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Cultural and social changes, new administrative regulations, and curricular reforms have 
had a significant impact on the work and professional self-image of future teachers in 
many European countries involved in the Bologna Process. This constellation gives rise 
to new challenges for established routines, practices, and identities of the organizations 
involved in teacher education. This article deals with processes of professionalization in 
teacher education and presents new forms of interorganizational cooperation between 
schools, universities, education authorities, and extracurricular agencies. Three case 
studies from Germany and Austria clearly demonstrate that different organizational cul-
tures as well as different professional self-images meet in cooperative environments. The 
goal of the article was to analyze systematically the various interorganizational learning 
challenges in the field of teacher education.

Keywords: cultural and social change, international teacher education, professionalization in teacher education, 
organizational cultures, interorganizational cooperation

Against the backdrop of societal transformation, ministerial guidelines, and curricular reforms, 
entirely new demands have been placed on the type of work undertaken by and the professional 
self-image of future teachers in many European countries as a result of the Bologna Process. The 
Bologna Process is a series of ministerial meetings and agreements between European countries 
to ensure comparability in the standards and quality of higher-education qualifications. These 
challenges have also had an impact on the established routines, practices, and identities of 
the organizations involved in training. This article addresses issues of professionalization in 
teacher education, using the example of new forms of interorganizational cooperation between 
schools, universities, educational authorities, and extracurricular agencies in Germany and 
Austria. Heike de Boer starts by presenting the research at the Koblenz primary schools and 
teacher education colleges network. She discusses the different expectations, professional 
cultures, and reinterpretation of educational policy guidelines in the various organizations.  
Anke Spies then describes the demands placed on pedagogical professional development as 
a result of municipal educational landscapes in which primary schools and youth welfare 
organizations cooperate to provide all-day schooling. Finally, Claudia Fahrenwald discusses the 
introduction of an “extended field of practice” in Austrian teacher education, which is linked to 
a new professional understanding of the future roles of future teachers as well as new forms of 
cooperation between universities, schools, and extracurricular cooperation partners. The aim 
of the article is to analyze systematically the interorganizational learning challenges within the 
context of practical teacher education.
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COOPERATION AND NETWORKING AS  
A REFORM STRATEGY FOR TEACHER 
EDUCATION

In recent years, cooperation and networking have become key 
reform strategies for teacher education. These strategies have 
been introduced as part of educational policy and educational 
administrative initiatives designed to establish new learning 
cultures in schools (Rürup et al., 2015). The strategies concern 
partnerships between schools as well as new forms of coopera-
tion between schools and extracurricular agencies and reflect 
the hope that cross-institutional cooperation will promote 
school development and play a role in teacher education 
(Berkemeyer and Järvinen, 2011). Ministerial steering meas-
ures must be reinterpreted to reflect the changing situation, and 
the established working cultures of the participating organiza-
tions, all of which are different, and their collectively shared 
assumptions and practices must be reassessed. In this context, 
Weick and Sutcliff (2010) (p. 122) referred to the “culture of an 
organization” as a way of dealing with expectations, which can 
be understood as silent agreements on appropriate attitudes and 
behaviors, and often remain implicit. Organizations therefore 
represent social structures, cultural patterns, or even symbolic 
orders (Weber et al., 2014), which are particularly pronounced 
in the context of change processes. This perspective is also 
essential for cooperation between organizations. In the follow-
ing sections, we ask which assumptions, ideas, and values are 
addressed by the individual participants in the cooperation 
between the various organizations participating in practical 
teacher training. In addition, we discuss the role of ministerial 
steering measures.

Three empirical, qualitative case studies discuss through case 
analysis and cross-case analysis learning challenges associated 
with these new forms of interorganizational cooperation in 
various pedagogical settings. We focus on three different forms 
of cooperation in the context of teacher education:

•	 Case study 1: Cooperation between teacher training at the 
university and outside the university during the in-service 
training supervised by a teacher training college.

•	 Case study 2: Cooperation between schools and the youth 
welfare.

•	 Case study 3: Cooperation between university, schools, and 
different “extended fields of practice.”

