Student Teacher Evaluation Form  

Both the Cooperating Teacher and the College Supervisor assess the pedagogical content knowledge of the student teacher via the Student Teacher Evaluation Form, which is administered twice per placement. This assessment tool is based upon the INTASC Principles and the SUNY Cortland 13 Learning Outcomes.  The form is in an on-line format and can be accessed at www.cortland.edu/edusurvey .  The student teacher completes a self-evaluation twice per placement, using the same evaluation form.  The on-line form was implemented in Spring 2003.  Description of the form and data for the Spring 2003 follow:

Student Teacher Evaluations 

The Field Placement Office places hundreds of teacher candidates in the schools every semester. This semester (Spring, 2003), over 350 students were placed in area schools. These placements include candidates in elementary (childhood) and secondary (adolescence) education, physical education, health and support service positions. The Student Teacher Evaluation (STE) is a mechanism for evaluating candidate performance in these placements. This section explains the development of the STE, summarizes preliminary data collected during the Spring 2003 semester, and outlines plans for improving the instrument and mechanisms for data collection.

Overview

Over the past two years, the Teacher Education Council (TEC) at SUNY Cortland has endeavored to create an assessment instrument to evaluate teacher candidates in their school placements. The aim of the TEC assessment committee was to develop a single instrument to provide systematic feedback to students as well as departments and programs. Initially, the targets of the assessment were developed through consensus of the college-wide committee assigned the task of determining outcomes shared by all the programs. 

The process was challenging because the assessment serves two purposes: feedback to candidates and programs. The candidates need an instrument that provides enough detail to be helpful in improving their practice. For the student candidate, the question is “what do I need to improve to become a good teacher?” Additionally, the college programs require an instrument that aggregates performance in an easily interpretable manner. For the college, the question is "what do we need to do to help the students become successful when placed in the schools?"

The initial Student Teacher Evaluation was developed in the Fall of 2001 and implemented in the Spring and Fall semesters of 2002. The first version of the STE was extremely detailed in order to provide responsive feedback to students. The 124-item rating scale was developed by the consensus of the committee as to what constitutes successful candidate performance. Although guided by the committee's knowledge of best practices, the items were not specifically aligned with professional standards. 

During the Spring 2002 and Fall 2003 semesters, field supervisors, cooperating teachers and students completed the 124-item STE four times over the course of the semester (See Table 1). The assessments were forwarded to each department for evaluation. 

Table 1. Student Teacher Evaluation Timeline:



First Quarter

· Mid-quarter evaluation of first placement (3rd or 4th week)

· Final evaluation of first placement (6th or 7th week)

Second Quarter

· Mid-quarter evaluation of second placement (10th-11th week)

· Final student teaching evaluation (15th-16th week)

The evaluations were used to guide discussion with the candidates and then placed in their files. Given the large number of students, the frequency of the evaluations, and the number of items on each assessment, the aggregation of these data became an obstacle in using them for program evaluation. Therefore, summative data for program evaluation was not collected. However, approximately 200 of the evaluations (from the Childhood Education Program) were randomly sampled from over 1200 submitted to determine how well items differentiated candidate performance. Additionally, interviews with the evaluators gave the committee valuable insights into the logistical issues involved in implementing such an extensive evaluation of the candidates. 

Last fall (Fall, 2002), the TEC assessment committee addressed the shortcomings of the initial STE. The committee focused creating a shorter assessment based specifically on INTASC principles. Instead of a lengthy rating scale, the committee opted for a 10-item assessment (with detailed performance rubrics). Each item could be scored "Target," "Acceptable," or "Unacceptable" and space for supporting comments was included to provide more detailed feedback to the candidates. Additionally, the revised STE was formatted into a web-based survey to facilitate aggregation. The revisions allowed evaluators to provide summative data for program evaluation and relevant details to candidates in a relatively short assessment. 

