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This study was designed to provide the teacher

trainers at State University College, Fredonia, New York with
information to identify the actual criteria upon which student
teachers were being evaluated and to provide a basis for altering the
evaluation process so that it would measure more validly the degree
to which objectives of the field experience program were attained. a
random sampling of Student Teaching Evaluation Forms of elementary
education graduates was analyzed in terms of their relationship to
marks, recommendations, and job success. Fearson's Product Moment
Correlation was used to indicate the strength of association hetween
the evaluative criteria of instructional traits, human relationships,
classroom management, and personal traits to the variables of grades,

recommendations,

and job success. Results showed that the Student

Teaching Evaluation Forms had little external or internal validity.
(A copy of the form is included.) (BRB) ;
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FOREWORD .

This study, Teacher Performance: Do We Know What We

Are Lvaluating?, was conducted primarily to provide feedback

H

to SUC, Fredonia professional staff and cooperating schools
concerning procedures for evaluating student teachers. The
findings contained in this document may prove useful to
those who wish to consider changes in the current student

teacher evaluation proces

The study was conducted by the Teacher Education Research
Center and the Office of Field Experiences, Department of
Iducation at SUC, Fredonia. The study is another inguiry
into the problems and practices of induction of beginning
teachers.

The authors wish to express their sincere thanks to

members of the Teacher Education Research Center staff, Office

of Field Experiences staff, and the staff of the Placement
Office, SUC, Fredonia, for their cooperation and suppert in
data collection., Special thanks is due Marian Anderson for
assistance in the preparation of this manuscript;

Kenneth G. Nelson, Director
Teacher Education Research Center
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Introduction

(ne of the most promising and profound innovative developments

in cducation in the seventies is the movement toward performance-

based teacher education. It promises to revolutionize tecacher

educaticn by replacing traditional training programs witn specified
perf. nce standards which will be open to anyone, regardless of
backgrouﬁd; who can meef the established performance criteria.
Innovations of this magnitude usually generate many problems
and unanswered questions. Salient among the obstacles to be over-

come is the problem of establishing valid criteria for evaluating

teacher performance and the measurement of those criteria. It has

Pupil learning is the appropriate criterion
for assessing the effectiveness of teacher trainers
and training programs; but until relationships
between teacher behavior and pupil learning can be
more firmly established through research and improved
measurement, guigments will have to be made on a
priori grounds.

Presently, it is assumed that desirable teacher béhav’i@rs3
e. g., skill in questioning, facilitate pupil learning. But, to
what extent are teachers being evaluated on the performance of
such competencies? Once this basis has becn cstablished, plans
can be developed for m@vingffgward a program of teacher Edﬁiétion
which emphasizes performance criteria as p%ime indicators of

teaching competence.

l z
Stanley Elam, ”PEFformEHCEEbased Teacher Education,' AACTE

Bulletin, American Assoclatlan of Calleges for Teacher E&ucatloﬁ
Vol. XXT XXIV’ Number 9, (Washington, D C. 20036, December, 1971},

p. 6. A



Purpose of the Study

This study was designed to provide the teachef trainers
at SUC, Fredonia, New York, with information which will: (1)
help them more clearly identify the actual criteria upon which
student teachers are presently being evaluated; and (2) piovide
a basis for altering the evaluation process so that itvmny
measure more validly the degree to which objectives of the
field experiences program are attained. This study 'is intended
to provide some base-line data which may support the movement

toward a performance-based teacher training program.

