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il
_'I;OREWO‘RD, ‘

To develop a checklist of £eacher:éompetencies ?asedlbn an analysis
6f.the.£asks'of teaching in kééping with é cybernetic modél of the pro-l
cess of’teachingjana lgarning, to secure:and analyze‘criterial responses
to the‘cﬁécklist items on tge part oflgroupslof prospéctive and ﬁresentv
teachers, to reiate these jddgments to the chgracteristics of thé‘séver-
al iiems, aﬁdkto clafify iSSues regafding the cohstruction and utiliza-

tion of competency lists = thése are the purposes of the present study,

‘The study atﬁempts tb.synthesize.a good deal of conceptual thinking
with a large amount of,éompﬁter;spewed empirical data of a subjective:
kind.. No apology is,made for the heavy emphasis on conceptualizatioh:and
subjectivity, for.in the opinion of the writer,vthé subject préperly calls

for both,

Of special interest may be the attempt to asceftain, ﬁot only how .
teachers and prospective teadhers regerd the importarce of each of the
items of_the-Checklisi, but also their judgment as to the training empha- -
sis that should be given each competency during each of three_stages in
the preparétioq of a teacher. The findings,_it;is believed, may.have
especial pertinénce to the question of the placement of foundational mas-

teries in professional education, 4

‘For those who plan to do research related to.competencieé, whether
it deals with teacher education or arother professional field, it is
hoped that the conceptuéliyation and the procedures cnsendéréé in the
preéent project may prqvide a useful protdtype. Should thétzfccur, the

i
|
i
i
1
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writer-will conéider.himself doudbly rewarded for the extensive effdr£

that went into the study.

Should the study prove to have'merit,'thanks will be due many per-

80ns, Lcng‘hours spent by the writer's wife, Lucie B, Abelson, helped -

to'analyze the relentless prodict of the ccmputer, The staff of the
Lehman College Computer Center of the City University of New York were

most helpful in essuring that broduct. The prospective and present

teachers who expressed their>judgmentsvwith_respectvgb the itéms beyhg_j;,u»ﬁg

- Checklist and the countless writers and researqheréfwhqse ideaS went’ihé
~to thé iﬁéms included are to be thgnkeé fér pfoyiding the computer with
its requifed input, as areAthe three professors at Lehman.College, Pr0f
fessors Natban Kravetz; Iris Elfentdn, and Ronald Manyin, under whose
ﬁuteiage wére the student teachers and their_teacher-supefvisors'who
sefved asvrespondgpts aiong wifh’the writer's undergradﬁate and,grédnate'

sﬁudents,

The writer's output, in the form of this report, was notably improved
by the close and cripical‘reading of 1its draft by Professor Kravetz,cby
" Professor Edward Frénkel, Director of the Lehman'College Office of Educa-
tional ﬁesearch, and by Dean‘Hafry N; Rivlin of Fordham.Univérsity} |

' . Harold H, Abelson
Santa Monica, California . :
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I. THE DEVELOFMENT AND CHARACTER OF THE CHECKLIST
BEST COPY AVAlLABLE

Background

Concern with teacher compe’tencies has been in evidence for a long
time, Foilowing a'period when preparation for teaching was conducted
largely on an apprenticeship bazis, the determination of necessary mes-
teries rested on the seiection of theosetically pertinent subjectmatter
from the di c1plines of pedagogy and educational history, philosophy,
and psychology. Inspu'ed by the efficieicy movement of the opening dec-
~ades of thepresent,century, sﬁudehte vof the sub’ject. instituted job an-

aiysis techniques, fThus, the Commonwealth Fund Teacher Training Study

by w Charters and D, Waples, pu‘blished in 1939 by the University of
Chicago Press, listed and reported criterlal Jjudgments on over a thou=

.Vsand specific activlties engaged in by teachers.

The growing interest in personality and in interpersonal relations’

inay have influenced the approach employed by D.G. Ryans in his study of

Characteristics of Teachers: Their Description, Comparisorb_and"Apprais'-
al, published by the American Council on Education in 1960, Though re-
plete with highly statistical analyses, this study emphasized-teacher

‘qualities rather than teacher sctivities.

‘More rece‘nt,lj attention has been directed toward teacher perfor=-

. mance in the form oi: overt, specific, and determinable behavior, The
'_overt behavioral approach has tended to subscribe to the belief, as yet
unproven, that the only way to judge the efficacy of teaching is by the

measurement of changes in pupils.,

.The contemporary movement has been marked by a plethora of attempts




to develop lists of teacher competencies. Why, then, another 1157

The 'a.ﬁswer is provided in the .underlﬂng conception of the present
~1list and in ité reliance on considerable empirical experience. Other

' lists tend to stress é_i‘_cj_ei behavioral performance objectives, or char-

acteristics of teachers, '_o_x: teaéhing activities thenselvés, not to men-

. tiou_. fopical compendia based on textbook or course analysis, The pres-

ent Checklist cuts across these distinctions in welcoming elements from

any of these sources that seem pertinent, directly or indir_ectl:}, to

the effective conduct of teaching tasks.

" The second j\;stification for the present list rests on the fact
that it is the outcome of a series of pilot studies in which prospect=
ive teachers, presentb teachers, teacher trainers, and supervisors.set
down their judgments according to such eriteria as importance for téach—
ing,_éomérehmsion or mastery, application in teaching, and.most. approp-
riate period for tralning,” Insights from the findings of the pilot etud-}

ies were used in the construction of the present set of coﬁpetenc_:ies.

Two preliminary reports of studies entailing the use of competency
‘lists developed by the writ.er' are on file with the Educaﬁidnal Resources
Information Center ERIC of the Office of Education, U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, as follows:

1. Self ferceived Mastery of Curriculum Content and of Methods on the
Part of Bezinning zlementary &chool Teachers and Prospective Teach-
erg at various Stages of rrevaration, (By Harold H. Abelson and Lore

ralne k. Diamond) JUivisicn of Tcacvher Educat:ion, The City Universi-
ty of New York, September 1967. ErIC No. 015160,

2. Analysis of Itemized Judgrents Concerniug the Allocation to Pre-
Teaching and In-Teaching Training of Teaching Competencies, Topics




in Educational Povchologt, and Psychoeducational Ideas. - (By Harold
H, Abelson) Regort Ko, 72-l, Office of Teacher kducation, The City
University of New York, January 1972. ERIC No. 061169.

In addition, a limited number of copies of a third report are a-
vailable through the courtesy of the Office of Eﬂncational Research,

Lehman College, The City University of New York: .
: : : i
3. Teachers' Responsiveness to Selected Psychoeducational Ideas. (By
Harold H. ‘belson) Report Mo. 70-1, DUivision of Teacher hducation,_
The City University of New Ybrk, January 1970.

A fourth, unreported preliminary study by ihe writer utilized the
judgments of very small groﬁps of prospective and present‘peachers and
of teacher education stéff as regards the importance, the ﬁaétery, sug- '
gested time rlacement, and proposed course placement 6f L20 items relat-
‘ed to teacher competency. The responses of these several groups were .
consulted uith_particular emphasis on Importance ratings Qs the writer_
prepared the present Checklist. In effect, this list.répresents a se-

lection from and adaptation of the L20-item 1list.

The Checklist, ronsisting of ISOVitemr; is reproduced in Appen@ix.
A. It haé been designated TECOMP I with the thought that ité use may re-
‘sult in revised forms. It is ihtenﬁed as a general, task-oriented lisi-
of te#chér competencies.- The items Nave been grouped under five head-
ings, ﬁnd may be administered at one time or in five or fewer install-
~ ments. Of course, instructions to persons-who may be called upon to re-
act to the items of the list will depend upon the purpose of its applica-_
» tion. An illust"ative set of directions is reprodnced in a later section
of this report in conjunction with the gccount of the application of the

Checklist to four groups-consisting.of prospective or present teachers._




The Checkliut and the Tasks of Teaching

As its title indicates, theaitems of the Checklist were selected
to reilect the common tasks of teaching., The iive sections of the list,
each consisting of thirty items, and the, teaching tasks to which they

refer, by and large, are -85 follows:

1, Learner Objectives, Readiness, and Motivations

&. Determining objectives and goals, including immediate, direct
outcomes and long-range, indirect goals.

b, Ascertaining the learner's readiness for instruction and apply=-
ing strategies for coping with unreadiness.

c. Arousing and maintaining appropriatelv directed motivation.

2. Teacher foles and Pupil Interaction: .
a. Choosing and acting out, the various roles one may play as a
. teacher.
'b. Arranging for productive interaction among the pupils as they
carry on their learning activities. =

c. Maintaining a wholesome classroom cllmate and responding with
sengitivity to each pupil as a person, ;1

3., Curriculum and Materials: -

" a, Selecting, organizing, and sequencing curriculum content and
activities. ;

b. Selecting and utilizing curriculum aids in the form of media
and materials,

Z

L. Tbaching Procedures: ; ;
- &, Flanning lessons, teaching units, and an overall teaching state-
ey. ‘
t. Adapting procedures to suit the requirements of cognitive, af-
fective, and psychomo‘or learning.

c. .Selecting and applying the several general teaching modes and
specific instructional procedures.

S. Pupil Behavior, Appraisal, and Individualization-
a. Managing the flow of classroom activity and controlling pupil
behavior.
b. Appreising the intellectual, affective, and behavicoral charac~
teristics of groups of pupils.
¢. Studying and handling problems of pupils with learning or ad-
justment difficulties.

d. Indiv1dualiz1ng instruction for the'class a* a whole,




Any attempt to depict the complex work §f teaching under as few as
fifteen rubric's will necessarily ‘pe marked by a high degree of generality.
The itens of the Checklist itself are considerably more specific, but the
analysis could go on and on into still greéter de'tail. -Further study and
"application of the Checkllst may result in a closer appro:d.mat.ion to the
mest fruitful level of specificity with which teachmg competencies may
be stated, .. However general or specific the statement of 1ndividua.|. items,
it would seem imperative that they be seen in the context both of an over-
view of the common tasks of teaching and of an engom}iassing model of the
teaching-learning process. The pregence of si;éh ﬁames o;‘. reference can
serve not only to place the items of the Checklist in perspective, but to

) point up gaps in the lilst aﬁd help generate more detailed or parti._cuiar- _

ized statements,

A Cybernetic Model of the Teaching-learning Process

If the competency items and the tasks of teaching are to be under-
stood in. a truly dynamic sense, it is neéessary to perceive them aS fit-
fing into a cy‘sernetic model ofythe teaching-learning process. Such a
mod_elI consists of componenﬁ"elerﬁents connected transactionally in some
. kind of organized syste_ni that mahif_‘ests such characteri sﬁics as feedback
‘and decision controls ordinarily associagted with the idea of a system.
Figure 1 présents diagrammatically a generél model of 'é teaching=learning
s:,'steh\- th.ét, while structuring one's thinking abont the process,‘pe.mits,
the introduction of a great many variations in accordance wit:h individual

points of view,

- The model is essentially an elaboration of the basic phenomenon of

“an 'organism interacting with its environment,



Ficuro 1. THE TEACHING-LEARNING PROCESS: A CYFERNETIC -MODEL
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Te significance of ‘each of the eleménts.depicted in Figure 1 is de-

tailed below: "

1.

2.

The "lsearna‘__'_'.____::hown.-on_th,e..right is connected by a two-headed arrow
wvith~a conglomeration of influencing factors on the left. This ar-
row and the many other arrows within and between the several factors
suggest the interactional or transactional nature of the system.

The several factors may be considered as separated by boundaries of
varying degrees of permeability. The arrows.may be viewed symbolic-.
ally as having varying degrees of power to penetrate the respective
boundaries. . : R

In the rectanyle, which represents the learner as a developing and
changing person, the vertical dimension refers to puvints in the life
span of the individual. The horizontal axis, lavelled 1,2,3...n, in-
dicates an indeterminate number of psychological aspects of the hu-
man organism that may be singled out for study or that may be the ob-
ject of influencing forces. ‘

The resultant grid provides a framework for cataloguing the fruits
of developmental psychols: izal study with particular reference to
changes in status .as the oi'zanism progresses through the several
stages from its early constitutional potentials, indicated by the
letter a, toward the hoped for achievement of corresponding, mature
realizations of growth goals and objectives, indicated by the letter

*

The upward arrows in the rectangle suggest both the direction of
change and the operation of influencing factors within the individu-
al. In a different sense, the downward-pointed arrows symbolize the
role played by perceived goals, purposes, and self image in affecting
the individual's development. A second meaning may be ascribed to
them as well, namely as signifying deteriative forces or retrogres-
sion. In any case, these operative mechanisms apply, of course, only
in terms of a present moment, :

The segment of the learner rectangle designated ¢, d, and e, which,it
will be noted,is supérimposed on the developmental chart out of scale,
reflects the fact that, operationally, a teacher needs to think in
terms of a specified interval in the life span of the learner to cor-
respond with a given series of lessons or a unit. The letter c¢ and
e respectively refer to the entering and conclusing status of the
learner at the beginning and end of the chosen interval, while the

" letter d is employed to indicate cccurrences during the interval.



"~ 3. The large clrcle at the left of. the chert is intended to represent
all the factors affecting the learner, other than his own makeup, .
that might be of concern in the educational process. The system is
marked by the continnal conplex transactions occurring among the
factors of the env1ronment. One possible selecticn and groauping of
the components of the influencing environment is indicated by the
seven smaller circles within the large clrcle. .
Each of the component -circles is envisaged as a subsystem in it-
self with internal sets of constituent elements that interact with
one another and with elements outside the subsystem.

L. The cybernetic nature of_the,teaching-learning system is further ine
dicated by the presence in the chart of a representation of the
feedback process., Feedback i's evidenced with respect to the learn-
er, the teaching or influencing environment, and the two in relation
to one another. Strictly speaking, feedback may be considered as:
being incorporated in the arrows connecting each eleément with every
other element.

S. The section at the bottom of the chart labelled decision control is
likewise an expression of the cybernetic concept. It too should be
‘visualized as operating inherently within the elements wherever de-
cisions, or choices among alternatlves, are made. S

Y

Altbough decision making, resting as it ‘does on influencing'deten-

minants, is rarely a purely individual matter, an over-simplified

- distinction is made between agent or agency decisions and learner

decisions, while some decisions are considered as common ones.

The effectiveness of the system depends largely on the quality of

decision making, vwhich in turn relies heavily on the adequacy of ave

ailable feedback.

. while each of the items of the Checklist is re]ated to the cyber-
netic model in one way or ancther, they cannot all be neatly categor-
ized under the several portions of the chart. By and large, Section I
deals hainly with the learner, as does Section V. Sections II, III, and
IV refer mostly to inflﬁencing factors., In its feference to appraissl,
Section V is related to feedback. Decision making is involved directky
or indirectly in all five sections.,  Although the items of the Checklist
are presented individually, it is suggested that reference to the model

may enhance thelir meaning,



 The Checklist in Relation to Current Issues

Imp11¢it in the form and content of any list of teaching competen-

cies is the resolution of a series of issues,

- For one thing, & good deal of heat has been generated over the ques-
tion as to whether competency lists should be limited solely to behavipr-
ally or operationally expressed performance that can be sﬁbjectgd to mease
urement. It is the writer's vier, as evidenced in the Checklist, that |
competencies should be selected in the.first iﬁstance according to their
intrinsic vaiue, as thoughtfully judged, rather than by their form. Sub-
sequent to their selectioﬁ on judged merit, efforts may be made to in-
crease their objectivity, where appropriate, or their specificity, where
hélpful, or their &ata-frdnabilitg'; where possible. In this regard, deter-
minability may entail assessment of manifestations of competency that are

subjectively expressed as well as objectively obéerved or measﬁred.

Some oftheterms used in indicatiné the competencies 15 the Check-
list refef to inner states as contrasted-with overt performanée. The voc=
abulary used to describe tvpes of mastery ranges from "awareness" and .
Wfamiliarity", to "recognizing" and "delineating", to “stating® and "epeci#
fying", to "being skillful' and "applying". The use ofithese varied terms
is partly an expression of opposition to the limitations of objective, be-
havioral language, but goes beyond that to reflect a vzew, essentially
similar to that implicit in the Taxonomy of Educational Objectives' Af=

fective Domain by D,R, Erathwohl and others, wherein a progreesion_in.

learning or growth is depicted., This pndgression in masiery, the reader
will recall, mo&eq from an initiai passiv% avareness of‘@n>idea or phen~ -

omenon through stages of coghition and involvement to an actional incor-
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porapion into one's character, personality, and behavior. Since, among
other uses, the_checklist is to bé used for the purpoéé'of setting educa-
tional objectiveé, it is imperative that the gompetenéy statements give
recognition to the intermediate stages of growth and learning with res-
pect to given masteries. Moreover, it sﬂould be acknowledged that a
briefly stated item caﬁ cover only an aspect of full mastery, whose en-
tire flavor can be sensed only kﬁen related cognitive, affective, and be-

havioral phases are also envisioned.

Even when expressed in relatively behavigrél language, it is appar-
ent that few of the items in the-Checklist are»néted as iearner outcomes
. or prOdnct objectives, Rather, most of the statements refer to so-called
"expressive" pbjectiveé, or those that have to do with educational means
or processes that point toward hoped-for effects or accompiiéhmeﬁts. It
is obvious that teacher education Strives td-enhance teacher competence
so that pupil competence will be improved. To define teacher competence,
however, solely in terms of presumed effects on pupils without referring
as well to the associated teaching process deprives one of training guide-
lines, and in effect represents a form of circular réasoning that serves
to beg the question, It 4s true that reference to the teaching process
alone does not assure that certain results will ensue, Practically, how-
ever, one must work through ﬁ;ocess components while contimuing to valid-

ate their relations with product outcomes.

As to the content of Checklist items, dogmatic adherence to one or
another of the schools of psycholegical thought has been avoided, as has
_strict allegiarce to any of the particularized educational philosophies.

The conceptiorn of teécher roles includes but goes beyond the common range
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of instructional functions. Although emphasizing a humanistic approach
to teaching, it does not rule out the contributions of "scientific" edu-
cational psychology. Thus, divergent sources of ideas were freely util-

ized in the construction of the Checklist.

