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HOW VALUABLE'IS~TEACHER TRAINING TO BEGINNING TEACHERS?:

An Analysis of.Grqduate'Feedback from a Rural Yeacher Training Program
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. Gfaduate'jollow*ug’used to be a rélativély inf&?nql broceas'&t Southern Orego; o
State College in Ashland, Oregdn. The only teacher ttaining program within 180 miles
in any dz:ection, Southern Oregon State 'y lisaion was'a regional one with most of its
graduates employédd within the %puthern Oregon reglon._ As a ponsequencg~ in yeag ~
pdst, faculty could visgt graduates during their first year of teaching to qpégfje
then in their cla«sroons and to condu¢t 1ntenviews with the graduates and their '
adaxnxsttatora. Data genetated by t\is informal process was primarily of anecdotal
neture ranging from the accounts of problens encountered in the new teachfng position
to the perceptions of graduates and their adniniatratxdb superiors regarding "the B
qual:ity and appropriatenesa of the college’s pre-service prograns. The misasion oi- the
'college haz not changed, but partly due to fewer teaching cpeninga in the area. and
partl{ becsuse of severe budget cuts at the college, thia nethod af obtaining feedback

a {

from graduates has become oo costly. : - . . --

\ &

~ - The Education faculty decided that a self-administered survey of graduate feedback‘

would have to take the place of the individual visitiation procedure. Our new survey
began with allist of the téaching :‘ompetencies which functioned as the primary :
objectives of our pfe-service program. The lxst of thirty-five (3%5) conpetenCLee had
beeh assesbled over previous yesars from faculty reviews of research llterature. fronm
1ntervxewa with our grsduates and from the counsel of euperienced ‘teachers within the
regxén. The survey requested graduates to rate the importance of each competency te
their surcess dgring the first year of teaching. Following thi question, the ~
graduates were asked to indicate their perceptibns'of their ak%ll level at each

competency et the beginning of their girst year of teaching. A third question had the
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graduaZes identify the major source of - ‘competence. Ahat i1s, where or Mrom what
experience did they believe they had gained the most skill relative to each p&rticular
competency. Through the- responses to theee questions, we are assessing the ﬁ?levance

ofour program’s competenciest <he inatructional practiée of our graduates, the degree

© of gkill which our gradusgtes te to themselves, and the.impact of the various

elements of our pre-aervice n perceived competence.
4 * | .

~
? L o4

Our purpose in thld paper, however, is not to provide a detailed descxiptxve cage

«

study of the Southern Oregon pre- servicq program. Rather. wve wxsh to share our - -
h

.strategy for evaluating the effectivenass of teacher educatxon programs that focuses

on the queation: How valuable is pre- aervicﬂ teacher education- to the beginning

teacher? Data {ron our own institution is prxuarlly.neant to be illuatrative of what

we believe to be an Lnnqvafive and informative graﬂuate'fo;low-up strategy.
. R o

\ ' . ‘ .‘Y’
: ‘ ) - ‘ .' \ ) i ’ ’
I1. Alternative Approaches to Evaluating Teacher Education Proqrqn%
| . \ |
L ) Tradltxonal attempts to measure the impact of pre- service programss usually f-llow
one of £wo pafterns. observations of graduates or reports of graduatesg’ perceptIons. ol
We present o] 1) advantages and llnltatxons of theé two approaches and sqﬁe variations

of each to explain our ‘choice and to encourage réa lers .to selecb an spproach that is

¢ . ‘

e

most suitable to their instifution.

¢ . \u/ -

-

In t%he fizat approach baginning taeachers are obaerved to determine if their \

classroom pprfornance demonsatrates the behavlh'sfilpiicit 1n‘progran goals or

objectivea. 17, for egalpie. a atated objective of a program is to_degeIOp- -

questioning Akills, trained observers viait the crzssroona of recent graduates seeking . __

evidence of queationlnq behavior. A aore recent ?aion of the observation-based

;-
approach arpears to have been spawned by teacher e_»ectiveness regsearch. Here, the

L

Bought - ufter%behavibrs are _hoae validatedéby teacher fectiveness research rather

PP A

than those goals peculiar to a specific pre-service progran. . ' . -
- . ‘ o 4 L e }“
Though a favored approach in empirical research on inatruction, the observational
. . .
\.

approach 1s not without some drawbacks as a follow-up proceducre. We have already v

pointed out the cost of'operating such a programr. Trained and paid obsarvers are

beyend the finances of many institutions, including our own. Trensportation costs are

! 2




" significant., Busides the skill of the observers. the reliability and validity of the
procedure 18 dependent upon such thinga>as adequate observatione (one is not enOuah)'

-~

. and atudent and teecher responsé to beirig observed. ¢ -
- [

The second patteru typically used in the eveluetlon o1 teache; education programs
is that pof relying upon the percgptione of progran graduates obtained through
xntezvxewe or self- aduinistered questionnaires. When surveying the percep&xons of
begznn1ng teachers, it is common practice to have theam rate the degree to whlch vi
program goals were accomplished. The 1nplic1t assumption of thxs epproach 18 that
studgnts obtained the gkills: aesociated with progran objectives solely through the
formal pre-service teacher education progran. Toeay. that assumption\is being widel
questioned. The many elternat1§e~toutea tg.certificetion that have be n'propbaed 6y
(some., which elianate,teecﬁer education courses as a requirement) suggest that skilla "
" needed to become 5 teacher do not have to be learned in a teachef Educntbon ,progran.

QBoyer. 1984f Thus, ous faculty wanted an 1natrumeﬁtﬁ¢het would not only give us sone
ot nlnformetlon regarding the atrengths and weakness of our program. but alsc would
pravide us with some notion sbout the imgact that various elements outside the -progran

. -
had on beginning teachdrs’ inatructional conpetency.