Problem

Theoretically, student teaching evaluations should function
to determine the degree to which necphyte teachers ave capable
of assuming classroom responsibilities in schools. However,
"successfully' regardless of their student teaching marks and/or
recommendations of college §upervisgfs and cooperating tcachers.
Some successfiul beginning teachers stated that they had never

lh:

had "student teaching.
Possibly the evaluations of student teachers do not truly
reflect the degree to which they are capahle of assuring class-

room responsibilities. Furthermore, it is possible that student

szhﬂ B, Bouchard and Ronald E. Mull, Problems and Practices

in the Induction of Beginning Teachers, Teacner Education Research
Center Report (SUC, Fredonia, New York 1970) .
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teachers ave evaluated on criteria other than those which appeax
on the standard Student Teaching Evaluation Forms. Or, their
evaluaticns may be disproportionately weighted on some criteria-
while others of equal importance are prnétically overlooked,

Tn this study, student teachers' evaluation data were analyzed

in terms of their rclationship to marks, recommendations and job

1. To study the relationship of the criteria used in
evaluating student teachers to success, defined as
(a) student teaching grades, (b) Térnn‘uﬂendatlcm';
by the supervisor, and (c) getting a teaching
position ;uhsequent to graduation.

2. To provide a data based upon which on inproved
student teacher evaluation procedure may be

developed.

3. To provide feedback to Junior Professional Sequence
staff, Office of Field Bxperience staff, Co-
@pcxatlﬂg schools, Placement staff{ and pre service
education students concerning induction expectations.

Methodology

Sixty and seventy evaluation forms were randomly sampléd'ffﬂm
respective populations of 213 and 273 elementary education majors
who graduated in 1070 and 1971 at SUC, Fredonia, New York. The
evaluation data were taken from the standard Student Teaching
i‘valuation Form (See Apﬁendix A). Data on recommendatians were
obtained by cxamining written statements (See Appendix C) which
were classified into four categories: (1) llighly Recommended;

(2) Recommended, *(3) Recommended ﬁith Reservation and (4) Not

Recormended. The terminology used by the supervisors in their
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written statements were such that the statements clearly fell into
each of the four categories. Independent analysis by the two
raters rrrulted in perfect inter-rater reliability. CGrades were
obtained from the records of the Office of Field ExPericn;ES; data
on job success were ohtained from the Plucement Office, SUC,
Fredonia.

The P edarson's Product ﬂgmgnt (Drrelatlonf was used to indicate

such as: grades, recommendations and job success.

Definitions of Variables

Success

Job success was determined by whether or not

A,

|
Lﬂ'

Job Sp;ces
student teachers were hired in teaching positions the
fall following. graduation.

B. [ﬁaks_(%mhswmétﬁsﬁmmiﬂn&mttamhﬁséntm3M5ﬁ
of A, Boor €. 1In a few cases, pass-fail marks were

elected by the 5tudéﬂt teachers,

*To avoid the problem of attenuation of the correlation coefficient
contingency Table 7 was prepared. When restriction of range is
severe, as it is when the only grades usad are "A' sand "B",
attenuatlan of the Pearson's Product Moment Correlation coefflglent
is a factor to be considered. If the full grade range were used,

the correlation coefficients might be higher. Since the full range
is not used in actual practice, there seems little value in pursuing
an alternate course that never occurs. The fact is that grades are
poor predictors of other' criteria of success. There is little value
in pursuing probable causes of the low predictive validity that will
not be changed such as low interrater reliability. Correction co-
EflelEﬂtS will be reported in the interest of parsimony.
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(. Recomendations. Recommendations were assigned on the

basis of Highly Recommended, Recomended, Recommended
with Reservation, or Not Recommended.

Placement

Placement was determined by whether or not the student
teachers ohtained a job in the district where they did their

student teaching.

Approach

Approach is defined as the Building Approach or an

approach where student teachers were assigned to one co-

operating teacher for each 1/2 semester of their field

i

experiences.

Criteria

Definitions of the evaluative criteria are listed on

the evaluation (sce Appendix A).

QUESTION ONF:  What criteria were judged to be most and least

adequate by cooperating teuchers?
Findings
Examination of Table 1 shows that Fredonia students were
generally graded higher with regard to pcrsgﬁﬁl traits than
they were on instrucﬁianal traits. In addition, analysis of
written statements indicated that supervisors were more con-
cerned with personal traits than instructional traits.