The issue as to the number of competencies to be included in a work-
able list relates in part to tﬁe degreé of generality or specificlty with .
which they are to be expressed. Obviously, wide areas of competehcy can J
be covered by a few broad and general statements, The more specific the
statemeht, the greater thé nurber of items that will be required. The
present Checklist, while seeking a moderately high degree of definite=-
ness, offers a range in specificity. It leaves to the user fheioption
of extending or developing ﬁhe list, as needed, ﬁo include adciﬁional
items of any deéired degree of specificity‘to satisfy the requiréments

of a particular educational setting, curriculum area, or age level,

A special issue relates to the exclusion of items, not so much on
tﬂe basis.of keeping down the total number, but because, though potentiale
ly significnht, they are not cqrrently understood or appreciated. It be-
comes evident to the expefienced worker in this field that a feasiblé
compromise has to be sought between the practical and the ideal. While
a number of forward-looking masteries presently unachieved b&'the great
majority of teachers are included-in the list, certain items on previous
iists, though.judged important by the wfiter, were excluded because they
were regarded as too technical or difficult to masfer for most resﬁond—
ends. In keepi;g with a current thrust toward practical application, the
Checklist has been kept relatively light on theoretical or foundational

matters. Consequently, the user will need to inquire for himself as to

what background knowledge is.necessary for a truly effective mastery of
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any given item,

Svgoested Uses of the Checklist

As to the uses to which the Checklist may be put, a distinction may

made between certain immediately practical purposes and several longere

range theoretical goals,

as

1.

2.

3.

in

of

Four main immediate applic.tions of the Checklist may be enumerated

follows:

To agsist pérnons engaged in the construction or revision of a teach-
er cducation program, or one of its phases, in deciding Wthh obgect-
ives or outcomes to seek and what content to include,

To help teachers or prospective teachers in professional training or
growth situationz determine which masteries they may need to acquire -
or strengthen, thus enhancing and directlng their efforts toward self
irprovement, .

To serve gs a source of possible criteria in the formative or summat-
ive evaluation of teacher education resource units, modules, proto-
cols, textbooks, or other material designed to further mastery of the
_teaching=-learning process,

To provide teacher certifiers or supervisors with leads as to evalua=
tive criteria that may be employed in establishing levels of mastery,
and to serve as ‘'3 point of departure for developing speciflc indica-
tors of mastery. .

Clearly, consuliing the Checkliét will not offer automatic answers
attacking the above tasks;. much thought and considerable interchange

views among the parties concerned will still be necessary.

Less immediate but nonetheless valusble results may be expected from

the following research-related activities that utilize the Checklist in

one way or anothers

1.

Specialists in the teaching of subject areas or in particular educa-
tional fields may employ the Checklist as an aid in formulating oth-
er checklists of competencies appropriate to their special areas,



13

2., After considering the nature of the several items of the Checklist
from a psychological point of view, teacher edicators may direct
their attention to the preblem as to the most eiiectlve Erocedures
and instrumentalities for achieving their masterv.

3. The Checklist may be used as a vehicle for obtaining the judgments
of various groups of educational personnel and other concerned
groups as to such considerations as to the importance for teaching
of the several competencles, their mastery, application, and sug-
gested placement in training programs,

he Analytical study of the characteristics of the several items, such
as their ldeational source, their technicality, and their applica-
tional difficulty, in relation to judgments of teachers as to item
importance, mastery, and application may throw light on aspects of
the problem of transforming worthy psychoeducational ideas into
teaching practice,

5. Researchers may employ the Checklist, or other lists derived from
it, as a stimulus for examining the extent of firm lmowledge and
the need for further study with respect to the listed items.

6. Pattern analysis ofAthé’relationships among the items, considered
both logically or psychologically and in terms of subjective react=
ions, may contribute to an understsnding of the nature and structe-
ure of the teaching-learning process and of teacher education as
subjects for further systematic, disciplinary study.

Thus, the Teacher Competencies Checklist is offered with the.hbpe
that it may prove irmediately useful and also stimulative of a long-

range program of study and research,

~




1

II. THE APPLICATION OF TECOMP I TO PROSFECTIVE AND PRESENT TEACHEBS
: 1

Subjects and Procedures .

.Although the development of the Checklist of Teacz‘ha‘ Competencies
(TECOMP I) hed already entailed the tryout of many of i;he included items,
it was deemed desirable to ébt'ain additional judgments from groups of
prospectiire and present teacher's; Utiliiing the writer'!s undergraduate
énd graduate students in courses in Educaticnal Psycl{ology and with the
cooperation of éeveral colleagues who were engaged in an experimental pro-
gram whereby teéchers who were both graduéte students and supervisors of
under graduate student teachers, it was possible to obtain judgments as
to the importance of the Checklist items and their plat.;ement in training
made by 'persons at various stages in the teacher ‘educat.i on pbogram at'

Lehman College of the City University of New York,

| Thus, the Checklist was submitted in the Spring of 1973 to four
groups of students, as follows:

1. Thirty-one (31) students in the. writer's undergraduate course in Edu-
cational Psychology;

2. Twenty (20) student teachers under the overall supervismn of a team
of professors and individual supervsion by the "field assocxatea" re~
ferred to below;

3, Twenty~-eight (28) teachers in the writa' 's graduate course in Ad-
vanced Educational Psychology; and

e Thirty-six (’6) teachers serving as ".t‘ield associates" in a combined
supervisory training program and an asszpnment as superviaors of stu-
dent teacl.ers. . \

}

‘ ‘;
The first group ‘had had but a few hours of pé\rticipat.oxfy observation in

an educational setiing. The sezond group nud had aoout a half semester
of student teaching experience., The third 2nd foixrth groups consiste"
ed of teachers with zeveral years cof experiernce; the latter of these

two groups jncladed a number who hoped to tecome school supei'visprs.
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. The respondents were given the following directions for reacting

to the items of the Checklist:

THE TEACHER COMPE{ENCIES CHECKLIST

The complexity of teaching is evident. Through pre-service prepara-
tion and in-service growth the teacher is expected to acquire many compe-
tencies., Since selective emphasis is necessary, it is helpful to know
how prospective and present teachers, among others, view the several mas-
teries that may be related to effective teaching.

So that we may have the benefit of your judgment, we have prepared
a rating form on which on which you can indicate your reactions to the

items on a checklist of teacher competencies. Each section of the Check-
list consists of 30 items.

Column A is provided to record your judgment as to how important you
‘regard the mastery of the item,

Column B is provided so that you may indicate the period when the main
stress should be placed in preparing you for the competencies.

Pleaee use the following keys for Columns A and Bz

CoJumn A - Column B

1l: Of little importance "1: Prior to student teaching
2: Of moderate or intermediate 2: During student teaching

. importance 3: During the holding of an -
3: Of high importance - ' actual teaching position

. Kindly respond to each item in each column to0 the best of your judg-
ment. Frlease leave no blanks. Your contribution to this study is great-
ly appreeciated. - '

By assigning numerical values in accofda'nce with the numerals used
in the response key it ﬁas.possible to secure an average rating for each
of the four groups, namely: 1. students in undergraduate Educationall
Psychology; 2. student teachers; 3. students in graduate Educatmonal
Psychology; aud k. field associates. Separate mean item values were cb=

tained for fhe Importance and the Placement criteria. The average item
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ratings were also determined for pairs of groups, e.g, for all under-
graduates or for all graduates, and for the four groups as a whole,

The distribution of the mean.item values for the combination of the
four groups is shown in Figure 2, separately according to the Impprt-
.ance and Placement criteries. In reference to the latter criterion, it
should be_noted that while the responses called for referred categoric-
ally to “prior to student teaching", "during studeﬁt teaching“, and
"during the holding of an actual teaching position"; values of 1, 2,
_ and 3 were assigned respectively to the three categories as if they

represented a continuous scale from earlier to later time of training.

Mean Item Values for the Total Group

Figure 2 indicates that virtually all thé items were judged to be
oflat least moderate importance. . The median rating fell at 2,60, or a
.little above ihe middle point between tﬁe intermediate and high values
on the scale. The preponderance of high Impqrtance'ratings W8S pre-
dictable in view of the fact that the Impoftance rating on preliminary
list tryouts was employed as a partial basis for inclusion in the pres-
ent list. |

Also indicated in Figure 2 is the fact that the Placﬁﬁent criter-
ion mean ratings spread more widely than did those for the Importance
" .eriterion, The distributionlof responses within each item as regards
.. the Placement criterion is treated in a later section of this report,
but it may be noted for the pfpsent that the student teaching period,
desighated‘bylthe 2 rating, is the preferred time for stress}ng train-

ing for a large proportion of the competenvies. This emphasis was par-
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- ticularly notevorthy in the ratings by the student teachers themselves

" and of those who supervised them, namely the field associatés. However,
thé fact that not one of the 150 items received a near-unanimous rating
of 2 should gerve as a reminder of the need to include some pre-student
teaching and some post-student te_aach:j.ng attention to virtually every
competency even where major tr;.zining emphasis occurs during the student

teaching period.

Mean Item Values for the Subgroups

We next turn to the ratirigs of Importance and of Placement by each
of the four groups, and by pairs of groups. Table 1 shows the means
and the standard deviations of the distributions of mean item _values_

for the several groups and group combinations.

Regarding the mean rating of Importance by the several groups, per-
haps the most interesting compariso.n shown in the table is t!}e higher
-ratings by the two groups concerned with student teacﬁing, namel:~ the v
student teachers and the field associates, numbers 2 and L respectively.
That the members of these groups were involved in a special project en=-
t’ailing coopez'at;ive field activity may have lent added interest in the
competencies. Conversely, the :stud-y of the often difficult psychologi-
cal material related to the competencies may have had a sobering effect
on the members of the two Educatiocnal Psyéhology groups, numbered 1 and |
3. The graduate groups, riumbered 3 and 4 judged the competencies to be
more impbrtant y in gen_eral,'than dld the undergraduate groups,' number=
ed 1 and 2, In any ;ase, as noted, the competencies are viewed by all

the groups 2s having considerable importance for teaching.
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Table 1, Means and Standard Deviations of Distiibutions of Mean
- Item Values for the Several Respondent Groups.

Group E , Zmportance Placement
Mean S.De Mean. S.D.
" 1. Undergraduate 31 2.50 .21 2,00 .25
Educational ‘ )
Psychology
2. Student 20 2.61 .21 1.9b .26
. Teachers ‘ .
3. Graduate 28 2,54 19 2.25 22
Ecqucational . :
Psychology
L, Field Associates| 36 | Co2ak .18 2,02 .28
5. Undergraduates | 51 | 2,55 .19 1.97 .24
(Groups 1 and 2).
6. Graduates 6l 2.6k .17 2.13 .22
~ (Groups 3 and L) -
7. Educational 59 2,52 .19 2,12 .22
~ Psychology '
(Groups 1 and 3)
8. Stud. Teachers | 56 . 2,67 .20 1,98 .24
. and Field | . . :
Associates

(Goups 2 and L)

9, Total of 115 2.60 .17 2,05 ,22
Respondents
{Groups 1, 2,

3 and L)
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.More detailed comparisons among the several groups of respondeﬁts
may be made by reference to Figure 3, which gives thetogives, or cumu-
lative frequency charts, for each respondent /roup and each of the two
critéria. The figure permits one to read off mean item values for giv-
en percentile points, or vice versa. Thus, the median in Import;ance of
the field associates is approximately 2,79, and about 70 percent of the 7

items are rated by the field associates to be above 2.70 in Importance,

The significance of the mean difi‘e’rence# between respondent groups
‘may be more fully graéped by comparing them with the size of the stand-
ard distributions of the concerred distributions as shown in Table 1.
‘Thus, for example, the -mean Imr oriance rating of the graduate Education-
al Psychology group is a full standard deviation unit lower that c;f the
field associate group. ,'Another expression of the extent of ;iifference
between these groups is the fact that 86 pefﬁent of the item ;neans of
. the field associate group exceed the. median itenm valué of the graduate

Educational Psychology grbup.

In respect to 'Place'mént ratings, the student teachers propose earli-
est emphasis while the ':gradua,t.e Educational Psychology group of teachers
'suggest the lateSt, the difference representing more than a s.ﬁandard de-
viation unit., Overlapoing of the item values of these two groups is rel-
atively smsgll, -as many as 98 percent of the item means of the graduate
Educational Psychology.gropp exceeding the median of the distribution of

the student teacier group.

Comparisors of the several distributions of the mean item values
are shown in /ppendix B, which gives the lower and upper limits of the

mean item vai.es for each of the ten deciles of the Importance and the
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Placément distributions for.éach respondent group. ;n order to avoid
the use of the two-place humbér 10, the numef;l 9 is employed to indi-
cate the 10th, or highest, decile down td O for the lst, or lowest dec=-
ile. The decile. equivalents were derived, separately for each criteri-
on and response group, from the distributions of the mean item ratings .
as listed in Appendix C for each item. The table of equivalents was
then used to determine the ciphers represenping the several deciles as
entered in the left hand margin of Appendix A to provide a convenient

comparison of ratings for each of the TECOMP I items there reproduced.

Correlations of Mean Item Values for Paired Groups

While the average level of ratings in both Importance and in Place-
ment was found to differ for the several groups, the relative standing
of the 150 items remained fairly stable for paired groups in the case

of either criterion, as shown by the correlations reported in Table 2.

Aithough 81l the coefficients shown in the tabie are raﬁha‘ high,
the agreement is closer in the case of the Placément criterion as com-
pared with that of Importance. The restricted variability of the Import-
. ance judgments may have influenced this result. The higher coefficients
for the combined groups were tc be expected in view of the adced rélia-
bility of me<an itém values resulting from larger numbers of persons

whose résponsqs were averaged to yield the mean item vzlues,

The fact that undergraduétes agree with graduates somewhat more

than do Educational Psychology students with field associate - student

teacher groups suggests that common instruction.and experience tend to

r

influence the commonality of the ratings, particularly with respect to
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2

" Table 2, Correlations of Mean Itenm Values‘fér Paired Groups and
Combinations of Groups,

Groups [ Coefficients of Correlation
Importance : Placement
l. Undergrad. Educ, Psych, with
2. Student Teachers ‘ o530 712
1. Undergrad. Educ, Fsych with
3. Grad, Educ. Psych 650 713
l. Undergrad. Educ, Psych, with , '
he Field Associates 634 o729
2. Studen£ Teachers with
30 Gl"ad. E‘d-ic. Psych .585 : .663
2. Student Teachers with
" Lo Field Asscciates .726 . « 752
- | _ . S
3. Grad, Zduc. Psych. with f i '
L. Fﬁeld Assoclates { 656 1 721
Py W -
e S gy g S P emen e e ‘ -
5. Undergraduates (Gr. 1 and 2)w1th R ’ -
6. Graduates (Gr. 3 and. h) 813 - .83k
7. Educ. Pgych. (Gr. 1 and 3) wit
8. Stud. Teachers and Field Assoc,
{(Gr. 2 and L) | . 4705 | .816

Importance. The relatively high correlations between the student teachers
and the field associates #é another expression of this trend. The rela-
tiveiy lower coefficients obtained between the undergraduate Educational
Psychology group and the student teachers in regard to the Importance cri-
terion points to the probéble difference in iﬁpact of the student teach-
ing involvement as against?that of pre-student teaching instruction ﬁith

its lack of concrete experience with teaching,

The relation between ﬁhe.judgment of the Importance of a competency
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angd ;ts suggested Placement in the training program is‘an intriguing one.
© Utilizing the ratings of all four groups, the correlation between mesn
item values for Importance and mean item values for Placemént-was found
to be .217, reflecting a slight tendency to propcse later placemeni of
"the items judged to be more iﬁportant. For the graduzte groups the -
correlation was sliéhﬂly higher (.313), whereas it was slightly lower

for the undergraduate groups (.177).

The low correlation between Importance and Flacement ratings signi-
fies that the respondents believe that a good proportion of items that
are judged to be important should be stressed in the earlier pebiods of
teacher education even though the overall trend moves slightly in the

opposite direction,

Judgments As Related to Kinds of Competency Items

Decisipns as to the selection and placement of competency items in
a teacher education pfogram may be fu£thered.by the considerstion of
two questions: (1) What kinds of items are judged to be importanﬁ on
the part of concerned participants? and (2) that kinds of items are

suggested for placement in each cf the stages of teacher preparation?

In order to answer these two questions, in part at least, the fol-
lowing procedure was employed:

1. A number of hypothetically relevant item characteristics were ident-
ified, such as the following:

a., Topical areas under vhich an item might fall,

b. Whether an item is primarily foundational or applicational.
¢, Whether an item stresses knowing as against doing.

d. Whether an item tends toward gener ality or specificity,

€. kWhether an item stresses psychology or education,

f. How technical an item is judged to ve,
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2. For each of these characteristics each item was placed in one of sev-

: eral categories. Thus, an item might be classified as relating to
the curriculum area, as being foundational in character, as stressing’
knowing, as being specific, as bearing on psychology, and as belng
high in technical difficulty.

3. Utilizing an enalysis of variance computer progranm, the mean rating
in Importance and in Placement assigned the items in each of the cat-
egories under each characterlstlc was determined.

L. Comparisons of the obtained means were made in order to ascertain
the probable relationships between each item characteristic and each
of the two criteria, Importance and Placement.

Table 3 indicates for each of the two criteria the mean values of.it- |

ems categorized under the several item characteristics referred to sbove.

Athough there are a nuhber of notable differences in the mean rat-
1ngs of the several kinds of competenciés shown in Table 3; no single
type has a monopoly on importance or suggested earlier or later place-
ment, Judgments regarding individual items.as listed in Appendixes A and
C may well be consulted as specific decisions are made concerning inclu=
gion and placement of a given competency. However, some meaningful gen-

eral trends are evident.

Thus, the topical breakdown of the Chebklist indicates that those
items receive higher Importance ratings, on the average, that relate to
learner readiness, motivation,.behavior and abpraisal, together with in-
dividualization. Objectives, teacher roles, and materials and media
do not fare as well., There is a moderate tendencyAto consider less tech-

. nical, more specific, applicationsl, and doing item types to be more im-
portant than more technical, genersl, foundational,‘and knowing types.
Educationally oriented items are rated, on the whole, slightly higher

than those th:t are more clearly psychological in content.

Q
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Table 3, Mean Importance and Placement Ratings for Categories of Items
Classified Under the Several Item Characteristics: Total Group.