-~
s

. A
Another common approach to evaluation,. using the perceptlons of graduates as the

source, 1s needs essessnent. Whi.le not exactly a ‘direct evaluation technigue of an
on-qoxng'hrogram; the needs'assesbment mod%l liss been employed _esgentially for that
pur pose 1in many Lnetztutions. 1nclud1nghour own. (Pigge,+1983: DeVoss, 1980
Graduates identify problems whxch *Yey encounter in their teachivng qult.0n°
Inferring from these ‘problens, evaluators then generate assumptions abeut'the
ettectiveness of the program as well as new objectives or cempetencies to be
xncorggv@ted into 1t. Needs assessment ‘is & very popular approach o ident;fy;ng
pfogrg; goals ih a variety of educat}onal)setthgs. We have, however, found the -

system to be less than satisfactory for the reasons which i>%low.

T
H

" 'Among'tNe b?oblems that we encountered using peeds asgesgment approaches teo ) \ ’
determlnlng program ends, or'teaching competencies, is that when agmiristered dur:ra -
the tenure of the first or -second year of teaching, graduates’ respenses often ccvel
nany ?f th bznad 13sues and Q;oblens confronting the professxon rather than address
the 1s8aue of thf apgroprieteness dT\our programs ~q&kg4é g competenCLee

4dnai’t xund;ly, the limitation of qU°S*t33P51r95 which ask.for s listing of only the
7/
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problems encountexed By begxnning teechers 18 that a1y -skill area ‘that 1s ‘not.

‘1dentaf .as a’ problen is by zmpllcetion suspect as bexng irrelevant to a sound

program. The natural consequence of such an approach to progranm goal-sett;ng. deslgn.

ang exaeuatxon 15 that it leeda to a pe&enial and often agonxzxng reappraxsa‘ of gools
followed by a sometimes deadenxng exercise in the reinvention of programe frorx the )

qround up~- in form, if not 1in substance. The result of’our open-ended needs
LN

" assessment eZlforts has been nountains of. neede\and problems from which we spend hours

generating new lists of competencies and goals. Without alteratxon. needs esseSément
<

-

plans that we have uLleZed do not prov;de a mechanism for reducing the heap ﬂf
perceived problems to menageable terms. .,

' 4 RN .
‘>

e ‘

»

. Rejecting needs aJsessment and rating prograr goals for the reasons stated above,ﬁ

we still became convlnced that a survey of our greduates perceptloﬁ was ;the best '

approdch for our prograp. Unlike observation, it was also f1nanc1ally feas:.ble-- a

.
- L]

not. xnslgnxficant consideration. “
. ¢ : R ) :
{?‘ ' . A -

Reiying on ihe perceptions'%f teechersﬂgo evaluate‘pxe-eerdlcé training 1is,
admittadly, a subjective approach. A8 such it 1s vulnerable to c¢riticism of bias
inherent 1n sub;éctzve yudgenent,’ Hoeever. in theg absence‘of agreement ebout the
teacher behavior that represénts nore competent teachlng. otnex appzoaches'cre al o,
subjective, They rely on thﬁf/ubject1v1ty of the researcher, the cutside' ’gserver\or
.program faculty, who must Select what each Uelxeves to be appropriate teaching skills”
and the methods of their neesurenent. Our approach t;ades the subjectivity af these

,peogxe fottthe sublectlexty of the teecher:.the person'mos¢‘£amfliar"§1th the
conplexitées of the world of the clasaroos.’ Deapite probiems of'diatprtlon.
1ncomp1ete memory and._ a temptetlon to blame insufficient training for classroon t
inadequaciles, the perceptiong of beginnlng.teachers provide a rich a valid resource of-
intormation. We believe that there are severdl advdntages to the teacher orien*.-d
approach to evaluation. o e 7
S . N ; . ’ o
“irst, teachers are the nost informed source about the problems they contront in*
the ~lassroom and thelr competence in dealing with them. Second, teachers ow
individual experzence prov1des a unique base of 1nfornatg8n about when and where they

qaxned the competence they need in the classroom. That 13, the experience and

vercepticns of teachers have their *own specxal validity. Third, teachers are the only .

qenuine rridge between the training program and the classroom. They alone have been

.

]
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in both settings and can recoanizi the uaefulnesa of the program, and can conpare ity
‘with skillsggafned from.other acadelic sourceas, ﬂéie experiéncea and pe{son&l
1nvention. A four;h adventage of }elying upon beginnan teacher pérceptiona ag a Qf
"means to- evuluute pre- service traiairg 1£ that it allowa evaluation of diverse _
programs with a nultitude of ob;ectives._ Teacher reporta becone the common base for
asségsing the pffeqtiveneas of training in provlding skills teachers need on the job.

" 4

%

_ _ §
R 1 R ‘. . : . .
- ) N o ’
I. Major Questions of the Study
: . B
: it y . .o
Ve designeé\éht'graduate follow-ups inatrument to seek answers-to four questions:
’ Yo ‘., .
. 1. How iuportant -do our beginning teachera believe
) .. each of our prograns conpetenciea is to feaching
success? .
2. How skilled do they believe themeelves to be in
@ach competency at' the beginnind of their teach-
ing careers"' " i
2. where ,do our graduatesg believe they learned each .
conpetency’ N L
4. In relation to other sources of skill7“what ) S nyu

contribution does our teacher education program
rake to*oeginning teachers teaching conpetence?

