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ABSTRACT.

University education is met with new demands for different models of work
which will more successfully prepare students for societal challenges, a
higher quality of involvement in school practice, and a constant personal
adaptability. The duty of university education is to meet the needs of socie-
ty by constantly raising the level and quality of its curricula and thus
influence the quality of candidate preparation which is needed for the work
environment. However, the quality of education of future candidates should
be monitored through the school practice; therefore, university teaching
models need to rely on strengths and weakness observed in practice as well
as on legislative guidelines which regulate the work of school pedagogues.
The goal of this research is focused on the examination of attitudes of peda-
gogy specalists and pedagogy students, as well as on differences in opinion
on the influence of initial education on the application of theoretical knowl-
edge and the development of skills which are related to concrete tasks in
school practice. The obtained results showed that there are statistically
significant differences between opinions of students and pedagogues when
it comes to certain items: participating in and making institution’s annual
work plan; preparing yearly and monthly pedagogue work plans; forming
classes; monitoring of educational work; providing support for teachers in
working with students who need additional support.
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INTRODUCTION
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Tertiary education curricula, meant for students who will work in
schools, have a slower rhythm compared to the intensity of the
change in demands of school reality; in addition, outcomes and
competencies of graduates do not produce narrowly profiled
experts who are ready for professional demands. Makulova, A. & al.
(2015, p. 183) state that

“Qualitatively new mission, the objectives and content of modern ed-
ucation in the new conditions is intended to be focused not just on
the fundamental knowledge, but on the labor market, and on the for-
mation of a practically oriented skills and competencies”.

Multiple findings from different countries, point to a dissatisfac-
tion with the traditional approaches in teacher education.
Researchers also point to an incompatibility between students’
knowledge and the competencies which are required for practical
work in school. Apart from former theorists, like John Dewey
(2001), who stressed action, the significance of experience, and
practical work and practical experience as the source of knowl-
edge, this idea has never stopped being the subject of many
researchers in education. More than three decades ago (Lortie,
1975) pointed out that teachers learn best from experiences of
teaching, introducing a term related to teacher education and
work, “apprenticeships of observations”. Modern authors Zeichner
& Tabachnick (1981) showed that many notions and educational
conceptions, developed during preservice teacher education, were
“washed out” during field experiences, signifying the strong influ-
ence of practice on their experience.

Lee Shulman (1986, 1987) remained famous for the notion of
PCK-pedagogical content knowledge, by which he confirms the
essential idea of teaching, and that is the duty of the teacher to
connect real life and practice...” teachers need to see how ideas
connect across fields and to everyday life”. Even now, Shulman
knowledge set is being developed, by numerous theorists and
researchers. According to Shulman, programs which educate
future teachers are in great measure responsible for the formation

ALEKSANDRA K. ANPELKOVIC, DALIBORKA R. PoPovi¢



UNIVERSITY EDUCATION OF PEDAGOGUES MEETING DEMANDS OF SCHOOL PRACTICE

of teacher’s attitude to teaching. Dichotomy of knowledge of new
workers with practical tasks in school practice is a problem indicat-
ed by researchers from different countries. Therefore, various
research (Andelkovié, 2017, Darling-Hammond 1998, 2006; Kenne-
dy, 1999; Milutinovi¢, 2009; Popovi¢c & Andelkovi¢ 2017;
Vujisié-Zivkovié¢ 2007, Zivkovié, 2012) confirms the lack of knowl-
edge and practical skills which new teachers need to solve the
existing school practice dilemmas. Zivkovié¢ (2012, 75), when
discussing teachers’ initial education, sets apart the existing
researcher consensus that this kind of work preparation is not
satisfactory, which is especially visible with secondary school
teachers, so teachers, at least at the beginning of their careers, are
forced to work intuitively, while Vujisié-Zivkovi¢ (2007, 245)
notices

“that in the area of teachers’ professional education, the tension be-
tween the role of researcher and practitioner has not disappeared,
while pedagogues today, even more than before, have a developed
awareness of the differences between these roles.”

Korthagen (2001) suggested that teacher education should
choose realistic approaches rather than traditional approaches and
face the existing problems of changing teachers and education. For
that reason, the end of the last century was marked by Competency
Based Education (CBE) that implies teaching which is adaptive to
the changing needs of all subjects in schools. Higher education has
an obligation to care about competencies of its own students. Burke
(2005), as a reason for the formation of competence based move-
ment in education and training (CBET), singled out the idea of
minimum competency for industrial/business world. It originated
at the beginning of 20th Century, while around 1960, it was recog-
nized in the field of education, especially in teacher education.
These approaches are focused on learning outcomes and what the
learners should learn to do.

This dichotomy has been noticed in teachers’ professional educa-
tion, (Andelkovi¢, 2017), but it also exists in preparation of
pedagogues for work in schools (Ledi¢ & al., 2013; Niksié, 2017,
Popovi¢ & Andelkovié, 2017, Stanici¢, 2003).