H . '
i H
2k e TR B B W R = S S L s S b s S S B T Fae e e e e S 6 TR T W L I T S D D s

Item No. of Mean Item Ratings
Categories | Items Importance i = Flacement
TELEP Section: ‘
T. Learner Objectives, Reacuness -1 30 . 2.59 2,00
- and Motivation
2, Teacher Roles and Pupil Interactions 30 2.53 2.00
3. Curriculum and Materials . {30 2.58 2.05
L. Teaching Procecures i30 2,59 T 240k
5. Pupil Behavior, Appraisal, and Indlv- 30 . 2.66 T 2413
idualization
Difference: Highest minus lowest t value: .13 .13
~ Topical Areas: R ) o
-~ I, Cbjectives : 10 2,46 1.90
2. Readiness and Motivation 13 2.69 2.05
3. Teacher Roles and Pupil Interactions 17 24,52 1,97
L, Curriculum 21 2.61 | 2,63
5. Materials and Media _ 3 ] 2.53 2.13
6. Instructional Procedures 32 2,59 2.02
7. Classroom Management and Behavior 17 S 2467 2.10
8. Appraisal and Individualization 20 _ 2,63 2.16
9. Teaching-learning Process as a Yhole 7 . 2,49 1.58
. Difference: Highest minus lowest value:| o23 W20
Psychological versus ﬁaucétlonal- T B T
1. Psycrolcgical : 39 2.56 1,92
2. Educational 111 2. 61 2.09
' Difference: Hirher minus lower value: | . +05 oL
; Degree of Technicality: ) o
1, Least Technical A 2,63 2,06
2. Somewhat Technical ‘ 71 2.59 2.02
3. Considerably Technical 28 2,52 2.06
_________ Difference:  Highest mimus lowest _value: S
General versus Specifics .
1. General | 55 2.53 1.%
2. Specific 95 2.63 2.10
_Difference: Highest minus lowest value: 10 | UL
Foundational versus Applicationals ;
1. Foundational _ 26 2.51 1,82
2. Applicational ‘ 124 2.61 2.10
Difference: ngher minus lower value: | 10 .28
Knowing versus Doings ’
1, Knowing ’ L7 : 2.52 | 189
2. Doing +103 ' % ;213
Difference: Higher minus lower value: | 211 { o2l
Combination of Foundational and Knowing: |
~1, Foundational and Knowing | 23 2,50 1.79
2. Foundatio nal and Doing P03 2.59 2,01
3. Applicational and Knowing | 2l 2,52 1.97
L. Applicational and Doing 100 2,82 2.12
Difference: lighest minus lowest values - ] 12 .33




27

: )Différences in mean item value among the kinds of competencies are
shérper for suggeéted placéﬁenf@ﬁhanJﬁéfﬁimportance. As previously not-
ed, there is a slight tendency to suggest laterlplacement for the more

- importantly judged items., Of particular interest is the rather-strong

trend toward earlier placemeént of certain topical areas and of founda-

tional material that stresses knowing as against doing.

vhen each of the constituent groups is considered sepérétely, the
'judgmenis of the several types of items‘reported.above for the group as
a whole are supvorted with minor exceptions; Table L4 shows in detail
the mean ratings for item categories as determined for each group of .
respondents. As noted earlier, the average level at which the several
groups anchor their ratings varies somewhat, but tne relative placement
- of the kinds of competencies vithin eaéh group remains rather stable

with but a few minor deviations.

Interrelationshigs Among ltem Characteristics

The quite consistent relationships between a number of character-
istic and judgments of their importance and placement lead one to spec-
ulate as to whether a given charactéristic functions in a direct, caus=
21 manner or indirectly through some other characteristic with which it
is related, Thns if. ar item is both specific and applicétional, is it
rated high because it is specificlor because it is applicational? Or,
do both characteristics have a direct effect? GQuestions of this ﬁype
are not readily answered in dealing with what may well be a transact-

ional system of influences.z However; two procedures were employed

that may shed some light on the prdlenm,
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Table L. Mean Importance and Placement Ratingsfor Categoiies of Items
Classified Under the vaeral Item Ch:racterlstlcs for Each of
the Respondent Groups, ‘ R

“Mean Item Ratings

Importance Placement
Item No.of | Under. Stud, Grad. Field | Under Stud, Grad, Field
Category ftems | Ea.Ps. Teach. 2d.Fs. Assoc. | Ed.Ps. Teach. Ed,Ps. Assoc.
'TELEP Secticn: : .
1, 00j.;dead.j¥ot.| 30 2,53 2,56 2,56 2.75 | 1.98 1.93 2,17 1.9
-2, RolesiInteract | 30 | 2,49 2,L9 2,53 2,563 1.95 1,85 2.21 2.02.
3. CurisMaterials ) 30 | 2,L0 2,65 2,52 2,75 | 2.01 1.9 2,28 1,99
L, Teach, rroced, | 30 2,50 2,587 2,50 2.76 1,96 1.97 2.22 . 2.03
S. Beh.,qpnr.,xnd 30 2,54 2,75 2.59 2,77 | 2.09 1.99 2.35 2,11
Ditf, High - Lowus AL Lz UG9S TV Ja WL .18 LT
Topical Ar'égs: Y - . :
I. Objectives 10 2,38 2,L6° 2,38 2,62 1.9h 1.8 2,0b 1,82
2. Read.;Motiv, 13 | 262 2,63 2,72 2,83 | 1,98 2,00 2,2, 1.99
‘3, Roles;Interact.| 17 2,50  2.L6 2,55 2,60 .98 1.82° 2,18 1.9
L. Curriculum 21 | 249 2,64 2,50 2080 | 1,93 1.96 2.23 2.00
5. Mat.;Media 13 2,31 2,63 2,19 2,72 2,19 1,98 2,37 2,01
6. Instr, Froced, | 32 | 2.53 2,59 2,49 2,76 | 1.96 1.93 2.21 2.00
7o Cl.¥an,; Eehav.| 17 | 2.57 2,70 2,65 2,78 | 2,02 1.97 2.31 2,12
8. Appr.; Indiv, 20 2.50 2.75 2.55 2.76 2.1k 2,02 2.37 2,12
7. Teach.-learn.Prp 7 | 2,L7  2.b5 2,45 2,61 § 1.8L 1.82 2.20 2,08
D.'Lff L"‘F"'l - LOE" 031, .)O q33 023 020 021 033 030
Psvcho VS, Lauc.x : . '
1, Psychological | 39 | 2,47 2.5 2,51 2,65 }.1.90 1.81 2.1, 1.88
2. Educuational: 111 2.51 2,63 2.5 2,76 2.03  1.98 2.28 2,07
Diff, High - low: Ol .08 _005 .10 W13 W17 olh .-.].'9..
Technicality: _ '
I, Least Tech. | 51 2,58 2.62 2,59 2,77 | 1.99 1.98 2,26 2.04
2. Somewhat Tech. | 71 | 2,42 2,60 2,55 2.7h } 1.97 1.91 2.23 2.00
3. Consid, Tech. 28 "} 2.28 2,60 2.L3 2.67 2,06 1.93 2.25 2,03
__ Dirf. High - Iow .20 .02 .16 .10 07 TJ6r TL03 L
Gen., vs. Spec,: ' -
1, General ’ 55 2.5 2,55 2,48  2.65 1.92 1.85° 2,14 1l.92
2. Specific 95 2,52 2,65 2.55 2.78 2.0Lh 1,98 2,29 2,07
Difrq High - 1.0'/'73 . 007 010 007 013 012 013 Oib OI;

Found, vs. Applic,:

1, roundational 26 2.45 2,49 2,48  2.63 1.75 1.68 2,03 1.79
2, Applicational |12 | 2,51 2,61 2.53 2,76 | 2.05 1.99 2,29 2.07
__ Diff, High - lows «00 o12 05 13 ° 30 « 31 «20 020

Know vs. Do: ' ,
1. Knowing L7 ] 2.k2  2.53  2.h8 2,65 1.83 1.76- 2.10 1.7%
2. Doing J103 | 2,53 2,64 2.57 2,78 | 2.08 2,02 2.31 2.10
Dif'f, High = Low: 11 o1l .09 13 025, .26 021 AN

Comb, Found.-Know,: ,

1. Found.-Know 23 2.L3 2.k 2.L8 2.62 1.72 1.67 2.01 1,76
¢?. Found,.-Do 3 2.61 2,88 2.,L9 2.68 1 1.99 1.81 2.17 2.09
3. Apvlic,-Know 2k 2.1 2,58 2.,L9  2.67 | 1.94  1.84 2,20 1.92
L. Apvlic.-Do 100 2,53 2.6Lh 2,57 2.77 | 2.07 2.03 2.3 2,10

Diff, High - Low: _ .20 .15 .09 W15 .35 .36 30 o34
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The first simply sets forth contingency tables showing the inter-
relationship of each characteristic with every other one, The second
notes the relation of the several characteristics to the Importance and

Placement criteria,

As illustrative of the first approach, it was found that the judged
technicality of items véries somewhat, as might be expected, with the
topical area covered, Thus, items judged as being relatively.more tech~-
nical tend to fall in Areés 2 (Readiness and Hotivation); 4 (Curriculum),
and 8 (Appraisal and Individualization). Those with the lowest technice
ality ratings are more frequently found in Areas 6 kInstructional Pro-
.cedures), 7 (Classroom Management and Pupil Behavior), and 9 (Teachihg-
Learning Frocess). .The sharpness of the distinctions between the Areas

was reduced by the fact-that in selecting items for TECOMP I from earli-
er forms, items that had beén.judged to be highly technical were for the

most part excluded,

The overlappings of foﬁv other item characteristics taken in pairs
afe here reported in tabular form., Each characteristic is represehtéd
by two categories, as follows: (1) General versus Specific; (22 Founda-
tional versus Applicational; (3) Knowing versus Doing; and (L) Psycho=
logical versus Educational. Table 5 depicts the ﬁercentage of items

falling in each paired combination 6£.item categories. It shows a high
»degree of overlapping between categbrieé desigﬁate& 5pecific and Appli-
cational, Specific and Doing, Specific and Educational, Applicational
and’ Doing, Applicational and Educational, and Domng and Educational,
Thus, items with combined pairs of characterxstlcs des1gnated Specific,

Applicational, Doing, and Educational tend to occur relatively frequent=-
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ly, with overlappings as indicated in the table,

- Table 5, Overlapping in Percent of TECOMP I Items Judged to Be General
or Specific, Foundational or Applicational, Knowing or Doing,
and Psychological or Educational,

_ 1
Item Percent Overlapping

Characteristic Found, Applic, Knowing Doing | Psych. Kdue,
General 13,3 23.3 17.3 19.3 | 1.6 22.0
SPGCific hoo 5903 . lhoo h903 1103 52l0
Foundational _ 15.3 2.0 8.7 8.7
Applicational 1 16,0 66.6 | 17.3 65.3
Knowing 1.0 17.3
Doing | 11.9 56,7

The following frequencies of occurrence of the several item cate=

gories may be noted from Table 5:

Category Percent
General | 36,6

. Specific 63.3
Foundational 17;3

. Applicational 82.6
KnOWing ) 3101
Doing - : 68.6
Psychological 25.9
Educational Th.0

' The item frequencies under the catégories of the item characterist-
ics serve as a partial indication of the scope of TECOMP I, and are help-
ful in the determination of_its representativeness in s#mpiing teaching
competencies. It should be noted that the placement of items under the

several categories was based on the writer's judgment alone. Degrees of




3l

overlapping may have been influenced thereby as well as by the frequen-

¢y with which any given category occurred.

wWith information as to item frequency of the several categories
and with data as to the overlapping of categories available, it is DOS=
sible to proceed further with the inquiry as to plausible relationships
between the kind of'item and‘its ratings in Importance and suggested

Placement.

Item Characteristics As Possible Determiners of Ratings

" In the search for hints as to likely influences jitem characterist-
ics may have on ratings of Importance and of Placement it may be well

to reassemble certain of the findings already reported, notably in Table

3. That table shows the mean item ratings for each category of .a rum-
ber of item characteristics including those designated as General ver-

- sus Specific, Foundational versué Applicational, Knowing versus Doing,
and Psychological versus Educational. Table 6 gives the mean of the
item ratings in Importance and in Placement for éach of these éight sets

of items.

The table reveals that the smallest distinction in Importance rat-
ings exists between Psychological and Educational items. The remaining
differences are notable but not striking, in each case falling below
the standard deviation value of .17 for the distribution of the mean

item ratings of all of the items,

In the case of the Placement ratings, where the overall standard
deviation of the distribution is .22, two of the four differences are

above, and twec below; that value., In the two superior instances, namely
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Table 6, Ypan Item Ratings in Importance and in Placement for Each of
’ the Eight Item Characterisitcs Cstegories. :
Item Category No. of Items Mean Importance |Mean Placement
General 5o - 2.53 1,96
Specific 95 2.63 L2410
Difference: .10 - 1L
Foundational 26 2.51 1.82
tuplicational 12k 2.61 2.10
Difference: .10 .23
Knowing L7 2,52 1,89
Doing - 103 2.63 - 2.13
Difference: A1 2h
Psychological 39 2,56 1.93
Ecucational 111 2,61 2.09
Differences : ' .05 t
A1l Categories 150 2.60 2.05

the difference tetween Foundational and Applicational items and that be-
tween Knowing and Doing items, the distinction is striking; in the other
comparisons, they are moderately high. In reading the Placement column

of the table, it should be recalled that the higher the rating, the la-

ter the suggested placement of the item in the teacher education program.

Using higher Importance and later Placement as representing the
"plus" side of a scale, the categories designated as Specific, Applica=- '
tional, Doing, and Psychological are again seen to be "plus" qualities,
oﬁ the average, whereas the categories labelled General, Found tional,
Knowing, and Psychological.are_noted relatively as negative or’ "minus"

'ones as cdmbared with the general level of Importance or Placement rat-

ings.
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The next consideration has to do with the combination of the charac-
tgristics of an item, Tsble 7 presents the means of the mean item val=
ues for items manifesting combinations of item characteristics taken '
two at a time, In Table 7 each set of four means, either in the Importe
" ance or the Placement column, suggests the respective influences of con-
trastiﬁg categories for the combined item characteristics. Eacﬁ of the
sets of four values représents one pair of "minus" categories, one "min-
us"="plus" combination, one "plus"-"minus" combination, and a final pair

of "plus"-"plus" categories,

As may be expected, inspection of Table 7 reveals that in every
“instance in the case of both the Importance and the Placement sets, the
double plus pairé yield the highest mean of the mean item ratings, With
very minor exception, (e,g., Foundational=-Educational items are rated
lover in Impdrtapce than Applicational-Psychological items), the double

minus pairs yield the lowest means in mean item value,

A comparison in Tabie 7 of the mean "minus"-"plus" pair, such as
Psychological=Specific, with that of a "plus"-"minus" pair, such as Edu=~
cational-General offers evidence of the relative influence of the two -
.item characteristics involved, Thus, it may be noted thats:

1. Psychological items that sre also Specific are rated somewhet high-
er in Importance. but earlier in Placement than are items that are
both Educational and General,

2. Psychological items that are also Applicational are rated somewhat
higher in Importance and later in Placement than are Educational
items that are also Foundational, _

3. Pgychological items that refer to Doing are rated somewhat higher
in Importance and later in- Placement than are Educational items
that refer to Knowing

b. Genersl items that refer to Doing are rated sbout the same in Im=-
portance but somewhat later in Placement than are Specific items
that refer to-Knowing,
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Tabl: 7. Means of Mean Item Ratings in Importance and in Placement
' of Items Manifesting Combinations of Item Characteristics
Taken Two at a Time, '

Item Categories ' No, of Items | Mean Importance Neaﬁ Flacement
. Psichological-General 21 : 2.51 {1+ 1.6k
Feychological-Suecific 17 ' 2.61 - 1,93
Frucational-Geanersl o 33 2.55 1.98
Fducational-Specific 78 2.6L 2,14
-sychological-Foundational 13 - 2.5L 1.77
Psychological-Apilicational 25 2,56 . 2.01
Educational-Foundational 13 , 2,49 1,85
Ecucational-ipnlicational 93 2.63 ' 2.12
Psychological-Knowing 21 2.51 - 1,83
Psychological-Doins © 18 2,61 2.0l
Educational-Knowing 26 ‘ - 2,593 1,92
\ Educational-Doing 35 2.63 2.1y
|

General-Fcundational 20 2,52 - 1,80
General-A.plicational 35 2.5L 2.0§
Specific-Feundati anal _ S 2,50 1,88

Specific-Applicational 89 2.6l 2.12
General-Kncwing 26 2.L48 1.85
Gener al-Doing 29 2.58 2.07
Specific-Knowing 21 2,57 1.94
Specific-Doing N - 2,65 2.15
Foundatioral-Knowing ' 23 2.50 - 1,78

Foundational-Doing 3 2.59 1,98
Applicational-Knowirg : oL - 2.54 1.98
Applicational-Doing 100 © 0 2463 2.13
All Items ' 150 . 2.60 2.05

of all the'two-categorj combinations.the Specific-rbing one.receives
both the highest Importance rating and the latest Placement rating.
Items representing the General-Knowing combination receive the lowest
Importance rating, on the airerage. "Earliest, coverage is recommended

for Psychological-Foundatimal items, with Foundational-Knowing items
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a clpse second.

Certain of the possible comparisdns in Table 7 are not refgrred to
because of the smallness of the number of items in one or the other of

the members of the pair of categories.

When corbinations of three item characteristics are used in detere
mining the means of mean item values, the average number of items per
combination is sefiously reduced, thus permitting fewer tenable compar=
isons. Nonetheless, a number -of threefold combinations are presented
for whatevef they are wortﬁ in Table 8, Ho;;ber, comments even of a ten-
tati§e nature gill be avoided where the number of items for any given
combination is less than six, The format of Table 8 is similar to that

of Table 7.

Table 8 indicates that the addition of'a "plush category to a giv-
. en doubie combination of characteristics ordinarily yields'a higher
mean rating than the addition of a Yminus" category. Hoﬁevef, there
are some exceptions, notably the following:

1. The Foundational category, though "minus", is rated higher than the
- Applicational category in Importance when added to the Psychologicala-
General combination.,

2. The Psychologicsal category is rated slightly higher than the Educa=-
tional category in both Importance and Placement when added to the
General-Foundational combination.

3. The Psychological category is rated higher than the Educatilonal cat=-
© egory in Importance when added to the Foundational-Knowing combina-
tion,

L., The General category is rated later than the Specific category in
Placement when added both to the Psychological-Foundational and the
Psychological-Applicational combinations. This reversal does not
occur in instances where the Educational category is involved.

S. The Foundational category is rated higher than the Applicational one
in Importance when added to the Psychologicgl-Knowing combination.
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Table 8. Means of Mean Item Ratings in Importance and in Flacement
of Ttems Manifesting Combinations of Item Characteristics
Taken Three at a Time.