IV. Procedure ' ’ N .
' L} . [

4. Sample » ;
/_-,——"_ [] -
[ 4

3 T A

The ?ata reported in this paper was gathered in the spring of 1983 and }9847 The-
follow-up questionnaire which we used in this sipdy was mailed to gra&uates of our
Basic Certificate Program for the academic years:of 1981-82 and 1982-83. (In bregon:
thxsyxs the basic 4-year uuiergradqate program in both elenentary and secondary
education) Both seconcary and elementary graduates were contacted. We contacted only
those’ persons whom we knew to be employed as teachers; a totaI of approximately ISOﬁ}
Frorm this cohort, we received responses from 52 \eaohers. 32 ele-entary. 15 secondary
and % with dual positions (return rate of approxina%el{ 32 pprcent). Whlle elementary
*eachers >utnumbered secondary teachers in the sample, the proportinns..closely
_rep{esent the comparitive numbers of elementary and secondary gradustes h&#%d in thosé
years. Twelve respondents had gone through the Basic progras as graduate students.
Of the remain:ing graduates; ti

. 5 .

ree_had been in our progrer only as sendors: nine as

™ . ) . v
-
L]
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juniors and geniors: nine began as sophomores and 19 began at our xnstxtutxon 2g
L)

frefhmen. These proportions are relatively. close to the dxstributxons of students in

our, teacher education progran. ‘ L ’
- _,’ N 3

. . - | . e

Jur - queatxonnaxre did ggt attempt to gather specific demographxc daLa on the

locatlon. school sxze or type of community in which the gnaduates served as teachers.

However, a check of the addresses to which the questxonnarxeg were sent suggésts that
. .our graduates enter teaching positions located in rural, small to medium sized towne,

agd suburban communities rather than large city or 1nner-c1ty locations. The

demography of rural and small town Oregon ie such that _one can reasonably surmise that

2

* classrooms are -predomimantly Anglo, end from norking to Qiddle class backgrounds. If.

such communities contain residents that could be classified as dubturally or racially
different, they would likely be American Indian or Hispanzc. Even so, the proportion
of minority ®chocl-age populations in most small Oregon condhnit;es served by our

graduates would normally he .less than five percent. . \ .
\ ™~ c ¢ .

B. Design of @uestxongalre ' /59

THe quest1onna1;e which was prepareq in th;b study listed-~the 35 primary
obrectives of ouf Basic'Certificate program, which are also considered to he the
proqram’s ba31c."teech{&éqcénpetencies". We shall refer to these items as ‘
"competa2nries” through?ut the remainder of this -report. For each competency, the

L)

questionnaire requested graduates to respogg to lhree statementa: .

1. Indicate the degree to which you feel this competency 18 a
IMPORTANT to your teaching success this year.

2. Indicate the extent to which ¥ou feel that you were gkilled
in” this competency at the BEGINNING of your FIRST FULL
YEAR of teaching.
3. Indicate the one or two asources (or types of expeaxence)
that contributed the most to zour compe*ence at the .
BEGINNING of your FIRST FULL YEAR of teaching.
In responding to the first cuestion, the graduate was expected to indicate degree
‘of importance on a four-point scale: 1 = not important, 2 = scmewhat important, 3 -
tmportant, ¢ = very important. A four-point acale was also utilized on the second
' question, dealing with level of skill at the beginning of the firast year of teaching:
i 7 not skilled, 2 = somewhat skilled, 3 = skilled, ¢ = very skilled?

6
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%?r ressoning for askiﬁg for a self*evaluagiod of akill level at t beginningi
of the school year cane from paat experience. Oun similar questionnai '+ questions
we had foticed that when we askdld our graduates to evaluate the r #'. ,t'perforn;ng' -
-at our progranfs coapetgncies, they teqded_to ‘svaluate their skxllket the gina they
filled out the queationnéire~- ihiour case, afteggeight sonths of Jlvll time teacuing . ’
experience. Both our experience withvbeginpiné teacners and our knowladge of research
on begihning teachgrs strongly argued that Q cofisiderable amount of'on-the~30b
learning takes place within the firast months of a Leachiné career. (Hess and Kkagpur,

1972 | e

\

A\
~

) Answering the qustion on “sources of competence", the grqdaate.could list one of

the eight sources ahhyhe nost,contributfng to his/her level of skill at a given :
& z

competency. These sources are showr in Figure 1 ;

[
5

(Figure 1 here) J

v

“

If the graduate indicated that he/she‘had bean “qonewhat.skilledf. "gkilléd" or 7 )
“very skilled" in a particular competency at the beginning of the first year of
teaching, one of the eight sources of cbapeteﬁce was to be identifed as the major
source of thut skill. Reaspondents were also allowed to write in sources ,other than
thége listed. Examination of the returned forms indicated that few respondenta chose
tb list other sources. Review of the written responses to Ahis alternative revealed’ -
that only four graduates listed pre-service experiences that could n;t be reaaonably
categozxz?d under one' of the eight stated sources of conpetence. Thia ?rovlded some

L

assurance that our list was relatively inclusive. o

. 1

Prepared in the form of an eight page questionnaire (see attached Appendix 1 for

chyi. the evaluation instrument was mailed to the graduates in April of the two yeara

-

€
of the study. Follow-up letters were sent to remind those graduates who did not

respond within two weeks tollow;ng the initial mailing. - t

o . \ —
C. Data Collgctign and Analgs;gf e
In re:érence to the queétions on importance of the program’s teaching L

‘competencies, frequency distributions of responses and mean scores on the four-pwmunt

‘ 7
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Sources of Teaching Competence -

‘Pre-Teacher éducatign Experiences

1. Academic hndergraduete or*graduates coursea outuide of
Education (Example: courases in your major field, if
sacondary, or.in general studies), ,

2. Experience working with youth (summer camp, Boy/Girl

Scouts, religous achocols, playground director, etc.)

3. Recollection of the methods .and styles of teaching
used by teachers that you ha¥ in public scheols ¢

Teacher Education -- Pre-Service
' ?

