
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 257 809 SP 026 142

AUTHOR Pigge, Fred L.; Reed, Patricia L.
TITLE A Follow-up Study of Teachers' Needs, Proficiencies,

and Sources of Proficiencies.
PUB DATE 31 Mar 85
NOTE 52p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the

American Educational Research Association (69th,
Chicago, IL, March 31-April 4, 1985).

PUB TYPE Speeches/Conference Papers (150) -- Reports -
Research /Technical (143)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC03 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS *Competence; Elementary Secondary Education; *Job

Analysis; Job Performance; *Needs Assessment;
Preservice Teacher Education; Rural Schools; Teaching
(Occupation); *Teaching Experience; *Teaching Skills;
Urban Schools; Vocational Followup

ABSTRACT.
A total of. 694 1976-1980 graduates of Bowling Green

State University (Ohio) teaching in rural, urban, and suburban
settings, representing elementary, secondary, specialized and special
education fields, and having from one to five years of teaching
experience comprised the sample for this study. Responses of these
teachers to a 19-item questionnaire pertaining to teachers' needs,
proficiencies and sources of proficiencies provided the data base
from which the following questions were answered: (1) For which
competencies do teachers indicate high need? high proficiency? low
need? low proficiency? (2) For which competencies are there large,
moderate, small, or negligible discrepancies between teachers' needs
and proficiencies' (3) What are the relationships between teachers'
needs and proficiencies? (4) Do these relationships vary according to
setting? field? experience? (5) What sources do teachers indicate
contribute most to their proficiency? the least? and (6) Do sources
of teachers' proficiency vary by setting? field? experience?
(Author/JD)

***********************************************************************
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the Original document. *

***********************************************************************



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

EDUCA TION Al FiPiOLIFICI S INT OILMA T ION

CENTER LURK;

ill4t.s !bpi tinwnt has heen FIVIOdittied

"if nlvnd I the person Of Organization

oropn,rotoj It
MOW 1 hatilIPS have been midi, to improve

lion quality

fttonts nl rtyy Statiiti if, this ii()Cil

IiiIiit it. Writ ...sooty represent 011,(..41NIE

'PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE 1 i413
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

'0 THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)"

r

A FOLLOW-UP STUDY OF
TEACHERS' NEEDS, PROFICIENCIES, AND

SOURCES OF PROFICIENCIES

Fred L. Pigge
and

Patricia L. Reed
Bowling Green State University

Bowling Green, OH 43403

A Paper Presented at the AERA Annual Convention
Chicago, Illinois
March 31, 1985
Session 3.11

2



ABSTRACT

A tota) 4 1976-80 graduates of Bowling Green State
University t,43-..:;. Ag in rural, urban, and suburban settings,
representing elewmtary, secondary, specialized and special
education fields, and having from one to five years of teaching
experience comprised the sample for this study. Responses of
these teachers to two sections of a follow-up evaluative
questionnaire pertaining to teachers' needs, proficiencies and
sources of proficiencies for nineteen competency items provided
the data base from which the following questions were answered:

1. For which competencies do teachers indicate high need?
High proficiency? low need? low proficiency?

2. For which competencies are there large, moderate, small
or negligible discrepancies between teachers' needs and
proficiencies?

3 What are the relationships between teachers' needs and
proficiencies?

Do these relationships vary according to setting?
field? experience?

5. wf sources do teachers indicate contribute most to
t! :?roficiency? the least?

E. Do sources of teachers' proficiency vary by setting?
field? experience?
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A Follow-up Study of Teachers' Needs,
Proficiencies, and Sources of Proficiencies

OVERVIEW

Over the past several years, the gathering of the data from
which to make judgements regarding the on-the-job performance of
teacher education graduates has become a growing concern among
many schools, colleges and departments of education. Currently,
such efforts are viewed as an essential part of program
evaluation in Standards for the Accredition of Teacher Education
(National Council for the ACcreditation of Teacher Education,
1982). Furthermore, in Educating a Professional: Competency
Assessment, the American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education issued a challenge to teacher education institutions
to "assume the leadership role in the design and implementation
of beginning teacher assessment programs" and give particular
attention "to the teacher's professional skills and knowledge of
subject matter" (1983, p. 5).

One impetus for collecting such information has been the.
recent widespread concern regarding the declining quality of
teacher candidates and the questionable contribution of
preservice professional education coursework. However,
development of reliable and valid measures of the relationships
between teacher education coursework or experience and teacher
competency is a complex methodological problem (Medley, 1982).
Even so, current teacher education program approval processes
continue to be criticized because there is no standardized
measure of the exit competen,Jies of graduates (Feistritzer,
1984). Thus, more and more states now require or are
considering the use of competency tests for the purpose of
awarding certification (The Nation Responds, 1984; AACTE,
1985). At least one state, Florida, has even tied the testing
of graduates directly to policies and procedures for approving
college and universities to prepare teachers. Although others
have not yet followed this route, there is a clear implication
that graduates' scores on tests are coming to be viewed as a
major indicator of program effectiveness.

Recognizing the limitations of tests in evaluating program
eclects and predicting teacher competency, educational
researchers have recently directed greater attention to
designing and implementing follow-up studies of graduates
(Borich, 1979;' Hord and Hall, 1979; Hord, Savage and Bethel,
1982; Queen and Gretes, 1982; Blair, 1983). Although such
studies may not provide direct evidence of teacher competency,
they can provide indications of the extent of congruence between
program intents and outcomes.

However, there are also other benefits to be gained from
follow-up studies. Findings can be used to generate new
insights regarding the expectations and values which
characterize the ongoing demands of the teacher's workplace ---



the school. They can assist teacher educators in understanding
the types of problems for which future teachers may need to be
prepared (Goodlad, 1984, pp. 183-186). Teachers' self-reports
can illuminate the day-to-day demands associated with teaching.
Teachers' perceptions of need are one means for determining the
priorities which characterize schools and shape teachers'
performance. Teachers' judgements of their own proficiency
provide one measure of efficacy, that sense of potency which
enables teachers to maintain a high task orientation on the part
of students (Joyce, 1983; p. 29). Longitudinal studies of
teacher education graduates can reveal change or lack of change
over time in preparation programs as well as in practitioners
and the contexts in which they teach.

Findings generated from teacher follow-up studies thus can
serve four very important purposes. They can be used to
identify: (1) variables that are most instrumental in
determining the nature and extent of teachers' proficiency prior
to and following their entry into teaching, (2) changes that may
need to be made in the preparation of future teachers, (3) needs
which exist in the ongoing professional development of
practicing teachers and ultimately, (4) conditions which
inhibit/enhance school effectiveness.

Despite these potential benefits many teacher education
institutions as yet have no systematic procedures for examining
the performance of their graduates. For example, at a recent
national Conference on student Assessment, only half cf the
participating institutions reported using follow-up studies as a
means for determining program effects (Pre-Conference Reports,
1984). Also, across institutions, vari4bles addressed and
methodologies employed vary widely, thue\precluding the
formulation of generalizable conclusionsi,

One aim of this study, therefore, is\to encourage the
conduct of systematic, comprehensive assessments of teacher
education graduates by illustrating how ma'l surveys can be
employed to obtain data regarding the comps ency of teacher
education graduates. It is important to no e, however, that
such surveys should be augmented by other pr cedures such as
exit-level tests, on-site observations of gr duates' on-the-job
performance, and interviews with and data collection from
teachers' peers, pupils and administrators. Also, reports
presenting findingsof these studies must pro14ide specific
recommendations and incentives for making program changes if
improvement in the preservice and inservice preparation of
teachers is to result (Katz, et.al., 1981).

A second aim is to demonstrate that follow-up studies can
serve several purposes. Specifically the intent of the study is
to identify relationships which may exist between teachers'
needs and proficiencies and their preservice preparation,
teaching setting, teaching field and teaching experience.
Identification of such relationships is essential to determine
not only changes that need to be made in the preparation of
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future teachers but needs which exist in the on-the-job
professional growth of practicing teachers.

THE PROBLEM AREA

The general objectives of this study are to:

1. Analyze and present findings of the relationships/
differences between the teachers' perceived needs and
proficiencies for 19 competency areas by comparing/
contrasting (a) responSes from teachers in different
settings (rural, urban, suburban), (b) responses from
teachers in 4 teaching fields (elementary, secondary,
special education, and specialized), and (c) responses
from teachers with varying years of experience (1
through 5).

2. Identify the primary sources of teachers'
proficiencies.

3. Compare/contrast the sources of the teachers' noted
proficiencies by (1) teaching setting, (2) teaching
field, and (3) years of teaching experience.

The specific problems of this study are to answer the
following questions:

1. For which competencies do teachers indicate high need?
High proficiency? low need? low proficiency?

2. For which competencies are there large, moderate, small
or negligible discrepancies between teachers' needs and
proficiencies?

3. What are the relationships between teachers' needs and
proficiencies?

4. Do these relationships vary according to setting?
field? experience?

5. What sources do teachers indicate contribute most to
their proficiency? the least?

6. 410sources of teachers' proficiency vary by setting?
ield? experience?

METHOD

PROCEDURES AND SAMPLE

To identify those individuals currently teaching in Ohio,
in January of 19811: BGSU provided the Ohio Department of
Education a listing of social security numbers of all its 1976
through August, 1980 education, graduates. By matching these
social security numbers with principals' fall reports (which

-3-
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list the basic data of every teacher in each building) the State
Department provided multiple sets of address labels for those
1976-80 graduates currently employed by Ohio schools. A fifty
percent sample was drawn for the two teaching fields (majors)
that had more than 200 teaching graduates each, that is
elementary and special education. Evaluative follow-up
questionnaires were sent during the spring of 1981 to this
sample of elementary and special education majors and to the
entire population of graduates from the other 39 majors. From
the total population of 1386 to which questionnaires were
mailed, usable completed forms were received from 694 (50%).

Table 1 presents a numerical summary of the returns by the
teachers' (1) setting (rural N = 304, urban N = 153, suburban N
= 224), (2) field (elementary N = 130, secondary N = 118,
specialized N = 270, special education N = 176), and (3)
experience (one year N = 138, two years N = 125, three year N =
153, four years N = 167, five years N = 111).