Item Categories No, of Items ¥ean Importance | Mean Flacement
Psych,=Gen,.-7ound. 11 _ 2.5 1,81
Psych.-Gen.-Applic, 11 2.L9 , 2,07
Fsych,=-Gen,-¥nowing 15 2.18 . 1.89 .
Fsych.=Gen,=-Loing 7 2.57 2.07
Fsych.-Spec ,~Found, 2 : 2456 1.62
Psych.-Spec.-Applic, 15 2.61 1,97
Psvch=Su.ec.-fnowing 6 - 2456 1.73
Psych.-Spec,-Doing 11 2,63 2,03
Pgyen,-Found,-Knowing 11 ~2.54 1.76
Psych,-Found.-Doing 2 2.55 1,89
Psych.-Applic.-Knowing 10 2.L7 1.93
Psych.-&dplic,-Doing 16 - 2,61 2,06
Educ.-Gen.-Found Y 2.50 1.78
Educ ,-Gen, -Applic. 2L 2,57 2,06
Educ ,~Gen,-Knowing ' 11 2.47 1,79
Educ .-Gen.-Doing 22 2.59 2,07
- Bduc,, -Spec .= Found, b _ 2,47 - 2,01
Educ .-'Spec .-Applic . 714 . 2.65 2.15

. Educ oT' Spec . -KnOWing 15 2 . 58 2 002
Educ.-Spec,~Docing - 63 : 2.65 2,15
Educ .- Found, -Knowing 12 2.L7 1.81
Educ .~Found.-Doing 1 ... 2.68 2.27
Edue,-Applic.-Knowing I 2.58 2.02

 Educ.-Applic,-Doing 8L 2.66 2.1}

~ Gen,-Found,-Knowing 17 . 2.51 : 1.76
Gen, -Found, - Doing 3 - 2.59 2,01
Gen,-Applic.~-Knowing |- 9 2,k2 - 2,02
Gen,-Applic.-Dcing 26 2.58. 2,07
Spec,-Found,-Knoving 6 . 2.50 - 1.88
Spec.~Found,~Doing 0 . mm—— S
Spec,~Applic,.~Knowing 15 2.60 1.9

 Spec,-Applic.-Doing rin 2.65 2.15
b )
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.In view of the exceptional instances cited it would sezem desirable
to examine competency items in terms of the combination of their char=-

acteristics as well as their characteristics taken nne at a time,

Table 9 completes the presentation of data relative to ihe Impor=-
tance and Placement ratings of categortes of items that combine various
item characteristics, in this case considered four at a time. Again,
the number of jtems tends to be reduced when a fourth element enters
the combination. Only seven of the sixt=en possible combinations have
six or more items, the arbitrary point crosen for making possibly de-

- pendable comparisons.

Vhere the number .of items permit minimally reliable comparisons
there are two instances where the addition of a fourth characteristic
goes counter to the general rule that "plus" characteristics are favor-
ed over "mimus" ones. Thus, (1) the Psychological category is rated
higher than the Eﬁqcational category in both Importance and Placement 1
~when added to the General-Foundational-Knowing combination; and (2) theé
Foundational category is rated higher in Importance though earlier_in:
Flacement than the Applicational category when added to the Psychblogi; :

cal-General-Knowing combination.

Tabken together, then, Tables 6, 7, B, and 9 show that certain
item characteristics tend to be associated, with some e#ceptions, with
the average level of Importance and Placement ratings. The exceptions
become evident when the characteristics are céngidered in combinations

of two, three, and four,
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Table %, Means of Mean Item Hatings in Importance ard in Flacement
’ of Items Manifesting Cormbinations of Item Characteristics
Taken Four at a Time.

No, of Mean Y.ean

Item Categories _Items Importance Plac ement
Psych.-Gen,-Found,-Knowing 9 - 2.53 - 1,80
Psych.-Gen.-Found.-Doing | 2 | 2.55 1,89
Psych.-Gen.-Apulic.-Knowing 6 2.1 2,02
Psych,-Gen.-Applic.-Doing 5 2.57 2,12
Psych.~Spec.-Found.-Knowing 2 : 2,56 1.62
Psych.-Spec.-Found.-Doing o _— -—--
Fsych.-Spec.-Applic.-Kncwing L 2.55 1.78
Psych.-Spec,-Applic.-Doing 11 2463 2.03
Educ,-Gen.=Found. -Knowing 8 2.L8 1.72
Educ.-Gen,-Found.-Doing 1 2468 2,27
Educ.-Gen.-Apylic,-Knowing .3 2..341& - 2,00
Educ.-Gen,-Applic.-Doing 21 2.58 2.06
Educ,.-Spec.-Found, -Knowing N I 247 2.01
Educ,.-Spec.-Foundi-Doing 0 | === -
Educ.-Spec.-Applic.-Know ng | 11 2.62 - 2,02
Educ.-Spec.-Applic.-Doing .63 2.65 2.15

The Mean Values and the Characteristics of Individual Items

Except'for correlations between paired individual mean item values,
the findings reported thus far refer to categories or groups of items,
Important as the identification of such gréupings_ and thelr relationshirs

may be, there are two reasons for the intengive study of individual iteams,
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These are: (1) Even where group trends zre evident, individual exceptw
ions and differentiations are often clearly present; and (2) The applic-
ation of the findings to such considerations as teacher education cur-
riculum making may require at times an exzmination of specitic competen-

cies at the level of the individual iteﬁ.

For reasons such as these the reader is invited to make a rather
detailea study of the findings as they apply to TECOMP I's individual

items.

In order to facilitate the inspection of'ﬁariicularized item.data,
coded marginal entries have been made next to each item in the repro-
duction of the Checklist in Appendix A.‘ Mean item ratings in Importance
and in Placeﬁent, which are repfoduced in their original form in Appen-
dix C, have been :educed to decile values for each group of respond-

. ents and for the total group. These decile equivalenfs are shown in
the left hand margin as noted in the key accompanying the appendix, In
the right hand margin will be.fbund the writer's categoriéal placement
of each item under five item characteristics as also noted in the key

to the appndix,

By reference to the list of competencies and their accompanying
marginal entries in Appendix A one may note any number of interesting
and possibly important points, Several of these are offered by way of

illustratiocn,

Item 3 refers to the ability'to state the developmental stages or
criseg in a person's life that may serve as sources of fundamental

psychoeducational objectives. Although Erik H, Erikson‘is not men-
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tioned; illustrations from his list of "crises" are included in the
statement, Every respondent group rates this item in tﬁe lowest dec=
ile in Importance, and if included in the training program at all,

all but one group would give it the earliest:Placement decile rating
while that growp would allecate it to next to thé earliest decile, The
item bad been independently ‘judged by the writer, as indicated in the
right hand margin in Appendix A, as being General, Foundational, Know=-
ing, Psychological, and high in Technicality ﬁith regard to the set of
item characteristics, The inspection of the ratings assigned this item
coroborates the general trend which relates lower Importance and earli-

er Placement to items so characterized,

Thus far, Item 3 presents a consisteht plcture., However, the im-
porténce of Erikson's contribution to the setting of broad educational
goals through #h understanding of significant developmental stageé is
Such-as to cause oﬁe to speculate as to whether the educational pro-

fession may not have been overlooking an outstanding ideational ssurce.

The data relative to Item 6 may prove instructive in a similar way.
‘This item refers to the progression of mastery in the affective domain
from passive awareness to incorporation into one's character, psrsonali-
ty, or aﬁtématic response, It 1s based, in effect, on the underlying

theme of the Kratiiwohl committee's Taxonomy of Educational Objectivess

Affective Domain., Iike Item 3, it is rated in the lowest decile in Im-

' /
portance, although unlike that item, it receiv.s a latg rating in Place-
menﬂ. In characterization the item is categorized identlcally with Item‘

3 except for being labelled Applicational rather than Foundational. 1In

 the opinion of the writer, most educational psychologists would regérd
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the stated competency as reflecting a very important insight. Discus=
sion by concerned parties as to why it is not rated higher in Importance
may prove rewarding. Similarly, the divergence in FPlacement ratings may

be worth further examination,

The low Impértance rating of these two rather subtle psychological
items is reminiscent of the well known Wickman study of the comparative
views of teachers and'psychologists of benhavior symptoms of children. The
analogy with the earlier study, which proved so fruitful in the mental
health field, suggests the desirability of a éimilar study utilizing the
items of the Checklist as a basis for securing the judgmenté of the two

groups of professionals.

Turning to an item that‘is judged to_be highly Important on the part
of virtually each of the groups, namely'Item 15, we note a competency
that seems difficuit of accomplishment. It refers to the seiection and
application of instructional procedures appropriate to tﬁe learner's de-
velopmental status and realistic expectations. Cne may speculate ;s to
vhether reference to the latter touched a respondent chord and led to a
favorable rating, but nonetheless, a high ievel of competency is implied
in the item. It suggests a complex mastery that might well fall within
the upper réaches of a GagnéLtype hierarchical chart. Although psycholog-
ically net easy to &o, it is applicational, entails a "doing" skill, and
represents a specific task. In a'sense, thé high Importance rating-may
suggest that prospective and present teachers are requnsive to difficult
professional masteries'uhere their applicational significance is clearly

evideht.
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_Another type of iesson may be gleaned from = considergtiOn of the
responses te Item 93, which received the highest Importance rating of
all-the'ISO-competencies listed, This item refers to the ability to
communicate knowledge and idéas clearly where telling or explaining
is appropriate in a lesson. Rather early training in this capability
is recommended. .I£ had been judged by thé writer as having all five
of the characteristics later found to be favorable to a high Importance
rating. The interesting point about training for this competency is?
that it need not await enrolment in Education courses. Departments of
English and of Speéch, not to mention other disciplines, may well assume
the responsibility, in large measure, for incuicating the ability "to

comunicate knowledge and ideas clearly",

Competencies related to various schools of psychological thought

- receive varied reception, The ratings of Ttem 127 must come as a blow
to those educational psychologists who subséribe to a Gestalt or holist-
ic view of learning., Item 113, on the other hand, should give encourage-
ﬁent to those who preach the importancu of self-image. Behévior modifi-
cation psychologists gré treated to a shock in the low Importance rat-
ings assigned to that subject, although the two Educational Psychology
groups suggest that if included, it be presented early in the training
sequence whereas the two field groups suggest later placement. This
last observation implies the probability that receptivity is tied in

with critical periods in the trairing sequence,

These few illusirations - and many more could be cited - may serve,
hopefully, to indicate in a small way the many possible considerations

that may be raised through an examination of the responses to the indiv-



. b3

idual items, It is not feasible to present anything like a full treat-
ment of the implications of such an examination, but a number of quest-
ions and tentative conclusions will be presented in the concluding dis-

cussion in tnig report,

Placement of Items Pfior‘jg, Duririg, and After Studént Teaching

Field experience in the form of student teaching has long been rec-
ognized as a crucial phase of teacher education programs. The question
as to which competencies should be emphasized during the student teache
ing experience is a challenging one, not only because of the importance
of student teaching, but also because practical considerations restrict
the number of masteries that can be covered in the course of this rela-
tively expensive training effort, It seemed useful, therefore, to ex-
~tract and present in further detail data as to the training emphasis
the respondents give to the student feaching period in comparison with

the previous and the following periods,

The earlier presentation of fiﬁdings relative to item placement has
ﬁtilized numerical calculations on the aséumption that the one to three
ratings represented,e@ual degrees on a scale of earlier to later empha-
sis. As the key to the ratings indicates, the judgment requested was a
categorical one, namely whether in preparing for each competency more
stress should be placedE 1, "prior to student teaching"; (2) "during stu-
. dent teaching"; or (3) "during the holding of an actual teaching posi-
tion", Appendix D, in addition to noting the mean item ratings in Im-
portance and in Placement for each item, gives the percenﬁage of each

group of respondents choosing each of the three periods for major'em-

phasis,
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.Appendix D confirms the observation that, t.he several groups respond
fairly consistently with one another’. There are gome differences, how=-
ever, For example, the graduate Educational Psychology group ténds, on
the whole, to propose reiatively greater emphasis on the post-stodent.
teaching period than do the other groups, The undergraduate Edﬁcation-
al Pgychology students tend to give somewhat less emphasis to the stu-
~ dent teaching period, Nonetheless, ths ove_rall stress is placed on stu-
dent teaching, Excluding tie percentages, that period receives a plur=-
ality rating in the case of 106 items as against only 19 1t_ems for each

~of the other two periods,

A detailed study of Apie ndix D, especially in conjunction with item
characteristic data noted in Appendixes A and C will offer further in-

sights related to proposed period of training emphasis,

That the two Educational Pgychology groups 'wouid, give less stress
to the student teaching period than the Student Teacher group and their
supervisors, the Field Associates, is further demonstrated in Table 10,
which presents the percentage of ratings for each of the three periods
as applied by each respondent group and the group as a whole, In addi-
tion, Table 10 breaks down these percentages accoxjding to the sectional
topical fields under which 'the competencies are grouped in TECOMP I , as
follows:

Section Field

Learner Objectives, Readiness, and Motivation
Teacher Roles and Pupil Interactions
Curriculum and Materials

Teaching Procedures

Pupil Behavior, Appraisal, and Individualization

W Ew o=
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Table 10, Percent of Hatings Assigned to Each of the Training Periods by
- Fach Respondent Group and the Total Group for EHach Section of the
Teacher Competencies Checklist (T3P I) Together with the rercents
of Plurality Ratings Assigned by the Toial Group and for TECOMP Sections,

1Ec0rp I Section TECOMH Total TrCOMP

Group and Training Period | 1 2 3 L5 |Total | Pluralities.
Undergrad. Idue, VFsvea,:

Prior to Student Teaching {32 21 28 28 2l 26 .2k

During  Student Teaching 35 L2 L1 L7 L3 L2 53

After Student Teaching 32 27 31 25 33 30 _ 23
Graduate rduc, Psveh,:

Prior to Student Teaching |21 19 15 16 15 17 8

During Student Teaching 39 28 L2 Lk 35 Lo L5

After Student Teaching Lo L3 13 L0 S0 L3 L7
Student Teachers: .

Frior to Student Teaching |30 33 29 26 28 29 22

During Student Teaching k7 - L8 L8 50 L5 L8 - 65

After Student Teaching 23 19 ?3- . 2k 27 23 13
Field Asscciztes:

Prior to Student Teaching }27 26 2L 16 17 22 13
. During Student Teaching 51 L5 52 63 54 53 _ 74

After Student Teaching 22 29 2k 2y . 29 25 13
Total Group:

prior to Student Teaching |28 27 o4 22 26 | 2k 13

During Student Teaching L3 b Lé 51 Lk L6 AN

After Student Teaching 29 29 30 27 35 30 - 16
Plurality of Ratings: Total Croup:

Pricr to Student Teacking |20 27 3 8 8 13

During Student Teaching 7% 60 0. 89 60 7

After Student Teaching 5. 13 27 3 32 - 16
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"An additional feature of Table 10 is the 1nc1usi9n of plurality
choices of the three Placement responses, that is, the percentage of
items in which the plurality of ratings by the stated groups favored
placement oftraining prior to, during, or after student teaching.
These plurality percentages are shown according to the respondent

groups and the sectiong of TECOMP I.

Overall, Table 10 indicates that the student teaching period is
is the dorminant period of choice for major emphasis upon a majority
of the competencies listed in TECOMP I. There is some exception on
the part of the graduate Educationsl Psychology group, which places
slightly greater stress on the post- student teaching period. The un-
dergraduates, both pre-student teachers and student teachers,_tend to
give slightiy more weight to £he prior to student teaching period than
do the'groups who are already teaching, Section 4 of TECOMP I, deale
ing with Teaching Procedures, is most favored by each of the groups
for emphasis during :the stﬁderit teaching period. In terms of pilurali-
ty choices a good ﬁany items in Sections 1 and 2 of the Checklist are

suggested for coverage in the prior to student teaching period.

Thug, Table 10 and Appendix D provide data for raising and exam-'
ining both specific and broad questions as to the most acceptable place-
ment of competency objectives in the course of a program of teacher edu-

cation,
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ITI. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

Surmary of Major Findings

The principal cutcome of the pfojéct here reported is the Checklist

of Teacher Competencies reproduced in Appendix A.

The detailed findings growing out of the appliéation of the Check-
list to groups of pfospective and present teachers are presented in Ap-
pendixes A, C, and D in terms of the individually listed competencies.

By reference to:these several appendixes one may noie for each stated
competency how it was rated in Importance and in Placement, or prefer-
red period of training. The ratings are shown as made by the total group
of respondents and by each of four constituent groups, namely: (1) under-
~ graduates in Educationsl Psychology: (2) student teachérs;.(B) graduate
teachers in a course in Educational Psychology; and (L) Fleld Associztes,

or graduaté teachers who were supervising the student teachers..

Also noied in Appendixes A and C are the bategories urder which the
writer had placed each item of the Checklist in regard to five item char-
‘acteristics, as fcllows: Psychological vs. Educational; General vs, Spe-
cifici Foundational vs. Applicatioﬁal;-Knowing vs, Doing; and high vs.

low in Technicality.

That thé competencies listed in the Checklist were deemed to be of
congiderable importance for teaching, on the whole, is indicated by a
mean item réting of 2,60 on a scale on which 2,00 represented moderate
importance and 3,00, high importance. For the total group of respond-

ents, not a single item fell below an average Importance rating of~2.00.
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jr!nen fche “several groups are compared in the mean .].'evel of . Import-
ance assigned the competency items, the Field Associates are found to
provide ihe highest ratiﬁg, a mear of 2.7h, while the undergraduate Edu=-
cational Psychology students present the lowest mean rating, 2.50, Un-
dergraduates, or prospective teachers, rate the items generally lower in
Importance than do the graduate teachers. Student teachers and their su-
ervising Field Asscéiates regard the items as being of greater Importance,
on the whole, than do undergraduate and undergraduate students who were

enrolled in the writer's courses in Educational Psychology,

Fean item ratings in the ‘Place'ment in training of the comuetencies
show a wider distribution than do th‘ose of the Importance qritérion. The
‘The average of ihe mean item ratings in Flacement is 2.05. The student
teachers recommend the earlieslt plaéement of training, in general; the
graduaté teachers in the tducational Psychology course opt for the lat-

- est placement. Graduates in general propose later placement than under-
graduates; students in Fducational Psychology recommend later placement
than do student teachers and their supefvising Field Associates consider=-

ed together,

~ While there are some differences in the relative ranking of the i-
tems in both Importance and Placement when one group is compared with
another,b the correlations of mean item ratings as between paired groups -
is high, averaging .617 for the Importance criterion, and .715 for Place-
ment. Undergrsasduates versus graduates yield an Importance corrélation of
paired mean item values of .813, and in Flacement, of B3h. The combin-

ed Educational Psycholoegy groups yield an Importance correlatien of .705 ﬁ
. - s ’

with the stude it teacher and Field Associate groups taken togethe_x;, ‘,,A’szé“"”

LS
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corresponding correlation for Placement is .816. A1l these correlations
provide evidence of a hign degree of constancy among groups, and hence

of dependability in the application of the Checklist,

Mean item ratings in Importance are only sligﬁtly correlated with
those in Placement, the coefficient being .217, reflecting a slight tend-
epcy'to suggest later piécement for items judged to be more important.
This trend is slightly higher for the graduate groups than for ihe_under-
graduates., The relation between Importance and Placement is low enough
to warrant the conclusion that the respondents would distribute important
items falr*y well over the several periods of training, although a later
analysis shows that greauest weight is assigned to the student teaching

reriod,

The search for item characteristics associated with judgments of item
Importance or FPlacement yielded the most positive.results in regafd to
the eaflier placement of Foundational as against Applicational items. Items
stressing Knowing as compared with Doing ére also generally suggested for
notably earlier placement. Somewhat less so.are Psychologicul as against
Educational items, and General versﬁs Specific ones, Judged Tbéhnicality

did not relate with Placement, on the whole.