Discussion

If personality is what is being looked at most closely,

then what the students are really doing very well is adjusting
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to their situation. Rating on the basis of personality can
be expected to ccntinuc if the evaluator's own weighting
system for the criteria is used. What seems to be an
immediate task is to specify exactly what SUC, Fredonia,
views as impertant to evaluate. ;

At SUC, Fredonia, Elementary Education majors take 18
hours of professional education éaurses priar to student teach-
ing. 1t is assumed that passing these courses pr@videé the
students with the necessary inétructi@nal Eazkgrcuﬁd for them -
‘to be able to successfully practice teach in an actual classroom.
With the emphasis in professional education courses on in-
structional traits, it must he asked why the expected instruc-
tional ptcficicniies were not acﬁievedi Three reasghs are
offered: (a) personal traits may be viewed as immediately
:impartart by the evaluating teacher, npd instructional traits
may be expected to develop with timei {b) instructional traits
were not transferred to the practicing situation, and/or (c) co-
operating teachers may feel less confidént in commenting

critically on instructional traits than personal traits.

QUESTION TWO: Do the criteria predict success (''stccess' was

defined in terms of grades, recommendations, and
finding a job)?

Findings

A. Grades. Table 2 shows that the criteria did predict final

for the criteria is appreciable but none are high enough

to accomt for more than one-fourth of the variance.

et
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3 B. Recommendations. Table 3 shows that the criteria did
predict the recommendation from the ~ollege supervisor.
- The correlation coefficient for each criteria is

appreciable but none are high enough to account for

Bciiaiiia, i

more than one-fourth of the variance.
C. Job Success. Tahle 4 shows that the criteria were not

associated with the student finding a job.

Mscussion

The first measure of success was grade. The.final
grade was submitted by the supervisor. TIts determination
was usually a result of the cooperating teacher's day-to-
day observation of the student as it éppears on the
evaluation sheet. Because of the nature of student teaching,
there has developed an unwritten guideline that if the
student shows any promise as a teacher he should receive
either Hﬁ."A” or "B" as a final grade-unless '""Pass-Fail"
is selected by the student.

g , The findings suggested that the weighting of the in-

dividual criterion is again a factor to be considered. The

highest degrees of association tend to be hetween criteria

concerned with the cooperating teacher's view of the student

teacher's impersonal relationship to work with objects in

the room, as seen in the ratings of physical environment

|
i ERIC

)
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and initiative. Lower asscciations between grade and
the individual criteria of professionalism, self .

evaluation, and communication, are indicators of a

student's ability to work with people and also to evaluate :

her own performance. Tt is concluded that grading tends
to be more highly associated with willingness to work at
classroom tasks rather than with working with professional
staff and children. | o

The second measure of success was a written super-

visory recommendation of the student teacher. The

recommendation was submitted to the Placement Office by
'the.supervisor and was included in the student's piacement
folder. The outline of the letter of recommendation

asked for estimates of the student teacher's ability in
planning, presentation of lessons, personnl qualitieg, and

potential as a tcacher.

[ e—.

The cooperating teacher and the sunervisor may have been

y———

looking at different things as being most important in student

teaching success. The supervisor seemed constrained to talk

[ —

about the student's potential while the cooperating teacher's :
; : p p g

comments were directed to the immediate actions of the

student teacher. The cooperating teacher was asked to grade

the student on his actual performance and the supervisor was

asked to extrapolate the 2ctual performance to probable per-

formance in other situations. Tt seems that the supervisors

i

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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realized that student teaching is less a matter of demon-

strating instructional skill and more a matter of a personal

adjustment to the specific situation.

‘QUESTTON THREE: What is the relationship between the criteria

and placement (obtaining a job within the
school svstem in which the student practice
taught)?

Iindings

Téblg 5 shows that there was no relationship between criteria .
and Dbtaining a job within the school system in wﬁich the student
practice taught (Placement).

Discussion :

Undoubtedly the nost cogent finding was that nonc of the
criteria account for much of the variance. The only criteria

with some specific association was grooming and attire which

“accounts for only four percent of the variance.

With these results, a question may be asked: If the
evaluative criteria are not associated with placement, what
criteria are? Or, stated otherwise - by what criteria are

student teachers hired?

