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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this correlational study was to explore the relationship between the
student teachers’ self-reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance
evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team.

The study involved the use of a “Student Teaching Evaluation” instrument based
on the Framework for Evaluation and Professional Growth that has been adopted by the
Tennessee State Department of Education as the procedure through which K-12 public
school teachers are evaluated. This study focused on the student teachers’ self-reflection
as measured against their on-site evaluation team’s appraisal. The subjects of the study
were 108 student teachers in elementary and secondary education in attendance at the
University of Tennessee at Chattanooga, during the Spring Semester of 1999, who were
assigned to a Professional Development School (PDS) II to complete their student
teaching and the student teachers’ evaluation teams (teams of cooperating teachers
employed by the Hamilton County Public Schools).

The “Student Teaching Evaluation” instrument focused on six areas: (1) planning,
which included nine descriptors, six in which correlations were statistically significant at
the .05 level. (2) teaching strategies, which included thirteen descriptors, six in which
correlations were statistically significant at the .05 level. (3) assessment and evaluation,
which included eleven descriptors, four in which correlations were statistically significant
at the .05 level. (4) leaming environment, which included eight descriptors, five in which

correlations were statistically significant at the .05 level. (5) professional growth, which
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included nine descriptors, eight in which correlations were statistically significant at the
.05 level. (6) communication, which included six descriptors, three in which correlations
were statistically significant at the .05 level.

Although the correlations on the majority of the descriptors indicated a statistically
significant relationship between the student teachers’ self-reflection of performance and
the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team, the
practical significance of that relationship, as defined by Hinkle et al (1994), indicated a

rather low practical correlation on each descriptor.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING

BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM

The focus of the nation seems to be directed toward education as seen by
presidential candidates such as Vice-President Al Gore and Governor George Bush. They
are making educational issues part of their platforms. Governor George Bush made
education his number one priority in the state of Texas, and education reforms are
expected to be at the center of his campaign for the presidency (Bush, 1999).

Vice-President Al Gore has also chosen to focus on educational reform. One of
his agenda items, for the 21* century, is improving teacher quality and elevating the
teaching profession. These reforms call for rigorous tests for new teachers, mentors and
professional support, tough standards for licensing or tenure, rigorous evaluations,
removal of poor teachers, and rewards for good teachers (Gore, 1999). Teacher
preparation is an important part of improving our nation’s schools.

The most important goal of teacher preparation programs is to develop effective
and quality teachers to fill the nation’s classrooms. President Clinton has stated,“every
community should have a talented and dedicated teacher in every classroom. [We have]
an enormous opportunity for ensuring teacher quality well into the 21* century, if we
recruit promising people into teaching and give them the highest quality preparation and
training.” Our country will need to hire 2.2 million teachers over the next decade, and
more than half of them will be teachers who have never taught. Title II of the Higher

Education Amendment of 1998 provides for new Teacher Quality Enhancement initiatives
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developed by the United States Department of Education in response to the Nation’s
critical need for high-quality teachers (United States Department of Education, 1998).
This new initiative, based on the Administration’s proposal, provides grants to
partnerships among teacher preparation institutions and high-need school districts. The
proposal has two aspects that focus on the topic of this study: (1) implementing reforms
that hold teacher education programs accountable for preparing high-quality teachers (2)
ensuring that teachers are well-prepared for the realities of the classroom by providing
strong hands-on classroom experience and strengthening links between the university and
K-12 school faculties. Funds for these programs may be obtained through grants (United
States Department of Education, 1998).

The State of Tennessee’s program, “Goals 2000,” is an attempt to implement
those national goals for education. The purpose of “Goals 2000 is to provide funds for
projects that focus on technology, innovative approaches, and building school and
community partnerships. The funds are awarded through a competitive grant process.
One of Tennessee’s eight goals is to enhance “teacher education and professional
development” (Tennessee Department of Education, 1998). Leaders of the State of
Tennessee seem to view teacher education improvement as an important aspect of over-all
educational improvement.

This study focused on one aspect of teacher education, the student teaching
portion of the preparation. The student teaching experience, and other school encounters,
has become a widely accepted part of the preparation for teaching. Its inclusion dates

back to the medieval apprenticeship model. Many students view their student teaching



experience as the most important aspect of their teacher training (Guyton & Mclntyre,
1990). If the student teaching portion is that important, then it should be one of the first
areas to be studied in a teacher education program.

The traditional model of student teaching provided for the placement of a student
teacher in an assigned school with one cooperating teacher for a period of time ranging
from nine weeks to sixteen weeks. A college or university supervisor visited the assigned
student teacher in his/her classroom, generally once or twice a week. This traditional
model was called a “triad.”

The University of Tennessee at Chattanooga (UTC), in an effort to improve its
teacher education preparation program and ensure that its pre-service teachers are well-
prepared with a strong hands-on classroom experience that is linked to their experiences at
the university, implemented a new program in January, 1998. UTC provides a full-time,
sixteen week (two eight-week segments), student teaching experience in two different
Professional Development School (PDS) II sites. The student teachers are assigned to the
various PDS II sites in groups, or cohorts, to provide support. The on-site evaluation
team performs the usual tasks of a cooperating teacher such as orientation, guidance, and
role modeling, but in addition, this team also evaluates the student teacher. This
evaluation process by the on-site evaluation team empowers them with a significant
increase in responsibility to the student teacher.

Several steps are involved in implementing this evaluation process. A minimum of
two observations per team member for each placement are completed. After a reflective

conference is completed for each observation, the observer/s complete the appropriate



form for each lesson. A mid-term progress report is completed and used as a basis for
dialogue between the student teacher and the evaluator. The final evaluation form
(Appendix B) is completed, and the ratings are shared with the student teacher. The final
step is the completion of the student teacher’s self-reflection on the final evaluation form
(Appendix B). These two final evaluation forms (the team’s final evaluation form and the
student teacher’s final evaluation form) comprise the base for this correlational study
(Gettys, Baker, Taylor, in press).

The on-site evaluation team consists of novice and master teachers who work
directly with the student teacher. The university professor serves as a supporter,
consultant, confidant, and liaison between the university and the public school. He/she is
assigned to a school as a professor-in-residence and is a full-time member of the faculty of
the College of Education and Applied Professional Studies, University of Tennessee at
Chattanooga (University of Tennessee at Chattanooga [UTC], 1999).

The evaluation team appraises the student teacher based on the new guidelines for
the State of Tennessee. The Framework for Evaluation and Professional Growth has been
adopted by the Tennessee State Department of Education as the procedure through which
K-12 public school teachers are evaluated. Using this Framework for evaluation during
the semester the student teachers are in the PDS II enables them to become familiar with
the procedures, domains, indicators, and measurements of the instrument. Not only does
the use of the Framework provide effective feedback to the student teachers, but it also
provides a link to their first year evaluations as beginning teachers. In addition, the

Framework also provides a profile which the new teachers can use to evaluate themselves.



This profile enables them to move toward the worthy goal of becoming “reflective
practitioners” (University of Tennessee at Chattanooga [UTC], 1999). The UTC program
also includes a “self-assessment” component as one of the evaluation steps for both of the
student teacher’s eight week placements (University of Tennessee at Chattanooga [UTC],
1999). |

The importance of developing a reflective practitioner can be traced to Dewey. He
differentiated between “routine action” and “reflective action.” It is the difference
between the action that is taken for granted, and the active and careful consideration of a
belief or form of knowledge in view of the evidence that supports it. In addition, further
consequences to which this action leads are considered (Dewey, 1933, [as cited in
Sprinthall, N., Reiman, & Sprinthall, L.,1996]). Several strategies, such as action
research, ethnography, and curriculum analysis and development, have been used to
prepare pre-service teachers to become reflective practitioners. As student teachers
continue to develop these reflective teaching skills, they will be able to evaluate
themselves and will continue to improve as professionals.

This correlational study explored the relationship between the student teachers’
self-reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed
by their evaluation team. In addition, it provided one way to study the UTC students’

development as reflective practitioners.



The Statement of the Purpose

The purpose of this correlational study was to explore the relationship between the
student teachers’ self-reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance
evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team.

Specifically:

Did the student teachers’ reflection of their teaching skills correlate with the
evaluation by their on-site evaluation team regarding the six areas investigated by the
“Student Teaching Final Evaluation™?

Research Questions

1. Is there a statistically significant relationship between the student teachers’ self-
reflection of performance and their student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by
their evaluation team for the planning category of the “Student Teaching Final
Evaluation™?

2. Is there a statistically significant relationship between the student teachers’ self-
reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by
their evaluation team for the teaching strategies category of the “Student Teaching Final
Evaluation™?

3. Isthere a statistically significant relationship between the student teachers’ self-
reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by
their evaluation team for the assessment and evaluation category of the “Student Teaching

Final Evaluation™?



4. Is there a statistically significant relationship between the student teachers’ self-
reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by
their evaluation team for the learning environment category of the “Student Teaching Final
Evaluation™?

5. Is there a statistically significant relationship between the student teachers’ self-
reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by
their evaluation team for the professional growth category of the “Student Teaching Final
Evaluation™?

6. Is there a statistically significant relationship between the student teachers’ self-
reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by
their evaluation team for the communication category of the “Student Teaching Final |
Evaluation™?

Significance of the Study

The student teaching experience is the final field experience for the teacher
education program. UTC student teachers are placed in two different PDS I sites for
each of the two, eight-week, segments. In each segment the student teachers are
evaluated based on the same criteria that will be used to evaluate them as classroom
teachers. The Framework for Evaluation and Professional Growth has been adopted by
the Tennessee State Department of Education as the procedure through which K-12
public school teachers are evaluated. UTC used this Framework as a direct guide to
develop its “Student Teaching Evaluation” instrument (See Appendix B). This study

focused on the student teachers’ self-reflection of their performance as measured against



their on-site evaluation team’s assessment. A statistically significant relationship between
the two performance evaluations indicates that the student teachers’ evaluations and the
evaluation of student teachers by their evaluation team correlate. It may suggest that the
student teacher is developing as a reflective practitioner, but this type of study can not be
used to prove or confirm that the students have, in reality, become reflective practitioners.
Limitations and Delimitations

One of the limitations of this type of study is that generalizations made about this
study must be limited to those populations similar to the population of this study. The
participants were limited to those student teachers in elementary and secondary education
in attendance at the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga who were assigned to a
Professional Development School (PDS) II to complete their student teaching and their
assigned evaluation team.

Another limitation is that the quality of the responses to the survey is dependent on
the interest, honest self-reporting, and capability of the subject. It is the study’s purpose
to use this instrument as one method to evaluate the subject’s capability in the area of self-
reflection, but it does not attempt to measure the over-all capability of the student
teachers.

This study is delimited to the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga. The
researcher has delimited the study in this manner in order to survey the entire population
of student teachers assigned to Professional Development Schools II for their student

teaching semester.



Assumptions

1. The UTC evaluation instrument, based on the State of Tennessee’s Framework,
is valid and reliable.

2. The student participants will respond to the best of their ability and will be able
to accurately reflect on their student teaching experience.

3. The student participants will respond to the survey in a responsible and candid
manner that fairly represents the experience and opinion of each participant.

4. The on-site evaluation team members may consist of master teachers and
novice teachers.

Definition of Terms

Clinical faculty are classroom teachers who have received special training by the
university to enable them to work with student teachers.

_Cooperating teachers are the classroom teacher/s to whom student teachers have
been assigned.

Dyadic model involves the use of a cooperating teacher in a dual role of mentor
and evaluator and the student teacher.

Evaluation team refers to a team of cooperating teachers that have been given the
additional responsibility of evaluating the student teacher. It is the term used most
frequently in the UTC program to refer to the group of on-site cooperating teachers.

Pre-service teacher is a student who is engaged in the teacher education program,

but prior to a paid teaching position.



Professional Development Schools (PDS) can be compared to a teaching hospital.
They were developed by universities and local school systems to educate novice teachers
(Colburn, 1993). They are schools that provide superior opportunities for teachers,
administrators, and university faculty to increase the relevance of their work (Holmes
Group, 1986).

Professional Development School I, as the term is used at UTC, refers to the site
of the first full-time, semester-long, initial field experience (generally during the student’s
sophomore or junior year) which is a voluntary component of the teacher preparation
program (Bibler, Tanner, & Black, 1998).

Professional Development School II, as the term is defined at UTC, refers to the
site of the semester-long (two, eight-week segments) student teaching placement at two
different PDS II sites. This placement happens during the fall or spring of the student’s
senior year (Bibler et al., 1998).

Prospective teacher is a teacher in training, that has not yet been hired to teach.

Site-based Supervision involves supervision by one that is employed at the school
site (generally the cooperating teacher, but may be the principal or appointee) rather than
a “circuit rider” supervisor from the university.

Triads are cooperative student teaching programs that include a university
supervisor, cooperating teacher, and a student teacher.

University supervisor is a person assigned to supervise a given student teacher.

10



SUMMARY

This chapter has provided the background for this study on the relationship
between the student teachers’ self reflection of performance and the student teachers’
performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team. The chapter has stated the
purpose, discussed the importance of the study, provided limitations and delimitations,
given assumptions, and furnished a list of terms and their definitions for this study.