The association of item dharapteristics with Importance, as compared
with Placement, was found to be less sharp and more even among the several
characterigtics. In general, Importance was positively associated with
the Educational, the Specifid,_the Applicational, -the Doing, and the low=

er Technicality item categories.

Tr.e same peneral overall trends hela for the individual groups as for
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the respondent group as a whole,

The overlapping of the "stronger", or '"plus", item characteristics
with one another was found to be marked, averaging 58 percent for the
~ characteristics Educational, Specific, Applicational, and Doing, taken
two at a time. %Whether the high degree of overlspping among “"positive"
characteristic categoriés reflects a condition inherent in the items or
results from bias in the writer's judgments as he placed ﬁhe items under
the several categories can be determined only by further study, particu-

‘larly such as might employ a panel of judges instead of a single jﬁdge.

A tally of the chafacteristics marking the items of the Checklist
indicated a predominance of the "stronger" qualities. Thus, 74 percent
of the items were Educational and 24 percent, Psychélogical; 63 percent
Specific and 37 percent General; 83 percent Applicational and 17 percent

Foundational; and 69 percent Doing and 31 percent Knowing,

When an item is marked by two or more of the "“stronger" character-
istics as against a single one, itc criterial rating§ in Impoftance and
Placement tend to increase, on the average, in the expected direction
with several exceptions noted in the body of the report, Most involved .
in these exceptions is the Psycholcgical éategory, which gains strength
over the Fducational pafticularly when combined with the Foundational

and the Knowing categories.

When the content and nature of individual items are closely examin-
ed in relatim to their Importance and Placement ratings, the informed

reader is likely to recognize a commonsense quality in the group ratings,

but there are likely to be some surprises at first glance. The variety
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of interpretations an¢ implic=tions of the findings regarcing individual
items are such as to make discussion of them infeasible in a limited re-
port, One of the things the criﬂical reader is likely to sense upon in-
specting the results of the study is the existence of varying leveis of
dépthﬂof interest in and understanding of foundationsl masteries. It is
as if the pull of visible practicality manifests itself more strongly than
that of a subtle awareness of potentially useful underlying insights, If.
the items of the Checklist and the respondents! judgments concerning them
present a conglomerate picture, perhaps it is because the-true image of

the profession of teaching is complex and imulti-dimensional,

The final phase of the summary of findings relates to the special
problem of the placement of the competencies in the training sequence with
specific reference to the student teaching period. Using a plurality vote
as among the "prior to", "during", and "aftef" student téaching as a basis,
there was a striking preference for placemeht of items during the student
teaching period on the part of the total group of respondents.and‘each of
.the constituent groups with some small ez::étiop in the case of thé grad-
uate Educational stcholoéy group. The Field Associates are strongest in
their recommendation of this period. The prior ﬁo student teaching period
is minimized somewhat by the teachers in the graduate Educational Psychol~
ogy course, Otherwise, the before and af’ er studént_teaching pariods re-
ceive roughly the same emphasis as determined by the number of items ob-

taining plurality Placement votes.

Preferences as to the most to be emphasized training period spread
quite evenly over the five topical sections of the Checklist with some

variation, as follows. The first two secti.ms, dealing respective;y with
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Learner Objgctives, Readiness, and Motivation and with Teacher Roles and
Pupil Interactions, yielﬁ a somewhat higher number'of votes for thé prior

. to student teaching period than do the remaining sections. The third
section, which covers Curriculum and Materials, and the fifth section,
vhich has to do with Pupil Behavior, Appraisal; and Individualization,

are favored for the poSt student teacﬁing period as compared with the oth-
er three sections., In al) sections, and particular}y in the fourth, re-
lating to Teaching Frocedures, the student teaching period receiyes a

clear plurality of choices,

As with other finéings employipg the grouping of items, it is well
to study the results with individual items as reported in the appendixes
when specific decisions are to be made fegarding'competency selection |
and placement in a tgacher education program. Further, since only a lim-
ited number of competencies can be incorporated for deveiopment during
the student teaching period, it becomes nece;sarf to consider which items,
or aspecté of'items, can be adequately covered in field or laboratory ex-
periences, offcréd prior to or following student teaching, that capture

significant components of the student teaching mode of learning,
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Implications of the Study

fo grasp the full implications of fhe study it is well to view it
in the conteit of its history and its purposes.  This study is seen .as
| pﬁrt of a continuing program of past, presenﬁ,‘and future research énd_
application., It is oriented as much toward the clarificati&n'of'under—

lying conceptual and procedural matters as toward the achievement of

immediate results,

While cleafly related to the objectives and procedures of the con-
temporary movement for competency-based &ggcher education, the project
grew out of a less revolutionary but more radical examinatibn of the el
ements comprising effective teaching upon which a balanced teacher edu-
cation program may be based., Historical perspective reveals a persist-
ent search for meaningful masteries as the source of professional com-
retence., what is good in the more recent approach is not its tendency
toward fragmentation as such, but rather the recognition that analysis,
provided that it is conducted within a functicnal frame of reference,
can serve to avoid tne blunderings of vague, inapplicable generalities.
Hence the repeated suggestion that the competency items be considered

individually and definitively but ‘in a conceptual context.

As to the present project, two questions of feasibility may be
raised: (1) Does the Teacher Competencies Checklist as developed after
prelihinary exploratory study providé-a useful instrument for immediate
appliﬁation? and (2) Are the procedures employed useful in the pursuit
of further cumpetency studies, whether of a foundétional or application-

-

al nature?
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A réview of the fiﬁdinga of the study provide a partial answer to
the question of present app}icability. To the extent that a consensus .
of judgment on the part of the respondent groups may be taken as indi-
cating trends it may be inferred that virtually all the items, as under-
stood, have a modicum of jmportance, Patterns of response tend to Se
consistent for the several groups. Judgments in the case of individual
items, for the most part, evidenced fairly readily 1nterpetab1e conclu=-

sions. In a subjective serse, the findings ring true,

In the matter of feasib111ty of procedures and their promise of
frultfulness in the further pursuit of the subject, it seems fair to
state that the simple rating scale and the use of mean item values for
each criterion and each respondent group open the way for cOmparative,
correlational, and other useful procedures. Of particular note is the
procedural approach to the study of item characteristics in relation to

_ criterial judgments, This procedure enables one to formulate and test
out hypotheses as to determinants of responge patterns in various groups.
Tables showing the ovérlappings in a multi-dimensional applications of
Judgments as to item characteristics is readily available through com-
puter programming, as is the mean of mean item values of items manifest-
ing any given item characteristic or combination of characteristics.‘
The. analysis of the overlappings of characteristics is useful in mapping
the t&pes of competéncies we are deaiing with, and in opening up avenues

for explorithrarer combinations of characteristics.

Beyond specific observations gleaned from the findings of the study

and reference to the several procedures employed, significant implicatiouns
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of the study may lead into insights relative to one's conception of the
teacher education program itself. This is not the place for the writer
to set forth his philosophy of teaching or of teacher preparation, but

ah observation or two may be in order as related to the place of compe-‘

tency research in the educational scheme of things.

The writer believes that the incbrporation of structured understand-
ing is essential to.the development of the professional person, This
structuring nceds to flow through two channels: (1)} the disciplines that
serve as the underlying and inner foundation of professional practice;
and (2) the psychological integration within the person of the cognitive
- (or intellectual), the affective (or psychodynamic), and the paychomotor

(or actional) ccmponents of organismic functioning, -

¥hat does this interest in structuring within thé dual disciplinary-
psychological framework signify in the study of competencies? It mean sim-
ply that we mist perceive stated competencies as refledting only the more
visible pieces of functional wholes. It means, also, that in developing
instrumentalities for the development of competencies, whether they be
moderﬁ;age modules or‘old-féshioned course elemehts, we must makelsure'
that we flesh ;n all of the mastery, ahd.that we embody the mastery with-
in a struciurally agd functionally organized disciplinary and psychologi~

cal whole,

However, just as teaching it.self may be carried on at an empirical
rather than a speculative level, so cne may "live with" the competency
idea, at timeé, in an ad ggg,'dayhte-day manner. Thus, in teaching both

an undergraduate and a graduate course in Educational Psychology the Dres=-
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ent w;iter_has used the Checklist as a convenient device for providing

students with an overview of the tasks of teaching to thé handling of
which the study of Psychology might contribute, A similar use, in a way,
was found for the Checklist by a colleague, who set up a contractual-
type arrangement whereby in a student teaching course each student was
asked to choose five competencies from each of the five sections of the

Checklist as goals to be emphasized during a specified period,

In an earlier study utilizing a shorter list of competéncies,twelve
beginning teachers in a large elementary scbool in New York City rated
the items in the form of psychoeducational proposals according to their
importance, Comprehension, and Application in teaching préctice. At the
same time a group of supervisors and teacher trainers rated thé items ac-
cording t§ the same criteria, Of particular interest was the finding that
the beginning teachensjudged the items as being far more fully applied
than did the supervisory and training personnel., In a study of this type
the discussion of the ratings, item by item, becomes a basis for pragmat-

ic action,

Thus far, only a tiny fraction of the potential uses of the Checklist
as outlined in the first section of this report has been exploited. The

extent to whiéh the fraction will increase in size remains to be seen,

Next Steps in Research and-Application

Many hours. of engagement with problems and data in the course of the
‘present study could not bui 1ea& to ideas as to further needed research
and application.

First, the Checklist itself, developed as it was as a general list
of teacher combatencies, calls for additional study and modificétion, par-

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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ticulgrly wifh a view toward improving its represeptati&eness in sampling
the common tasks of teaching. - Invéivement of others in the rewording of
items will undoubtedly contribute to enhanced communicaticn, Regrouping
of items may lead to further usefulness of the instrument fdr inventory

or diagnostic purposes.

Second, replication studies with other groups and larger numbers may
serve to substantiate or modify the several findings of the present study.
Its scope may be extended by the introduction of additional criteria as
bases for judging the items. A rating scale with more than three degrees
may warrant trial, although for group results the present scale seemed ad-

equate, and because of its simplicity, desirable,

Third, the deveiopment of a series of specialized checklists ma& be
attempﬁed, adapting the general teacher competerncies to the form and needs
of épecial teaching fields such as the teaching of social studies or of
science. Adaptations to the several grade levels such as early childhood
education or the teaching of secondary English may be in order, as may be
" those that take into account a particular educational point of view such

as that embodied in the open classroom,

Fourth, the Checklist may be expanded quite extensively in terms of
attempts to evqlve additional items reflecting positions in a taxonomic
scheme of one kind or another. For example, a presently listed item may
represent one or ancther aspect of the cognitive-affective-psychomotor
spectrum on a scale or chart of organismic psychological functions. Theor=
etically, it should be possible to generate other items related to”the

present one but expressing some other point on this spectrum. Within any
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of the "domains", such as the affective domain in the téxonomy of educa-
tional objectives worked up by Krathwohi and others, a number of reformu-
lations of any given item may be made. A further variant might well be
in terms of level or complexity of mastery keyed to the unavoidable ne-
cessity of setting cpmpetency standards for different grades of profes-
sional potential from semi- or para-professional to full, master profes-

sional,

Fifth, the items of the Checklist may be reformulated or supplement-
ed to provide criterial statements in the evaluation of persomnel by
self or others that may help in designing instruments or other proced-

- ures for measuring or determining competencies.,

Sixth, the items of the Checklist may be used as a point of depart-
ure for undertaking inquiries as to the best instrumentalities to employ

in the attempt to achieve selected masteries,

Seventh, curriculum committees at the course or program levels may
.find the Checklist useful in arriving at agreements as to which compe-
tencies to include as objectives in any given course or sequence of pro-

fessional learning experiencés.

Eighth, persons concerned with the educational process affecting
the preparation of teachers may use the Checklist to make explicit at-
titudes toward the several competencies as & basis for discussion of

differences in judged worth or wiih respect <o other criteria,

Ninth, the characteristics of the several compétencies may be stud-

ied more fully with the employmeﬁt of a panel of judges to test a wide»
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range of hypotheses as to what might make an item "tickﬁ in one respect
or anpther. Such group judgments as to item characteristics, when re-

lated to independent criterial judgments by'other groups of respondents,
may ser§e to reveal inner mental operations in respect to.the forma£ion
of attitudes toward the competencies, By extension, the techniqde pro-
posed in the present study is applicable to attitudes in general, wheth-

er related to professional competencies or otherwise,

Tenth, in the same vein, the development and study of competencies
here suggested for the teaching profession is equally applicable to oth-

er professions.

Eleventh, once the competencies have been s¢i forth in succinct fofm,
thev may be studied in terms of the research or other basis on which
their underlying ideas rest, or, associated subjectmatter may Be col~
lated around the competency staiements, thereby facilitating the "valida-
tion" of the competency or the development of instructional material in

relatim to it.

Twelfth, the problem of the application of psychoeducational and
other ideas to teaching practice may be indirectly attacked by ascertain-
ing the application made of individual competencies or their underlying
ideas, and correlating the'exxé;t of such application with item,charact-_
eristics formulated to reflect various hjpotheses as to factors that de-

termine the extent to which an idea may be transformed into practice,

Finally, work with competencies, based as it is on an effort to
transform a more or less complete comperdium of useful ideas into the

form of succinct statements, may well lead into the systematization of
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the disciplinary fields that go to make up education, academically or

pfofessionally viewed, and hence contribute to the formulation of a more

systematic discipline of education,

Thus, the report is concluded oﬁ.a note of open-endad challenge to

mich further thought and effort,
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Appendix A: The Teacher Competencies Checklist (TECOMP I) Together with
Decile Indicators of the Mean Item Ratings in Importance and
Placement by Each Group of Respondents, ani the Categorical
Classl fication of Items Under Each of Flve Characteristics,

KEY TO APPRNDIX A -

Appendix A reproduces the Checklist in five s:ctions of 30 items each,
Marginal entries have been added to indicate mean ratings of items and how
the items had been descriptively categorized by the writer.

At the 1e“c, the headings A, B, C, D, and E refer respectively to the
four respondent groups and the total group, as follows:

A: Thirty-one students in the writer's undergraduate course in Education- -
al Psycholcgy;

B: Twenty student teachers supervised by the field associates whc comprise
ed Group C;

C: Thirty-six college field associates, teachers enrolled in a graduate
supervisory training course of study;

D: Twenty-eight teachers enrolled in the writer's graduate course in Edu=-
cational Psychology; and -

E: The total of the above four groups, equally‘weighted.

In the left hand margin under these headings the mean Importance and Place-
ment ratings for each item as made by each of tne five groups is represent-
ed in terms of decile rank within the distribution of each group. In order
to avoid the use of the two-place number 10, the highest decile has been
dssignated 9 instead of 10, and so on down to 0, which represents the 1st,
or lowest decile. .

The top set of decile values next to each item refers to the mean Importance
ratings of the item, while the lower set is based on the mean FPlacement rat-
“ings, in each case under the column headed by the apuropriate group designa-
tion A through E. Thus, Item 3 illustrates an instance of relatively low
ratings of Importance and of suggested .very early Placement in the teacher
education program as judged by each of the five groups, Item 6 illustrates
relative low Importance ratings as well, but later Placement with the ex=
ception of intermediate Placement as audged by the D group of graduate stu-
dents in fEducational Psychology.

The right hand margin presents the writer's categorlzatlon of each item
according to the following key:

G: General versus S: Specific in nature;

F: Foundational versus A: Applicational;

K: Knowing versus D: Doing in orientation;

P: Peychological versus E: Ecucational in emphasis; and
L: low versus H: High in tecnnloality.

Thus, Item L is characterized as General, Frundat. .a41, Knowing, Education-
al, and Low in Technicality.
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TEACHER CCOMPETENCIES CHECKLIST (1ECOMP I )

Iten

Categories

I. Learner Objectives, Readiness, and Fotivation

Can state the general goals and purposes of education
in contemporqry society, ,

Is able to relate a given set of educational object-
ives to the several basic needs of children and ad-
ults,

Can state the developmental stages or crises, such as
those related to trust, autonomy, and identity, that
may Serve as sources of fundamentsl psychoeducational
objectives,

For a given teaching unit, is able te state its ob-
jectives in terms of specific anticipated or intend-
ed changes in the learneris knowledge and understand=-
ing, in his attitudes, interegts, and values, and in
his psychomotor performance skills.

Can relate the specific and broad objectives of a
teaching unit to those of the individual lessons:
that constitute it.

In the course of learning, can trace the progression
of mastery in the affective domain from passive a-
wareness to the incorporation into one's character,
personality, or automatic responses of the element to
be lesrned,

Is able to sense the extent to which an educational
objective is clearly expressed in overt, determinable,
behavioral terms,

Can apply a given set of objectives as criteria in
judging teachlng procedures, in selecting curricular
materials, and in developing test questions or other
means of appraising pupil learning.

Ynows how appropriately to share with‘learners know-
ledge of the objectives of & given lesson or teaching-
learning unit,

Can relate decisicns regarding curricuium selection,
orgamization, and seguencing to the educational ob-

jectives of a unit or subject,

GFKEL

GFDFH

* GFKPH

SADPH

SAKEL

GAKPH

GADEL

SADEL

GADEL

* Prepared by Harold H, Abeison, The City Universaty of New York
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- TEACHER COMPETENCIES CHECKLIST (CONT. )
DECILES

Group: ' , Itenm
ABCDE ‘ \ Categories
69948 11, Is adept at guiding and directing the course of pup- GADEH
55735 il activities in a lesson in accordance with the re-
quirements of designated objectives.
- 00010 12, Can'set forth the main characteristics of the kinds GFKEH
21000 of persons we watld like the total educational pro-
gram to produce,
31222 13, Is familiar with the concept of identity as applied SFKPH
00000 to the development of "self" and in terms of the ref-

erence groups to which a person belongs,

89999 1l. In planning a teaching unit, can organize one's think-  GFKEH
LL66L ing abcut learner readiness in terms of the poteniali-

ties of the learner, his immediate abilities and

learning characteristics, and appropriate objectives

and expectancies, .