QUESTION FOUR: 1s there any relationship between grédés and

recommendations and obtaining ﬁeaching jobs?

Findings

Tahle 6 indicates that neither grades nor recommendations

by supervisors were related to obtaining jobs.
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These data indicate that college éDPETViSDrS were
spending much time.and energy on an enterprise which had
little paycff in helping students obtain jobs. 'Passibly H
feccmmendaticﬁs by cooperating teachers are seen as more

important by hiring officials.

It is also apparent that the tremendous anxieties of
students and faculty over grades has nothing to do with

Dbtaiﬁing a job. The paqs—f:ilsztiGﬂ does seem to be a

step in the right direction since Jirelevant data just compli-

s B = |

cate an already Canused picture of what are the important

criteria for hiring a teacher.

[—

QUESTION FIVE: Is the particular approach (traditional, building,
or team-teaching) in which the student teacher
practiced related to grddes, jobs and supervisor
recommendations?

Table 6 shows that the choice of student teaching approach

has little relationship to any of the criteria of ''success' as
a student teacher. - g

Discussion

There has been considerable discussion among faculty that

the approach under which a student teacher practice teaches

[

may determine his success as a student teacher. Some staff
members -say that those students trained in ''the new ideas' ’ }*

may be more successful in gaining employment. : ;
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Possibly the findiﬁg that grades and recommendations are
relatively unrelated to approach has something to do with
supervisory patterns at SUC, Fredonia,_ 1f the supervisor
accepts the philosophy of the school in which he is supervis-
ing, then his grades and recommendations would be expected
to reflect the values of that system. Adjustment to the
philgséphy by the student teachers may result in good grades
and recommendations.

One is again brought to the question of what are the
criteria that differentiates if these ''traditional" criteria

do not?

Conclusions and Implications

In the beginning of the study the validity of the Student
Teaching Evaluation Torm was questioned. This study provides
éansiderahls evidence that the Frrm has little validity -
eithér,inﬁernally or externally;

Internally, none of the fifteen 5peiific :ritéria has

power to differentiate between student teaching behaviors.

‘Iiven though there are performance standards for each criterion,

the findings indicated that the scale d@ss;nat differentiate
among students.: An interpretation for this lack of differ-
entiation is that the Critefia are labelled Poor, Average,
and Outstanding; thus, teachers responsible for evaluating
students may be ignoring the stated performance standards
and may be substituting their own interpretations for each

label.

i B SN
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Personal traits of Fredonia student teachers are marked
higher than instructional traits. The expectation according
to professional education course summa£ies is that students
will acquire certain knowledges and sgills of teaching. There
is no explicit %tatement about pérsonal_adjustmeﬂt to the
public school situations. The finding that traits not explicitly
taught are rated highest ‘(while those taught are rated lowest)
raises some fundamental questi@ns_abéut Cmethoﬁs] teaching
strategies.

Externally, the scalé has little réiationship Qith,any of the
"success' criteria (grades, written recommendations and obtéiﬁing
a job) of student teaching. Knowing a person's raéing on the
fifteen criteria has no relationship to predicting job placement.
Since there is no relationship, one cén;ludesvthat some other
criteria are used to decide hiring of student teachers. The in-
vestigators do not know what they aregbbut since prospéctive
employers are not using these scaléd criteria, étuﬂent_feachers
are being hired on -the basis of other information. Clearly, too
much time and effort is presently consumed in writing recommendations
and filling out evaluation forms. | |

The major implication of this study is that some scales or
methods which will differentiate between teaching skills are needed.
If this is not accepted as a gcalrthen'SUC, Fredonia, will continue
to pfoduce student teachers whose greatest “teaéhiﬂg skill" is the

ability to “adapt'" to different personalities - that is, ussessing

'
il
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what the teacher or administrator wants and providing him with it.

The choice is clear: continue the same pattern with the same

questionable "knowledge and procedures' (and assumptions) or create

a new situation based upon chservable teaching skills with agreed
upon, specified performance criteria,

determine what ‘teaching skills are of prime importance to teaching.
Only then can strategies be developed which will achieve the tecach-

ing skills identified.