(INSERT TABLE 1 HERE]

AmOng otIler comparisons, data presented in Table 1 indicate
that almost twice as many BGSU graduates were teaching in rural
areas than were teaching in urban areas (304 compared to 153).
With respect to teaching field, there were approximately twice
as many specialized (music, art, home economics, health/physical
education, etc.) as there were elementary education teachers

(270 versus 130). The average number of returns per each year
of experience was approximately 140 -- ranging from a low of 111
for 5 years to a high of"167 for 4 years experience.

INSTRUMENTATION

The follow up evaluative questionnaire consisted of 8
sections. Data for the present study were gathered from the
teachers' responses to Sections B and C.

Presented below are photo-copies of the directions, the
response formats, and two illustrative items fnom each of the
concerned sections of the questionnaire. (The other 17
competency' items are presented in Table 2).

sacnoti is, Yaw Ppeaslised Mood Foe mad PrWleeeney In Solociod Compotestates.
presented below en downotiona of 19 coniewency arm Yo the right pew integrate yow lek hied for pownwng each competency and an cornea of YU.,

doormen proltortcy Ao fantasy ol
Yaw Felt , Your Gootroorn

Need kw itua ProfCompetency

In This Area
Your AMIN to MIgb Awanyey L. Niell "Me Las ,

MMMMM MMMMM
1 Teich reading sn your wader admen *ea II II II II II IS. II II II II I I OS

2 Oval welt pawl behavior prolietta III1 11 11 II OW 1 I I I 1 I 1 I I I 1371

imam' c, vitae won TM Prollsiewdow bensappodt
m action II you nosed yaw fulp6 and wohnimon lot 19 compmency Mel We now dewy yew to dowse WPM el the presented areal contributed to your
oercemd ItrohOttncv lot each of the wropetenaes Merely Owe an "X' sn the boa which indoors Me one wee thw pre you She concerned prolconcy II more

than one wee corenbuted put 1" in the boa wroth would denote the wee that comeibuted swot "2" sn Me boa WWI demon second hoped etc
MUGU

Student Pre Other Fed Teaching Wove* Oche Suer,
'readmit Student Couto, Yet Expo Twang Teachers twort

Teatime WWI and Teething won and or
Field EA Expo Expo Met Fro Adminn
penence men at once Yew vows

Your Abiaty to BOW

1 Teach evading et yow red* ert subsea area I I 1721 I 1 (735 1 1 1741 I I 1751 I I 1761 1 1 1771 I I 'Up I I (NI

(2 -.... )
2 Owl with pup. behavior probe/me I I 161 I I t 71 I I 1 111 I I 191 I I 1101 I 1 all I 111Y) I 1113i
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FINDINGS

TEACHERS' NEEDS AND PROFICIENCIES

Need for Each Competency. Results of the analysis of
responses of the total sample of 694 teachers indicating the
mean ratings and ranks for each of the nineteen competency items
in terms of perceived need are presented in Table 2. Mean
ratings ranged from 4.46 to 3.05.

[INSERT TABLE 2 HERE]

For the total group of respondents, the competency items
ranked highest (R = 1 to 6) in need were: Deal with pupil
behavior problems (X = 4.46); Motivate student achievement (7 =
4.41); Work effectively with others regardless of their value
system, race, religion, etc. (R = 4.29); Communicate effectively
with parents regarding pupil progress (X = 4.24); Alter teaching
to provide more successfulinstruction (7 = 4.22); and Encourage
and facilitate development of children's social skills and
enhanced self-concepts (R = 4.21). Lowest (R = 16 to 19) need
areas were: Apply the major principles of school law (R =
3.70); Teach reading in your grade or subject area (R = 3.56);
Understand and utilize standardized tests (R = 3.21); and
Compare, contrast, and utilize various educational philosophical
viewpoints (R = 3.05).

Proficiency in Each Competency. Also shown in Table 2 are
results of the analysis of responses of the total sample of
teachers in terms of their perceived proficiengy with respect to
each competency item. Mean ratings ranged from14.31 to 3.06.

Work effectively with otters regardless of their value
system, race, etc. (X = 4.31) obtained the highest proficiency
rank. Other competency items'for which teachers indicated a
relatively high (R = 2 to 7) level of proficiency were: Prepare
lesson plans and teaching units (X = 4.02); Motivate student
achievement (R = 3.97); Prepare teacher made tests and
evaluate/report pupil progress (X = 3.92); Encourage development
of children's social skills and self-concepts (X = 3.92);
Communicate effectively with parents (X = 3.85); and Deal with
behavior problems (X = 3.84). Lowest proficiency rankings (R =
.12 to 19) were found for the following eight competencies:
Adequately guide handicapped pupils (X = 3.30); Apply principles
of school law (X = 3.29); Diagnose pupil learning difficulties
(X = 3.28); Understand and utilize standardized tests (X
3.21); Teach reading in your grade or subject area (X = 3.15);
Adequately challenge gifted/talented students (R = 3.12); and
Compare, contrast, and utilize various philosophical viewpoints
(X = 3.09).

Discre ancies between Need and Proficienc Discrepancies
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between mean ratings of need and proficiency for each of the
competency items ranged from .81 to -.04. (See Table 2.)

A "very large discrepancy" between need and proficiency (D
= .81) occurred for only one item: Adequately challenge your
gifted/talented students--a competency which ranked low in need
(R = 14) as well as proficiency (R = 18).

A "large discrepancy" was found between need and
proficiency in relation to four competencies: Adequately guide
handicapped pupils who have been "mainstreamed" (D = .67); Make
prescriptions that more fully maximize pupil learning outcomes
(D = .66); Diagnose pupil learning difficulties (D = .63); and
Deal with pupil behavior problems (D = .62). Of these, only
Deal with behavior problems was identified as a high need area
(R = 1). This competency was also a relatively high (R = 7)
proficiency area. However, the remaining "large discrepancy"
items were ranked relatively low in both need (R = 12, 14.5,
14.5) and proficiency (R = 12, 13, 15).

For five competencies, there was essentially no discrepancy
between need and proficiency. These included: Prepare teacher
made tests and evaluate/report pupil progress (D = .10); Prepare
and develop lesson plans and teaching units (D = .03);

Understand and utilize standardized tests (D = .00); Work
effectively with others (D = -.02); and Compare, contrast,
utilize various philosophical viewpoints (D = -.04). Of these,

only Work with others was ranked as a high need (R = 3) item.

It was also shown to be a high proficiency item (R = 1). The

competencies Develop teacher made tests/evaluate and report

pupil progress as well as Prepare lesson plan/units were both

perceived as moderately high need items (R = 10, 9) and
relatively high proficiency items (R = 4.5, 2). However,

Understand/utilize standardized tests ranked low in both need (R

= 18) and proficiency(R = 16) as did Compare, contrast and

utilize educational philosophical viewpoints (R = 19; R = 19).

Comparisons by Teaching Setting. Teachers' responses were
also ana yzed to determine if a relationship existed between
teachers' perceptions of need/proficiency and teaching setting.

Results of analysis of variance computations between means of
urban, rural, and suburban teachers on each of the competency
items yielded only one significant F ratio. (See,Table 3.)
This was n ')t deemed sufficient to indicate that'any such
relationship may exist.

[INSERT TABLE 3 HERE]

golpArksonsby Teaching Field -- Needs. Results of
analyTT-CIFI.TIEMT(5F554TiTEFET8WIT'SFETWIF87-ffieans of elementary,
secondary, specialized, and special education teachers yielded
numerous significant F ratios for the nineteen competency
items. (See Table 3.) Table 4 presents the results of post-hoc
mean comparisons that were subsequently performed to identify
those specific instances in which differences between pairs of

-6-
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means occurred. For two competency items no significant need
differences across fields was found. These items were: Select
and utilize media and Prepare and develop lesson plans/teaching
units.

[INSERT TABLE 4 HERE]

Overall, findings indicate that special education teachers
accord a higher level of need to many of the competencies than
do other teachers. In all, there were thirty instances relating
to fifteen of the nineteen competencies 'in which mean ratings of
special education teachers were higher than those of teachers in
other fields. For five of the items, special education teachers
perceived a higher need than did teachers in all other fields.
These included: Diagnose pupil learning diffTlties; Make
prescriptions that more fully maximize pupil learning outcomes;
Individualize instruction; Understand and utilize standardized
tests; and Encourage and develop children's social skills and
self-concepts. In four other areas, special education teachers'
ratings of need were higher than secondary and specialized, but
not elementary teachers. These were: Teach reading in the
content area; Utilize evaluation of teaching performance to
alter teaching and provide more successful instruction;
Communicate effectively with parents, and Adequately guide
handicapped pupils who are "mainstreamed." For one competency
item, special education teachers reported a higher need than
both elementary or secondary, but not specialized teachers:
Apply the major principles of school law. For five
competencies, special education teacher31 need exceeded only
those of secondary teachers. These were: Deal with behavior
problems; Analyze and evaluate your teaching performance; Work
effectively with others; Motivate student achievement; and
Compare, contrast and utilize various philosophical viewpoints.

In general, findings also show that elementary teachers
accord a higher level of need to many of the competencies than
do secondary or specialized teachers, but not special education
teachers. In fourteen instances relating to nine competency
items, ratings of elementary teachers differed significantly
from those of other teachers. However, for only one competency
area did elementary teachers' perception of need exceed that of
special education teachers: Adequately challenge
gifted/talented students. For five competencies, ratings of
need by elementary teachers were higher than those of both
secondary and specialized teachers.. These were: Teach reading;
Diagnose pupil learning difficulties; Make prescriptions that
more fully maximize pupil learning outcomes; Individualize
instruction; and Understand and utilize standardized tests.
Additionally, elementary teachers attached greater need than did
secondary, but not other teachers, to: Motivate student
achievement; Encourage and facilitate development of children's
social skills and self-concepts; and Adequately guide
handicapped pupils who are "mainstreamed."

Secondary and specialized teachers tend to be vary similar



in their perceptions of need for the various competencies. In
only three instances and for three competency items were mean
ratings of need for secondary teachers higher than those of
teachers in another field. For two competencies secondary
teachers perceived a higher need than did specialized teachers:
Teach reading and Prepare tests and evaluate/report pupil
progress. Like elementary teachers, secondary teachers' ratings
of need were higher than special education teachers' with
respect to the ability to Adequately challenge gifted/talented
students.