96899 15, Where adaptations in a planned unit are called for, SADPH
87988 can select and apply instructional procedures approp-

riates to the learner's developmpntal status and real-

istic expectancies.

‘12623 16, San recognigze the appropriateness of designated cur- GFKPH
9546 ricular material to the pupil's cognitive, psychody-

- namic, and/or psychomotor stage of development,
96999 17. Can make strategic decisions as to whether and to SADEL
89878 what extent the teaching unit as plznned needs to be

adapted to learner readiness or whether preparatory

or other instruction should be provided. ,
L6957 18. Is familiar with the procedures for ascerteining the SADEH
L9537 status and the shortcomings of individual learners as

to readiness to enter upon the teaching unit.

52775 19. Can formulate a program of readiness development pre-  SADEH
67626 requisite to the presentation of a given teaching unit -
to be applied to a group of pupils.

51754 20. Can formulate a program of readiness development pre-  SADEH
78726 - requisite to the presentation of a given teaching unit
' to be applied to an individual pupil.
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TEACHER COMPETENCIES CHECKLIST (CONT.)

DECIIES
Giroup: Item
ABCDE Categories
6L52 21, In selecting and utilizing audio-visual and other GADPL
66L1;5 learning resource material, is able to take into
- account the interests of pupils,
76556 22, In selecting and utilizing audio-visual and other GADPL
718747 lcarning resource material, is able to take into ac=-

count the background of knowledge and the capabili-

ties of pupils,
Lh2slk 23, Is readily able to survey the neighborhood and com- GADEH
63385 munity to determine physical, social, and cultural

characteristics that might affect the pupils and

their educational performance,
98999 2L, In planning the motivation of a teaching unit, con- SAKPL
02010 siders the need to arouse the stiention and interest

of the learner,
72163 25, Is familiar with the changing tvpes of incentives or GFKPL
11020 rewards to which children at various stages of devel-

opment are responsive,
65576 26, Is aware of the socio-economic-cultural differences SFKPH
12111 that may affect “ne incidence of the séveral incent-

ives or motivational appPals in an individual or a

group,
21372 27. Knows how to maximize reliance on intrinsic sources SADPH
34354 of motivation,
32132 28, Can differentiate among the several types of motiva-  SAKEL
57154 ticnal appeal according to their likelihood of a=

chieving sustained learning activity.

8L8B8 29, Is capable of controlling the anxiety level of learn- SADPH
67867 ers when assigning tasks so as to stimulate sufficient
- activity arousal while keeping the asnxiety level lcw
enough to prevent interference with productive behav-
ior,

87799 30, Through selection or invention, can produce a plenti- SADEL
Soh7k ful and varied set of ideas for motivating units ir
the curriculum area for which one is responsible,




11111

DECILES
Group:
ABCDE
10030 31,
00100
20020 32,
22112 -
5227k 33,
31142
L0111 3L,
LL253
L3253 35,
51232
98768 36,
20711 @
30000 37.
‘11121
02000 28.
21000
30000 39.
01000 -
35222 0.
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TEACHER COMPETENCIES CHECKLIST (CONT. )

Item

Categories
II., Teacher Roles and Pupil Interactions

Can specify the main factors that determine the roles GFKEH
teachiers are likely tc play and the way they play
their roles.

Is aware of the relation of the teacher's choice of GAKEH
role to his teaching style, -

Is aware of the way roles played by the teacher, as SAKFH
one member of a relationship pair, affects the roles
adopted by pupils,

Is aware of the relation between the teacher's choice GFKPH
of roles and the importance he or she ascribes to the

several aspects of the child's makeup as regards cog-

nitive, psychodynamic, and actional personality ele-

ments,

Can delineate the responsibvilities of teachers with GAKEH
respect to each of the ccmponents of the teaching.

learning process such as: educational objectives,

curriculum, teaching procedures, classroom manage-

ment and governance, pupil relationships, and school

and community relations,

Is familiar with specific teacher functions such as: GADEN
task orientation, directing learning activities, tell-

ing and explaining, securing pupil participation, pro-

viding learning materials, stimulating thinking, and
evaluating pupil mastery. \

Can specify the ways teachers play direct or ancil- ~ SAKFH
lary pesychological or mental health roles in study-
ing and handling children.

Can specify the ways in which teachers serve both to GAKrd
preserve sccizl values and as change advocates in seek-

ing adaptations in order to meet the needs of children

and adults more fully,

Can conceive of teaching as the facilitatioh of learn-  GFKFPi
ing and growth through the intentional manipulation of
the environment, psychologically considered.

Is aware of the range of teaching functions from dir- GFKEH
ect instructional intervention to indirect guidance of
largely self-generated learner behavior,
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. TEACHER COMPETENCIES CHECKLIST (CONT.)
DECILES

Group: : Item
ABCDE g : Categoeries
L6897 * L1, Can assume the role of classroom manager with easy 'SADEL
77657 efficiency,

§h323 L2, Is effective in working with other school personnel - SADEL
99999 in team, grade committee, or task force relationships,

77788 L3, Can apply instructional prccedures in a.warm, under=- SADEL
133613 standing, and friendly manner,

99889 Llb. Can apply instructicnal proceddres in a stimulating, ‘SALEL
33533 iraginative, and energetic manner, -

.0L020 15, Can aoply instructional procedures ir a responsible, ~ SADEL
36L23 . business-like, and systematic msnrer,

6LLT76 L6, Can serve as a behavioral medel in respect to témper- SADER
66877 ament and emotional response to potentially upsetting
stress situations,

LLS65 L7, Can serve as a model for pupil identification with SADEH
53585 respect to interpersonal behavior and character.

L0072 L8, Can reconcile and integrate the teacher's profession- GAKPL
69778 al roles with one another and with his or her several
perscnal roles. ' |

8L566 L9, Can set progressive, realistic goals and levels of im~ GFDEL
67988 provement in professional performance,

02131 50, Is appropriately responsive to supervisory and other

98959 opportunities that might resuit in professional growth, GADEH
61001 51. Can utilize bibliographic and other sources of ideas GFIPL
20301 - possibly helpful in the planning and execution of his :

or her teaching,

20221 52, Is aware of the presence of the teaching-learning pro-  GFKEL
00100 . cess in non-school educational agencies and in life.
: generally, as well as in school-oriented operations.

51864 53, Can identify the main features of a wholesume and pro-  SFKEL
31162 ductive classrocm and school educational climate,

82355 5k, Can share decisions with learners as to the choice of SADEL
66576 learning tasks, procedures to be followed, and ways of
examining learning outcomes,
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TEACHER COMPETENCIES CHEGKLIST (CONT,)

DECILES :
Group: Itenm
ABCDE : Categories

932L5 55, Can make, interpret, and utilize a classroom interac-  SADPL
63915 tion analysis indicating such information as teéacher
versus pupil initiative, teacher reactions to pupil
statements and responses, and the nature .° pupil-to-
pupil interchanges,

85698 56, Is skillful in eliciting individual talents 2 .d en- SADPL
799L9 courazing the productive utilization of grou re-
sources,

37897 57. Is skillful in implementing such instructional forms SADEL
98989 of grouping as pupil pairings for tutorial purposes,
. class subgroupings for individualised instruction, and
committee groupings for special assignments and pro-
Jjects, S

10171 S8, Is skillful in applying the principles of group dvnam- SADPH
LL665 ics through dramatization, role playing, and sociograme
mic realignment,

53845 59. Can bekave in a manner conducive to the development of SADPH

33453 group morale, identification, and cohesiveness.,
67,87 60, Can contribute to intergroup relations and improved SADPH
21021 self-realization of minority group aspirations through

an appreciation of the cultural characteristics and at-
tainments of ethnic subgroups and a sensitivity to the
feelings of members of the several minority groups.

‘ III. Curriculum and Materials

53686 61, Can organize one's thinking about curriculum protlems GFKEL
02512 in terms of the selection, organizaticn, and seguenc-
'ing of content, experiences, and activities,

66656 62, Is knowledgeable with regard to the subject to be . GFKPH
02221 taught in terms of its basic organization, conceptual
principles, and methods of inquiry or techniques.,

66857 63, Is familiar with the content of the course(s) of study SFKEL
06122 appropriate to the subject or suhject to be taught.

34855 6L, Is able to determine the curriculum material to be in- SADEL
77u87 cluded in a given teaching-learning unit to be conduct-
: ‘ed in a designated setting with a stated group of pupils,
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- TEACHER COMPETENCIES -CHECKLIST (CONT. }

DECILES
Group: . _ Item
ABRCDZE . Categories
768?8 65. Is able to adapt the selection and preséntation of ' SADEL
76888 curricular materials in the course of the conduct of

2 teaching unit in accordance with feedback 1nforma-

tlon Daqu on pupil response,
04311 ¢6e, ¥s able to correlate or integrate curricular mater- GADEH
86L25 lals from two or more subjects in a given instruct-

ional setting,
79588 67, Is capable of finding and introducing appropriately SADEL
Shiu2h stimulating curriculum materials for instructional

~enrichment,

12563 68, Is familiar with gamelike and simulation activities SAKEH
11L11 suitable for enhancing interest and inducing learn-

ing in designated units or subjects.

L7698 69. Is familiar with activities suited to the stimulation SAKZH
01211 of creative thinking or performance in a designated
unit or subject,

65645 70. Can transform curriculum tonical items into thought- . SADEH
SL61L pProvoking questions and tasks. _
14201 71. Can adjust the amount and kind of advance curriculum SADEL
99779 - selection and planning to the paricularized reguire-
ments of a teaching unit or educational setting. '
65L66 72, In planning a lesson or unit, can identify the lead- SADPL
21111 ing ideas to be included and distinguish them from

elaborative details.

77557 73. Can analyze or break down difficult or complex topics GADPH
12111 into smaller, manageable elements, :

89447 7L, Can translate abstract and intangible ideas into con- GADEH
11000 " crete and understandable terms,

Ls3L5 75, Can group items to be learned and sequence their pres-  GADER
23263 entation in such a manner as to further meaningful

grasp,

31222 76. Can detect and capitalize on the relationships between  GADPH
678L7 elements in two or more teaching units so as to en=-

hance the likelihood that the s*n:dy of one of the un-

its will f80111tat9 the learning of the other unit or

units,
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TEACHER COMPEYENCIES CHECKLIST (CONT.)

DECILES
Group: Item
ABCDE : : Categories
LL512 77. Can judze the adeguacy and appropriateness of text- SADEL
57898 book or other educational materials in their coverage

of a designated unit or subject,
165623 78. Can judge the adequacy and appropriateness of an SADFEH
85877 achievement test or other appraisal device in its cov-

erage of a designated vody of curricular knowledge in
relation to the objectives of a course or unit.

03732 - 7%, Is familiar with outstanding curriculum innovations in  GAKEH

56587 the subject or subjects to be teught,
347h5 80. Is familiar with the concept of instructicnal mater- GFKPH
22332 ials as ercompassing not orly written matter, but also

real objects together with the multi-sensory repre-
sentation of artifacts and of phenomena,

143L2 81, Assuming available resources, can plan a program for . GADEH
sh25h the use of instructional media and materials in con-
Junction with a stated unit or subject.

26261 B82. Is able to locate and select appropriateslearning re- GADEH

85456 source materials and to manage their procurement.
33432 82, Can make educationally sound decisions as to when and GADHI
86867 - how to use each of the several types of instructlonal

media and materials,

00000 8L. Can set forth the guiding considerations in the evaiu-  SFKEH
89858 ation of commercial or educaticnal offerings in the

form of radio, {ilms, or TV programs that might be

heard or viewed in conjunction with a given unit or

subject of the curriculum,

15474 B85, Is capable of making effective educational use of SADEL
53274 teacher- or pupil-made learning aids.
06110 86. Possesses the knowledge and mechanical skills re- SADPH
LOoOL1 quired to manipulate common teaching aids such as pro-
jectors, tape recorders, and ordinary classroon e-
quipment,

26655 87. Can employ the immediate environment of the classroom SADEH
7L275 as a source of instructicnal stimulation.




DECILES

Group:
ABCDE

2LLL3
92598

06211 .

98LY9
27L3L
98799
LL73L

01120

72333
15242

99999

22132 .

79989
62385

7LL03
L6274

65887

87L387 -

989959
7L566

21522
32212

01L01
3943k

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

9L,

5.

96.

97.

98.
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TEACHER COMPEI'ENCIES CHECKLIST (CONT.)

Can put the environment of the school as a whole, in-

cluding its library and display facilities, to in-
structionzal purposes.

Can make an appropriate survey of the neighborhood
environment of 2 schocl to ascertain its resources
for enriching the school curriculum.

Can put the out-of=school environment to 1nstructlon-
2l use through assignments and/ox trips.

IV, Teaching Procedures

Can formulate the principal questions a teacher has
to ask himself or herself in planning a teaching unit
or lesson,

Can choose and combine appropriate lesson types and
teaching modes in accordance with the requirements
of a given teaching unit,

Where telling or explaining is appronrlate in a les-
son, is capable of communicating lnowledge and ideas
clearly.

In telling or explaining, is adept at procuring feed- -

back to determine pupil attention and understanding.

Is fluent in thinking up ideas or illustrations that
may be introduced at appropriate points in a discus-
sion type lesson.

Is capéble of securing widespread participation in a
developmental type lesson,

Is able to provide appropriate and successful prompts
to pupils having difficulty in grasping a learning or
performance task,

Is familiar with the several aspects of problem solv-

" ing, and is able to incorporate them in the conduct

99.

of a problem or discovery type approach to teaching,

Is familiar with and can carry out a project approach
in conducting a teaching unit.

Jtem

Categories

SADEH

GADPH

SADIH

GADEH

 GADEH

S4LDEL

SADLH

SADEL

SADEH

SADEH

SADEH

SADEH
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TEACHER COMPETENCIES CHECKLIST (CONT,)

DECILES

Groups ‘ Item
ABCDE . . Categories
615LL 100, Can conduct effectively lessons and assignments de- SADEH
sshi2) signed to enhance study skills.,

72333 101, Can plan for, and assist pupils in, the execution of  SADEH
L76k6 sound review activities to achieve fuller understand=-
ing and retention of learning materials.

20200 102, Is effective in selecting or preparing drill or oth- SADEH
66625 er activities designed to increase retention and
» nake responses automatic,

L8123 103, Is familiar with innovative teaching programs and GFKEH
00000 ideas such as the open classroom approach to teach-
ing and learning,

9L988 10k, Is able to make eppropriate adantations of 6ne's GADEH
98999 teaching style to conform with learning styles of -
individual pupils or groups of pupils,

78847 105. Is adept at adapting task-oriented activities to the SADEL
978L8 °  capabilities of individual pupils or groups of pupils,

65947 106. Is capable of estimating difficulty'levels of learn- . SADEH
89678 ing tasks and aszignments for a given group of pupils,

88988 107. Is adept at formulating questions suited to a partic-  SADEH
26554 lar teaching purpose, such as to arouse interest, '
prov1de reassurance, stimulate creative thought, or
clarify a confusing idea.

98979 108, Is able to grasp ideas pupils are trying to express, SADEL

75L86 and to help them to express their ideas more clearly.
12211 109, Can apply the principles of behavior modification, GADEH
26703 inecluding primary and secondary reinforcement, to

the achievement of performance objectives,
13222 110, Is familiar with the appropriateness and effective=- SAKPH
00331 ness of the several kinds of reward and punishment

as applied tc pupil responses in learning situations.
' 4
- :
15523 111, Is adept at setting up situatiors in which knowledge SADEL
- L5BL6 of success or the correctness of responses is bullﬂ
intc the learning performance,
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TEACHER COMPETENCIESICHECKLIST (CONT. ) |

~ DECILES _
Group: - Item
ABCLL - . | o Categories
25302 112, Is familiar with the methods of developing apprecia- - SAKEH
10301 tion abilities in such fields as literature, art, and

social studies,’
98999 113, Is capable of conducting activities and of relating SADEL
L3623 to pupils with a view toward enhancing the pupils!' :
: self knowledge and self imuge, :

LLS3L 11k, Is capedble of helping pupils erhance their interest SADEL
68767 patterns in both a2 quantitative and a qualitative

sense,

35555 115, Is capable of effecting a class setting and of insti- SADEL
87868 tuting activities calculated to enhance the social
traits of pupils.

11010 116, Is familiar with the procedure for teaching a concept  SFKEH
2L723 in the sense of a single idez or generalized notion

through the inductive use of positive and negative in-

stances and by associational, or non-inductive methods,

00000 117. Can parcel out learning activities in keeping with the  GADEH

35534 principle of using psychologically sound whole units,

61252 118, Is effective in directing learning sctivities so as GADEH
67767 to achieve appropriate generalization and transfer,

201L1 119. Can organize one's thinking about a teaching unit or GADEL
04322 a lesson in terms of a conceptual model of the teach=-

ing-learning process.
751LL 120, Can =adapt one's thinking about the conduct of a teach~  GADEL

37665 ing~learning unit to conform with the requirements of
different community settingse. :

V. Fupil Behavior, Appraisal, and Individualization

69598 ‘121, Can conceive of the individual vupil as a behaving, GFKFH
00000 growing, learning person with idiosyncratic personal-

ity characteristics who is engaged in a continual ad-

aptation with his or her environ.ent.

56376 122, Can recognize in a child's present behavior character-  GFKPH
20000 istics that reflect critical elements in the develop-

mental stages through which individuals normally pro-

gress,




TEACHER COMPEITNCIES CHECKLIST (CORT.)

DECILES
Group; ’ Item
ABCDE Categories
15273 123, Cen interpret a child's behavior within the normal GAKPH
53052 range in terms of underlying dynamic and adjustive :

mechanisms,
37386 124, Is capable of helping pupils Lo formulate and exe- SADEL
81987 cute 2 suitable code of behavior in school, -
9999 125, Can control class behavior in generzl and that of SADEH

- L5L5S  troublesome, but not sericusly disturbed, children,

99999 126, Is capable of handling individual instances of dis-  SADEL
57566 rurtive behavior in the classroom in a constructive

Wayo
59788 127, Is alert to safety requirements as applied to var- SAKEH
10281 icus types of school activities.
988Yy 128, Is able to detect tension in a classroom situation SADEH
Léeal and to introduce appropriate relaxing act1v1t1es,

.or otheru1se deal with it.
86688 129, Is sensitive and appropriately responsive to pupil SAKEH
24333 manifestations of anxiety or frustration in coping

with learning or social difficulties,
85577 130, Is capable of encouraging pupil initiative in choos- SADEL
3556k ing and carrying out learning activities,
SeéLhé7 131, Is capable of providing needed structure in directi- SADEH
65576 ing learners engaged in classroom activities of var-

ious tyres.
21001 132, Is skillful in providing appropriately structured SADEL
65867 direction to learners in out-of-school activities or

assignments,

75667 133. Is capable, in conducting group lessons or individu-  SADEH
L5755 alized activities, of achieving the effective utili-
zation of the pupils' time and effert,

56335 134, Can make an inventory of the learning difficulties SAIEH
67688 of a pupil or a group of pupils with respect to a :
given curricular unit.

