BD 135761 | I SP 010 815

. DOCUMENT RESUME

‘AUTHOR Mahan, James H.; Harste, Jerome C.

TITLE :Professional Judgment as a Criterion Varlablesln
o Pre-Service Teacher Education Research. COL s

PUB DATE .7 Apr 17 s

NOTE o .3p., Paper presented at the American Educatlonal

Research Association Annual Meeting (New York, New
York, April 4-8, 1977). ‘

oL
N ~

. EDRS PRICE  MF-3$0.83 HG-$1.67 Plus Postage. :
DESCRIPTORS College Supervisors; *Educational Research--

*Effective Teaching; *Participant satisfaction; Peer
Evaluation; ‘*Preservice Education; Self Evaluation;’
Student Evaluation; *Student Teachers; Student

" Teéaching; *Success Factors, Teacher Educatlom

" IDENTIFIERS Purdue Student Teacher Oplnlonnalre

ABSTRACT~ .
Data. collected and analyzed in this study over a

.three- year perlod lend credence to the notion that professional

judgment is a reliahlc and stable criterion variable for teacher

‘education research. Participants included 209 student teachers, 131

classroom teachers, and 27 university teacher.trainers. Student
teachers were ranked according to their teaching effectiveness by

" their supeIV1=1ng teachers, their university methods instructors and -

supéervisors, their fellow student teachers, and by a self-rating
procedure. Fourteen of fifteen correlations among the various
effectiveness ranklngq were positive and statistically significant at

the .01 level. The remaining correlation was positive and slgnlflcant L

at the .04 level. Student teachers ranked as the nost effective =~ ™
professionaily tended ‘to be the most satisfied with their field-based
teacher preparatlon program. Student teacher satisfaction with their -
training program was measured through use of the Purdue Student
Teacher Opinionaire (PSTO). Superv1s1ng teachers expressed their
perception cf student teacher satisfaction by completing a Modified
PSTO. There was-considerakle congruence between student teacher
expressed satisfaction and teacher perception of the degree of
student teachex satlsfactlon. (Author/MM)

*****************#*************************************4***************
% * Documents’ acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished *
* materlals not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
¥ to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items®of" marglnal *
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality * -
* of the'micrcfiche and hardcopy reproductlons ERIC makes available  *
* yia -the' ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not . *
*'respon51ble for the quality of the original document. Reproductlons *
#* supplied by EDRS are the best that can be- made from the original. . *
***********************************************************************

<) . ..

N3



AR i

! B
o P < - .
us DEPARTMEN! OF HEALTH. - .
EDUCATION & WELFARE

NATION s 7 i P
‘ "EQUSJ£?7‘°‘ o Professional Judgment as a Criterion Variasble
THIS DOCUMENT WAs BEEN -REPRo. il .Pre= Serv1ce Teacher Educat*on Resoarcb

DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM .
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN. .

ATING IT POINTS OF ) TEW OR OPINIONS '
STATED DO NGT NECEStARIL Y REPUE. James M. Mehan, . Indiana University

Yoo | L Aes a2
AERA Presentation -~ S » N.Y., N.Y.: April 7, 1977

SENTOFF(CIALHATIONAL INSTITUTE OF Jerome C. Harste, Indiang University - £

EDUCAYION POSITION OR POLICY R

ED135761°

-
N

Turner (1975) lists professional judgment as a criterion variable related % o
teacher work success.” This study focuses upon the issue of longitudinal 1 re11a—'
bility.and stability of professional judgment as’ a criterion variable, Specifi-
cally, the purpose of the study was to annually collect and interpret data pertinent
to the follow1ng questions of central importance to evaluators of teacher education
outcomes: . .