The data of the first case study are based on eight group discus-
sions between teachers of the university and teachers of the in-
service training outside of the university. The group discussions 
were transcribed and analyzed by the method of content analysis 
(Mayring, 2012).

The second case study follows an evaluation order by school. 
In two steps, this case study combines qualitative research 
methods: first data were collected by group discussions and 
analyzed by using SWOT Evaluation to get the initial situa-
tion. Based on the findings, the second step reconstructed the 
development and the perspectives on interactions in the first 
year working side by side by using problem-focused, semi-
structured interviews.

The third case study is based on formative and summative 
evaluation following an exploratory and multiperspective 
approach. The methodology included both the analysis of 
existing documentation and the collection of ethnographical 
data based on transcripts of group discussions, photos, and 
testimonies. The rationale behind connecting the various steps 
of enquiry was to document and reflect upon the learning expe-
riences of and challenges faced by the various actors involved in 
the project. For all data pseudonyms have been used.

Our findings made it clear that there is a real clash between 
the different organizational cultures and professional self-
perceptions, whereby the various actors have considerably 
different understandings of communication, cooperation and 
professionalization. The first case study deals with interorgani-
zational cooperation between universities and teacher education 
colleges.

INTERORGANIZATIONAL COOPERATION 
BETWEEN UNIVERSITIES AND TEACHER 
EDUCATION COLLEGES

I sometimes really worry that this transition just isn’t 
working at all, because you just don’t have a clear idea 
of what’s going on. What do they [second phase of teacher 
education college] actually want from you …

This quotation from a trainee highlights the fact that the inte-
gration of the various phases of teacher education is absolutely 
essential for providing effective teacher education, which is a 
dual system (involving both theoretical and practical elements) 
in Germany. Numerous empirical studies confirm this statement 
(e.g., Hascher, 2011; Schuberth et al., 2011; Bosse et al., 2012). Yet 
in Rhineland-Palatinate, a federal state in Germany, the teacher 
education colleges are responsible for not only the content and 
structure of the second phase but also the implementation of 
and provision of support for the advanced work placement in 
schools. Around 10 years ago the placements used to be affiliated 
with universities, which also offered preparatory and follow-up 
courses for those placements. Nowadays, however, supervision 
and support during the placements are provided entirely by the 
school mentors and heads of departments at teacher education 
colleges. The trainees are no longer offered any accompanying 
courses from the universities. All people involved in the system 
need to find a better way to combine the three elements: the 
university, the teacher education college, and the advanced work 
placement. In the following section, we present the results from 
the accompanying research.

The Koblenz Network of Primary Schools 
and Teacher Education Colleges
The Koblenz network of primary schools and teacher educa-
tion colleges [Koblenzer Netzwerk Campusgrundschulen 
und Studienseminare (KONECS)] aims to promote intensive 
cooperation between institutions involved in primary school 
education in order to develop greater continuity among the con-
tent provided during the different phases of teacher education. 
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Systematic integration of the theoretical educational programs, 
empirical research, and cooperation with schools and teacher 
education colleges constitutes an attempt to develop an overall 
strategy for the education network. Schools are supervised by 
the school inspectorate and the ministry; heads of department 
also fall under the direct responsibility of the ministry. Both are 
embedded in a strictly hierarchical system. Universities, on the 
other hand, operate on the same level as the ministry and do 
not have a dependent or employee–employer relationship with 
the ministry. The interorganizational cooperation studied can 
be described as a “vertical network” in the sense of what Weick 
termed a “loosely coupled system” with “weak ties” (Weick, 1979): 
a decentralized network, in which the participating organiza-
tions maintain their profile and institutional identity throughout 
the cooperation. In traditional network phase terminology, the 
project carried out during our research was in the development 
phase (ibid., 141), during which close links are forged between 
theory and practice. KONECS tries to respond to the need to 
improve integration between the different phases of teacher 
education and offers a conceptual solution, whereby:

•	 connections are forged along pedagogic–didactic issues 
at the interface between work at the school and university 
assignments.