The question discussed in that paper is how much the initial
education of pedagogues fulfils the postulates of school practice
and prepares its candidates for the realization of practical tasks in
school practice? Despite there being a half a century worth of
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research, pedagogues encounter numerous difficulties related to
the specificity of this vocation. The results also point to weaknesses
of professional education of pedagogues and to a lack of practical
skills which should be attained during studies and through profes-
sional stimulations (Nik$ié, 2017, 264). As the basis for the
improvement of the quality of higher education, the four pillars of
education of Delors (1996) can be taken into consideration: learning
to know, learning to do, learning to live together, and learning to
be, so as to develop students’ competencies which help them devel-
op more successfully but also contribute the institutions
themselves. Basic education is only the beginning of development
of pedagogues’ competencies, it is a start of the long process of life-
long learning.

School pedagogues have been obligatory agents of change in the
organization of school work from the very beginning of their
engagement in schools - from the 1960s until now. Schools, as
organizations whose work is based on the processes of learning and
teaching, are intensively becoming different and are liable to
changes ....“changes in standards and assessment, school organiza-
tion and decision making, and curriculum (Ball & Cohen, 1999, p.3).
The actual changes are followed, realized, and evaluated by peda-
gogues, who are the bearers of many activities in schools, with the
goal of further quality improvement. Authors from our area (Popo-
vi¢ & Andelkovié 2017, Vraar & Maksimovié, 2017) note that there
are no competency standards for the profession of pedagogues,
although they are required. Standards are a mandatory component
and a prerequisite for professional competency.

Education can never fully prepare students for the practice that
awaits them (The Teaching profession in Europe: profile, trends
and concerns, 2004), while rationale of authors (Zimnyaya, 2004)
confirms that competences among other are the result of educa-
tional technologies, methods, organizational forms, learning
environment, and as such are not constant and permanently fixed.
School reality has defined different needs in relation to the
required pedagogue profile. In our system of professional educa-
tion, students are for the most part prepared through theoretical
programs, while the crucial part is lacking, specific programs
which would suggest a certain institutional affiliation during
hiring. Also, there is a constant need to deliver university curricula
mostly through experiential learning and involvement in practice
during studies.
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It is becoming more and more apparent that school requires a
practical pedagogue profile, a pedagogue who can start working
right away, while professional education primarily produces a
pedagogue prepared for theory. The time context changes the
demands for the newly hired; to be a teacher or a pedagogue in
school now is not the same as it was 10, 20 or more years ago.
Educational programs are significantly inert and adjusted to the
inner demands of the institutions from which they originate.
Educational needs of many school subjects set new imperatives for
school pedagogues whose outcomes they cannot achieve through
application of theoretical knowledge, but only by developing the
competencies which are required for practice. In literature
(Snyder, E.P., et al. 2011, p. 71) it is noted that skills need to be
developed in practice, e.g. skills for collaboration. These authors
emphasize that school is a place where the lessons of human rela-
tionships are learned. Teachers, parents, and students present an
unlimited variety of personalities, problems, and emotions (2011, p.
73).

These findings show that more practice should be introduced
into the initial education, during which students would learn by
monitoring and experiential learning while the development of
their competencies would meet the set curriculum tasks. Students’
and practicing pedagogues’ perceptions of the influences of the
acquired knowledge during studies on the concrete tasks in school
are significant for the improvement of pedagogy education. The
next part of the paper gives an overview of the school pedagogues’
and pedagogy students’ assessment of which concrete tasks set by
the Regulation book on the work program for learning specialists -
pedagogues (2012) are encompassed by the knowledge gained
during initial education.

METHODOLOGY OF RESEARCH

The goal of the research was to examine of pedagogy specialists’
and students’ attitudes as well as differences in opinion on the
influence of initial education on the application of theoretical
knowledge and development of skills for concrete tasks in school
practice. The mentioned tasks are regulated by Regulation book on
the work program for learning specialists - pedagogues (2012) in
Serbia. The basic research question is: How much of students’
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knowledge gained through initial education is applicable to the
concrete tasks in school practice, which are regulated by the law?
The tasks extrapolated from the set goal are the following: 1. to
determine the statistical significance of difference in opinions
between school pedagogues and pedagogy students on the influ-
ence of their initial education on the development of knowledge
and skills needed for completing concrete tasks in school practice;
2. to determine the statistical significance of the student subsample
on the influence of their initial education on the development of
knowledge and skills for completing concrete tasks in school prac-
tice, based on gender; 3. to determine the statistical significance in
the subsample of school pedagogues on the influence of their initial
education on the development of knowledge and skills for complet-
ing concrete tasks in school practice, based on gender.

SAMPLE Control variable in research was the gender of students and peda-
gogues. Dependent variable are attitudes of pedagogy students and
school pedagogues on the readiness to do the tasks which are regu-
lated by Regulation book on the work program for learning
specialists - pedagogues (2012). The research was done in May,
2015, and the sample was appropriately formed. It encompassed
165 examinees, (77 senior students of Pedagogy at the Faculty of
Philosophy in Novi Sad, Belgrade, Kosovska Mitrovica and 88 peda-
gogues from schools on the territory of Serbia. The structure of the
examinees by gender is shown in Table 1.