Chapter two focuses on the review of the literature that was related to the topic of
this study. Chapter three focuses on the methodology that was used to conduct this study.
Chapter four presents the findings and the analysis of the study, and chapter five provides

a summary, presents the conclusions, and gives recommendations for future study.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter on the review of literature, an overview of student teaching
programs, an historical base for student teaching, and a look at the traditional model will
be provided. In addition, the chapter will provide research on the cooperating teacher’s
role and preparation, and the student teacher’s prior experiences and role during the
student teaching process. It will also include a look at the importance of reflective
practice in the field of education.

THE STUDENT TEACHING PROGRAM
Overview

Zeichner (1983) in a study on teacher education concluded that there appears to be
at least four varieties of approaches to teacher education. Some programs emphasize
béhavioristic, personalistic, traditional-craft, inquiry-oriented, or a combination of several
of these paradigms.

The behavioristic emphasizes the development of specific and observable skills
related to student learning. The personalistic focuses on the self-perceived needs of the
prospective teacher. The traditional-craft approach perceives teacher education as an
apprenticeship with the student gaining knowledge from experienced practitioners. The
inquiry-oriented approach encourages teachers to examine carefully their reasons for
doing things and the consequences of their actions. Reflective action is a part of the
inquiry-oriented approach (Zeichner, 1983).

12



The Tennessee Board of Education, the Tennessee Higher Education Commission,
and the Tennessee Certification Commission in 1988 adopted the “Teacher Education
Policy.” A full semester (16 weeks) of student teaching or a one-year internship is viewed
as a way to enrich the field experience of the teachers. Teacher education programs are
approved in accordance with the state program standards and of the National Council for
the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). The performance of the educational
facility’s graduates is one of the factors used to provide a continuing approval rating from
NCATE (Tennessee State Board of Education, 1995). Tennessee universities are aware
of this, and strive to produce the best teachers possible by continuing to develop and
improve their programs.

Support for student teaching as part of a student’s preparation for teaching is
almost universal. Student teaching is a required component for teacher certification in all
50 states (Watts, 1987). Many students view their student teaching experience as the
most important aspect of their teacher training (Guyton & Mclntyre, 1990).

The research on student teaching lacks outstanding research studies that can be
used as a guide to the colleges and universities in developing their teacher preparation
programs. A study was conducted using the list of North Central Association of Colleges
and Schools’ approved institutions of higher education that offer undergraduate teacher
education programs. This list provided a sample of 227 out of a possible 412 institutions.
“All institutions require pre-student teaching experiences, student teachers were never

placed in the same classroom together, did not require a course in supervision for
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cooperating teachers, and provided opportunities for student teaching in culturally diverse
areas as much as their scope of range would allow” (Leslie, 1995).

The differences that were noted in the study were in the benefits to cooperating
teachers, number of student teacher visits by the institution supervisor (commonly two
times a week) and some on a “needs only”” basis. Some institutions did not allow students
to repeat an unsuccessful student teaching experience (Leslie, 1995).

If student teaching programs are to be a beneficial component of teacher
education, schools of education must identify their objectives and continually assess their
programs. In addition, they need to stay informed of available research and to utilize
important developments to continually improve their program (Quick & Dasovich, 1994).

In the following two contrasting statements one can see the lack of harmony on the
need for more research on student teaching.

Literature on student teaching is almost excessive, to the point where much is

produced annually, creating a case of exponential redundancy (Zimpher, 1991).

Study and research related to student teaching can be characterized as meager,

diverse, and trivial. Its meagemess is a function of the fact that the knowledgeable

people who work with student teachers are essentially practitioners, not
researchers. Its diversity is a function of the fact that there are few monies for
research available in this area and thus the most common inquiry into student
teaching has been of a one-time-only doctoral dissertation. These studies all
conclude with a chapter advising others on ways to follow up on research, but

rarely, if ever, is this done. The often trivial nature of this research is a function of
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the fact that those who do an occasional study are unfamiliar with the basic nature

of student teaching ( Haberman, 1983 [as cited in Zimpher, 1987]).

There seems to be an excessive amount of case studies, but few well-documented
research studies of student teaching programs. These statements would also indicate that
much has been written about the topic, but little actual research has been conducted on the
topic.

Historical

The history of student teaching is a long one that dates back to the 15 century
(Morris, 1974 [as cited in Boydell, Katz ed., 1991]). By 1920, one third of the normal
schools (teacher education programs in earlier days were often called normal schools)
placed student teachers in the public schools as a culmination of their teaching
preparation. The practice of placing student teachers in public schools has continued with
very few exceptions (Veal, Rikard, 1998).

The weeks of student teaching have been compared to the medieval apprenticeship
system. The student teacher learns his/her trade by observing a master or experienced
craftsman, then first by small bits and in an increasing larger role, under the close scrutiny
of the master, develops a product of his’/her own (Schwebel, A., Schwebel, B., Schwebel,
C., Schwebel, M., 1992).

Traditional

The traditional model of the student teaching program has been a cooperative

program that includes among the assigned university professor, the cooperative or on-site

teacher, and the student teacher. This is referred to in the literature as a “triad.”
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Zahorik (1988) in a study on the student teacher/supervisor role concluded that -
there are many and various approaches to supervision. Some supervisors emphasize
pedagogical skills, some human relations, and others critical thinking and decision-making
skills. Therefore, what the program emphasizes, and the student presumably learns, in
their pre-service program is, in large part, a result of his or her relationship with the
university supervisor. Students are exposed to a variety of skills, and the supervisor
chooses which ones to emphasize.

The role of the university supervisor serves as an important link between the
university and the site of the field experience. He/she defines and communicates to the
school the goals and expectations for the student teacher and the cooperating teacher.
The supervisor is often the only one willing to give critical comments to the student
teacher ( Zimpher, deVoss, & Notl, 1980). They have a tremendous evaluative power in
the short term. The supervisor often brings his/her own agenda in addition to the agenda
of the university (Zeichner, Liston 1985).

Veal and Rikard (1998) referred to two different types of triads in their qualitative
study. The first one involves the cooperating teacher, the student teacher, and each pupil
in the school classroom. When the university supervisor visits, the triad shifts to the
university professor, the cooperating teacher, and the student teacher. The pupil in the
classroom is no longer part of the triad; the student teacher is now the student. This
shifting of triads can result in strained interpersonal relationships. The researchers referred

to the two triads as “institutional’ sriads and “functional” triads.
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The apex of power also shifts from the university supervisor in the institutional
model to the cooperating teacher in the functional model. This shift of power can and
frequently does create conflict between the supervisor and the cooperating teacher. The
development of a partnership among the adults, rather than a hierarchy, with shared
decision-making responsibilities and power sharing can help to eliminate this conflict (Veal
& Rikard, 1998).

The universities that use a triad style of program often share the common problem
of trying to connect the university classroom and the student teaching experience. Western
New Mexico University is experimenting with using clinical faculty, or classroom teachers
who are selected to participate in the process, enroll in an “Instructional Supervision
Seminar” each semester a student teacher is assigned to them. A collaborative approach
was established with the public schools, and the classroom teacher was paid $700.00 per
semester per student teacher for participation in the program (Losee, 1993).

In the seminar with the university professor, the clinical faculty and the student
teachers modeled exemplary teaching. In the first seminar, clinical faculty developed
profiles of good teaching and then developed behaviors and characteristics that were a
part of the profile. The profile was research based and achievable. Student teachers, in a
separate seminar, focused on personal profiles and goals for their teaching experience.
This process of teaming the university professor, the classroom teacher, and the student
teacher enabled the triad to be more consistent in their coaching and evaluation. It also
provided the classroom teachers/clinical faculty an opportunity to grow professionally and

to make a contribution towards wraining new teachers (Losee, 1993).

17



Site-based Supervision

Keller and Grossman (1994) advocate the use of a “dyadic” model. This model
eliminates the use of a university supervisor and would use the cooperating teacher to
fulfill the role of supervisor and “on site” instructor. The authors recommend that the
cooperating teachers be trained to provide this additional task. If this model is used, the
cooperating teacher becomes notably more important in the student teaching program.

A pilot program was tested in 1969, at New York University, that assigned the
supervising teacher to be the major person responsible for the growth of the student
teacher. The supervising teachers received training through weekly half-day released
times. University supervisors also provided weekly or bi-weekly seminars for the student
teachers. The reactions to the pilot program were consistently favorable (Bebb & -
Monson, 1969).

There does appear to be some advantages to “site-based” supervision. According
to Page, Page, Warkentin, & Dickinson (1994) “site-based’ supervision: (1) is cost
efficient (2) empowers the supervising teacher and (3) provides stress reduction for the
student teacher. Georgia Southern University (GSU) is suggesting site-based supervision
as an alternative, but not the only way to handle student teaching supervision. GSU’s
program assigns the responsibility for grading to the cooperating teacher (satisfactory or
unsatisfactory). In addition, the university supervisor hosts the cooperating teachers on
three occasions for two-hour seminars. Log responses are mailed weekly to the university

supervisor. In addition, supervising teachers receive $500 for working with the student
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teacher. The State Department of Education pays half and the university pays half of that
amount.

In the comparison of the two groups (n=89) from GSU, the student teachers’
perception of self was very close between the two models. For the specific student
teaching skills section the 27 items indicate a more positive perception by those in a
traditional student teacher relationship (the “triad”” method).

In the GSU’s study, out of 40 items, 24 were rated more positively by traditional
student teachers, 12 by site-based student teachers, and two received the same ratings by
both groups. The interviews offered clear support for site-based instruction, but also
included additional information for consideration (Page et al. 1994).

Cooperating Teacher

One research study, (Connor & Killmer, 1995) supports the importance of the
cooperating teacher in the student teaching experience, but there is a lack of
information/research on the work that the cooperating teacher does in that role. Studies
typically report that the student teaching portion of teacher education programs is the
most helpful, and the cooperating teacher has a tremendous influence on the student
teacher. In addition, the cooperating teacher is involved in a special relationship with
another adult that requires him/her to be peers, but also requires him/her to supervise,
instruct, and critique the student teacher. Koerner (1992) challenges the idea that being an
effective classroom teacher means that person will always make an effective cooperating

teacher.

19



The classroom teacher serves as a role model, explains pedagogical practices, and
guides the student through the teaching process. The power and influence of the
classroom teacher has been well-documented and has been perceived to be more in the
areas of personal support and role development rather than in skill development( Karmas
& Jacko, 1977 ) (Nagel, Driscoll, Grimala, 1991). When this same classroom teacher is
expected to also evaluate the student to varying degrees, the power over the student
teacher increases proportionately (Edgar & Warren, 1969 [as cited in Evans, 1991]).

There is also a lack of research on the selection process for cooperating teachers
beyond years of experience, degree, and administrative recommendation (Connor &
Killmer, 1995). The literature also suggests some concern about the expanded role of the
cooperating teacher. Cooperating teachers, it is suggested, have not been trained
sufficiently to describe and interpret the events that take place in the classroom. Inthe
absence of well-documented observations, they seem to find it difficult to discern growth
in the student teacher (Melnick, 1989). Kilgore (1979) reports that better results are
achieved from the training if the cooperating teachers are trained in what the school of
education wants and/or have a shared agenda for the student teacher.

In addition, Melnick (1989) reports that at the end of the student teaching
semester, the overwhelming majority of the cooperating teachers rate the student teacher
very high on their formal evaluations. This lack of variability may indicate a need for
additional training in supervision.

Yamashita (1990[as cited in Connor & Killmer, 1995]) indicates that the

cooperating teacher has a significant impact on the attitudes and teaching behaviors of the
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student teacher. The college coordinator has little or no direct effect on the student
teacher. The cooperating teacher’s selection and training is a neglected aspect of teacher
preparation programs. There is agreement among teacher educators that cooperating
teachers need special training, but there is very little agreement about what the content of
that special training should be.

Student Teachers

The students, themselves, bring a variety of previous experiences to the student
teaching task. Some have had many experiences in working with children such as child
care camp, Sunday School, etc. Other student teachers have limited experience. These
experiences can help or hinder openness to the process of developing teaching skills. A
firm and positive identity is an important indicator of occupational success in the teaching
field (Walter & Stivers 1977).

Student teaching is, as are other transitions, experienced differently by each
person. Some pre-service teachers are basically abandoned in a “sink or swim” model, and
others are rigidly monitored. There are many variables on this continuum (McNaly, Cope,
Inglis, Stronach,1997). The student teaching experience is not one of a single
photocopied picture. There are a set of conditions, some sequential and some
environmental factors, that are dependent on relationships. These relationships are built
with and by the student teacher. The relationships include those with the professor, the
mentor teacher, and the children/students. This combination of people and events leads to

a unique teaching experience for each student teacher.
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Studies have been done asking the students’ opinion on their student teaching
experiences. Most seemed to feel that they needed both a school-based mentor
(classroom teacher) and a university-based tutor (or instructor). Each part of student
teaching provided an important component of the whole. One particular descriptive study
with a very small sample (n=27) indicated that students were interviewed during the
academic process and at the end of their teacher preparation program (Williams, 1994).

Weaver and Stanulis (1996) relate the student teaching experience to a bridge
connecting the preparation for teaching and a teaching career. As a student teacher
develops his/her own personal style, ideas from the theories, discussions, dreams, and
observations of the educational process are blended with the realities of the classroom and
changes would seem to be inevitable.