PTIROU——
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i APPENDTX A
' i STATE UNIVERSITY COLLEGE AT FREDONIA, NEW YORK 14063

i_ Evaluation of Student Teaching of = = o - ) o
] ‘ T (Student’a Name) _ ’
5chool o 7 o _ 7 _ Grade Level _ . .

Dates: From ~ -, 19 to o ) )

Attendance: Davs Absent

~ Cooperating Teacher — - ﬁbllggg Supéfvléﬂrrw

STUDENT TEACHING PROFILE | | Rating

Poor __Average  Outstanding

Instructional Traits - Objectives - p. 2 . i

Planning - p. 2 ' ' )

Communication - p. 2 ' : , e — 'J
ces

Ieaching Practices - p. 2 L -

_ A Ca rfying On Discussl@ns = p. o> b R
B » Evaluation - p. 3 i - _ —

Human Relationships - With Pupils - p. 3 _ e

Classroom Management - Physical Environment -'p. 3

p.- 4

Emotional an1rQnment

~ - Personal Traits - Inltlatlve - p. 4

' ?raf2551anal1;m'f p. 4 ' o o o

r : Grg@ming and Atﬁire"f p- 4 | - - -
Scholastic Background - p. 4 . G | ' ‘777
p. 4 ' i - .

i . Sslf?Evaluaticn Ability - p. 4 !77 e -

' 1 ' Health and Vitality.

. DIRECTIONS: Mark the chart on the appropriate continuum line and comnect each mark with a
: g Tine to complete the profile. Do this at least twice during the experience using different
colors of ink. You may makr each category in the Evaluation Form and then transfer it to
the chart or work directly with the chart if the standards under aaih headlnz are Elearly

. %1 understood. :
- ﬁ**********-\::b**a'e**SumeYDFMS*k************ﬁ*t*

g .;15%» : f : :‘:
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STATE UNIVERSITY COLLEGE AT FREIUWIA, NEw YORK 14063 |

FILMED FRC)M BEST AVAILAELE CC)F’Y

Revised Evaluation Ferm lvos

INSTRUCTIONAL TRAITS

Ztates meaningful sbjectives in beha
al terms with sufficient c.arity and
specifity to glve direction 7 1£da7h.LA
and evaluate pupil's learning

Has stated objeciives, but they arse
too vague and generel to be used io
evaluate pupil's en:ning. Not statsc
in tehaviersl terms.

Fosr Avarage Outatanding
= = = —— e —— e = = =
.# P R. lA3E0H planning Mares won plana of & rather pernan-  .oes Loth jopng and dhsrt rae= p.ann Ld,
¥ TERTLINOR Does not see ival nsture, usually using the tescner freguently involves. pupl.s Fanhil g
H r glgnnlnﬁ L.eason znoual A3 A guide. Generally the plsas und takes ints congiderat:dn th= “"a’ed
Fricient detall to be . Are not directly related to pupil chjectives, the abilities a needs of

t3 teaching. Lacks
igng terz planning

e E L

nature si e, sat fear
Strengthi h:
Undreratande 5.
! anl 'ny THE

the puplils, the
matter, and the
af the teacher.
“planning in imstruetion,

needs, nor to the stated objectives.
. - . =enhNEH3EL
e rale of

confidence to deviate Irom ‘ir o.BLB
when conditionsa warras: Tiung sre
complete, detalled, and » 8. .1 nauis
for teaching.
Foor Average Outatanding
pr— — — ———— — e - I e )
Pﬂ—;."s,u_ o - - B
sommunicate effectively due to Vaice is usually clear, pleasast, and Volee ls alvays clear and pleacan:.
r more of the followlng: Speaks effective in tone quality. Gilves dj- effective in giving clear wnd "uter éE
too softly, speaka too rapidly, mpesks rections and expianations wvhich presentations. GSkillful 1sg written g =
/ i o monoionous or otherviase un- pupils can generally follow. Spalls punications. o

pleasant manner, uses too mAture &
voecerbulary, or =isploys ss=ntences vhich
are unrelated and confusing.  Lacka
skill irn eff: tivg'vfltLEE comnuni-
cations,

Canna' giv: m-gﬂin;fui

needsd word correctly and uses proper
gramoatlcal forme in written comuni-
‘vatlons.