•	 research and reflexive learning are established systematically.
•	 contact with the second phase of teacher education becomes 

more intensive, since joint training courses on the key issues 
of teacher education every semester by heads of depart-
ments, mentors, and lecturers of the Institute for Primary 
School Education and academic support are provided for the 
trainees.

Key Results of Research Conducted
In the 2013 summer semester, eight group discussions were held 
with lecturers and teachers of students–teachers at two confer-
ences. The purpose of these discussions was to reconstruct the 
heads of departments’ views on “pedagogical observation.” 
The issue of “observed learning” in the BEd Primary School 
Education was introduced during a presentation at a confer-
ence held at the University of Koblenz, and examples were used 
to illustrate how trainees become aware of the need to observe 
pupils’ performance and behavior in specific subject-related 
teaching situations in a process-oriented and in-depth way. 
After the introduction to the topic, heads of department were 
asked if they saw any substantive connections, and if so, where. 
From the group discussions it became clear that the majority 
believed that the topic fits best in the initial and advanced work 
placements.

However, it was also noted that there were many different 
interpretations of the term “observation.” The majority under-
stood it to have broadly the same meaning provided in the criteria 
for “good teaching” in the “Rhineland-Palatinate Framework for 
School Quality” (ORS). These criteria are used to assess the plan-
ning, reflection upon, and observation of lessons. In the following 
quotation, a department head recognizes that there is common 
ground in “observation” work, yet at the same time makes a clear 
distinction:

I also think that our observation assignments in the 
teacher-training courses seem to be going in a very 
different direction at the moment. They are more 
focused on and restricted to the terms found in the 
Framework for School Quality, which now have little 
to do with professional problems based on professional 
perspectives or substantive issues, because (…) we are 
instructed to provide skills-based training and that 
usually means that we say we have guidelines to help 
us. These are things like stimulation, motivation, an 
emphasis on skills… structuring the content (…). 
(Lanzer, BG-011)

Here, a very clear, collective “we” is constructed, because 
all heads of departments are obliged by the ministry to work 
according to the “Framework for School Quality” (ORS). The 
passive phrase “we are instructed” refers to the ministry as the 
employer of all heads of departments. It is interesting that the 
department head creates a dichotomy between professionalism 
and an emphasis on skills. The “guideline” criteria are those 
terms which are specified and measured in the ORS, while the 
“things” considered to be key, such as stimulation, motivation, 
and emphasis on skills and structure, are understood to be more 
methodological than professional. The concepts, the premises 
on which they are based and the accompanying implications 
were not further addressed in the group discussions. The use of 
the term “guidelines” points to simultaneous observation and 
evaluation based on the terms, because “guideline” refers back 
to a benchmark which suggests a static measurement. Lessons 
are observed and evaluated immediately, in a way similar to the 
way in which external quality audits are conducted. Here, there 
is a clear and significant difference between learning process 
observations, which focus explicitly on the documentation of 
process-related actions and systematically differentiate between 
description and evaluation (de Boer, 2012, 75 ff.).

Reinterpretation of Ministerial Orders  
As a Collective Development Task?
In this first phase of the approach, the department heads assessed 
the information provided during the conference against their 
everyday experience. Even if they appreciate that there is a 
substantive link to pedagogic observation, the participants 
from the teacher education colleges and the universities have 
contradicting views and expectations. Department heads assess 
pedagogical observation in terms of the extent to which it can be 
connected to measures introduced by the ministry and builds 
upon concepts outlined in the ORS, educational standards, or 
subframework plans (de Boer, 2015). Their expectations are 
shaped and modified by the organizational context of the teacher 
education colleges, which are under the direct authority of the 
ministry. In this view, process-oriented learning observation 
corresponds neither to the standard or skills-oriented categories 
listed in the subframework plans nor to the categories listed in 
the Framework for School Quality prescribed by the ministry. 
Participants from teacher education colleges discussed the 
consequences of integrating content and examined the extent 
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to which the topic fits into their field of work, i.e., they looked 
for synergies without having to include additional topics. After 
sharing and reflecting on the issues in the discussion, a few of 
the groups began to develop new perspectives which allowed 
them to identify the differences between teaching and learning 
process observations and which address the significance of a 
conscious and deliberated separation of observation, descrip-
tion, and evaluation for observations on process and potential.