What are the ways that the student teachers change or grow as a result of their
student teaching experience? There appears to be disagreement about whether student
teachers really change as a result of the over-all teacher preparation program. An
impressive group of researchers report that generally prospective teachers remain
unchanged by their educational program with respect to their view of themselves as
teachers, their vision of what constitutes a good teacher, their beliefs about teaching, and
the way they perceive themselves as students (Gore & Ziechner,1991; Aiken & Mildon,
1991; Shapiro, 1991; Florio-Ruane and Lensmire, 1990; Pigge & Marso, 1989;
McLaughlin, 1991 [as cited in Cabello, Eckmier, & Baghiera, 1995]).

Cabello (1995) indicates that student teachers keep their “sense of mission,” but

the participants’ concerns about their abilities changed. Initially they were concerned
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about their lack of skill as teachers. After being in the classroom for a period of time, they
became more concerned about instructional and management issues, shortage of needed
supplies, and other perceived lack of materials. They also became concerned about pupil
issues and interaction with parents.

Pigge & Marso (1997) express the conclusion that changes in attitude do occur in
the transition from student to teacher. Teacher candidates were surveyed at the beginning
of their training, at the end of their student teaching, and again after the completion of
their fifth year of teaching. In this longitudal study in which changes in attitude were
explored, the largest drop in positive attitude and the most diversity in attitude occurred
after five years of teaching.

There are gaps in the literature in several areas:

1. Felder, Hollis, & Houston (1981 [as cited in Galluzzo, 1987]) indicated a lack
of information on the processes and commitments for continuing teacher education
evaluations.

2. Katz, Raths, Mohanty, Kurachi, Irving (1981) commented on the weak
recommendations. Another bigger concern is what happens with the recommendations.
There is no evidence of a change as a result of the recommendations that have been made.
For example, discipline and management have been noted as areas of concern, but the
programs appear to be unchanged.

3. There appears to be no meta-analyses and few overall examinations of studies

in student teaching,

23



4. There are few replications of studies - no comparison of data from one
university to another (Galluzzo, 1987).

5. There are few long-term studies on the life-processes of teachers and how it
affects their career.

Research is so important to the student teaching program because of the alarming
rate at which beginning teachers leave the profession. Adams (1978 [as cited in Galluzzo,
1987]) indicated that only 55% of the graduates took a teaching job after graduation.
When checking again after three years, 91% of those that took a teaching job remained in
teaching. After five years, only 42% remained in teaching. This shows a shocking
pattern of exodus by graduates from their chosen field. As with most situations, the
reasons may be many. Some possibilities are the need for improved teacher preparation
programs, better research on teacher education, and studies of the life processes to
determine the reasons for the career changes.

The Reflective Practitioner

An important aspect of the development of a professional teacher is the “reflection
movement.” Teacher educators have become very enthusiastic about reflective
approaches. It is viewed as a crucial process for a teacher’s professional growth. The
work of Schon has had a significant impact on this movement. Schon’s two books, The
Reflective Practitioner (1983) and Educating the Reflective Practitioner (1987) have
fueled this movement. Both books were an outgrowth of Schon’s doctoral dissertation on
Dewey’s work. His second book explored the value of “coaching” or “guided reflection”

as the mainstay of professional programs. He views the dialogue between the coach and
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the student in a reflective kind of practicum as-an essential element in the development of
a teacher.

Another interesting theory defines reflection in terms of progressive developmental
stages where the practitioner becomes increasingly more competent in his/her judgements
(Ross, 1989). Apparently, the levels of reflective judgement may increase with age,
education, and topic. In view of this research, teacher education programs may need to
examine their programs to determine if they are indeed contributing to increasingly more
mature reflective judgement and cognitive development on the part of the students.

SUMMARY OF THE REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The literature reports many contradictory studies on the student teaching
experience and its many aspects. It does indicate a need for continuing research on the
preparation of student teachers. Schools of Education must always bé cost-conscious, and
the use of on-site supervision is one way to keep the costs lower and provide a way to
give the student teacher immediate follow-up on his/her teaching activities. The literature
supports the idea of identifying clear objectives for the program and then assessing those
objectives. The survey being used by the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga and in
this study is an example of that kind of research.

In this program, the university professor is more likely to be viewed as a support
person, and not the one to impress for a good grade. In addition, the student teacher will
have someone 6utside of the evaluation process to consult with on any potential problems.
The literature does seem to indicate that some training needs to be provided for the

cooperating teachers/evaluation team, but what that training should include has not been
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established. The student teaching experience is an extremely important one in the

development of new teachers and deserves professional attention and research.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the methodology that was used in this study.
The investigator will describe the subjects involved in the project, the instrument that was
selected, the approval process, and the procedures that were used for the study. This study
explored the relationship between the student teachers’ self-reflection of performance and
the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team. The
student participants were enrolled at the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga during
the spring semester of 1999 and were engaged in their second major field experience. The
evaluation team members were teachers employed in the Hamilton County Professional
Development Schools during the same time period.

The Professional Development Schools were selected through a collaborative
effort between UTC and the Hamilton County Public Schools. These selected schools
were chosen to provide opportunities for prospective teachers to combine theory and
practice in real-life experiences. The model can be compared to teaching hospitals in the
preparation of physicians. Approximately, one half of the prospective teachers voluntarily
spend an initial semester, generally during their sophomore year, involved in field
experience at a PDS I school. The UTC student serves as an assistant to the classroom
teacher by observing, grading papers, designing bulletin boards, and various teaching-
related activities. As the student progresses through the semester, the teacher may give
him/her some actual teaching tasks.
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The prospective teacher also completes a full semester of student teaching at two
different PDS II sites. This semester of student teaching provides increasingly more
frequent and complex teaching tasks. The student teacher, generally during the final
semester of his/her undergraduate work, begins teaching one class and continues to
increase his/her teaching load until he/she regularly assumes all the teaching and additional
duties of the classroom teacher. By the time the prospective teacher graduates, he/she has
been in the classroom for one full academic year (Bibler, et al. 1998).

Subjects

The participants were limited to those student teachers in elementary and
secondary education in attendance at the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga who
were assigned to a Professional Development School IT to complete their student teaching
during the spring semester of 1999 and their assigned evaluation team. This enhanced
student teaching program, as defined by UTC, is the semester long (two different PDS IT
sites for two eight-week segments) student teaching placement (Bibler et al., 1998).
Instrument

An evaluation instrument (see Appendix B) was used that had been developed
through a peer review process by the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga. This
student teacher evaluation instrument reflects the latest guidelines from the State of
Tennessee/Education Department and specifically the state’s Framework for Evaluation

and Professional Growth.

One area of concemn was noted that involved the instrument used in this study. It

contained grid blocks next to areas without descriptors, and some participants marked in
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those areas. This weakness in the instrument was interpreted as an indication of apparent
confusion inherent within the evaluation form.

The evaluation form consisted of a four point ordinal scale with Level 1 being
“student teacher has not yet developed or used this skill,” Level 2 being “student teacher is
beginning to incorporate this skill in his/her instructional repertoire,” Level 3 being
“student teacher uses this skill appropriately and competently,” and Level 4 being “student
teacher uses this skill consistently with a high degree of competence and confidence.”

The Framework is divided into six areas with seven to thirteen descriptors in each
area for evaluating the student teacher. The first area of evaluation is “Planning.” Under
this heading are nine different descriptors. The descriptors focus on establishing long-term
goals that reflect a student-centered curriculum, that address student needs at an
appropriate level, and address the thinking process. This area also includes the evaluation
of goal achievements and plans. It also focuses on matching the instruction to goals and
objectives, provides for instruction that integrates the knowledge, skills, and methods for
each related subject area, and integrates materials, human resources, and technology. In
addition, the planning process includes the understanding and identifying of the various
styles of student learning/performance and involves the meeting of the instructional needs
of students from diverse cultures. (See Appendix B for a complete list of descriptors.)

The second area of evaluation is “Teaching Strategies,” and it contains thirteen
different descriptors. It includes the understanding of the process of inquiry for a
discipline, the use of a variety of instructional roles, and the use of multiple explanations

that focus on key ideas that provide a link to student understanding. The student teacher
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is evaluated on the appropriateness of the pace of the lesson, providing clanfication as
needed, and the engagement of the students in active learning. This area also includes the
development of student responsibility for using resources, providing for student practice,
and engaging the students in generating knowledge. In addition, this area measures the
student teacher’s linking of student knowledge, developing the reflective capabilities of the
students, and facilitating the internalization of learning. Organizing, preparing, and the
monitoring of independent and group work to allow for full participation is also included
in this area. (See Appendix B for a list of descriptors.)

Area three involves “Assessment and Evaluation.” This area contains eleven
descriptors. It measures the student teacher on the use of appropriate assessment
strategies and instruments, appropriately interpreting assessment data, and the use of a
variety of assessment techniques. It includes the use of information from a variety of
sources, the monitoring and modifying of the teaching strategies in relation to student
success, and assessing, analyzing, and communicating the effectiveness of instruction.
This area also provides for the organization/maintenance of records, effective
communication with parents/students, and the evaluation and progress of student attitudes
towards learning. The student teacher is also measured on evaluating student
achievement, the amount of progress of the students, and on the student teacher’s ability
to provide prompt feedback to students to enable them to move to the next level. (See
Append_ix B for a list of descriptors.)

“Leaming Environment” is the fourth area of the evaluasion and includes eight

descriptors. It includes the use of strategies in which students work collaboratively,
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independently, and purposefully, and the student teacher demonstrates flexibility and
modifies procedures as the situations demand change. Another portion of this area
focuses on assisting students in developing shared expectations for interactions and
responsibilities, establishing and maintaining standards of mutually respectful interaction,
and communicating and challenging students in a positive and purposeful manner.
Another aspect of this learmning environment area concentrates on management and
includes the use of management techniques which foster self-control and self-discipline,
the maximizing of the amount of class time engaged in learning, and the organizing,
allocating, and managing of res01-1rces for the engagement of students in a productive
learning environment. (See Appendix B for a list of descriptors.)

The fifth area, “Professional Growth,” involves five descriptors with descriptor
number five having six parts. It includes such professional responsibilities as record
keeping, the completion of assigned tasks on schedule, the following of policies and
procedures, the maintenance of confidentiality, and the fulfillment oflegal responsibilities.
The individual will also maintain a satisfactory record of punctuality and attendance.
Another aspect of this area includes the demonstration of leadership and team membership
skills, the promotion of a productive learning environment, the evidence of performance
levels, and the ability to articulate their strengths and their areas for growth. He/she is
also able to articulate a professional development plan to improve his/her performance and
repertoire. (See Appendix B for a list of descriptors.)

The sixth and last area is “Communication.” This area involves four descriptors

with descriptor number four having four parts. It includes the demonstration of his/her
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understanding of effective verbal and non-verbal communication, the modeling of effective
communication strategies, and the use of appropriate grammar and word choice for the
exchange of information. In his/her written communication he/she will communicate, with
correct grammar, in an organized and logical manner, and will design the communication
to fit the audience. (See Appendix B for a list of descriptors.)

Research Approval

Permission to conduct this study was given by the University of Tennessee at
Chattanooga, Education Department, and Dr. Mary Tanner, Dean. Dr. Cynthia Gettys,
faculty member at UTC, served as contact person at the university for this study.

An application for permission to conduct the research (Form A) involving human
subjects was completed and approved. A copy of that form is included. (See Appendix
A)

Procedure

Dr. Valerie Copeland Rutledge, Director of Student Teaching, incorporated the
survey, on the final day of student teaching, as part of the evaluation process. The PDS II
on-site evaluation team completed the surveys as part of their final evaluation of each
student teacher. The surveys were completed by two separate evaluation teams, but only
the teams’ surveys from the second placement (last half of the semester) were used for this
study. Dr. Cynthia Gettys and Dr. Valerie Copeland Rutledge believed that the students
had gained experience from their first placement, and that the final survey was a better

measure of the students’ reflective skills.
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This correlational study looked at the relationship between the student teachers’
self-reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed
by their evaluation team. It is one method of determining the degree of correlation
between the two groups. The study may suggest, but not prove, that the students are able
to accurately evaluate themselves through the process of self-reflection.

The surveys were identified by a name only until the surveys were matched by
Dr. Cynthia Gettys. The original pool of students consisted of 123 students. Two of the
students were guest placements from another university, so they were eliminated (for two
reasons, they were not UTC students and because their evaluation forms did not match
UTC’s forms). Sixteen other matched surveys contained missing data, but three of those
surveys were able to be used in this study by scoring missing values as a “1" on the ordinal
scale per the directions on the survey (student teacher has not yet developed or used this
skill). All of the usable surveys were then coded with a matching number which yielded a
total of 108 matched surveys. The names were then deleted from each form. Neither the
students’ or the cooperating teachers’ names were available to the researcher and were not
used or published in this study. The survey data would have been generated by the
university whether this study was conducted or not.

The matched and number coded forms were obtained, following the spring
semester of 1999, from Dr. Cynthia Gettys. The forms will be returned to the university
following the completion of this dissertation.

Some of the survey forms were retumed with uncompleted sections and the

evaluation team indicated that they were unable to evaluate the student teacher in some
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areas. Dr. Cynthia Gettys indicated that the directions on the survey forms informed the
participant to score the student teacher on a level one if the student teacher had not used a
given skill. Thus, those missing values were scored as one. The 56 descriptors multiplied
by the number of returned evaluation team forms (108) equaled a total of 6,048 entries.
Out of this field of 6,048 entries, 88 were scored a level one (student teacher has not yet
developed or used this skill). For this small number of missing values, Dr. Cynthia Gettys,
UTC professor and dissertation committee member, provided additional scoring
in_terpretations and suggestions for this study.

