both autumn and spring semester, but the groups are smaller and practicum can be scheduled until May during
the semester. Upper secondary has more of
a problem. It should be reminded that there
can be parallel cohorts of student teachers
during a semester at the practice schools.
For upper secondary there is a need to
place practicum before Easter due to national tests. There are possibilities to place
practicum during autumn semester, but
the steering document for student teachers
in Upper secondary teacher program includes that some subject studies are scheduled as parallel studies with a demand for
progression. Thereby the possible weeks
for practicum courses are limited due to
other courses, holidays and national tests.
A comment is that the project leader
for the trial showed how the design of
the courses are planned and it became
clear to the school leaders that scheduling the practicum courses for all teacher
programs, with their different demands, is
very complex. This issue was not solved

Findings
Information
In the beginning of the data collection the
school leader´s perception about the information about the trial was mixed. On
an overarching level there was information as staff from MDH had informed.
The organizers of K-12 had reorganized
their organization to fit the trial, that is,
less schools participating and mentor
teams with leaders. At the same time issues were remaining since the earlier
field organization, not the least when the
practicum was scheduled during the semester. A comment is that issues brought
up by the school leaders were taken to the
practicum team. The school leaders noted
this transference of information from the
university och appreciated that the practicum team tried to carry some changes.
In general, the school leaders perceived
that MDH increased their interest and engagement concerning practicum issues.
Schedule for practicum during semester
An important issue for the school leaders
was when practicum courses were scheduled during the semesters. In Sweden
higher education there are two semesters,
autumn semester and spring semester. In
general, the steering document Utbildningsplanen för lärarprogrammen [Development plan for teacher program] is not
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during the implementation and will likely
not be solved due to complicated structure.
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courses was brought up. It has not been
clear to all school leaders that field studies includes visits and that student teachers should carry out their field studies
at the practicum school where they are
placed.
A comment is that in the partner agreement it is agreed that the organizer of K-12,
through the school units, has the responsibility for practicum in the teacher program
and give access to relevant contacts and
context for field studies. What is included
in the field studies is described in the study
guide for each subject course which is presented on the practicum portal homepage.
To clarify the field studies and when they
are scheduled, the entire plan of the different teacher programs will be presented at
the practicum portal. Then it will be obvious for example that student teacher will
come for a field study before they actually
participate in a practicum course.
In addition, according to the plan for
the actual ITE, introduction to a practicum school is occurring during a subject
course. To inform the student teachers
earlier in the teacher program, there will
be a scheduled information session about
practicum one of the first weeks in the
teacher program. One session has been
carried out where representatives from
organizers of K-12 came and talked about
routines to a group of student teachers
coming to their placement schools.

Information about student teachers
Sometimes the information about which
student teacher should come was not
clear according to the school leaders.
The school leader and mentor team
could be information about a student
teacher with a certain combination of
subject, and then the student teacher did
not show up. Or, they got information
that several student teachers who should
come, but not all showed up. A comment
to this is that the university could only
make a preliminary placement based on
student teacher´s own wish. All student
teachers log in to a practicum portal and
choose practicum school from a list. It
has happened that too few have applied
for a certain school, then there is less
opportunity for cooperation among student teachers and no placement will be
carried out. The first page of the practicum portal is public, so the school leaders can see who should come, their mail
address, their subject combination and
which year they started the teacher program. The information about the portal was perceived as new by the school
leaders, but they had noted that the dialog between the practicum team and the
school leaders had created a better distribution of the student teacher. In this
case a positive change has occurred, according to the school leaders.

Practicum courses
The first semester with the trial was affected by national directives for new
grading for the practicum course where
the grades fail and pass, was completed
with pass with distinction. The school

Field studies during subject courses
The issue about who is coming and when,
returns when field studies during subject
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leaders perceive that the change in itself
was unclear and also how the assessment
should be carried out.
A comment is that this change was
not an effect of the trial. It concerned
all school mentors and university course
leaders programs, irrespective of whether
they were included in the trial or not. As
soon as the information and new directives
came during 2014 the practicum team informed the contact persons in the mentor’s teams and the information was also
given to the still existing field schools.
The practicum team formulated suggestion for the graded assessment which was
presented for the Program council for the
teacher programs at the university and
also to external reference groups. In December 2015 the central contact persons
from organizers of K-12 were invited and
a suggestion was presented. One session
in the mentor education was dedicated to
inform about the change. Thereafter new
course plans were established and information was given to the course leaders
for practicum courses.
During spring 2015 all mentor teams
who wanted additional visits and information got it from representative of the
practicum team. The practicum team also
suggested that the seminar during the first
practicum course should have learning
goals and assessment during practice as
a theme, which most mentor teams accepted.