‘-(l)' Do student teachers as a group; the individual student t=acner 'university

methods and supervisory personnel, and -supervising teachers agree in their
profess1onal Judgments of the most effective student teachers? :

A

‘(2) Are student teacher evaluations of the student teaching experience, as

measured by the Purdue Student Teacher Opinionaire (PSTO) and by & preparatory
program eveluation instrument, related to the effectiveness rankings of student
teachers bj Peers, by gelf, by univers1ty personnel,- and by superv1s1ng
teschers?

i

- ‘ . . “ -
(3) Are student teacher responses_on selected subsets of the PSTO (1 e., Rapport .

with Students) related to one or more of the 1ndependent rankings of profes-
sional ef:nectiveness‘7

(b) . What" degree of congruence is there between- student teacher. evaluation of the -
: student teaching experience via the PSTO. and’ superv1sing teacher evaluation of
the same experience via a modlfied P3T0? .

LI . : . m

(5) .How stable are these relationships over'three annualwreplications?’

RATIONALE = “

Turner (1975) ‘has suggested that the aim of research in teacher education is
to optimize that portion of teacher work " Buccess/attributable to teacher prepara-
tion. Teacher work success is seen as a ‘complex notion 1nvblving at least three
classes of criterion variabfes: “{L) student attainment, (2) professional judgment,

“and (3) student Judgment. - In further explanation of. the criterion-variable of .

professional Judgment, Turner.statee that the ‘teacher's proiessional imege or
stature, as Judged by school and college superv1sors, peers, and school administra—

. tors is an important dimension of teacher success. since, virtually all teachers are
- employed in some kind of institutional setting or formal work.- organization,
1Included in a teacher's professional image may' be ability to work with peérs,.

relation to parents and other community members, perceived motives, knowledgeable- .

. ness, leadership cualities, perceived skill, dependability, dedication and. so on.
One’difficulty in optimizing teacher 'success is that the cr1teria mentioned by

. Turner above, and 8ll of which are 1mportant may not 1nvar1ably correlate posi~ _

”;tively with each: other. In certain instances inverse correlations may appear._



: Decreases in pupil dependency or- autonomy may accompany increases in student .
:achievement cor high levels of student'achievement may be associated with low
ratings of instruction. If the cr1ter10n which represents teacher work success‘ -,
1s indeed as beterogeneous as suggested. emove, & distinct optimization pr oblem s~
posed. It»lS difficult to determine the means by which, andsthose points up to

~ which, one: 'set of criterion- variables can be increased W1thout inducing a decrease
in another set of criterion varisbles.. For exemple, to what point can student
'attainment be incredsed’ without decreasing teacher. ability to function in school
work settings? ‘This same difficulty mey well exist within criterion variable

, _“' 3 Y -TAN supervislng teacher . perceptlons of teacher success nay well vary .

'-from univvr51ty personnel nerceptions of the phenomenon, and both may vary from
peer* perceptions. ’

‘ Given -these- p0551b11it:es, the purpose. of this study is seen as one des1gned

ﬁ;\s{ to explore the nature of the relationships which, exist. within the criterion’ vari- :

-able of. profess1onal judgment.f Conflicting qualitative. perceptions of teacher , <.
performance are o{ten assumed to be an issue confronting teacher education evalu— o b

p ators. Tbis study provides needed -data relative to that issue. : :

v
PROCEDUPF'S AiID IIIQTRUME MT A.TION
: Four independent’ rankings of student teacher. eflectiveness ‘were obtained at
. the end of the 1972-73, 1073 Th, .and 197&—75 academic years. Data were obtained
ﬁfrom all’ part1c1nants 1nvolved in a year-long, field-based teacher edué¢ation
: program end included’ h6 cldssroom teachers, 85 student teachers, and 10 university -
methcds instructors and supervisory specialists in 1972-73, 45 classroom teachers,

70 student teachers, and 8 university personnel in 1973-~Th; and 40 classroom .- =

wteachers, 5k student teachers, and 9 universﬂty personnel in 197h—75.- e .