On the student forms, there were also some missing values. The total possible
entries for the student forms were 6,048 entries. There were six of these entries that were
scored a level one because the student teacher had not used a given skill. There was one
form, included in this field of forms, that was returned with the backside of the form blank.
The backside of the form was not scored and remains classified as “missing values™ in this
study.

The researcher entered all data into Microsoft Excel, and with the assistance of Dr.
Lloyd Davis, statistics professor at UTC, the researcher transferred the data to the
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) located in the UTC computer lab. After all
data were transferred to the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), a Kendall’s
tau and a Spearman’s rho (p) were run for each variable to determine whether there was a
correlation between the student teachers’ self-reflection of performance and the student

teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team on each variable.
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The Kendall’s tau and the Spearman’s rho are both nonparametric statistical tests.
The Kendall’s tau is a statistical test that measurers the association between ordinal
variables. The Spearman’s rho (p) test is a statistical test that is used for ranked ordinal
data. Ordinal data involve the use of scores that are ranked from highest to lowest and
categorized within that order. Because of the likelihood of a large number of tied
rankings, the statisticians on the dissertation committee (Dr. Lloyd Davis & Dr. Dan
Quarles) felt that both tests should be used because the Kendall’s tau handles tied rankings
better than the Spearman’s rho. If there was a discrepancy between the results of the two
tests, the Kendall’s tau was the deciding voice for whether two variables were significant
(Champion, 1970).

For both tests the size of the correlation coefficient, or a measure of the
relationship between two variables, indicated the degree of relationship between any two
variables. Any interpretation in regards to causation can only be considered if it is
appropriate that the variables under investigation provide a logical basis for that type of
~ interpretation (Hinkle, Wiersma, Jurs, 1994).

The Kendall’s tau and the Spearman’s rho tests were analyzed for statistical
significance at the .05 level. SPSS software marks the correlations with one asterisk if the
results were statistically significant at the .05 level, and with two asterisks if the test
results were statistically significant at the .01 level. The results were reported using those
same markings and levels.

After the computer analysis of each variable, a table was developed for each

category to show the pairs of variables, the test results, and the degree of statistical
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significance for each pair. Tables II through VII display the same SPSS codes for marking
the variables (one or two asterisks to indicate the level of statistical significance).

The results were then interpreted for practical levels of significance. Table I was
used to classify each of the correlations from very high to little or no correlation.

After the evaluations were analyzed following the procedure described, the
correlation results for each descriptor were discussed in chapter four. Each category’s
analysis was also discussed. In addition, the over-all results of the evaluations were
summarized to determine the degree of statistical significance between the student
teachers’ surveys and the evaluation teams’ surveys. Following that procedure, the
variables were analyzed and summarized for practical significance levels.

SUMMARY

This chapter on methodology contained a description of the subjects of the study,
the UTC 1999 spring semester student teachers (assigned to Professional Development
Schools IT) and their assigned evaluation team. The evaluation instrument (Appendix B)
was explained and the procedures that were followed in conducting this study were

outlined. Procedures for securing permission to conduct this study were also explained.
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TABLEI

RULE OF THUMB FOR INTERPRETING THE SIZE OF A CORRELATION COEFFICIENT

Very high positive (negative) correlation

90 - 1.00 (.90 to -L00)

High positive (negative) correlation

.70 - 90 (-70 to - .90)

Moderate positive (negative) correlation

.50 - 70 (~.50 to - .70)

Low positive (negative) correlation

30 - .50 (-.30 to -.50)

Little, if any, correlation

.00 - .30 (.00 to -.30)

(Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs, 1994)
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the results of this study, the relationship
between the student teachers’ self-reflection of performance and the student teachers’
performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team. The University of Tennessee
at Chattanooga (UTC) has adopted a student teacher evaluation form based on the State
of Tennessee’s Framework for Evaluation and Professional Growth. This evaluation form
was used by the student teacher to evaluate his/her growth as a pre-service teacher and
was also used by the school-based evaluation team to evaluate the pre-service teacher.
This study was a correlational study to determine the relationship between the two
matched surveys. There were 108 student teachers and their evaluation teams that
participated in this study.

Each pair of matched evaluations was analyzed using the Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS). The Kendall’s tau and the Spearman’s rho correlational tests
were used for each matched variable for a total of 56 matched variables.

The evaluation was divided into six broad categories which include (1) planning
(2) teaching strategies (3) assessment and evaluation (4) learning environment (5)
proféssional growth (6) communication. The correlation for each descriptor’s analysis
was discussed, then each category was discussed as a group, then the total survey results
were summarized. The correlation for each descriptor’s analysis was interpreted for the
level of practical significance using Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I ( page 37) for the “Rule of
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Thumb for Interpreting the Size of a Correlation Coefficient.” The analysis of the “r”
indicates the strength of the correlation. In addition the “r” must be squared to indicate
the coefficient of determination, or the proportion of variability that the two variables
share (Voelker & Orton, 1993). The bottom two categories, of the Hinkle et al. (1994)
Table I (page 37), were referred to in this analysis as “low correlations.”
FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS OF THE STUDY BY CATEGORIES

Planning

This section deals with the planning of instruction. The student teachers at UTC
were taught a variety of lesson plan formats. The student teachers were expected to
establish appropriate instructional goals and objectives. They were then expected to plan
instruction based on their knowledge of the subject matter, the students that they were
teaching, the community goals, and the curriculum goals of their particular school. In
their planning they were to adapt their instruction to students of diversity or special need
students (Bibler, et al., 1998).

Table IT displays an overview of the analysis, and it also displays the results of
SPSS data for Kendall’s tau and Spearman’s rtho. Each correlation is marked as to the
level of statistical significance, including the interpretation for each correlation’s level of
practical significance using the Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I (page 37) for the “Rule of
Thumb for Interpreting the Size of a Correlation Coefficient.”

For descriptor one, establishes long-term goals reflecting a student-centered
curriculum, SPSS correlations indicated a .193 for Kendall’s tau and a .204 for

Spearman’s rho. The students’ self-reflection of perforance and the student teachers’
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TABLEII

PLANNING
Descriptors Kendall Spearman Hinkle

1. Establishes long-term goals reflecting a student- .193* .214* little, if

centered curriculum any

2. Establishes goals and objectives which address 203* 213* little, if

student needs at the appropriate level any

3. Establishes goals and objectives which address the | .305** | .322** |[low

thinleng process. positive

4. Evaluates goal achievement/plans. .187* 200*% | little, if
any

5. Matches instruction to goals and objectives, .226* .235* little, if

strategies, assessments and student needs. any

6. Provides instruction integrating knowledge, skills, |.093 .100 little, if

and methods from related subject areas. any

7. Provides instruction integrating materials, human, 227* .246* little, if

resources, and technology. any

8. Understands and identifies different student .169 .182 little, if

approaches to leamning and performance. any

9. Meets instructional needs of students from diverse | .144 .161 little, if

cultures with different learning needs. any

*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-ta11ed)
**Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).

40




performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team indicated a statistically
significant relationship for this population at the .05 level. The student teaching portion of
the teacher preparation training was for a semester, or 16 weeks, but this was in two
different settings. For elementary education majors, typically, one placement may be in
lower grades and one placement in upper grades. So in spite of the semester long student
teaching experience, the placement in each setting was only eight weeks. It may not have
been clear how long ‘long-term” was in the student teacher placement scenario. The
student teachers and their evaluation team may define it differently based on their
experiences and perceptions.

Correlations for the second descriptor, establishes goals and objectives which
address student needs at the appropriate level, indicated .203 for Kendall’s tau and .213
for Spearman’s rho. According to SPSS data, these correlations were statistically
significant at the .05 level, so the students’ self-reflection of performance and the student
teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team for descriptor
number two indicated a statistically significant relationship. The practical significance was
indicated as “little, if any™ practical significance.

Perhaps, a possible explanation for a low practical significance was because it
takes time to identify and become sensitized to student needs. Once the needs are
identified, it required additional time for planning and experimentation to meet those
student needs at the appropriate level.

For descriptor number three, establishes goals and objectives which address the

thinking process, the Kendall’s tau yielded a correlation of .305 and the Spearman’s rho a

41



correlation of .322. According to SPSS data, these correlations were statistically
significant at the .01 level of significance. This correlation showed the highest level of
statistical significance for the category. The practical significance showed a “low positive”
correlation, or the second level on the Hinkle et al. (1994) chart.

Because of the large population in this study (108 matched forms), it was easier to
have statistically significant numbers, but the practical significance helps to put those
numbers into perspective. The results, however, do indicate that there is a degree of
agreement on whether the student teachers could and did establish goals and objectives
that addressed the thinkang process.

Correlations for the fourth descriptor, evaluates goal achievement/plans, indicated
a Kendall’s tau of .187 and a Spearman’s rho of .200. Both of the tests were statistically
significant at the .05 level of significance. The practical significance was a “little, if any”
correlation. Correlations for this fourth descriptor focused on the evaluation portion of
planning. In comparing the correlations for descriptor number four to the correlations for
descriptor number three (establishing goals and plans which address the thinking process),
number three showed a “low positive” placement, a somewhat stronger relationship. It
would seem that these two descriptors were somewhat related, and the results showed a
slight degree of difference, but both of the correlations were still in the low categories for
the practical significance.

For the fifth descriptor, matches instruction to goals and objectives, strategies,
assessments, and student needs, the SPSS correlations returned a .226 for Kendall’s tau

and a .235 for Spearman’s rho. The correlations for both tests were statistically significant
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at the .05 level. The practical significance was a “little, if any” relationship. Again, due to
the large numbers of the population (108 matched forms), the statistical significance was
clear, but praétically speaking, it was not strong enough to support a high degree of
confidence in the relationship.

Correlations for descriptor number six, provides instruction integrating knowledge,
skills, and methods from related subject areas, were not statistically significant. The
Kendall’s tau was .093 and the Spearman’s rho was .100. The practical significance was,
“little, if any,” a low correlation. The results were low enough that the relationship may
have occurred by chance.

For the seventh descriptor, provides instruction integrating materials, human
resources, and technology, the correlations indicated a statistically significant relationship
at the .05 level. Kendall’s tau yielded a score of .227 and Spearman’s rho yielded a .246.
There was a low relationship Between the students’ self-reflection of performance and the
student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team for this
descriptor. The practical significance was interpreted as “little, if any.” Again, because of
the large numbers in the population, it was easier to obtain statistically significant results,
but practically speaking, it was a low correlation.

Correlations for number eight descriptor, understands and identifies different
student approaches to learning and performance, were not statistically significant. SPSS
data yielded scores of .169 for Kendall’s tau and .182 for Spearman’s rho. The practical
significance was also very low. Confidence in this relationship was not supported by the

results.
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For the last descriptor for this category, number nine, meets instructional needs of
students from diverse cultures with different learning needs, the correlations were too low
to be statistically significant. SPSS data indicated that the scores were .144 on the
Kendall’s tau and .161 on the Spearman’s rho. Again, as in the correlations for descriptor
number eight, the practical significance was very low, and the relationship between the two
variables was not supported by the analysis.

In looking at the planning of instruction category, there were six of the nine
descriptors, numbers one, two, three, four, five, and seven, whose correlations were
significant at the .05 level. Correlations for descriptor numbers six, eight, and nine were
not statistically significant. For research question number one, is there a statistically
significant relationship between the student teachers’ self-reflection of performance and the
student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team for the
planning category of the “Student Teaching Final Evaluation,” the results indicate an
overall statistically significant relationship.

A majority of the correlations were statistically significant, but when using the
Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I (page 37 ) for the “Rule of Thumb for Interpreting the Size of a
Correlation Coefficient,” the degree of practical significance was low. On only one
descriptor, number three, establishes goals and objectives which address the thinking
process, was the correlation level above “little, if any.” In spite of the statistically
significant relationship on this variable, the practical interpretation, of a “low positive™

interpretation for number three, is still a rather low correlation. When the “r” factor is
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squared, less than 10% of the relationship between the two variables can be attributed to
each other.

One possible explanation for the lack of a stronger relationship may be due to the
student teacher not having adequate planning time with the specific teacher to whose
classroom the student teacher has been assigned prior to the student teaching experience.
The student teachers and their evaluation team need to have some kind of understanding of
what is expected, and who is responsible for which portion of the curriculum prior to the
actual practice teaching experience. The test results suggest that the coordination of the
planning aspect may not have taken place in a substantial number of cases.

Teaching Strategies

The teaching strategies category focuses on the understanding of concepts, tools
for teaching, and the structure of a given discipline. It centers on providing access to
information through meaningful experiences. It includes the demonstration, understanding,
and use of a variety of instructional approaches to encourage the student’s development.
It encourages the student teacher to create a leaming environment that encourages active
engagement and a student’s ownership of his/her learning (Bibler et al., 1998).