ETammar. _
directions to chlldren.
Poor Avercge - Outszanding .
b—— - — — _ - _ N
Remcrrke o . _ - ) o

Teaching Pfuct;c:s

Activities alloved ta drag; slov and
confusing transition from one sctivity
to another. - Experiences lack logical
organization, shov almost no crasti=
vity or ipgenuity. Falls to allow
time apd effort in working vith indi=-
viduals spd small groupt on apecific
problems. Falle to deviste from
planned lewrson vhen necassary.

" Provides for balance betveen ééjgiggl
and sedentary classroom sctivitiaes,
‘Arranges s realistic time schedule and

Offers pomitive suggestions to learn-
ers vwho bave difficulties. Givas all
learpers so opportunity to participate
in group discussions and class projects.adheres to it without belog inflexible.
Treats children courtecusly. Prepares Preparss questions in & discus.;ion Lhat
apprapriste visual aids. Corrects all atimulate the learpners’ inve’ Azl
asfigmments and discusssy them with thinking.

]
|

F s,

Poor Average Outstanding
Q emarks N e - S — — - _

CERIC

I A 7o provided by exic [




FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY

N P A - _ s

n Discussions

' srimuiate pupils’ thinkiog. Questioas“reguiring recall of facts
l poorly construrted. af tails mainly used. Pyplls fair- questions. Arouses and hoidio
ues most- of the talking. !y responsive but epsvers to questions ifterest. Able to tavelve pupi.s
. a5 mxperientinl bucr= ravenl little critical thinkin the disecussion without being tb H
R proand ¥ dren. . eacher controls the direetion of the  point.
i ' discussion s it flevs pupil-to-teacher,
: * teacher=to—pupil, never pupil-to-

pupil. Teacher tries to consider ex-
periential background of children.

: Pacr Adverage ‘Outstanding
: t
' = = = = = — = 1

: B, omaae g H

: — e — I I —

1

' akilities of lsarner an? Makes eontinuous :
their basic skills. I Zividual learners ]

their avwn

nods of eval

in terms cansiste~t with T
b.ished by school. Applies the
& of ev ien in planaing
propriuie learning experiences.

tine ruturs Iearning ex- o

FPoor Average

l HIMAN RELATIONSHIPS
with Pupils
“no infsreai or formal vith pupils. " 1s usunlly paised, conflident, and re- Has poise and self-confidence when en-
Shows (itt.~ understanding of pupils’” tun pasitively ts pupils. Attentive countering teaching dirfi Lies,
feelingw, attitudes, streagths, and £ dividual differes s of pupils. -understanding of the range and
[Ty cognrds socinl Torres at . 5 an understanding of arourp in individual development, aki
worf in insgsraom. Cverlooks dyanmirs in working with [asses. - titude, feelings, und needs ov the
TEportunities Lo challenge pupils ren. Uaing Eroup ¢onfidence
in A peritive maAnner. mutual respect.
Foor Averaze : ' - Outatamding - ' ' ,
{ [ — I = —— — - Sp— P —_
T N 1
! Pemaris I . _ - — U S S
CLASSROM MANAGIMENT .
Physical Lnvironment ]
Appears 't be unaware of appropriate Conacicus of lighting; ventilatioen, Encourages pupils to cooperate in main-
physica! senditions. Maintains an and temperature control. Glves at- teining maximum comfort and - ni:*ions
indifferen~e ta houackeeping +etails, taftion tn a nest and attractive condugive to optimum learning. Maintains
Sri e osqramstron b4 given to tailetin clussro.m.  Hulletin boards Are - .8 pleasant and attraetive claussraom.
EoRFAE, generally well planned and sntinfy- Proviges apportunities for reative

ing te pupils. Encourages child bulletlin boards with the vnildren,
to take responsibility in house- )

keeping chores.

