DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 240 106 . : SP 023 813
-AUTHOR O'Neal},, Sharon F.
TITLE Supervision of Student Teachers: Feedback and
) Evaluation. Clinical Teacher Education -- Preservice
- Series. '
INSTITUTION Texas Univ., Austin. Research and Development Center
. for Teacher Education. . , ‘
~REPORT NO RDCTE-S8047
"PUB DATE Feb 83
NOTE 117p.; For related documents, see SP 023 801 and SP
023 803-806. ,
PUB TYPE Reports - Resez .a,/Technical (143)
EDRS PRICE MF01/PC05 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS *Cooperating Teachers; *Fe+~dback; Field Experience

Programs; Formative Evaluation; Higher Education;
Preservice Teacher Educatiorn; Student Attitudes;
*Student. Evaluation; *Studen: Teacher Relationship;
*Student Teachers; Student Teucher Supervisors;
i Summative Evaluation; *Teacher .valuation
IDENTIFIERS *Student Teacher Evaluation

ABSTRACT . \!‘ -

The types of evaluative feedback student teachers
received regarding their classroom performance were investigated.
Information was obtained from interviews, journals, conferences,
rating scales, and evaluations 1nvolv1ng 20 student teachers, 20
cooperating teachers, and 9 university supervisors. This report
describes the formative and summative evaluation that took place
during the course of student teaching experiences. Content of
supervisory conferences and formal, final evaluations are compared to
those university protocols regardxng the formative and summative
evaluation of student teachers. Interview and Journal data as well as
information reported on individual performance rating scales are
described. These data are considered to reflect participants’
perceptions, and concerns are compared to conference and final
evaluation data to determine congruence. Conclusions are drawn from
these findings and hypotheses suggested for future study. '
(Author/JD)

***********************************************************************

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
***********************************************************************




ED240106

S

The University of Texas at Austin

Austin, Texas 78712

SUPERVISION OF SfUDéNT TEACHERS:
FEEDBACK AND EVALUATION
| Sharon F. 0'Neal
Report No. 9047

This Publication is One of
a Series.on

Clinical Teacher Education--Preservice

Gary A. Griffin, Program Director and
‘ Principal Investigator

February 1983

¢ 0

Research and Development Center for Teacher Education

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

O, H. Bown

7O THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).”

U.S. DEPARYMENT OF EDUCATIBN
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

EDUGCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
© CENTER (ERIC)

7 This. document has been reproduced as
received from the person o organization
originating i1.

[.1 Minor changes have been made to improve
reproducticn quality.

® Points of view or opinions stated in this docu-

ment do not necessarily represent official NIE
position or policy.



Preface

The capstone of a teacher preparation program is student teaching, the
time when the prospective teacher demonstrates what has been learned agggt,
teaching and continues to 1earn how to do teaching. Under the guidance of a
career teacher and with the assistance of a university-based supervisor, the
teacher .candidate becomes a member'of the teaching force in the complex,
ongoing world of the classroom. |

Central to student teaching is the supervisidn of_the process, the’
1nteract1ons between student teaci.er, cooperating teacher, and university
supervisor that guide the experience. Although the superviéion of student

teachers is considered to be cr1t1ca1 to a successfu] learning experience, it

138 T —

has teceived re1at1ve|y little systemat1c research attention. -

This report describes the supervision of student:teack1ng from a variety
of perspectives 1nc1ud1ng d1scuss1on of university reauirements, school system
requirements, feedback procedures, evaluation procedures, and part1c1pants
perceptions of the process. The report is unique.in that ali parties to the
experience are included, not only student teachers. L

A major contribution of thiSrreport is the inclusion of descriptions of
the methodo]ogica] problems and benefits of working with qualitative data.
The analysic systems -and their evolution are discussed in the belief that
these procedures and methods can be of &se to others concerned vith intricate
systems of human interaction.

The report was written by Sharon 0'Neal who combines a perceptive =
understanding of the iseues of schooling with a finely-tuned analytic approach

:tc analyzing and describing thecse issues clearly and sensitively. The report!
could not have taEen shape, hdweVer, without the contributions made by Susan

Barnes, Robert Hughes, Jr., Maria Defino, Hobart Hukill, Heatheir Carter, Hugh



L

Munby, and Lupita Guzman. The difficulties of dealing with large bodies of
data was made more'manageab1e by the assistance of Linda Mora, Luann Mclarry,
Freddie Green, and Vicky Rogers.

We are espécia]]y grateful to the more than two thdred participants in
the'study. They made us welcome in their university and school settings for a.
full semester, permitting us to becqme immersed in their professional lives.
We offer them our admiration and gratitude.

This report is.one of a series dealing with clinical preservice teacher
education. The investigations which are reported in the sefies were conducted
by the résearch team-of the Research in Teacher éﬁucatipn program area of the
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education at The University of
Texas at Austin. Inquiriés about related reports can be directed td
Communication Services, Research and Development Center, Education Annex, The

University of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas 78712.

Gary A. Griffin

Principal Investigator

iv



, Abstract
This paper described in detail the evaluative feedback student teachers.

received regarding their classroom performance. The nature of this feedback
was then discussed in terms of congruence with university proiocols for
"student teacher feedback" and participants' perceptions of feedback.
Formative feedback, as characterized by supervisory conferences, revealed a
concern with the methods and materials of teaching which were specific to the
classroom at hand. Few evaluative statements regarding the student teachers'

~ performance were shared. Institutional protocols asked that feedback promote

- skills in effectfve classroom management and instruction. A¥ ough formative
feedback addressed classroom management and instruction, any*information about
"effective" or "good" classroom management and instruction was implicit.
Summative feedback which was characterized through the final student teaching
evaluations, revealed high ratings of student teachers. Clearly final
evaluations served to address both cooperating teachers' and university
supervisors' institutional responsibilities regarding the "grading" of student
teachers. However due to the consistently high ratings "given to all student .
teachers in the sample, those who utilize this info mation may not be able to -
distinguish one student teachers' performance from another.

Participants' perceptions of feedback, supervision and. evaluation were
examined through a number of data sources. Data revealed that cooperating
teachers consistently expressed a concern with imparting knowledge to the
student teacher regarding the specific methods and materials of teaching. Such
concerns were consistent with their talk about teaching in supervisory
conferences. Student teachers' perceptions of supervision and evaluation
showed a predominant concern with tihe good personal relationships between
themselves and their cooperating teachers. When questioned as to why they
felt these relationships were good most stated that their teachers shared
ideas, offered constructive criticism, held high expectations and maintained a
collegial rapport with them. However, an examination of the summative

- evaluation they received showed that .cooperating teachers offered few
evaluative statements and dominated most interactions.
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. Supervision of Student Teachers:
reedback-and Evaluation

Introduction

, A major research {nvestigation-of preservice'clinica1 teacher educatit,
or student teaching, was conducted during the fall of 1981 by the Research in
Teacher Education (RITE) pfbgram'dfvision of the Research and Development
Center for Teacher Education.-"Beéause feedback serves as the .vehicle for
both the instruction ;nd subsequently the eva]uation of the studept teacher, .
regular observation and feedback are key ingredients to'a successful student

~ teaching experience. TheFefore, one goal of this study was to describe in
detail the nature of the feedback-stugent‘teachers ?eceive,.reéarding their
performance, from their cooperating téa;hgrs and their uanersity supervisors.
Rationale ’

The feédback student teachers receive'throughoﬁt the course of their
training may be an important variab1ezfo the success or failure of their
training. Southall and.King t1979) found; in their study of student teaching, .

that both cooperating teachers and student teachers identified lack of |
communication as .their most frequent problem. 1In addition,.student teazhers
appear to have direct preferences for the way in ijch feedback is delivered.
In a study conducted by Copeland and Atkinson (1978), student teachers

- demonstrated a clear preference for directive superv{so%sﬂﬁn a conférence
situation. As Griffin, Hughes, Barnes; Carter,'Defino, and tdwaras (Note 1)
poinfed out, because student teachers'are being asked to perform at acceptable
levels within a éertain time period and within various contexts, a Iack-of

-44 concreteprofgssiona] advice may be frustrgting. To ask student teachers to

self-analyze, self-diagnose and self-evaluate under the itchful eye of the

nondirective supervisor may be a difficult task indeed..

. " . g
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This report will describe Fhose feedback systems uhibh operatea_in_thé
" student teaching situation§ studied in this_inveétigation. In addition, how
those systems re1até to participants’ perceptions o% feedback‘ﬁﬁﬁ‘\nuy1uatidn
and the universities' expectations for feedback and evaluation will also be

described.

g -

This rgport is part of series produced by the RITE program in their
study of preservice teacher education. Therefore some reference to the
Clinical Teacher Education - -Preservice Study_ is indicated. Foraa hore
detailed rationale of.thiS‘study, a literature review, a descgfption of the
methodology, as we]] as appended instruments, the reader is referred to
Griffin, et al., (Note 1). A comparative analysis offthe dochments as well as

o

additionaltjnfqrmgtibn regar&ing the context of student teaching is detailed
in Defino, Barnegi and 0'Neé1 (the 2). Further analysis and'findings Eelated
to personal and professional characteristics, changé, and outcomes, as
méasured by se]f—administered pgychological tests, are presented in Hughes and
Hukill (Note 3). A éomp1ete summary of all findings is detailed in the final
report of this sfudy‘(Griffin,_Barnes, Definp, Edw§fds, Hukf]], & 0'Neal,

Note 4). ‘

Organization

%his report wiil first provide a methodology section which details the
analysis of both the quangitati;é and qué]itative data collected for this
study. Sechd1y a description of feedback Systems and their relation to the.
pa{ticipating Lniversities expectations for feedback and evaluation as well as

théi} relation to participants' perceptions of feedback and evaluation will-be

described. Finally a'summary'wi]1 be provided.

10
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Methodology ;
Sample Deschgpt1on “ .

The fo11ow1ng ana1vses are based on data collected by the RITE staff from
,ywo sites. The first site was State\University (SU)* a large public
TE\ R ,}
university whose student teachers were assigned to elementary schools in

either a mid- s1zed urban school district or a sma11er suburban schoo1

d1str1ct These districts together are referred to as Lakeview. At this site .

data were collected on 43 cooperating teachers, 44 student teachers, and 13
university supervisors. The second site was a large, private university
(Metropolitan University or.MU) 1ocated in a large urban center. Data were

co11ected on 45 cooperating teachers (39 at the elementary level, 6 at

~secondary), 49 student teachers (43 at the e1ewentary level and 6 at

secondary), and four un1vers1tv supervisors who were assigned te schools in-

the Urban school district. The sample was composed of a general and an

_intensive group of participants. At each site unﬁyersity supervisors,

'principa1s and others were asked to identify 10 effective cooperating

teachérs. These cooperating teachers (10 at each site) and"the student
teachers and university: supervisors with whom ~they worked composed the
intensive sample (20 cooperating teaehers, 20 student teachérs, nine
university supervisors).

Procedures ,
“The intensdve“suhsamp1e was drawn in order to gain more comprehensive

data from that group. Both the intensive and genera1 sample part1c1pant°'

comp]eted oackground questionnaires at the beg1nn1ng of the student teaching

experience and self-administered five instruments at the beginning, middle,

*
Names of institutions and cities have been changed to protect anon/mity.

3
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and end of the stugent teaching exper1ence. These instruments included the
Educat1ona1 P;eference Scale (Lacefield & Cole, Note 5),hTeacher Céncerns
Questionnaire (Fuller, 1969), Rigidity-Flexibility Inde% {Hughes, Griffin,.&
Defino, Note 6}, In;erna]-Externa] Locué of Control (Machonald & Tseng, Note
7), andt}he Self-Perception Inventory (Soares-& Sqﬁres, 1968). Two o_her -
measures, Paragraph Comp{etion_(Hunt, Greenwood, Noy, &.watson, Note 8) and
Empathy Cons#ruct Scale (LaMonica, Note 9), were comp]eted on1y at the'
beginning and end of the semester. In addition the Ouick Word Test (Borgatta
& QOrsini, TQGO)Jwas self-administered only at the start of the semester while

<

the‘Teacher wérk-L%fe‘inventog; (Blumberg & Kleinke, Note 10) was administered
Bniy at the end of tHP semester. The intensive sample also kept journals,
.aud1otaped the1r conferences, and .participated in beg1nn1ng, middle and end of
semester interviews. Additiona11y, cooperating teacher;‘;nd student teachers
in the intensive sample were observed in their classrooms thrél_and four
timeg,_respective1y,'over'the course o%hthe semester. The general sample
responded in writfng to abbreviated forms of the interview protocol at times
‘cbinciding with the interviews.of the intensive sample.

Data Analysis

“.

\

The majof data sources for this report consisted of the interviews,
journais and conferences of the intensive sample, published documents from the

institutions involved, and participant rating scales and final evaluations

.completed by ali pa?ticipants. A discussion of the analysis of each data

source foliows.

Interview and journal .data. In an effort to reduce the bulk of
information found in the interviews and journais a coding scheme was °

developed. It was created with the f011ow§ng principles in mind:

-
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1. The smaller the numbef of categories, the greater the chance of

accurate coding.

2. Coding should aim at reducing bulk without expunging information and

flavor.

3. The‘subjécts' language should be preserved.at all costs.

The first attempts at organizing interview and journal data resulted in a
large and complex cateéorx system. The number of categories was reduced by
focusing on the gross and Signfficant topics addressed:in each interview. The
fo110wihg four categories grew out of the data:

1. Background: Information placed in this Categofy refers to the
characteristics of the student teachers, cooperating teachers, and
university subervisors and the exberiences ahd‘;reparation that they had
had prior to the current semester. Examples include formal course work,
inservice training, and/or social servfce preceding the student teaching.“
semester.

é, Teachiné: This category includes all information about the student

teachers', coopefating teachers', or university supervisors' experiences

when they were in charge of instruction. ‘(This could have been with qnéﬁ
child, a group of children, or the entire class.) Any of the following
information would be'releVant: the topic of subject covered, the |
organfzation of the class activity, who planned and directed the
activity, and who the participants were. |

3. Superyjsion and Teacher Education: A1l statements about the

experiencg%?germanevto the monitoring and evaluation of student teachers''

performance/and its improvément belong to this category. Information

might refer to what was communicated, and when and how; what was

observed, when and by whom; what was covered in- student teaching




seminars; what .were the participants' professional ’énd personal

relationships throughout the semester; and how well a participant

responded to supervision.

4. Goals, Expectations qnd Ideals: Frequently, intgrviews contained

information about the personal, behavioral and academic aims, aspirations-

and ambitions of the student teécher, the cooperating teacher and the
university supervisor. Also found were statements couched in terms of
ideal teaching, supervision or practice teaching experiences. This
information is included. here, as are any individual's goals for someone
elses such as cooperating teachers' hopes for student teachers' progress,
university supervisors' intentions for supervising student teachers at a -
later visit to the school, and studént ieacherS' gﬁa]s for children in
their cooperating teachers' class.