GENDER
TOTAL
M F
Total 4 73 77
STUDENTS OF PEDAGOGY
% 5.2% 94.8% 100%
Total 11 77 88
PEDAGOGUES
% 12.5% 87.5% 100%
Total 15 150 165
TOTAL
% 9.1% 90.9% 100%

TABLE 1: THE STUDY SAMPLE BY GENDER

From the total number of senior students, who participated in
the poll, 94.8% are females while 5.2% are males. In the sample of
pedagogues, 87.5% are females, while 12.5% are males. These data
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INSTRUMENT
AND
PROCEDURES

indicate a strong feminization of the profession of pedagogue.
According to the obtained values (?2=2.65, df=1, p=0.103), there is no
statistically significant difference regarding the gender of the
examinees.

The applied instrument, designed for the requirements of this
research, consists of an evaluation scale. The items are taken from
pedagogue practice, defined by Regulation book on the work
program for learning specialists - pedagogues (2012). Although the
Regulation book has nine areas, for the purpose of this research,
they are reduced to the following five: 1. Planning and program-
ming of educational work (8 items); 2. Monitoring and evaluation of
educational work (7 items); 3. Working with teachers (7 items); 4.
Working with children - students (4 items); 5. Cooperation with
parents, director, other institutions, and keeping record (4 items).
The participants were offered a five-level scale (1 - Yes, I complete-
ly agree, 2 - I mostly agree, 3 - No stance, 4 - I mostly disagree, 5 - 1
disagree). The reliability of the questionnaire was checked by relia-
bility of the internal consistency, when the value of Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient was calculated (Cronbach’s alpha «). Since the
values of Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for students is 0.94 and for
pedagogues it is 0.95, a high reliability of the instrument is
confirmed. Quantitative data analysis was done through SPSS 15.0.,
by using the following statistical procedures. In this paper, the
presented answers of examinees are calculated by arithmetic mean
(M) and standard deviation (SD). The degree of connection between
variables was measured by t test (t) and level of significance (p) was
obtained.

RESULTS

The obtained results are divided into five areas of school peda-
gogue’s work and are the analysis of the two subsamples: a)
pedagogy students and b) school pedagogues. One of the research
aspects were students’ and pedagogues’ competencies for certain
concrete program assignments, which are defined by Regulation
book on the work program for learning specialists - pedagogues.
Their answers in the category Planning and programming of
educational work are shown in Table 2.
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PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING OF

GRroup N M SD T P
EDUCATIONAL WORK
MAKING SCHOOL PROGRAM AND Students 77 3.29 1.01 -1.63 0.10
INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN Pedagogues 91 3.57 1.22
PARTICIPATING AND MAKING INSTITUTION’s  Students 77 3.27 1.07 -0.20 0.34
ANNUAL WORK PLAN Pedagogues 91 3.31 1.21
PREPARING YEARLY AND MONTHLY Students 77 3.23 118 2.33 0.02
PEDAGOGUE WORK PLANS Pedagogues 91 2.80 1.21
DOING AND ANALYZING RESEARCH IN Students 77 251 120 0.62  0.54
SCHOOLS Pedagogues 91 2.40 1.12
PARTICIPATING IN THE PREPARATION OF  Students 77 3.44 118 -2.45 0.02
INDIVIDUAL EDUCATION PLAN (IEP) Pedagogues 91 3.90 1.24
Students 77 2,55 1.16 -3.84 0.00
PARTICIPATING IN PROJECT WRITING
Pedagogues 91 3.27 1.27
HELPING TEACHERS IN MAKING Students 77 3.42 114 3.29 0.00
COMPLEMENTARY, ADDITIONAL WORK, Pedagogues 91 2.84 1.14
PRACTICAL LESSONS, AMBIENT LEARNING...
Students 76 3.54 124 271  0.01
FORMING CLASSES
Pedagogues 91 3.02 1.22

TABLE 2:

EDUCATIONAL WORK)

ASSESSMENTS OF THE STUDENTS’ AND PEDAGOGUES’ COMPETENCIES FOR INDIVIDUAL PROGRAM
TASKS PRESCRIBED BY THE RULEBOOK DEVELOPMENT (PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING OF

310

In the area of Planning and programming of educational work
there are statistically significant differences in the assessments by
pedagogues and pedagogy students on several concrete tasks:
Preparing yearly and monthly pedagogue work plans, participating
in the preparation of Individual Education Plan (IEP); Participating
in project writing, helping teachers in making complementary,
additional work, practical lessons, ambient learning, and Forming
classes. Based on the obtained values and significance levels peda-
gogy students feel more prepared for Participating in the
preparation of Individual Education Plan - IEP (M=3.44, t =-2.45,p =
0.02) than those who already work; Participating in project writing
(M = 2.55, t = -3.48, p=0.00), while in other three areas there was a
statistical significance: Preparing yearly and monthly pedagogue
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work plans (M=2.80, t = 2.33, p=0.02); Helping teachers in making
complementary, additional work, practical lessons, ambient learn-
ing (M=2.84, t =3.29, p=0.00); Forming classes (M=3.02, t test = -2.71
p=0.01) school pedagogues feel more prepared. Table 3 shows
responses of the participants in the category Monitoring and evalu-
ation of educational work.