4. Academi®vcoursework in Education courses (lectures,
seninar, methods courses, Education foundations
courses, mrcroteaching) .

S. Practicum experiences that are part of the teacher
education program but are outside of student
~ teaching (tutoring, teacher assisting,)
€. Student teaching 4
Personal Sources _ o L
s e = R .
7. Personal invention: skill was developed through
ersonal study, invention or experience gsined p ior
o the beginning of the first full year of teach.ag

Qther

8. Personal one-to-one counseling and advisement by
individual college staff persons, outside of formal
clasees or field experience v

]
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evaluation scale were compliad for each of the 35 conpeten%ies‘ The same compilations

were nadelef respondentdf ratings of their perceived skill level for each teaching

P

cornpetency. The deacriptive resulta of the study are shown in Table 1.

(Table‘l here) -
% Table 1 prov}deé-a comparative representation of Ehe data dealing with the
. importance cf each of the 35 program competencies. The reader’s attention is directed
. t0 Column 1 of.the table. Using as a baasis for arrangement, the mean ség}e of
xﬁportance of each, the competencies are arranged in descending order, beginning with
"Teacher oral comnunication skill". . I
l ‘¢
Owing to the ordina% nature of the dats generated on the four-point scale, 'mean
scores of competency importance were not the major sthélstxc of intereat. The
graduates’ responses on this item were treated as a two value variable: ecores of 1
("nd imp%rtance") and 2 g“sonewhat important”) were treated/as a single score: in this
éase. a low evaluation. ‘Scores of 3 ("important™) and 4 ("very important") were
llkewlse‘conbined into’a single value respresenting high import;nce. Presented in -
- Columns 2 and 3, the comparative ratings of'graduatea-for each conetency are shown as
the percentage of respondents who rated the COMpetency of no orMittle 1mportqnge as
opposaed to those who rated them as high 1npor RNLE, :
< o

. _ _ \
The same treataments were used on the queationnaire responses which dealt with

level of skill at beginning of the first full yesr of teaching. Column 4 gives the
mean skill level acore for all, those rating themaelves on the particular competencies,
while Colusng S5 and 6 provide the percentége of thoserwho rated themselves low and
high on each coapetency, ;espectlvély. " .
. ‘ e
Combining the 1nformation from the importance rating and the akill level! rating.
we developed a new statistic which we called the “conpe*ency gep". The competency gap
13 a figure represent.ing the difference between the percentage of respondenta listing

-

a given cospetency 4s important or very xnportant (Column 3) and the percentage of%
those rating themselves as high skilled (Column 6) (see Table 1). O0f particular
intereat were those conbetepcies which our graduates listed as important yet
conasidered themaselves as iéas than akilled in performaning. This gave us some i1dea of
the specific aress 1in which in our graduates believe the? need the most help. We wili

v
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SUMGRY OF RESULTS OF QUESTIONS REQUESTING HOSC PROGRAM GRADUATES' INDENTIFICATION OF THE INPORT-
RNCE AND PERCEIVED LEVEL OF SKILL FOR ERCH OF THIRTY-FIVE (35) TEACHINS COMPETEMCIES ‘

Col. § Col. 2.  Col.3 Col.4 Col.S ‘Col. 6
' PERCENT-  PERCENT- MEAN  PERCENT-  PERCENT-

. . IRA(RT~ ABE OF RBE O  BEBIN- ASEOF  ABE F
. ANCE OF NDOR' , HIBW NING  NOOR HIBH
TEACHING COMPETENCIES _ COumE-  ITTLE INBORT=  LEVEL  LITILE = oKILL ¢
, TENCY QMPORT- ANCE & OF  gaIL 3
W $ M 1 ﬁ“' N -
N 1. Teacher oral comwuni- ' :
. cation #hill % 8 18 % T %
2. Ability to establish pos~ . ' , 5
itive claes clisate e, 9 16 2.88 &7 73
3, Rbiliti to kesp studsnts .
3. 86 ¢ . 162 2. 54 » 45
4. RB1Lity to m Y methods and ’ o
wateridls to .Jilities/neads 3.8 ¢ iR &3 €5 k5]
S. Ability to ssveua redds ard '
parforsance 3.82 ¢ 166 2.46 % L
6. Ability to deal with =
parsonal stress . 3.8 ¢ %% 2. 42 3 ’B
h 7. Ability to work with students : .
of different acad. ability 3.82 ¢ 1R 2.49 3 A7
8. Rbility to motivate '
¢ 't im Q’\\ 3.39 ‘ 1” es“ “ 54
9. Rbility to comuunicste
p with parcits 3.78 2 8 2.8 X~ 68
£ 16, Knowledgo of subject matter 378 @ 100 29 & n
“ 1. ﬂbllity to adjust methods _ )
v to redponse of studants . 3.74 e +58 2.8 ke b4
- AN
12, Teachor reading skill Man 16 50 3.68 (] 8
13. Ability to organize & varisty ! : )
of tucxtnn zaverials 3.64 AN 9% 2.8 34 | , 66
14, Teecher spoliing skill  3.64 8 ® 33 12 { 88
15, Rbility to adgult tnch‘ '
ing to critic f3.68 2 % 2% 22 8
16, Tessher writing skill 362 6 % e R %
17. Ability to saquamcs learning o .
activitios 3.68 4 3 c. 84 2. 68
']
N
8.1 ~
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WEAN  PERCENT- FERCENQ- FEAN PERCENT-  PERCENT-
IFPORT- RS OF ReE OF BEGIN- AOE OF . AEE OF
- ANCE OF NO OR HIEH NINS NJ OR Hl8W
TERCHING COMPETENC]ES - COME-  LITNE INPORT-  LEVEL  LITTLE . SHILL
. TENCY  [MRORT-  ANCE 3 SKILL
o ANE L SLL
18, Ability to work with. adain- .
- istrators and supsrvisors 3% 6 % 2.9 8- [/
19, Avility to move llaothlx :
from activity to activity 3.5 8 % 2.64 48 3
20, Ability to relate subject
to student needs/val/exper. 3.48 ] ® 2.6 45 B
21. Ability to drdividualize
methods ' , 3.49 6 % 2.3 64 3%
. 22, Rbility to use effective - b
closue at end of lassons 347 12 ] ~a.85 A7 Kt
g3, Anility to masber of _ '