Specialized teachers' mean ratings of need were higher than
those of teachers in other fields in only two instances
pertaining to two competencies. When compared to secondary
teachers, specialized teachers reported a greater need to
Motivate student achievement. And, as did elementary and
secondary teachers, when compared to special education teachers,
the specialized teachers reported a higher need to Challenge
gifted/talented students.

ComarisonbTeachinlield--ProficierIcies. No
mean ratings for across

teaching fields were obtained for four competency items. These

were: Select, prepare and utilize educational media; Prepare
lesson plans and units; Analyze and evaluate your teaching
skills; and Utilize results to alter teaching and provide more
successful instruction. For the first two items, needs also did
not differ significantly across fields. However, special
education teachers reported a greater need than secondary
teachers to Analyze and evaluate teaching performance skills and
greater need than secondary and specialized teachers to Utilize
findings to alter teaching and provide more successful
-instruction.

As was the case with needs, special education teachers also
reported higher levels of proficiency with respect to many of
the competency items than did other teachers. In all, there
were twenty-nine instances relating to thirteen competencies in
which proficiency ratings of special education teachers were
greater than those of teachers in other fields. In five
competency areas, special education teachers reported having
higher levels of proficiency than did teachers in all other
fields. These included: Diagnose pupil learning difficulties;
Make prescriptions; Individualize instruction; Communicate
effectively with parents; and Adequately guide handicapped
pupils who are "mainstreamed." For the first three of these
competencies, their need was also perceived to be higher than
that of teachers in all other fields. However, for the latter
two, their need was perceived to be greater than secondary or
specialized, but not elementary teachers. For three othex
competencies, special education teachers rated their proficiency
greater than did secondary or specialized, Put not elementary
teachers. These were: Teach reading; Understand and utilize
standardized tests; and Encourage and facilitate development of
childrens' social skills and selfconcepts. With respect to



teaching reading, special education teachers' perceived need was
also greater than secondary and specialized, but not elementary
teachers. However, for the latter two items, their ratings of
need were higher than teachers in all other fields. With
respect to four competencies, special education teachers'
perceived proficiency exceeded only those of teachers in
specialized areas. These included: Deal with behavior
problems; Work effectively with others; Motivate student
achievement; and Compare, contrast and utilize philosophical
viewpoints. For all four of these items, special education
teachers reported a need greater only than that of secondary
teachers. In relation to only one competency did special
education teachers indicate a higher level of proficiency than
did elementary teachers: Apply the principles of school law.
However, special education teachers reported a higher need for
this competency than did either elementary or secondary
teachers.

In general, as with needi, 'elementary teachers reported
higher levels of proficiency for many of the competencies than
did secondary or specialized teachers. In thirteen instances
relating to nine competency items, mean ratings of elementary
teachers were significantly different than teachers in other
fields. In only one area, however, did elementary teachers
indicate a higher level of proficiency than did all other
teachers; Teach reading in your grade or subject area. Their
need for this competency, also, was rated higher than that of
secondary or specialized teachers, but not special education
teachers. In one other area the perceived proficiency of
elementary teachers exceeded that of special education.
teachers: Adequately challenge gifted/talented students. In
this area elementary teachers' need also exceeded only that of
special education teachers. Regarding three competency items,
elementary teachers reported higher levels of proficiency than
either secondary or specialized teachers. These were: Diagnose
pupil learning difficulties; Make prescriptions; and Understand
and utilize standardized tests. In all three of these areas the
need for these competencies was also higher for elementary than
for secondary or specialized teachers. In comparison to
secondary teachers only did elementary teachers' perceived
proficiency differ significantly for two additional
competencies: Encourage and develop children's social skills
and self-concepts and Adequately guide pupils who are
"mainstreamed." For both of these competencies their
perceptions of need were also higher than those of secondary
teachers only.

Again, secondary teachers and specialized teachers were
very similar in relation to level of proficiency. Secondary
teachers reported greater proficiency than did teachers in all
other fields for only one competency: Prepare teacher made
tests and evaluate/report pupil progress. Their perceived need
for this competency, however, was greater only than that of
specialized teachers. For none of the nineteen competencies
were the mean proficiency ratings of specialized teachers
greater than those of teachers in other fields. Yet their need



was reported to be higher than that of secondary teachers to
Motivate student achievement and higher than that of special
education teachers to Challenge gifted/talented students.

Comparisons by Teaching Experience -- Needs. Results of
analysis of variance computations between means of teachers with
one, two, three, four or five years of experience indicated
several significant F ratios for the nineteen competency items
with respect to teaching experience. (See Table 3.)

Post-hoc pair-wise mean comparisons resulted in eleven
instances relating to only seven comcatency items in which need
differed by experience. When mean ratings of proficiency were
compared, ten instances again relating to only seven competency
items were found. (See Table 4.)

Teachers with one year of experience reported a higher
level of need than those with two or three years of experience
but did not differ from those with four or five years with
respect to two competencies: Diagnose pupil learning
difficulties and Individualize instruction. The mean need
rating of teachers with one year of experience was also higher
than that of teachers with two, but not different from those
with more years of experience regarding the ability to Make
prescriptions that more fully maximize pupil learning outcomes.
For two additional competency items, teachers with one year of
experience indicated a higher level need than did teachers with
two or five, but did not differ from those with three or four
years of experience. These were: Select, prepare and utilize
education media and Use results of evaluation of teaching
performance to alter teaching and provide more successful
instruction. Only when compared to teachers with three years of
experience were ratings of those with one year of experience
high,.r regarding the needs: Understand and utilize standardized
tests and Adequately guide handicapped pupils who are
"mainstreamed."

In only two instances relating to a single competency item
did more experienced teachers' perceptions of need exceed that
of teachers with less experience. Teachers with four or five
years of experience attched a higher level of need than did
those with two, but not one or three years of experience to the

ability to Diagnose pupil learning difficulties.

Com arisons b Teachin Ex erience -- Proficiencies.
Teachers with ive years of experience in cate a higher
proficiency than those with one, two or three years of

experience in relation to only one competency: Deal with
behavior problems. However, those with five years of experience
gave higher proficiency ratings than those with two years of
experience to Motivate student achievement. Additionally,
teachers with five years of experience rated themselves more
proficient than did teachers with three years of experience in

two other areas. These were: Communicate effectively with
parents and Encourage development of children's social skills
and self-concepts.



Interestingly, there were four instances in which teachers
with only one year of experience rated their proficiency higher
than did more experienced teachers. Those having only one year
of experience indicated a higher level of proficiency than did
those with two (but not those with three, four, or five) years
of experience in three competency areas: Work effectively with
others; Diagnose pupil learning difficulties, and Motivate
student achievement. In one additional area, the mean
proficiency rating of teachers with one bear of experience
exceeded only that of teachers with three years of experience;
this area was: Adequately guide handicapped pupils who are
"mainstreamed."

_Ieereedandproficiczgelationshi.betit. Finally,
teachers respornpency items were
analyzed to determine if a relationship existed between need and
proficiency. Data in Table 5 indicate that for all 694 teachers
a high positive correlation between mean rating:, of need and
proficiency (rho a .84) was obtained.

[INSERT TABLE 5 HERE]

An examination of teachers' ratings confirmed that those
competency areas for which teachers indicated a low need (i.e.,
teaching reading; understanding and utilizing standardized
tests; comparing, contrasting and utilizing various
philosophical viewpoints; and applying the principles of school
law) were those which ranked low in proficiency. Conversely,
those for which teachers indicated a high need (i.e., dealing
with behavior problems; working with others; communicating with
parents; encouraging the development of children's social skills
and self-concepts; and using results of evaluatio., of teaching
performance to alter teaching and provide more successful
instruction) were those which ranked highest with respect to
proficiency. Items rated moderate in need, however, were rated
relatively low in proficiency in four cases, moderate in
proficiency in three cases, and relatively high in proficiency
in three cases. None of the items rated low in need were
moderate or high proficiency items and none ranked high in need
obtained high proficiency ratings.

Rather high positive correlations between need and
proficiency was also found when teachers' responses were
analyzed by teaching field and years of experience. However,
for secondary teachers there was greater consistency between
perceptions of need and proficiency (rho = .86) than for
specialized (rho m .77), special education (rho = .71), or
elementary (rho m .64) teachers. Furthermore, as years of
experience increased, there tended to be a continuing increase
(See Table 5: .73, .73, .78, .80, .82) in the consistency of
need and proficiency ratings.

SOURCES OF TEACHERS' PROFICIENCY

Com utation of Avera e Ranks and Coefficients o



Concordance. Presented in Table 6 are average ranks for the
various classifications of teachers with regard to the eight
possible sources of proficiencies. The arithmetic procedures
for arriving at these average Lanks were somewhat tedious;
therefore an explanation is deemed appropriate prior to any
discussion of the findings.

[INSERT TABLE 6 HERE]

First, a total "Importance Index" waS computed for each
classification of teachers within each of the eight proficiency
source areas. This was done by (1) determining the proportion
of the total subgroup N that assigned each rank, (2) multiplying
each proportion by a weight factor (inverse order of the ranks)
to gain an "Importance Index" for each rank, and (3)
accumulating the separate "Indices" into a total for that source
area and that classification of teacher. Ranks related to the
total importance indices were then obtained and are reported in
Table 6.

Illustrative computational examples of these procedures
relating to one competency item (deal with pupil behavior
problems) and one setting (rural, total N = 304) are presented
below:

Two of the Ei.991 Possible Sources for Teachers' Proficiency for
DeaTiWi7Nh pupil Behavilems

Insexvice Training First Year Teaching Experience

Proportion Weight Importance Proportion Vik,ight Importande

Ranks f of N X Factor = Index Ranks f of N X Factor = Index

I 8- .020* 4.184

.020 7 .140 2 45 .148 7 1.036

.020 6 .120 3 3 .010 6 .060

.007 5 .035 4. 1 .003 5 .015

.003 4 .012 5 - - 4 -

,003 3 .009 6 - - 3 -

.000 2 .000 7 - - 2 -

.003 1 .003 8 - - 1 -

747g . 5.295

2 6

3 6

4 2

5 1

6 1

7 0

8 1

*6/304 = .0197 = .020

As these data show, six of the 304 rural teachers (2% or
.020) ranked inservice training #1 in developing their
proficiency in dealing with pupil behavior problems. By
multiplying this proportion (.02) by the weight of 8, an
"Importance Index" of .160 was computed for these six people.
nese same arithmetic procedures were then employed with the
other 17 rural teachers who gave inservice training some credit
for developing their management proficiencies. Resultantly, a
total "Importance Index" of .479 was computed for inservice
training.