Boor ] ~ Average ' . . Outstanding

C:
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fmctona Lavirorment

Has insight into the EIQ!Ei af cof-

f emotional needs of pupils.

FIL MED FRGM BEST AVAILABLE CQ‘:’Y

su¥es attention to the causes of pupil

WRE
Fupi. reeavicr sEpreases ronflict and trol problems In the class. Shows behavior for posmible solutlon. Encour-
Rostiiity Lacks reapect of children concern for children. AtteEpts to ages pupils to discuss their concerns
ar+ sr-cr control. create positive classroom atmosphere. vith the teacher.
Ppor : : Averags tatanding
L ———— — = ————— e —_— e |
Remipe. e ' _ e — — - -

Begins to make independent declslons
and initiates activitjes. Partici-
pates wiliingly in activitiss, SBhows
an interest in assuming responsibility.

. =noperating teacher far
c.minns.  Lacks seif=
ins=naitive to respo

Pe=r o Average

Shova erigloality and independencs 'n
I cng and teaching. Seexs
suggestions and opportunit.es te
reaponaibllity. - Very mensitive t:
Zlanaroom responsibllitles.

AREuUn~

Qutstanding

r‘mﬂ.

Frows Crde of Ethice. Talks dlwcreet-

Works well vwith other itlff'ﬁ&ib!rl.

&k Ly mbout puplls, other staff membars, Attends and participates in profession-
pupl.H, ! ani parents. Att:nﬂs prcfenlicm:.l Al meetings. Demonstrates strong
parents. Ting ~znlgtes Code ar - mestings willingly. int=rest in ﬁréfggiianil“ﬁfﬁﬁthi'
Etnius 7

' ~r Average Cutatanding
N e — — - . — i -
Zemapka . ! o _ _ R .

g . FKalpr unkempt. UEUHII] clathgg vell kEpL and gg,
Makes=up. anz ;.e 3f glothes {n=

ApEF-EriAte ! ¢ "he clasaroom.

Alwaya well groomed.. Wemrs clothes
appropriate for the. sceasion.

Lacka nody o ieanlinesas. . . hndy
Foor - Average Outatanding
P — - - S — S _ — ”
Remarkta __ - .. I L e S o - : -

Scholasti. Bachground

5Shows adequate ability and achieve-

Indieates jimited background 1n
ment in subject matter to Se taught,

curricular areas LAught.

Poar - Average

Frveains A thoreugh, rich,

o varied back-
geound in Areas taught. - :

Outstanding

Remarka ;:: _ ,,’ - — —

Health and \1ldllty

Lethargle. Little physical drive or . Appears to-have gsod general health

Yery energetic. Excellent health

energy. Abasences due to illness. " and ENErgy . evident.
Paor i . Average éutgtiding
— - —— - . — = = —
Rgmgj‘ka’ i B e i R, )
- — i
Self-Evaluation Ability . -
linavare of Jeaknesses. Satiafied Usually judges own achlevement Evaluates worth realistieally, Applies
. vith situation as 1t 1s. - Retreats ' eorrectly and avoids- rcpe:tlng own high standards in lscating and h
R from reality Hhen nﬁalyziﬁg uelf  mistakes. - © correcting veaknesses, B
“Peor oo SR S ﬂuiﬂgg- Outatanding
Q — — - — —— B ) : — —
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APPENDIX B

Criteria Rank Ordered by Percent llaving an

Outstanding Rating on That Criteria*

Rating on Specific Criteria

(utstanding Average Poor

Grooming and Attife
Pr@fessionalism
Humaﬁ Relationships
Initiative

motional Invironment

Self Evaluation

Planning
Objectives
Physical Enviror
‘Séhélastic Background'
Evaluation of Pupils
Discussion

Teaching Practices

Communication

67

67

65

63 -

57

560

52°

o

e
a

0

1

T

1
g
g
i

H
N
;

i

H
i
b
i

i
é :
el
s




TABLE 2 . SR
: .