‘ on~going activities at once LM 4 96 ] 38 a2
26, Teacher math skill 3.43 18 6 3.68 & 8
25, Rbility to work with - :

follow testturs 3.6 18 8 .12 b ) 6
2%, Rbility to provide studunte .
with personal goals 3.41 6 94 2.89 63 37
27. Rbility to metch materials
with goals 3,39 12 88 2.7 A2 58
28, Rbility to astch meth/sat to : o
affective abilitieilnu\vds 3. 35 1% g6 . 2.5 %6 T
29. Rbility to individualize t : )
conten X 19 o8 2.28 LR )
32, mum¥ to work with students
of differert nclclu;iethnic 3. 34 18 . 9% 2.64 L1} %
: 31. Roility to work with students - ’
of multicultural backgounds 3.27 17 a3 -t 43 -
32. Ability to work with. -
handicapped 3.21 §7 83 .17 n a3
33, Rdility to handle routire o
sdnin/instructional dutail 216 ( 20 5 2% M %
34, Ability, $o state sassure- .
. ahle learning outcomet 3.6 18 82 2. 47 57 L\
35, Ability to match sath/materials -
to psych-sotor abilities/needs 2.9 L] %, ¢ 2.2k 87 33

I Figure represents the percintage of graduates wio scorad the item (1) or (27 on “lsportance
of this cospstency to your teaching success,® :

2 Figure represants the percintage of greduatas who scored the ites (3) or () n “importance
of this cospatency to your ¢ ing success. ”

\
3 Figure ra ts the pe=~entage of graduates who scored the itea (1) or (2) on *level of
skill at begimting of yu ~ first full ywar of teaching,” ,

s Figure mgemm the percentage of grecuates who scorsd the ites (3) or (4) on "leval of
skgll at beginning of your first full yesr of tcs.ching. "

e,. - 8.2 12 _ ' )
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return to the issue of the competency gap in the "Reaulta" section of this report.

-
-

[ N . -
Sources of competence.data wae analyzed in two ways. Firat, an aggregate picture

was obtained by toteling the number of (imea zach of the eight "sources of competence
was listed (Figure 3). *While this provided sore genzral 1nfornatxon reyarding
relative i1mportance of esch source. we warnted to know whicRk sourcea of conpetence
provxdsd skill for different competencies. For example, did student teaching help
only on "Abiliity to adjust pethods to responses of students”, or on "Knowledge of
subject matter™ as uéll? To obtain thie information we categorized the thirty-five

gompetencies into five categories, Yncluding a "Miscellaneous” one (see Table 2).

V. Results and Discussion

~She first two questions to which this study was devoted can be angwered with &

A Y

fairly direct reading of the data provided in Table 1.

1, How anortant do our beginning teachers ~'.ave S
each of ov~ prograr’s competencies is to wching
success? : .

. ¢
The ratings of gradvates on the importance of the competencies indicates & rather

caﬁsxstently high score across the 35 items. It appears our first year teachers feel
that all or most of our competencies are important to their teaching. This gives us

some assurance that our program’s corpetencies are, indeed, on track.

’
¢ Y

Beginning with the competency of "Teacher’s oral communication skills', the first
tive, and higheat rated, competencies have reen retings of from 3.90 to 3.82, where
the highest possible score would have beer 4.0 (Column 1 of Table 1). The percentage
of high i1mportance figure (Column 3) providea support for the location og these
competencies at the top of the ranking. For each of the highest ranked co‘%etencxes,
100 percent of he respondents chose a rating ascore of 3 (“important") or 4 (“very
isportant™). N¢ more than nine of the prograx’s 35 competencies had lees than 90
percent of the respondents rating the competencieas less than “important”. The lowest
scored item, "Ability to match methods and materiala to the paycho-amotor abilities
and nzeds of students”, produced a mean of 2.96, with 76 percent of the graduates

rating the 1tem either important or very important.



.

7 2. How skilled do our graduvates believe thenaelve; to be
in each competency at the beginning of their teaching
careersa?

While our graduates perceived almost all of the competencies as inporiant to their
success 8s beginning teachers, they did not feel skilled on a nuaber of them. The
fact that tﬁe range of reported skill level was‘auch greater (high = 100..low = 26 on
Table 1 Column 6) than that of the ilporiance rating is certainly consiatent with our
knowledge 'of begianing teachers., Slarting 8 new job, especially one as complex as
teaching, can be overwhelming. Everything seems important and one ia keenly aware of
one’ 8 own Lnadequecies. It would be interesting to adninister our 1nsttuaent té
teachers at various stages in their career to deteraine if some things becone leas .
.important and if perceived -skill l%vgl }ncreaaes.