This spring (Spring, 2003), the 10-item, web-based survey was made available for the students, cooperating teachers, and field supervisors. A memo from the Dean of Professional Studies (Dr. Malone) notified the stakeholders about the option of completing the STE over the web, but also requested hard copies to be submitted as well. As of April 30, 2003, approximately 1400 evaluations were submitted for 348 teacher candidates in field placements.

Nearly all evaluators submitted on-line assessments over the course of the semester, but not for all of the four assessment periods. The majority of responses came from the Childhood and Early Childhood program (CEC), but many evaluators in Health (HLTH), Physical Education (PE) and Secondary Education (SEC) Departments also submitted results (Table 2.) 

Table 2: Counts of department responses to the STE


	Childhood/Early Childhood Education
	1074

	Health Education
	90

	Physical Education
	127

	Secondary Education
	107

	Total
	1398


Candidate Feedback

The results of the candidate evaluations were shared individually during periodic meetings with field supervisors and cooperating teachers. Beginning with the first mid-quarter evaluation, supervisors and cooperating teachers explain what the student should focus on to become effective teachers. 

Although teacher candidates receive extensive classroom involvement prior to student teaching, this one semester experience places the candidates “in charge” for the first time. Over the semester, candidates are expected to shift from participants to leaders. The process requires guidance along with an understanding that teaching skills do not develop in a uniformly sequential manner. Although a single assessment is used to evaluate the student teachers, it is not assumed that they will master these skills by the third or fourth week of the placement (the time of their initial evaluation). However, the initial evaluation identifies those students who are experiencing extreme challenges and require extra support to become successful. 

Beginning with the initial STE, student performance is reviewed by the Field Placement Office and the Departments to determine which students may be struggling. The combination of the rubric score and the qualitative comments provided by supervisors provide a quick, “triangulated” screening for students who require immediate intervention. The STE data is triangulated by sorting the quantitative summaries (ten 3-point rubrics yield a possible 30 points) and then by examining qualitative descriptions of the candidates. For example, early in a placement snow days may interrupt the normal teaching schedule. The supervisor has no opportunity to observe interactions that relate to the INTASC principles. The candidate may receive a low score on the scale tempered by the comments:

“The student teaching has included 14 days of school to this point. For the first 5, [he] observed. He then took attendance and taught from my lesson plan. He has written and taught two separate lessons so far. I do not feel there has been sufficient time for me to evaluate [him] in most areas.”

From submitted student evaluation (Spring, 2003)

This does not mean that the student is unsuccessful, only that there has been no opportunity to evaluate the performance. The comments clarify the reason for the low score and the only action necessary is to insure the opportunities to demonstrate the performances later in the semester. In another case, a low score combined with comments may provide information about a student who requires immediate intervention:

“Lacks effective classroom behavior management strategies.  Classroom instruction does not motivate students; enthusiasm is lacking and lesson delivery is slow and lacks creativity.” 

From submitted student evaluation (Spring, 2003)

The STE data is also triangulated through the use of multiple raters. Field supervisors and cooperating teachers observe candidate performance from unique perspectives. Substantial agreement between these sources strengthens the validity of the evaluation. Disagreement between sources provides an opportunity for discussion between the candidate, supervisor and teacher. 

Program Evaluation

Group summaries of candidate performances provide information useful in improving student training and placements. Aggregated data indicate which INTASC principles candidates are mastering and which standards they struggle to achieve. These summaries inform both coursework and the placement experience. Low ratings on specific standards may reflect knowledge, skills or dispositions not adequately taught before the field experience. The ratings may also reflect characteristics of the placement. 

Graph One summarizes the mean rating scores of candidates at early and late in their placements.  The columns indicate mean scores on rubrics aligned with the 10 INTASC principles. Candidate performance clearly improves over time. Although there is an overall improvement, the profiles illustrate where performances are relatively weak. Most noticeable is the area of assessment, which is the lowest rating at both points in time.