" 5. Context: The Context category records everythiﬁg about the setting
in which the studeht teaching occurred: a description of the school,
ﬁeighborhood and>c1ass population; a description of the classroom, the
bui]ding and any special faci]ities; a description of the materials,
resources and resource personnel; and a description of any special
conditions within or outside the classroom wh1ch are ‘relevant and wh1ch
prevail during the student teach1ng semester,

Each interview question was first c1assified étcording to its intended
focus. Data analysts then read all the answers to oné questidn. Those
portfons of the answers which seemed pertinent to the question were
underlined. A1l answers;tb one question were then grouped together for ease
of reéding Each data ana]yst’then';onstrpcted a paragraph summarizing the
answers to 1nd1v1dua1 questions. These summaries noted the following four

items; (1) most frequent answer; (2) d1fferences in answers across role types

O



(student teachers, cooperating teachers, and supervisors) and across sites;
(3) the least frequent answers; and/or, (4) a noteworthy area that was omitted
-altogether. Journé1.1ines were c]assifiéd and identified }n a similar
fashion. | -

This was done forlthe‘purpose of extracting identifiable "themes" or
trends in response content. Often, the conceptualizations about -background
experiences, goals, etc. were expressed as themes common to all particfbant
types fn both locations, emphasizing the fact that people enter and leave the
student teaching experience with sets of shargd beliefs which may not |
otherwise bé directly evident. In part1cu1ar, themes extracted from interview
data form the backbone of the discussion of 1nforma1 processes of the
university presented later in this report. v

Conferences. To describe the supervision and formative evaluation of
student teachers, audiotapes of all conferences conducted by intensive sample
members were analyzed. Two sets of conference data existed: - those
conferences thét involved the entire triad (i.e., student teacher, cooperating
teacher, and university supervisor), and those conferences in which the
cooperating teacher and student teacher were the only participants involved.
A total of 148 conference tapes involving a student teacher and coopefating
teacher were collected while only 5 conference tapes involving the entire
triad were collected. Of the dyadjc conferences co]]ected; a sample of 76
were coded and analyvzed. »

The dispar%ty of tapes collected involving the entire triad may be
explained in a number of ways. First, gnly one of the universities involved
in the study required three-way conferences as a part of the student teaching
experience. In addition no one person of the triad was he]d responsible for

making certain the three-way conferences were recorded;and subsequently turned

., 15



in. In addition, the tape recorder was usually set up’in the.cooperating
teacher's cLagsroom. If the three-way conference took place in ‘another
Tocation the‘recording of that conferencé'may have been missed. Finally,
three-way conferenceﬁ are usually eva]uativé in n&ture and may have.had great
impact on the student teacher involved. It may be therefore that the §tudent
teacher felt uncomfortable recording this type of conference. Beéause the
data frum these few three-way conferences could not be consfdered- as
fépresentative of the sample they were not included in this_ana]ysis.

Selected conference tapes were first transcribed and then coded:using a
variation of Weller's (1971) MOSAiC system of analysis. This coding system
was developed to provide'infonaéﬁion about the pfocess and the content of the
conferences. In terms of process, the coding focused uponvdescribing the
exchange of infgrmation between the cooperating teacher and thelstudent
teacher. Who did the talking, to whom the talk was directed, and what type of
talking occurred;were described. In-terms‘of content, the nature of the
topits diséuséed in the conferences_ﬁas exaﬁinéﬁ. Three major categories were
included under content: “teaching," "organization of student teaching,“'and
"other." A summary of a11‘categories and examples are provided in Appendix A.
An overview=qf the analysis of the conference data is provided in Figure 1.

Process data were collapsed aéross a]]’confergnces. Mean frequencies and
percentages were used to describe these conferences. Frequencies were derived
from the ndmber'of typed lines contained within each statement. A statement
vias defined as one participant's turn in the coﬁversatiqn and may therefore
have contained information about more than one topic.

Documents. In ordér to examine the §tudent teaching programs af
Metropolitan and State Universities, official university and public school

documents were examined. The Director of Field Services at each university



Figure }
Coding Categdries Used 1n the
Analysis of Conference Data

Process Content
Teaching Organization of Teaching
h.;!r Gansrality Focus Domain
0 .
Anes {Who [ Type |Girection | Classroom- | Genaral |Objectives| Methods | Exacution |Othar | Cognitive | Affective Socldl- Other Student Student
: Specific end and Disciplinary ' Teachin Teachin
Materdals Instructions) { Protocol | Activities

Interactions

Not

Applical

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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and the Officeé of Staff Development for each school system provided the RITE -

staff with documents which delineated the major roles and responsibilities of

T .

the pafticipants in the student teaching experience.

Performénce rating scales. Items for the performance rating~s;a1es weré
drawn from a number of sources. The items were behaviorally focuéed and were
generated from research findings on the student teaching experience (Griffin,
et al., Note 1), craft knowledge, including supervision experience of the RITE
staff members, and interviews with university supervisors and cooperating
teachers. (see AppehdiX”B). The student'teaéhef performance rating scale
also included items from areas indicated on'the university evaluation forms
for student teachers. The items were rated-on a 5-point Likert-response scale -

from "Strongly agree" to “Strongly disagree." Thesperformance of each member

“of the triad was rated @y that member as well as by the other two via

dpproximately parallel forms. Each triad member was asked to rate’ the other

two members in order to examine the consistency of the ratings from role to
role, and, by inference, the commonality of their perspectives on the student

teaching experience. Because each_university supervisor was assigned to more

_than one triad, the university supervisors rated only those of their triads

that were in the intensive sample or if none were, then two randomly se]écted
triads from tﬁe general sample. This Qas done so as not to overburden them,
yet to maintain a modicum of useful data. vMeans and standard deviations were
then reported. /

Final evaluations. The forms consisted, at both sites, of a series of

five-pointvLikert-tyﬁe'items with blank spaces prdVided for comments to

elaborate upon them (24 rating items on the Metropolitan University form, 11
on the State University form; see Appendix C. For purposes of the present
analysis and discussion, tHe items on each form were grouped to create two

19
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parallel sets Qf subscales (Metropolitan's were already arouped; those on the
State University form were siﬁi]ar]y grouped by the'authors—-no facfor
‘dnaiysis'was performed). Thué, five items on the State University form were -
labeled the "Teaching Competency" subscale, while 11 items on the Metropolitan

University form served as the parallel. Some examples are: “Demonstrated

A
e

skillful imp]émentation of learning plans," "Presents lessons clearly and
effectively," or "Demonstrated skillful choices of instructional methods based
on children's needs'and interests.” Ten other items on the Metropo]itan
University form were labeled the "Professiona]hCombétency" supsca1e, as were
four abbaren@]y para]]éi items on the State Uﬁiversity eva]uétioh form.
Examples of the items included here are "Demonstrated ability to profit from
feedback," "Attends to schedules and commitments," or "Handles situations with.
poise, se]f—confro].". The\remaining items on the Metropolitan form pertained
to the student.teacher's "Peféona]'Charac;erjstics,” and the remaining item on
the State University form required an overa]]ﬁgﬁdgméﬁt of- the student teacher.
A variety of descriptive statistics was ca]cu1ated on.the mean kétfﬁés ineh
~the siudent teachers on parallel subscales of the eva]uations..

In addition, barticipants responded to the instruments described aboVé,
as well as two rating scales genefated by the RITE staff to assess
participants' expectatio;s for, and satis%action-with, the student teaching
scale (See Hughes & Hukill, Note 3). Analyses of the questionnaires included
'ca1cu1atiqn of descriptive statistics (e.g., standard deviations,vfrequencigs,v
intercorrelation matrices, etc.) and inferential stétistits (particularly

ANOVAs of scores across participaht‘fo1es, sample typés, and sites).

20
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Congruence of Feedback Systems With

University Protocols

>‘This section will focus on the feedback student teachers received as’

related to these guidelines established by the participating universities.

With regard to feedback systéms, two data sources will be examined.
First audio tapes of conferences in which the student teacher was invo]ved'
ware analyzed for both the content as well as the process of the fnteractions.
Secondly, the content of the final evaluations of‘student teachers by their
supérvisors and cooperating teachers wefe examined. |

University protocols dea]ing with the feedback and supervision of student
teaéhers were extracted from official hniversity publications. These were
the "rules and regulations“ which guide the feedback éﬁd subsequently the
evaluation of student teachers.

Feedback Systems

., . Conferences. As the data in Table 1 indicate cooberating teachers tended
to dominate the interactions in conferences. A mean total of 330.45 lines of
type were transcribed for each, conference. 0f these 330 lines, cooperating
teachers spoke approxfmatéiy 72% of them, while student teachers uttered 28%.
Because these °conferences were dyadic in nature, the direction of the
interaction was assumed (i.e. Qhen a cooberating tea-her Spoke, his/her
"statement was directed toward the student teacher‘and vice;versa).

.\\Fqgrteen categories were used to describe the typ. ¥ talk that occurred.

Data desZ?ibing the type of talk are displayed in Tabie 2. .Nhen examining the
“““cﬁdperating'feaghgrs' taTki*théfmo§t~frequent1yloccurring—typemwas—ireviewﬂ?:44-——
More specifica]]y\th\fooperafing teacher was coded as interacting byg
.reviewiﬁg or commenting”ah\g1assroom evgpts or student teaching activifies
\ - 21
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Table 1
Cooperating Teacher-Student Teacher
Conference “"Talk"
Cooperating Student
Teacher . Teacher Total
Mean Number . : .
of Lines* 229.86 100.59 330.45
per Conference ) :
Mean Percentage

of Talk by “ 71.89 28.11 ' 100.00
Participant .

per Conference

* "L ines" refers to the typed lines of a transcribed conference.
An average count of 12 words appeared in each typed line of
conferenre data. _
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‘ Taﬁle ?
Process Data From Cooperating Teachers
Student Teacher Conferences

Type of Comment

*i

2 - 3 4. . 5 6 7 8 9
Mean -
Frequency of 46 12.01 15,56 81.91 16.79  23.41 6.03 * 26.86
operating Occurrence . . ' : ' I
acher
Mean ' T g _
Percentage 21.20 7.2 8.29 - 35.79 5.95 - 10,17 - 2.79 * 7.36
Mean ‘ o '
Frequency of * * 1.88 20,95 .+ - 15,68 19.76 7.70  23.22
udent . Occurrence ‘
acher
Mean ] '
Percentage LA * 4.35 32.41 * 18.65 23.50 - 9.12 9.86

B1ank ce11s indicate that the code was not used for that participant.

' Types of comments'
1. ' Gives directions
Asks about interests
Provides evaluative feedback
Reviews or comments on classroom events or student teach1ng events
Provides options
Describes interests and- concerns
Acknowledgement
Offers suggestions
Other

2
3
4
5
6.
7
8
9
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more often than:any other type of interaction. For example one cooperating
teacher reviewed the following incident for a student teacher.
"I had a 1ittle girl two years ago who was partially blind ... hér mother
caﬁe up and registered her and didn't say a thing."
When;eXamininé the mean total of typed lines, the cooperating teachers
reviewed or“commented on classroom events in apprqximate]y 37% of the§e lines. -
The second most frequent]y“occurring type of coope;atihg teacher behavior was
"direction giviﬁg“a Coopeﬁhtﬁng teachers gava their student teachers spééffic
directions: regarding instruction in approximately Zi% of typed lines. For
examp]e, one cdgperating teather'exp1ained the de]owjng to her gtudent

feacher.

oy
& N

"The: 1anguage unit you aré gofng to be working on will be dictionaryi ’
skills."
The least frequently occu;riﬁg type of cooperating teacher\statement was
"acknowledgement or endorsement". 'This type of statement coﬁtained little
information and consisted of the teachen.providing his/her partner with a

-

}emark such as, "yes", "right", "fine", etc. Cooperating teachers' typed lines:
were classified as ackﬁow]eagements in approxi%ate]j 3% of éheir statements.
On the other hand, student teachers“"statehents'ngre classified as
s, acknowledgements in almost 24% pf-their typed lines. However, student

teachers provéd to be {ike their cqoberatiné teachefs'in tha; the majority of

- their talk focused on c1assf§om events. Approximdte]y 32% of the student
teachérs' statements dealt with the review of E]aésroom events or"s;udent' {
teaching activities. Thg lTeast. frequently occurring type of student téacher
interactions were those coded as "evaluation". An example of én evaluation
statement by a student teacher follows. ‘

’

"I feel good about the way the students are working independentjy at my

. 15 e
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spelling centérf Children need td ]earn.hbwvto work on fbeir own."

In addition_to classifying conference information aéxto\the prbcess of
the interaction, confe}ehce statements were also analyzed with regard to what
was said. Table 3 summarizés .content information across all conferences and

“al participants. Three categories Qere included under content: "“teaching,"

"organization of student teaching” and "not applicable." Each cenference

statemenf was classified in téfhs of one or more of these categories. As the

data in Table 3 indicate,-the majority of all conferences focused on teaching

as oppoged to the organization of student teéchiqg. The teaching category'
e inc]udé&\a]] talk dea]ind with the classroom teaching experience. For
example, if a cooperating teacher said the following to his/her student -
teacher it would be c]assified'as & teaching remgrk:

"T noticed during your lesson thgf students were responding withouf

raising tneir hands."

The organization of student teaching category referred to the training and

et supervision of the student teachers. An examﬁ]g'of a statement coded_under
this ctategory follows. -
"Before I ubserve your teaching I will a]wa¥s meet with you for a
concerns confefence ... at'this conference ydu shouid be,p%epared'tp tell -
. me what you want me to focus on during my observation."
‘ On the average, 79.11% gf each conference focuséd on'teaching while‘18.42%
. . fbcused on“the organiiat}on of student teaching.

Table 4 summarizes content information across all conferences by
participant.-As is evideﬁt from_the data displayed in Table 4, when
. éoopérating teachers' and student teachers' talk was examined separately no
substantial differences were noted. For the most part, talk about teaching
events occurred most often. In approximately 80% of all statements
C o 26
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"Table 3

* Content Data From Cooperating Teacher/
Student Teacher Conferences--Al11 Participants
= : : Orgaﬁization i
C of Student - Not
- Teaching Teaching Applicable
Afl Participants
. (i.e., Cooperating
¢ Teachers and Student
Teachers) *79.11% 18.42% 8.12%

'*Percentagec equal more than' 100% because the “"Teaching"
category and the "Organization of Student Teaching" category
were not mutua]]y exclusive.
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Table 4
Content Data From quperatihg Teacher/

Student Teacher Conference by Participants

Organization

o of Student
Teaching . Teaching Other
Cooperaiing : | '
Teacher | *80.06% 18.33% o 7.61%
Student T 5

Teacher 74.53% 20.00% 10.17%

*Percentages equal more than 100% because the "Teaching®
category and the "Organization of Student Teach1ng“ category were
not mutually exclusive.
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cooperating teachers focused on teaching events. Appfdximate]y 75%. of the
student te;chers' statements dealt with teaching. In addition the teaching
category was broken down into three subcategories; "generality", "focus", and

| "domain". Codings under the generality category indicated whether the
teaching events discussed were specific to the immediate c]asgroom and student
teaching experience or were mére_general in nature. These more génera1
statements might dinclude informstion about past experiences or fhe
application of theory from educational thought or ré]ated behavioral sciences.
Weller (1971) stated that this might Be considered-"c]inica] analysis" wvs.
"the curriculum and methods course." An example of a specific statement made .
by a cooperating teacher to a student teacher follows.

"Explain that they need to bring a piece of paper to the spe]ling

center." )

A general statement, however, would be asffo110wsé

"Research says that it helps if you state your expectations at the

beginning of the lesson."

The focus category.ana1yzed interactions for information dealing with
instructional contentuand\objectives,vmethod§ and materials, or fhe actual
exacution of the lesson. Statements coded as instructional content and
objectives dealt with éxpected éducationa1 outcomes and/or the subject matter
related to those outcomes.l For example, a teacher's statement would be coded
as instructional coﬁtent and objectives if he/she said the following:

"They are going to write, 'Is the cow purple?' instead. of 'The cow is

purp]é.'" ‘ | |
Statements cog;d as methods and materials dealt with the materiaTs 6f

instruction and/or. those strategic operations designed to achieve objectives.

An example of one of these "how to" statements follows.
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"Just go through and review them at that point ... then take them through
the wérd cards one at a time."