Program. Satisfaction Measures. Student teacher satisfaction w1th the student
teaching program was determined: through. administration .of two different 1nstruments,.
the Purdue Student Tedcher Opinionaire (FSTO) and a questionnaire developed to
provide speéific ‘information about key dimensions of the .field-besed training pro-

' gram, the Program kveluation Scale (PES).. The PSTO has high validity dnd relia-.
bility coefficients (Bentley and Price, 1969) and has been employed frequently to
measure satisfaction with student: teachlng conditlons in both traditional-and
innovative programs. - ‘The ‘PES has -been employed successfully sipce 1973 in the.vﬁ
evaluation of the rgferent teacher training progvam. {Mahan .and Toadman, 1973)

A Modified PSTO, rev1sed t0 measure the, supervising teacher 8 own opinions of the

‘ student teacher s satisfaction with the conditions and relationsh1ps encountered:
during student teaching, wras administer 2d to each supervising teacher. By using
the, l'odified PSTO, a comparison of stucent teacher satisfaction with: the classroom

, teacher s perception of that- satisfaction was possible, i e.,_where the student

teacher reacted to a statement like, "My relations with other teachers in the = - .

bullding were. ...,{ the classroom teacher reacted to the reworded statement; "The

'relatlons of my student teacher with, other teachers in the building were ....V\«

\. 3
Student teachers made a. second expres51on of satisfaction with their tralning

o

: program via.the Program Tvaluation Scale (PES). . A: ten point continuum renging from - - =
- "1™ (no c0ntribut10n) to. 110" (greax contribution) was utilized to assess thex v
- degree: to ‘which the stident tea~ hers felt that eight different aspects of the o= .

- gram contributed to their proiessional development. The asnects were\ L

—— i
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. :'superv1sorv asslstance Ilon classroom teachers

" - instructional nreoalatlon recelved from methods professors

. — assistance received from sunerV151on specialists
- supervisory assistance received from methods Drofessors .

' - advantages of being placed in 2 or more schools- -k
- advantages of working with 2 or more groups of pupils '

. - assistance received from peers. as a result of- the "cluster" aonroach

. ' to student teaching _ .
" -~ preparatory impact of the total program ‘ ® - e >

A student teacher could record summated evaluatlve scores as low as 8 or-as e
. h¥gn. as 80 on the PES and as lowv as 100. or as high-as 40C on the PSTO. Those with.
-the highest PES scores and highest PSTO scores were considered to be the most sat:
1sf1edtw1th their year-lgng student teachlnp progran as measured by the SPPCIflc
instrument. A highest third, middle third, and bottom third of student teachers
" was identified on the basis of surmated PES scores and arainon the: baS1s of the
;summated PSTO scores. ' . : -

v
3

-+ Student- Teacher Effectiveness lMeasures.. Professional.effectiveness rankings
collected included (l) ‘student teacher rankings of peers, (2) classroom teacher

. - rankings of student’ teachers, (3) university staff rankings of student teachers,

- and (k). student teacher’ self rankings. - -

Teacher effectlvenes wvas defined by each nroun oueratlng 1ndependently but f
wvith the input of the other professﬂonal groups involved in the study ' This was,
accompllsred Jn the following r anner. . : : _;
(1) --=vhole group neeting 1nvolv1np classroou tcachers, student teachers, and
university m methods persons was held to discuss various criteria for ; e
'Judrlng teacher effectiveness.; All participants understood that teacher
‘effectiveness was a complex notion oftentimes dafying easy explanatlon
and that, therefore, each group . could 1ndependentlj select the f1nal
cr1ter1a they vould use. . : PR A \ e H
_ : N ]
- (2) Follow1ng this meeting, each group met 1ndependently to arrive on the

criteria 1t vould emoloy 1n judglng teacher effectlveness 5- [,

J

-/ S
Us1ng the nrocedural oreferences expressed by student teacners relatlve to ;.
_the Student Teacher Ranking by: Peers, the names of all student teachers/were _"
rlaced on a sheet of panar. This listing was given to the studeut teadhers. along
with instructions to rank order the top six student teachers w1th respect to their
‘classroon teaching effnctﬂveness. ‘All responsas were anonymous. Thefsum of ranks
for each student eacher based upon .the responses of peers, was computad. - Student
teachers J%th the hlghes+ sum. of ranks vere cons1dered to be the mos% effectlve
‘profess1onallv._ Those student.teachers receiving fev or no votes were con51dered
-to be least effective “roressﬂonallv._ The student teachers vere. ~then - d’Vldea 1nto
a hlghest third, middle third, and bottom thlrd on a O&Sla of profes51onal effec— :
:1t1veness for data analysis purboses. ' e . / A