This shows that significant challenges lie ahead for organiza-
tions trying to forge partnerships in which the organizations aim 
to develop connections and play a role in providing the content. 
These challenges include:

•	 All parties having a mutual and equal right to set the central 
assignments.

•	 There must be a joint discussion of important terms for the 
respective working context.

•	 Organizations need to look for overarching themes and 
opportunities.

•	 They also need to work on developing synergies for defining 
common targets.

In light of current ministerial measures regarding the educa-
tion system, it is also important that the organizations involved 
deal with the reinterpretation process together. Throughout this 
process, professionals from the teacher education colleges and 
universities encounter the established, diverse cultures of the 
participating organizations as well as their collectively shared 
interpretations and ideas. University staff are guided by the 
maxim of “freedom of research and teaching” and they interpret 
ministerial regulations quite openly but, by contrast, staff from 
teacher education colleges understand the regulations to be 
compulsory and feel obliged to implement them fully. In the 
development phase of the network, it is therefore important to 
understand the different perspectives, to respect and recognize 
them, and to work together through discussion. The challenge 
for all people involved is not to devalue the “artifacts,” “assump-
tions,” and “beliefs” of “foreign organizations,” but to search 
for common ground (de Boer, 2015). This presupposes a high 
degree of openness and willingness for interorganizational and 
intraorganizational communication and cooperation between 
individual organizations. The second case study addresses 
interorganizational cooperation between universities and social 
work.

INTERORGANIZATIONAL COOPERATION 
BETWEEN PRIMARY SCHOOLS AND 
YOUTH WELFARE ORGANIZATIONS

Between Administrative Requirements  
and Professional Differences
New decrees issued by school authorities are intended to pro-
mote schools’ autonomy, improve its integration in society, and 
change organizational conditions. On the other hand, munici-
pal education planning (BMFSFJ Federal Ministry for Family 
Affairs, Senior Citizens, Women and Youth, 2005) encourages 
municipal and independent providers of youth welfare services 

to take on an effective role in the conceptualization of the school 
development process (Spies, 2018). Thus, we are currently seeing 
contradictory requirements being made of all-day school set-
tings due to educational and sociopolitical measures. Schools 
and youth welfare organizations each have to deal with the 
professional habits of the other. Expectations differ, common 
pedagogical concepts lead to marginal shifts in spheres of activ-
ity, responsibilities are questioned, and professional assessments 
of needs follow different maxims of pedagogical self-image 
(Spies, 2016).

In another German federal state (Lower Saxony), one variant 
of interorganizational cooperation is the collaboration between 
a primary school and the former provider of after-school activi-
ties (independent organizations which provide youth welfare 
services). In the framework of a municipal plan for cooperative, 
all-day primary schools (public and partially affiliated), these 
organizations have been joined to form a new organization. 
Institutional disorder is thrown into the spotlight during this 
process. It serves as evidence for theoretical and practice-
oriented analyses of professional development (Dick, 2016), as 
well as grounds for reflection on different understandings of 
professionalization (Braun, 2015) and the requirements for (pri-
mary) school development involving trainees in the first phase 
of teacher education (Gerheim and Spies, 2017). The learning 
challenges within interorganizational cooperation make it 
increasingly clear that social context contributes significantly to 
professional self-image throughout teacher education. Tensions 
between sociopedagogical and school-pedagogical expertise 
highlight social needs that appear to contradict professional 
knowledge (Dick, 2016). Administrative constraints, diverging 
self-perceptions, and the divergence of the scope of their activi-
ties (Heinrich et al., 2014) demand of the cooperation partners 
that they redefine their task profiles and reexamine their profes-
sional self-image (Spies, 2016).