4

For 159 of the 304 rural teachers (52.3%) first year
teaching experience was ranked #1 as a source of proficiency in
dealing with behavior problems. The "Importance Index" related
to these 159 teachers was 41184; the total "Index" for first
year teaching experience was 5.295. This cumulative "Importance
Index" of 5.295 for First Year Teaching Experience was the
highest of all those computed for the rural teachers with
respect to this competency. First year Teaching Experience was
therefore given an overall rank of "1." The Inservice Training
cumulative "Importance Ind'Jx" of .479 was seventh in size and
thus was given a rank of 7. A summary of computations for all
settings in relation to the sources of proficiency in dealing
with behavior problems is shown below:

Other

Pre- Ccurw First

Stir let lobric and Year %aching

%Bathing EXper- 'leaching Experience

Sturint Field Ek- lore Ever- After First Inservice Other

Setting ladling parierre at BM/ ienc:e Year Training 'Darters trators

Edaral

(II:porta:re Indices) 3.125 .384 .645 5.295 2.213 .479 1.009 .769

(Ranks) 2 8 6 1 3 7 4 5

Urten

(Dncortanze Indices) 2.908 .438 .323 5,154 1.923 .664 1.461 .884

(Wks) 2 7 8 1 3 6 4 5

SU:Wm
(brats= krlices) 2.754 .512 .163 5.302 2.419 .218 1.371 I .709

(Rsics) 2 6 8 1 3 7 4 5

Average Ranks* 2 7 7.3 1 3 6.7 4

(*ally this raw of values is presented in Table 6 fix Setting) II

The separate and cumulative "Importance Indices" for all
classifications of teachers were calculated in this same
manner. The average ranks (last row of data above) are the
unweighted means of the classification ranks. It should be
noted that only this row of ranks, and other rows analogous to
this row, are presented in Table 6.

A correlation index, Kendall's Concordance Coefficient
(which indicates the amount of agreement among sets of ranks),
was also computed with ranks from the three classifications of
teaching setting (rural, urban, and suburban). Kendall's
Concordance Coefficient summarizing the proficiency source
rankings of teachers in these three settings was .96. A
coefficient of this magnitude, of course, indicates very high
agreement. Inspection of the above data clearly confirms this
agreement in that five of the 8 sources were given the same
rankings by teachers in the various settings (i.e., student
teaching, all 2's; 1st year teaching, all l's; after 1st year
teaching, all 3's; other teachers, all 4's, and supervisors, all
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5's). Rankings for each of the other three sources were very
comparable.

These computational procedures thus exemplify those
employed for each of the 19 competency items and for each of the
three teacher classifications (setting, field, and experience).

Sources of Teachers' Proficiencies. Table 7 presents a
summary of how all teac ers (N = 94) ranked the sources of
their proficiencies.

[INSERT TABLF 7 HERE]

The means presented in Table 7 were computed by summing the
19 competency item average ranks (presented in Table 6) and then
dividing by 19. These arithmetic procedures produced a mean of
1.53 for first-year teaching experience. Overall, therefore,
teachers credited first year teaching experience as contributing
most to their noted proficiencies. Student teaching (X = 2.76)
was ranked second in terms of sources of proficiency. The next.
two sources (Teaching Experience After First Year and Other
Course Work and Experiences at BGSU) had means of 3.13 and
3.37. For all practical purposes, the means for these two are
so close that these sources may be considered tied in,
importance. 4

The source area Other Teachers had a mean of 5.61 which
tends not to be relatively close to those means either above or
below it. The last three source areas (Pre-student Teaching
Field Experience; Supervisors and/or Administrators; and
Inservice Training) have means that are rather close to each
other (6.03 to 6.94); thus it appears justified to regard these
three source areas as equally important sources of proficiency
development.

As indicated previously, mean ranks of the sources of
proficiency by teaching setting, field and experience along with
Kendall's Coefficients for each of the 19 competency items are
shown in Table 6. The Kendall's Coefficients of Concordance
indicate the extent of.agreement in the rank ordering of
proficiency sources by each classification of teachers.

It should be noted that Kendall's coefficients for

teachers' settings and fields are comparable within and beween
competency items. However, because first year teachers did not
have a valid option to rank-order the source labeled "Teaching
Experience After First Year" Kendall's coefficients computed on
experience classifications are only comparable to other
experience coefficients.

Summarized below are tabulations of the frequencies of
various values of the\coefficients for each of the teacher
classifications:

-14-
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Coefficient Values Setting Fi
l

el
f

d Experience

90 and higher 18 9 2

. 85 - .89 1 2 1

. 80 - .84 0 5 4

. 75 - .79 0 0- 4

. 70 - .74 0 3 6

. 65 - .69 0 0 j 1

. 60 - .64 0 0 ; 1
,

Number of Items 19 19 19

LI

,

arisons of For purposes of this
stu ;----Thlyitsimileifaiiiiiiiiiiiethat coefficients above .80
indlicate that there are no real or practical differences in how
teachers in the various settings or fields rank ttm sources of
their proficiency. Based on this assumption, there is no
evidence to indicate that the sources of teachers'inoted
proficiency with respect to any of the 19 competency items
difI

'

fer across urban, suburban, and rural settings.

\Comparisons of Sources byField. For teaching field, 16 of
the 19 coefficients were higher than .80, this again indicating
that for most oa: the competencies no real differenCes exist in
the sources of noted proficiency across.fields. However three
coefficients ware between .70 and .74 and their possible
implications deserve special note. I\

'

The first of these competency items (Kendall's = .71)
related to the teachers' ability to teach reading. Examination
of the rankings of this item by teachers in the various fields
indicate that the proficiency source showing 'the greatest 1

variance in assigned ranks was "Pre-student Teaching Field
Experiences." Elementary teachers ranked this source 4; special
education teachers gave it a rank of 3; and both other groups
gave the source a 7. Student teaching and inservice training
tied for producing the second highest variance in source ranks
for the four groups. The average ranks assigned by each group
of teachers to these two sources were:

Field
Student

Teaching
Elementary 2

Secondary 6

Specialized 4

Special Education 2

Sources
Inservice
Training

7

5 I

3

7

It appears therefore that secondary teachers did not receive as
much help from student teaching in how to teach reading as did
the other three groups and that specialized teachers received
more guidance from inservice training in developing their
proficiency to teach reading than did the other three groups,
especially the elementary and special education teachers.

The second competency item that produced a less than .80
Kendall's agreement among the four teaching fields was: Compare,
contrast and utilize various educational philosophical

9
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viewpoints. The ranks assigned to the folio
Were most instrumental in the 'computation of
low Kendall's index of .72.

Field
Elementary
Secondary
Specialized
Special Education

Sourc

ing three sources
the comparatively

Other course
Work and
Experience at
BGSU

1

1

6

1

Te= c ng
Experience
After the
Fist :ear

' 6
3

2

5

Specialized teachers ranked the value o
#6; elementary, secondary, and special educ
this source #1. This disparity is somewhat
since all BGSU teacher educatior majors, in
are required to take Mit 408, P ilosophy o
deals primarily with this competency area.
the specialized teachers as a group did not
in the same positive manner a:, lid te chers
fields.

Other
Teachers

2

4

3

6

Other Course Work
tion teachers ranked
difficult to explain
luding specialized,
Education, which
Thus, it may be that
perceive this course
in the other three

However, other differences between the ankings of the 4
groups of teachers relating to the sources f "philosophical
viewpoints " also contributed to 91e lo index:

1. Specialized teachers ranked for "Te ching Experience
After the First-Year," as #2, while elementary teachers
ranked it #6.

2. Elementary teachers ranked "Other T achers," as source
#2, whereas special education teach rs ranked it #6.

Teachers' views of the sources of their a ility to compare,
contrast and use various educational philosop ies therefore do
appear to be associated with their teaching fields.

The third and final competency item asso iated with less
than .80 Kehdall's Concordance Coefficient was. Adequately guide
handicapped pupils who are mainstreamed. Respo ses of special
education teachers regarding the value of Stude t Teaching and
Other Teachers differed appreciably from the re ponses of the
other three groups of teachers. The special edu ation group
ranked student teaching much higher in contribut ng to this
proficiency than did the other teachers --(rank 2 compared to 6,
7, and 5;-- and ranked the source Other Teachers uch lower (8

compared to 4, 3, and 3). This may be an indication that
regular teachers are afforded little opportunity during their
student teaching experience to work with handicapped pupils.
Also, this may reflect the general isolation of special
education teachers from other teachers in their field.

-16-
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Comparison of Sources by Experience. When comparing the
proficiency sources of the 5 groups of teachers by experience, a
disparity criterion of a Kendall's Coefficient of .70 or lower
was employed to select items which have real differences in
source rankings. The justification for using a lower selection
criterion waS the fact that first year teachers had only 7 valid
options to rank (could not rank "Teaching Experience After First
Year) whereas teachers with more experience had all 8 options.
This tended to decrease the magnitude of the agreement
coefficients and contributed to the lowering of the selection
criterion from the prev,iously used .80 to .70.

In all, three competency items were associated with
coefficients of .70 or less. The first item was: After
diagnosis, .. make prescr'ptions . The comparatively low
Kendall's Coefficient of 7 was primarily produced by the
teachers' variant ranks fo the source: Teaching Experience
After First Year. Teachers with one year of experience, by
necessity, gave this source a rank of second year teachers
gave it a rank of 3; and th rd, fourth, and fifth year teachers
gave it a rank of 1. Thus it would seem thii competency is
very much rela ed to teachin? experience.

The second competency item selected for special discussion
was: Adequately challenge your gifted/talented students. [It is
interesting to note thOt this item produced the only instance in
which Teaching Experience After the First '1Year was ranked,
overall, as the #1 source of teacheLl' proficiency. (See Table
6.)] Rankings within two proficient- source areas appear to
account for the comparatively low agreement among teachers. The
source, Teaching Experience After the First Year produced, again
by necessity, a rank of 8 for first-year teachers, a rank of 2
for second year teachers, and a rank of 1 for third, fourth, and
fifth year teachers. Inservice Training produced a rank of 6
for firpt year teachers and a rank of 3 for each of the other
four groups cf teachers. Thus while there is clear agreement
across years of experience as to the primary source, teachers
are apparently learning much of what they know about working
with gifted students on the job.