l,

T ‘ USlng the nrocedural preferences which vere exnressed by classroom teacher
' " rankings of sthdent teachers were obtained by having“each clas froom. teacher rate~
each of’ h1s/her final tvo student tedchers on 10 criteria for ;rofessronal cffec~'.
_tiveness. A five\ point scale ranFlny from "1” (some) to "5",(outstand1np) vas
- employed. The criteris were Ly o




_»f"/ [ . "
- L - .
.‘\"'l‘ 5)
- effectlve classroon management _
- creation of:a motivating learning envlronment -

- nrenaratlon of sound lesson plans e . ‘

~ verbal reinforcement of pupils v cl :

~ sensitivity to individual needs of pupll :

- reliability , S o

< -acceptance of c”essroom responsibility~~.- ' \

- readiness for daily teachlng duties

-~ enthusiasm for teaching

- mastery of general teaching shllls
‘Each student’ teacher could earn a summated- score ‘of from 10 to 50. 'StUdent teachers:
_with the highest total score ©on the 10 ‘eriteria. were considered-to be the most
- effective professionally. The student teachers irere then divided 1nto a h1Qhest
thlrd, nlddle third, and bottom third for data analysis purpoaes.

University Staff Ranklngs of Student Leachers wvere obtalned by hav1ng ehch
staff memberﬂmate every student teacher on five criteria. A five poxnt scale .
ranging from 1" (unsathfactory) to "5" (outstending) was employed. The criteria
vere:: rapport with children, planhing for 1nstruct10n, Initiative and creativity,
elassroom management, -and 1mp1em=ntat10n ‘of teaching plans and. activities, :Class- .
" room teachers and staff members in a series of conferences concerning the evalu~ )
ation of student teachers had agreed that these five criteria: 1ncluded the ten
- eriteria utlllzed by the classroom teschers.- Student. teachers.with the hlghest
sumnated score’'on the five. criteria wvere considered to be the most effective pro—
fessionally. Those with the lowest scores were considered to be the least effectlve
Vprofe351onally For data anzlysis purposes, the student toachels were again
‘d1v1ded into a hlghe t, ﬂldd*P and bottom thlrd.- ‘ P e

tudent Teacher Self Ranklngs were obte:a.:ine'q by having each student teactier”
rate His or her self on the same ten criteria used by. the: .classroom teacher in
rating the student teachers. The same Tive point scale wvas employed. Each student
teacher, could award himself from 10 to 50 points. Student teachers rece1v1ng the
most bolnts from themselves were considered ‘the most effective professionally.. ;.
Cless;flcationllnto K- hlghest middle, and bottom third was done.'

. Data Analv¥is Procedures. Spearman s COEfflClent of Rank Correlation /Slegel,
19586) was used to examine reeationehlns among the four rankings of student teacher
o eﬂ§ect1veness, the PSTO,.and the PFES. Slmllarmt;es and differences between vre-
service and in~service teacher responses on the P%TO Modified PSTO, cnd selected
'-subscales of tbe pS’"O vere examlned through use of ar1+hnet1c means &nd granhs.