arranged, at the same time there is an
open seminar which should be arranged.
It has not been clear who should arrange
the seminars and its content. A comment is that the practicum team has
tried to clarify that the student teachers
get a visit from a university tutor during each course. In addition a practicum course seminar is arranged during
each practicum course by the practicum
team, or staff from organizers of K-12,
in which student teachers, mentors from
school and tutor from the university are
invited. Some schools have given suggestions for the seminars; others have
preferred suggestions from the practicum team. As lecturers from the university often shall give lectures in the
seminars they have to be planned long
in advance as the duty should be in their
work schedule.
The mentioned open seminar should
be arranged by Mälardalens kompetenscenter för lärande and the role of MKL
was perceived as unclear. A comment is
that the assignment for MKL is phrased
as a matter of cooperation, giving advice
and act as a dialogue part in questions
concerning competence development,
school development and research. This
phrasing could be interpreted such as
MKL giving advice, but it is not clear
about what and to whom. A comment is
that the practicum team and MKL clarified the roles and the content of the different seminars during 2015.

Seminars

Follow up concerning student teachers
meeting different socio-economic context

The organization of a seminar during
the practicum course has also been confusing, according to the school leaders.
During practicum a seminar should be

Even though placed at one practice
school, the student teachers should visit
66
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other schools with a different socio-economic context. One of the organizers of
K-12 had already from the beginning created a unit with two schools with differences in character. The opinion among
the school leaders was that it was not
clear in the partnership agreement who is
responsible for organizing these visits for
the student teachers.
A comment is that the organizers of
K-12 are responsible. The reason is that it
is written in the partnership agreement that
that the organizers have the responsibility
for practicum during the student teachers
teacher program. This also includes that
practicum should include schools with
different prerequisites. When this was
clarified another question aroused. Who
is following up that the visits occur? This
question was not answered during the first
implementation phase. However, there is
a sentence in the directives for applying
for the trial (Universitets- och högskolerådet, 2014a) where it is written that the
University should secure that the student
teachers are given opportunity to carry
out practicum at schools with different
prerequisites. It could be interpreted as
a responsibility for the practicum school
to organize the visit, but a responsibility
for the university to follow up that it is
carried out.
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that choose schools. If schools are not
included it could be because the teachers are not interested or that there are not
enough mentors with mentor education.
Addition negotiations have taken place
since 2014 with organizers and the project leader for practicum has been able to
clarify how many placements are needed.
During the implementation period the
amount of schools has increased.
School development
A continuing question from the school
leaders has been when support to school
development should be carried out, in relation to the trial. A comment is that discussions were carried out among the organizers of K-12 and MKL which resulted in
a possibility for researchers within the department responsible for ITE at the university to apply for development means and
carry out research during one year (2015).
The prerequisite was that the research
should be carried out among the practice
schools and that there research should not
be concentrated to bigger cities. Autumn
2016 additional discussions with K-12,
clarifying themes for research, was carried
out and a similar research application was
launched and additional research projects
could be financed (municipalities finance
part of the research).

Mentors and mentor education

New concepts and abbreviations

As there are fewer schools involved in
the practicum the school leaders were
concerned about whether the amount of
mentors was enough. Sometimes it came
as a surprise that certain schools in the
organization were not included. A comment is that it is the organizers of K-12

During the earlier field school organizations certain concepts and abbreviations
have been used, now some others are introduced. Sometimes it can be hard to follow dialogues and texts when too many
new concepts and abbreviations are used,
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according to the school leaders. A comment is that no abbreviations will be
written in documents from the practicum
team used by mentor teams and student
teachers during practicum. Handbook
for practicum for mentors and Student
teacher handbook for student teachers are
revised and all abbreviations are spelled
out, with one exception. Verksamhetsförlagd utbildning [Practicum] is abbreviated as VFU, but is explained when first
mentioned. It is hard to not use abbreviations as they successively are integrated
in the vocabulary for practicum. Another
issue is that organizers for K-12 can have
partnership agreements with different
universities, which use different concepts
and abbreviations, which make the situation even more complicated.