0f more intereat‘than thé singular reaponses on importance or akill level is the
information we generate by looking at them both simultanecuasly. With the exception of
'"teacher reading and writing skilla" (#12 and #16), graduates rated thenaelvés lower
on akill level than they did on the importance of the competency. As stated
previously, we refer to this difference as & "competency gap". The relative gizes of

: p)
the competency gap’can be appreciated by observing Figure 2.’ aﬁ

(Figure 2 Rere)

For comparative purposes, we selacted eight of the proéran's comnpetencies which
represent the extremes in the aize of the competency gap. In the casé of "Teacher
reading akill” and “Teacher writing skill", the gap is a poaitive one of +10 and +4,
respéctively. That is, for reading skill, 90 percent of the reapondents on the itea
rated it of hxdﬁ“to vaery high importance, while all (100 percent) rated their skil&
level at this basic literacy competency as high to very high. Given the media "hype"
and publicity in national reports regarding inadequate "basic akilla" of teachers
today, 1t 138 interesting that these Beginnldg teachers see their own reading, writing,

and, even nath akilla, as the least problesatic issue of their succeas as teachers.

At the other extreme, on "Ability to match methods and materials to atudent
abilities and needs" 100 percent of the respondents rated the coubetency.hxgh to very
high 1erportance. while only 35 percent felt that they poeseased. a high or very high
level of skill at this competency. leaving a competency gap of -65. The remaining
competenc:es represented on the graph include those five with the largoest negsative
comrpetency gaps. OJOf those competencies with the largest competency gaps, five of the LS
io
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. FLGURE 2

- . ULbPthNCES BETWBEN RATINGS OF "HIGH" .TO "VERY HIGH" ON IMPQRTANCE -
N OF COMPETENCY AND RATINGS OF "SKILLéD" TO "VERY SKILLED" ON LEVEL
OF SKILL FOR REPRESENTATIVE COMPETENCIES (''COMPETENCY GAP")

TEACHING COMPETENCIES

Teacher Reading Skill’
#

-

i Teachwer Writing Skill

t

Abilitv to Keep Students T ; = . ' . ' '

on Touk

Abiititv to assess needs
and “erformance

- Ability to Provide Students [ e o e e )

with Personal Goals

Ability to Individualize
Methods .

Ability to Individualize . R L _
" Content r -64

Ahility to Mateh Methods
and MMaterials o Abilities
:l‘nd_ Soeds

I T 1
o |
il N
I
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the six relate directly to individualizating and personalizing instruction. A
tomplete list of t.he "coapetency gapé" is found in Iablé'2.

L}

(Table 2 here)
X‘Table 2 presents daia on the conpeténcy'ggp for each of the thi;ty-five
competencies. It ias categorized into nine general afeéa, including a catch-all
“nxacellaneoua" cateqgory. The most striking observation fro: this data is that the
mean competency gaps for ueven of the nine categories (exclud;ng Knowledae of
Subrect Matter and Literacy, and, Staff Relations) are quite sxnilar. Arranging N
conpetencxes into categorxes maska the variation between coupetenciea. Once again, if

we 1nclude Knowledqe of Sub]ect Matter and Literacy, and, Staff Relations the

variation between the competencies within the remaining categories is almoat as great

as that of the total list of competencies. Our analysis, therefore, will focus on

specific .competencies rather than upon general categories,
. ) ) .

o

- -

- 3. Where do our graduategy believe they learned each
competency?

Figure 3 apows the total number of times each source was cited as thejprinary
o}xgxn of skill, for all respondents, for all 35 competencies. The most striking
finding 18 that education coursework, one of the most .maligned aspects of teacher
preparation, emerges as a rxvil to student teaching. These two sources share top
Lratxngs among our-beginhing teachers as the primary sources of teaching skill. Before
we celebrate this finding, however, we must consider that these results may be a
function of the low response rate to the questionnaire. Students willing to take the
time to {11l out a lengthy follow-up questionnarie may be positively disposed to our
program, thus skewing the resultsa in favor of our education courses,

&

(Figure 3 herae)

1

/
0t the eight potent.al sources of corpetence, four sre clearly setected mosat

frequently. They are: -t

1. Academic courses outside Education (16 percent
of the total)

Education coursework (23.8 percent of the total)
Student teaching (25 percent of the total)
Personal invention (18 percent of the total)

F - VT] N
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COMPARISON DETWEEN THE MEAN PERCENTAGE 0 THOSE IEPORTHB HIBH IMPORTANCE RKD THE MEAN PERCENTAGE oF
£ THOBE EPBT\E HIBH SHILL FOR ERCH CATENRY OF TEACHING COMPETENCIER

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN

, : PEACENTAGE OF  PERCENTRBE OF |
o ~ GAROUATES LIST-  GRADUATES LIST- PERCENTAGE OF
ING COMPETENCY  THEMBELVES OF HIGH INPORTANCE
OF HIGH OF HIEH AND PERCENTRSE -
INRORTANCE SKILL ON 0F HIBM SKILL ON
THE COPETENCY THE

L} Y ]
—— COMETENCY BAp) . &

."' s ‘-‘\ . ';',’
s afl ’ ., 3 Al " ) ,\Q .
L ;m ndEr_.g -um R 168 +18
2. Teacher weiting skill % % )
3. Yeacher spslling skill 82 88 -4
4, Tugm- math skill 8 ‘ 78 -4
S, Teachwr oral comsunication : , .
+  Skill 189 % - :
6. Knowledge of subject matter 198 n - -9
Mean Aercentage within caum X 8/ - Cospam;ey Gap
) L ‘l- 111 ERTS .
] &
2 7- ( tudm. > \'\ )y
. of multicultursl Mmuws a . e -31
8. beut& to work with studenis
of diffsrant rac/class/athnic % 5% -34
< . -
9. fdi !!t{ to relate suh,)lct to
raxis/val/exper, % b~ ° -37
16. Ability to match meth/mat to
Y affective abilitiss/nesds 85 1) -2
11, Ability to match math/sot to
psycho~sotor abilitins/resds 76 33 -43
12. Rbility to work with students
of different aced. ability 18 47 -53
i : 13, Rdility to work with - s
handicapped studants a3 P’} ~54
14, Adility to orovide students
with pares. 1 goals 9% 37 -5
13. Ability to indi‘idualiu A s
aethods . S - 36 ~58
16. Rbility to individuslize
cmtnz b 64 .
17. Ability to match sethods and o
ssterials to abilities/needs 163 K] B -
Mean Percontaga within catepory 3.8 ° MY -M.Y Toszetency Bag