The subcategory "execution of Tessons" focused on instructioﬁa]'ihteractioﬁs

between the teacher, pupils and content or‘curricu1um. An example of a

statement coded as this éubcategory follows. '

"What I was trying to get them to do was write their answers in comp1eté
sentences but half the class never seehed to understand. I guess I'd
.better go back over this." B
The third category determined what domain the instructional interaction
focusgd~upon (i.e. cognitive, affective, or soéia]/discip]inary).v;
The iﬁgfructional domain was adapted from Bloom (B]oom,‘ét al., 1956). Typed‘
lines coded as partaining to the cognitive domain.. focused on cognition,
knowledge, understanding and learning. The cognitive domain was here
restricted to cognitive interactions between pupiis and subjéct matter. For
example fhe following statement was coded as pertaining to the coanitive
domain. - “
_ "I'm going to put a check-sheet up so they can check off whén they've
doée each set of questions.”

. Typed 1ines.pertaining to the affective domain focused on pupil interest,
involvement and_motiVétibn. Typed lines coded as dealing with the affective
domain follow.

(cooperating teacher speaking to student teacher about a certain pupil's
behavior):- “She was a non-volunteer and yod encouraged her by saying
'Don't be nervous' and 'Very géod.'"
When typed lines were coded as pertaining‘td discipline, control and‘socia1
interactions fhey may have resemb]ed.the"fo11owing statement.

"I think there should be a time 1imit or some peop1e would spend an hour
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at the spelling center. * They should be limited to four at a time."

- As the data in Table 5 indicate,.all participants tended to be highly
specific when discussing teaching events. Typed Tines were specific in
abproximate]y 91% of all ;tatements dealing with teaching event§. In
addition, most teaching interacfions focused on the methods and materials of
instruction. Approximately 49% of each conference focused on the me%ﬁadstand
materials of the teaching event, approximately 28% of each conference -focused
on instructional interactions add execution, while 18% of the conference time
was devoted to the content and objectives of the teaching events being
discussed. Under 6% of the data in this area dealt with a different focus than
those stdpu1ated. When the third subcategory, domain, was examined, mean
frequencies indicated that cooperating teachefs and student teachers tended to
be most concerned with the cognitive domain.  Concerns with the cogni%ive
domain .were addressed more often in instructidpal conversationS'dealing with
teaching events than the other dimensiong of instructional domain (i.e.
afféctive and sbcia]/discip]ina?y). Talk dealing with the cognitive domain
dominated 69% of the teaching‘event statements whereas approximately 21% of
j,a11 teaching conversatdons addressed socia]/discip]inary concerna. The least
frequently addressed area within instructional domains was“the affective
domain. Only 6% of the teaching dveht statements dealt with concerns in the
affective domain. | | _

Table 6 displays content data by participant. Student Teachers and
cooperating taachers were not substantially different when the content of -
their teaching statements were .examined. For eﬁample, both éooperatfng
teachers' and studént téachers"statemeats about teaching were most often
specific in nature. In'additioh, both participants' statements focused for

the most part upon the methods and materials of teaching. .
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rticipants
e., Coopera-
ng Teachers
nd Student
Teachers

. r__i '

oo
Table §
Content Data from Cooperating Teicher/Student Teacher
Conferences Dealing with Teaching - Mean Number of Typed Lines
and Percentages for All Participants* :

Generality Focus Domain
* 'k *hk
1 2 1 2 K | 1 .2 3 4
Mean ' ' .
Frequency . ‘ T
of - ‘

Occurrence 211.06 31.83 41.42 126.23 63.36 12.41 155.32 6.86 58,91 22.14

Mean ' , :
Percentage 90.71 9.29 18.45 49,20 27.53 5.12 59.14 3.41 21.42 6.12

e that percentages may not total to 100 die to rounding error.

eqgories
specific statements )
general statements —.—-—

1.
2'

YRR Y
P

L NI -
e o o o

.. content and objectives

materials and methods

execution
other

cognitive
affective

social/disciplinary

other
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Table 6 ,
Content Data from'Cooperating Teacher/Stddent Teacher
Conferences Dealing with Téachtng - Mean Number of Typed Lines
and Percentages by Parficipant*

Generality - Focus Domain
* *k kK ’ ’
v 12 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
. Mean
erating Frequency
achers of .
~ Occurrence 150.47 25.86 29.64 95.50 42.68 8.77 113.14 4,73 43.44 15,15
Mean ' '
Percentage 89.67 10.30 17.70 50.98 26.11 5.47 69.02 3.39 21.44 6.18
Meén A
' Frequency '
ent of - 60.59 5.97 11.79 30.73 20.68 3.64 42.18 2.14 15.47 6.98
hers Occurrence ' v - '
Mean

Percentage 91,33 '7.12 21.06 41.98 31.12 4.35 67.64  3.53 20.77 6.53
' that percentages may not total to 100 due to roundingggrro}.

gories ‘ s
1. specific statements ‘ ' *¥** 1, cognitive

2. general.statements 2. affective

B . ‘ 3. social/disciplinary

1. content and objectives' 4. other - ‘
2. materials and methods

3. execution
4

« Other
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In addition to examining the content of the cooperating teacher-student
teacher conversations in terms of teaching, these éonversations-were also
examined for ta]k—about the organization of the stuoont'teachfng experiencé.
A11 statements that referred to the training-and supervision of the student:
teacher were included in this category and were coded in terms of "protocol"
and "activities", - o ‘

= :-Protoco1 included all information about the structure, formal prbcedures,

and the administration of student teaching. For example, one cooperating

teacher said the fo11owing to her student teacher "in- reference to a

university-prqvided 1ist of requirements for student teaching:
"Sending and escorting children to special classes, you are doing that.
Cogiinue (ecording needs ahd actpmp]ishments of children, saving
examples of w%i;ing. You need to do that."
Activities included all infotmation about-events in which the student teacher
participated. These events might include observations, preparation of
projects for methpds classes, and/or:the.schedu1ing of teaching times. The
following étatemeht,‘madé by a studenf'teacﬁer, waé coded as pertaining to
student teaching activities: |
“"On Thursday'I'have a seminar. I'11 ask (supervisor) about an
observation time then sinéé\§Pe d%dn‘£ get to me this week."
Table 7 summarizes the conference\dgta categorizéd as dealing with the
organization of teaching. ' ‘\\E . |
As the data in Table 7 jndicate,vﬁhép the organizgtion of'student
teaching was addressed, participants usua11§\{ocused on the protocols of
student teaching. Approximately 81% of the ty}éq l1ines dealing with the
_ : N

organization of student teaching were devoted to the protocols of student

N\

\\\ -
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. . Table 7
Content Data from Cooperating Teacher/Student Teacher
Conferences Dealing with the Organization of -
Student Teaching -~ Mean Numbers of Typed Lines
ahd Percentages for A1 Participants

ﬂﬁ\ Activities Protocol
Mean : :
Frequency .
B T of - g
A1l ' Occurrence B 6.80 48.24
Participants ' Per .
. (i.e., Coopera- . Conference '
ting Teachers :
and Student Mean ' )
Teachers Percentages B '
Per 13.29 80.64
Conference .

*Note that percentages do not add to 100% because they are the averages for
all conferences; i.e., each conference contributed equally to . the average
regardless of each conference's duration. . ' w

W
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.

‘teaching. The actiyvities of student téaching were discussed in 13% of these

a

typed.1ines. L N

In addition the content of .the student teachers' and the cooperating'

. teQChers! conversations were examined individually. The data in Table 8

inﬁfcate“that a similar patte}n émerged. Again individual participants did
not vary from the pafterh established by the group as a whole. -For tﬁe ﬁos;
part,-cooperatingfteaqggrs and g!ﬁBEnt teachers spenxithe‘mhﬂotiﬁj of Iime;
when discus;ing the ocgénizatiqﬁ'of_ﬁtudent teachiﬁg, focusing“oﬁ'the

protocols involved. Cooperating' teachers focused -on protocols in
v, . ¢ P

-

approximately 80% of their statements dealing with the organization of student

4té§ching and student teachers focused on protocols in approximately 75% of

W

their statements. Iq addition, codﬁerating teéchens devoted around 12% of
these'statements to the activities themselves whereas student teachers spoke
of the specific activities of student teaching in less than 11% of their
teaching event conyersations. 7

| Thus, superJisory conferences were one avenue of feedback for student
teachers. Final evaluations provided vet another source of feedback to
student teachers. The following sectibn will describe these evaluations in
detail. "4 |

<

Final evaluation. One outcome of the student teaching experience was the

- final evalsation of student teachers by their supérvisors and cooperating

teachers. It is typically the final hurdle whi;h student teachers must pass’
prior to applying for certification; thus, several questions about student
teachers' fina] evaluations were asked. Foremost were tw0‘queStionsf (1)
what formal processes and guidelines had been established by participatipg
universities for this purpose, and (2) what did completed eva]uatidns look

1ike?
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Table 8
Content Data from Cooperating Teacher/Student Teacher
Conferences Dealing with the Organization of
Student Teaching - By Participant Role )
Activities ) Protocol
' Mean -
Frequency
- of .
Cooperating Occurrence 5.24 35.02

Teachers Per .
Conference

Mean* o
Percentage 11.86 . 79.03

Mean
Frequency
s o of - :
Student _ Occurrence 1.56 13.23 |
-Teachers | Per .
Conference

'
!

Mean*
Percentage 10.35

" 72.98

*Note that percentages do not add to 100% becéuse they are averages for all
conferences, i.e., each conference contriputed equally to the average
- regardless of each conference's duration. '
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The first ‘question about the formal processes and guidelines vis-a-vis

final evaluations was addressed in an earlier report {Defino, Barnes, &

.. 0'Neal, Note 2). To refrésh the reader, each university published guidelines

»#

-

which‘stipu1ated ;ho should comp]ete the eva]uation forms provided by the
1nst1tut1ons, what shou]d be: done w1th them once completed (e.g., copies sent
to’ p]acement cf‘1ces, student teacher signatures), and so on. Both
institutions 1n.the study agreed to share yith the RITE staff c0p1es of the

participating student teachers' completed evaluation forms (the reader is

. veminded that every poss1b1e precaution was taken to protect the anonym1ty of

-

all part1c1pants)

-

A variety of descriptive statistics was ca]co]ated on the mean réttngs
given the etudent'teachers'on'para11e1 subscales. of the evaluations. For '
instance, the grand means- (calculated across mean .ratings for student teachers
in both the intensive and general’sampie, at bothrMetVopoTiton and State
Qniversities) are reported in Table 9, together'with other descriptive,
statistics of the totai eample. .As ewidenced:by the table there was generé]]y
some'Qeriability in the evaluation ratings given to student teathers“but it
should be noted that the means were re1at1ve1y high for havinyg been made on
five-point scales. This is more pronounced for fhe Professional Competencv
subscale than it is for the Teaching Competency subscale, however. Note also
the degree of kurtosis vand neg;tive skewness whﬁch characterize the
distributions. ( .

Summary. Audiotaped conterences between- cooperating teachers and student
teachers were transcribed and analyzed in tenms‘of'the-proCess of the |
communication as well as the content of the interaction. In terms of the
process of the conferences, the analysis focused on wno_did tne‘ta1%; to whom
the talk was directed, and what type of talkino occurred, -

40
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Table 9
Descriptive Statistics for Student Teachers'
Mean Ratings on Their Final EVa]Qations]

Grand Standard

Subscale Mean Deviation Kurtosis . Skewness -
Teaching o N _

Competency 4.25] .901 7137 -2.276 -

Professional : - . - . ’

Competency 4.448 .840 . 12.396 ) o =3.107

]All evaluations were made on five-point Likert-type rating scales.

4‘31
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Conferences between student teachers and their_cooperafing teachers were

" ‘dominated by the oooperating'teacher. In ‘addition most talk, whether <t was

initiated by the. cooperatinb teacher or the student teacher, was ciassified as

comments which dealt w1th c]assroom even+s or w1th stugent teaching

-

activities. Cooperating teachers a]so spent approx1mateiy 20% of the

conference time giving directions to their student teachers. ‘Student teachers

~ ;

spEnt about the sane amount .of time 51mp1y acknow]edging what the cooperating

N
teacher had said Student -teachers and cooperating teachers rarely made

eva]uative remarks.

When the content of the talk from the conferences was anaiyzed a11
f
partic1pants tended to spend time discu551ng teachinq rather than the .

organization of student teaching or subjects that were outside the teaching
realm. An averade of 79;ii%'of all statements per conference were categorized
as discussing teaching, whereas 18.42% of the statements dealt with the
organization of student teaching and 8.12% were classified as not applicable
to teaching. When the content of the conferences was examined for each
participant, individuals did not.vary from the pattern established as a group.
For category “"teaching," most statements in the conferences were specific
in nature, dealing with the materials and methods of teaching and focusing on
the cognitive domain. Again, when individual participants were examined they
did not deviate substantially from the group patterns. The category
"organization of student teaching" was also broken down. Approximately 81% of
all statements concerned with the organization‘of student teaching, dealt with
protocols,. whereas 13% of all statements were devoted to the activities of

student teaching. HWhen jndividual participants were examined similar trends

were noted.

‘ .
) . ’
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Nhen the final evaluat1ons of the participating student teachers were
exam1ned, ratings were found to be high and characterized by 11tt1e
variapility than one might normally expect

University Protocols

[2d

University protoco]s'regarding formative evaluation and supervision do
not‘differ substantially from institution to institution. Guidelines provided
at each institution indicated that those who Supervise student teachers
should promotelthe effective application of instructional and management
skf]]s . However due to the absence of operat1ona1 def1n1t1ons one has

difficulty determ1n1ng exactly how cooperating teachers and university

supery1sors should accomp11sh this goal. The_fo110w1ng.sect1on of this paper

will delineate cooperatigg teachers' and university supervisors' supervisory
responsibilities as stipulated bv each participating institution.

State University. Cooperating teachers at State University are provided’

with a handbook which stipulates the following responsibilities.
1. Accept the student teacher as a professional. |
2. Acquaint the student teacher with appropriate school policies,
personnel, meteria1s, resources, and special programs.
3. Allow the student teacher to assume responsibi]ity as his/her
readiness permits. |
- 4, -Encourage the4student teacher to be creative and try new teaching
strategies.
5. Require 1esson plans from the student teacher prior to his/her
teaching.
6. Observe the studentlteacher instructina the class on a regular basis
(at least weekly) and provide written notes to both the student

teacher and university supervisor.

#3



10.

$

Provide an organized feedback session for each observation, together

v

with a written summary of the session results to both the student

teacher and the supervisor'(this need not be to the exclusion of

notes taken by the student teacher).

Conduct regular cooperative planning sessions with the studént

. «
o %

teacher (a minimum of one each week).

Complete a stugent teaching assessment form at the end of the

semester and discuss it with the student teacher. There shou]d also -

be a mid-semestér conference in which the student teacher is
informed of ‘his/her level of proficiency dnd is offered concrete

suggestions for improvement.

Attend inservice meetings conducted for copperating teachers.

In addition, the school district outlines the role of the cooperating teacher.

Lakeview School District provides the cooperating teacher wi;h_an additional

handbook which stipulates the following guidelines for supervision.

Cooperating teachers shouild: ' o

1.

Recognize that the professional and legal respons{bi]ity of the
classroom remains in the hands of the regular teacher.

Accept the student teacher as a fellow professional.

Help the student teacher accept each child as a unique-individuaT.
Plan with the student teacher the sfeps in assuming classroom
responsibilities, and allow the student teacher to assume more
responsibility as he/she exhibits readiness to do‘éo. | |
Demonstrate effective teaching.

Encourage the student teacher to be creative and try new teaching

‘strategies.