Process Support
For the professionals, interorganizational cooperation in prac-
tice means engaging in negotiations to define and divide tasks 
and develop participatory structures. Cooperation is therefore 
a long-term organizational and professional development task, 
which should result in a shift from a tradition of professional 
differences to more professional recognition (Idel, 2016). 
School-based research provides insights into the process char-
acteristics and complexity involved in the joint development of 
pedagogical concepts. In order to determine the starting point 
for cooperation between primary school teacher education col-
leges and youth welfare agency employees, two separate group 
discussion transcripts (Loos and Schäffer, 2001) and strength-
weakness data from two other separate sessions were evaluated 
with SWOT analysis (Künzli, 2012). All professionals involved 
in the development and cooperation process had the opportu-
nity to explain their assessment of the conceptual framework 
as well as the short-term and medium-term opportunities and 
risks. Subsequently, the first year of cooperation was analyzed 
based on information collected during eight problem-focused, 
guided interviews (Witzel, 2000) with 11 teachers (three group-
interviews with two teachers each), four sociopedagogical 
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professionals from independent youth welfare agencies and 
the senior management (school management or team leaders). 
The focus was on cooperative relationships and professional 
self-perceptions, in order to reconstruct the all-day concept 
analytically (Mayring, 2012). The findings were discussed as 
development impulses with the groups of professionals and gave 
the trainees involved an insight into the current challenges for 
the development of the school organization.

Administrative and Educational 
Contradictions
The analysis of the starting point for cooperation clearly shows 
that the people involved perceive the situation to be problem-
atic. They hardly focus on strengths and opportunities; they are 
primarily concerned with the difficulties and risks of organi-
zational cooperation. Although they appreciate the benefits 
for staff and the fact that they have a better understanding of 
others’ perspectives, all interviewees emphasized gaps in the 
communication structure. School regulations run counter to 
municipal directives and result in different understandings of the 
cooperative relationship. Conceptual requirements and gaps in 
the concept, which only become visible during implementation, 
show interactions between professional self-perception and high 
expectations (the momentum for which is maintained by the 
individuals themselves) regarding the educational opportunities 
of cooperation posited by the administration. The realization of 
the cooperative partnership is impeded by competing pedagogi-
cal maxims deriving from the traditions of the respective spheres. 
The development of a shared organizational culture with some 
room for maneuver, therefore, requires an examination of the 
different administrative and professional interpretations, since 
it cannot be assumed that all the people involved share the same 
assumptions.

New Task Profiles
Measures to establish cooperative partnerships—joint measures 
as well as those introduced by schools and other agencies—con-
firm that new task profiles are indeed emerging [as analyzed 
by Gängler et  al. (2013)]. Youth services are currently being 
confronted with this change: decisions made by municipal for 
schools and youth welfare services regarding the structure of 
education impose the school setting on after-school activities 
(Spies, 2017, 2018). This process is accompanied by irritations 
regarding the professional self-image and the perceived under-
valuing of professional sociopedagogical skills. This results in 
passive acquiescence of after-school education professionals, who 
now have to make their professional pedagogic contribution to 
the interorganizational cooperation in a school environment. On 
the other hand, the cooperation increases the scope of action for 
school-pedagogical professionals, who can decide whether and 
to what extent they want to use the maxims of youth welfare to 
reflect upon their own professional attitudes. If this benefit is con-
strued as a rapprochement and expansion of professional skills, it 
appears that the gains from interorganizational cooperation are 
unilateral, since a general acknowledgment of socio-pedagogical 
professionalism is lacking.