Table III displays an overview of the analysis, and also displays the results of SPSS
data for Kendall’s tau and Spearman’s rho. Each correlation is marked as to the level of
statistical significance, including an interpretation for each correlation’s level of practical
significance using the Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I (page 37) for the “Rule of Thumb for
Interpreting the Size of a Correlation Coefficient.” This category contains thirteen

descriptors.
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TABLE III

TEACHING STRATEGIES
Descriptors Kendall Spearman Hinkle

1. Understands concepts, assumptions, and processes | .146 157 little, if

of inquiry central to discipline. any

2. Varies instructional role regarding content, 158 .168 little, if

purposes of instruction, and student needs. any

3. Uses multiple explanations of concepts, captures .154 .164 little, if

key ideas, links student understanding. any

4. Paces the lesson appropriately. 025 .026 little, if
any

5. Clarifies direcions and explanations when students | .108 111 little, if

misunderstand. any

6. Engages students in active leaming to promote 292*%*% | 309** | little, if

critical thinking and problem-solving. any

7. Helps students assume responsibility for identifying | .273** | .298** | little, if

and using varied learning resources. any

8. Provides practice activities which support the .036 .037 little, if

achievement of instructional goals. any

9. Engages students in generating knowledge 242%* | 254%* | little, if
any

10. Links learning to students’ prior knowledge, .089 .097 little, if

experiences, and cultural backgrounds. any

11. Elicits examples of student thinking that simulate .183* 200* little, if

reflection on own and others’ ideas. any

12. Facilitates internalization of learning and 310*%* | .340** | low

development of employability skills. positive

13. Organizes, prepares, monitors independent and .183* .198* little, if

group work allowing for full participation. any

*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations for descriptor number one, understands concepts, assumptions, and
processes of inquiry central to discipline, were .146 for Kendall’s tau and .157 for
Spearman’s rho. For the students’ self-reflection of performance and the student teachers’
performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team, there was no statistically
significant relationship.

The practical significance for the correlations on descriptor number one was at the
lowest level, “little, if any.” From a practical viewpoint, the relationship was not strong
enough to rule out the possibility that the results could have occurred by chance.
Interpreting someone’s understanding can be a bit nebulas, so perhaps this lack of
consistency was understandable.

For the second descriptor, varies instructional role regarding content, purposes of
instruction, and student needs, the SPSS correlation data indicated a .158 for Kendall’s tau
and .168 for Spearman’s rho. The students’ self-reflection of performance and the student
teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team did not indicate a
statistically significant relationship. The practical significance was judged at the lowest
level, “little, if any.” Again, the results could have occurred by chance.

For descriptor number three, uses multiple explanations of concepts, captures key
ideas, links student understanding, the correlations between student perceptions and his/her
evaluations team’s perceptions showed a Kendall’s tau of .154 and a Spearman’s rho of
164. This did not indicate a statistically significant correlation for this descriptor. The

practical significance was again at the lowest level.
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The fourth descriptor, paces the lesson appropriately, does not indicate a significant
relationship between the students’ self-reflection of performance and the student teachers’
performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team on this descriptor. The
Kendall’s tau indicated .025 and the Spearman’s rho indicated .026; both of the tests were
too low to be considered statistically significant. The practical significance was judged to
be “little, if any.” It was interesting to note that the first four descriptors in this category
dealt with the complex practice and use of strategies for teaching. Perhaps, this would
provide an explanation for the low significance levels. These are strategies that require
experimentation and practice to implement.

The fifth descriptor, clarifies directions and explanations when students
misunderstand, the SPSS correlation data indicated a .108 for Kendall’s tau and a .111 for
Spearman’s rho. This correlation of relationship also indicated test results that were too
low to be considered statistically significant. The practical significance for this correlation
was at the lowest level of “little, if any.”” This descriptor would require the student teacher
to recognize that the pupils had not understood something that was taught, to select a
better method or strategy, then teach the missing concept. New teachers sometimes lack
the skills to adapt that quickly under the pressures of student teaching.

For descriptor number six, engages students in active learning to promote critical
thinking and problem-solving, the correlational tests for relationship showed that the
Kendall’s tau was .292 and the Spearman’s rho was .309 which indicated a statistically
significant relationship at the .01 level of significance. The practical significance was at the

high end of the lowest category, “little, if any.” There seems to be an emphasis in
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education on active leaming, so perhaps this would account for the somewhat higher
statistical and practical significance levels.

Correlations for the seventh descriptor, helps students assume responsibility for
identifying and using varied learning resources, also indicated a statistically significant
relationship at the .01 level of significance. SPSS data yielded a Kendall’s tau of .273 and
a Spearman’s rho of .298. The practical significance again placed the correlations for this
descriptor at the lowest level, but near the next level. The resources for education have
expanded a great deal with the addition of computers, internet, and a variety of teaching
strategies, so perhaps the student teachers have adopted some of these ideas. There may
be gaps in the perceptions of the student teachers and their evaluation team, but it appeared
to be a somewhat stronger correlation for this descriptor than for some of the others.

For descriptor number eight, provides practice activities which support the
achievement of instructional goals, the correlations were too low to be considered
statistically significant. The Kendall’s tau yielded a .036 and the Spearman’s rho a .037.
The practical significance was also very low, the “little, if any”” category. There was little
agreement between the ratings of the student teachers’ opinion and their evaluation teams’
opinion on this descriptor.

Correlations for the ninth descriptor, engages students in generating knowledge,
were statistically significant. The Kendall’s tau indicated a 242 and the Spearman’s rho a
.254; both tests were statistically significant at the .01 level. The practical significance was
still at the lowest level. Because of the large numbers in the population (108 matched

evaluation forms), it was much easier to get statistically significant results. The practical
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significance gives a fuller picture to the figures than merely statistical test results. In
addition, this descriptor would appear to be easier to observe than descriptor numbers one
through five.

The number ten descriptor, links learning to students’ prior knowledge,
experiences, and cultural backgrounds, SPSS correlation data yielded .089 on the Kendall’s
tau and .097 on the Spearman’s rho. Neither correlation was statistically significant. The
practical significance was judged very low, “little, if any.” This is a rather complex
descriptor that involves a variety of teaching skills.

Correlations for the eleventh descriptor, elicits examples of student thinking that
simulate reflection on own and others’ ideas, were statistically significant at the .05 level.
The Kendall’s tau showed a .183 and the Spearman’s rho a .200. The practical significance
was still at the lowest level, “little, if any.” This descriptor would seem to be difficult to
judge, for example, the student may be engaged in reflection, but it may not be obvious to
the observer from his/her position.

Correlations for descriptor number twelve, facilitates internalization of learning and
development of employability skills, were statistically significant. The test results yielded a
Kendall’s tau of .310 and Spearman’s rho of .340. This relationship was statistically
significant at the .01 level. The practical significance was at the next to lowest level, “low
positive.” This descriptor deals with employability skills and the student teachers and their
evaluation team showed more agreement on this descriptor. Perhaps, the discussions
between them about concerns for employment, that often manifest themselves in the

student’s senior year, would account for the higher levels.
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Correlations for the last descriptor for this section is number thirteen, organizes,
prepares, monitors independent and group work allowing for full participation, were
statistically significant at the .05 level. The Kendall’s tau yielded a .183 and the
Spearman’s rho .198. The practical significance was at the lowest level, “little, if any.”
This descriptor looked at several different tasks in one descriptor, and this may have been
the reason for a lower level of significance.

In looking at the “Teaching Strategies™ category, there were six of the thirteen
correlations, numbers six, seven, nine, eleven, twelve, and thirteen, that were statistically
significant. Numbers one, two, three, four, five, eight, and ten were not statistically
significant. For research question number two, is there a statistically significant relationship
between the student teachers’ self-reflection of performance and the student teachers’
performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team for the teaching strategies
category of the “Student Teaching Final Evaluation,” the results did not show a statistically
significant relationship on the majority of the correlations.

For one descriptor, number twelve, facilitates internalization of leaming and
development of employability skills, a “low positive” correlation, on the Hinkle et al.
(1994) Table I (page 37) for the “Rule of Thumb for Interpreting the size of a Correlation
Coefficient,” was found. This is still considered a low practical significance, because when
the “r” factor is squared, less than 10% of the relationship between the two variables can be
attributed to each other. Correlations for the remaining descriptors all showed “little, if
any” (which is a lower category) on the Hinkle et al. (1994) chart. As a whole, correlations

for the teaching strategies category were interpreted as not statistically significant, and
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from a practical viewpoint, the practically significant correlations were, at best, rather low
correlations.

Teaching strategies represents an area that involves a continual growth experience.
It was not a surprise to see the levels of differing opinions in this category. Experienced
teachers may have equally differing opinions for this category. If the evaluation team and
the student teacher shared a similar teaching preparation experience, the results may be
more consistent between the two groups. A training program, taught by UTC professors,
for the evaluation teams may produce higher correlations for this category.

Assessment and Evaluation

This section centers on the assessment and evaluation of the teaching process. It -
includes the use of appropriate strategies and instruments to generate information about
students and their ongoing progress and then to use that information to make decisions for
the instructional process. It also involves the communication and evaluation of the
students’ performance and progress to parents and others who need the information. In
addition, this section includes reflection on teaching practice (Bibler et al, 1998).

Table IV displays an overview of the analysis. It also displays the results of SPSS
data for Kendall’s tau and Spearman’s rho. The correlation for each descriptor has been
marked as to the level of statistical significance, and includes an interpretation for the
correlations of each descriptor’s level of practical significance as interpreted from the
Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I (page 37) for the “Rule of Thumb for Interpreting the Size of a

Correlation Coefficient.”
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TABLE IV

ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION

Descriptors Kendall Spearman Hinkle
1. Uses assessment strategies and instruments 131 139 little, if
appropriate to learning expectations. any
2. Uses information from a variety of sources to make | .362** | .381** | low
instructional decisions. positive
3. Interprets assessment data appropriately and usesit | -.030 -.032 little, if
for diagnosis and instruction. any
4. Organizes and maintains useful records; -.025 -.025 little, if
communicates effectively with parents/students. any
5. Provides prompt and immediate feedback to 172 .186 little, if
students to move them to the next level. any
6. Uses a variety of assessment techniques to evaluate | .162 177 little, if
curriculum and instruction. any

7. Monitors and modifies teaching strategies in relation | .201* 216% | little, if

to student success. , any
8. Uses student performance data to improve .046 .051 little, if
instruction. any
9. Assesses, analyzes, and communicates accurately 278** | 303** | little, if
the effectiveness of instruction. any
10. Evaluates student achievement and determines .194* .208* | little, if
amount of progress. any
11. Evaluates student attitudes toward learning and .169 181 little, if
determines amount of positive change. any

*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
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For descriptor number one, uses assessment strategies and instruments appropriate
to learning expectations, SPSS data returned correlations in which the Kendall’s tau was
.131 and the Spearman’s rho was .139, neither of which indicated a statistically significant
relationship between the student teachers’ self-reflection of performance and the student
teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team. The practical
significance was judged to be at the lowest level, “little, if any.” This descriptor called for
the matching of assessment instruments to appropriate activities. This may be open to a
wider range of interpretations that some of the other descriptors.

For descriptor number two, uses information from a variety of sources to make
instructional decisions, the Kendall’s tau returned a correlation of .362 and the
Spearman’s rho a correlation of .381. This indicated a statistically significant relationship
at the .01 significance level. The practical significance was interpreted at the “low
positive” level. Although not a strong correlation, it does indicate some relationship.
When the “r” factor is squared, less than 10% of the relationship between the two variables
can be attributed to each other. This descriptor would seem to provide for a more concise
interpretation than some of the other descriptors; the students use a variety of sources, or
they do not use a variety of sources.

Correlations on the third descriptor, interprets assessment data appropriately and
uses it for diagnosis and instruction, indicated little correlation between the two variables of
this descriptor. The Kendall’s tau indicated -.030, and Spearman’s rho indicated -.032.
Both of the test results were too low to be considered statistically significant. The practical

significance was at the lowest level. The student teacher may feel that he/she interpreted
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the data correctly, but the evaluation team may disagree, or the differing opinions may be
related to the use of the data, or a combination of both portions.

Correlations on the fourth descriptor, organizes and maintains useful records;
communicates effectively with parents/students, vwere low. Both the Kendall’s tau and the
Spearman’s rho yielded a -.025. The practical significance was also at the lowest level.
The descriptor embodies two different tasks, as compared to most of the other descriptors
which described only one task, and perhaps this provided for a larger range of
interpretations in this category.

Correlations for descriptor number five, provides prompt and immediate feedback
to students to move them to the next level, a Kendall’s tau of .172 and a Spearman’s rho of
.186 were found. There was not a statistically significant correlation for this descriptor
between the student teachers’ self-reflection of performance and the student teachers’
performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team. The practical significance was
judged, “little, if any.” Perhaps, the participants disagreed on what was prompt and
immediate.

For descriptor number six, uses a variety of assessment techniques to evaluate
curriculum and instrﬁction, correlations were too low to be considered statistically
significant. The Kendall’s tau indicated a .162 and the Spearman’s rho a .177. Using the
Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I ( page 37) to interpret the practical significance, it was judged
to be “little, if any.” This descriptor called for the participants to judge a variety of
techniques which may have contributed to a wider range of results between the matched

forms.
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Correlations on the seventh descriptor, monitors and modifies teaching strategies in
relation to student success, were (Kendall’s tau) .201 and (Spearman’s rho) .216. This
indicated a statistical significance at the .05 level. “Little, if any” was the practical
significance interpretation. There appears to be a degree of agreement between the groups
for this descriptor.