Plan for periodic evaluations with major ifphasis on continuous

2 o .
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The university supervisors' responsibilities regarding bbservation,

feedback and evaluation are delineated in the Handbook for University Studehf

Teaching Supervisors (Note 11)1. University supervisors' regular observations

of the student teachers, followed by feedback, is their most important

function at State University. Obseryations and- feedback serve as thitlés for

both process evaluation and the instruction of student teachers. The |

following guidelines for observations are provided in the manual (paraphrased

here):. ‘ | | |
1. Frequency: The generally acceﬁted frequenéy of observation fs once a
week, with few excepcions. For those student teachgrs on hq]f—semester
programs such as'kfndergartén and special educqt{oh, observation will be

| mofe frequent (approximately six per month). "In some secondary programs, -
student teachers may be assignéd to several schools with the same .
supervisor; in this case the frequency of obsefvations may be somewhat
lTower. ~'In no case should observations be made 1e$; often than every
other week. Supervisors who feel that this is not a réasonab]e
requirement should discuss their situations with the Director of Student
Field Ekperieness. |
2. §:ggggligg: It is sometimes. desirable to schedule observations with
tﬁe student teacher. This é]lows the student teacher to anticipate the
supervisor's presence and he/she can_p]an carefully for that particular
lesson. In general, this provides an opportunity for supervisors to see
the student teachers doing their best work.A It is equé]]y important for
supervisors to observe their student teachers without having scheduled

- * . ' . - _
]Pseudonyms have been used in referencing university documents to protect

anonymity of study participants.
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the observation beforehand. In this way the supervigors are likely to
see the student teachers as they usually teach.

3. - Records: The university provides supervisors with forms to be used

- for this purpose. The formsiqre in triplicate, with no carbon paper

needed, and include copies for the student teacher, cooperating teacher,

and university supervisor. The supervisor's record of the observations

should be‘anécdotal in nature. The anecdbtai records should include
descriptions of specific behaviors and be non-evaluative in tone.
Because Ebe records fofm the basis. of thg feedback gessions, supervisors
should rééord what transﬁired in context, avoiding vague generalities.
An appendix is provided in the handbook with examples of statements.
Cooperating teachers need to be provided with recordsvof both the
observatiqﬁ and corresponding feedback forms.

4.;_Cdntents: Items focused on by the supervisor during an observation
shoufd be partly determined during the previous feedback session.
Identification of behaviors in a feedback session is a means of
determining which events are to be recorded and which may be filtered
out, because it is impossible to record everything that transpires. Iﬁ
addftion, supervisors should observe~an instructiona] behavior without
the prior knowledge of the student teacher. Forl9xamp1e, if the
supervisdr wished to focus on the cognitjve 1eve1 of questions generally
asked by the student teacher, he/she would not inform him/her of this
beforehand,Asp that baseline frequencies could be obtained. When
choosing behaviors to observe, supervisors shdu]d restrict the
observation to a very féw (dhe to three) 1dentified} or "térget“
behaviors. There are several reasons for this: first; the §fudent
teacﬁer will .be able to focus on on1y one o; two classroom behaviors for
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improvement at any one time; and secondly, this is also likely the
supervisor's limit, in terms of recording information in an anecdotal

record

The Handbook for Univeisity Student Teaching Supervisors (Note 11) also

outlines the purpose and mechanics of the final student teaching evaluation.
The purpose of the final eva]uation.is twofold: it should inform the student'“
of his/her progress in student teaching and communicate to hiring officials
the adequacy of the student teacher's performance in the classroom.
Supervisors are therefore asked to make eva1uat1ons as accurate’ and rea11st1c
as possible. In particular, they are warned against inflated marks on the

rating soa1e~port1on of the evaluation forms.

Metropolitan University. The cooperating teachera in the Urban Unified
School District are also provided with a handbook which stipulates their role
in the supervision of student teachers. The following responsibilities
(paraphrased'for brevity)‘are delineated.

The cooperating teacher will:

.. Safeguard the welfare of their students by ma1nta1n1ng an accepta.ie

1nstruct1ona1 program at all times.

2. Perform all regular c]assroom duties under the direc.i:n of the

principal. B

3. Acquaint the student teacher with the school, the schoof faoulty anc

 staff and the pupils.

4. Provide the student teacher with copies of all texts, manuals,

school bulletins and forms. | N
5. Attempt to estab]ish the student teacher as a leader in'the

classroom.

6. Observe the student teacher, record all observations in detai?! and
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hrovide feedback to the student teacher at Qeek]y conferences.
7. Eva]uafe the performance of the étudent teacher. B
8. - Confer with the university supervisor fréquent]y to provide him/hér,
with infqrméﬁ'eva1uat10ns of the student teacher's progress. . p
9. Participate in inservice education classes and professiana1 meetings
dealing with the Ssupervision of student teachers;_

University supervisors' responsibilities at Metropo]itan_Univérsity are

less explicitly stated. The Teacher Education Guidelines for' Elementary and

Secondary Sthdb}s (Note 12) discussed the university supervisor's ro]és and
responsibi]iffés “with regard to the supervision of studént teachers.
Informqtion regarding'initial orientation meetings, school placements, and
university policies is Stipu]ated in this publication. Although thg term
"observation" 1is not directly used; this publication does stéte that the
supervisor w111‘prpvide "direct supervision of classroom instruction by
student teachers" (p. 18). Inladditioh, supervisors are }equired to assist
student teachers in their—§e1f-eva1uation of progress.

Discussioﬁ |

The cverall thrust of the guidelines from both institutioné seems to be
one of shared professionalisin gs weil as th&upromoting of the student
teachers' skills in effective ciassroom hmnagemeht and instrﬁction. In
addition cooperating teachers 2t each site were expééted to serve in an
evaluative capacity.

Conferences to some degree e*emp]ified the guidelines offered for the
supervision of student teachers. For example, talk about teaching occurred
most often during cooperating teacher-student teacher conferences. Few of the
‘statements made, however, were of an evé]uativé nature. It is thereforé
difficult to determine whether or not the participants were:ﬁaking value
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statements about classroom management and instruction. It should be noted
that when the content of the statemenfé about classroom teaching were examined
in detai1,;cooperating teachers focused on the methods and materials bf_'
instruction in over 50% of their statements. In addition their conversations
pertainéd‘to how the lesson interacted with the-students in 26.11% of their
conversations. Thus the content of conferences was addressing éiassroom,
manégement and instruction but if cboperating teachers ‘were téiling théir
student teachers what constituted effective or good classroom management .and
instruction, the message was implicit. In addition, conferences were
dominated by cooperating teachers' talk.. Therefore, these conferences may -not
héve'exemp1ifigd cooBerativé planning sessions, or even a sense_of‘shared
professionalism.

Clearly, final evaluations served to address both cooperating'teachers'
and university supervisors' responsibi]fties regarding the- "grading" of
student teachers. Because,.overall, student teachers were rated quite high,
the value of such feesdback may be ﬁuestioned. In- other words, student
teachers may not have been able to distingdish the evaluation of their
perforhance from that of their peers. Final evaluations were completed, thus
satisfying each university's expecfations for those who supervise student
teachers, yet the completed forms themselves contained 1ittle information that
would ‘distinguish one student teacher from another.

Congruence of Feedback Systems

with Participants' Perceptions

Participants' Perceptions

Participants' perceptions of supervision and evaiuation were gathered
through “journals, individual dinterviews and questionnaires. A1l journal

entries of the triad (i.e. the student teacher, the cooperating teacher, and

u

-~
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“the university supervisor) were examined for any comments dealing with the
supérvision and eva]uatfon of student teachers. Interbiews, which were
conducted with each member of tﬁe_triad, were examined and any‘informatiéﬁ .
dea]ing.With feedbaCk'waé extracted and analyzed. Questionnafres consisted of
performance'ratfng scales which were completed by each méhbef‘of the»triad. A
complete description of these séa1é§ can be- found in Griffin, et al.,

(Note 4). These scales appear in their entirety in ApbendixﬂC.

Journals. Five categories were estab]ished'fo identify information
contqined in journals. These five categories are: (1) Background; (2)
Teaching; (3) Supervision;_(4) Goals, Expéctations~and.ldegjs; and, (5)
Context. Tra%ned, coders classified information contained in Jjournals
ac;ording to these five categories. To obtain information with regard to

[y

participants' ‘perceptions of supervision and formative evaluation, category
three, Supervision,_was exémined. '

The information in the 5ourna1s dealing with Eupervision was subdivided
‘further. Data guided the development of these categﬁries to avoid the forcing
of information into a preconceived c]assificatfon systeh. Percentages were
derived from frequency counts of' journal lines devoted to individual
categories. Four general subcategories within supervision emerged: )
Teaching; (2) Protocols of Teaching; (3) Personal Relationships; and, (4)
Other.

Information coded as “feaching“ dealt with all supervisdry statements
focusing on the performance of the student teacher and/or the pupils during
classroom instruction. For example, the folluwing cooperating teacher's

journal statement was coded in the teaching category:

"She (student teacher) seems to be doing an excellent job. The only:

o0

38




«

criticj§m fs that she has been cautious in trying new instructional
p technigues." '

Journal inforﬁétion coded as "Protocols of Student Teaching" focused on

comments dealing with the university's and school district's expectations fot .
‘ supervision of the student teacher. An example of a cooperating teacher's’
comment c1assifiéd és protocol follows:

"Tomorrow mornihg I'm teaching because the student teachers have their

’ regular methods class (DUMB - in the middle of their all-day assignment -
\\\ " they 16§e continuity).
\ -l The personal relationship category inciuded all general statements
. regarding thg association of the cooperating tsach&R and studenk teacher. The -
following statement was extracted from a student teacher's journal and
exemplifies a commént éoded in the personal relationship category.
| “N& cooperating teacher is great. She shows concern for me."

The data in Table 10 indicate that while cooperating teachers and
“university‘supervisors focused on teachinc more than anj other area, student
.teachers‘appeared to be more concerned with personal relationships. When
cooperating teachers made comments, whféh were c1assified.as dealing with
Supervision, 62.6% of their journal lines focused on teaching. Likewfse,
university supervisors comments dealing with supervision focused on teaching.
in 75.3% of their journal lines. Further examination of this category ~
revealed that both cooperating teachers and university supervisoks made
general evaluative Statemenf§ about the student teacher mosf often. Following
these general statements their specific concerns dealt with the student
teachers' abi]ity‘to manage pupils' behavior, student teachers' 1lesson

! .
delivery and the student teachersi ability to write lesson plans.

<
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Cooperating
Teachers

Student

Teachers

University

Supervisors

S

Table 10
Content Data from Journals
Percentage of Journal Lines Devoted to Topic
- by Participant

Teaching Protocols ~Personal
- of Relation-

Student ships

Teaching '

62.6% 21.1% 8.6%

24.3% 19.6% 45.8%

75.3% 4.1% 11.3%

5

Other

7.9%
10.3%

9.3%



Vinen student teachers' jdurna]§ were “examined fdr comménts.dea1ing wiﬁh
supervision, 45.8% of their'journal 1iﬁeS'were devoted to general statements
about their pe}sonal relationships-yiéh ¢heir‘cooperating teé;her. On thé .
other hand, coopera?ing teachers wen% least concg}ned with- personal
re]ationshjpé. 0;1y 8.6% of their jourba] 1inés dealing with ;upefvisioniwere
devoted to the personél relationship Wi&h their student teacher. »Qﬁi&ersity "
supervisors were least concerned with tﬁe protocols of student teaching. Only
4.1% of their journal lines devoted to%superviéion dealt with protocols.
Student teachers, 1fké qniversity super%isors, were least concerned about the
protocols of student teacﬁing. Appro;ihately 20% of their journal 1lines
dealing with supervision focused on the brgtocols of student teéching.

Intefviews. In addition to examining journal data, interview data was
also analyzed in an attempt to determine‘participants' suﬁervisory concerns;
As with the journal data, interviewiquegtions'and,answers classified according
to the same five categdries: (1) Background§ (2) Teaching; (3) Supervision,;
(4) Goals, Expectations and Ideals; and, (5) Context. The following section
will explore the intérview dataqfound in the Supervision category and attempt
to further determine participants' perceptions of supervision and formafive'
evaluation. Again all three participants' (i.e., cooperating teacherg',
student téachers', university supervisors') concerns were reported.

Ofbthe 20 student teachers who were asked whether or not thay ‘were -
satisfied with their student teaching experience, 18 reported yes, one said no
and_one did not choose to answer. When asked to express why they were
satisfied with the experience 14 stated that their satisfaction was directly
related to their cooperatfng teachers® experience and knowledge. Feur

explained satisfaction as a result of the context &f the classroom situation

(i.e., classroom size, rescurces available, and good students). In addition,
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"13‘reported an "excellent" ‘relationship with their cooperating teachers and 6
. }eported a "good" relationship with fhe cooperating teachers. These student
teachers based thisl opinion, 1in. part, on their cooﬁe;éiing' teachers'
supervisory skills. Such dua]ities ‘as - constructive criticism, high
expectations, a wi]]ingﬁess to share ideas and a collegial rapport we;e”
mehtioned as reasons for these excellent and good re]ationships;\

. : : : \
On the other hand, student teachers felt their university cupervisors

could have beer more helpful. Most student teachers reported a desire to be
observed mdre frequently by their supervisor and at a variety of times qur{ng
the teaching day. 1In addition, student teachers felt that fhe amount of time
supervisors had observed had not provided them with an accurate indication of
their £eaching abilities.

While there was some variation in the number of observations made by
university supervisors (from two per week‘to one every two to three @eeks),
mostlméde weekly observations. A definite difference was noted between the
accuracy of student teacher expectations at the two sit3§. A1l student
teachers at State University expected weekly oEservatian, and their
supervisors met this expectation. In contrast bnlyvone university supervisor
at Metropo1itaﬁ Universityﬁhad communicated in such a manner that the student
teachers' vxpectations matched the estimated frequency of observations (one
everyltwo weeks). |

A part of the problem of mismatch between expectations and.actuél numbars.
of observatinns may be dqe to differences in terminology. Many Metropolitan
University supervisors mentioned making "visits" to the classroom or "passing
tﬁrough" the classroom 55 well as making observatidns. The visits were very

informal, brief, and apparently intended to quickly ascertain "how things were

going." ke function of these visits was apparently to keep Jines of
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communication open and put in an appearance to demonstrate availability. The

. university supervisors at both sites also stated that short, frequent visits

were enough to give them a sense of the adequacy of the student teacher's

" performance although five student feachers at State University‘and‘three at
Metropolitan University stated that the uniVersity supervisors could have_beeﬁ
more hé1pfu1 t6 them if they had made more and"1onger obServations as well as

>Gbservations of different subjet¢ts held at various times ofnday in fhe
classroom. Some of the student teachers stated that the university
supervisors had not spent. (or not been able to spend) enough time observing to
get an accqr;te indication of the student téacherg‘ teachfng abilities. The -
gooﬁerating~teachers also echoed this %éeTing, although to a lesser degree.
They were more ;uare'and forgiving of the many demands upon the time of the '
supervisors, especia]iy the gréduate students at State.