MONITORING AND EVALUATION OF

GROuUP N M SD T p

EDUCATIONAL WORK

SYSTEMATIC MONITORING AND ASSESSING OF Students 77 2.71 1.07 0.46 0.64
EDUCATIONAL WORK, I.E. STUDENTS’ Pedagogues 91 2.64 1.07

LEARNING PROCESS

MONITORING OF EDUCATIONAL WORK

Students 77 256 094 -0.22 0.83
Pedagogues 91 2.59 1.11

MONITORING OF THE EFFECTS OF INNOVATIVE Students 77 319 1.05 1.52 0.13
ACTIVITIES AND PROJECTS AS WELL AS OF NEW pedagogues 91 2.92 1.24
ORGANIZATIONAL FORMS OF WORK

WORKING ON THE DEVELOPMENT AND Students 76 3.08 1.07 0.46 0.65
PREPARATION OF INSTRUMENTS FOR Pedagogues 91 3.00 1.15
ASSESSMENTS AND SELF-ASSESSMENTS OF

ACTIVITIES AND AREAS

INITIALIZING AND PARTICIPATING IN Students 77 279 108 0.62  0.54
RESEARCH OF EDUCATION PRACTICE Pedagogues 91 2.68 1.22

PARTICIPATING IN MONITORING REALIZATION Students 77 330 095 -1.81 0.07
OF THE GENERAL AND SPECIAL STANDARDS Pedagogues 91 3.60 1.20

MONITORING OF STUDENT FAILURE AND Students 77 3.03 1.18 2.67 0.01
SUGGESTING OF SOLUTIONS FOR THE Pedagogues 91 256 1.08
IMPROVEMENT OF SCHOOL SUCCESS

TABLE 3:

ASSESSMENTS OF THE STUDENTS’ AND PEDAGOGUES’ COMPETENCIES FOR INDIVIDUAL PROGRAM
TASKS PRESCRIBED BY THE RULEBOOK DEVELOPMENT (MONITORING AND EVALUATION OF
EDUCATIONAL WORK)

The only significant difference in the area of pedagogues’ work
and pedagogies is seen in the items: Monitoring of student failure
and suggesting of solutions for the improvement of school success.
Based on the obtained values (M (s) = 3.03, M (p) = 2.56, t =2.67,
p=0.01) it was confirmed that the students, when it comes to this
task, think that the initial education has prepared them for work
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more than practicing pedagogues. Table 4 shows the responses of
students and pedagogues in the category Working with teachers.

WORKING WITH TEACHERS GRrOuUP N M SD T P

PROVIDING HELP TO TEACHERS IN SPECIFYING Students 77 3.21 115 4.27 0.00
AND OPERATIONALIZING AIMS AND TASKS OF  pedagogues 91 2.46 1.11
EDUCATIONAL WORK

PROVIDING HELP TO TEACHERS IN IMPROVING Students 77 2.88 1.14 2.01 0.05
THE QUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL WORK, Pedagogues 91 254 1.09
TEACHING THROUGH INNOVATION

MOTIVATING TEACHERS FOR CONTINUOUS  Students 77 3.01 1.27 -0.51 0.61
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND FOR Pedagogues 91 3.1 1.17
MAKING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS

PROVIDING EXPERT ASSISTANCE TO TEACHERS Students 77 2.78 110 1.27 0.21
FOR USING VARIOUS METHODS, TECHNIQUES, pedagogues 91 2.56 1.13
AND ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS

PROVIDING SUPPORT FOR TEACHERS IN Students 77 295 1.22 -0.83 0.41
WORKING WITH STUDENTS WHO NEED Pedagogues 91 3.11 1.29
ADDITIONAL SUPPORT

PROVIDING HELP TO TEACHERS IN Students 77 343 130 0.70 0.48
REALIZATION OF EXPERIMENTAL AND Pedagogues 91 3.29 1.32
DEMONSTRATIVE ACTIVITIES

PROVIDING ASSISTANCE TO TEACHERS IN  Students 76 3.86 1.13 2.59 0.01

TABLE 4:  ASSESSMENTS OF THE STUDENTS’ AND PEDAGOGUES’ COMPETENCIES FOR INDIVIDUAL PROGRAM
TASKS PRESCRIBED BY THE RULEBOOK DEVELOPMENT (WORKING WITH TEACHERS)