The relationship of interaction is contingent on preserving 
the symbolic order and the social structures of demarcation. 
Approaches to creating connections between the content of 
after-school activities and lessons at school lead to changes in 
the evaluation of creative and cognitive content in those lessons. 
Teachers delegate the encouragement of creative interests to the 
sociopedagogical professionals and increase the share of activities 
that promote cognitive development, thereby limiting their own 
task profile. Understanding the relationship to be hierarchical, 
they expect assistance in the fulfillment of school expectations. 
Unlike for sociopedagogical professionals, interactions which are 
necessary for designing cooperative partnerships, such as pro-
fessional communication and microstructural organization, do 
not (yet) form part of the school teachers’ official range of tasks. 
Instead, these were performed on a voluntary basis. In reality, 
a symbolic, hierarchical professional self-perception underlies 
cooperative relationships. For example, if a colleague refers to 
“quality differences” (I 4, section 46) and mentions that she “has 
to have a meeting” (I 4, section 46) with “my after-school staff ” 
(I 4, section 45) in order to give instructions, she devalues the 
professional expertise of the sociopedagogical colleagues. They 
do not plan or conceive activities based on their professionalism, 
but “just think something up,” “spend time with the children,” 
and “try to adjust their activities to fit the respective group”  
(I 4, section 36). This indicates that delegation and differentiation 
are (necessary) intermediate stages on the way to establishing 
relationships with colleagues in which differences are recognized 
and appreciated (Idel, 2016). Administrative requirements 
constitute an obstacle which can consolidate competing profes-
sional self-perceptions, since an “understanding of collaborative 
professionalism within a network” (Idel, 2016) can be expected 
to be based on numerous preconditions and is by no means 
an automatic, natural development. Stages in the development 
process, such as professionals establishing their “position in 
terms of professional-specific competences and responsibilities” 
(Reh and Breuer, 2012), require a structural framework within 
the interorganizational cooperation so that different professional 
self-perceptions (can) lead to shared assumptions.

INTERORGANIZATIONAL COOPERATION 
BETWEEN UNIVERSITIES, SCHOOLS, 
AND EXTRACURRICULAR DOMAINS

Finally, the third case study concerns new forms of cooperation 
universities, schools, and extracurricular domains, which were 
recently introduced at the University of Education Upper Austria, 
Linz (Austria). In Austria, teacher education has been undergoing 
substantial reform as part of the new educational policy initiative 
(PädagogInnenbildung Neu). One of the aims of this initiative is 
to redesign and expand vocational professionalization processes 
(BMUKK Federal Ministry for Education, Art and Culture, 2010).

The Introduction of an “Extended Field  
of Practice”
If we assume that a school’s educational tasks change as a result 
of cultural heterogeneity, social inequality, and increasing 
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individualization, it is only logical that guidance and support 
for pupils should be provided in an overall context which also 
integrates extracurricular learning centers and settings. With 
this in mind, an “extended field of practice” was introduced, on 
a mandatory basis, for all trainees at the University of Education 
Upper Austria. This refers to work placements that take place 
in non-traditional teaching settings (e.g., in social institutions, 
after-school centers, out-of-school tutor groups, and cultural 
associations) or at regular schools but with a focus on environ-
ments and issues outside the classroom (e.g., learning or peda-
gogical support). In this way, trainees come to understand that 
the school is an integral part of society, i.e., a place which directly 
mirrors developments and realities in society. Working with 
children and adolescents outside school or outside their regular 
teaching duties enables the teachers to gain a deeper understand-
ing of the different concepts of life, living conditions, and life 
histories. The fundamental idea behind the project is that these 
work placements offer trainees the opportunity to gather other 
teaching experiences in addition to traditional teaching experi-
ence in the classroom (Prammer-Semmler, 2013). This implies 
that there needs to be a review of professional self-image as part 
of the training and that it is connected to new interorganizational 
learning challenges for the organizations involved, which so far 
tend to have acted independently.

Learning Locations and Learning Content 
of the “Extended Field of Practice”
In the following section, we discuss the places of learning and 
learning content which may form part of the extended field of 
practice in order to clarify the conceptual and organizational 
changes in conventional practice in schools. Here, for example, 
places of learning can be after-school care groups at schools or 
centers, the role of “assistants” in school classes, learning support 
for individual pupils with or without a migration background, 
or the supervision of leisure activities for pupils (Compendium 
Schulpraktische Studien, 2013). Trainees work at schools or 
extracurricular institutions and take on educational activi-
ties, such as supporting fulltime pedagogues or designing and 
implementing recreational projects. During the relevant courses 
with the university mentor, it is essential that trainees’ individual 
experiences are reflected upon and discussed. Since the “extended 
field of practice” does not concern traditional teaching activities, 
and therefore, does not concern traditional professionalization 
processes for the trainees, the mentors are also confronted with 
new learning challenges. This also applies to extracurricular 
institutions. For them, mentoring a future teacher is a new experi-
ence, which was previously neither addressed by individual nor 
organizational professional self-image.