One of the most noticeable diffeéences between the sités occurred in the

frequency,_sty]é, and substance, of the feedback given the student teachers

regarding their performance. At~ State University weekiy individual

conferences were held. These were usually immediate]y after an observation,

but g1§$ weré,seéﬁ to occur ‘at a later, scheduled time. .In contrast, cnly one
uniygrsifyhshpervisor at Metropo1it§n Univer§§ty held weekly conferences.
Aga%n fhe apparent .differences may be related to"the structure of the student
f%aching proérams. State University supervisors were formally required to
hold %eedback segsions after an observationl while it does not appear that
Mefrop$1itan University supervisors weré reqﬁired to do so. The latter group
tended to meet with student teachers for conferences on an "as-needed" basis

| rather thah régu]ar]y. In additfon the Metropolitan University supervisors

s

-each taught the university methods classes which the student teachers took

concurrently with their classroom experience. Only one State University
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supervisor was teaching a concurrent metiods class, altheugh all State

University supervisors were requiéed to hold weekly seminars for their

" respeciive studenf teachers. The Metropolitan University supervisors in

particular tended to dep~nd upon these regularly scheduleJ class meetings to
make contact with individual student teachers before and ~fter the classes.
University supervisors also differed on the degree to "ich student

teachers gxpressed satisfaction with the content of the feedback provided by

the supervisors. Student teachers as a group reported emphas;s on lesson

plans, although individuals mentioned a wide variéty of other subjects such as
hefgjg] ideas for presenting lessons. Five student teachers could not
vemember receiving any specific, helpful feedback. The major difference

between the sites was in the épparent degree of satisfaction experienced by -

the student teacher in relation to the helpfulness of the university

supervisofs';feédback: seven student teachers at Metropolitan Univefsity“said
that a11'0f the feedback given by the uﬁiversity supervisor was helpful, while
only one student teacher at‘State University stated that the university
supervisor made suggestions which did not apply tb'his particular class
setting. In the opinion of the student teacher, this was due to the "
supervisor's unfamiliarity with the school. Others said thatﬁthe style of
observation (anecdotal record), feedback (self analysis), and/or conferencing
(broad, open-ended questions in-the feedback forms) at State Udiversity was
not helpful. (See Appendix D for copies of university observation forms.)
Anather major responsibility of the university supervisor was to evaiuate
the performance of the student feacher. Most university supervisors simply
used the university—providéd forms and adobted implicitly the criteria
therein.” Supervisors at both universities hel¢ mid-semester and
end-of-semester eva]uations with the student teachers; how?ver, only at State
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University was inclusion of the cooperating teacher iﬁ a8 conference with the
other two pqrticipants required.

ReQardT%ss of the criteria coﬁtained on the evaluation form (Appendix D),
university supervisors concentrafed on different aspects of student teachers'
performances, based on their perceptions of their student teachers' needs or
occasionally on the personal preference of the supervisors. In the final
evaluation a heavy emphasis was placed by university supervisors on classroom
and béhaviora] management, followed by teaching skills, rapport with students,
and evidence of classroom students' learning. When evaluating a particuiar
lesson dafter observation, however, the university superVisors reported " a
different focus. When asked how they judged the'success of an individual
lesson, university supervisors responded most often. that it depended oh the
students teachers' rapport with the pupils, their teaching skiils, and the
student teachers' knowledge of the academic content, respecfive]y.

In contrast to the university suﬁervisors wifhptheif weekly or biweekly
observations, most cooperating teachers indicated that they observed the
student teachers almost confinuous]y. Thése observations were rarely formal
and.usua11y produced short, jotted notes as written records; only three of the
Lakeview cooperating teachers reported making the university-requested weekly
observations using self-carbon anecdotal forms. Three cooperating teachers
reported deliberate non-use of the requested forms, because thefr student
teachers did not think they "got aﬁything out of these observations."

Cooperating teachers also differed in the foci of their observations.’
Ten stated that their major fgcus was cn the preparation and delivery of
lessons by the student teachers while eight reported looking mainly at
behavior management and the student teacher's control of the classroom because

“that's where it's at." To a lesser extent, cooperating teachers also
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concentrated on classroom students' succesénin the lesson, student responses
to the student teacher, the general atmbsphere of the classroom, the
persona]ity. of the student teacher, how the student teacher handled
him/herse]f in the class, and how the sfudent teachér felt about his/her
performance.

Just as most cooperating teachers observed.informa11y and continuously,
feedback on performance was also given to the student teachers infbrma]]y and

continuous]y. Every opportunity to talk during the day was seized while

“short, encouraging notes were often left by cooperating teachers on lesson

plans or notebooks. Some cooperating teachers chose to "hit everything" since
time was short ahd the student tcacher fiad much to learn; other cooperating
teachers took one behavior at a time to avoid ovérwhe]ming fhe student
teachers with constant surveillance and feedback. Three cooperating teachers
who had completed a training program for supervision of student teacbers used
the observation-feedback system that thgy had learned in that program.

Cooperating teachers and student teachers reported that the feedback
consisted mainly of suggestions for teaching, followed by evaluation of the
actual teaching and lesson plans.i Thifteen student teachers'indicatéd ways in
which their cooperating teachers could have been more helpful in their
feedback. Student teachers had specific requesté related to the activities of
teaching: more sharing of ideas for lessons, help with lesson content, more
guidanfe in preparing the first unit, help with queStioning, and help with
long range goals for”that particular grade 1evé1. Other student teachers
requested more informal communication, more constructive criticism, and more
sharing of information in general by the cooperating teacher.

Another major responsibility of the cooperating teacher was to evaluate

the performance’ of the student teacher. Thirteen of the intensive sample
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cooperating teachers used the university-provided forms as the basis of their
evaluations while six based their evaluations upon how the students in the-
class responded to the student teachers, either.socig]]y or academically. One
other cooperating teacher, who wa§.working with a student feacher for the
first time, had the impression that cooperating teachers were not included in
the evaluation process, a definite misconception. Despite formal evaluation
processes, the bractice of evaTuation at these sites was at variance with
those estab]ished'processes. |

In addition both cooperating teachers and dniVérsity supervisors were
asked to describe the major (espoﬁsibi]ities associated with iheir roles.
Cooperating teachers reported that they wanted to giye the student teacher'a
"good experience.“‘ They defined a good experience as one in which the student
teacher ]eéfned to be confident ébout her/his teaching through effective
control of the classroom and effective teaching methodology. Cooperating
teachers were asked to éxpand this notion of "effectiveness" and describe
exactly what they focused on when supervising the student teacher. Most
mentioned lesson plans, time management, behavior management and material
preparation. One cooperating teacher focused on what the students were
learning.

When university supervisors were asked what qualities constituted a good
university supérvisor most reported interbersona] communication skills as
crucial. Such statements as "one must like people." "be Wi]]ing to listen,"
“communicate well,” "be a good observer" were mentioned repeatedly. In
addition most university supervisors viewed their responsibilities to the
Studgnt teachers and cooperating teachers differently. |

With student teachers, uniVersity supervisors assumed an almost
contradictory role of evaluator and caretéker. On the one hand they wanted to
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be tﬁe sfudent teacher's "“security b1ahket“ and "middle man.“. On the other
hand they knew they must ultimately evaluate this person's work.
Responsibi]ities to cooperating teachers.inc1uded such things as communicatihg
the importance of p1annjng and meeting the needs of the individual student
teacher. |

Performance ratings. Perceptions of participants' regarding supervision’

were also tapped through the use of performance ratings. Each member of each
triad was rated by the other two members of the triad, as well as by him or

herself. For example, the student teachers would rate their OWn performances
-as student teacher and their respectfve cooperating teachers and university /ﬂ
supervisors would rate them as well. ‘Thé rating forms were adapted to the f
perspective of each role, but aside from this, were parallel. Thus, each//
student teacher's performance was rated from three perspectives. ~ The /
performance of the cooperating tééchers and university supervisors were raﬁ;d
in é'simi1ar fashion. o i

As indicatedlin Table 11, the mean performante ratfngs were at the top
end of the scale. These resuits may indicate that a wider scale should be
used to allow for greater discrimination. However, use of five-point scales
is stil11 standard practice as evidenced by the official final evaluation forms
from both sites. In the following sectioﬁ on correlational results it s
shown that the performance rating sca]es.and.the final evaluation forms are
highly correlated. The self-ratings were higher than the pesformance ratings
by the twvothéf members of each triad iﬁ 511 role groups (Table 11).
Although it appears that cooperating teachers in the intensive sample were
rated more highly than those in the genera1 sample by their respective

university supervisors, the difference was not sijnificant according to the

hierarchical analyses of variance discussed later. This can probably be
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o § Tavlen

Means and Standard Deviations of Performance Ratings

Possible Su SU Ll MU Intensive Intensive  General_  General

Range X s.d. X s.d. Sample X  Sample s.d. Sample X Sample s.d.
f-ratings . 1-5 4.51 .34 4.68 .35 4.62 .33 4.59 - W36
ings by STs 1-5 4.15 97 4.9 73 4.29 91 420 .8
ings by USs 1-5 3.94 87 4.76 27 4.54 A7 3.61 .99
f-ratings 1-5 4.8 .36 4.30 43 4,28 .36 §.38. - .4
ings by CTs -5 4.03 J2o 3.9 .66 4.00 .68 3.9 .69
Ings by USs -5 4.00 61 450 .20 423 53 a0 .73
F-ratings 1-5 4.49 .27‘ 4.64 .32 4.47 .33 4,57 .21
Ings by STs 1-5 §.04 .55 3.90 .55 3.84 .38 4.20 .64
Ings by CTs 1-5 4.19 .48 4.3 .85 4.26 39 4.2 .53
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attributed to the relatively low number'of general sample rétings by
university supervisors. Recall that Metropolitan University supervisors rated
only their intensive sample cboperating teachers. Furthermore, the
Metropo]itén supervisors not only rated their cooperating teachers but also
had nominated them to be in the intensive sample in the first place. Thus, we
would expect higher ratings of the fntensive sample cooperat{ng teachers by
the Metropolitan subervisors which in turn would tend to inflate the mean of
all- of the ratings of intensive éobperating teachers by their university
‘supervisors. It appears, then, tﬁat the apparent differences in performance
ratings is simply an artifact of the research design and would be so even if
the differences were significant. Student teache;s were rétéd about equally
by their hniversity supervisors and their cooperating teachers, as were
cooperating teachers by their student teachers and university supervisors. In
lcontrast to this pattern, however, university supervisors were rated more
favorably by their cooperating teachers thanvby their student teachers. It
may be that the cooperating teachers and student teachers employ differentl
standards. This is a reasonable exp]anation, given the very different role of
éach and should be borne in mihd when considering the evaluations of one group
by another. These observed differences were confirmed by subsequent analysis
of variance.

Summary. Ccoparating teachers' journé]s reflected a concern for their
student teachers' capabilities in behavior management, lesson p1anping and
lesson delivery. UniVersity supervisors' journals showed similar concerns
and, in fact, may have had some impact on éooperating feachers' foci. When
cooperating teachers were asked (in intekvieﬁ:situations) what their prihary
responsibilities were, they reported a need to guide student teachers into

effective, competent instructors. This notion of effectiveness included

ws
I
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competence in lesson planning, time management, behévior management, and
materials preparation. Again, university supervisors addressed simi]af
cdncerns which may have influenced how cooperating teachers articulated tﬁeée
primary responsibilities. B o '

When performance rating scales were examined, mean performance ratings
were at the top end of the scale. In other words, each member of the triad
positive1y“rated the‘dther two members of their triad. Each member tended to
give themselves higher performance ratings than they gévg the otherdtwo
members of their triad. Student teachers and .cooperating teachers were rated
equally high by ofher members of their triad. University supervisors,
however, were rated more favorably by their cooperating teachers than byvtheiﬁ‘-
student teachers. | | | .

Discussion

ﬁrevious sections in‘ihis report have described feedback systems for
" student teachers (i.e., supervisory conferences and final eva]uétions) and
univercity supervisors', coope}ating teachers® and student teachers'
perceptions of feedback. Participants' percéptions, as previously reported,
were gathered through joﬁrna]s, individual interviews and questionnaires.
These perceptions will now be compared to actual supervisory and evaluative
incidences. |

Cooperating teachers' perceptions of supervision ahd fhe formative
evaluation of the student teacher appear consistent with what actually
occurred in the .supérvisory conference. Coope?atiné teachers' journals
reflected a concern for their student teachers' capabi1itfes in behavior
management; ‘lesson planning and lesson delivery. Because university
.supervisors' journals showed similar concerns, they may -have had some impact

on the cooperating teachers foci. When cooperating teachers were asked in
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interview situations what their primary responsibilities were, they said they
wanted to guide‘student teachers into effective, competent instructors. This
notion of effectiveness ,inciuded competence in lesson planning, time
management, -behavior management and 1in material preparation. Again,
un1vers1ty superv1sors expressed §1m11ar concerns which may have influenced
how cooperating teachers art1cu1ate& these primary respons1b111t1es

When the content of conferences was examined it was noted that
cooperating teachers were indeed interested in explaining to their student
teacher how to teach. They commented most often on classroom teaching events.
These comments were specific in nature, usually focusing on an immediate
classroom situation. In addition cooperating teachers spoke of the materials
and methods invoTved in teaching. When their comments were classified
accordin§ to instructional domain, it was noted that the cognitive domain was
focused upon most often.

Therefore, in many ways. the concerns of cooperating teachers, as noted

w* throughout their irdividual journals and interviews, were ref]ecteéain the
formative evaluation and superVision of their student teachers.’ In other
ways, however, differences were noted. For example, cooperating teachers made
evaluative remarks 1in their journals regarding their student teachers'
performance in the classroom. During supervisory conferences however, few
evaluative statements were found. Thus cooperating teachers appeared to be
able to make judgments about their student teachers instructional capabilities
but seemed unwilling to share these judgments.

Student teachers' concerns however were quite different and may not have
coincided with what actually occurred dur1ng supervisory conferences. Both
the journals and 1nd1v1dua1 interviews of student teachers showed a dominant
concern with ‘personal and professional relationships with their cooperating
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teachers. Yhile journal comments werz, for the most part, of a general nature,
the interviews provided more insight 1nto what conéfituted a "good"
r2lationship. Such supervisory skiils as offering constructive criticism,
establishing high expectaticons. a willingness to share materials and ideas and
a.collegial rapport were accredited for having solidified the student
teocher/cocperating teachers' relationship. Conversely, student teachers felt
tha* university supervisors remained out of touch with their individual

" classroom situations throughout the semester.

When the process of conferences was e;amined it was noted that student
teachers rarely participated in most interacfionse When they did participate,
é]tﬁgugh 32% of their comments focused on classroom events, 24%.cf their
comménts wére of an aéknowTedgement-type nature, (e.g., "yes," “0K," "fine,"
etc.)}\ Such interactions might bet;er typify a "teacher-student" relationship
rather \than one exemplifying collegiality. Because good personal
re]ationsﬁips were important to the student teacher it is possible that being
"seen and not heard“ in a conference was safer than making a substantial
comment ‘that might be viewed as incorrect or in direct disagre:ment with their
cooperating teachers. In addition, university supervisors may have influenced
their student teachers to some degree.