For descriptor number eight, uses student pedoMce data to improve instruction,
correlations were Kendall’s tau of .046 and Spearman’s rho of .051. These scores did not
indicate a statistically significant relationship. The practical significance level was also at
the lowest level. It appeared that opinions differed from the student teachers and their
evaluation team regarding the use or non-use of student performance data to improve
instruction.

Correlations on the ninth descriptor, assesses, analyzes, and communicates
accurately the effectiveness of instruction, were on the Kendall’s tau .278 and Spearman’s
rho .303. The scores indicated a correlation that was statistically significant at the .01 level
of significance. The practical significance was judged to be at the “little, if any” level.
There appeared to be a measure of agreement between the groups for this descriptor.

For descriptor number ten, evaluates student achievement and determines amount
of progress, correlations showed a Kendall’s tau of .194 and a Spearman’s rho of .208.
Both tests indicated a statistical significance level at the .05 level. The practical
significance was low at the “little, if any” level. This descriptor describes a skill ( for
example, grades) with which both student teachers and classroom teachers are more

familiar.
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Correlations for the last descriptor for this category, number eleven, evaluates
student attitudes toward learning and determines amount of positive change, were for the
Kendall’s tau .169 and the Spearman’s rho .181. The practical significance was at the
lowest level, “little, if any.” Attitude is an area that can be interpreted in a variety of w;ys
and with varying degrees of change. Perhaps, this variety of interpretations accounts for
the low levels of agreement for this descriptor.

In looking at the assessment and evaluation category as a whole, correlations on
four descriptors out of eleven were considered statistically significant. number two, uses
information from a variety of sources to make instructional decisions; number seven,
monitors and modifies teaching strategies in relation to student success; number nine,
assesses, analyzes, and communicates accurately the effectiveness of instruction; and
number ten evaluates student achievement and determines amount of progress. The
remaining correlations were not statistically significant.

As a whole, the assessment and evaluation category did not show a statistically
significant correlation for a majority of the category’s descriptors. For research question
number three, is there a statistically significant relationship between the student teachers’
self-reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed
by their evaluation team for the assessment and evaluation category of the ‘Student
Teaching Final Evaluation,” the category did not show a strong enough relationship to be
considered statistically significant.

The correlations on descriptor number two, uses information from a variety of

sources to make instructional decisions, showed a “low positive” correlation level on the
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Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I (page 37) for the ‘Rule of Thumb for Interpreting the Size of a
Correlation Coefficient.” From a practical interpretation, the “low positive” interpretation
for descriptor number two was stili a low correlation. When the “r” factor is squared, less
than 10% of the relationship between the student teachers’ self-reflection of performance
and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team can be
atiributed to each other. The other descriptors showed a practical interpretation of “little,
if any”, which was an even lower level of correlation.

The results for the assessment and evaluation category can be interpreted as not
statistically or practically significant, and the correlations for the four descriptors that were
significant were, at best, low correlations. Assessment and evaluation may often be quite
subjective and this may explain the low correlation figures.

Learning Environment

The learning environment section focuses on the creation of the learning
environment that promotes the development of student abilities. In addition, it assesses the
effective management of classroom resources (Bibler et al., 1998).

Table V displays an overview of the analysis. It also displays the results of SPSS
data for Kendall’s tau and Spearman’s rho. Each correlation is marked as to the level of
statistical significance and includes an interpretation for each correlation’s level of practical
significance using the Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I (page 37) for the “Rule of Thumb for
Interpreting the Size of a Correlation Coefficient.” This category contains eight

descriptors.
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TABLE V

LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

Descriptors Kendall Spearman Hinkle
1. Uses strategies in which students work .238* 249** | little, if
collaboratively, independently, and purposefully. any
2. Assists students in developing shared expectations 065 .070 little, if
for interactions and responsibilities. any
3. Establishes and maintains standards of mutually 068 .072 little, if
respectful interaction. any
4. Uses management techniques which foster self- 211* 225* little, if
control and self-discipline. any
5. Communicates and challenges students in a positive, | .194* .197* little, if
purposeful manner. any
6. Organizes, allocates, and manages resources to 049 .052 little, if
engage students in productive learning, any
7. Maximizes the amount of class time spent in .218* 233* little, if
learning, any
8. Demonstrates flexibility and modifies procedures as | .222* 231* little, if
situations demand. any

*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations for the first descriptor, uses strategies in which students work
collaboratively, independently, and purposefully were statistically significant at the .05 level
for the .238 on the Kendall’s tau and .249 on the Spearman’s rho. Practically speaking, the
correlations for this first descriptor were judged at the “little, if any” level. This descriptor
provided for a three-fold result, perhaps this variety of interpretations could provide a clue
to the rather low practical correlations.

For descriptor number two, assists students in developing shared expectations for
interactions and responsibilities, correlation results from the SPSS data were a Kendall’s
tau of .065 and a Spearman’s rho of .070, which were too low to be considered statistically
significant. The practical significance was also at the lowest level. This descriptor seems
vague; this may be one of the reasons why the significance levels were low.

For the third descriptor, establishes and maintains standards of mutually respectful
interaction, correlations of .068 on the Kendall’s tau and .072 on the Spearman’s rho were
found. These outcomes indicated levels too low to be statistically significant. This
descriptor may represent differing opinions as to what was a respectful interaction or the
difficulty that some student teachers have in establishing mutual respect between
themselves and their new students. The student teacher is sometimes viewed as “not a real
teacher.”

For correlations on descriptor number four, uses management techniques which
foster self-control and self-discipline, the students’ self-reflection of performance and the
student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team were

statistically significant at the .05 level. The Kendall’s tau indicated a .211 and the
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Spearman’s rho a .225 test results. The practicail significance level was at the lowest level
of “little, if any.” Although developing management techniques can be a challenge, there
was a level of agreement on this descriptor.

The fifth descriptor in the learning environment category, communicates and
challenges students in a positive, purposeful manner, a Kendall’s tau score of .194 and a
Spearman’s rho score of .197 were found. These correlations were statistically significant
at the .05 level. The practical significance was at the lowest level. Because of the large
number of evaluation forms (108 matched forms), it was easier to obtain statistically
significant results. The practical significance provided a fuller picture of the results. The
two groups of participants had only low levels of agreement, practically speaking,

For another descriptor, number six, organizes, allocates, and manages resources to
engage students in productive learning, the SPSS correlation results showed .049 and .052
on the Kendall’s tau and the Spearman’s rho, respectively; there was no statistically
significant correlation for this descriptor. The practical significance was also at the lowest
level of interpretation. This descriptor was multi-faceted; perhaps, the variety of items to
assess increased the variability of resulfs.

For the seventh descriptor, maximizes the amount of class time spent in learning, a
Kendall’s tau of .218 and a Spearman’s rho of .233 were derived. SPSS indicated that
these correlations were statistically significant at the .05 significance level for the two
variables (the student teachers’ self-reflection of performance and the student teachers’
performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team). The statistically significant

levels were not high enough to raise the practical significance above the lowest level. This
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descriptor focused on an area of potentially differing opinions, for example, what
maximizing means, or someone’s view of what was the most important way to spend class
time.

For the last descriptor in the leaming environment category, number eight,
demonstrates flexibility and modifies procedures as situations demand, a Kendall’s tau of
222 and a Spearman’s rho of .231 were found. These correlations were statistically
significant at the .05 level. The practical significance level was also at the lowest level.
What is flexible to one individual is often perceived as rigid to another person; this may
create a variety of interpretations.

Correlations on five out of eight descriptors were statistically significant in this
category. In summanzng the leaming environment category, it could be described as
having a majority of the correlations that were statistically significant. This is the strongest
showing in any category to this point. For research question number four, is there a
statistically significant relationship between the student teachers’ self-reflection of
performance and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by their

evaluation team for the learning environment category of the “Student Teaching Final
Evaluation,” there was a statistically significant relationship.

Although the results indicate a statistically significant relationship, the practical
aspects need to be considered. Every correlation for each descriptor, as indicated on the
Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I (page 37) for the ‘Rule of Thumb for Interpreting the Size of a

Correlation Coefficient,” indicated a “little, if any” practical significance. The relationship
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was interpreted, from a practical point of view, as low. The learning environment of a
classroom takes time and experience to develop, so this category has provided a variety of
returns.

Professional Growth

This section centers on three areas, (1) the student teacher collaborates with
colleagues and appropriate others (2) the student teacher engages in professional
development (3) the student teacher performs professional responsibilities efficiently.
There are nine descriptors in this section (Bibler et al., 1998).

Table VI displays an overview of the analysis. It also displays the results of SPSS
data for Kendall’s tau and Spearman’s rho. Each correlation is marked as to the level of
statistical significance, including the practical interpretation for each correlation based on
the Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I (page 37) for the “Rule of Thumb for Interpreting the Size
of a Correlation Coefficient.” This category contains nine descriptors with descriptors
number five through nine under the heading, “performs professional responsibilities
efficiently.”

Correlations for the first descriptor, demonstrates productive leadership or team
membership skills, the Kendall’s tau and the Spearman’s rho were .198 and .213,
respectively. Both correlations were statistically significant at the .05 level. The students’
self-reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed
by their evaluation team indicated a statistically significant relationship between the two

variables. In looking at the practical significance, the Hinkle et al. (1994) chart was used to
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TABLE VI

PROFESSIONAL GROWTH

Descriptor Kendall Spearman Hinkle

1. Demonstrates productive leadership or team .198* .213* little, if
membership skills. any

2. Participates in collegial activities to make the school | .222* .246* little, if
a productive learning environment. any

3. Provides evidence of performance levels and .195* .210* little, if
articulates strengths and areas for growth. any

4. Articulates a professional development plan to 294** | 324** | little, if
improve performance and repertoire. any

5. Maintains accurate and up-to-date records. .150 157 little, if
any

6. Completes assigned tasks on schedule. 257** | 269** | little, if
any

7. Maintains a satisfactory record of punctuality and 284** | 298** | little, if
attendance. any

8. Follows applicable policies and procedures. .194* .199* little, if
any

9. Maintains confidentiality and fulfills legal 227* 232%* little, if
responsibilities. any

*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).




interpret the practical significance at the lowest level, “little, if any.” The participants did
not agree, to any great degree, on the student’s performance for this descriptor.

For descriptor number two, participates in collegial activities to make the school a
productive learning environment, a .222 on the Kendall’s tau and a .246 on the Spearman’s
rho were found. These results indicated a statistically significant correlation at the .05
level. The practical significance was at the lowest level. It may be difficult for the
evaluation team to know what activities in which the student teacher is involved outside of
the Professional Development School.

Correlations for the third descriptor, provides evidence of performance levels and
articulates strengths and areas for growth, were .195 (Kendall’s tau) and .210 (Spearman’s
rho). The results were statistically significant at the .05 level. The practical significance
followed the same pattern of the category, “little, if any.” This descriptor called for
evidence of performance or the articulation of strength and growth areas. This may have
been done, but not recalled by a larger portion of one particular group.

Correlations on descriptor number four, articulates a professional development plan
to improve performance and repertoire, were for the Kendall’s tau .294 and the Spearman’s
rho .324. They were statistically significant at the .01 level. The practical significance level
was “little, if any,” but very close to the next level. It appeared that the participants were
more in agreement on the development plan than on any other area in the category of
professional growth.

Descriptor number five, maintains accurate and up-to-date records, comes under

the more general heading of performs professional responsibilities efficiently. Correlations
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for this descriptor (Kendall’s tau .150 and Spearman’s rho .157) were not statistically
significant. From a practical viewpoint, this was a low correlation. There appeared to be a
lack of agreement on whether the records were either accurate or up-to-date. It is difficult
to determine if the issue was one or the other, or both.

Correlations for the sixth descriptor, completes assigned tasks on schedule, were
.257 for Kendall’s tau and .269 for the Spearman’s rho. Both correlations were significant
at the .01 level. On the test of practical significance the correlations were “little, if any.”
There seems to be some agreement about whether given tasks were completed on schedule
or not.

Another descriptor, number seven, maintains a satisfactory record of punctuality
and attendance, had correlations of .284 and .298 for the Kendall’s tau and the Spearman’s
rho, respectively. These were significant at the .01 level. The practical significance was
still at the lowest level, “little, if any,” but very close to the next level. There appears to be
some agreement about whether the student teacher was punctual and maintained a
satisfactory record of attendance.

Correlations for the eighth descriptor, follows applicable policies and procedures,
were .194 on the Kendall’s tau and .199 on the Spearman’s rho. This placed the results in
the .05 statistical significance level. The lowest level was the level for practical
significance. There could possibly be differing opinions about what policies and procedures
applied to a given situation, and whether they were followed or not. Also, whose policies
and procedures apply, the assigned school or the university? There may not have been

agreement among the participants.
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Correlations for the final descriptor for this section, number nine, maintains
confidentiality and fulfills legal responsibilities, were Kendall’s tau .227 and Spearman’s
rho .232. The results placed these correlations in the .05 level of statistical significance.
The practical significance was again at the lowest level. In many cases, this information
may not be known, so the reported results could vary from the actual situations.

In summarizing the professional growth category, it could be described as having a
majority of the correlations that were statistically significant. Eight out of nine correlations
were stati_stically significant in this category. For research question number four, is there a
statistically significant relationship between the student teachers’ self-reflection and the
student teachers’ evaluation by their evaluation team for the learning environment category
of the “Student Teaching Final Evaluation,” there was a statistically significant relationship.