Selected Evaluation Results
In the pilot phase in the 2013/14 winter semester, the research 
into school practices was adapted in light of the introduction of 
the extended field of practice. It now included 120 trainees who 
were studying to be teachers at primary schools (Volksschule, 
VL), special needs schools (Sonderschule, SL), and new secondary 
schools (Neue Mittelschule, NMS) as well as 52 extracurricular 
institutions and schools that primarily focus on other activities. 

In the 2014 summer semester, 160 trainees and 117 institutions 
took part in the study. An element of academic monitoring, 
based on formative and summative evaluations, was added to 
the project in order to ensure quality. Due to the nature of the 
pilot phase, an exploratory and multiperspective approach was 
chosen. The methodology included both the analysis of existing 
documentation as well as the collection of ethnographical data 
based on transcripts of group discussions as well as photos and 
testimonies. The rationale behind connecting the various steps of 
enquiry was to document and reflect upon the learning experi-
ences of and challenges faced by the various actors involved in the 
introduction of the extended field of practice (trainees, mentors, 
and organizations that offer work placements) (Fahrenwald, 
2017). Selected evaluation results are presented below.

Participants in the study reported initial difficulties with both 
the organization and content: at the start of the work placement, 
the university was critical of the lack of information concerning 
the content requirements for the expanded field of practice. 
Depending on the training program, there were also prejudices 
against the different types of schools. Trainees valued the fact that 
they were given the opportunity to choose where they did their 
placement and that there was a good degree of flexibility when 
it came to organize their time and the associated responsibili-
ties. On the other hand, “excessive demands” on the trainees as 
a result of the new freedom and the associated need to set their 
own boundaries was considered a negative aspect, especially by 
the mentors. Since the activities in the extended field of practice 
primarily concerned special education, the trainees occasionally 
experienced those activities as “pushing the limits” in terms of 
their own understanding of the profession, e.g., conflicts within 
families with children with learning difficulties. Many also had 
fundamental concerns regarding the distinction between activi-
ties in the extended field of practice and “normal practice” and 
whether school practice was being left behind.

Essentially, however, the trainees thought that the extended 
field of practice allowed them to have a “different type of access 
to children” and “build relationships.” The high level of self-
commitment, spontaneity, and motivating insights into activities 
other than teaching were also positively received. For many 
trainees, these experiences also seem to have been beneficial for 
classroom teaching as well as in building relationships of trust 
with the children. At the after-school centers, trainees were posi-
tive about observing everyday life, daily routines, homework, and 
after-school care. The trainees appreciated being able to practice 
dealing with children “without pressure” and have come to know 
the centers as a “positive, open concept” in which the children 
have the freedom to decide a lot for themselves. According to the 
organizations which offer work placements, working and partici-
pating at an after-school center give trainees a chance to develop 
an outsiders’ perspective of schools and benefit from having a 
wider picture of children’s lives and learning processes as well as 
the sustainability of learning (e.g., “What did the children do in the 
morning? Do they remember what they were taught yesterday?”) 
At the same time, they complained that both the teachers and 
trainees knew little about the centers’ activities. This assessment 
coincides with the negative feedback from many trainees who 
completed work placements at centers, who complained about 
the lack of challenges. The following statement given by a trainee 
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is a classic example of this criticism: “I want to be a teacher, not a 
supervisor in the afternoon.”

In retrospect, however, in the extended field of practice trainees 
who completed their work placements at these centers thought 
they were “great” for their own professional development. They 
thought these centers allowed them to gather a broad range of 
experiences, they got to learn about other areas of education, and 
felt “empowered” and “well prepared” for their own professional 
field. Getting to know and learning how to work with different 
age groups increases the chance that trainees will specialize in the 
“right age group” during their studies. However, trainees pointed 
out that the extended field of practice, despite it delivering excit-
ing new experiences, would lead to a reduction of the amount 
of time they spent teaching. Subsequently, they thought that this 
had a negative impact on their professional development. Many 
trainees wanted to spend more time at school and complete the 
extended field of practice element as an additional assignment.  
It seems that the universities still have a lot of work to do when it 
comes to clarifying and convincing those involved of the purpose 
of the extended field of practice.

CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

The article shows in three case studies that an up-to-date teacher 
education needs a close cooperation of different organizations—
universities, teacher education colleges, youth welfare organiza-
tions, and extracurricular institutions, but that these necessary 
cooperation and networking processes are difficult because of the 
different cultures and concepts of these organizations which often 
do not fit together, so that a lot of communication is needed to ini-
tiate helpful adaptation processes and mutual understanding with 
lasting differences. Regional educational landscapes are changing 
the focus of school development and school networks. This creates 
a “capacity for change” at the horizontal level (Brühlmann and 
Rolff, 2015). As the three examples of new forms of cooperation 
and networking show, in the context of practical teacher training, 
this development is associated with a series of interorganizational 
learning challenges that should be reorganized and re-evaluated.

Administrative measures, changes to the curriculum, or the 
development of the “educational landscape” has the potential to 
cause considerable problems, since the organizational identity of 
the organizations involved and the self-image of the profession-
als involved are challenged by the expectations associated with 
the assumed innovation. The case studies show that models of 
interorganizational cooperation initiate complex interaction 
processes, the implicit expectations of which need to be analyzed. 
Such processes also require an overall strategy, both from a pro-
fessional and organizational standpoint. The position of mutual 
recognition developed by Idel (2016) offers an unquestionably 
demanding but also sustainable approach to expected differences 
in assumptions, ideas, and values.

If the common goal is to develop new organizational-cultural 
practices and artifacts, ministerial and administrative measures 
must be questioned—as should the self-image of the professionals 
involved. However, the learning challenges and organizational 
change processes associated with interorganizational cooperation 
also give rise to basic requirements for teacher education beyond 

the respective settings. The case studies show that, in a cooperative 
partnership, different organizational cultures as well as different 
professional self-perceptions converge, which can by no means 
be based on tacit agreements and shared assumptions. Just as the 
fulfillment of ministerial requirements and the freedom of uni-
versity teaching require a vulnerable process of understanding, 
cooperative concepts also need to be questioned, provided they 
reproduce understandings of cooperation that partially challenge 
the pedagogical competence of a cooperation partner. The diver-
gence in the understanding of the tasks, which was demonstrated 
in the reconstruction of interactions within the cooperation, 
is remarkably similar to the trainees’ assessment that practical 
experience in after-school environments contributes very little 
to their professional development. The latter (in a completely 
different cooperation setting) reproduce the attitudes of teachers 
at supplementary all-day primary schools, who demand that their 
interpretations take precedence (Reh and Breuer, 2012) and tend 
to ignore the maxims of after-school education.

According to various empirical studies, the devaluation of 
other professions cooperating with schools seems to occur quite 
regularly (e.g., Reh and Breuer, 2012; Böhm-Kasper et al., 2013), 
while improved cooperation between the various organizations 
is essential for responding to societal change. It would therefore 
seem necessary to develop a professional habitus, which—in keep-
ing with the development of the educational landscape—no longer 
relies on competences, but on common “responsibilities” (German 
Association of Cities and Towns, 2007) of different organizations 
and (in principle) additional professions. In the context of teacher 
education, both extended fields of practice and different types of 
cooperation between schools and youth welfare services (which 
affect school practice) need to be explained in such a way that 
conflicts due to irritations, coping with uncertainties, and posi-
tion-taking vis-à-vis diverging guidelines can be understood as 
part of the professionalization process. The practical experience of 
teaching and observing, intensive insights into pedagogic activi-
ties beyond their institutional affiliation with the school, and the 
theoretical and empirical analysis of the changing job profiles and 
organizational development processes provide trainees with their 
first practical experiences at a school. The contribution of these 
experiences to the development of professionalism in teacher 
education and the professional processing of social change has 
been empirically proven (Cramer, 2012, 527). Contributions made 
by universities to the groundwork for future interorganizational 
cooperation are many and varied and include measures for the 
establishment of a consultation and support system for the devel-
opment of new networks (Rürup et al., 2015, 162).

AUTHOR NOTE
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