6433L 135, Can state and inquire into plausible ~ausative hypo- GAKPE
77314 theses to account for a given child's learning diffi-
' culties,
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TEACHER COMPETENCIES CHECKLIST (CONT.)

DECILES | |
‘Group: Co , Item
ABCDZE _ Categories
25253 176, Through informal observation of puéils, is able to SAKEL
16153 - ascertain the degree and kind of attention pupils

are giving the teacher's presentations and to class-,

room tasks,
3643k 137, Is able to analyze the pupils' modes of attacking SADEH
58L66 ~ tasks of varicus kinds, including their reaction to

dlfflcultles.
76346 138, Is capable of framing and conducting informal or SADEH
83486 conversational interviess with pupils that are de-

signed to ascertain pertinent information concern-

ing their interests, schocl attitudes, feelings,

and proolems,
69567 139, Is able to concuct appropriate interviews with par- SADIEH
99999 ents and others regarding a pupil's school perfor-

mance and educational needs.
16713 1L0. Can interpret test scores and other data derived SAKEH
83766 from testis of generﬁ] and special ajptitudes and ab-

ilities, o
7LLES 1L1, Can prepare test items of various kinds suited to SADEH
55521k . the determination of the pupils' mastery ofthe sev- ~

eral types of learning outcome sought in the course
of &z teaching unit or 1lescon,

00000 1L2, Is able to interpret and to auply common statistical  SADEH

54123 procedures used in conjunction with the employment
"of tests as part of a program of educational apprais-
al,

L7324 143, Is capatle of assigning grades or marks, and other-=  SADEH
99399 wise reporting on pupil prozress, in accordance with
sound educaticnal principles,

67968 1LL. Is carable of determining pupil promotion or group SADEH
89999 placement on the basis of the employment of adequate
information and sound criteria,

09634 1h5. Is sufficiently familiar with the characteristics of  SAKEH
89999 " children with various types of exceptionality to do
initial screening for referral purposes,:

38536 16, Can readily become familiar with the special school  SAKIH
95898 and cormunity services available to pupils with ex-
ceptionalities in learning or adjustment,




DECILES

Groups
ABCDE

28376
99999

97848
98989

98889
65998

98999
21573

147,

148.

lh9 L]

150,

75

TEACHER COMPETENCIES CHECKLIST (CDNT.)

Within the limitations of a2 school setting, is cap-
able of carrying out the recommendations of special=-
ists concerning the educational treatment of child- .
ren with designated exceptionalities,

Is able to select and assign specialized materials
and activities.in keeping with the capabilities of
exceptional pupils and thelr peculiar learning needs,

Can adapt teaching methods and modes of handling pup-
ils to such factors as developmentzal stege, intellec-
tual petentials, special disabilities and taleats,
inability to speak Engzlish, and socioeconomic and
cultural differences.

Can respond with understending and appreciation to
deviaticns in pupll behavior from one's own socio=-
cultural expectancies,

JTtem

Categories

" SADEH

SADEH

SADEHR

GADEL
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Lower and Upper Limits of Each Decile in the Distribution

Each Group of Respon:ents.,

of liean Item Ratings in Importance and in Placement by

r Undergr, Studegg. Fieid Graduaie Total
Decile | Ed. rsych.| Teachers | Assoc, Ed., Fsych. | Group
Importance |
9 2.77-2.00 | 2.90-2.95 | 2.94-2.97 | 2.78-2.92 | 2,81-2,95
8 2.70-2.70 | 2.85-2.85 | 2,68-2.91 | 2.71-2,75 | 2.71-2,80
7| 2.61-2.67 | 2.80-2.80 | 2.86-2.86 | 2.67-2.67 | 2.69-2,73
v 6 2,58-2.61 | 2.70-2.75 | 2.83-2.83 | 2.6L-2,6L |- 2.65-2.68
5 2.5L=2,5L | 2,65-2.65 | 2.80-2,80.| 2,60-2,60 | 2,61-2,6L
L | 2.18-2.51 | 2.60-2.60 | 2.77-2.77 | 2.53-2.57 | 2.59-2.60
3| 2.l1-2s | 2,55-2.55 | 2.72-2.75 | 2.06-2.50 | 2.56-2.57
2 2.35-2.38 | 2.15-2.50 | 2.61-2.69 | 2.39-2.k2 | 2,15-2.55
1 2.25-2,32 | 2,35-2,L0 | 2,47-2,58 | 2,28-2.35 | 2,3L-2.LL
0 1,70-2,22 | 1.95-2,20 | 2,11-2,LL | 1.96-2.25 2.09~2.33
Placement
9 2.3242.77 2.25-2.60 | 2.33-2.66 | 2.53-2.75 | 2.30-2.63
8 2,22-2.29 | 2,20-2,20 | 2.22-2.30 .2.h6-2.50_ 2.23-2,29
7 2.16-2.19 | 2.10-2.15 | 2.16-2.16 | 2.39-2.L2 | 2.17-2.22
6 2.09-2.12- | 2.05-2.05 2.11-2.13 | 2.32-2.35 | 2.12-2.16
5 | £.03-2.06 | 2,00-2,00 | 2.05-2.08 | 2.28-2.32 | 2.08-2.11
L 1.96-2.00 | 1.90-1.95 | 2.00-2.05 2.25-2.28 | £.03-2,07
3 1.87-1.93 | 1.85-1,55 | 1.9h-1.97 | 2.17-2.21 | 1,97-2,02
2 1.77-1.83 | 1.75-1.80 | 1.86-1.91 | 2.10-2.1L | 1.86-1,56
1 1.64-1.70 | 1.60-1.70" | 1.69-1.83 | 2.00-2,07 | 1.78-1.8L.
0 1,1:5-1.61 | 1,20-1.55 | 1.33-1.66 | 1.h2-1,96

Lobhed. 7T B ISR




Appendix C, ¥ean Item Values in Importance and Placement Ratings of the
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H702016 243912605 2420[2e%T7 2.60126480 24600 2430 2448 A H
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Appendix C, VMean Item Values in Importance and Flacement Ratings of the
S o Items of thé Teazchir Tompetencles CheckIist(TECOMP I) by
B lach Uroup of Respondents, and the Categorical (lassifica-
ticen of itcms Under Each of Mve Item Characteristics (Cont.).

‘Jdtm 0“10"

Undergr, Student Field Graduate Total FPGFKH
Ttem|Ed, vsveh, |Teacners \s30C, Hd, Fsveh, Jroup VS,
Ne.|{Imp. Fla, |ime, rla, |imo., rla, jaimpe rla, | Impe Fla. | ESADL
112601 1e90]2.23 1e95]2444 149412416 1.35§2.36 Lo80| PGF DL
921238 140312630 1402592606 1722042 1o612.04 101 EGF KL
5802654 18712435 1.,05[2688 1a23|2.64 2.32§2.60 1,91 ESF KL
2412200 2012|2453 2.05|2.75 2008124060 2.39212.62 216 ESA DL
H512.80 Zo12]7 000 1ed512.061 243672053 2.1312.062 2091 P S 4ADL
A2 T0 20l 2 uen 204012083 20002452 22312600 2,32 ¥ SADL
S712461 2.4012.80 2.200249) 2.41)2474 2.5012,72 2.33| ESADL
Su]2.29 2.0007425% 1.92)2458 2.13)2.67 2.3532.44 2,09 F SAUH
52694 1a30{24599 1a83}2.88 2400|2453 2e288§2.02 200 ' S 42 DH
¢ 2e0l 1oACL 2093 Leor]2.77 Lonsl2.71 20178 2.72 1.8 P S ADH
Ol [Z2e56 LoSal2099 1er 293 20002671 703702462 Lot EGFEKLY
H212e61 1o43] 270 1a8012483 14301200 2.1442.065% lo81 | PGP KH
L3201 105812470 2.05}2.88 1e69]2460 24161269 1,86 BESFKL
6612645 241612.60 24192408 2402260 244612403 2,19 ES L DL
551267 201812079 24202491 24252064 2.4612.74 2.261 5S4 5L
DO 2e0h 2e20[2.0U 2405[2472 2.05(2.25 21012643 2411 G A DR
GTY24AT 2.06[2490 1.90(|2.80 2.02]2.71 2.14}2.76 03| ESADL
69312632 146412090 1.60]2.830 2.02|2.64 2.03382e56 1o32 ] ESADH
69248 1e6112.80 1.65)2.83 1,86|2.85 2.07§2.74 1,79 B ESADH
(012658 2.00612663 149512483 2,11{2.53 2,21 2,64 2,021 ES5ADEH
T1|2e32 2635{2e67 240|261 2e19)72e21 267132443 2.33] S A DL
722658 1a¥7{2¢65 1.70]2.77 1463|264 2.00%2.66 1.8 PSADL
73[2.66 1.6712.89 1.650[2.80 1.75}2.60 2.03)]2.7L lesl | ¥ GCADH
T7612¢70 1e67)2.90 170277 166253 149612472 174 EGADH
| 752451 1.83]2.65 1.8502.75 1,91 257 72.%512.61 1.98 | EGADH
(62600l 241212660 2102669 222|239 24257 247 2417 P GADH
172648 2.03[2e660 210280 242212e732 24691252 2.23} ESADL
Y2032 2422{2475 240002482 202502442 24423 2.50 2,22 ESADH
TI]2e22 2.06]2455 2.05{2.86 2.03|2.50 2.5012.53 2.17| EGAXKH
5012665 14800 2.60 1.8012.86 1571252 2, 1782.50 1,931 PGP KU
8112632 2.0612¢00 199 2e75 1e€6|R2eb7 2e72%f2e5n 2,03 | EGADH
8212438 2429|270 2.00|2.66 200|264 2.2882.99 2.14 | EGADH
8312445 2.25[2.55 2405|271 222266 2.3512.95 2.21 | EGADH
3412409 242212.230 203002461 2.25]2.28 2.3202.26 2.27 | ESFKH
£9 02432 2.0012¢6% 1.2912.77 1,882,667 2.3 2.60 2.06¢ } ESADL
TBO [1e 10 2400270 L1abd5]2e95¢ LotGa]|2e39 24250 2433 lovd | F EADH
BT12e35 2416]2e¢T9 1495]2e83 1.%94]2.60 2.472012.63 2.1 | ESADH
RE|2e38 2.48[2460 1e80[2.77 2.C312.57 2,60 2.57 2.2 ESADH
BY{2.09 2.38[2.70 2.20(2.63 2.02|2.28 2.0 2.42 2,20 P GADH
90[2435 2.54]2.20 242012477 2.1602.46 2,601 2,59 2.09 | ESADH
TTUL[Ze0] Le6l]|2e60 1ebUG[2eF6 Lod0]2e46 2,128 2460 1o/7T | EGADH
921266 1al4]2.45 2.0002.72 1.856}2.50 2.2542.57 196 | EGADH
9303400 1.83]2.95 1.75]2.94 1.83]2.52 2.17§2.95 1.89 | ESADL
MA2e 1T 2409295 12012476 14946275 2.50§2.85 2.08 | ES 4 DH
I5 2664 1e96]2e60 2.0%12.77 18R |2,28 2,428 2,50 2.0 ESADL
TEI2e93 2429|2465 2410|2052 2600|2671 z.wb 2.72 2.2L |ES 4D H
712690 26161289 1e95]2.96 Z2e0n|2elti 26301 2.86 212 | ESADH
D8 12e38 148712440 1.80(2.80 1.94]2.35 z.ool 2.45 1.0 | ES ADH
GAL2e06 16902625 2.25)277 2.00(2,25 2.17)] 235 2,07 ESADH
O 2.6l 2.03 2.00]2.80 2457 20141 2.59 2.0 (.S ADH

Em A 4 ?040 Y O ’o:';), 2.05 - ° f4fl;
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}ean Item Values in Importance ancd Placement Ratings of the
Competencies Cheeklist(TEICHP I) by

Each Group of Respondents, =nd the Categorical Classifica-

tion of Items Under Each of Five Item Characteristics (Cont.).
! ucztn 'orle
Underer, %Stvrient i s1d Graduate Total FOFEH

Itery Ed, Psven. i Teachers ASSOC, Ed. Fsych, Group vs,
No.l| Tmp. <lal | Iéo. 7iad. |Imp. T FI1a, |T#p.” TlE, ™. Flda. | ESADL
Ul 2e0b 2,0012445 2,15 (2¢75 2112040 2425 12.57 2.130 Es A DH
10212633 2.1212.15 2.05 12061 2413217 2414 12,22 2,111 ES ADEH
LC3] 248 1abl2.8% 1,50 (|2e5% 164712.39 1471 §2.57 1.571 EGFKH
LGl 277 2045 2.60 2.2012.94 2.3312.71 2.5742.75 2.3} EGADEH
LS 2,04 Zo351205%5 241512688 2.25{2.52 2.25 2.72 242 ESADL
LG 2ol ZeZoldeny 2o [2e%h 2ellZed? 2ol 2e0G 2440y ES A DEH
TOT| 274 12231289 2.0912694 2.09%12.71 25 F2.80 2,05V RSADH
1081 2.77 2.16t2.8% 2. 0012.97 2.25(2.67 2.4 2.31 2.16) ESADL
1G5 2.25 I.P’;EF_’.’)Z) 20526686 219 (2,32 1972 1243 1.9 EGADH
Ll [ 2.2% 1312000 1,207,646 1474 2,’::? 2173 2.47 1,30t PSAKH
LIV 24043 Catividand 2aud|2e) 242917277 2497 2.07T 2.1 BES A DL
T121 2033 1alalZ2e69 165512795 1634|7471 e3¢ 2.49 1.79] ES AKH
11312683 143642602 1.85(2e94 2411124332 2414} 2.86 2.0l ESADL
114}2.51 2.1212.60 2.2012e20 2419|2046 2358 2.59 2,72 ESADL
P11 260l 2025102060 20152080 2.3012.60 2.35 82,41 2.26l ESADL
TTG] 202D Letlicels Ledlretl 2+i000.32 7414 Aot Z.ud| BSFEKH.
LUT7] 2410 1.687]2.15 2.0 (2644 2.0512.2% 2201 2.25 2.930 EGADH
LLA] 2428 2.02|2.40 2.15(2.063 2.16(2.00 2.32 2.5 2. 17TV EGADH
1191235 1.6112425 19002652 LG4 {2453 2,17 12,41 1483 EGADL
L2266 1.9012.65 21512455 221112437 2.3282.60 2.1) B3 ADL
Lél]l 2601 1ebl}2e779 1ol Lol 1aDy 2;.’2 LeH2§2.79 1ol ¥ GF K B
1222454 17702470 14502472 1455]2.67 14920 2.65 1.68] F G FKH
12312.32 2.03 2.6‘3'1.85;,2.61 Lell 267 22812456 leS4 P GAKH
12612441 2.22]2.80 1.7092.75 2.1%6(2.75 246§ 2.67 2,18 ES 2 DL
151270 1o {2635 ?.O'?:' 2094 24051273 232 12,04 2.0281 E 8520 Y
L26[2e77 2eCG3]2090 20152694 2405[7e82 2425} 200 7416 55 A D1
2T 2654 1aT7412.99 1.5012.8 leB3&J2e71 22501275 1831 ESADH
12682.683 2.0012.85 2.0512.71 2.11|2.78 2.1442.34 2.97| ES A DH
1291270 1e88312e79 1495 {288 1aP4|2.75 2.2V 12,76 1.98 ESADEH
L33 270 1.90012e89 20076480 2.04 ?.(;7 2e32 4 2470 207 ESADL
13126984 Zel2]2eiD 240U el T 2ol 04 Z2e3V 2470 Zeld| &L 4 DH
1321239 241212440 2.00]2e04 2.27 2.17 2221 2,34 2,171 BES L DL
1331264 1496|2465 200024283 2.19(|2.64 2.3212.69 2.111{ E8 4 DH
1361254 2012|270 201032679 2302646 2eHh0f 2e61 26241 B8 2 DH
1351758 2.19(2.60 20102675 16341250 2071 2450 2.0 PGAKH
L36] 230 leld]2et> ZeUh[l2e865 ladl 00 2adB{2.57 1o37T| E S an L
1371241 260612.70 220201 2.0512e%0 2:32}12.52 2.15! E S ADH
1381267 2622|2475 14852402 2.02]2.53 24464 2.06 2131 E S ALH
139]2.58 2.77[2.90 2.35]2.20 2.63(2.64 2.64)2.73 259 Ec A D H
14012632 246221275 18512486 2.1902632 2.3282.%06 2414 BSAKH
161l 2,06 2.0312.65 2,00 (277 2068|2493 2161 2.03 2.06] 55 ADH
1421203 2061225 1901270 1483190 2.10§2413 197 £ SADH
1431248 243212480 2602672 2625|2642 2.6D82.60 2.4 ESADEH
14612458 2290280 2459 [2.97 2.52[2.64 2,644 2,74 2.50| E s 2Dy
LaS 219 2629290 2.302033 25012406 et § 2,59 72,43 S AKH
La61 249 24351289 200 |2etid Zedl 2690 2e07 1 2.0 220 e AR Y
Lal] 2438 245831285 2.6U12.72 2.61|2.¢67 2798 2.05 2063 ESADH
y LOB] 2677 2432[2.80 2420|2485 2444|2453 2501 2.74 2,36/ ESADEH
145293 24121285 00 288 24762675 237201 2.95 245 B S 4 DH
ID0]2.80 1e83(2e85 1051274 2.0512e8% 2390 2,66 1.98] EGADL
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Appendix D. Major Training thﬁms Prior to, L’Lll"lng, and After Student Teaching
Qqe sested Tor Fach 133004 I Item by Each Resp onc.ent Greup Together
Wl th tie lean Irpoxtame and Plecement Ratings by the Total Group.