N . » A
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- P,
%‘!ﬁ OF PERCENTRBE OF DIFFERENCE
TES LIST~  GRADUATES LIST- PERCENTABE «
ING COMPETENCY THEMBELVES AF HIBH IMDORTANCE
- OF HieW OF HIGH - + PND PERCENTREE
A INPORTANCE - SKILL ON OF HIGH SKILL ON
< v : THE COMPETENCY ?t CONPETENCY
' camponyy peLtvey ‘ ° J
4
18, y S0 84]ust mathodr - b~ j
to racponses of studmnts % &4 ~34
19, Abililty to wove smoot -t
ic{mty to miv?g % <« 52 -49
29, Ability Yo use u;fmm
cioaure at and of lessons 8 < 33 - -5
. nun Prrm;a_ within Category .7 45,7 -§3 Toapsency Bap
N 21, Beflity fo establis
positive class clisate 18 13 , &
22, Rbjlity to sotivate
st irterest 166 54 -4
. 83, Ability $o kesp stussnts : -
m..l.“"". - 160 45 » -
Mean peroentage within category T8 L7/ — 42,7 Cospetency Bap
. L]
i }
_ -8
25. Rbility to ornenize a varist (
of tugninq sterials y 68 -3
26, fbility to match seterials
with gosls s~ %, -45
Fean Perceniage within Category %@ & -3
aﬂain/ nttructiml datail aa % -2%
3. Rbility to ® & nusbse of A
or-going activities at once 9% L o~ -3
Meen Prrcetage within Category W %] =35 Cospetency Bap
é
| Il
18 _



DIFFERENCE BETWEEN " )
PERCENTRGE OF

v OF HIEM IMPORTANCE -
OF HIBH OF HIEH AND PERCENTREE . |
o SMILL'IN - -OF WIGH SKILL ON .
\ ‘THE' COMPETENCY - ?‘E COMPEVENCY ,
. 'COMPETENCY Bap*)
_ ’ N ) | | J _ :
. g my to .H. nasure- n
. eble learning cutcomes 3 -3
38, fbility to assess newds -
nd ::;fomm 166 € &4 . %
Faza Percentege within Category kI [\ .1 -37.5
. #{:)
. 88 80 -8
2. Ability to work with adain- "
. istrators and supervisors 94 -2
Mean Percentage within Category 91 T G
o adjust teschi
to erl{icul $ N 9% Ts -2€
"34. Ability to comsunicate
with parents % €8 -3¢
35. fAbidity to deal with
Job-related striss 9% 48 -A8
Kean Pevcentape of all thirty-five g '
Yeaching Compttencies R.5 . -34.8 /
o df\~ .
Ja‘".'ﬁJ;/\‘
&£
2
.3 e N



‘ ) FIGU®E. 3 . ‘ S
\_?ﬁ"OTAL NUMBER OF.TIMES EACH OF THE EIGHT SOURCES OF TEACHING COMFETENCE ’

 WAS IDENTIFIED AS THE PRIMARY SOURCE FOR ALL THIRFY-FIVE COMPLTENCIES
. L7}

C 0 80 160 240 320 400

SOURCES OF COMPETENCE

k]

Aemlenie Courses/ outsidef = =—"="—="""""""F 25, (161)

n‘ ~Jjucation courses
. [

P

Mon-College Experience — 148 (9.4%)
Vorking with Youth r— _ A

3 5
R "ecollection of Methods - 39 (2 4%)
it» 1 by Past Teachers _ .

Academic Coursework in
cducation Courses'

Uracticum ..:' - 56 (3.5%)

Student Teaching

N § 20
| (25.12F

"orsonal One=To-One Cgyn- [
griing by education Prof . Bl

ey

Personal Invention S ———— 283 (18%)

-4 | BEST SOPY AVAILADLE

i1.4
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ree of these sources lie within the formal educational program of the
instifution while the fourth, "personal iavention", lies withoht. Of the reneininé
fout sources, only "experience working with youth in non- college settlngs" appeared to
offer some instructional experience for our gradautes (S.4 percent of the totel). The
sources of "recollection of methods of paat teachers” and “one-to-one counseling by
professors outside formal e'emerite of the prograu" were seldon credited as principal

sources of teaching skill.

u

The "practicum” source is peculiar.tobour college’s program. It is a pre‘éghdent
teaching field experience in which candidates spend timxe observing and working &s a
teacher aide in the opening week of the public 3uhool. If a larger response rate
supports this finding, we must rethink the wisdom of keeping this part of our prograr
intact., The important point to be made is thst our ansttunent has demonstated an
ability to locate an element of a program that would appeér to have ﬂittle to
recomsmend it in its present form-- at leaat in the minds of our graduates. The
ability of the 1nstrunent to investigate the contribution of other sources can be
illustrated further, as we addrases the fourth question of the study.

