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INTRODUCTION

Changes in teacher educaticn programs have been called for in order to
make the programs more pertinent to the needs éf developing professional
educators. There are no magic or irmediate solutions to this problem of
relevant teacher education, but changes must be more than cosmetic in
nature. Walter Busby called for a reexamination of the praé?em in the light
of our changing concepts of behavior and learning. (1)

The need for new structures coupled with the ferment of criticism and

experimentation has led to long needed innovations in teachar education

programs. One of the alternativec which has resulted is the struaturing of

programs around competencies. The phi?@saphy of c@mp&tentyﬁbased teaeher,:i :

ﬂ’deduﬁatian (CETE} programs rests on the premise that successful teachfngr
ébehav1grs can.be 1ﬂenx1f1ed and a pragram to Faci!itate thg deveTomeﬁt Df ;:;

o these bahav1ars can ‘be’ canstructed

- The Schezl of Edﬂéatian at the University of South Dakota fUSB) has
converted to a cémpetency—basei‘vand field-centered teacher education
program in the 1last four years. This dual approach (competency-based and
field-based) {s facilitated by modular instruction and is designed to
prepare prospective teachers in a way which transcends and blends
on-and-off campus expericnces. Instead of continuing separate classes on
the theoretical aspects of teaching until the prospactive teatherveniers

student teaching, this dual approach is committed to assessing the

effectiveness of the prospective teacher-on the basis~of prescribed levels

of performance derived from the integration of theoretical and applied
knowledge in both on aﬁd off campus experiences. This approach reinforces

interaction and collaboration between the the University and the Jocal
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school  districts as well as strengthens peer relationships among
participants. (2)

At the University of South Dakota, competenmcy based education is based
upon the specification of and agreement on performance goals in rigorous
detail iﬁr advance of instruction. Competencies include skillis, behawiors,
and knowledge. The student preparing to become a teacher must either be
able to demonstrate his ability to promote desirable learning or exhibit
behaviors known to promote it. He is héld accountable, not for passing
grades, but for attaining a given level of competency in performing the
essential tasks of teaching; the training fnstitution is itself held
accountable for producing able teachers. The emphasis is on demonstrated

product or output. (3)

An éxaminatien af the iiterature shaws that most pubiicat1ans ‘and -

e.research in comnetency- based teacher educat1nn have dea1t with same aspe:t
of p}anning or implementing a CBTE program. lowever, there 1s a dearth of
research 1in the area of validation of specific competencies. A Tibrary
search for the period 1970 to 1975 revealed no research in this area. This
writer is aware of a current study being Jjointly conducted by the
University of Tennessee and Carson-Newman College. For this study, input in
coipiling and evaluating a 1list of competencies is being sought from
institutions throughout the nation. While the purpose of the Tennessee
study is similar to the study at South Dakota, the scope 15 national rather
than local. _

Energies at USD during the past four years'énd more have been directed
toward planning and implementing the CBTE program. However, no action
research in terms of competency identification and ranking as a part of the
on-going evaluation of the program had been undertaken. It was and is felt

4
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that continuing lines of action research in relationship to the development
of the program should be undertaken. This study is one of several lines of

CBTE research that are currently going on in the School of Education.
STATEHENT OF THE PROBLEM

‘In an attempt to assess apinions from varisus groups involved in the
University of South Dakota's teacher education program and to gather
information to aid future CBTE curriculum developments, a study was

conducted in the spring of 1975 to determine thase'cempeténcies considered

most = important by cooperating teachers, student interns, and'SethT of

Education faculty., It was felt that information was needed in order to
improve the CBTE program +in general and the field experiences of student
interns specifically.

One problem identified was the ﬁssigﬁmgnt of - priorities to
competencies related to field experiences of student interns. Field
experiences include stuﬁeﬁi teaching, seminars, workshops, and modules
which occur on campus and/or at the field center. Data collected in
relationship to this probiem can be used for curriculum development and
revision of field center activities.