placed at a unit, but have different mentors. The seminar during practicum was
also clarified. The seminar should be arranged by the university and the student
teachers and mentors should be invited.
Examples of content is learning goals,
didactics and subject didactics.
The findings show that especially during practicum different perspectives of
organizing professional development
plays out. In this context the school leaders do have a part and have the possibility
to position themselves and others.
Discussion
The aim with this study is to present and
discuss school leader’s perceptions about
the implementation of a trial with reorganization of practicum during Initial
Teacher Education. The findings showed
that the implementation was carried out
mostly according to the plan and the
school leaders were also able to point out
challenges. It also became obvious that
some issues from earlier organization
with field schools were still not solved.
By discussing the way actors are positioning themselves and are positioned an
additional understanding of the findings
can be reached.
The implementation of practice
schools in Sweden lasted over several
semesters and several actors were involved. In such a process relationships
are formed and re-formed, in addition actors involved understand this change in
different ways. When the process is discussed and presented by actors they position themselves and others involved. If
the process is presented over time there
can be changes in the positions which in

Partnership agreement
The first partnership agreement was
written spring 2014. When the implementation started some school leaders
perceived that some directives were not
clear. It also became unclear whether all
mentors hade got and read the partnership agreement. A comment is that during late spring semester 2015 one organizer of K-12 wanted a revision of the
partnership agreement, but the question
was not asked in proper time. The question should be asked before a new agreement year occurs. Instead the agreement
lasted until 2016. At that time the University initiated a revision. The major
revisions concerned the concentration
of students. Two different situations
could occur. Two student teachers could
be placed together and have the same
mentor or two student teachers could be
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turn change action and understanding of
the process.
Positioning theory is used by van
Langenhove and Harré (1999) as a way
to supplement the concept of role. They
find the concept role more static and by
using positioning theory it is possible to
social acts can be described and understood. According to Harré and van Langenhove (1999) the way actors position
themselves and others reflect how they
perceive a social order including power
and authority. The perceived social order and perceived attributes to an actor
or actors has an impact on the possibilities for an actor, actors to contribute to
a discussion or an action. Harré and van
Langenhove suggest that there are certain rules in social life which support or
limit discussions or actions. Even during everyday life it is possible to mark
certain episodes by the way the rules
supports or limits. The actors positioning themselves and others in stories during a process, do not always have to be
present, using directives can position as
well. As the positioning occurs in stories,
speaking and acting, and also speaking
about speaking and acting is important
to study. To classify acts of positioning,
there are mainly three dimensions. The
first concerns whether an individual or
collectively position themselves, the
second whether someone is positioning
and thirdly whether the positioning is
symmetrical, such as persons are positioning each other, or asymmetrical one
person is positioned. Any (perceived)
positioning can be accepted (first order)
or disputed (second order). As soon as
a positioning is disputed the story will
change to be an issue about the position-
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ing in itself. In addition, positioning can
be more or less tacit or intentional.
On a national level the school leaders
are positioned in the structure created
by a governmental initiative when a reorganization of practicum was carried
out. Some organizers of K-12 (including
school leaders of course) were excluded
when not engaged in the trial, for those
engaged the of schools and school mentor were reduced; underlining that all
mentors should have mentor training,
there should be a group of student teachers at the practice schools, and dialogue
between the organizers and the University should increase. The school leaders
are not clearly directly positioned within
ITE from the national level, but implicit
by giving directives for staff which the
school leader is responsible for (school
mentors). By this the school leaders are
in a position where they have to manage
a situation created on a national and local level.
On a local level the university and
the organizers of K-12 position themselves as negotiating partners, ending in
a partnership agreement. The partnership
agreement is not possible to follow unless
the school leaders are positioned as active agents. Even though important, some
school leaders are positioned outside the
trial if the organizers of K-12 are not engaged in a partnership agreement. Others
are positioned as ‘becoming’ as soon as
they have enough educated school mentors and can be chosen as a practicum
school. The school leaders in the study
are positioning the national initiative
with a new practicum organization far
from themselves as the practicum organization in earlier evaluations have been
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assessed as functioning well (Niklasson,
2016). They are positioning the administrative level at their organization and the
administration at the university as those
in negotiating positions.
The school leaders brought up the issue of excluding some earlier school leaders as they were not managing schools
in the trial. By this the school leaders
changed their position in regard to those
not engaged, at the same time they met
all school leaders in the organization (and
in other organizations) at school leader
meetings where they were expected to
have ‘the same’ position.
As the chosen school leaders were
already engaged in partnership during
practicum the positions in their own K-12
organization can be expected to prevail.
In reality there can be different positions.
One scenario is that the school leader
creates a position where the practicum
is dealt with by the school mentors and
incoming university tutors, especially as
there now should be a mentor team, mentor team leader and a central contact person from the organizers of K-12. Another
scenario is that the school leader makes
a decision to create a position closer to
the practicum organization by applying to
become a central contact person for their
organization or more or less select themselves as contact persons in their own
organization for the mentor team. In the
school leaders group there were examples
of both ways of positioning themselves.
Most of the school leaders talked about
changes that they wanted ‘the university’
to carry out. In reality the changes are carried out, or not, by the practicum team. In
this case the school leaders preferred to
position themselves in relation to an insti-