Graph 1. Mean STE scores early and late semester (Spring, 2003)
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This does not mean that the evaluators are finding candidates “unacceptable” in the area of assessment, only that there are fewer students in the “target” range (See Graph 2). It is unclear whether these ratings reflect on training or placement, but follow up interviews suggest the later. Students in Childhood/Early Childhood Education (77 % of the candidates) take a course in Measurement and Evaluation. Additionally, assessment is embedded in many methods courses. However, cooperating teachers may be somewhat hesitant in relinquishing their grade book to candidates. Many cooperating teachers continue to develop classroom tests even when the candidates are doing most of the teaching.

Graph 2. Frequency of ratings for “Unacceptable” (1), “Acceptable” (2), and “Target” (3) performances in the area of assessment (INTASC Area 8).
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The Placement Supervisor, the Cooperating Teacher, and the Candidate all completed evaluations using the same form. As might be expected, Supervisor evaluations were the most critical of performance. Interestingly, the Candidates were more critical than the Cooperating Teachers in judging their own performance. The profiles of relative strengths and weaknesses were very consistent for all three raters. Once again, mean scores for Assessment and Diversity were lower than all other areas (See Graph 3).

Graph 3. Profile scores based on Supervisor, Cooperating Teacher, and Candidate Evaluations.
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Comparing candidate performance across departments raises some difficult methodological issues. Although a common evaluation is used, the interpretation of the rubrics may differ dependant on the teaching environment. Candidate in Health, Physical Education, Secondary Education and Childhood Education demonstrate mastery in unique contexts. Graph Four illustrates the profile of mean scores of candidates grouped by Department. The profiles show consistencies in relative strengths and weaknesses across programs. Diversity and Assessment tend to be low, while Reflection is consistently high. Not surprisingly, Departments with content specialties (Health, Physical Education, and Secondary Education) rate Subject Matter as a relative strength. 

Graph 4. Performance profiles for Childhood/Early Childhood, Health, Physical Education and Secondary Education Departments.
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Although these data are preliminary, the Student Teacher Evaluation offers insight into the performance of teacher candidates and a mechanism for examining areas for programmatic improvement. The Departments and the Field Placement Office must now consider what needs to be done to insure that students further develop their abilities in the areas of Diversity and Assessment. The first step in this process is to ask the evaluators what they did not see that would have increased their ratings in these areas. Should these answers indicate a lack of opportunity in the placement, the Field Placement must articulate the responsibilities to the cooperating teacher. If the evaluators believe the students lack the knowledge, skills and dispositions necessary for proficiency, Departments must consider how to improve coursework to meet this responsibility.

Next Steps

The TEC assessment committee continues to improve the Student Teacher Evaluation. The committee is modifying the current form so the scales reflect both INTASC principles and the Conceptual Framework adopted by SUNY Cortland. This summer we will began a systematic study of the qualitative responses included in the Spring 2003 STE. These responses will guide revisions in the wording of the rubrics and the format of the evaluation. Additionally, a summary of the qualitative data will be useful feedback to Departments seeking to improve the learning outcomes of their students. 

The on-line form will also be modified this summer to address several technical concerns raised by evaluators. Those completing the evaluation will be able to print a copy to share with their candidates (a feature not currently available). Additionally, evaluators will be able to access evaluations they have already submitted to make revisions (also not currently possible). Finally, student evaluations will be stored in the secure Banner database where the information will be linked to the entire assessment profile of the candidate. These profiles will be distributed to individual departments and advisors to create a seamless system of individual and programmatic evaluation.