The third and final competency item that met the ".70 or
less" criterion was: Adequately guide ... mainstreamed pupils

. The primary cause for the selection of this item was the
ranking of Teaching Experience After the First Year. Teachers
with one year of experience assigned this source an 8; second
year teachers ranked it 2; and the third, fourth, and fifth year
teachers ranked it #1. Other major contributing causes to the
comparatively lcw Kendall's Coefficient (.63) were:

1. Inservice Training given a rank of 7 by first year
teachers; a rank of 8 by second year teachers; and
ranks of 5, 6, and 3 respectively by third, fourth and
fifth year teachers.

2. Other Course Work and Experiences at BGSU being given a
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rank of 2 by first year teachers, and ranks of 5, 3, 4,

and 6 by second, third, fourth, and fifth year teachers
respectively.

These variations in ranking seem to indicate that this
competency may have only recently been given attention in
preservice programs and, for more experienced teachers,
inservice has been a more helpful contributer.

Com arisons by Need and Source. An additional analysis was
underta en to ascertain wetwhether a relationship exists between
teachers' needs ERr specific competencies and their sources of
proficiency for these competencies. Cotpetency items were
dichotomized into two categories, above and below the median
mean need. (See Table 2.) In doing so the mean need at the
median was discarded and not used in this analysis. The top
three proficiency sources were listed for each of the 18
remaining competency items. The 18 ',terns distributed themselves
as shown in the. following 2x2 table :

Sources of Teachers' Proficiency

Chi SquareAbove

2 out of 3
Top Sources
BGSU Related

2 out of 3
Top Sources
Work Related
(Experience)

Teachers Median
Need For Below

1 8 9 = 2.49
p=.11

Competency Median 4 5 9

5 13 18

There appears to be somewhat of a tendency, although not
significant, for teachers to credit work experience as the
primary contributing sources of their proficiency in higher need
areas and for them to credit teacher training as the primary
proficiency source area for lower need areas.

SUMMARY

A total. of 694 1976-80 graduates of Bowling Green State
University teaching in/rural, urban, and suburban settings,
representing elementary, secondary, specialized and special
education fields, and having from one to five years of teaching
experience comprised the sample for this study. Responses of
these teackers to two, /sections of a follow-up evaluative
questionnafte pertai ing to teachers' needs, proficiencies and
sources of proficien ies for nineteen competency items provided
the data base from w ich the following findings were obtained.

Level of Need acid Proficiency. Competencies for which
teachers in genera/ idicate hignest need are:

1. Dealing w th pupil behavior problems;

2. Working ffectively with other teachers, specialists,
administrators, students, and parents regardless of

22
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their value systems, race, religion, age, sex,
socioeconomic status, etc.

3. Communicating effectively with parents regarding
student progress;

4. Utilizing findings from analyzing and evaluating
teaching performance skills to alter teaching and
provide more successful instruction for pupils;

5. Encouraging and facilitating the development of
childrens' social skills and enhanced self-concepts.

Competencies for which teachers, in general, indicate lowest
need are:

are:

1. Applying the major principles of school law to areas
such as due process, contracts, teaching liability,
corporal punishment, etc.;

2. Teaching reading in grade or subject area;

3. Understanding and utilizing standardized tests;

4. Comparing, contrasting and utilizing various
educational philosophical viewpoints.

Competencies for which teachers indicate highest proficiency

1. Working effectively with other teachers ...;

2. Preparing and developing lesson plans and teaching
units;

3. Motivating student achievement via modeling,
reinforcement, provision of success experiences, appeal
to student interest, etc.;

4. Preparing teacher made tests and evaluating reporting
pupil progress;

5. Encouraging and facilitating development of childrens'
social skills and enhanced self-concepts;

6. Communicating effectively with parents regarding
student progress;

7. Dealing with pupil behavior problems.

Competencies for which teachers, in general, indicate lowest
proficiency are:

1. Adequately guiding handicapped pupils who have been or
may be "mainstreamed;"
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2. Applying the major principles of schocil law ... ;

3. Diagnosing pupil learning difficulties;

4. Making prescriptions of instructional strategies,
educational media, and materials that more fully
maximize pupil learning outcomes;

54 Understanding and utilizing standardized tests;

6. Teaching reading in grade or .abject are

7. Adequately challenging gifted/talented pupils;

8. Comparing, contrasting, and utilizing various
educational philosophical viewpoints.

Discre ancies Between Need and Proficiency. Competencies
for w is teachers in general in lcate argest discrepancies
between need and proficiency are:

1. Adequately challenging gifted/talented students;

2. Dealing with pupil behavior problems;

3. Diagnosing pupil learning difficulties;

4. Making prescriptions ... that maximize learning
outcomes;

5. Adequately guiding handicapped pupils who have been ...
mainstreamed.

Competencies for which teachers in general indicate the
least discrepancy between need and proficiency are:

1. Working effectively with other(s) ...;

2. Comparing, contrasting, utilizing ... philosophical
viewpoints;

3. Preparing and developing lesson plans ... units;

4. Preparing teacher made tests and evalutioning/reporting
pupil progress;

5. Understanding and utilizing standardized tests.

Relationshie Between Need and Proficiency. For teachers in
general, as well as tor teachers In particular fields and with
comparable years of experience, there is a high positive
correlation between need and proficiency. Competencies for
which teachers indicate a high need are also those competencies
for which teachers report high proficiency. Conversely, those
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a competencies for which teachers indicate low need are those for
whilh they report low proficiency. There is however, a somewhat
higher correspondence between need and proficiency among
secondary teachers than among teachers within other fields and a
lower correspondence among elementary than teachers within other
fields. Also, teachers with more years of experience exhibit
somewhat greater congruence between need and proficiency than
teachers with fewer years of experience.

Comparisons by Setting, Field, and Experience. Teachers'
needs and proficiencies appear not to vary in relation to the
rural, urban, or suburban nature of their teaching settings.
Levels of need and proficiency, however, vary considerably by
teaching fields.

Special education teachers indicate a higher need than do
teachers in other fields to:

1. Diagnose pupil learning difficulties;

2. Make prescriptions that maximize pupil learning
outcomes;

3. Individualize instruction;

4. Understand and utilize standardized tests;

5. Encourage and develop children's social skills and
self-concepts.

They report higher proficiency than do other teachers to:

1. Diagnose pupil learning difficulties;

2. Make prescriptions;

3. Individualize instruction;

4. Communicate with parents regarding pupil progress;

5. Adequately guide pupils who are mainstreamed.

Elementary teachers report a higher need than do secondary
or specialized teachers to:

1. Teach reading;

2. Diagnose pupil learning difficulties;

3. Make prescriptions;

4. Individualize instruction;

5. Understand and utilize standardized tests.
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Also, elementary teachers consider themselves more
proficient than do secondary or specialized teachers in their
ability to:

1. Diagnose pupil learning difficulties;

2. Make prescriptions;

3. Understand and utilize standardized tests.

Secondary teachers consider themselves more proficient than
do teachers in all other fields in the ability to:

1. Prepare tests and report/evaluate pupil progress.

, They also indicate a higher need than specialized teachers
tot:

1. Teach reading;

2. Prepare tests and report/evaluate pupil progress.

Specialized teachers indicate a greateL need than secondary
teachers to:

1. Motivate student achievement.

Not surprisingly, teachers in elementary, secondary and
specialized fields all indicate a greater need and a higher
proficiency than special education teachers to:

1. Adequately challenge gifted/talented students.

For two competencies there appears to be little variation in
level of need by teaching field:

1. Select, prepare and utilize media;

2. Prepare and develop lesson plans and teaching units.

In terms of proficiency, little or no variation by'field
appears to exist in teachers' ability to:

1. Select, prepare, and utilize media ... ;

2. Analyze and evaluate teaching performance skills;

3. ... alter teaching to provide more successful
instruction.

Although some variations in level of need and proficiency
appear to be associated with years of experience, teachers'
perceptions of level of need and extent of proficiency tend to
remain relatively stable over time. That is, teachers with more
experience are very comparable to less experienced teacher with
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respect to their perceived need for and proficiency in most of
the nineteen competencies. There is however, a general trend
for the relationship between need and proficiency to become
somewhat greater with successive years of teaching.
Nonetheless, there is only one competency for which there is a
very definite and continuous increase in proficiency associated
with additional teaching experience -- this occurs :oust in the
ability to deal with pupil behavior problems.

Sources of Teacher Proficiency. Teachers in general
consider their first year of teaching to be the major
contributor to their teaching proficiency. Ranked second is
student teaching. Teaching experience after the first year and
other coursework and experiences are near equal contributors and
rank third. Next in importance are other teacherz. The
remaining sources are nearly comparable in perceived value and
contribute least: pre-student teaching experience, supervisors
and/or administrators, and inservice training.

Comparisons of Sources by Setting, Field and Experience. As

was the case with respect to need and proficiency, teachers in
rural, urban, and suburban settings appear not to differ with
respect to those sources which contribute most, moderately, and
least to their proficiency.

For most of the competencies there also appears to be little
variation in sources of proficiency across teaching fields.

There are three competencies, however, for which notable
variations appear to exist. Regarding their ability to teach
reading, both elementary and special education teachers consider
pre-student teaching field experiences as a more important
contributor than do either secondary or specialized teachers.
Furthermore, with respect to this competency, student teaching
is a less important source of proficiency for secondary teachers
than for teachers in other fields. Additionally, specialized
teachers attribute more importance to inservice training in
developing this proficiency than do other teachers.

A marked variation also exists with respect to the ability
to compare, contrast, and utilize various educational
philosophical viewpoints. Elementary, secondary, and special
education teachers attribute their proficiency in this area
primarily to Other Coursework and Experiences. However,
specialized teachers rank this source low and give higher credit
to Teaching Experience After the First Year and to Other
Teachers.