<’

ESULTS AND UTSCUSSIOW i
Fourteen of the ;1fteen cory 19t10ns dlsnlafed in Table I are p051t1ve anﬁ

“statlstlca11v s1pn1f1cant at - tL- 01 level. 1T‘urthermore, these rank—order corce-
. lations indicate a tendency of the underljﬁng ranks to relate in a monotone«
‘increasing masnner (Hays, 1643, p £55) ... Tor example, lov raikings by student
teachers, are associated with correspondluzlv low ranks. by.uunerv151nv teachers -

- and so on. rT‘hesr—‘ significant corrolatlons occurrlng over  three successive years
eln an on—g01ng, fleld-besed tcacher nreouratlon Drogran sungSt#SSEEiEEEEEEE,»»-

iy
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/ - - oo TABLF I ) ‘
. Speermen Rank-Order Correlatlons for Four Ranklngs
‘ ) of Student Teecrer Effectiveness . B
/Year ¥ Variable Tdentity Var. 1 Var., 2 Var. 3 Var. L.
/" Lo "‘ . g - : : | R
i : : v ; ) . B :
Yo ¥9Th-T5 S 2 A .1.00 . : o | .
/ «1973-Th 70 . Ranking of Student ‘ 1.00 - N :
/ 1972—73 85 Teachers’ by Peers - 1.00°
i . »’ #2 : e . R
‘ l97h-7) “ 40 ~  Renking of Student © .25 .0k 1.c0
1973~7h 45 = Teachers by, Class- .53 .0L- = 1.00-
1972=73 * 46 - room Teachers. . ' - .34 01 . 1.c0-
' ’ A #3- * Cy oo _-' o : .
197475 .9 " Reanking of Student 67 -.01 .53 .0t 1.00
1973-Th - 8 Teachers by Univer- .60 .01 - .56 .01 1.00
71970‘73 - 10 81tj Staff 'f_ _ . W55 _.Ol" .38 .01 "1.00 .-
_ 197h- 75_ . 5k Ranking'of Student A7 .01 .kl .01 .36, .01 1.00
“TUTTTULQI3STHT T 700 Teachers by Self 54,01 Lk .01 LBl .01 "1.00

1972-73 - 85 .. o ow LT T

o - Student Teacher Self Rat1ngs were obtained at the end of the 1972~T3 -
' academlc year. : . . )

. . \ .
. ‘agreement among indiv1dual student teachers, student teachers &s a group, un1vers1ty ‘
" personnel, and classroom teachers concerning who is, and who is not, a profession-
ally effective student teacher:. Table I data indicate that the varlous program .
perticlpents tended to select about the same subgroup of students as "most effectlve
and the same subgroup as-"leest effective.”  These perceptiona of. effectiveness. were
" stable. from year-to-year.. One explanation for: this find1ng°1n this program is that
university personnel and classroom teachers probably hed:reached many common edica-
tional expectations and oneretlonal agreements in the three yeers this program
existed prior te this study. -  These common exbectations,,transmltted to: student
. teachers at the- beglnning of the academic year, no. doubt led to the. various types
of program nertlclpants sharing ‘similer. nerceptions of teaching success. If this -
explanation is accepted then . one might expect that if a similar study had. been con-
ducted in the ‘first’ year of implementation ‘of the same p?eparatlon program it might ‘
vl '.have revealed more. confllcting v1ews -of, teaching success. ‘
"~ An alternate explanatlon of the data 'isg that professlonal judgmen+ of teecher
effectiveness.is. a rclatively .stable: and reliable " crlterlon variable’ desplte the
professlon S seeming 1nability to onorationallv define’ ﬂt. Many of* us in field— :
based programs have - always susnected thls, feeling 1ntu1t1ve Judgments about teacher.
cffectlveness were, better then the nerfo“mance Drotlle‘whlch our date provided.v

R

. . - . C .
. ‘ . N
‘ . L N . . . . ©ag s
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Our own experience operating fiela—based programs allows us tc conclude that almost

everyone can agree informally on who are the really "good" teachers and,who are the

really "weak" ones., The, problem. is not agreement but definition of the items among
_Vhich: agreement is found C . -

. _ o

.- ";, o TABLE II . . -
Spearman Rank-Order Correlations Between- Four Rankings ‘of Student Tegcher_'

Effectiveuess and Satisfaction With the Student Téaching EXPerience
- as Measured: by the PSTO and PES