Total Group Percent
Mean Undergrad, | Graduate [ Student Meld
Item Aating Percent Ed, Pegrch. Ed. Pgych, Teachers Associates
No.| Imp. Fla. | P D A P D 4 » p A |P D A |P D A
1| 2,h1 1.Lh|70 15 15 3 19 23{ 75 7 18| 75 10 15 |72 22 6
2 | 2.72 1.97 |21 Lo 29 |35 9 36| 25 32 L3 |35 50 15 | 28 Lo 22
3121y 1,03 (55 25 20 (8S 15 26| 3y 3% 25 75 10 15 | 47 39 1L
L'fe.70 1w 2h 36 20 (L5 Lo 13 b W3 L3 [ 25 70 5tk 67 19
S 12,85 1,482y £ 19 423 S 75 7 8L 29 130 65 5 131 6L 5
6 | 2.25 2% do Lo tL- {13 2y &2 23 37 L7120 L0 Lo |11 53 31
7 12,35 2010020 ke fB {1y 35 45| 32 26 3§30 50 20 125 58 17
8 | 2ece 2,02120 S 20423 L3 29| 25 22 L3 |15 55 30 |1y 50 31
9 |22 zwé |17 Lz Ll 22 35 1% 32 S0 3y} lo 65 15 |25 &b 1l
10 2,68 2.ee il b3 bkrier g5 22| 1) 29§ 10 35 565 |1l 50 36
1L | 2.75 2301 =t 25 |1y 55 22 1ih 50 e [ 1 70 15| o ey 25
o0y 1l.cd |80 12 28 128 o o| 57 18 2 65 5 30 | 41 19 20
13 [ 2.8 1.7 ) 4% 15 18 {68 18 1) L7 22 21|85 0 15 | 75 11 1k
U 2,86 2wt l2r Ls o142 32 32 1k 3y L7 |25 60 15 | 17 53 30
15 | 2.81 2.5y & sho:5 410 83 22 Goks S0 1¢ 65 251 8 L5 LY
16 | 2.57 2,05019 L& 35 | 10 Lo L2 | 11 52 3% | 35 35 30 | 22 50 28
17 (2.30 2.29 012 L& k2 |12 320 L9 | 31 3% S 5 65 30 | 1L L7 39
18 fensy 2,17 17 L9 3Lk jex 55 f2| 21 36 L3 |10 LO 50 | 1L o4 22
1y | 2.63 72,1317 L6 237 4 1% LYy 37 1L 57 2% {20 LS 35 |16 56 28
20 12,59 2,156118 L5 39 |38 Ly 3% |- 2%5 3% 36 | 15 50 35 § 67 28
21 | 2.8% 2,1 20 LE 32 |20 35 39 Lok7 39l es5 L5300 | 1 o7 1Y
22 | 2,65 2,19 13 &L 32 ez 29 39| 11 52 26|10 60 20 |11 61 2
23 | 2,59 2,091 71 LS 3 P9 29 L2 7 2% SL 125 65 10 | 25 56 19
2 2.7 1,73 236 L 10 ) i8 bz 1| 21 sk 25t 20 65 5L 56 0
Hoog bo,57 21,7000 2L 21 {55 26 15| 22 25 L3140 50 10 | 83 3y 3
26 | 2.67 1.78) 03 zLooe2 L5 22 23 2 < 321 L0 L5 15 | L7 2% 17
27 | 2.8L. 2,021 26 Ly 0§ 2y L3 22| 1 39 L9 | 30 S50 20 |33 36 31
28 |23 2.s| 5 L3 32 | f6 LS 29 13 2% L6 25 Lo 3 33 50 17
29 | #.7h 2,71 1L 50 3 26 3% 35| L 57 39|20 50 30| 8 53 3y
30 {2,892 20056 33 3L 23 {32 2% 3% | 11 36 53 | L5 35 20 {17 ol 3y
3 2,25 1.7z L3 2 1% {58 & 15] °1 o1 13 | 55 35 10 { L7 25 28
3 2,25 1.,86] 3L ko 20 | 26 L5 19} 25 50 ¢ 35 50 15 | 3% 3% 22
33 1 2.99 2.371 2 LE 21 f 2 Ly 194) 21 22 L7} Lo S5 5} L2 Ly 1k
A f2.h1 2.01] 20 =% 22 |32 3% 2% | 1h L3 L3 |0 30 30 |36 3¢ 28
35 [ 2,57 1.94f 33 37 20 |35 23 he} 25 32 L3 | L0 50 10 | 33 k2 25
3 2.78 1.01] 21 So 13 | 35 Ly 16| 1 € 22 | 50 LS 5 |25 ob 11
37 12,33 -1.79 kb 22 2 51 26 234 25 3¢ 36|55 20 15 |L> 33 22
38 | 2.03 1.5k 53 28 19 | LB 26 7¢ 53 29 18 155 30 15 | 88 '25 17
39 | 2,32 1.67) 57 28 20 |62 19 19| 32 L3 25 155 30 15 |61 19 20
Lo |2.55 1.80]:0 33 22 {355 26 19| 23 36 26 | L0 50 10 | 36 L2 22 |
L1 | 2.7 2.17] © <o 2o & oo 26| 1k L3 L3 | 5 T 15| 8 70 ¢
e 2,5 2.52 2 L3 ¢S & L5 L9 | ¢ 29 714 O 60 LO [ 3 36 &1
L3 {770 1.92| 16069 15 |1y 58 13 25 L3 32|15 385 0| 6 78718
Lle .82 1,990 % 68 1o L19 7h 7| 21 36 k3 {15-85 O] 8 78 1
s 12,15 2.6e] 12 &0 2 26 58 16| 21 Ly 32 |15 65 20 | 1ir oL 22
Le | 2.65 7f.19] 45 51 = | 25 35 39 L 53 43 [15 65 20 [ 1L 50 3%
L7 | .63 2,111 17 55 23 |19 S35 26| 11 29 6o |20 75 5 |17 o1 2z
L8 | P65 2,230 23 31 L6 {32 25 k2| 1h 29 57 |20 35 LS |25 233 ke
LY {268 2.27] 05 L3 L2 |23 43 32| 11 29 60 |20 50 20 | & L7 L7
e b 2,28 2,16 11 32 ST i13 39 L8| 7.°1 72 #.20 o Lo | 3 28 69
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Avpendix 0. Major Treining Kmphasis Prior to, During, and After Student Tesching
suggested for tach THIOYP I Item by Fach Respondent Group Together with
the ¥Yean Importance and rlacement fatings by the Total Group (Lont.).

“Total Sroup rercent
Ilean Undergrad, Gradusve stnaent Field
ltenm Rating Fercent =d. Fsveh, Sd, isych. Teachers dgsociates
No.| Imp., Pla.|P D A ¥ D i FooD A P D A ¥ D A
51| 2,283 1,201kl 36 23} 29 132 29| 47 M 325 LY 5 |23 L7 25
2 [ 2.k 1,81 087 25 184 AL 23 13| L3 18 39| 75 25 O | L5 33 22
53] 2,60 1,91 3L Lo 25| 32 &y 1% | 38 32 50| 55 25 20 |33 50 17
S} 2.62 2,08 133 L7351 16 55 29 11 3% €0 | 30 25 35 |17 58 25
6g | 2,E% 2,012 LS ROy 3y b9 el 25 s 29 1 25 85 10 L1 2% 50
56 | 2.7 2.2z ¥ osw L1 oas oLy 38 7T 57 36 5 50 L5 8 L2 50
571 2.2 2.35(11 &0 L9 | 10 29 51 b L3 531 20 LO LO |11 36 53
58 1 2L 2,051y 50 31| 2 LR 26| 1n L3 L6 | 35 Lo 25 |1 58 28
5¢ | 2.62 2.00(21 57 22 | 29 52 1y 7T 57 3% {25 65 10 |25 50 25
G0V 2,72 1,73 A5 20 fc |l 5 oen] 2 32 39| &0 20 2 50 33 17
61 | 2,05 1.07{35 L3 22 | 83 »¢ 1x | 25 L3 32 Lc LO 20 |17 5% 25
62 | 2.60 1.7 L6 13 | 55 L2 3| 2% 29 L? |35 50 15 | o5 &L 11
63 1 2.69 1.36(25 22 3 5l 39 10| 25 6 39 {25 Ly 20 |29 53 08
ol | 2,63 2,19 3 65 27 071 22 0 5L 6115 55 33 (11 78 11
65 | .7k .28 5 63 32 0 &b 28 0 E. LS 5 70 25 | 6 b 30
66 | 2.b2 2.01117 55 25 | 19 36 L3 | 1 ol &5 | 20 65 25 | 1L o7 i9
1| 2,76 20722 52 28 | 26 L? b2l L3 36135 Lo o5 | 8 81 11
8 | 2.56 1.52130 57 13| 3% 53 24118 61 °1 |50 LO 10 |1 6y 17
&9 | 2.7L 1:79 037 LL 19 | 52 35 13| 25 L2 32 | 50 35 15 [°2 70 8
70 | 2.¢h 2.02019 58 23 | 73 LB 29} 21 53 25 120 6F 1% |11 o7 22
1) 2. 2,321 Lo LY 10 3¢ 52 [ 11 2% 50 S 50 LS |22 3o LZ
72 1 2,66 1.,78137 L 19 | kP 3% 19} 25 5C 25 | L5 L0 15 |26 58 o
73 1 2,71 1.281132 sbk o1 | be 35 1] 21 5L 25 20 60 10 |30 &L 6
71 2,72 1,703y b7 1w | LS k2 12| 2y L& 25 f Lu 50 10 [L2 SO 8
| 75 1 2,81 1.95 128 S0 2L 2% 29 22 7 50 L3130 55 15 |28 53 19
76 | .47 e.17 2L 35 La |29 2y w2 [ 1L L7 3% | 30 30 L0 |22 33 u5
77 1 2,55 2,231y L& 25 | P9 29 32 L 32 8L {20 50 30 |25 28 L7
78 | 2.57 2.02)eL 29 L7 |1y 39 L2 | 18 21 61 |30 LO 30 |30 1L 56
79 | 2.53 2.17128 27 L5 | 22 2y 39| 11 29 &0 | 35 25 LO |33 25 L2
8¢ f 2,61 1,92 135 .37 28 3¢ bp 1% | 27 29 29} b5 30 25 |33 356 3
81 | 2.55 2.2 117 55 26 [ 23 L3 29 | 1k L2 L3 |25 55 20 36 42 22
g2 | 2.59 2,1k |21 Lh 25 | 23 25 514 11 50 39 {20 & 20 |31 39 2
#3 | 2,55 2,21 {13 S1 36 | 13 L3 39 7 50 L3 |20 55 25 |1k S0 3¢
Bl | .26 2,27 |21 30 L9 | 26 26 L8| o5 13 57 |15 LO L5 |19 36 LS
g5 | 2.60 2.0h |22 S1 57 | 23 LY 2y | 1h 32 sk |25 65 10 |25 61 1k
86 | 2.33 1.3: |26 Lo 22 |29 Lz 29 | 1 &7 3y [ D 35 S |5 33 17
87 § 2.53 2.1 (1L 60 26 | 10 &L 25 L 50 L6 |25 55 20 |17 72 11
83 | 2.57 2.2L |15 L6 3¢ 3 L3 52 L 22 6L |35 5 15 |17 53 25
89 | 2.k2 2,30 |13 L2 LL {16 29 55 4{.0 19 61 |15 50 3 22 53 25
90 | 2.5¢ 2,29 {11 38 51 | 10 26 &b L 25 71 |10 60 20 |22 3% 39
91 | z.60 1.77 |39 &L 17 | 55 2% 16 | 25 29 =56 |50 LU 10 |5 o9 ©
92 | 2.57 1,96 |2k 55 2 39 L8 13 {-°1 32 L7 {20 60 20 (17 80 3
93 | 2,95 1.89°{20 70 10 | 26 €L 10|11 60 29 {25 75 O |1y 78 3
9l | 2,65 2.08 |11 59 20 |16 58 26| 0 50 50 [ 20 80 O 8 By 3
95 | 2.5¢ 2,07 416 56 26 | 29 Ly 26 |11 36 53 110 75 15 |22 67 11
9& | 2,70 2.41 , & €3 27 5 T35 L Lo 50 T 0 15 v 68 o
97 | 2.86 2,12 |10 66 2. | 6 71 23| 7 S0 L3 2 &5 15 | &8 756 1b
98 | 2.49 1,60 |22 5 23 | 35 L2 23 | 36 28 2% | 35 50 15 (22 61 17
9y | 2,35 2,07 {22 L7 30 ] 22 L5 2 18 L6 3% |15 L5 Lo {19 61 20
o | 2.5% 2,05 |19 56 25 |23 51 26 | 21 L3 36 |20 €0 20 {11 72 17
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Acpendix U, Yalor Training E.;anls Prior to, bDuring, and Alte” Student Teaching
Suggested for Each TZC0MP 1 Item by Each {e vondsnt Group Together with
the Fean Imvortance and Placement 3atings by the Total Grouon (Cont.).

44[ Total Croun Percent

) Mean - Undergrad, Gracduate Stucent rield
Itenm Rating iercent Zd. rsveh, | Ed, rfsych. | Teachers Associates
Me.| Imo. ¥la b D A PoonoA POOD A P b 4 ¥ D A

101 | 2,57 Z.13) 13 €Y 284 16 S8 16| M L3 L3 ] 10 65 95 ) 11 67 22

102 | 2,32 2,11 20 &% 31116 55 291 21 L3 3Bt 25 LY 30| 17 %3 30

107 | 2,57 .57 5% 26 15| 58 23 1%y L5 3% 18 | 65 20 15 | 6L 25 11

106 2,75 2,370 5 k7 LZ 3 L9 Ly b 36 60| 10 60 30| 3 61 36

105 | 2.72 2,751 ¢ o o3g P ST 7 51 32 115 85 30 11 32 36

o | 2oy z.ny F o5y 27 L 13 LE e 1L 3% 5k 0 60 Lo 6 77 17

107 | 7000 2,05 15 63 21| 29 53 13 21 50 291 15 65 20 & 78 1k

1048 2,81 2,18 7467 o5 | 10 6L 26 0 sh 6110 8O 10| 1 B7 19

109 | 2.h3 L.ws| 30 Lo 30l L5 2& 29| 22 L3 254 3% 25 Lo 8 pL 28

110 | 2,47 L.5glbo Mo 20 ] 85 22 134 18 Lo 36 | 60 25 15 | 22 81 17

111 | 2,57 2.7} 13 52 20 ( 20 LB 25| 15 39 Ly | 20 &C 20 8 59 133

112 | 2.y 1.7l b2 27 201 LS 36 16| 3 32 32| 65 15 20| 25 56 19

113 | 2,86 2,01 23 52 25 29 L5 26| 18 50 32 | 30 55 15| 16 56 28

1L 7.5y 2.fn| 28 Lo 28 3 L2 3% 7 50 L3} 20 Lo Lo | 1 53 33

115 {2,612 z,051 15 Lr k21 L@ 2%y 3 s 50 1025 35 Lo 8 53 39

116 | 2,33 .00 ¢¥ ¢l 01 30 LS 15| 1 L3 36 | L5 20 .35 | I 86 30

117 | 2,28 202t 28 L1 31| 35 L2 o224 2L 36 L2 35 30 351122 so 28

118 | 2.3 2,17 17 LB =5 ] 22 L5 32 7 S 33} 20 LS 351 20 Lh 36

e | 2,k1 1,331 37 39 ohtbsg 29 16t 21 L7 32 | L0 30 30| 25 56 19

120 | 2,&0 2,31 |26 2y 351 2% 39 261 11 L5 L3 25 25 Lo 119 50 31

121 | 2.77 1.5L1e0 28 1L | 58 22 1, L3 22 25185 10 5 | 53 39 O

1022  2.65 L.A8 | L Lh 12} 29 LS 18] 30 35 28 {50 50 0| S0 L4 6

23 | 2.8 dluwh |23 39 28 | 29 39 22| ik L3 L3 1 Lo 35 25§50 3% 11

1ol | 2,07 2,22 15 51 =k { 10 53 224 7 29 5S4 {35 éu 5 8 ur LS

126 | 2,80 2,081 8 76 186116 11 13 7_ 5L 39 5 90 ¢ 3 89 8.

126 | 2.486 2.1l | 17 o5 25 | 23 51 26 7 50 L3 ] 10 €5 25 3 78 14

127 { 2,76 1.33(37 L2 212 { k2 L2 16| 25 25 50 {6u 30 10 (22 70 8

128 | 2,88 2,0711% 68 20| 1% &2 19} W 57 29|10 75 1% 6 77 17

129 | 2.7 1.98 118 67 15| 26 6L 10 7 6L 29125 55 20| & 89 3

1230 § 2,70 2,07 113 €6 21| 26 S8 16 7 5L 39115 70 15 6 80 1k

131 | 2.70¢ o.iL | 2 57 29 | 16 &5 2§ 7 L7 L6 [ 25 SC 25| B 75 17

122 | 2.3L 2,17{26 21 43}t 23 L2 35| 25 18 57 1 L0 20 LO | 11 S0 39

132 | 2.69 2,11 1L 65 21|19 65 15| 1 39 L7 | 20 60 20 3 75 22

13 | 2.81 2.°b |13 Ly 3 23 L2 35111 32 57110 7o 20 8 53 39

135 | 2.60 2,07 |28 % 241 23 35 Le| 28 2% 2%} 30 Lo § 33 39 28

136 | 2.57 1.971 22 55 20, 35 55 101} 1: L3 L3 10 75"15 25 61 11

137 | 2.5% 2,15113 58 29| 23 L8 291 11 Lo L3 70 25 | 1k 67 19

138 | 2,06 2.,13123 LO 271 19 39 L2 1 25 61 uo 35 25 | 20 58 22

139 | 2.73 2.59| 8 2. 63 6 10 B8y L 28 68 | 20 25 ©&§ 3 31 66

10 | 2.56 2,15 125 34 2|19 39 Lo| 21 25 5L | Lo 25 2 2 36 L2

U1 | 2,03 2,66} 7 9 3h | 32 32 2] 25 35 39 | 30 LO 30 | 22 L7 21

e V2,12 1.y7( LY 20 39 39 16 LS| 32 25 B3| 50-10 Lo | Lk 28 28

3 | 2.50 2.,3¢ 11k 35 51115 35 Lyjo1r 18 7Y} 15 LO LS | 1L L7 39

L | 2.7L 2.50111 27 62419 32 4 11 1k 75 {10 25 65 6 36 58

s 1 2,59 2,63113 3% 32119 32 k9| 7 21 72120 30 50 8 33 59

1o | 7.05 7.2¢ )1 L2 Lh 2 39 L8| 11 21 63 {20 &u 0 [ 1L LL L2

7 | 2.65 2.3 5 27 63 6 29 65| 0 25 75110 Zu 70 3 33 6L

15 | 2.7k 2.26 2L 31 55116 25-L9{ 11 29 60} 25 20 L5 3 50 L7

1y | 235 2.2 117 K1 L2 | 23 L2 35| 11 25 64 | 30 LO 20 &, 53 Ll

O 286 1.93 |28 L5 27| 36 L5 19| 1k 32 sSL § S0 35 15 | 1 67 19
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