There are statistically significant differences between the assess-
ments of working pedagogues and pedagogy students in three
items: Providing help to teachers in specifying and operationaliz-
ing aims and tasks of educational work (M=2.46, t = 4.27 p=0.00);
Providing help to teachers in improving the quality of educational
work, teaching through innovation (M=2.54, t = 2.01 p=0.05);
Providing assistance to teachers in preparing teaching license
exam (M=3.02, t = 2.59 p=0.01). School pedagogues, based on the
values, think that the initial education has prepared them signifi-
cantly more for work in these tasks. Table 5 shows assessments of
the respondents in the category - Working with children -
students.
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WORKING WITH CHILDREN — STUDENTS GRoOUP N M SD T P

MONITORING CHILDREN’S DEVELOPMENT AND Students 76 2.75 121 2.16 0.03
ADVANCEMENT Pedagogues 91 2.38 0.97

ADVISORY WORK WITH NEW STUDENTS, Students 76 3.04 1.19 2.37 0.02

STUDENTS WHO FAILED A CLASS OR CAME
FROM OTHER SCHOOLS

Pedagogues 91 2.62 1.11

PROMOTING AND SUGGESTING MEASURES,  Students 76 2.93 1.09 -1.33 0.19
PARTICIPATING IN ACTIVITIES SO AS TO REDUCE  pedagogues 91 3.19 1.32
VIOLENCE AND INCREASE TOLERANCE...

PARTICIPATION IN MAKING PEDAGOGICAL Students 76 3.08 1.15 -2.27 0.02
STUDENTS’ PROFILE FOR THOSE WHO NEED Pedagogues 91 351 1.25
ADDITIONAL SUPPORT

TABLE 5:  ASSESSMENTS OF THE STUDENTS’ AND PEDAGOGUES’ COMPETENCIES FOR INDIVIDUAL PROGRAM
TASKS PRESCRIBED BY THE RULEBOOK DEVELOPMENT (WORKING WITH CHILDREN - STUDENTS)

Statistically significant differences have been confirmed in the
following three items: Monitoring children’s development and
advancement (M (s) = 2.75, M (p) = 2.38, t = 2.16, p= 0.03); Advisory
work with new students or students who failed a class or came from
other schools (M (s) = 3.04, M (p) = 2.62, t =2.37, p=0.02); Participa-
tion in making pedagogical students’ profile for those who need
additional support (M (s) = 3.08, M (p) = 3.51, t = -2.27, p= 0.02). The
obtained statistical values indicate that for the first two tasks peda-
gogues feel more prepared for work in school practice than
students. For the third item with statistical significance students
see themselves as more prepared. Table 6 shows the responses in
several categories: Cooperation with parents, director, other insti-
tutions, and keeping record.

COOPERATION WITH PARENTS, DIRECTOR,

GRoOUP N M SD T P
OTHER INSTITUTIONS, AND KEEPING RECORD
PREPARING AND REALIZATION OF PARENT ~ Students 77 3.17 1.28 0.58 0.56
MEETINGS, FORUMS, WORKSHOPS WITH EXPERT Peda- 91 3.05 1.24
THEMATIC gogues

TABLE 6;: ASSESSMENTS OF THE STUDENTS’ AND PEDAGOGUES’ COMPETENCIES FOR INDIVIDUAL PROGRAM
TASKS PRESCRIBED BY THE RULEBOOK DEVELOPMENT (COOPERATION WITH PARENTS, DIRECTOR,
OTHER INSTITUTIONS, AND KEEPING RECORD)
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COOPERATION WITH THE PRINCIPAL AND ~ Students 77 3.17 121 -0.10 0.92
EXPERT ASSOCIATES ON JOINT PLANNING OF  peda- 91 319 1.19
ACTIVITIES... gogues
Students 76 3.41 1.12 1.78 0.08
SUGGESTING MEASURES FOR THE
IMPROVEMENT OF EXPERT BODIES Peda- 90 3.10 1.10
gogues
DESIGNING OF PROGRAM ACTIVITIES FOR THE Students 75 3.07 1.17 0.24 0.81
IMPROVEMENT OF PARTNER RELATIONSHIPS Peda— 388 3.02 1.20
AMONG FAMILIES, INSTITUTION, AND LOCAL  gooyes
GOVERNMENT

TABLE 6: ASSESSMENTS OF THE STUDENTS’ AND PEDAGOGUES’ COMPETENCIES FOR INDIVIDUAL PROGRAM
TASKS PRESCRIBED BY THE RULEBOOK DEVELOPMENT (COOPERATION WITH PARENTS, DIRECTOR,
OTHER INSTITUTIONS, AND KEEPING RECORD)

In the category Cooperation with parents, director, other institu-
tions, and keeping record, no statistically significant differences
between school pedagogues and pedagogy students have been
confirmed.

Within the first research task, our intention was to determine
whether there exists statistically relevant difference in students’
opinions in relation to gender. When compared to previous table,
we have separated items in which there was statistical significance.
Results are shown in Table 7.