Appendices
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depts * subject matter Crosstabulation

Count 

	 
	 
	subject matter
	 
	 
	Total

	 
	 
	Unacceptable
	Acceptable
	Target
	 

	depts
	CEC
	10
	493
	569
	1072

	 
	HLTH
	 
	34
	56
	90

	 
	PE
	 
	27
	100
	127

	 
	SEC
	1
	29
	77
	107

	Total
	 
	11
	583
	802
	1396


depts * student learning Crosstabulation

Count 

	 
	 
	student learning
	 
	 
	Total

	 
	 
	Unacceptable
	Acceptable
	Target
	 

	depts
	CEC
	7
	482
	582
	1071

	 
	HLTH
	 
	35
	55
	90

	 
	PE
	 
	25
	100
	125

	 
	SEC
	 
	46
	60
	106

	Total
	 
	7
	588
	797
	1392


depts * diversity Crosstabulation

Count 

	 
	 
	diversity
	 
	 
	Total

	 
	 
	Unacceptable
	Acceptable
	Target
	 

	depts
	CEC
	9
	571
	488
	1068

	 
	HLTH
	 
	39
	51
	90

	 
	PE
	 
	45
	81
	126

	 
	SEC
	 
	51
	56
	107

	Total
	 
	9
	706
	676
	1391


depts * instruction Crosstabulation

Count 

	 
	 
	instruction
	 
	 
	Total

	 
	 
	Unacceptable
	Acceptable
	Target
	 

	depts
	CEC
	8
	483
	581
	1072

	 
	HLTH
	 
	32
	57
	89

	 
	PE
	 
	27
	99
	126

	 
	SEC
	1
	44
	62
	107

	Total
	 
	9
	586
	799
	1394


depts * environment Crosstabulation

Count 

	 
	 
	environment
	 
	 
	Total

	 
	 
	Unacceptable
	Acceptable
	Target
	 

	depts
	CEC
	6
	477
	588
	1071

	 
	HLTH
	1
	35
	54
	90

	 
	PE
	 
	28
	98
	126

	 
	SEC
	 
	49
	58
	107

	Total
	 
	7
	589
	798
	1394


depts * communication Crosstabulation

Count 

	 
	 
	communication
	 
	 
	Total

	 
	 
	Unacceptable
	Acceptable
	Target
	 

	depts
	CEC
	7
	452
	610
	1069

	 
	HLTH
	 
	33
	57
	90

	 
	PE
	1
	36
	90
	127

	 
	SEC
	1
	42
	64
	107

	Total
	 
	9
	563
	821
	1393


depts * planning Crosstabulation

Count 

	 
	 
	planning
	 
	 
	Total

	 
	 
	Unacceptable
	Acceptable
	Target
	 

	depts
	CEC
	8
	452
	607
	1067

	 
	HLTH
	 
	32
	58
	90

	 
	PE
	 
	26
	101
	127

	 
	SEC
	2
	39
	65
	106

	Total
	 
	10
	549
	831
	1390


depts * assessment Crosstabulation

Count 

	 
	 
	assessment
	 
	 
	Total

	 
	 
	Unacceptable
	Acceptable
	Target
	 

	depts
	CEC
	9
	619
	438
	1066

	 
	HLTH
	1
	38
	51
	90

	 
	PE
	1
	48
	77
	126

	 
	SEC
	 
	44
	63
	107

	Total
	 
	11
	749
	629
	1389


depts * reflection Crosstabulation

Count 

	 
	 
	reflection
	 
	 
	Total

	 
	 
	Unacceptable
	Acceptable
	Target
	 

	depts
	CEC
	8
	385
	672
	1065

	 
	HLTH
	 
	34
	56
	90

	 
	PE
	 
	20
	106
	126

	 
	SEC
	 
	22
	85
	107

	Total
	 
	8
	461
	919
	1388


depts * relationships Crosstabulation

Count 

	 
	 
	relationships
	 
	 
	Total

	 
	 
	Unacceptable
	Acceptable
	Target
	 

	depts
	CEC
	13
	459
	592
	1064

	 
	HLTH
	1
	29
	60
	90

	 
	PE
	 
	31
	95
	126

	 
	SEC
	 
	38
	68
	106

	Total
	 
	14
	557
	815
	1386
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