- . - . -

Satisfaction.ggth Field Experience

Veriabie Identity =~ - Year '
' :  PSTO . PES - .
Total Score o Total Score
Ranking of Student S I9T-TS 00 30 .02
Teachers by Peers . 1973-Th Ab oo .31 .01 :
-1972-T3 . -.0T" * ,- R .
Renking of Student . - - 197475 .32 .01 .22, .06 . o
- Teachers by Class- 1973-Th STt o) hT{E.O ) N
rodm Teachers . 1972-73 - - - -2 01 *L0, Lk
' ' oo e . IS
' Ranking of Student - T 197h-TS .08 -_ i -
Teachérs by . - 1973-74 - - .28 .02 .37 0 .0X :
University Staff 1972-73 - ~.18 .06 ovo 5
Renkings of Student 1ITU-TS .31 .02 m_i b3 .01;5}l. T~
Teachers by Self ' 21973-Th _ .33 .01 R - RN o R .

ﬂ1972—73 ) s * eas T # o -

. ' ‘The PES device and the Student meaclcer Self Rablng Device were n'v.
utillzed at the. end of the 1972-73 academic year»

Table IT 1ndicates that student teachers who are perce*ved as- highly ef
professionally. in a field-based préparation program tend.to ‘percelive th
itself. as highly effective:when they are evaluating the program using: 4]

. scale, an 1nstrument designed to specifically ‘address the, maJor'characteristics S

of the program. Relative to. the. standardized -PSTO scale (where.some subscales

deal w1th forces beyond univer81tv influence like: ‘school curriculum andfmater1als, :

w1th their year—long studeat teaching experience.;
a student teacher s sauisfactlon w1th the student teaching exberience as‘
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components of the PSTO that focus upon community, adﬁinistration, and public school -

- curriculum can evoke negative responses from-ihe "pest" student teachers. Effec-.
tive teachers may, for exemple, be the most sensitive to breakdowns in -either the
pommnnityﬁs or the university's provision of quality educational services end may
assign lov evaluations .o the respomsible party. Turbulence cheracterized the - _
1972-73 .year for participants in this study. School board decisions to form middle
schools and to change  attendance areas, reassign elementary pupils, and transfer
teachers upset both supervising -teachers and student teachers. Negative correls-

tions between.;rofeésional effectiveness and satisfsction with the program as

measured by the PSTO occur ounly in 1972-73. * It is unfortunate that no PES data was
collected in 1972~73. If PES data had been obtained, and if it had correlated —
positively with effectiveness rankings, the arguiment that community variables :
' beyond university staff control strongly-efficted student teacher satisfaction:

would be strengthensd. = . - - _ . ‘ . L
e ' - TAELE III
Spearmah Rank—Order_Corfelatiqns Bétween.Scores'oﬁ SeiectédiSubSets:,
of the PSTO and the Four Rankings of Student Teacher Effegtiveness
. - Refiking:
. _ _ s g g B
PST0 Fector . - Year 5. T — —
‘ ’ : - : By Class- . By Self - By Peers . . By Univer-
room Teacher . - Rating - sity Staff
'Fl':Rapport with o 5 ‘;lS. ’ ,.os.jt_ =03 o ,03 ”v ‘
. Classroom Teacher 1973-Th4 27T W02 .18 7 15 - 32,01
F3 Teachidg as  197k-75° .18 - ®.32 ,01° .02 . 18
__a Profession 1973-7h .46 .01 W6 .01 9 Ry & |
] Fi Repport with .~ 197h=75 .10 . ‘#.26 .03 .31 .02 .19 o
” University . - -1973-7h b4 o1~ . .23 .03 ' .15 c7 .33 .01 .
_Supervisor S - SR L A .
_ S . _ AR AR T - F]
'FT Rapport with" 197h-75 °© .16 .- - (20 ,08'7 .08 .ok
Students ~ - . 1973-Th- .36 Jo1 " . - .27 .02 . .20 .05 433 .01l
F10 Professional . 1974<75 - .06 T L#.50 - (0L f*;éar ;03;f%;2h”f‘65“T,.

Préparaﬁibnrm;w"”jwl913~7hﬂ;if.51f—;Olv —-etiy38iol T2 .01 .30 .01 .