SCHOOL PEDAGOGUE’S PROGRAM TASKS GENDER N M SD T P
PARTICIPATING AND MAKING INSTITUTION’S M 4 2 0 -2.524 .014
ANNUAL WORK PLAN F 73 3.34 1.06
PREPARING YEARLY AND MONTHLY PEDAGOGUE M 4 2 0 -2.202 .031
WORK PLANS F 73 3.3 1.17
M 4 1.5 0.58 -3.654 .000
FORMING CLASSES
F 72 3.65 1.16
M 4 1.5 0.58 -2.386 .020
MONITORING OF EDUCATIONAL WORK
F 73 2.62 0.92
PROVIDING SUPPORT FOR TEACHERS IN WORKING M 4 1.75 0.5 -2.053 .044
WITH STUDENTS WHO NEED ADDITIONAL SUPPORT F 73 3.01 1.22

TABLE 7: THE ASSESSMENTS OF STUDENTS’ COMPETENCE DEVELOPMENT FOR INDIVIDUAL PROGRAM TASKS
DEFINED BY THE RULEBOOK (STATISTICALLY RELEVANT BY GENDER)

314 ALEKSANDRA K. ANPELKOVIC, DALIBORKA R. PoPovi¢



UNIVERSITY EDUCATION OF PEDAGOGUES MEETING DEMANDS OF SCHOOL PRACTICE

It is interesting, that even though the sample encompassed a
small percentage of males, in some items they see their readiness
for school practice in a more positive way. Male students are most-
ly prepared for Participating and making institution’s annual work
plan (M=2) in relation to female students (M=3.34), as well as
Preparing yearly and monthly pedagogue work plans (t=-2,202),
Forming classes (t= -3.654), Monitoring of educational work
(t=-2.386), as well as Providing support for teachers in working
with students who need additional support (t= -2.053). The stated
examples point to rethinking of including peer education as a
learning system during practice for certain courses, which would
make male students an important resource for strengthening
female student competencies. The given example can be applied to
all situations in which a certain group of students stands out from
the rest, and in that way it can contribute to realizing outcomes of
certain courses.

In the subsample of school pedagogues, when it comes to gender,
not one item shows statistical significance, which confirms that
there are no differences in assessments between male and female
pedagogues of the influence of their initial education on perform-
ing certain practical tasks in schools.

DISCUSSION

The obtained research results show that there are statistically
significant differences in assessments of preparation for profes-
sional practice between students. We can safely presume, based on
the result, that school pedagogues have been positively influenced
by the initial education, while pedagogy students diminish the
influence of and contact with school practice. The mean values (M)
with both subsamples may set apart tasks which have lowest
assessments, those for which the practitioners and students deem
themselves less fit.

In the subsample of pedagogues these are the following items:
Making school program and institution’s development plan
(M=3.57); Participating in the preparation of Individual Education
Plan (IEP) (M= 3.90); Participating in project writing (M= 3.27);
Participating in monitoring and realization of the general and
special standards (M= 3.60); Providing help to teachers in realiza-
tion of experimental and demonstrative activities(M= 3.29);
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Participation in making pedagogical students’ profile for those who
need additional support (M=3.51).

In the subsample of students these are the following items:
Participating in the preparation of Individual Education Plan (IEP)
(M= 3.44); Helping teachers in making complementary, additional
work, practical lessons, ambient learning (M= 3.42); Forming class-
es (M=3.54); Providing help to teachers in realization of
experimental and demonstrative activities (M= 3.43); Providing
assistance to teachers in preparing teaching license exam (M=
3.86); Suggesting measures for the improvement of expert bodies
(M=3.41).

Also, the choice of program tasks within the categories in which
they have been prepared for shows that students are more compe-
tent for research and perceiving real state, than for improving the
quality of overall school work, and in that sense, of education itself.
It is also important to stress the fact that the responses show lower
preparation of students for tasks which are included in Regulation
book on the work program for learning specialists - pedagogues in
2012., i.e., tasks which were not present in the study program at
that time, and which refer to self-evaluation, school program,
development planning, educational standards, individual educa-
tion plan, and the like. The stated results point to a necessity for
redefining study programs in Pedagogy, as well as increased
involvement of pedagogical practice in school, so that students can
learn through experience and can be adequately prepared for their
professional practice. The attained results illustrate the influence
of initial education on the development of concrete pedagogue
competencies, needed in school practice, as well as possible ways to
change the study programs.

CONCLUSION

316

Based on the obtained answers from these two subsamples, we can
conclude that the current education of pedagogues has been
improved by more contemporary demands which are reflected in
the need for writing and involvement in projects; therefore,
students, in comparison to school pedagogues, feel more prepared
for such tasks. They, in their assessment, based on statistical
values, better assess their preparedness to work with teachers. The
contribution of this paper is in the perception of the possibilities
for betterment of school pedagogue practice and professional
education, through analysis of the results obtained through deep
reflection and the experience of the respondents. The limitations of
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the study are reflected in the fact that the students from all univer-
sity centers in Serbia are not encompassed, while school
pedagogues are widely dispersed, so it was difficult to include more
participants. There are several ways to improve and enhance peda-
gogues’ competencies for work in schools: 1. Curricula for
pedagogue education need to be more focused on practice and to
include practical tasks in schools; 2. Students need more time
during which they would be involved in direct work, with all
subjects, and be included in the reality of the school practice; 3.
Develop the mentorship program in which pedagogues would
“handle” induction of new pedagogues into the school system. 4.
Develop systematic connections between faculties which educate
pedagogues with the real-world practice.