Finally, in developing their proficiency for guiding
handicapped pupils who are mainstreamed, special education
teachers rank student teaching considerably higher than do other

teachers. Concurrently, special education teachers consider
Other Teachers as a much less important source for this
competency than do teachers in other fields.

Sources of teachers' proficiencies also vary little in
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relation to years of teaching experience. However, for three of
the nineteen competencies there are notable variations in source
rankings between teachers with one and teachers with more years
of experience. For these competencies -- Make prescriptions,
Challenge gifted/talented students, and Guide handicapped pupils
who are mainstreamed -- teachers with more than one year of
experience consistently rank Teaching Experience After the First
Year as a major contributor. Also, more experienced teachers
accord Inservice training greater importance in developing
proficiency in the latter two areas, Thus, it appears that as
teachers continue teaching, these sources become major
contributors to proficiency in these areas.

IMPLICATIONS

It is recognized that the sample used for purposes of this
investigation may not be representative of teachers in general.
Also, needs and proficiencies as addressed in this study are
associated with a set of general competencies which reflect
stipulated objectives of teacher education coursework at BGSU.
The study must, therefore, be regarded as heuristic and the

following implications viewed as tentative. Both operational
and constructive replications of the study are necessary prior
to the formulation of generalizable conclusions.

First, although there is considerable evidence to indicate
that effective schools are those in which teachers are skilled
in monitoring student progress, diagnosing student learning
difficulties, and accommodating for student differences through
utilization of a variety of instructional strategies, findings
of this study imply that these are not the competencies for
which practicing teachers indicate a high need or develop a high
proficiency. Rather;' results of this study suggest that
teachers' major priorities --- and their highest proficiencies

at the end of their first year of teaching and continuing
with successive years of experience are not instructional skills
Per se. Rather, they are abilities which might more
appropriately be classified as interpersonal or human relations
skills. It is these competencies, apparently, which are
continuously emphasized and reinforced within the demands of the
work setting. Instructional skills are deemed less important
and are also skills in which "s-achers appear to be less
proficient.

Secondly, many policies and practices pertaining to the
preparation of teachers have been based upon the assumption that
different teaching settings call for different teaching
competencies. For example, the Standards for Colleges or
Universities Ire arin Teachers in Ohio mandate that all
prospect ve teachers have urban and suburban or rural

experiences. Findings presented in this study raise a question
as to whether there is a relationship between settings and the
competencies teachers need, the proficiencies they develop, and
the sources of their proficiencies.



Third, much concern has been expressed among teacher
educators regarding the lack of any common body of professional
knowledge, beliefs and practices which characterize teaching as
a profession. Clearly demonstrated by this study are
significant differences by teaching field in teachers' need and
proficiency in certain of the competencies investigated.
Whether these are differences which should or should not exist
is a question beyond the realm of this paper. However, if these
differences do exist, that question must be answered prior to
determining what constitutes effective changes in either the
preservice preparation or inservice development of teachers.

The last and perhaps most provocative of the implications to
be drawn arises from findings pertaining to the critical nature
of the first year of teaching in determining teachers'
proficiencies. In contrast to what might have been expected,
additional years of teaching experience or other school-related
variables (e.g. as other teachers, administrators, and inservice
training) appear not to alter teachers' priorities or
significantly increase their perceived proficiency. These
findings may, of course, be attributable to the lack of
sensitivity of the instrument in detecting real differences.
Or, perceptions may not be reality but only percentages of
reality; thus teachers' responses may reflect only 80, 60, 40 or
some smaller percentage of their "real" need and proficiency.
However, if teachers' needs and proficiences do remain
relatively constant over successive years of experience, then
the first year of teaching must be viewed as the most crucial
year in teacher preparation. Furthermore, if there are few real
differences between the proficiencies of less experienced and
more experienced teachers, preservice preparation accounts for a
much greater proportion of teacher competency than it is often
attributed. Finally, the similarity in proficiency between
experienced and less experienced teachers points to a need to
give concerted attention to ways of promoting the ongoing
professional development of teachers. For if teacher efficacy
is an important contributor to school effectiveness, the lack of
growth in teachers' perceptions of their proficiency would
appear to have serious ramifications with respect to the problem
of school renewal and improvement.



References
Blair, C.W. "Classroom Teachers' Perceptions of Preservice

Education Related to Teaching the Handicapped." Journal
of Teacher Education, Vol. 34, No. 2, 1983, 52-54.

Borich, G.D. Three Models for Conducting Follow-up Studies of
Teacher Education and Training. Austin: Research and
DeverEliment Center for Teacher Education, The University of
Texas, 1979.

Educating a Profession: Competency Assessment. Washington,
D.C.: American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education, April, 1983.

Feistreitzer, C.E. The Making of a Teacher: A Report on
Teacher Education and Certification. Washington, D.C.:
National Center for Education Information, 1984.

Goodlad, J.I. A Place Called School: Pros ects for the Future.
New York: McGraw -Hill, 19u4.

Hord, S.M. and Hall, G.E. (Editors). Teacher Education Program
Evaluation and Follow-up Studies: A Collection of- Cutrent
Efforts. Austin: Research and Development Center for
Teacher Education, The Universityof Texas, 1979.

Hord, S.M., Savage, T.V., and Bethel, L.J. (Editors). ToWArd
Useable Strategies for Teacher Education Program
Evaluations. Austin: Research and Development Center for
Teacher Education, The University of Texas, 1982.

Joyce, B.R., Hersh, R.N., and McKibbin, M. The Structure of
School Improvement. New York: Longman, Inc., 1983.

Katz, C., Raths, J., Mahanty, C., Kurachi, A. and Irving, Jr
"Follow-up Studies: Are They Worth the Trouble?" Journal
of Teacher Education (March-April 1981), 18-24.

Medley, D.M. "Teacher Effectiveness." in Encyclopedia of
Education Research. H.E. Mitzel (Editor). New York: The
Free Press, 1982, 1894-1903.

''re-Conference Reports." AACTE/ISU Sponsored Conference on
Student Assessment. Normal, Illinois, July 9-10, 1984.

The Nation Responds. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
Education, 1984.

Queen, J.A. and Gretes, J.A. "First-Year Teachers' Perceptions
of Theit Preservice Training," Phi Delta Kamm (November,
1982), 215-16.

-26- 30



StandaLds for the Accreditation of Teacher Education.
Washington, D.C.: National Council for Accrediation of
Teacher Education, 1982.

Teacher Education Policy in the States: 50-StateSurvey of
Legislative and Administrative Actions. Washington, D.C.:
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education,
1985.



Table 1

The Classifications and Number of Teachers Within Each

Setting N

Urban 153

Rural 304

Suburban 224

681

Feld
Elementary

Seconday

Specialied

Special Ouc

N Experience N

130 1 Yr Experience 138

118 2 Yrs. Experience 125

270 3 Yrs Experience 153

176 Yrs Experience 167

694 5 Yrs Experience 111

694



Table 2

Means, Ranks, and Mean Discrepancies of the Teachers'
Needs and Proficiencies (N s 694)

Competency Item
1. teach reading in your grade or subject area.
2. Deal with pupil behavior problems.
3. Select, prepare, and effectively utilise

educational media. 3.98 11 3.63 10
4. Analyse and evaluste your teaching

performance skills. 4.09 7 3.69 9
5. utilise the findings from $4 above in alter-

ing your teaching and providing more success-
ful instruction for your pupils. 4.22 5 3.71 8

6. Diagnose pupil learning difficulties (via
testing instruments, observational
techniques, etc.).

7. (After diagnosis) ... make prescriptions of
instructional strategies,

fully maximise pupil
es, educational media,

and materials that
Learning outcomes.

8. Nock effectively with teachers,
specialists, administr tors, students, and
parents, regardless of their value systems,
race, religion, age, se socioeconomic
status, etc. 4.29 3 4.31

9. Motivate student achi t via modeling,
reinforcement, provision of success experi-
ence'. appeal to student interests, etc. 4.41 2 3.97 3

10. Individualise instruction to meet the varying
needs of students, via teOhniques such as
mastery learning, alternative assignments,
individual contracting, group and individual
work, etc. 4.07 8 3.60

11. Prepare and develop lesson plans and teaching
units. 4.05 9 4.02

12. Prepare teacher made tests and evaluate/
report pupil progress. 4.02 10 3.92

13. Understand and utilise standardised tests. 3.21 18 3.21
14. Communicate effectively with parents

regarding student progress. 4.24 4 3.85
15. Compare, contrast and utilise various

educational philosophical viewpoints. 3.05 19 3.09
16. Mncourage and facilitate the development of

children's social skills and Wanted self-
conexcts 4.21 6 3.92

17. Apply the msjor principles of school law to
areas such as due process, contracts,
teaching liability, corporal punishment, etc. 3.70 16 3.29 13

18. Adequately challenge your gifted/talented
students. 3.93 14 3.12 18

19. Adequately, guide handicapped pupils Who have
been or may be ',mainstreamed" into your
classroom.

Mean Mean Discrepancy
Need Rank Prof Rank Need X-Prof 1
rg -Tr mu -Tr .41
4.46 1 3.84 7 .62

3.91 15 3.28 14.5

3.94 13 3.28 14.5

. 35

.40

Description
Rank of of the

Discrepancy Discrepancy*
9.5 Small
5 Large

13

11

Small

Small

. 51 6 Moderate

.63

.66

1 -.02

11

2

4.5
16

6

19

. 44

.47

.03

.10

.00

. 39

-.04

4.5 .29

3.97 12 3.30 12

*Discrepancy differences were classified as follows:
.81 Very Large Discrepancy f of

.62 to .67 Large Discrepancy f of

.47 to .51 Moderate Discrepancy f of

.2n to .44 ;mall Discrepancy f of
-.04 to .10 esseniially no Discrepancy I of
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Item 1
Items 4
Items 2
Items 7
Items 5

4

3

18

8

7

16

15
17

12

19

14

Large

Large

None

Small

Moderate

None

None
None

Small

rme

Small

.41 9.5 Small

.81

.67

1 Very Large

\\Large



Table 3
Analysis of Teachers' Needs and Proficiencies
--By Teaching Setting, Field, and Experience

Cbmpetency Item

Your aalay to: /
1. Teach reading in your grade or subject area.

Need

Proficiency
2. Deal with pupil behaviOr problems.

Need

Proficiency

3. Select, prepare, and effectively utalim

educational media.