A second problem established was the identification of response
differences among groups. Dita coliected for this purpose can indicate

differences in perceptions Letween students, practicing public school

teachers, and university faculty which may have important implications for

a caiiéba?éifve"madel@ Awareness of differences can lead to efforts for
increased communication among groups, to development of d{n-service
programs, and/or to curriculum revision.
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PROCEDURE

In designing the study, the 0-Sort technique (4) was selécted as the
statistical procedure to produce a rank-order of competencies. Usine this
method, an individual 1s asked to sort a large number (usually sixty to
ninety) of cards into sets or piles according to some criterion. The
objects in each pile cre assigned a value which is used for statistical
purposes.

In this cageirtﬁe objects were cards with a single compatency typed on

each. The respondent was asked to sort the competencies on a "most

important”-"least f{mportant" continuum. Cards in the pile on the "most

important” end of *he continuum were assigned a value of "1" and cards in
the pile on the "least important" end of the continuum were assigned a

value of "7",

~ Competencies from various sources were combined to ‘form'a master 11st (-

of sixty-five competencies. One source was the Uniﬁersity of South Dakota's
School of Education Ad Hoc Committee on Competencies which reviewed the
competencies of many programs nation-wide before identifying a detailed
structure of competencies for USD. A second source was the Secondary
Education 400 course (series of modules) which serves as a basic required
course for all secondary student interns and 1si competency-based,
Camﬁetencies identified by various teams and faculty members were also used

as sources. These competencies were organized into the nine categories

~which—had-been adopted by the Ad Hoc Committee cited previously. A 1ist of

these categories and the competencies which fit into each i5 in Table 1.
This master 1ist was submitted for review to ten faculty members who

deleted from, added to, or otherwise changed the 1ist. The data from the

6
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participating faculty members were synthesized to eliminate repetitious
material end t¢ vreduce an original 1ist of one hundred thirty-five

competencies to sixty-five.

(Insert Table 1)

A sample of ane hﬁndred participants was drawn FéQFESEﬁting 30% of the
student 1intern, caoperatihg teacher, and School of Education faculty
populations. Forty-two interns and forty cooperating teachers were randomly
selected from nine field-center school districts whose studenﬁ'enFQITEEnts
ranged from 432 to 17,142. These nine field center school districts were in
southeastern South Dakota communities within a ‘180 mile range of USD;E
Eighteen School of Educatiun faculty members were randomTy selected

The ScheaT oF Educat1cn has an 1nterd1scip11nary team structure rather -

than departmenta? Five of the ten teams in the schani are asseciated with

field center schao1s and have current 1ists QF personnel associated with
that team. Names of respondents were drawn by selecting every third name
from these 1ists. Table 2 shows the number of participants in each group

and the response rate for each group.

(Insert Table 2)

The study was conducted during the last two veeks nf April 1975 after

- the .students interns- had been-in the field center schools three rionths. The

cooperation of team leaders was enlisted in distributing and collecting the
packets from faculty and field center coordinators. Three weeks time was
allowed for the distribution, completion, and collection of the data.

Each participant was given a packet which included a cover letter,
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directions, and sixty-five numbered cards with a competency printed on
each. Their task, which was estimated to take twenty to thirty minutes, was
to rank the importance of each competency in the preparation of teachers on
a continuum from "most" to "least". There were seven ranks in the continuum
and a further écnditign forced the respondent to put at least nine
competencies 1in each rank. This stipulation was included to prevent large
numbers of competencies from being given the same rank.

Seventy-six of th% one hundred pé;kets were returned, of which five
were 1invalid because the directions for forced ranking were not followed.
The response rate was 69% for studené interns, 72;5% for caaperaiing~

teachers, and 95% for School of Education faculty.
ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

" TOTAL GROUP RANKING OF COMPETENCIES |

Using a scale of "i" to "7Y with 1 befngvhigh, the rankings for each
compztency by the seventy-one respondents were averéged to pradgce a mean
score for each competency. This mean score was then used to 1ist the
competencies in order of importance. Table 3 is a listing of the Sixtyafivev
competencies 1in rank order. The Eatégary for each competency_is a1sof
included. The top six ranked competencies are studeﬁtsgriented—in nature.'
Breaking these six competencies down by category, 1t can be seen that theée
is one in each of the Planning, Skills, Management, and Communication and

Cooperation categories and two competencies in the Procedure category.

(Insert Table 3)

There 1is a drop of .6700 in mean scores between the third and fourth
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ranked competencies, separating the three top-ranked competencies from the
rest of the list. The standard deviation for each of the top three scores
is relatively small, indicating a smaller degree of variance in answers.
among respondents on these {items than on most competencies. These two
factors lend further support to the strength of the rankings for these
three items. |

At the other end of the continuum there is a similar separatian of the
last six competencies from the majority of competencies, also accgmpanied
Ly relatively low standard deviations for each. This ;iumping tagetheﬁ3
would also strongly indicate that these were deFin{téiy cnnsidefed 1eﬁ§t |
important in re]at1an to the other ccmpetencies A cﬂmpetency which 1st
ranked Tow 1is not considered unimpartant or unnecessary, but the need fDr

| review 15 not 1mmediate ThFEE ﬂf the Tuwest Panked 1tem5 are in ‘the Legalii§ fl{f
| 'i categnry ’ The sther three competencies are From the TheareticaT -
Evaluation, and Classroom Management categories.

Table 4 shows how the competencies in each category are ranked. Of the
competencies that fit in the 1st to 10th rankings, three were in the
Procedures category while two were 1in both the Skills and the
Self-Development categories. The Planning as well as theﬁcémmunicatian and
Cooperation categcries were well représented in the number of competencies
from each that were considered among the twenty most impartant

competencies. There were no Cﬂmpetencies in the tap ten rankings fram the

' fﬁéﬁ%é%ﬁé%f- Eva1uatian.r or LagaT categnries Three ¢f the Five Lega?

competencies were among the four lowest ranked items.

(Insert Table 4)
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In general, competencies in the Evaluation and Legal categories tend
to be ranked lewer than competencies in other categories while competencies
in  the Planning, Communication and Cooperation and Self-Davelopment

categories tend to be ranked higher than competencies in other categories.

DIFFERENCES AMONG GROUPS )

An analysis of variance test with « =.05 level was used inddeterminiﬁg
significance. In twelve of the sixty-five competencies, différeﬁcesrbatween
student 1interns, cooperating teachers, and education school faculty ere
significant at the .05 1level. These competencies and their respective

significance levels and ranking are identified in Table 5.

(Insert Table 5)

| Stétiéticéify'-Significaﬁf'”diffekéhcesi‘aﬁaﬁg5-reéﬁaﬁdéﬁébgrcupé were .

found in three of the five top-ranked ccmpetghcies (#28, 38, and 17), as
well as in one of the Towest-ranked competencies (#61). While differences
among respondent groups in each of the twelve cnmpetencies are important to
examine for future decisions, these four would be strong starting points.

0f the twelve competeneies showing significant differences among the

participating groups, three were from each of the Planning and Classroom

Management categories and two from the Procedures category.. No :ampetenciés B

in the Theoretical and Lega] categories shawed signifitant d1fferen:es B

rbaﬁéﬁén graﬁﬁé The remaining categories were each represented by one
significant competency.

The Scheffe (5) test was used to make»paifﬁwise contrasts, between
possible pairs for each of the twelve gampétencies, For this test, the
cooperating teééhers were broken into two groups, elementary and secondary,

10
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Therefore, the testing was done for four rather than three groups of the
twelve competencies compared by this test. Only seven showed pair-wise
significance between groups. Results of the pair-wise contrasts are given

in Table 6.

(Insert Table 6)

In interpreting this data it was decided to exaﬁine responses of

student interns as compared with elementary ard secondary cooperating

teachers and the School of Education faculty as a starting point.

It - was found that student intérn respanses “were 'significaﬁtiy

different from the responses of uther groups in the eases of #27, 28; and‘
84, In 311 af these cases the student interns d1ffered fram one or theiva .

" other af the caaperating teacher groups, but did nct differ significant1y’

from the School of Education faculty. In examining the School of Education
faculty as a group, it was found that they differed f-om the elementary ér
secondary cooperating teacher groups on competencies #28, 36, 38, 40, and
54. Both the interns and the School of Education faculty differed from the
secondary teachers on competency V#ZS' which deals ~with the teacher
demonstrating sensitivity to student feelings. Interns and faculty also

differed significantly Frﬂm elementary teachers on competency #54 which

L 3

déscr1bes the role of the teacher ‘in discussions as a facilitator, It was

iy Lo

H

fgund that the responses of student interns, eiementary and secondary

cooperating teachers and School of Education faculty to competencies #8, 9,

11, 39, aﬁd 65 were not significaﬁt]y different in pair-wise contrasts.
Average ratings of two or three groups were Feuné to be significantly

different from the average rating of the remaining group(s) for each of

11



PAGE 10

these competencies. In Table 7 it can be seer that in the caze of
competencies #8 and 9, the interns differed significantly from the average
ratings of ‘the three other groups. For competencies #27, 28, 38, and 54 the
average ratings of interns and faculty members were significantly differenﬁ
than the average rating of elementary and secondary cooperating teachers._
Only for competencies #11 and #39 could the ratings of interns be averaged . .
with elementary or secondary cooperating teachers, ?espectiveiy; to show &
significant difference from the average rating of the facu?ﬁy and the

remaining cooperating teacher group.

(Insert Table 7) B I
"
It aPPEars that the iﬁterns and faculty share a simi1ar phi]osaphyvgéi
which seems to be student Driented and thanistic in nature. whi1e the n

responses nf the cooperating teachers seem to vreflect a cor cern with ;
classroom management. For the seven competencies in Table 6, there were |
sixty possibilities for pair-wise contrasts. Interns did not differ from
faculty once while they disagreed with elementary cooperating teachers in
three instances and with secondary cooperating teachers twice, For the f1ve
competencies 1listed in Table 7, where a total of eightyssix contrasts were
made, 1interns agreed with School of Education faculty five times, with

e?ementary'tea;hers twice, and with secondary cooperating teachers once.

‘ RECOMMENDATIONS
One of the--purposes of the study was to assign priorities to
sixty-five selected competencies to provide direction in planning for

future curriculum development. There are several ways 1in which the

12
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resuiting data. fnund in Tabie 3 can be used First. the questign must b

asked ;v"Are | these 51xty—five :ompetencies now prﬂvided7§farr'1nj‘t e;

preparatian af teachers?"

If "Dt* StePS shcu]d be tak*ic“*

"'caaperating teachers,1 and Edueatiun Schcai

,ex1st ' it appears that 1t 15 the phiiosophies DF the

'differences 1nF1uence the 1mp1emgptatian of the GBTE‘p ,gram? Hith ﬂn y?

twelve - of sixtysf1ve campetencies showing differenses among grgups, 1t s,

T?fdiff1tu1t tQ came te any cancTusiuns It ap e

?vand facu?ty share a sim11ar ph11nsaphy which f,_~;,_,i7

"and humanistic in nature, whi]e the rESpanses af the. cgnperating teachers;

: seem ‘to refiect a cancern with ciassraom managemeqt._

Further research should be cendu:ted 1n th1s area 1n order tg pravid
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'sitgatidﬁs :ould be used to make members of these graﬁps aware of’these

differences and to encourage communication abaut these differences in order
to determine obstacles to the success of the CBTE programi e
A camparisan of resuits bétween the Tennessee study mentinned earlier

or studies which may be oceurring at ather institutions and the resuits of

‘this study could raise 1nterest1ng questians An awareness aF thESE‘;_f}[jﬂ

AH;¥d1fferences.::if any,f might be the seed far future grewth 1n the CBTE;;JMW;!?

program at the University of Sguth Dak@ta
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TABLE 1
- CATEGORIES OF COMPETENCIES

Theoretical

Planning
Skills
‘Procedures

‘Evaluation

1 Legal

Cgmunicatilon and
CQQperatiﬂn

‘Self-Development
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' COMPETENCY NUMBER
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Cooperating 40 :',27-_:
Teachers o : IR
‘TOTAL w00 0 - 7o
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 3

LISTING OF COMPETENCIES ﬁ
BY RANKING
A Competéncy - ) o )  Standard
. Ranking Number Description ef Competeney Citegory _ Mean Deviation
iﬁ Y Treat each studenﬁ with diqnity and respect B Aﬂilll-r 1. EOED 2 Kl.lEEﬁ
- 14 Create ﬂppartumities for every student to experien:e II 1.7183 1.3436
o success. S 7 o
3 28 Demonstrate sensitivitg te the fealings and concerns - v 1.8732 1.2885
) of students. B T
L) 4 Diseriminate ameng perfurman;e nbjeetivee. genera1 I 4.4648 1.8034
objectives, and gnals ‘
) 477 38 Identify diseip?iﬁe prab1ems and suggest'eegﬁnds uf V1 2.5493 - 1.5&54
reducing or auaiding these discip11ne problems. " .
5 17 Provide . ve;551 and . ron- VETb31 reinforcement fer 1] 2.6338 1.4759
o 7 B ﬂpprapriate etudent reepense 1n a variety of ways. - it B LT
6 29 Provide for a variety ef student activities in a 1essen. IV 2.7324 1.5488
7 61 Accept responsibility fur his/her deeisians eﬁd actions, 1% 2.9155 1.7134
especially as related tu hie/her perenna1 ﬂeveiﬂpment. .
8 63 Haintain a\regu1ar and prnmpL schedule of attendamce. IX 2.9286 1,7555
9 27 Aecept values different from his/her own witheiﬁ . ) Xvi 2.9859 1.89530
value judgmen:, y
10 16 Establish set by prnviding ia. eretinn. dire:tinns. 111 3.0000 1.6330
’ §tr =ture, oF motivation at the beginning of the
esson. . —
477444’731' 12 Design and 1mp1ement 1nd1v1due]ized learning materials II 3.0704 1.8073
and aeﬁivitie; ’
12 64 Plan for se1f-1mprevemeﬁt af charaeteristies and IX 3.183 1.9369
) _behaviors sélectad for improvement. o -
é 13 42 Develop democratic-classroom rules and pfneedures which ' 3.2113 1.8510
i promote opportunities for independent choice and -
i e:tivity by students.
14.5 9 Write a. Tesenﬂ p1an whieh 1nc1udes perfarmance ab- 11 3.2754 1.9361 B
jectives, lesson introduction, lesson conclusions,
activities, time sequence, materials, and eveluetinn ) .
7447‘44&&.% 10 - Plan end 1ntegrate a unit, wnieh ineludes unit gnals, 11 3.2254 1.8063
general and performance objectives, activities and :
evaluation, into a course being taught.
16 52 Hark canperetively with nther staff members in team VIII 3.2535 1.6451
teaeh‘lng and developmental projects. ) ) ) ) ,
17 60 Accept the characteristics and behaviors nf others with IX 3.2899 1.9028
) ] whnm he/she interacts prafessiﬂnally
18 3 Demonstrate an understanding of tﬁild and/nr edﬂIeeeeﬂt 1 3.3239 E
psycho1ﬁgy. whiche er is appropriate. i -
19 59 Conduct grnup act vities 1in which’ students Iearn “and use VIII 3,3803
) teehnigueF of giv1ng and reee1V1ng he]pfu1 feedbaek o o
Eéi 54 Demﬂnstrate the ebility to serve as a facilitator.or VIII 3.3944 1.8243
: catalyst to promote student discussion and peer S R
B communication. B o
) 21 ) 21 Vaty the stimulus or pattern of lesson preeentatiuns 111 3.4225 1.7043 B
o .. by switching to differeet intereetiun styles. s
22 35 Fmﬁﬂe students with the proper data and nppartunis y 3.4366 1.7048 -
ties so that students can evaluate their own progress Tt T
toward the established nb;e:tives;
. 7777‘7237 7 . Ha{ntaiﬁ consistency 1n standards and consequences. vi . | 3.5634 1.9693 )
- 1 Identify and use the fn11gwing modes of teaching: 1 3.5714 2.1641 "

lecture, demonstration, recitation, teaching machines,
computer assistance, questioning, directions, mastery-
drill, problem-so0iving, clarification, dia]egue.
gfﬂupiﬂg
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N

“TABLE 3 (Cont.) k-
] Competency R - - L g | Standard .
- Ranking |  Nunber ) Descriptinn of Campetency ] Category Mean Deviation’ -
% g3 Conduct parent conferences to aid n the progress ... VI 3.6087 ~1,7168
o : of tjg iﬁudént withuut destroying cgnﬁﬂen:e and t,rust - o
26 40 Provide alternative solutions to problems so that the 1 3.6479 18213
consequence fits the misbehaviur and neither teacher S
- nor student lose face. s . o
27 51 Work cooperatively with other staff members 1n de- Vil 3.6857
partments, curriculum, faculty and professional B
cnmittees and meetings, - -
28 S 13 . Se’Ke:t concepts and skills fn tgrms ﬂf student and I 3.6501
socletal needs, e - -
28.5. - 11 Pre-assess students for prerequisite Qdﬁs or - II 32,6901 .
" abilities nacessary for the achievement or perfor- PR A
! o - rance nbjeetives i o o
30 47 Canduct classes with maximum concern far the wa'l'l! Vil 37324
Lo being of students and minimum chance of incurring . T
L 'Habﬂit_y on himself/herse’lf : . , A
ki | B Specify goals and aims for a unit and course that f“it 11 3.7465
o within the framework of the goals of the schools. . =
32 19 Use reeall, 1nfgrmatign-gathe ng, information- 1 38169
- - B pf‘ucesshg “and ﬁanﬁ]u%iﬁnifﬂmmg questiuns ’
' 33,5 18 Demonstrate closure by summarizing a lesson as we'ﬁ 1 3.8451
as deveioping relationships between previocusly kmown,
currently presented, and future learning. PR
33.5 2 Cue, o prompt, students in answering 2 question or in | ur 3.8451 1,930
y making a hﬁrthwhﬂe cuntrihut'lon to the class. ) *
35 43 Maintain accurate student re::ards and repurts 128 3.8592
36 23 Demonstrate proficiency in p'lann'!ng. \:anstruat'lng and Iv . . 3,91’55
b us‘lng auﬂin—visual materia'ls in 1essans. ' N
H 7 65 Devise and ‘Imp’bement an eva’iuat‘luﬂ plan for 5e’h?= 3.942%"
evaluation 'Tn:ﬁuding use of student feedback, . . s
: 357 397 Utilize behavior m@difisatiun,techniquesa ’ 4.0563 -
- 8 i) P1an fanﬁa] and informal assessment instruments or V. 4.0986--
' activities based on gstabiished abje;tives. :
- 40 25 Extend the tea:hing—learning situation from the class- w 4.1972
room to whatever re’levant settings exist in the .
conmun‘ity. . . -
: 41 B l§ E 7D%agnase student ﬂ:gnitlve and affective d1fr'l¢;u1t'!es I 4,2000
; and abilitfes based on aﬁﬁys‘is of fnmal and informal : o
i assessments. R ~ I
‘ 42 28 Identify and uti ’Hze resuurces uf the schm:a'l and the . v 4,2253
" ::pmnun‘lty ) . B o
43.5 26 Help students understand group prm:efses such as group - v —4;',,3239 .
M - decision-making, 1eadershfp. peer . re’iatfunships and e
_feedback. - -
. 43.5 - 32 ¥rite appropriaﬁe test {tems -Fﬂr measuring the mastgry v 4.3239
o : _of Spélﬂfﬁ: objectives. - . .
: 45.5 5 Explain and suppurt hfs/her own phﬂa;uphy ﬂf Edut;it‘ldﬁ 1 4.4507 . 251300 °
45.5 20 Use pauses and!gr appmsr—fate wait-time in order to T 4.4507 1 5715
¢ = emphasize a pfrlnt or encourage fur—t,her* dis@ussiﬁm : :
48 57 Collaborate and consult with other school persornel to Vil a.4789 ~| '1,.7339
facﬂ'ltate a free flow Eassistanie far sﬁudentf. - R L
43 3 Distinguish between the affective, psychomotor, -.mi 11 4.5211 7-1:.?635'
B . _ cognitive darnains in iﬂentiﬁomg}@! writing objectivcs, o . :
 §0.5 41 Establish and maintain a safe pattern of student move- VI 4.5493 1,9331 -
= ment and activity. B B e
50.5 45 Arrange mstr‘uttiuaa] materials 50 *hat they will be Vi 4,5093 | 1.7054
maximally accessible. R ' -




TAELI'-. 3 (ani. )

Eumpetenty B R
Ranking Number Déscr'lptinn af Campgtency Category
52 3 Determ'lne an apprﬁpriate mastery or criterion 1eve1 0 v
: ~ for a test or other assessment instrument B e
) 53 L Devise and use adequate scaring s_ys.te.ms ﬁ‘:r teacher v
_made assessment instruments. o
54 58 ‘Demnstrate an awareness of the spe;'la'lities. skﬂ‘is. vitt
 and services of other school and commurity personnel .
so that referral when neadad is a viable pa%s’lﬁﬂity o
- 85 B Speak to and work with parents anéj eumur'lty groups Vill
that are interested in learnimg about a schaol's - :
-~ programs. L ) ;
- BB 1 " Write performance abjectives in the aff‘ertive and 1
and :ugn'ltive domains at severa‘l 1evels of the :
- ] B ~taxonomy. . -
_ 57 a3 * Administer and score tear,her-made assassmerit iﬁstrg- 'y
o ‘ments and standarﬁized tests. . Lo
58 62 Demonstrate. prﬁfessignﬂ '{nvﬂvement thrﬂugh ) g ¢
. . membership in professional nrganuatinn. attendance
- . at :anfererifzes, Etl;.
59 a8 ‘Identify the legal rights and Fesp;;ngibi11ties of VIt
students and. teazhers‘ i
- 60 44 'Maintain physical fa:ﬂiﬂes and identify suapHes VI
and equipment ﬂeaessary tg 5uppgrt the pragram
o l;bje;t'lves. - 3 e o
61 YSS onduct an *H:em ana’l_ysis on the resu‘lts ef an . ¥
- - astessment instrument for the purpose of ‘Smpmving
the items for ‘later use. o )
62 50 Ident'lfy the legal co sequences ﬁf 1nvasign of pr'l- VII
vacy and use of F.:h_ysi:a’l punishment. ’ B
63 L ;5 ) Identiﬂf legal ahﬁqgtigns af teachers ta students. VII
64 49 Demonstrate knowledge of cantra:ts. negotiation, and VT
IEgai relat’ignships of téafshers and board - s
; e _7 2 Sgparate the classic or traditional phi]nsnphies of 1
5 Plato, Aristotle and others from the contemporary -
- eduzational philosephies of Dewey and other 20th
;entur_y \-rriters. o 7

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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FREQUENCY COUNT BY RANKING AND CATEGORY

TABLE

4

Category
Rankings (1-65th) || ow vi | vir v | oaxe

|

.\l—l

) L]

3] 0 | o 10 3 | o2

[ ]

51-60 o [o]s ]2l ] 2]
o5 ol o | o]t ]|ols | o]0
Tora e LT T

.
.

M%ﬁ
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11

17

27 ,

28

36

39

54

65

—Lompetency Number and Desceif

fSpe§i€§~gﬁais andfaims4foﬁ-a-dﬁitsanda:aurgeithéfiﬁﬁfhéiﬂiﬁf“97~“f;?”31f

Accept -values. different from his/her own without|

" Demonstrate sensitivity to the feelings and
- concerns of students.” o
© Conduct an item analysis on the results of an

~assessment instrument for the purpose of improving.
“the items for later use. ' .

TABLE 5
COMPETENCIES SIGNIFICANT AT .05 LEVEL

S S ~ ‘Signifiéancei,f_Tf B
tion e Level - Rank

fit within the framework of the goals.of the schools. -

Write af1255@@»@1;5,whichfinc]udES;peerFmange o 2,025
objectives, lesson introduction, lesson conclu- L
ston, activities, time sequence, materials, and

evaluation. ' . T

‘Pre-assess students for ﬁreréquiSitefék11ié:a?féﬁil?ﬂf#;bosf"*if5L'?7'
ities necessary for the achievement of performance . ./
objectives. ) PR TN A

-Provide.verbal and. non-verbal reinforcement for - .015-
.iappropria;e;stquntfrgspﬂnsevin a variety of Ways.. ol

Idehtify discipiiﬁe ﬁrab1emssand 5hggest'§ethcds of
reducing or avoiding these discipline problems.

Utilize behavior modification techniques. -

__Provide alternative solutions to problems so that =~

the consequence fits the misbehavior and neither
teacher nor student Iase_faceéA_A T

Demonstrate the abiltty to serve as a facilitator

or catalyst to promote student discussion and peer
communication. _

Devise and implement an evaluation plan for self-

evaluation including use of student feedback.
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| TABLE 6
_ SCHEFFE PAIR-MISE
COMPARISONS FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
AMONG GROUPS

o o ‘Elementary Secondary © - Significant
Competency  Interns ___Teachers Teachers Faculty  Difference

x X x x

17 2.0741  3.4737

) 2.6250 . 2.5882 Interns: Elementary
T 27 2.1852 4.0000 4.2

2500 2.5204 IEEE}hé:‘SEﬂéndany~': :

S Interns: Elementary

28 1.5556 2.0526  3.2500 = 1.5294  Interns: Secondary . .-
N . Secondary: Faculty -

36 . 5.2963  5.7895 . 4.3750  6.1765 i{;SecéhdaE?;{Facu1ty:‘;
38 2.2963- .. '2.0000 | °2.2500. 3.7059 " Elem tary: Faculty
40 34815 2.7895  3.8750 © 4.7647 . Elementary: Faculty

54 2.9630 4.5789  3.3750 2.7647 - Interns: Elementary = -
’ Elementary: Faculty =




| TABLE A
’SCHEFFE EOMPARISDNS OF AVERAGE. RATINGS
FOR SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG GROUPS

'-,Significent

} Cﬁﬁbeténeij,jntgrnirl‘Ejementeky vgecendery Facu1ty '; Difference

8 4.4444  3.8047° _2.5?5éee, 2.8824

9 4071 2.6802 2.2500  2.9412  Inte

1 42222 37895 | 4,500 . 2:352

LT ar 21880 di0000": 425004 2 s

28 - 1.5556

. ‘m‘

0526 3.2500  1.5204 . Inter

W“

B 52963 278 4350 61765 . Second

38 - 2.2963 2.0000 2,2500 3.7059  Interns and Fecu1ty
o : o _ Eiementary and Seca
39 3.6296  3.3158  5.2500  5.0000"

S . R 71E1ementary*
o A ) ";5;Facu1tﬁ and}Secandehy
- 40 3.4815 2.7895 . 3.8750 4.7647 '

,Faeulty Interns'”A
_Secandary, Eiement'

54 2.9630 4.5789  3.3750 2.7647 - Interns and Fecu1ty
' ' : - B Secendany end ETementar

65  3.8846  4.8947  3.0000  3.4118  Elementary: Interns,
: e o , o 'Secandeﬁy, Fecu1ty ,