E

*MostAstable relatibnships across years.

. - Table III reveals_th&t.studentsfwhbvthbught most highly of their own professional
-+ affectiveness, as measured by PSTO, were also the most -satisfied with teaching as - v
‘& profession, with their rélationships with the university supérvision specialists, .
and with the quality of mefhodsfinstructiéhw(prbfessibnal“preparation)lregeived;;H' o
- from tpefmethodS'pronSSors}. The“same'sﬁudents;ﬁere~also.:ather:positive;abput;;“_km»

emae]
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. their. rapport wlth ‘their’ alsmentary school pupils. It is a]so evident /that satis;
- faction with professional preparaticn .(positive feelings about methods instruction)
was positlvely assoeiated .with high effectiveness ratings. Although correldations
fluctuate from year-to -year, the general trend’ is for the, student teachers Judged

. most effect1ve to ‘be/the student teachers most satisfied with the five selected I

.Zaspects of the1r teacher preuaration program as measured by the PSTO.
. .
Graph I presents & comparison between student teacher satisfaction w1th student
teachlng as measured by the PSTO and.supervising teacher percention of that student

teacher satisfaction as measurcd by a Modlfied PSTO, ‘ L ‘ .-

' Subs;ales of these 1nstruments are: . . : R ~

Factor 1. Rapport with Superviclng Teacher
" Pactor 2. Rapport with Principal ° .
‘Factor 3. Teaching as a Profession s :
Factor I. Rapport with University Supervisor : S
Factor 5. Community Suprort.of Education ’ ’

.. Factor T. Rapport. with Students . N S
Factor 8. Rapport with Other Teacbcrs : ‘
Factor 9. Setisfaction with Housing ‘

" Factor "10. . Proféssionnl Preparation .°

Factor 6. Student Teacher Toad . ..::. . e . R ;'f

-

Factor -11. . School: Facillities — . R C "

_Factor 12, Currleulum_I,sues . L ) ’ . -

v , ®

If one deflnes .5 (one-sixth of the range) as g dlfference of nractlcal concern,

- there are few differences among group meensg that~are- sigpificant. ‘Generally, class= .

room teechers- rather accuratqly perczived the extent o? student teacher satisfac%ion'
with the. Vear—long field experience._ : . -

The 107h-l975 teachers and student teachers had s1gn1fwcant differences regard- '

ing Fector 2, Rapport with P »incipel, and Factor 8, Rapport with Other Teachers. o
The' 1972-1973 student’ teacher/supervising teacher. groups rcvea;eg differences of 5
..or greater on two factors, also:. Factor 5, Community Support of Educatlon, and '
Factor 8, Rapport with Qther Teachers. The classroom teachers in these cases
thought satisfactiOn was greater than it actually was,  The disparity  between: stu-
dent teacher and classroom teacher on’ the issue of satisfactlon with community -
support, to some degree lends credence to the earliex 1nterpretat10n glven to the )

negative correlatlons dlsplayed in Table IT for 1972 73.

a . . 3
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- Then too, there seems to be a consisteént endency for claséroom teachers to
feel student’ teachers have better rapport with the remainder of the faculty than
actually exists. This phenomenon occurred in both years. One explanation £or .this

. ~finding is that $tudens. ‘teachers probablj do ‘not-. share with the:current ﬂupervising .
ER - teacher; ell the -delicate details of a strained relationship with a different: teacher e
S “elsewharein the building.” Another _explanetion is that some supervising teachers o

. who may be virtual "loners" in “terms of school socializing may not-éven imagine S
that a student teacher desires open’ ‘and friendly interaction gith meny classroom’

teachers -~ not "Just one. . Furthermore, almost all the classr s in this program o

. were."self-contained." If may be that inservice teachers qyéggfrgetting the. limita- -
B tions the self-contained classroom places on. intra—facul?§—communication, .grade-~to-~ ’
. grade sharing, team teaching,: or even on a .conmen -coffee* break time, ldealistic'