Need

Proficiency

4. Analyze and evalUfie your teaching performance

skills.
\ '

Need
Proficiency

5. Utilize the findings from #4 above in altering

your teaching and providing more successful

instruction for your pupils.

Need

Proficiency
Diagnose pupil learning difficulties (via

testing instruments, observational techniques,
etc.).

Need

Proficiency
7. (After diagnosis) ... make prescriptions of

instructional strategies, educational media,

and materials that more fully maximize pupil

learning outcomes.

Need

Proficiency

8. Wbrk effectively with other teachers,

specialists, administrators, students, and,

parents, regardless of their value systems,

race, religion, age, sex, socioeconomic

status, etc.

Need

Proficiency
9. Motivate student achievement via modeling,

reinforcement, provision of success experi-

ences, appeal to student interests, etc.

Need

Proficiency

AN: VA F's Between Means of

(1) Urban

(2) Rural, and

(3) Suburban

Teeth=
F

(1) Elementary,

(2) Secondary,

(3) Specialized,

and

(4) Special Di

Seachers

F

Teachers

With 1,

2, 3, 4 or

5 years

Experience

F p

.76 .47 90.73 .00 .94 .44

1.96 .14 32.12 .00 1.72 .14

.57 .57 3.73 .01 1.54 .19

3.10 .05 3.11 .03 5.34 .00

.07 .93 2.31 .27 3.94 .00

.30 .74 .82 .48 1.06

.23 .79 4.55 .00 2.96 .02

.31 .74 1.64 .18 2.45 .05

.09 .92 6.65 .00 4.50 .00

1.01 .37 4.06 .01 1.66 .16

.41 61.75 .00 7.63 .00

.02 . 62.52 .00 3.98 .00

.56 .57 58.31 5.16 .00

.53 .59 46.77 2.98 .02

.63 .53 3.51 .02 1.50 .20

.38 .68 3.67 .01 4.20 .00

.59 .55 8.46 .00 1.17 .32

1.35 .26 7.28 .00 3.99 .00
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table 3 (continued)

Competency Item

Ycur ability to:

10. Individualize instruction to meet the varying

needs of students, via techniques such as \
mastery learning, alternative assignments,

individual contracting, group and individual

work, etc.

Need
Proficiency

11. Prepare and develop lesson plans and beaching

units.

Need
Proficiewy

Prepare teacher made tests and evaluate /report

pupil progress.

Need

Proficiency
13. Understand and utilize standardized tests.

Need

Proficiency
14. Oanninicate effectively with parents regarding

student progress.

Need
Proficiency

15. Compare, contrast and utilize various

educational philosophical viewpoints.

Need

Proficiency
16. Encourage and facilitate the development of

children's social skills and enhanced

self-concepts.

Need
Proficiency

17. Apply the major principles of school law to

areas such as due process, contracts, teaching

liability, corporal puniihment, etc.

Need

Proficiency
18. Adequately challenge yOur gifted/talented

students.

Need

Proficiency

19. Adequately guide handicapped pupils who have

been or maybe "mainstreamed" into your class.

roam.

Need

Proficiency

(1) Urban

(2) Rural, and

(3) Suburban

Teachers

-31-

F

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Elementary,

Secondary,

Specialized,

and

Special Ed

'Ileac:hers

Teachers

With 1,

2, 3, 4 or

5 years

Experience

F

.32 .72 31.34 4.34 .00

.50 .61 39.55 2.87 .02

1.02 2.50 .06 .49

1.62 .24 .87 .53

.09 .91 4.44 .00 1.34 .25

.37 .69 6.60 .00 .48 .75

1.24 .29 42.10 .00 3.24 .01

.38 .68 31.22 .00 1.38 .24

.10 .91 15.22 .00 1.17 .32

2.19 .11 14.23 .00 2.87 .02

.18 .84 3.29 .02 1.06 .38

.05 .95 4.23 .01 .78 .54

.49 .61 13.34 2.95 .02

1.70 .18 10.03 4.78 .00

.05 .95 5.64 .00 2.62 .03

.44 .65 4.36 .00 1.59 .18

2.39 .09 11.46 .00 1.23 .29

2.03 .13 6.47 .00 1.26 .28

1.64 .19 13.50 .00 3. .02

.67 .51 55.21 .00 3, .01

35



Table 4
Post-Hoc Pair-Wise Mean Comparisons (Scheffe @.05)

Relating to. Significant ANOVA F-Ratios

Significant f)Cnny.risons

Needs ,

Elan a > Secorrlari X
Elan" X > Specialized X
Elan X > Soc al X
Seobndary X > Specialized
Setotxlary X > Special Ed

5ialized X > Secondary T
ialized X > Spec Ed X
ial al X > Elan X

Special Ed X > Secondary TE

Spec Ed I> Specialized Tc

* of Infarcts

8

5

1

2

1

1

1

6

15

9

Itan(s)

1, 6, 7, 9, 10, 13, 16, 19

6, 7, 10, 13
18

1, U
18

9

18

6, 7, 10, 13, 16, 17

1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 13,

14, 15, 16, 17, 19

1, 5, 6, 7, 10, 13, 14, 16, 19

1Year 1 X > year 2 1 5 3,
; Year 1 X > year 3 3 6,

Year 1 X > year 4X_ 1 19
Year 1 X > year 5 X 2 3,
Year 4 X > year 2 X 1 6

Year 5 X > year 2 X 1 6

Proficiencies

Elan Te> Soccndary 7 1,

Elan X > Specialized 4 1,

Elan X > Social altr 2 1,

Secondary X > Elan 1 12
Secondary X > Specialized 1 12

Secondary X_> Spec aim 1 12

Special Ed X > Elem X . 6 6,

Special Ed X > Secondary *- 12 1,

16,

Spec Ed X > Specialized 11 1,

17,

Year 5 X > Year 1 1 2
Year 5 X > Year 2 X 2 2,

Year 5 X > Year 3 X 3 2,

Year 1 X > Year 2X 3 6,

Year 1 X > Year 3 X 1 19

5, 6, 7, 10

10, 13

5

6, 7, 9, 13, 16, 19

6, 7, 13

18

7, 10, 14, 17, 19

2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14, 15,

19

5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 13, 14, 16,

19

9

14, 16

8, 9
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Table 5

Correlations between teachers' need and
proficiency rankings by teaching

field and experience.

Experience Spearman Rho

1 year .73
2 years .73
3 years .78
4 years .80
5 years .82

Field
Elementary .64
Secondary .86
Specialized .77
Special Education .71

Total (all 694 teachers) .84



Table 6
Analysis of the Sources of Teachers' Proficiencies--By

Teaching Setting, Field, and Experience

Competency Items and Teacher Clasqification

Item 1. Teach reading in your grade or subject
area.

Ranks of Sources of Proficiencies
Other

Pre- Course First Super -
Student Work and Year Teaching visors
Teaching Expec- Teaching Experience and/or

Student Field Ex- ience Exper- After Inservice Other Adminis -
Teaching Ferience at BGSU ience First Year Training Teachers teeters

Extent of

Agreement
Within

Classifications
Kendall's

Coefficient
of

Concordance

'1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers 3 5.3 2 1 4 7 5.7 8 .99
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized, &

Special Education Teachers 3.5 5.3 3.3 1 4 5.5 5.5 8 .71
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience 3 5.2 2.4 1 4.8 6.4 5.4 7.8 .83
Sum 10.5 15.8 7.7 3 12.8 19.9 16.6 23.8
Ranks 3 5 2 1 4 7 6 8

Item 2. Deal with pupil behavior problems.
1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers 2 7 7.3 1 3 6.7 4 5 .96
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized, &

Special education Teachers 2 6.8 7 1 3 6.8 4 5.8 .90
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience 2.6 6.6 6.4 1 3.4 6.6 4 5.4 .73
tA Sum 6.6 20.4 20.7 3 9.4 20.1 12 16.2

Ranks 2 7 8 1 3 6 4 5

Item 3. Select, prepare, and effectively utilize
educational media.
1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers 2 4.7 2.3 1.7 4.3 7 6 8 .95
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized, &

Special Education Teachers 1.5 5 2.5 2 4.5 6.5 6 8 .90
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience 1.4 4.6 2.8 1.8 4.6 6.8 6 7.8 .88
Sum 4.9 14.3 7.6 5.5 13.4 20.3 18 23.8
Ranks 1 5 3 2 4 7 6 8

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table*6 (continued)
Analysis of the Sources of Teachers' Proficiencies--By

Teaching Setting, Field, and Experience

Rank* of Sources of Proficiencies
other

Pre- Course First
Student Work and Year Teaching
Teaching Exper- Teaching Experience

Student Field Ex- fence Exper- After Inservice Other Adminis-
Waching parlance at BGSU *ewe Wirst Year Training Teachers trators

. Extent of
Agreement

Within
Super- Classifications
visors ----71117-C-Kana
and/or Coefficient

of

Concordance

Item 4. Analyze and evaluate your teaching
performance skills.
1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers 1 5.7 5.3 2 4 7.7 7.3 3 .98
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized &

Special Education Teachers 1 5.8 5.5 2 4 7.5 .7 3.3 .91
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience. 1 5.4 5 2.2 4.2 7.6 7 3.6 .84
Sums 3.0 16.9 15.8 6.2 12.2 22.8 21.3 9.9
Ranks 1 6 5 2 4 8 7 3

Item 5. Utilize the findings from #4 above in
altering your teaching and providing more
successful instruction for your pupils.
1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers 2 6 4.7 1 7.7 6.7 5 .90
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized &

do
Special Education Teachers 2.8 5.8 5 1 2.3 7.3 6.8 5.3 .84

3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years
experience 2.6 6.4 4.8 1.4 2.8 7.2 6.4 4.4 .73

Sums 7.4 18.2 14.5 3.4 8.1 22.2 19.9 14.7
Ranks 2 6 4 1 3 8 7 5

Item 6. Diagnose pupil learning difficulties
(via testing instruments, observational
techniques, etc.).
1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers 3.7 5.7 2 1 3.3 7 5.7 7.7 .94
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized &

Special Education Teachers 3.8 5.8 2.3 1.3 3 6 6.5 7.5 .84
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience 3.4 6.2 2.4 1.4 3.8 6.6 4.8 7.4 .75
Sums 10.9 17.7 6.7 3.7 10.1 19.6 17.0 22.6
Ranks 4 6 2 1 3 7 5 8

40
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Table 6 (continued)
Analysis of the Sources of Teachers' Proficiencies - -By

Teaching Setting, Field, and Experience

Competency Items and Teacher gallifigium____

Item 7. (After diagnosis) ... make prescriptions
of instructional strategies, educational
media, and materials that more fully
maximize pupil learning outcomes.
1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized &

Special Education Teachers
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience
Sums
Ranks

Item 8. Work effectively with other teachers,
specialists, administrators, students, and
parents, regardless of their value systems,
race, religion, age, sex, socioeconomic
status, etc.
1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized &

Special Education Teachers
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience
Sums

Ranks

Item 9. Motivate student achievement via
modeling, reinforcement, provision of
success experiences, appeal to student
interests, etc.
1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized &

Special Education teachers
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience
Sums

Ranks

42

Ranks of Sources of Proficiencies
Ogler

Pt,- Course First
Student Work and Year Teaching
Teaching Exper- Teaching Experience

Student Field ix- fence Exper- After
Teaching perlence at SOSU lance First Year

4 7.3 3.3

4.8 6.5 3.3

4 6.2 2.8

12.8 20.0 9.4

4 7 3

2 4 6.3

2.3 4.5 6

2.6 4.8 5.8
6.9 13.3 18.1
2 4 6

2 5 4

2.3 5.5 4.3

2.2 5.2 3.8

6.5 15.7 12.1
2 5 4

Super-
visors
and/or

Inservice Other Adminis-
Training Teachers trators

Extent of
Agreement
Within

Classifications
Kendall's

Coefficient

of

Concordance

1 2.3 6.7 4.3 7 .89

1.3 2 4.5 4.5 6.5 .81

1.6 2.8 6.8 5 6.8 .67

3.9 7.1 18.0 13.8 20.3
1 2 6 5 8

1 3 8 5 6.7 .98

1 2.8 8 5 6.5 .93

1 3.4 8 4.8 5.6 .77

3.0 9.2 2.4 14.8 18.8
1 3 8 5 7

1 3 7 6 8 1.00

1 2.8 6.5 5.8 8 .93

1.4 3.6 6,2 6 7.6 .75

3.4 9.4 19.7 17.8 23.6
1 3 7 6 8
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Table 6 (continued)
Analysis of the Sources of Teachers' Proficiencies--By

Teaching. Setting, Field, and Experience

C21NLIEjic Items and Teacher Classification

Item 10. Individualize instruction to meet the
varying needs of students, via techniques
such as mastery learning, alternative
assignments, individual contracting, group
and'individual work, etc.
1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized, &

Special Education Teachers
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience
Sums

Ranks

Item 11. Prepare and develop lesson plans and
teaching units.
1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized, &

Special Education Teachers
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience
Sums
Ranks

Item 12. Prepare teacher made tests and
evaluate/report pupil progress.
1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized, &

Special Education Teachers
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience
Sums

Ranks

44

Ranki.of Sauce.' of Proficiencies
Other

Pre- Course First

Student Work and Year
Teaching Exper- Teaching

Student Field Ex- lance Exper-
laaching patience at OGSU fence

Extent of

Agreement
Within

Super- Classifications

Teaching visors Kendall's

Experience and/or Coefficient

After Ineervice Other Adminis- of

First Year Training Teachers trators Concordance

2.3 5.7 3.3 1 3.3 6.7 5.7

3.3 5.8 3 1.3 2.8 6.8 5.5

3 5.2 3.2 1.4 3 6,6 6

8.6 16.7 9.5 3,7 9.1 20.1 17.2
2 6 4 1 3 7 5

1 3.7 2.7 2.7 5 8 6

1 3.3 2.8 3.3 4.8 8 6.3

1 4 2 3.2 5.2 8 6*.2

3 11.0 7.5 9.2 15.0 24.0 18.5
1 4 2 3 5 8 6

1.7 5 2 2.3 4 7 6.3

1.8 5.3 2 2.3 4 7.3 6.3

1.6 4.6 2.2 2.2 4.6 7.2 6.2

5.1 14.9 6.2 6.8 12.6 21.5 18.8

1 5 2 3 4 7 6

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

8 .95

7.8 .35

7.6 .78

23.4

8

7 .97

6.8 .93

6.4 .94

20.2

7

7.6 .93

7.3. .90

7.4 .90

22.3
8
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Table 6 (continued)
Analysis of the Sources of Teachers' Proficiencies--By

Teaching Setting, Field, and Experience

Competency Items and Teacher Classification

Item 13. Understand and utilize standardized
tests.

1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized, &

Special Education Teachers
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience
Sums
Ranks

Item 14. Communicate effectively with parents
regarding student progress.
1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized, &

Special Education Teachers
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience
Sums
Ranks

00

Item 15. Compare, contrast and utilize various
educational philosophical viewpoints.
1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized, &

Special Education Teachers
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience
Sums
Ranks

46

Ranks of Sources of Proficiencies
Other

Pre- Course First
Student Work and Year Teaching
Teaching Exper- Teaching Experience

Student Field Ex- fence Txper- After
Teaching perience at FICSU fence First Year

3 5 1 2

3 5.8 1 2.3

3.4 5.2 1 2.2

9.4 16.0 3 6.5
3 6 1 2

3.3 7.3 5.7 1

3.5 6.8 5.3 1

3.2 7 6.2 1.2
10.0 21.1 17.2 3.2
3 7 6 1

4 5.7

4.3 4.8

3.8 5.4

12.1 15.9
3 6

1 2.3

2.3 2

1 2.8

4.3 7.1

1 2 4

Extent of
Agreement
Within

Super- Classifications
visors Kendall's
and/or Coefficient

Inservice Other Adminis- of
Training Teachers trators Concordance

4 7.3 6.7 3 .96

4 6.8 7 6.3 .85

4.6 7.6 5.8 6.2 .80

12.6 21.7 19.5 15.5
4 8 7 .5

2 7.7 5 4 .95

2 7.3 5 5.3 .80

2.8 7 4.2 4.4 .74

6.8 22.0 14.2 13.3
2 8 5 4

3.3 7.3 4.7 7.7 .90

4 7.8 4.3 7.3 .72

5.2 7.2 3.8 6.8 .71

12.5 22.3 12.8 21.8

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table 6 (continued)
Analysis of the Sources of Teachers' Proficiencies--By

Teaching Setting, Field, and Experience

Competency Items and Teacher Classification

Item 16. Encourage and facilitate the

Ranks of Sources of Proficiencies

student
Teaching

other
Pre- Course First

Student Work and Year

Teaching Exper- Teaching

Field Ex- lance Exper-
0_5.Ent at EMU ience

development of children's social skills
and enhanced self-concepts.
1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers
2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized, &

Special Education Teachers
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience
Sums

Ranks

2.7

2.5

2.6

7.8

2.5

6

6.5

5.6

18.1
6.5

4

4

3.8

11.8

4

1

1

1.2

3.2

1

Item 17. Apply the major principles of school
law to areas such as due process, contracts,
teaching liability, corporal punishment, etc.

tri
(Co 1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers 6.3 8 1.7 1.3

2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized, &
Special Education Teachers 6.3 8 1.3 1.8

3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years
experience 6 7.6 1.8 2.2

Sums 18.6 23.6 4.8 5.3

Ranks 6 8 1 2

Item 18. Adequately challenge your gifted/talente4
students.

1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers 4.7 7.3 3.3 1.7

2. Elementary, Secondary, Specialized, &
Special Education Teachers 5 7.3 3.3 2

3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years
experience 4.6 7.2 4.4 1.6

Sums 14.3 21.8 11.0 5.3

Ranks 5 7 3 2
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Extent of

Agreement
Within

Teaching
Super-
visors

Classffications

Experience and/or Coefficient
After Inservice Other Adminis- of

First Year Training Teachers trators Concordance

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

2.3 5.7 6.3 8 .95

2.5 6 5.8 7.8 .93

3 5.8 6 8 .82

7.8 17.5 18.1 23.8

2.5 5 6.5 8

3.7 6.3 5.3 3.3 .95

3 6.3 5.5 4 .95

3.4 6.4 5 3.4 .71

10.1 19.0 15.8 10.7

3 7 5 4

1.3 4 6 7.7 .95

1.5 4 5.5 7.5 .83

2.4 3.6 4.8 7.4 .70

5.2 11.6 16.3 22.6
1 4 6 8
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Table 6
Analysis of the Sources of Teachers' Proficiencies--By

Teaching Setting, Field, and Experience

Competency Items and Teacher Classification

Ranks of Sources of Proficiencies :::entetleme:
Other Within

Pre- Couple first Super- Classifications
Student Work and Year Teaching visors Kendall's
Teaching Raper- Teaching Experience and/or Cmefflcient

Student Field Ex- hence Exper- After InservIce Other Adminis- of
Teaching perience at SOSO fence First Year Training . Teachers trators Concordance

Item 19. Adequately guide handicapped pupils
who have been or may be "mainstreamed" into
your classroom.

1. Rural, urban, and suburban teachers 4.7 7.7 3 1 2 5.3 5 7.3 .95
2. Elementary, Secondary, Sixcialized, 6

Special Education Teachers 5 7 3.8 1.3 2 5.5 4.5 7 .74
3. Teachers with 1,2,3,4, or 5 years

experience 4.6 7 4 1.6 2.6 5.8 3.6 6.8 .63
Sums 14.3 21.7 10.8 3.9 6.6 16.6 13.1 21.1
Ranks 5 8 3 1 2 6 4 7

0

BEST COPY AVAiLno
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Table 7
Summary of How All Teachers Ranked the
Sources of Their Proficiencies (N = 694)

Mean Rank* Rank Source

1.53 1 First-year teaching experience

2.76 2 Student Teaching

3.13 3 Teaching experience after first year

3.37 4 Other course work and experience at 8GSU

5.61 5 Other teachers

6.03 6 Pre-student teaching field experiences

6.63 7 Supervisors and/or administrators

6.94 8 Inservice training

*Per source, sum of the 19 average ranks (last row per
competency item in Table 6) divided by 19.