University supervisors stated that good interpersonal skills were crucial
for effective supervision. When asked to define these skills, supervisors

listed the ability to 1like people, being willing'to listen, and béing.kind;
| understahding and positive as some of the requirad quelities. Such concerns
may have influenced to some degree how student teachers viewed relationships
within their individual triads. | |

With regard ‘o summativé evaluations, examination of the data from the

final evaluations indicated that most student teachers‘:fatings fell at the
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high end of a Likert-type response scale. Such high rating§ are congruent
with data obtained through performance rating scales which were individually
computed by participaats. As previously reported, performance rating scales
asked each participant to rate the other two members of the triad as well as
theinselves. Data indicated that all participants were pleased with the
quality of each participants' performance fhroughout the student “teaching
experience. Thus, participants‘réported being p]easéd with the performance of
their other triad members. In addition, cooperatirg teachers and university
supervisors rated student feachens nighly on the formal, final evaluation.
Conclusions

Formative Evaiuation and Feedback

When the process of cooperating teachers' ta]k,during conferencgs with
their student teachers was analyzed it was noted that few evaluative remarks
vere made. Ihstead cocparating teachers tended tu describe and explain
teaching. An analysis of the content of cooberating teachers' conference talk
revealed a predominating theme of how to use certain materials and methuds in
specific circumstances. The cognitive domain was focused on mere than any
other instructional domain. 4Ccoperatjng teachers' perceptions of their roles
as supervisors indicated a concern for guiding student teachers toward
competence in classroom managemert, lesson pianning and lesson delivery.
University protocols for cooperazting teachers echoed some of these concerns.
Protocols focused on cooperating teachers' responsibilities to student
teachers. These responsibilities included maintaining a professional "
‘partnership with student teachers, halping studgnt teachers to become
effective classroom manageré and instructors and evaluating the student

teachers' performance.
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There are numerous possible eip]anations for the cooperafing teachers'
lack of evé1uative statements during conferences. At cne site, State
Univers%ty, coopera%ing teachers were told t6 place the burden of formative
eva]uétion on tﬁe Ftudent teacher. The university's pﬁi]osophy regarding
evaluation was that student teachers must learn fb evaluate their own work.
Therefore, those who supervised student teachers were instructed to provide
oppoftunitfes for self-assessment. The cooperating teache§s at Metropoiitan
University may have been operating under the same premise, even though it was
not an explicitly stated responsibility. _ 5

Second]y,’the method of data collectior may have been threatening £o both
participants. Because all conferences were audiotaped, cooperating. teachers
may have felt uncomfortable providing any sort of.négative feedback and
therefore left out evaluative remarks. i

A thirdvpossibi1ity is that cooperating teachers found themselves in a
most difficult role. As supervisors of student teachers they must assume a
role of teacher and evaluator as well as that of professional colleague.
Perhaps talking about teaching was a way of implicitly telling student
teachers what they viewed as quality }nstruction, therefore relieving fhe
burden of evaluation. | | ;

In addition to the lack of evaluative remarks, cooperating teacﬁers
tended to focus on how to use specific ﬁateria]s and methods in %mmediate'
classroom situations. Litt'e or not telk focused on underlying philosophies
or ultimate ycals for children .L{stenfng to conferences one felt cooperating
teachers were describing %or student teachers < "cookbook" approach to
learning anu instruciien. Teachers may havé been implicigly communicating io
student - teachers their ultimate insfructiona] goals ané unﬁer]ying

philosophies through the methods they advocated.
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With regard to student teachers, conference behavior and concerns
elicited f;om jomrnals and interviews were also examined. When the process of
“student teaéhers' conference talk was examined, it was noted that student
teachers did not participate as often as conperating teachers. In fact,
cooperating teachers dominated over 70% of all conference talk. When student
teachers did taﬁk, 32% of their statements were classified as dealing with
‘classroom events, yet 24% of their statements were classified as
acknowfedgements, ‘containing 1ittle if any content. Student ‘teachers‘
perceptions of supervision and formative evaluation, ;s determined through a
content analysis of journal and interview dita, showed a predominant concern
Wfih the good personal relationships between themselves and their cooperating
teachers. When questioned as to-why they felt their réiationships with their
~cooperating teachers were good most stated that their teachers shared ideas,
_ offered- constructive criticisw, held high expectations for student teachers
and maintained a collegial rapport with them. Conferences however showed that
cooperating teachers offered few evaluative statements and dominated most
vintéractiogs. i |
- Again numerous possible explanations exist for the discrepancy between
student teachers' perceptions of supervision and formative evaluation and the
'6écufrence of supervikion and formative evaluation during the conferences. A
‘few will be discussed here.

First, if student teachers viewed their coﬁperating teéchers as
- evaluators, to say little during conferences may have Seen safer than offering
comments that may have been either incorrect or in direct disagreement with
their cooperating teachers. A second explanétion may have been that their
_knowledge of what constitutes an effective relationship colored how they
perceived their relationship with their cooperating teachers. Fo} examp]e,
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they know a good conperating teacher-student teacher relationéhip should be
one where constructive criticism is offered,_where.high expectations are
sought and a coullegial rapport exist. Student teact.rs felt their
re1ationsﬁips with their cooperating teachers was good, therefore they were

characterized by the above notions. . Finally, student teacher-cooperat1ng
|

teacher relationships extended well beyond their conferences Cualities
enumerated by the student»teacher.may have, in fact, been present throughout
other interactions. ‘b

| In addition, journal and interview data analysis revealed a lack of
concern on the part of student teachers with how their instruction might or
might not be impacting students..‘in fact, when making evaluative statements
about their teaching, no student teacher commeated.on the effectiveness of
their lesson in terms of what @upi]s may have 1earned. One possible
explanation lies with the quant1tat1ve findings of th1s study. When results
from the Teacher Concerns Qu: ,t1onna1re (Fuller, 969) were examined, student
teachers were most concerned w1th\se1+ (as opposed to concerned with teaching
tasks and the impact of teaching cn students) throughout,the‘course of the
semester. - Also, cooperating teacﬁers and university supervisors did not
/report concerns with the student teachers impact on':tudents. Their lack of
acknowledgement may have influenced ﬁpe student teacher;l_cbncerns as well.
Cne possible explanation for this 1ack of stated concern could be that thc
importance of instructional impact was\assumed. Perhaps 0 prob1ems existed
with regard to the impact of instruction\and therefore it was not %entioned.‘

A

Summative Evaluation and Feedback \

\
3

Cooperating teachers' and university, supervisors' perceptions of the
student teachers' performance (as measured\by performance rating scales) and

the student teachers' formal, final eva]uat{cns'are indicative of the highest



quality performance on.the part of the student teachers. Two possible
conclusions may be drawn: first,‘the scales used to assess the student
teachers may in some way have forced the distributions to’assume these shapés;
second, the student teachers may in fact, on the average, have shcwn a
"consistent® or "commendable" application of the comﬁetencies listed, as a
function of the training obtained through.their univérsities and placements.

; Some comments are in order here. The verbal explanations appended to the
numeric continua on each institution's evaluation forms are differenf: for
State University, a rating of five is intended to represent a "high degree of
excellence" while one is "unsatisfactory;" the same numerical ratings on the
Metropolitan University form are equated with “consistently” and "rarely." It -
is therefore clearly arguable that two distinct dimensions may underlie tlie
réting continua.

.Implications and Recommendations for Future Study

~In light of these findings it seems prudent to offer recommendations for
~* the training of student teachers. First student teachers are naive consumers.
To offer them information in an imnlicit fashion may not guarantee Fheir
comprehension of that information. Those who supervise student teachers may
therefore want to bevmore explicit with regard to thei} ultimate goals for
children as well as the philosophy which‘hnder]i;s their chdsén mode of
- instruction. In addition, cooperating teachers and supervisors may want to
provide student feachers with less situation-specific information and
explicitly state their ultimate goals for pupils. Because these future
te' shers may teach in a very differert context from the one in which..they
raceived their trainirg, highly specific information may be of little use to

them. Secondly, those who conference with student teachers should be

sensitive to their reluctance tn participate. Because communication is
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central to instruction cooperating teachers and university supervisors may

~want to elicit more conference participation from student teachers to

determine if they have in fact comprehended‘the information being provided.‘

A third recommendation for teacher training deals with student teacher
expectations. Superﬁisors of student‘feachers may want to clarify their
specific expectations. Whether they are to serve as evaluators of the student
teacher's performance or promote the skill ée]f—eva]uation in studeﬁt
teachers, their charge must know what they view as effective instruction and
why. Such information could only serve to help student teachers become more
knowledgeable as they go about selecting instructional methods and materials
suited to their own needs.

Lastly, those final evaluations examined in  this study did not
qualitatively distinguish one.student teacher from another. Either the final
eva]uation forms themselves should be reexamined or those who compute them
should be trained in the process. Such reexamination and training could lead
to a more re]iab1e4and valid instrument.

Findings from this study revealed that (1) cooperating teachers were
concerned with imparting knowledge to student teachers about the specific
methods and materials of instruction, (?) student teachers were most concerned
with their personal relationships with their cooperating teachers, (3)
cooperating teachers tended to dominate supervisory interaction§ with their
student teachers, and (4) student teachers, cooperating teachers, and
university supervisors rate one ancther's performance highly. Questidns
therefore remaig regarding the training of student teachers.

Knowle (1973) felt that adults as learners tust be treated differently in
an educational setting. Cooperating teachers are in fact dealing with aduit

learners as they go about the business of training student teachers. Would
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the supervision and formative evaluation of student teaching be significantly
changéd if cooperating teachers built their supervision around adult learning
. theory? - '

In addition, sensitivity to the'concérns of the student teacher might
alter how one goes about evaluation and supervision. Fuller's (1969) concerns
theory stated that early }n their’careérs teachers are initially concerned
with self protection and consolidation. Later their concerns shift to the
task demands of their jobs and as they mature professiona11y-fheir concerns
focus on the impact of their instruction on students. According to
perceptions of supervision reported in journa1s and interviews student
teachers in the study were operating at a se]f—cbncerns level while teachersv
- appeared more concerned with the tasks of teaching., If cooperating teachers
were made aware of the levels of concern model, how might this affect their
supervision and evaluation "style?"

In addition, in view of the uniformly high means olserved on final
evaluation, the following questions are raised. First is the general issué of
comparability of ratings across various teacher education.institutions,'or,
when is an “A" rea]]y and "A"? What does a high rating at any given
~institution mean? What are the actual behavioral referents for the grades?
From the point of view Qf the prospective.employer, do equally high ratings
across candidates from several institutions imply equal quality in
instructional skill1s? It would seem possible that the lack of an-agreed-upon
codified knowledge base (Griffin, et al., Note 1) may be contributing to this
problem.

A second, related issué is that of so-called “"grade inflation." The
reader will note that one of the institutions specifically cautioned its
supervisors against assigning inflated ratings to student teachers (Defino, et
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al., Note 2), and the site difference was in a direction consistent with this
recommendation (i.e., the State University mean was significantly 1bwér).

Thus, it is possible to ask again: (1) are supervisors. and cooperating
teachers generally prone to a positive response bias in evaluating student
teachers; (2) why might this be the case;. (3) what are the effects of inflated
ratings updn the individuals being réted, upon the rater (e.g., whose
interests are being rewarded with the high ratings), and upon the profession -
as a whole (how well is quality control being served); and (Aj how might this ;
tendency be altered, if it ought to be? A1l of these have sericus: /

implications for practiticners in teacher education, and warrant further .~

research.

Report Summary . ' e

This report described the formative and summative evaiuation that took
place during the course of the student feaching expefiences. The content of
supervjsory conferences and formal, final evaluations were compared to those
university protocols regarding the formative and summative evaluaticn of-
student teachers. Interview and journal data as well as information reported.
on individual performance rating scales were described. These data.were
considered to reflect participants' perceptions of and concerns with
evaluation. These perceptions and concerns were also compared to conferepéé
-and final evaluation data to determine congruence. Finally, conclusicns Jere

drawn from these findings and hypotheses sugges’:i for future study.
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Appendix A
Description and Examples of the

Conference Coding System .

- *
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Degcription of‘the Conference Coding System

Tape-recorded conferences between studeqt teéchers, cooperating teachers,
and university supervisors from Staté University .and Metropolitan Universify
were selected and coded according to thé procedures  described in the
conference coding manual. Both two-way (Cooperating Teacher-Student Teacher,
University Supervisor-Cooperating Teacher, and University Supervisor-Student
Teacher) and three-way (Cooperating Teacher1§tudent Teacher-University
Supervisor);conferences were included in the coding system, The system was
developed to provide information about the process and the content of the
conferences. In terms of process, phe coding focused upon describing the
exchange of information Between and among the CT (Cooperating Teachér), ST
(Stﬁdent Teacher), and US (University Supekvisor)z .who did the talking, to
whom was tnhe talk directed, and what fype of talking occurred. In terms of
contenf, the coding focused upon describing the nature of the topics discussed“
in the conferences. - |

Conferences representing each of the triads were selected and coded.
Coders were trained in the coding sysgem to a veliability of .75 and
information was recorded on co;ferencé coding sheets. Information recorded in°
the.con%erence was orgahized into statements and each stafement was then coded
in terms of process ‘and content. A statement referred to all the
uninterrupted fa]k of one participant. Once the statements were numbered, the -
actual coding of the process .and content of the conference began.
Process

Every statement was coded in terms of process to identify wrw w3s
_talking, what type of statement was ﬁéde, and to whom the statement_wau

directed. This information provided an indication cf the type of exchanges
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that occurred among student teachers, cooperating teachers, and university
supervisors.

The “Nho“'category Tisted the person speaking. The following codes were
used in this category: CT-1 (Cooperating Teacher),‘ST-Z (Student Teacher),
US-3 (University Supervisor), and 0-4 (Other Person). The "Type" category
inclucded the tyﬁe of statement made by the person speaking. Specific "type"
goding categor%es for each participant indicated whetper directions, |
éuestions, concerns, replies, etc. were offered’by the participants. Eight
types of statements were coded for the CT and US and six were coded for the
ST. The "Direction" category listed the recipient of the talk and consisted
of the same codes as the “ﬂho“ category. A summary of the process coding
categories and examples of each are provided in Figure A,

Content

The content of each conference was also coded to describe the nature of

the tosics discussed in the conference. Three maior categories were included

under Content: Teaching Events, Organization of Student Teaching Events, -and

\
Other. |

Teaching events. All statements that referred to the classroom teaching

experience were included in this category and were coded in terms of
"generality," "focus," and "domain." fhis part of the cbding system was
adapted frgm Weller's (1971) MGSAICS coding sysfem. Codings under the
"Generality" category indicated whether the teaching events discussed were
specific to the classroom and the imneciate student teaching experience (S-1)
or were more general in nature and included generalizations, past experiences,
or applications of theory from educational thought or related behavioral
sciences' (G-2). The “Focus" category indicated what type of topic‘waﬁ

discussed and included the following subcategories: '0b3ectives and Content



(0-1), Methods‘and Materials (M-2), Instruétiona] Interactions (I-3), or Not
Applicable (N/A). The "Domain" category described the nature of the topic and
contained four subcategories: Cognitive (2-1), Affective (A-2),

'Soc§a1/Discip1inary (D-3), or NotJApplicab1e (N/A). A summary of the coding7

for Teachiny Events and specific examples for each are included in Figure A7é.

Organization of student teaching events. A11 statements that referr%ﬁ/to

the training and supervision of the student teacher were included in thfs
éategory and were coded in terms of "protocol” and “activities." "Protocol"
included all information about the structure, formal procedures, and the
administration of student teaching. "Activities" included all information
about activities;and events in which the student teacher participated such as
classroom observations, preparation of projects for methods classes, and
scheduling 6f teaching times. Examples of “pr‘otoco1'lI and "activities"

statements are included in Figure A.3.

Other. Content information that could not be coded as a Teaching Event

or an Organization of a Student Teaching Event was coded in this .category.

Topics coded as QOther included topics unrelated to the student teaching
experience, irrelevint information, and unintelligible remarks.

Number uf Lines

The final step in the conference coding process was the recording of the
number of lines in each statement. These numbers were listed under their

respective CT, ST, or US participant's heading.
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CT-1

CT-2

CT-3

CT-4

CT-5

CT-6

or US-1 Gives direction

(CT to ST) The language unit you are going to work on will be dictionary

skills.

or US-2 Asks about ST interests
(CT to ST) We had talked about your concern with pupil participation...Is

this still something that concerns ydu_or is there anything else?

or US-3 Provides evaluation feedback
{CT to ST on evaluating students® work) You have them checking papers
and returning papers, but talking individually about errors is a really . -

good thing. They benefit when they learn what they did wrong.

or US-4 Reviews or comments on classroom events or student teaching
events 3 )

(CT to ST) I had a little girl two years ago who was partially
blind...Her mother came up and registerec her and didn't say -

thing...This child was later adoupt -’ because her mozher abused her.

or US-5 Clearly provides options

<
(CT to ST) The top group could meet with me while you are doing spelling
with those that-need it...We could do it that way if you would be wore

comfortable or vice versa.

or US-6 Desciribed own %nterests

(CT to ST) I wish we had those math impact carus for language.