"beginners on the other hand, desire and antigipate, these close collaborative condi—

tions and are: diSappointed iL they do not exist.‘-' -
_ A thlnd and final explanatlon for the variation.in the mean scores between '
7y - - groups on Factor 5 and Factor 8 is thaf these subscores are the least stable of-all
P scores on.the PSTO. This explanation has ‘some besis in that an examination of" “the ..
- PSTO reveals these subsceles are made up: of only.5 and € items respeétively. .While
T tha least exciting, thisa explanation ray well be the most. plausible. If accepted

-+ Grag tovides even- stronger ev1dence supporting the realiabllity and stabllity
hypothesis being tested in thls paper._ . . N A e
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iy Data co lected and’ anslyzed in this tudy over a three year period lend cre-l
dence to_the/ notion that professional Jjudgment is a reliable criterion variable for
teacher. edu ation redearch. - " Whether. or not profession&& Juﬁgment is as, reliable an.
. student attainment and student Judgment is an empirical issue whieh" needs to be - T
~ studied. S§imilerly, whether: or*%ot professional Judgment is-a- valid deasure of o
teacheréwork\success, or whether or not professional Judgment is as valid & measuref‘
as-are student judgment and jtudent attainment were issues: not researched, and = .
rcleaz:ly otght " to. be. - Asking questions of. this sort; ma¥, however, .be misleading,
for somehow the mere act of suggesting. that the’ valldity of profe351onal Judgment
be stud1ed elevates, and with no ‘clear support theé! stature of student- attainment _
and . student, Judgment as valid cr1ter1on variab es for Jjudging teacher work: success.
At this p01nt there is.lit+le to “suggest: that ‘one criterion variable.is more valid: .
" than another;; It anythlng, the record favors professional‘Judgment.! The long’ timb~fﬁ
-favorite, student attainment; must certainly be- questiqned given’ the reliabillty
problems identlfled by Soar ‘and ‘SoaX. (1975) Then too;: stggent attainment 1ogically~
‘suffers in.that it is a roduct -measure and teaching is, agree,; axrather,com—
plex and . d?namic process. fPr .581onal Judgment as & criterion- -variable both iy
permits and allowsYthis import dlmen51on of teachingato enter Anto the evaluatlonf
processf//And this we believe, is a very positive end desirable’ feature of. profes~ ..
sional Judgment as'a criterionlvarlable in tescher education researchu, This point
n hovever, probablf needs to be restated. “In essence;»wggz we. a*e saying is, that e
‘_teaching is B complex and dynamic process, and while f&sparchers- in'the: field would -
Vreadlly agreep their most’ commonlv'emnloyed thods and criterlon vsriablesvtreat“it
:;as E static set SPlllS anduas a product r her.than a process. Conside :

.....



‘example, the wealth of research on skill or competency-hased teacher educatlon. ‘
While there exists a reasonablesamount of 1nforuat10n on problem 1dent1f1cat10n and

¢5task—structur1ng, little is known about the Batire of - * ~' *1s become inte~ B
.+ grated into the process of teaching and into the be® - toire as detion— =
- strated in ‘a classroom event. Given such limitatic SIS +al Jjudgment does

" at least permit a rich mix of variables to operate i 4ine che process .of teach-

ing and, -at this point, may well be our most valid ana rel'uble measure of" effective—
'ness. At any rate, the data - here is encouraging and does. suggest a high degree of -
_.stability in Judgment across years even when 'one group (students) changed its: ent1re
‘membérship each year. -Although wecan .only specula*e the data does suggest some
.rather consistent deflnltlons of teacher: effectiveness were being apolied across .
ETOUPS by the: evaluators. ‘It would not. seem surprising, ther=fore, if later -
researchers found that professional:.Judgment: as a riterion variable captured some:
dynamic dimensions of the teaching process which were "illusive or left unaddressed
-niﬁ\current outcome or student attainment studfés. he agenda ahead and clearly
no \smell one, is for us to learn to-trust the crlterlon\varlaole of professional

Judgnent. _ . o ) AN
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