tution instead of in relation to the practicum team or individuals in the team.
Compared with earlier studies about
school leaders comments regarding
practicum similarities were found. Also
in this study some of the school leaders
are mainly engaged in management and
organizational issues (Smith % Lev-Ari,
2005; Albasheer et al., 2008; Kuter &
Koc, 2009), but even though interested
in receiving students and that the organization of practicum should ‘function’ as
it otherwise disturbs the everyday activities at school. There are also examples of school leaders more engaged in
the practicum (Le Cornu, 2012; Ussher,
2010; Varrati, Levine & Turner, 2009),
such as when they position themselves
for example as leaders in a mentor team
or as central contact persons. The themes
the school leaders brought up as difficult
issues resembles themes from finding
in other studies (Montecinos, Cortez &
Walker, 2015a), such as not enough information about the incoming student teachers and that the student teachers needed
information about the routines and norms
at the actual school. Findings showed that
the question of routines and norms were
actively handled by some school leaders
by meeting the incoming teacher students.
This handling of the situation was also
the case in this study, where the practicum team arranged meetings. In a way
the school leaders positioned themselves
as ´taking care´ or protectors of the unit
and the staff from possible disturbances.
A comparison between earlier studies
of school leaders and ITE also become
a comparison between educational organization of ITE and especially practicum.
Whereas school leaders in some coun70
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tries are only partly directly in contact
with organizers of ITE, school leaders in
Sweden are positioned in a large structure
from national to local level. This is not to
say that school leaders cannot affect and
have a voice, but the national financing of
practicum and the partnership agreement
lasting for several years with incoming
student teachers creates a structure where
positions are and functions are set. There
is an extrinsic expectation (Brisard,
Menter, & Smith, 2006) from outside
agencies that school leaders should be
engaged, but more in a managerial role
than a question of a professional duty or
as a commitment out of intrinsic motivation or altruistic concern.
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ers can be perceived as forthcoming staff,
a recruitment issue, but in a long run, an
inclusive whole staff approach to learning could also affect whether staff will
stay as teaches, a retention issue.
Limitations of the study
The study is a limited to a national context and to the process of implementing
a trial with re-organizing practicum during ITE. There is a selection of school
leaders and their answers are focused on
the organizational issues of the trial. With
a more open question about a school
leader´s role in ITE there is a possibility that the school leaders also had talked
more about their instructional, pedagogic, role. The school leaders showed a long
term engagement and knowledge of the
changes in practicum, which can be an effect of being asked to participate during
a longer time in this study. They got more
and more informed. Even though limited,
it was possible to compare and contrast
the findings with earlier studies, showing
the school leader has a role during the reorganization of practicum during ITE.

Conclusion
By studying the school leaders perception of implementing a new structure in
practicum during ITE it was possible to
highlight their engagement. It was also
possible to show that the school leaders
positioned themselves and others during
this trial. The role of the school leader is
more of a managerial kind, than actually
engage in pedagogical issues. The implications for school leaders and design
of Teacher Education is that the student
teachers can get a limited understanding
of the role of the school leader and not
fully take advantage of the experience
and role of the school leader. An aspiration towards a whole school approach
can include important actors like a school
leader. Any partnership agreement during
practice within ITE mentioning school
leader and their role would contribute to
highlight the contribution school leaders
can make. In a short run student teach-
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