Apart from changes in the initial education, the pedagogues have
to independently meet the demands set by the society, active
school context, colleagues, parents, and children. Finally, one
might say that self-development and self-improvement have
become a professional necessity, which paves the way for a reflec-
tive search in the areas of school practice. Although the list of
pedagogue competencies, as afore mentioned, can never be
completed, there still remains the possibility that there should
exist standards for this profession so as to further the practice.
Ultimately, even pedagogue education can use suggestions related
to teacher education “solution must lie in large part with strong,
universal teacher education” (Darling Hammond, 2006 5).
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AJEKCAHIIPA K. AHBEJIKOBUR

YHUBEP3UTET Y HUIIIY
TTEDATOIIKY GAKYJITET — BPAGE

JATUMBOPKA P. TTONOBUR

YHUBEP3UTET Y KPATYJEBLY
TIPUPOJHO-MATEMATHUYKU GAKYJITET — KPATYJEBALL

PE3VIME YHUBEP3UTETCKO OBPA30BAIGE TEJIATOTA
Y CYCPET 3AXTEBHMMA IIKOJICKE ITPAKCE

IIpes yHUBEP3UTETCKO 0dpa3oBarbe IOCTAB/bajy Ce HOBU 3aXTEBU
3a JpyrayvjuM MoJesvMa paZa Koju he ycreurHuje mpuipeMuTH
CTYZIeHTE 3a M3a30Be IPYIITBA, KBAJUTETHUjy YK/BYYEHOCT y pal y
LIIKOJICKOj TTPaKCH ¥ KOHCTAHTHY MEPCOHAIHY afanTaduaHocT. KBa-
suret odpasoBama dyayhux kaHguaaTa MOTPedHO je MPaTUTH KPo3
odpasoBHe MoTpede IIKOJICKE IIPaKCe Te YHUBEP3UTETCKU MOJENN
noy4daBama Tpeda Zja ce 0C/Iamajy Ha CHare M cJ1adoCcTH OIaXKeHe Y
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IIPaKCH, Kao M Ha 3aKOHCKe CMEepPHHUIIe KOje PeryJIHILy OKBHpe JieJIo-
Barba 3aIl0CJIeHNX I1ejarora y IIKOJIH.

Teopwujcko MoJasnIITe UCTPaXVBamka NPeCTaB/bajy PaloBy U 1C-
TPaKMBA4YKY Pe3y/ITaTH Yiju je GOKYC yCMepeH Ha IpUIIpeMy KaH-
Iugara 3a paj y mkosaama. Kako je HacTaBHUYKO 0dpas3oBarbe CTapu-
je on odpasoBama menarora, ZOTaKHyTa Cy MCKYCTBa M Haja3u U3
OBOI I10Jba. VIHave, MUTame Koje IIPOXKMMa YUTaB pajl jecTe: KOJIUKO
VHUIYjalHO 0dpa3oBarbe Iefjarora MCIyEHhaBa 3aXTeBe LIKOJICKe
IIpaKce y CMMCIy NpUNpeMe KaHAuzaTa 3a peajarsalujy nponuca-
HUX 3a/laTaKa y IIKOJICKO]j Ipakcu? Kao ocHOBa 3a 0ZITOBOP Ha I0CTa-
B/bEHO MCTPAXKMBAUKO MUTabe rckopuiiheH je [paBUIHUK O MPo-
rpaMy CBHUX OOJIMKa pafia CTPyYHMX capaiHuka (2012), kojum cy
JeprHNCaHU KOHKPETHU 3aflalli IIKOJICKUX Iefarora. IloMeHyTU
3afjaly lepMHNCaHU Cy Kao UCTPaKUBAYKU ajTeMu, YMje Cy Ipolie-
He O IPUIPEM/bEHOCTU KPO3 YHUBEP3UTETCKO 00pas3oBarbe Jann
CTYZIEHTH MeJJarorvje v WKOJICKU nemarosu (N=165).