Figure A.1. Examples of Process Codes - Type
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CT-7 or US-7 Acknowledgement or endorsement
"Yes," "Right,‘" "Fine," "Ter'rific"
CT-9 or US-9 Other

"Is the teaching store open on Saturday?"

ST-3 Provides evaluat.. - . »nt

~"The spelling unit wert well. A1l but three student mastered the work

lists."

§T-4 Comment < on'plénxipg, classroom events, or student teaching activities_
(ST, in talking about a classroom activity says) Most of the students

-~ will do it on their own.

ST-6 Asks questions'(describes interests and concerns)
(ST-to T regardipg students calling out ahsﬂefs to questions without
raising hand) My big main concern is going-tp be calling out...and

raising hands...you, know.

$T-7 Acknowlédgement or endorsement

. "ves," "Right," “Fine," "Terrific"

$T-8 Offers suggestions
(ST to CT regarding a word card activity) 1T would explain that they need
“to bring up a.piete of ﬁaper when tHey do-it, and once they get the word

. cards set up they-can copy the E?hﬁences they made down on their paper.

o -




ST-9 Other

“Is the teaching s.ore open on Saturday?"
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1. Generality .

S-1 (Specific): Pedagogical moves that focus on the objectives, methods,

or instructional interactions for the particular class on which
supervision is based. Thesé may relate to the class eitherﬁjn.the past
or the future.

Example

Explain that they (students) need to bring a piece of peper when they do
it...Have the words cards set up and they can copy it down on their paper.

G-2 (General): Pedagngical moves that focus on generalized objectives,

methods or instructional interactions. These may include
generalizations, past experience, or application of theory from
educational thought and related behavioral sciences.
Example
I have learned and read that research savs that it helps if you state
your expectations at the beginning of é lesson.

2. Focus

En

C-1 (Objectives and Content): Expected educational outcomes and the

content or subject matter reiated to these outcomes.

Examb]e

They are going to write "Is the cow purple?" instead of "The cow is
purplie."

'M-2~%Methods and Materials): Materia s of instruction and stratégic

operations designed to achieve object .:s. - ("how to..." generally with

future tense)

Fighre A.2.. Examples of Content Codes -.'2aching Events




Example
Just go through and review them at that point...then take them through
the first one with word cards and show them how to lay it out. '

I-3 (Instructional Interactions): Interactions between the teacher,

pupil(s), and content or curriculum. ‘(genera11y past or presént tense)
Example

What I was trying to do was get them to say what it described...They did
get to the point where they would say that in the sentence "The rocky
hill..." "rocky" described "hil1"...I guess I ought to ge back over this.
~and make sure they understand.

Domain

C-1 (Cognitive): Pertaining to cognition, knowledge, understanding, and

learning. The cognitive domain is restricted to cognitive interactions
between pupil(s) and subject matter. Subjects lile. art, mvsic, or
psychomotor activities are considered éognitive.

.Examp1e - o

I'm going to get & check-sheet up so they can check off when they've done
each set of questions...so they know what they've done. -

A-2 (Affective): Pertaining to interest, involvement and motivdtion.

Affective interaction between pupils and subject matter.

Example |

(CT speaking to ST about a student's beha?ior during a math lesson) She
was a8 non-volunteer and you encouraged her--"Don't be nervous aﬁd very

good."

-

D-3 (Social or Discip]ina[y): Pertaining to discipline, control and
social interactions. Interactions between teacher and pupil(s) or

~

pupiT(s) and pupil(s).
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Example .
/

(CT speaking with ST about/the operation of a learning center) 1 think

there should be a time limit or some peopie would spend an hour over'

there. They should be limited to four at a time.
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Siudent Teaching Protocol - Comments that focus on the structure, formal

procedures and/or the administration of student teaching.
Example
Befpre I (CT) observe your teaching, I will always meet with you (ST) for
> . 'zerns cenference...at this conference you sﬁou]d be prepared to tell
me -t you want me to focus_on during my observation.

e easching Activities - Activities included all information about

3

< ate ir whish the student teacher participated. These events might

‘rclude obssvvations, preparation of projects for methods classes, énd/or
the scheguling of teaching times. ‘
Examplie
On Thursday I {ST) have seminar. I'11 ask ner (US) about an observation
time then since she didn't get to we this week.

E{amp1es of Content Codes -~

Not Applicable

Not Apnlicable - Information coded in this category dealt with personal

activities outside the ~calm of student teaching.
Exampie

I (ST) used to ¢o ice skatin .hen we lived in Chicago.

, Figure A.3.. Ixamp'as of Content Codes - Organization of Student Teaching - <




Appendix B

Performance Rating Scales

ST by CT and US (1I)
ST by Seif (III)

CT by ST (1)

CY by US (11)

CT by Sef (III)

US by ST (1)

US by CT (II)

[t
[X4)

S by Self (I]I)
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Student Teacher Scale by both CT and US (II)

Please think about your work this semester with the student teacher. Consicer
each of the following statements very carefully. As far as possible make a
precise judgment about the degree to which this person's behavior is similar or
dissimilar to each statement. Please indicate your exact degree of agreement or -
disagreement. ;

Stron;ty Neutral Strongly No
Agree Disagree Information
1. The student teacher was
not adequately prepared 1 . 2 3 4 5 6

for class.

2. The student teacher or-

ganized raterials so they 1 2 3 4 5 6
were available when needed.

3. The student teacher created
an enjoyable classroom at- 1 2 3 4 5 . 6

mosphere.

4. The stucent teacher was not . '
effective in managing 1 2 3 4 5 6
stuaent behavior.

5. The student teacher did not
cderonstrate an adequate
knowledge of subject -
matter. 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. The student teacher did not
use a variety of teaching
rmethods and techniques. 1 2 3 4 5 . b

7. The stuaent teacher used
concrete as well as visual , .
materials. 1 2 , 3 4 5 6

8. The student teacher demon-
strated skill in the use Jf
creative and thought-pri-

voking guestions. 1 2 3 4 5 6

| 9. The student teacher paced
instruction to maintain _—
student interest. 1 2 3 4 5 6

10. The student teacher did t.ot
provide adequate feeaback
to pupiis. on their perfor-
menc€ in the «:é&ss. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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FStrongly Neutral Strongly Mo
Agree o Disagree Information

v

11. The student teacher was not
sensitive to student diffi-
culties in learning. 1 2 3 4 5 6

12. The student teacher takes
indiviaqual differences into
account when planning and
carrying out instruction. 1 2 3 4 5 . b

13. The student teacher demon-
strated acceptance of stu-
dents from different cul-
tural beckgrounds. ‘ 1 2 3 4 5 5

14. The student teacher did not
gain the respect of the _
students. 1 2 3 4 5 6

15. The studert teacher com-
monly practiced self-
evaluation for the purpose
of improving his/her : .
teaching. ' 1 2 3 4 5 6

16. The stugent teacher initi-
ated communication with
colleagues.. s . 1 2 3 4 5 6

17. The student teacher did
not create a learning
atmosphere. P 1 2 3 4 5 6

i .18, - The-student..teacher. was..not ... . .. ... . .
effective in communicating
with parents. 1 2 3 4 5 6

19. The student teacher was
effective in ccmrmunicating :
with aaministrators. 1 2 3 4 5 6

-
-~

20. The stuaent teacher used
rmethods appropriate to the E
objective of the lesson. 1 2 3 4 5 6

21. The student teacher was
not dependable in attend- T
ance at the schecl. : 1 2 3 4 5 6




22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
28.

29.

Strongly Neutral

The student teacher indepen-
dently developed instruc-
tional materials for the
classroom.

The student teach  is ready
to begin their own .caching
assignment.

Students were not able to
learn new content and skills
introduced by the student
teacher.

The student teacher was able
to motivate students toward
a learning goai.

The student teacher ignored
the specific suggestions

which ‘1 offered for his/her
consideration. ’

The student tzacher was will-
ing to have me observe his/
her teaching frequently.

The student teacher was un-
willing to participate in
all areas of teaching.

The student teacher was will-

"~ing 'to discuss problems which

arose.

Agree

%
ro
w

=9

32

Strongly
Disagree

N

No
Information



Student Teacher Scale by Self (III)

Consider carefully the following statements. Indicate your agreement or
disagreement w1th;each statenent as accurate]y as possible.
L)

Strongly Neutral Strongly
Agree Disagree

1. 1 was not adequately prepared 1 2 3 4 5
for class.

2. 1 organized materials so they 1 2 3 4 5
were available when needed.

3. I created an enjoyable class- 1 2 3 4 5
room atmosphere.

4. I was not effactiv2 in managing 1 2 3 4 5
‘student behavior.

5. 1 did not demonstrate an .adequate 1 2 3 4 5
knowiedge of subject matter. b '

6. 1 aid not use a variety of’feaching 1 2 3 4 5
methods and techniques.

7. 1 used concrete as well as v1sua1 1 2 3 4 5
mater1als ‘ '

8. 1 demonstrated skili in the use of 1 2 3 4 5
creative and thought-provoking
questions. b

9. 1 paced 1nstruct1on to ma1nta1n 1 2 .3 4 5

e “"""”stuoent 1nterest o T T T

10. I did not provide adequate feedback 1 2 3 4 5
to pupils on their performance in
class.

11. I was nct sensitive to student diffi- 1 2 3 4 5
culties.in learning. :

12. I take individual differences into 1 2 3 4 5

acccunt when planning and carrying
out instruction.

13. 1 demonstrated acceptance of students 1 2 3 4 5
- from.different cultural backgrecunds. '
14. I did not gain the respect of the 1 2 // 3 4 5

pupils.




29.

which arose.
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Neutral

Strongly
Disagree

(53]

(RN

Stronigly
Agree

15. - I. commonly practice self- evaluation 1
for the purpose of improving my
teaching.

16. I initiate communication with
colleagues. 1

17. 1 did not create a ]earn1ng 1.
atmoaphere /

18. I was nct effective in communicating 1
with parents.

19. I was effective in communicéting 1
with administrators.

20. I used methcds appropriate to the 1
objective of the 1esson. .

21. I was not dependab]e in attendance 1

: ~ at school.

22. I independently deve]obéd instruc- 1
tioral materials fon,the classroom.

"23. 1 am ready to begin my own teaching 1
assigrment.

24. Students were not able to learn new 1
content and skills introduced by me.

25.—-1 -was-able-to-motivate-students—-——-—1-- -2 — - Frmmm e — b -

_toward a learning goal.

26. I igncred the specific suggestions 1
which my supervising/master teacher
offered.

27. I was willing to be observed fre- 1
quently.

o 28. 1 was urwilling to participate 1
in all aspects of teaching.
I was willing to discuss problems 1



Cooperating Teacher by Student Teacher (I)

Please think about your work this semester with the master teacher/supervising teacher.
Consider each of the following statements very carefully. As far as possible, make a
precise judgrent about the degree to which this person's behavior is simitar or dissimilar
‘to each statement. Please indicate your exact degree of agreement or disagreement.

Strongly Strong]y o
Agree Neutral Disagree Informaticr

1. The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 4 5 6
and 1 had freauent conferences.

2. The master/supervising teacher 1
and I had usetul conferences.

™
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3. The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 -4 5 6
did not provide specific feedback
on my performance..

4. The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 4 5 6
offered specific suggestions for
my consiceration..

5. The master/supervising tzacher 1 2 3 4 5 6
was supportive of my teaching -
efforts. i

6. The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 4 5 6
did not allow enough independence :
for me to develop my own style
of teaching. i

-] The raster/su;erv%sing teacher 1 2 3 a 5 b
modaled or daronstrated a variety
of teaching methods and technigues
in his/her own teaching.
|

8. The mas<er/suparvising teacher 1 2 3 4 5 . 6
did not provide emcouragement to
me on a personal basis.

9. The raster/iupervizing teacher 1 2 3 4 5 h
: did not obsarve m} teaching fre-
~cuently enough to judge my per-
formance adequately.

10. The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 4 5 6
encouraged me to participate in ~
all asrects of teaching (paront
confzrances, administrative work,
grading, teaching, etc.).

O
(WH




Strongly X Strongly Mo ¢
Agree Neutral Disagree Informaticn
11. The master/supervising teacher 1 2 3 4 5 6
was not available if problems :
arose. -
/
/




Cooperating Teacher by University Supervisor (II)

Please think @about your work this semester with the master teacher/supervising

- teacher. Consider-each of the following statements very carefully. As far as
possible make a precise judgment about the degree to which this person's
behavior. is similar or dissimilar to each statement. Please indicate your exact
degree of agreement or disagreement.

3

Focus on how the master/supervising teacher worked with the student teacher.

Strongly Neutral Strongly No
Agree ’ Disagree Information

1. The supervising/master

-teacher offered specific

suggestions for my student

teacher's consideration. 1 2 . 3 4 5 6

2. The supervising/master
.2acher did not allow my
student teacher to develop
his/her own style of _ .
teachingg 1 2 3 4 5 6

3. The supervising/master
teacher modeled a variety
of teaching methods and
techniques in his/her )
own teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 6

4. The supervising/master
teacher provided my stu-
dent teacher with encour-
agement on a persoral basis. 1 2 3 4 5 6

5. The supervising/master
teacher observead my
student teacher fre-
quently. 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. The supervising/master
teacher encouraged
the student teacher to
participate in all as-
pects of teaching (par-
ent conferences, adminis-
trative work, grading, :
teachiny, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5. 6

7. The supervising/master
teacher was available to

discuss problems which :
arose. 1 2 3 4 5 6

37



Strongly Neutral Strongly . HNo

Agree Disagree  Information
8. The supervising/master
teacher was not supportive
- of the student teacher. 1 2 3 4 5 6

Focus on how the master/supervising teachér worked with you.

9. The supervising/master
~. - teacher was available for
coaferences. 1 4

w
>
(8,
(o))

10. The supervisina/master
teacher did : 0. contribute
toward useful conferences. 1 2 3 4 5 6

11. The supervising/master
teacher did not provide
specific feedback on my
performance as a univer-
sity supervisor/coordinator. 1 2 3 4' 5 6

12. The supervising/master

teacher offered specific

suggestions for my consid-

eration. ; 1 2 3 4 5 6
13. The supervising/master

teacher provided me with

encouragement for my work : .

with the stucent teacher. 1 2 3 4 5 6

14. The supervising/master
teacher resisted my efforts
at directing the student
teacher's classroom
experience. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Cooperating Teacher by Self (III)

Consider the following statements carefully. Indicate your agreement or disagreement
with each statement as accurately as possible.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Neutral Disggree

1. I had frequent conferences with 1 2 3 4 5

- the student teacher. '

2. I had useful conferences w1uh 1 2 3 4 5
the student teacher.

3. 1 provided specific feedback to 1 2 3 4 5
the student teacher on his/her )
performance.

4. 1 offered specific suggestions : 1 2 3 4 5
to the student teacher for h1s/her ’
consideration.

5. I was supportive of the student 1 2 3 4 5
teacher's teaching efforts.

6. I allowed enough independence for 1 2 3 4 5
the .tudent teacher to develop 1 :
his/her own style of teaching.

7. 1 mode]ed or Aemonstrated-a variety - -1 2 -3 4 5
of teaching methods and techniques : '
in my own teaching. _

8. I provided enccuragement to the 1 : 2 3 4 5
student teacher on a personal
basis:

3. I observed the student teacher 1 2 3 4 5
frequently enough to judge his/her
performance adequately.

10. I encouraged the student teacher 1 2 3 4 5
to participate .in all aspects of
teaching (parent conferences,
administrative work, grading,
teaching, etc.)
11. I was available if problems arose. 1 C2 8 - 4 5
12. 1 provided specific feedback to the 1 2 3 4 5

_university Superv1sor/coord1nator
on his/her performance.