Although the results indicate a significant relationship, the practical significance
needs to be considered. The correlations on every descriptor, as indicated on the Hinkle et
al. (1994) Table I (page 37) for the ‘Rule of Thumb for Interpreting the Size of a
Correlation Coefficient”, indicated a “little, if any™ practical significance. This practical
significant relationship can only be interpreted, from a realistic point of view, as a low one.

This category showed a much higher number of statistically significant correlations
than most of the other categories. There seemed to be several descriptors that contained a
more objective type of description, such as punctuality, attendance, and maintaining

accurate records. It would appear to be an easier category to assess.
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Communication

The communication section of the student teaching final evaluation focuses on two
areas: (1) use of appropriate verbal and non-verbal techniques to communicate effectively
with students, parents, and appropriate others and (2) writes clearly and correctly. There
are a total of six descriptors in this section (Bibler, et al. 1998).

Table VII displays an overview of the analysis. It also displays the results of SPSS
data for Kendall’s tau and Spearman’s rho. Each correlation is marked as to the level of
statistical significance, including the interpretation for each level of practical significance
using the Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I (page 37) “Rule of Thumb for Interpreting the Size of
a Correlation Coefficient.” There were six descriptors, with descriptor numbers four, five,
and six under the more general heading, “writes clearly and effectively.”

For descriptor number one, demonstrates an understanding of effective verbal and
non-verbal communication, correlations of .259 on the Kendall’s tau and .267 on the
Spearman’s rho were found. These results indicated correlations that were statistically
significant at the .01 level of significance. The practical significance was interpreted as
“little, if any, ” a low practical relationship. Because of the large numbers in the research
‘population, (108 matched forms) it was easier to obtain statistically significant results, but
the practical significance provided a fuller picture of the relationship between the variables.
Judging someone’s understanding can be a difficult process. In addition, this descriptor
called for determining the effectiveness of verbal communication, which required a rather

quick judgement on the part of the participants.
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TABLE VI

COMMUNICATION

Descriptors Kendall Spearman Hinkle

1. Demonstrates an understanding of effective verbal 259** | 267** | little, if
and non-verbal communication. any

2. Models effective communication strategies in all 157 162 little, if
interactions with students. any

3. Uses appropriate grammar and word choice for 1T 223* little, if
clear, concise exchange of information. any

4. Uses correct grammar. 125 130 little, if
any

5. Organizes information logically. 097 .098 little, if
any

6. Designs communication appropriate to the 247** | .250** | little, if
audience. any

*Correlation is statistically significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).

Correlations for the second descriptor, models effective communication strategies
in all interactions with students, were .157 on the Kendall’s tau and .162 on the Spearman’s
rho. These results placed them in the not statistically significant correlation category. The
practical significance was also not significant. The two participants (student teachers and
their evaluation team) apparently did not agree whether or not, or to what degree, this
descriptor was met.

Another descriptor, number three, uses appropriate grammar and word choice for
clear, concise exchange of information, showed correlations of .217 and .223 on the
Kendall’s tau and the Spearman’s rho, respectively. These results indicated a statistically

significant level of .0S. The practical significance level was again at the lowest level. This
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descriptor is somewhat easier to judge than a verbal exchange, so perhaps this accounts for
abit higher level of statistical significance.

Descriptor number four, uses correct grammar, comes under the broader heading,
writes clearly and effectively. Correlations (the Kendall’s tau - .125 and the Spearman’s
rho - .130) were not statistically significant. The practical significance level was at the
“little, if any,” level. Perhaps, the difference may be that the student teacher was not fully
aware when he/she has used incorrect grammar, and so assumed that it was correct.

Correlations on the fifth descriptor, organizes information logically, were not
statistically significant. The Kendall’s tau indicated a score of .097 and the Spearman’s rho
a score of .098. The practical significance was also interpreted at the lowest level, “little, if
any.” There appeared to be little agreement between the participants on this descriptor.

The final correlations for this section, descriptor number six, designs
communication appropriate to the audience, provided a Kendall’s tau result of .247 and a
Spearman’s rho of .250. The results indicated a correlation that was statistically significant
at the .01 level. The practical significance was still at the lowest level. This would imply a
somewhat higher level of agreement. It may have centered on whether it was appropriate
or not for the given audience.

Correlations on the communication section were significant for three of the six
descriptors. For research question number six, is there a statistically significant relationship
between the student teachers’ self-reflection and the student teachers’ evaluation by their
evaluation team for the communication category of the “Student Teaching Final

Evaluation,” there was a statistically significant relationship. Correlations for half of the
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descriptors were statistically significant, and correlations for the other half of the
descriptors were not statistically significant.

In looking at the practical viewpoint, none of the correlations for the descriptors
had any interpretation other than “little, if any’” on the Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I (page
37) for the “Rule of Thumb for Interpreting the Size of a Correlation Coefficient.” The
correlations can be interpreted as statistically significant, but practically speaking, the
correlations were low.

The communication category can often be an area where people disagree on
whether effective communication has taken place, whether the communication was
appropriate for a given audience, and the individual’s word choice to convey the concise
exchange of information. The interesting part of the results for this category were that
higher scores were obtained on communication descriptors than more objective descriptors
such as, uses correct grammar, organizes information logically, and models effective
communication strategies. It was really unclear as to why that occurred.

Literature Links

In comparing the information from the review of the literature and the results of this
study, there were areas where others found similar results. There was a lack of research on
the selection process for cooperating teachers (Conner & Killmer, 1995). The cooperating
teachers, it is suggested, have not been trained sufficiently to describe and interpret the
events that take place in the classroom and find it dimcul;: to discern growth in the student
teacher (Melnick, 1989) (Kilgore, 1979). In this study, the student teachers were

sometimes supervised by novice teachers as well as master teachers. Approximately one-
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fourth of the survey forms from the evaluation teams in this study showed little if any
variation on the rating scale. Some forms gave one particular number throughout the entire
form, which may suggest a lack of variability in interpreting events. Melnick (1989) found
this lack of variability and suggested that it may indicate a need for additional training in
supervision.

McNaly, et al. (1997) describe the student teaching experience as a continuum
between a “sink or swim™ and a rigidly monitored process. The experience is dependent on
relationships and is unique to each situation. This may suggest a measure of complexity in
the student teacher/evaluation team relationship and may explain the lack of strong
correlations on the evaluation instruments.

Ross (1989) suggested that the practice of reflection is a progressive development.
If that is true, then perhaps the student teachers are not as far along on the reflective
practitioner developmental scale as their evaluation team, therefore, the evaluation surveys
do not show a closer relationship because of the different stages of development of
perception on the many variables in this study between the two groups.

SUMMARY
This chapter, on the results of the study, included the six categories of the
evaluation form (planning, teaching strategies, assessment and evaluation, leaming
environment, professional growth, and communication) and the correlations of both the
Kendall’s tau and the Spearman’s rho for each separate descriptor along with a summary of
each category. Correlations for 32 of the 56 descriptors, or 57%, were statistically

significant at the .05 level. SPSS data indicated that a statistically significant relationship
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existed between the student teachers’ self-reflection of performance and the student
teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team for 57% of the
correlations. Correlations for 24 of the 56 descriptors, or 43%, were not statistically
significant.

In addition, practical interpretations for each category were presented according to
Hinkle, et al. (1994). All ofthe correlations for this study indicated low practical
significance levels.

This chapter also contained links from this correlational study to the
literature research. The summary, conclusions, and recommendations for this study are

presented in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER V-

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

INTRODUCTION
The goal of this research study was to determine the relationship between the
student teachers’ self-reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance
evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team, comprised of master and/or novice teachers.
The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the results, provide a conclusion, and to
provide recommendations for further study.
Summary

The purpose of this correlational study was to explore the relationship between the
student teachers’ self-reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance
evaluation as viewed by their evaluation team. Specifically, did the student teachers’
reflection of their teaching skills correspond with their evaluation by the on-site team
regarding the six areas investigated by the “Student Teaching Final Evaluation™?

The subjects of the study were student teachers in elementary and secondary
education in attendance at the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga who were assigned
to Professional Development Schools (PDS) IT to complete their student teaching during the
spring semester of 1999 and their assigned evaluation team. There were ten different PDS
I sites in which the students were assigned to do their student teaching.

In this chapter, each research question was explored separately and compared with
the results of the SPSS analysis for Kendall’s tau and Spearman’s rho. In addition, each
question was analyzed for practical significance using the Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I (page
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37) “Rule of Thumb for Interpreting the Size of a Correlation Coefficient.” There were six
research questions that this study explored.

1. Is there a statistically significant relationship between the student teachers’ self-
reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by
their evaluation team for the planning category of the “Student Teaching Final Evaluation™?
There were six of the nine descriptors, numbers one, two, three, four, five, and seven,
whose correlations were statistically significant at the .05 level of significance. The
correlations for numbers six, eight, and nine were not statistically significant. For research
question number one, the analysis indicated a statistically significant relationship. When
using the Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I (page 37) for the “Rule of Thumb for Interpreting the
Size of a Correlation Coefficient,” the degree of relationship was low. The correlations for
descriptor number three were interpreted as a “low positive” rating on the interpretation
chart. The correlations on the remaining descriptors all had “little, if any” practical
significance.

2. Is there a statistically significant relationship between the student teachers’ self
reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by
their evaluation team for the teaching strategies category of the ‘Student Teaching Final
Evaluation™? There were only six (numbers six, seven, nine, eleven, twelve and thirteen) of
the thirteen descriptors for this category that had correlations that were statistically
significant. Correlations for numbers one, two, three, four, five, eight, and ten were not
statistically significant. SPSS data did not show statistically significant relationships for a

majority of the correlations.
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Descriptor number twelve showed a “low positive” correlation on the Hinkle et al.
(1994) Table I (page 37) for the “Rule of Thumb for Interpreting the Size of a Correlation
Coeflicient.” This was still considered a low correlation. The remaining correlations for the
descriptors all showed “little, if any” (which is the lowest category) on the Hinkle et al.
(1994) chart. As a whole, correlations for the teaching strategies category were interpreted
as not statistically significant, and from a practical viewpoint, the correlations for the
descriptors that were practically significant were, at best, low correlations.

3. Is there a statistically significant relationship between the student teachers’ self-
reflection of performance and the étudent teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by
their evaluation team for the assessment and evaluation category of the “Student Teaching
Final Evaluation™?

The results for the assessment and evaluation category were interpreted as not
statistically significant, because out of eleven descriptors, only four of the eleven
correlations were statistically significant. Those four were, at best, low correlations from a
practical viewpoint.

4. Is there a statistically significant relationship between the student teachers’ self-
reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by
their evaluation team for the leaming environment category of the Student Teaching Final
Evaluation™? Correlations for five of the eight descriptors were statistically significant for
this category.

The practical aspects also need to be considered. Correlations for every descriptor,

as indicated on the Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I (page 37) for the ‘Rule of Thumb for
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Interpreting the Size of a Correlation Coefficient,” specified a “little, if any” practical
- significant. This practical significant relationship was interpreted as a low relationship.

S. Is there a statistically significant relationship between the student teachers’ self-
reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by
their evaluation team for the professional growth category of the “Student Teaching Final
Evaluation”? SPSS data indicated that eight out of nine correlations were statistically
significant in this category.

Although the SPSS data indicated a statistically significant relationship, the practical
aspects needed to be considered. The correlations for each descriptor, as indicated on the
Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I (page 37) for the ‘Rule of Thumb for Interpreting the Size of a
Correlation Coefficient,” indicated a “little, if any” practical significance, so the practical
significant relationship was interpreted as a low one.

6. Is there a statistically significant relationship between the student teachers’ self-
reflection of performance and the student teachers’ performance evaluation as viewed by
their evﬂuation team for the communication category of the “Student Teaching Final
Evaluation”? The communication section yielded correlations that were statistically
significant for three of the six descriptors. SPSS data indicated that correlations for half of
the descriptors were statistically significant and half were not statistically significant.

In looking at the category from a practical viewpoint, correlations for all of the
descriptors listed the interpretation as “little, if any” on the Hinkle et al. (1994) Table I
(page 37) for the “Rule of Thumb for Interpreting the Size of a Correlation Coefficient.”

The practical significance for this category was interpreted as a low relationship.

77



Conclusions

There were several findings that deserve attention. In spite of the lack of research
on the selection process for cooperating teachers (Conner & Killmer, 1995), it would seem
that preference for student teaching placements should be given to experienced teachers, not
novice teachers. It takes time for an individual to develop his/her teaching style, and it may
be difficult to be in the process of developing that style and to also be involved in the
training of another person.

The training of the cooperating teachers in an evaluation team seems to be critical.
In spite of the lack of research on the training process (Melnick, 1989) (Kilgore, 1979), the
need was, nevertheless, indicated. The “Student Teaching Final Evaluation” instrument is a
complex one, and some agreement on the use of the form would seem to be an important
part of this evaluation process. Hamilton County teachers are trained on the instrument by
their administrators. In addition, as an evaluation team member, they are trained on the
document by the UTC Professors in Residence at each PDS II site. That training may need
to include more details on the interpretations of the various descriptors. Videos, role plays,
or other means of communication could provide additional assistance to the evaluation
team. An evaluation of the training process should be conducted to determine whether the
training goals are being met.