[IKOJICKY Iefjaro3u NpefCcTaB/bajy HEM30CTaBHE areHce IPOMeHa
y OpraHM3aluju pafa mkoJe. llIkose, kao opraHusanyje Yrju je pazn
3aCHOBaH Ha IpollecMMa y4era U [0y4aBama, MHTeH3MBHO Ce Me-
1Hajy 1 TIOJJIEXKy TpoMeHaMa. Miako odpasoBare HUKaZa HE MOXKe Y
HOTIYHOCTY IPUIIPEMUTH CTYZAEHTe 3a IpeAcTojehy mpakcy, odase-
3a reziarora jecre Aa Kao HOCHOLM OpOjHMX aKTUBHOCTH Y LIKOJIU
mpaTe, peanu3yjy U eBaJyHpajy LieJIOKYIIHY BacIIUTHO-0Opa3oBHY
nenatHocT. LlIKojicka peasHOCT mazeduHMCaNa je HOBe TOTpede y
OZHOCY Ha aKTyeslaH IpoduJI 3aloc/aeHNx Mejarora. Y Hallem CH-
cTeMy mpodecroHaNTHOT 0dpa3oBara CTyeHTH Ce IPUIIPeMajy Haj-
BehuM ZesloM Kpo3 TeopHjcke Iporpame, AOK 3Ha4YajHO M30CTaje
KpyLWjasHU €0, a TO Cy crelupUyHU IporpaMmu Koju du Harose-
CTWJIM U3BECHY MHCTUTYLIMOHAJIHY IPUIIaAHOCT KaHAUAATa, IPUJIU-
KOM 3aIoC/Iera.

VIcTpa)XrBayKy pe3ysiTaTy yKasyjy Ha nocrojehe pasivke mkos-
CKUX IIef]arora U CTyJieHaTa [1eflaroruje 0 IPUIIPeMJ/bEHOCTH 3a KOH-
KpeTHe IpomnucaHe 3afatke. CTyAeHTH Neparoruje cede Bufie Kao
3HaYajHUje MpUNpeM/beHe 3a MUCambe MIpojeKaTa y OAHOCY Ha 3arlo-
cieHe rezarore. JlodujeHu Haa3 MOXe yKa3aTH Ha TO /ia je yHUBep-
3UTETCKO 00pa3oBame 3HaYajHUje UCIyHUIO OBaj 3aXTEB HETO PaHU-
je. Y oAroBopyMa LIKOJICKMX IleZjarora Hausasy ce Ha OZIF0BOpe KOjU
npeCcTaB/bajy AyOoke pediieKcyje, yCa0B/beHe IPAKCOM, HITO je YK-
HeHMI]a KOja [TOKa3yje BeH CHa)KaH yTUllaj Ha Nefarore. Hamasy mo-
Kasyjy Zia y MHALMjanHo odpa3oBame Tpeda yBeCTH BUILE [IPaKCe, ¥
K0joj 01 CTyZIeHTH YYW/IM TOCMATpPameM U UCKYCTBEHUM YUYEHeM,
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wTo SU YCJIOBUIIO [1a pasBUjarbe BbUXOBUX KOMIIETEHLUja e Y Cy-
cper mpenBubjeHNM MPOrpaMCKUM 3azanuma. I[lpemMa KOHTPOJIHO]
Bapujadiu 1moJI, KOZ MOAY30pKa Iefarora HUCY MpoHaheHe cTaTu-
CTUYKM 3HA4YajHEe PasJivKe, JOK Cy y MOAY30pKy Mefarora CTaTw-
CTUYKY 3HaYajHe pasiuke HodujeHe KOJ YeTUPU ajTeMa: MPUrpeMa
v yuemnhe y Uspaivi FOANIILET [JIaHA Pajia, IPUMPeMa FOJULIBUX U
MeCevHUX IIJIAaHOBa paja rejarora, opMupare ofie/berba 1 rnpahe-
e 00pasoBHOT paza. OBaj [oZaTaK [oKasyje fia CTYAEeHTH [ejarosn
cede mepLUMNMpa;jy Kao doJbe MPUIPEMIbEHE Y OJJHOCY Ha CTYAEHTKHU-
e,

TlopeZ MpoMeHa y MHULMjATHOM 00pa3oBary Mefaro3u Mopajy
CaMOCTaJIHO UCIyHhaBaTy 3aXTeBe KOje OTBapajy M3a30BH APYIITBA,
aKTyeJIHU 3aXTeBU LIKOJICKOI KOHTEKCTa, moTpede KoJera, poanTe-
spa U fene. Ha kpajy, Mosxe ce pehu ma cy camopasBoj u camoycasp-
UIaBame MocTany mpodecroHaHa HEMUHOBHOCT, KOjOM CaMOCTaJl-
HO Tpacupajy myT pedJIeKCUBHOT Tparama y 0daacTrma moTpedHuM
3a paj] y LIKOJICKOj ITpaKcy. MaKo JIMCTa KOMIIETEHI[Hja Te1arora, Kao
uTo je Beh momeHyTO HUKa A He MOYXe OUTH 3ayBeK 3aBpIIeHa, OCTa-
je moryhsocrt za je ucry morpedHo caumHUTH U HedUHKCATY CTaH-
napze npodecuje paau ynanpehusarma mpaxce.

K/bYYHE PEYM: YHUBEP3UTETCKO 00pa3oBarbe, KO/, CTyJeHTH [Iejaroruje, KO-
CKH ITefiaros, [IpaBU/IHUK O ITporpaMy CBUX 0dJIMKa pajia CTPYIHUX
capaZHUKa.
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