(-,

ngly Strong]y'
A o Neutral Disagree
13. 1 offeréd'specific'suggestions > 2 3 4 5
regarding the student teacher to :
the university supervisor/cocordinator
for his/her consideration.
14. I was supportive of the university 1 2 3 4 h

supervisor/coordinator.
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University Supervisor by Student Teacher (1)

Please think about your work this semester with the university super..sor/coordinator.
Consider each of the following statements very carefully. As far as possible, make a )
precise judgment about the degree to which this person's behavior is similar or dissimilar
to each statement. Please indicate your exact -degree of agreement or disagreement.

Strongly
Agree

. Strongly No

Neutral Disagree Informatior

1. The university supervisor/ 1 2 3 4 5 6
coordinator and I did P
have frequent conferences. g

2. The university supervisar/ 1 2 3 4 5 6
coordinator and I had useful
conferences. :

3. The university supervisor/ 1 2 3 4 5 6 -
© coordinator did not provide ) .
specific feedback on my . “-

,vperformance. t , f

4. The university supervisor/ 1 2 3 4 5 6
coordinator offered specific ’
suggestions for my consideration.

- 5. . The university supervisor/ 1 2 3 4 5 6
. w%toordinator was supportive of
my teaching efforts.

6. The university supervisor/ 1 2 3 4 5 6
coordinator did not allow

enough independence for me

to develop my own style of

teaching.

7. The university supervisor/ o1 2 3 4 5 6
coordinator modeled or demon- . . '
strated a variety of teaching
methods and techniques in
his/her own teaching.

8. The university supervisor/ 1 2 3 4 5 6
' coordinator did not provide

encouragement to me on a

personal basis.

9. The university supervisor/ 1 2 3 4 5 6
coordinator did not observe
my teaching frequently enough
to judge my performance . )
adequately. v 101




.

Strongly . Strongly No
Agree Neutral Disagree Informatior
10. The university supervisor/ 1 2 3 4 5 -6
coordinrator encouraged me to -
participate in all aspects of
teaching (parent conferences, )
administrative work, grading, -
teaching, etc.).
11. The university supervisor/ 1 2 3 4 5 6

coordinator was not available
if problems arose. ‘
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University Supervisor by Cooperating Teacher (1)

Please thirk about your work this semester with the university.supervisar/coor-
dinator. Consider each of the following statements very carefully. As far as
possible, make a precise judgment about the degree to which this persen's
behavior is similar or dissimilar to each statement. Please indicate your exact
degree of agreement or disagreement.

""Focus on how the university supervisor/coordinator worked with the student N
teacher. : '
Strongly Neutral Strongly No
- Agree Disagree Information

1. The university supervisor/
coordinator offered specific
suggestions for student ) . ) .
teacher's consideration. 1 2 3 4 5 ' 6

2. The university super-
visor/ccordinator did not
allow my student teacher
enough freedom to develop
his/her own style of ]
teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 6

3. The university super-
visor/coordinator modeled
a variety of teaching
methods and techniques in -
his/her own teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 ~ 6.

4. The university super-
visor/coordginator pro-
vided ny stucent teacher
encouragement on a per-
sonal basis. 1 2 3 4 5 . 6

5. The university super-
©  vyisor/coordinator did
observe my student
teacher frequently. 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. The university super-
yisor/coordinator en-
couraged my student
-teacher to participate
in all aspects of teach-
ing (parent conferences,
administrative work, : ,
grading, teaching, etc.). 1 2 3 4 5 6

‘1 63



‘Strongly
Agree

The university/super-

visor was available. -
“if problems arose. 1 2
The university -super-
visor/coordinator was

not supportive of the

student teacher. 1 2

Neutral Strong]y} No
Disagree Information

é

3 4 5 6
. o

3 4 5 6

Focus on how the university supérvisor/coordinator worked with you.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

The university super-
visor/coordinator was
availablie for confer-
ences.

The university super-
visor/coordinator did
not contribute toward
useful conferences.

The university super-
visor/coordinator pro-
vided specific feedback
on my performance as a
cooperatiny teacher.

The university super-
visor/coordinator of-
fered specific sugges-

tions for my consideration.

The university super-
visor/coordinator pro-
vided me with encourage-
ment for my work with the
student teacher.

The ur ‘versity super-
visor/coordinator re-
sistea my efforts at
directing the student
teacher.

1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
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University Supervisor by Self (III). -

-~

T Consider the following statements carefully. Indicate your agreement or disagreemen
" with eagh statement as accurately as possible. : :

Strongiy . Stronq
Agree Neutral Disagr
1. I hzd freauent conferences - 1 2 3 4 5
- witn tne student teacher. !

2. 1 had useful conferences with 1 22 3 § - 5
the student teacher. ‘ ; )

3. I provided spacific feedback o1 2 3 4 5
to the student teacher on her/his - i
performance.’

4. 1 offerad specific suggest1ons to 1 2’ 3 4 5
the student teacher for his/her '
consideration.

5.+ I was 'supportive of the student , 1 . 2 3 -4 5
teacher's teaching eftorts. '

6. I allowed enough incependence for 1 2 3 4 5
tne student teacher to develop
her/his own style of teaching.

’ - : \ :

7. 1 modeled or demonstrated a - 1 2~ 3 = 4 5
variety of teaching mathods ’ '
~and techniques in Ry 0Wn teaching.

8. I’provided encouragement to the 1 2 3 4 5
student teacher on a personal bas1s

9. I observed the student teacher 1 2 3 4 5,
frequently encugh to judge her/his. o~ -
cerformance adequately.

10. I encouraged the student tezcher - 1 2, 3 . 4 5

* to participate in ali aspects oF :
teacn1ng (Harent conferences, ad-
ministrative work, grading, teaching) ;
etc.) .
.11. I was available if problems arose. 1 2 .. 3 4 5
12. I provided specific Teedback to the 1 2 3 -4 5

master/supervising teacner on his/
her performance.




13.

14.

Strongly
Agree

I offered specific suggestions - 1
regarding the student teacher

to the supervising/master teacher

for his/her consideration. . v

T was supportive of the supervising/- 1

master teacher.
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Student Teaching Satisfaction Scale

R B

Consider each dT the following statements carefully. Please indicate, as far as
possible, the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement.

»

-

b

Strongly ‘ ;Strong1y :
Agree & -Neutral Disagree

1. I beiieve I spent enough time S | 2 3 . 4 5
teaching the class to be able - .
to assume a full-time teaching :
position.

2. Feedback on my performan&e was 1 2 3 4 . 5
adequate. p- ’

3. I had sufficient opportunity to 1 2 - 3 4 5
practice the teaching or manage- L ’ !
ment strategies of greatest -
concern to me as a future teacher. . oy

4. 1 was observed frequently enough 1 2 3 4 . 5
by my cooperating/master teacher. :
for her/him to judge fairly my RN
performance. .

5. My cooperating teacher helped to = 1 2 3 4 5
make my student teaching a worth- ‘
«* while learning experience.

6. My cooperating teacher gave me 1 7 3 a 5
clear, useful feedback for im- - )
proving my performance. ' ‘ 3

7. My university supervisor observed 1 2 v 3 4 -5
me frequently enough for her/him’ “
to judge my performance adeqpate]y;

8. My university supervisor helped to -1 2 3 4 5
"+ make my student teaching a worth- ‘ '
while learning experience.

9. I believe I was successful in 1 2 3 4 5
teaching new ideas and skills to
students,

"10. I had sufficient opportunity to 1 2 3 .4 .3
interact with other school
personnel.

11. I had the opportunity to ccnference 1 2 3 4 5
or to work with parents. . :

107




. Strongly Stron§1y?'

e _ Agiee Neutral- Disagree
12. The students responded favorably 1 2. 3 4 ‘5
to my teaching. ‘ . ' y S
13. I had the opportunity to manage the 1 2 3 4 5
administrative details of the
classroom.” ]
'14." 1 believe I gairied a good per- 1 2 3 4 - 5
spective of what a career in '
teaching is all about.
i5. I learned how to effectively 1 2 ' 3 4 g
implement different teauh1no -
. and-management strategies.
16. I learned how to have successful 1 2 .3 4 5
conferences with parents. : e -
17. 1. had access to- all necessary 1 é ‘ 3 4 5.
materials for 1nstruct1ng my : ~—
class. .
' ‘ . = . ‘ .
LJla, 1 1earned how to manage - \‘ 1 2 3 . 4 5
N efficiently the adm1n1stra+1ve . ) :
work of the classroom. . ' : oo
19. My cooperating teacher was an 1. 2 3 4 -~ 5
invaluable resource person in '
helping me to teach this class.
20.‘ I‘enjoyed.being in the classroom. - 1 2 3 4 - 5
21. 1 feel my student teaching ex- 1 2 3 4 5
 perience was valuable. .
22. 1 feel so confident of my teaching 1 - 2 3 o4 5
skills that I am ready to take a , o ,
class of my own. )
‘ A
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Appendix C

Final Evaluation Forms




(Use dark ink or type
to complete this form)

STATE UNIVERSITY
Final Evaluation of Student Teaching

ELEMENTARY -,

Student’s Name ... e e s e

" School Where Student Teaching Was Done

(1‘5‘) (Fu-:t) B

Teaching Level-—Kmdergancn.

Primary, Intermediate

Explanation of Ratings:
. 5 High degree of excellence
4 Commendable
3 Satisfactory
2 Minimally acceptable
1 Unsatisfactory

(Middle)_ ' Semester, Year | i

. Subject (17 applicable) .......... ..o

NOTE: This rating compares this student teacher with
other student teachers and/or with a reasonable expec-
tation of performance for one who is qualified to enter

the teaching profession.

Please indicate your rating for each of the categones by placing a check mark at the appropriate place on the line. Check marks need not
be made on the numbers; they may be made anywhere along the continuum. :

¢

1. 1. Demonstrated competence with behavioral management.

2. Demonstrated competence managing the pnncnpal environ-

ment, e.g., materials and space.

3. Demonstrated competencz in evaluating students.

4. Demonstrated compétence in planning.

“w

based on children’s needs and interests.

. Demonstrated adequate-bealth and vitality.

Demonstrated skillful choices of instructional methods

adults.

. Demonstrated eflective communication with children.

6
7. Demonstrated an effective communication with
8
9

. Demonstrated abilit)a' to profit from feedback.

10. Demonstrated skillful implementation of learning plans.

II. Overall studem'teaching performance.

COMMENTS

This evaluation is based on my observation of the student’s work
_ during student teaching and in my professional opinion fairly reports
his/her performance. (Draw a line through title not applicable.)

Signed by: .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T

University Supervisor or Supeﬁrising Teacher

1 2 3 4 5
I I R I
I I
I I N
[
| T N
(I I N
I I T
[ I O
[ I I
I I T
[ N N
I have read this evaluation
Student’s Signature

" The student’s signatuse means that he (or

110

sbe) has seen the completed form; it does
no:. imply that be/she agrees with the evalu-

ation.
. _ F42,43



STUDENT PERFORMANCE For cach category, cite observable behaviors which you believe dest.sbe the student’s performance.

1. Demonstrated competence with behavioral management.

2. Demonstrated competence in managing the principal environment, ¢.g., materials and space.

3; Demonstrated competence in evaluating students.

4. Demonstraled competence in planning.

5. Demonstrated skillful choices for instructional methods based on children’s needs and interests.

e .

6. Demonstrated adeguate health and vitality.

7. Demonstrated effective commurication with adults. . . BN

8. Demonstrated effective communication with children.

9. Demonstrated abiiity to profit from feedback.

10. Demonstrated skillful implementation of learning plans.

‘ . ' 11i

. : F-42, 43
ERIC i

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



AL BV ON i
FINAL BVALUATI METROPOLITAN UNIVERSITY

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION—DEPARTMENT OF TEACHER BDUCATION

DIRECTED TEACHING EVALUATION Term, 19
Name . | C re No Usim___
School __ District Supervising Teacher.

Subject/Grade Taught " From_ To_
Clock Hours Per Day _—_______Totn] Clock Hours— - Univ. Suéerviw

DIRECTIONS: Encircle the appropriate number for each item.
o Explgnation: 1. rarely, 2. occasionally, 3. adequately, 4. frequently, 5. consistently

I. PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCIES

Seeks new insights, information and éompetenci& for personal and prof&ionnl growth
Accepts and uses comtructive'suzztstions .
Communicates and works effectively with school personnel and/or parents

Makes sound decisions and acts on them wisely

Acknowledges divergent views; respects valu.s of others

Fulfills responsibilities with enthusiasm -

Displays professional behavior and manner in line with ethical standards

Attends to schedules and commitments; meets deadlines ‘

Handles situations with poise, self-control -

R

St
e

Establishes rapport and interacts positively with students

II. TEACHING COMPETENCIES

: Demonstrates competence in basic skills (written expression and subjects taught)
Emp!oys creative, worthwhile‘ivdea.s_ and materials; facilitates pupil creativity
Uses effective reinforcement and control techniques
Shares objectives with pupils and encourages pupil self-dxscxplmc
Plans on a daily and long-term basis, selecting appropriate motivationa: .:chmqus
Prescribes appropriate strategies for specific needs rda‘tcd to growth and learning theory
Diagnoses needs based upon identified objectives

Presents lessons clearly and effectively ; adapts plans to meet emerging needs

VO NS MR W N

Organizes environment and activities for optimum learning
Assesses own competencies, modifies own behavior realissically

Pupils meet objectives and achieve in relation to their capabilities

t
—t it
- e
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11I. PERSONAL QUALITIES

1. Presents a professional appearance 1 23 45
2. Has eflective voice and speech patterns 1 23 435
3. Possesses sense of humor and uses it appropriately 1.2 3 45

COMMENTS: In writing, clarify, and expana on above ratings giving pertinent information as to socio-economic level, class-
room situations, organizaticn or unique problems. :

-
b
)
FOR USE OF UNIVERSITY SUPERVISOR OR COORDINATOR
Recommended Ugits Credit Not Recommended
_ Please cbeck if: First Semester Report - Second Som&tn Raport
Date: : __Signed:

{Univensity Supervisor or Coordizatnr)
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Appendix D

" Field Observation Forms

\
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METROPOLITAN UNIVERSITY
FIELD COORDINATION/VISITATION SHEET

School of Education

TO: ' REG.:

FM: : | DATE:

Areas Covered Duriug Visitation:

() . Curriculum Techniques () Student Assessment

() Classroom Organization () Test Interpretation

() Classroom Environment () Student Motivation

( ) Record Keeping ( ) ‘Application of University
() Classroom Control Course Activities

DESSEMINATION INFORMATION REGARDING:

COMMENTS/RECOMMENDATIONS:

~ ASSIGNMENT(S):

STUDENT'S SIGNATURE
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STUDENT. TEACHING State University

FEEDBACK REPORT College of Education '
' Office of Student Field Experiences

Student Teacher: : Supervisor

School: ' ___ Grade/Subject/Period Date:

1. Things the ‘student teacher did which were efective in achieving the desired ends:

.+ 2. Things the student teacher did which did not help him or her achieve the desired ends: - -

3. Alterpative things that could be done to achieve the ends not reached in 2 above:

" 4. Some areas on which improvement will be attempted:




STUDENT TEACHING State University

ANECDOTAL RECORD College of Education
: Office of Student Field Experiences

Student Teacher: i _ Observer ‘ -
school.- —_ ' : . Grzde/Subject/Period Date: S
Thisisthe ________observation of this student teacher this semester.
: , (Number) : °
N \\ 3
AN
2 \\
AN
.
.
~
N
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