Criteria Rank Ordered By. Correlation* With Crade

Criteria . Correlation

Physi;gl'EnviToﬂment .43
Initiative .43
Scholastic HsckgfﬁundE .40
 fHea1th and Vitality ‘ .38
‘Plﬁnniﬂg - .37
Human Relationships with Pupils .33
Grooming and Attire .33
livaluation of Pupils 7 .33 o ‘ - §J
Teaching PTHCtjEéS‘ _ 3 |
limotional lnvironment Y
Objectivés / R

Discussions : .30

Communication ‘ : .28 i
Self Fvaluation ' .28 :
| : Professionalism .25 i
N IR ,
o
*N o= 130 b

|
o |
7 — = 3 - _ . _ {" 1
— — jv,,;A,
g




TABLF 3

Criteria Rank Ordered by Correlation®.
With Recommendation

Criteria Correlation

Professionalism .48
Human Relationships with Pupils .45
Self Evaluation .45
Emotional Bnvironment : - L44
Communication _ .43

Objectives .42

Health and Vitality . A1
i& o Evaluation of Pupils .39
; Initiétive .39
gﬁ , o Physical Environment .39
gf _ Planning g .58
| Discussion | 3 s
. Teaching Practices : .30
Grooming and Attire .36

“ : Scholastic Backgr@und ' .35
: - -

- o C RN = 130

s
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TABLE 4

Criteria Rank Ordered by Correlation®

With Success in Obtaining a Job = | : N

Criteria ‘ : Correlation

Professionalism C ) .20

Grooming and Attire , .03

Physical Unvironment . .05

Teaching Practices ; - .05

Communication : - ) N6

Scholastié,Baikground .08
[uman Relationships with. Pupils 10 DI

Tnitiative : L 11

Planning ' . Y ¥

Imotional Enviromment ‘ .12

'Self Evaluation’ : ' : 12

Objectives - o Y

Evaluation of Pupils : ‘ .15
Discussions .19

llealth and Vitality ' -.01

AN =130
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TABLE 5

A 1

With Placement

P

Rank Correlation

Grooming and Attire .21
2 Human Relationships with Pupils .12
b §= Physical Environment 12
5‘ : Discussion .07
Health and Vitality .05

i : | Objectives .04

Planning .00

Professionalism .00
Emotional Environment -.01
Self-Evaluation -.01
Student Evaluation -.02

; Teaching Practices | -.03
Scholastic Background | -.03
Initiative | -.06
Communication -.00
*N = 130




TABLE 0

Correlation® Between Approach And
Student Teaching Success

Grades Jobs Placement  Recommendations

Approach .15 -.05 : .10 -.04
Recommendations .34 - =09 07
Placement .02 -.09

Jobs .02
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TABLE 7

Matrix of Correlations* Between
Criteria and Indicators

of Success

Criteria

Grade

Written
Recommendation

Placement

Objectives

Planning
Communication
Teaching Practices
Discussions |
Evaluation of Pupils

Iuman Relationships
with Pupils

Physical Invironmant
Imotional Envif@nmgnt
Initiative
Professionalism
Grooming and Attire
Scholastic Béckér@und
Health and Vitality

Self Evaluation

Ll
[

-l
~J

‘.
el
e

.
bl
el

.04
.00

.09
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APPENDIX C

dation belnw {or:

S S R
Pen ot . e

o t L Ty

. v i I
: a Pty
ansd reae penernl evaluation aof
Soonie prompt oattention Lo bLhi roaguesl will ! Py

reensent Bapony and by o the sudent . When : ey
Ctlns besansa of the rhntas i e return be
Chreestee o Piaeoment Lk :

) OF STUDEHT TEACH G

RN RD i LATREE THAN S

|
!
£
}

o
A
N

DO NOT TYPE ON BACK ~ USE SECOND GHEET TF NECESSARY T

Recommended by: e
’ [Printed name and Signature ]

Date:




