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ABSTRACT '

The basic commupication skills of prospective
teachers at the University of Georgla wepe 2ssessal with knowiedge
.and performance instruments. The knowledge instrument was a criterion
referenced test ip communicative arts {logical reasoning, library
research, composition, language, communications meiia and catreers, .
literature, reading, .and oral coanunication).‘ The perforaance
measares included teaching plans and materials, classroom procedures,
and interpersonal skills. Other data, such 28 the Hational Teacher
Examination (NTBE) scores and ratings by cooperating teachers or
university supervisors, were also cellected. The lata show the
deneral estimates of the interns' ability t5 write bat not of thelr

, ability to teach writing. These correlations also show that coaamonly
nsed objective measures like the KTE or criterion refereanced tests
£511ow the same pattern. In comparing these results wvith assessaent
results from twd other states, four conclusions can be draen: (1)
teacher candidates are being checked .for basic skills, (2) the’
primary mode for checking their writing is'a dirgft measura of
wciting, (3) most English teacher candidates pass fhese writing

% testg, and (4) assessments of the writing skill of "prospective
teachers might identify their writing ability, but-not theirr ability
ts> teach writing. (HOD) .
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Our interest in the bgsic communication shills of prospective teachers .
L

Ramon Veal and Lé%f Hulme
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stems fromour involtement i1n the development and use of two a%SOSbmvnj ~
4 s

instruments in Georgla. One (ome- from a set of knowledge 1nstruments that

inpcludes more than twenty tqélhlng fields. It 1s a criterion referenced teo

in Communicative Arts (CRI~CA) covering eight areas: logical rea-cning,

. ¢ ! -~
Jdibrary research, composition, language, communications mediz and carcerw,
LY .

%, llteratgre, reading, and oral communications Passing this test 1w requlred

for first time certification in' English. ’

| * ' .
The second Georgia assessment instrument is actually a collection of

¥hree performance instruments -- Teaching Plans and Materials, Classroon
Procegures, and Interpersonal $kills. The instruments are, in fact, rating

forms for forty-five teaching behaviurs (indicators) grouped under fourteen

teacher competencies such as "uses a variety of teaching methods' and )

"manages classroom interactions." Together they are called the Teacher -

Performance Assessment Instruments (TPAIL). '

Both the knowledge and the performance instruments were used with UG\

- .
English interns for the 1979-80 «chool vear. We also collected other data
-~ \
such as Nitional qucher Eraminations €NTE)s scores and teacher or unlversity -

" 4
supervisor ratings. from all these data sources, wE'ﬁE/ILUIIQ(tUd

——

all scores that relate to UGA prospective English teachers' hnowledge,of

v

*
composition as well as to their_ skill in writing.1 Relationshins among these

; ? b

data are gummarized below. They are then compared .with other assedsment
L]

' -

results from Pennsylvania and South Carolina. - !
/s

- .
. "

Invzelecting data from the study described above, we chdse to use as

’ .

criterion measures two supervisor ratings=-one of the prospective teachers'

‘
[

- v

*Unless otherwlse noted, all bq?kground information In thls repuit comgs from .

this UGA™source. ~ 20~ ‘
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writingkskill and one of the%; ability to teach writing. We made thils tholec

principally because, in theg?yﬁ?lUUbly cited study, SUpLrvisor ratitys (0=

-

related more than any vther p?cdlLtur with successful teachine pertoran e as
r

-
- +

indicated by the TPAL.! ‘ .
. ’ . ) . -
The correlations reported in Table I are between four measures related

té writing and the two criteria (supervisor ratings) alreadv mentioned. The
Fd

first writing measure, the NTE English Expression test, is oenlvy one part af

the general or common eyamination. It 1s a multiple choice test of "Fagliah

usage and-efﬂgﬁfiveness-pf expression. The ,5] correlation indicate- at least

~

a moderate agsociation betweed this subtest of the NTE and the umiversit:
i !

superivsors' estimate of the interns’ writing shill. The .32 correlatibn for
&

the same NTE subtest and the supervisors' estimate of the wnterns' abilit eto

teach writing 1lmplies a positive but not strong association for the Ewo

variables., 1f the audgment of the ,university supervisor (field Lenter director)
)

r -

1s taken as a criterion for the prospective English teachers' wrxtfnq abilit,
or abi1litvy to teach writing, then the "English Expression” score from the’
NTE 1s a qelativelg weak predictor and certaanly not a substitute for the

supervisor's judgment. s

Much of the same story applies to the second variable listed in Table 1,

the NTE "English' option or area test score. Correlations of .51 and .40

parallel the .51 and .32 for the NTE English expresslon score--a minor nredic-

’
tion but no sybstitute. ~

»

L4
- According to the Cegrgia Department of Education (DOE) the ”compgsition"

*  gection of the Georgla CRT in communicative arts is only a test of knowledge

about composition and the teaching of composition, not an estimate of the abilit

ta teach wriiing. In a sense, then, the correlations in Table I confirm this

DOE ¢ontention. The coefficiepts, .58 ?etween the 'CRT composition section and

v

" 3 r4

the supervisor's rating of writing abifity and ,09 between the CRF\Ez;pﬂqitiOH
section and the supervisor's rating of the ability to teach writing

uggest

#
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- TABLE | .
Correlations Among 19793.80 YCR inTerng’ Urélrmg Geores ) '
. ‘ L]
' (N’-BO) s . ’ N
Related Meagures Writing Teaching WriTing
NTE Eng Expression T L5T# 32
. 1] N .
-NTE Eng. Option 50 . 411
CRI Composttion L5857 09
General Teaching Ability b3 S Gy
Pt N
A d
TABLE 2
Correlations Among 1980-81 UGA Interns’ Writing Scoré-
{N=1i0)
Related Measures Writing " Tesching Writing
. .
*CRT Compasition 12 i 06 : ‘
Writing Sample _76*\‘ 2.
(Analytic) . , - :
Hritxr‘:g Sample ’ L, 82% 26
(Pramarv trait)
CeneraRJes AbIlft 85+ -
Wlng y ‘ 5 55
£
TABLE 3
. .. . r v
USC Screening Test Results
! Remed{atron”
CandMdates  Pas4 Fad) Pass Fail
- Nunber 329 . 236 - 93 ' 67 2
(Percentape) (72) (28) (72} (28)
TP o T L N AR g = M W o o o — vt 7 i e o - T T m— ——wma- =

*Significant, at least, at the 05 ]evel. 4
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a distinct difference between the two abl%ltles. turther, the predictive
power of the composition section parallels that of the entire CRT, with at

, least moderate assbclations existing between it and other knowledge teot-
like the QFE {or grades) but virtpafly none between it and the céfective
teaching behaviors identified by the TPAIL. .

, Each_of the three objective tests identifled so far are limited in their »

Pbility to predict supervisors' ratings of writing ability and teaching abiilit

The two parts of the NTE show minlnnunassociathns, .%&‘;nd .40, and the Leorwia
CRT composition score shows essentially no gbrrelation at all (.0?).‘The

fourth reasure checked. The supervisor's’overall rating, offers the ~trongest
predlc;;re power, .63 with writing ability and .49 with the abilitv to tecach

writind. Perhaps this association results from some sort of "halo” cffect;

that 15 the supervisor's general estimate of the intern's abilitics wufluence

*

his/her estimate of particular abalities like writing or the teaching of

writing. On the other hand, the influcnce may be in the reverse direction,

-

from writing ebilities to general abilities. -

»

If, then,‘\he dorrelated supervisors' ratings are all suspect and the

objective measures are weak in prediction, what about another possibility, rated
e -,

o

writing samples. Thié past fall, a relatively small population (10 interns) was
)
asked to provide one descriptive paper, a short assignment to compare two)
schools visited for observations, as a sample of their ability to write, We then
. L ]

. ‘ . .
compareds dodified anmalytic and primary trait ratings {two raters achleved 90

V4 . .
agreemeht within one score point) with supervisors' ratings of writing abilie, .

3

and the ability to teach writing. We also checked the level of correlatlion
a [ \ *
betwgen the interns' scores on the CRT tomnositign test and thelr ratings by
: )

Y /
supervisors. The correlatjons listed in Table 2 feveal the results of these

comparisons.
Both of the writing sample ratings, analytic and primary trait, ate gig-

nificantly correlated (.76 and .82) with supervisors' ratings of the interns'

3 -




. ability to write and théir “gbility to teach writing Also, supervisors'
ratings of general abilaity teach are similarly correlated at 85 On the -

other hand, these same predictors (rated writing samples and rating- of generyl

l
~

teaching abil{tv) do not siznificantly correlate wlthkestlmates uwf the abiilat,
to teach writing. Nor, for this 56;11 sample, do CRT composition score~ Lorrulati

’

with estimates of the abilitiec to write or to teach writing. .
M . N 1 %

In summarv, generad estimates of teaching abality aa? rated writin,s -ample

.
* . ' -

converge to predict (.63, .76, and .82) supervisors' estimates of the interns’
- >

ability to write but not of thexL abxlit; te teach writing. In short, Japer-

, -
visors can.more easilv 1dentif, pood writers than thes can blupol oo

]
.

I ted [

’
of wrrting., Theee correlation- al-o s, ot loast for vvorwpes te o

LA

used ob eriive *casures lake te T T oor the O 7 folles the 1ottt s
»

meacures bick sut rwed writers tobtter tnan the v rdent1fy guod teachors o f wriram

L} .
As part of yits des loptng progrem in sccondary education in 19E€0 femn
! -
State used a modified holistic rating syetem to as<ess the writlug <kill of ail

- ]

1ts prospective teachers 1nefive sublect areas Lnplish, mathemaldces. sclenon,

- \

|

»

- s‘ soclal studfgs, and foreisn lanyuage,-English, science, and foreign }1nﬂHdEU

teacter candidates scored equallv «ell and a little higher than the social

2
studies and mathematics teachers © As Yet, no pass-fail rates have beun re-

ported, but results confirm that not all prospective teachers are Alike in
. A

' their writing abidiity.

Much the same story is reported for the University of Pittsburah, <<cept

4 1

that the English teacher candidates scored slightly highaer than all the others .

L 4

on the College English Placement [lest.
&4

A [979 teacher =ducation and certification law in South Carulina requires

training institutions to screen teacher education applicants in the basic skill

~

areas of reading, mathematics, and writing. Dufing‘the 1978~79 vear, the ini-

AN

. ]
' versity of' South Carolina (USt) initiated screening tests and remedial® Inptruc-

N

. ’
tion in these three arca-. The numbers in Table 3 reveal the e*pcrience rs(

X .
’}l
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had., Initially, 572 passed; then, with remediation, 72% of Epe first failures

passed on the second or third trrals. Therefore, in the end 92% passed. Thes
. 3
criterion USC used®was the mean of seventeen year-olds in the Sample Qﬁ.ghe

.
- -

National Assessment of Educational Progress.
[ 2 »

The writing test, CONPObed of several different assignments, included a

persuasive, an explanatory, and a descriptive tast. The written: papers, let-
bl

ters, etc. were rated holistically, analytlcally, and according to priiars
. p =5

traits., Of the 28% w%ho did not meet the' mean seventeen vear-old cutoff SCOTE,
1

18% came in the afea of writing. Oply 2X failed to make.®he cutoff score in

4

readlng.

For those who did fail, counseling and remedial assistance were avallable

v ",
in the College of Education and, for writing, there was also a writing labora-
tory in the University English depa}tment. The remediation 3rogram has beer
* #

relatively successful, particularlv for helping minority candidates overcome
£
the diffaiculties gsometimes encountcred with objective, standardized tests,
L4
In the original testing about two-thirds of the white students and one-third
{

-

of the blmck students passed; and then, on the retest, 74X of the white students

passed and 55%0f the black students passedf ’

' »
f Several conclusions that can be drawn from the esperience of thiese four

.
’

state unlversities are, firét, that teacher candidates are certainlv beligg

4 Il

checked for basic skills and, second, that the primary mode for cHeckling on

writing {s a direct seasure of writing. A third conclusicon is that most, but
~

nog§ all, Englisﬁ'teacher candidates pass these writing tests, And, finallw,
agsessments of the writing skill of prospective teachers might adentif. thel

writing ability but not their ability to teach writing.
»
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