Again, this training should be evaluated to determine whether it is working. When
25% of the evaluation teams are rating the student teachers high in every area, it may be that

they view the student teachers to be outstanding, or it may suggest a possible problem area.
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Perhaps, the evaluation teams are unable to detect variability in the skills of the student
teachers. In addition there may be some emotional issues attached to this instrument,
because it is the instrument that is also used to evaluate classroom teachers in Tennessee.
Perhaps, the evaluation team is influenced by that knowledge.

Melnick (1989) found this lack of variability in his research. With some additional
training or a better kind of training, perhaps the forms would indicate more variability in
interpreting events that occur. If the evaluation team is responsible for evaluating the
student teacher, as it is at UTC, then that training would seem to be vital to the success of
the program.

In the triad model, the university supervisor sees many student teachers and through
training and experience, he/she becomes an expert on evaluating the student teachers. Most
cooperating teachers or evaluation teams do not have the benefit of that type of additional
training or the exposure to a large variety of student teachers that would enable them to
evaluate the student teachers in comparison to others. This lack of professional training and
experience points to the need for effective training and to the importance of building a core
of evaluation tearn members to enhance the professionalism of the program. The UTC
evaluation teams are used repeatedly (at least twice each year). It may be desirable to
observe and evaluate the training of the evaluation teams.

UTC is also providing some training to cohort groups of student teachers on the use
of the document. Another area of concemn is the development of the relationship between
the student teacher and his/her evaluation team. Some guidelines should be provided for

that process. McNaly, et al., (1997) indicated that there is a wide range of encounters that
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student teachers experience. Without making the process so structured as to interfere with
the uniqueness of the relationship, there does seem to be a need for attention to the
matching of the student teacher’s needs and the evaluation team that can best meet those
needs.

Ross (1989) talked about the development of reflective practice as being a
progressive development. Because this evaluation instrument is used throughout the
student’s preparation and after the student is hired as a teacher, attention should be given to
developing reflective skills. This document could become one way to assess that
development. The research by Ross (1989) would also seem to add credibility to the need
for using experienced teachers as members of the evaluation team.

The student teachers and their evaluation team meet together to examine the results
of the “Student Teaching Final Evaluation.” This process should provide an opportunity for
the student teachers to obtain specific feedback on the various descriptors of the evaluation
and could aid in their development as reflective practitioners. The student teachers would
then be able to compare their perception of their performance with their evaluation team’s
perception of the student teachers’ performance. Not only would this enrich the student
teaching experience, but it would also provide a head start on the students’ first year
teaching evaluations.

Recommendations for Further Research

A replication of this study should be done with a few changes in the survey form.

One of the concerns with the instrument was that it contained grid blocks next to areas

without a descriptor, so it appeared that some respondents marked incorrectly as evidenced
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by markings in those blocks. This may have slightly tainted the results of this study. In
addition, the survey combines two separate concepts into one level. For example, in level
one, the direction is given “student teacher has not yet developed or used this skill.” The
difference between not developed and not used is, or may be, quite wide, and may be two
very different concepts. This level also contained the “not demonstrated” on a given skill.
The student teacher may have developed, used, and/or demonstrated this skill, but it was not
observed by the evaluation team. The survey may need another level to deal with this
problem.

Additional research would be helpful to determine whether the correlations on the
descriptors that were found to be statistically significant in this study were concepts that
were stressed in the teacher training program at UTC. If so, then additional training in the
other areas would be suggested to enable the students and evaluation team to show higher
levels of statistical significance and practical significance.

Further research should be done, with this instrument, using trained university
supervisors to validate the capability of the evaluation team to evaluate the student teacher.
Additional training for the evaluation teams would seem to assist them in evaluating student
teachers. According to the literature, it is uncertain what that training should involve
(Yamashita (1990[as cited in Connor & Killmer, 1995]), however, it would seem reasonable
to provide sessions that would include a careful look at the evaluation instrument with
examples that would help the team to look for certain behaviors/attitudes in the student

teaching process. Further research should be conducted following this type of training,
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In addition, a follow-up study of this same group of student teachers three years
later, with their administrators serving as their team evaluators, would seem to be a worthy
research project. This kind of study would be one way of assessing whether self-reflection
skills are developmental and may suggest that the two groups in this study are merely at
different developmental stages in their journey towards reflective teaching.

Some experienced supervisors of student teachers perceive that student teachers rate
themselves lower than others rate them. This would support the concept that “self-
evaluation” is usually lower than “outside” evaluation.

Another possible explanation for the lack of stronger correlations may be that the
range of the ordinal scale is too restricted and does not show the relationships that may
actually exist. Another related explanation may be that the nonparametric tests that were
used in this study do not lend themselves to this type of statistical evaluation. The tests that
were used seem to be the best ones that are available, but nevertheless, they may not be
adequate for this study.

It is hoped that this study will encourage others to continue to research the student
teaching experience as well as the broader field of teacher education. This study then ends

with the need for further research.
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APPENDIX A

MEMORANDUM

TO: \ls. Bonnie Peterson Fder
TIT Tee Vop Drine
Cohuua. <iA 30710

Dean Rowel
104 Claxton Addition
Campus \Mail

Cad
FROM: lan Rockent l‘{/
SUBJECT: Approval of Form A Review - Use of Human Subjects in Rescarch
DATE: September 300 1999

The Commitiee has reviewed »our Form A and huas approsed it tor Compliance with Human
Subject Research Guidelines tor the Project: “The Relutionship Between the Swudent Teacher's
Scit-retlection and the Cooperating Teacher’s By aluations™.

Autached is the signed permission torm. It you have any gquestions. please teel free o contact me

au423)973-3112.

€3 \is. Brenda Lawson
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APPENDIX B
(Page 1 of Form)

The University of Tennessee at Chattanooga
College of Education and Applied Professional Studies

Student Teaching Final Evaluation

STUDENTTEACHER (LAST. FIRST. MIDDLE: SOCIAL SECURITY & DATE
" SCHOOL CITY. STATE
CRADE LEVEL:S, SUBIECTLS) LUTC PROFESSOR-IN-RESIDENCE

SUMMARY RECORDING: Mark the proficiency leve! from tae insiructiona: Develcpment Scale for each area listed.  Levet
! or Leve: 2 should be selected i. according to the guiceiines [or using the Framework tor Evaluation and Professional
Growth. the Area/M emen: S wouid be identified 2s an area to strengthen. Level 3 should be selected if the
stugent’s adii:ty conforms to Rubric Level A and is not designated as an ared to strengthen. Level 4 should be selected it the
studen!’s 2b:itty conforms to Rubric Level B. The descnpiors below are drawn from the measurement statements 1ound i1n
the Framework dut are slightly abbreviated. For the fuii statements. consch the Framework for Evaluation and Protessional
Growh.

Level | = Student teacher has not yet developed or used this skill.
Lev2i 2 = Studen: teacher is beginning to incorporate this skill it is/her instructional repertoire.
evel 3 = Student teacher uses this skil! appropnately and competentiy.
Lesvei 4 = Student teacher uses this skill consistently with 3 high degree of competence and confidence.
{ ARE4 ] _ EFI R
Planning

1. Establishes long-term goals reflecting a student-centered cumculum.
Establishes goals and objectives which address studen: needs ai the appropriate level.
Esubiishes goals and objectives which address the thinking process.

D

4. Esaluates goa! achievemenv/plans.

3. Marches instruction to goals and objectives. strategies. assessments and student needs.

6. Provides instruction integrating knowledge. skills. and methods from related subject areas.
7. Provides insuruction integrating matenals. human resources. and technology.

3. Understands and identifies different student approaches to leaming and performance.

9. Meets instructional needs of students from diverse cultures with different leaming needs.

Teaching Strategies

. Uadzrstands concepts. assumptions, and processes of inquiry cenual to discipline.
Vartes instructional role re content, purposes of instruction, and student needs.
Uszs multiple explanations of concepts, captures key ideas. links student understanding:
Paces the lesson appropriately.
Clarifies directions and explanations when students misunderstand.
Engages students in active leaming to promote critical thinking and problem-solving.
Helps studenis assume responsibility for identifying and using varied learning resources.
Provides practice activities which support the achievement of instructional goals.
Engages students in generating knowledge.
Links leamning to students’ prior knowledge, experiences, and cultural backgrounds.
Elicits examples of student thinking that simulate reflection on own and others’ ideas.
Facilitates internalization of leaming and development o f employability skills.
Organizes. prepares, monitors independent and group work allowing for full participation.

[V D

(PETR=-R NNV VR
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APPENDIX B
(Page 2 of Form)

Student Teaching Final Evaluation

AREX

Assessment and Evaluation

ok 8 .-

H Q\ fl- 4

Uses ussessmen: strategies and instruments appropriate 1o leaming expectations.

Uses information trom a variety of sources tomake instructionai decisions.
Interprews assessment data appropriately and uses « for diagnosis and instruction.
Organizes aad maintains useful records: communicates efiectively with parents/students.
Provides prompt and immediate feedback tu students 10 move taem to the next levei.
Uses a wariety of assessment techniques ic evaivate curriculum ané mstruction.
Monttors and modifies teaching strategies 1 relaton 1o stud=nt success.

Uses student pertormance data {0 improve instrestion.

Assesses. analyzes. and communicates accurateiy the effectiveness of instruction.
Evaluates student achievement and determinss amount of progress.

Evaluates student attitudes toward iearning anc dstermines amount of positive change.

Learning Environment

LV PRI I I

<

7

s

Uses strategies in which siudents werk collaborauveiy. independently, and purposerully.
Assists students in developing shared expectauons for interactions and responsibilities.
Establishes und maintains standards of mutuaily respectiul interaction.

Uses maragement techniques which foster sel:-control and self-discipiine.
Communicates anc chalienges students in a posi::ve. purposeful manner.

Organizes. allocates. and manages resources 1o engage students in productive leamning.
Maximuzes the amount of class time spent in learning.

Demonstrates flexibility and modities procedures as situauons demand.

Professional Growth

ok 4D =

e e

Demonstrates predustive Ieadership or team memoership skills.
Panticipates in coliegial activities to make the s$hooi a productive learning environment.
Provides e idence of performance levels and arusuiutes strengths and areas for growth.
Articciuates a professicnal development pian to1mprose periormance and repertoire.
Performs professional responsibilities erficiently:

Mauntains accurate and up-to-date records

Completes assigned tasks on schedule.

Maintains a satisfactory record of punctuality and atiendance.

Follows applicable policies and procedures.

Maintains confidentiality and fulfills legal rzsponsibilities.

Communication

ik e

IR

Demonstrates an understanding of effective verbal and non-verbal communication.
Models effecuve communication strategies 1n ali iateractions with students.
Uses appropriate grammar and word choice for clear. concise exchange of information.
Writes clearly and effectively:

Uses correct grammar.

Organizes information logically .

Designs communication appropriate 10 the audience.
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APPENDIX C

THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE

THE GRADUATE SCHOOL
Recommended Doctoral Committee Appolntment
e COFEDZi full:
(Socal Security Number)
2/08 /26
Bonnie B. Eder Deg‘nment HMpproval) “ Date

727 Tee Top Drive M A z

7Y — The Graduate Schalof (Approval) Date
Cohutta GA 30710

(City) (State) (Zp)

Commitiee Recommended: Type or print name and department. Signature indicates both acinowledgment of request and
willingness to serve.

Name Department Signature

\/.D.r._.ﬁ.l.annnn_nmgu___ ~Education

{Chairperson)

Ur. Mary Jane Connelly Educ in Sci-Math-Res & Tech
\/Dr. Lloyd Davis Leadership Studies
I/Dt. Cynthia Gettys Teacher Prep Academy (UTC)
G/D:. Dan Quarles Leadership Studies

. Mary Taaner

in Previously Appointed Committes: indicate above the recommended membership of the Committee. Signatures
are needed for new members and those being removed.© A statement indicating the reason for the proposed change must be
provided beiow by the department head.

Add to the Committee:
V Dr. Mary Taaner Education (UTC) 2 et MM
[%4
Remove from the Committee:

.a) De. Mary Jane Conuclly Zduc in Math-Sci-Res i Tech Mﬂ{ Lo e ;ﬁ

Reason for Changes:

TO felieve the diusectation lvad tor Dr. Conneally.

* Signatures are not requied o remove persans whose UT faculty anpointments tave been terminated or who are absent from the
campus for an extended oenod. o
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VITA

Bonnie Peterson Eder was born in Hutchinson, Minnesota, the youngest of eight
children. She attended parochial schools through 12* grade. She graduated from the
University of Wyoming in 1979 with a Bachelor of Science in Social Science and
received her teacher’s training from Jamestown College in Jamestown, North Dakota.

She began teaching in the Pierre (South Dakota) Public Schools in August, 1982.
After a family move to Georgia in 1985, she taught for eight years in the Gordon County
Public Schools. During that time, she completed a Master’s degree in middle grades
from Berry College, Mt. Berry, Georgia, and a Specialist degree in middle grades from
West Georgia College in Carrollton, Georgia in 1993.

She entered the doctoral program at the University of Tennessee/Knoxville in the
fall of 1997. The doctoral degree was received in August, 2000.

While enrolled in the doctoral program, she was teaching 7* grade at A. W.
Spalding Elementary School in Collegedale, Tennessee, a position which she held for
seven years. As of July 1, 2000, she was employed by the Texas Conference of Seventh-

day Adventist as an Associate Educational Superintendent.
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