4. In relation to other sources of skzll. what contrib-
ution does our teacher education program make to
. beginning teachers’ teaching conpetence’

In lookinq at the aggregate data presented in Figure 2, teacher educators could
take haart. Two program elesents, education coursns and student teaching, accournt for
about half of the total ratings for sources of competence. While this is informative,
1t 1s more useful to program revision to know i. which specific teaching areas do the
various sources provide competence. Table 3 provides this information fr c= reports of
skili sources‘for each specifii teaching competency. In constructing the table, we
used the same categories in grouping competencies as we used in construction of Table

2. .
(Table 3 here)

Our graduates did indeed discriminate oetween sources when consldering individual
coapetencies, «dditionally, graduate ratings conformed to the understanding our
faculty had when we assembled our program’s 35 competencies. While the competencies
we chose were believed to be easgential to cl&ssroon and professaional perf.rmance, we

did not sseuié that all were the products of our formsl teacher education program. As

12+~
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. TRALE 3 s
SUMERY OF RESULTS OF GUESTIONS NEQUESTING SOEC PROBRAM GRADUATES' IDENTIFICATION OF SOURCES OF COMPETENCE AGLATING
TO EACH OF THIRTY-FIVE (35) TEACHING CONPETENCIES: NUNEER OF BRADUATES INDENTIFYIK) PAATICULAR SOURCEB UNDER EACH COMPETENCY

—

: PORDENIC  NONCOLLEEE - RECALL OF EDUCATION PRCTICN  GMDENT  AVICE -PERSONAL
COUGES  EXPERIENE AT COURSES . TERONING  OF PRF INVENTION

1 ;um& ﬁwi ;lﬂlii ' o5 B 2 < - 1 1 12

3

2, Teacher weitinp skill a - 2 2 - 1 1 {1
3, Teacher spelling skild 26~ - 3 e/ - - { 14
4. Tescher sath skill % - g . - - 1 8
8, Tescher oral communi- ’ ‘ . -

cation skill 2 - 2 - - 2 2 12
6. Knowledge of subject catter 29 3 - 8 - 4 1 3

Totals for Category 153 5 12 18 - 8 60

Percsntage of Tota va 1.7 Aé 6.5 - 2.9 &b &
CATEBOARY: :

TING 10 . s

ILACHING CONPETENGIES
1. é% to work with students a3 ' .

of mlticultural backgounds & 1 18 3 9 2 6 - 6
8, mmu¥ to work with studerts ‘

of different rec/class/sthain | 14 2 i 3 3 - - 8
9. Rbility to relste wdject ,

to studant needs/val/exper, 4 7T ! 12 _ 1 N - 6
10. Ability to match with/eat to

affective abilities/nawds 4 18 1 17 - 6 1 6
15, Rbility to matoh ssth/mateviel ’ '

to prycho-sotor abilities/mewd § 1 - 19 2 18 2 e
1T, Rbility to work with students

of different acad. ability 3 7 - 9 3 18 - 4
13, Adility to work with '

handicapped - 2 3 - & 3 3 2 4
16, Rbility to pravide students

with parsona goals é ) e 13 { 12 - 8
15, Ability to individualizs

sEthods 7 1 13 2 13 - 3
16, Ability to individualize

contlnz i [ ] 3 13 - 5
17. Rbility to satch sethods and |

saterials tc abilities/mecds 6 e - 3 4 13 - b

- Nﬁ §
Totals for Cd’&‘cgor{ . k' 66 1e 166 a 116 5 6
varcentage of Tota 7.4 13.6 a8 34 &7 2.9 H 12.8
12.1
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TRLE Ji Part 2 (Continued)

rord
. FCRDEMIC  NONCOLLEGE RECALL OF  EDUCATION PRACTICUM  STUDENT ADVICE PERSONAL
SOURCES OF COMPETENCE COURGES EXPERIENCE  PAST COURGES TEACHINE  OF PROF INVENTION
CRTEGORY 1 ; ,
- 7y
18, BTy o nrooet oy - | :
to response of students 3 ) - 9 ! &1 - 9
19. Rbility to move uoom! )
from activity to activily 3 4 - L 1 28- - 9
8. fility to use offective '
closure at end of lessons S 2 - {1 3 18 { 5.
Totels for Cat 11 e - 3 s ] 1 23 )
Percentage of To’n! 7.9 7.2 - 2.6 .6 42,4 6.7 16,8
CATEBORY ¢
TIVaTY _
A
.- 21. Ability fo establish. pog-
itive clesd clinste 4 7 3 8 3 18 - 18-
"2, Mility to sodivase ¢ : oo
st interest ¢7 4 3 16 3 12 - 9
&l Am;e{ to keep studsnts '
on tas 3 9 A 3 3 &5 - L}
n 4 —_— 2\
Totals for Cate; 14 & 7 21 9 49 - &3
Perqartage of "ota %6 13.8 4.8 14.5 6.2 3.8 - 17.2
cnreiaoan
PLANNING »
lﬁ
s, g%lht to sequerce learning _
ativities ‘ 6 4 H 21 3 9 - L)
&%, Wbility to orgarize a varisty
of teaching materials 6 3 rd 16 4 1 - 6
2. Ability to match materials
with gosls 3 1 23 3 9 - 8
Totale for Catlgvor{ 16 18 4 60 10 29 - 18
P rcentage of Tota 18,9 6.8 2.7 4.8 6.8 19.7 - 12.2
CATEGORYy \
ADHINIBTRATIVE ! 1
TEAK IES T ) |
el Hi? to handle routine N
adain/instructional deteil 1 3 i 4 N - a3 1 8
) A}
28, Ability to sansge nusber of g \
wngoing activities at omce | 8 - 1 § . - 2 i 3
- 4 —
>~ Totals for Cathw{ 2 . i1 s “"5/ - St 4 13
12.2



TRBLE 31 Pavt 3 (Continued)

B s
B} ’ | -
- ’ ‘° T ACROENIC ° NONGOLLECE RECALL OF  TDUCATION PRACTICUR  STUDENT ADVICE PERSINA.
SOURCES OF COMPETENCE COURSES EXPERIENCE PRSY . COURSES ' TEACKING  OF PROF INVENTION
CATESORY: / | ¢
3. GItEb Ex;ty to sgdo BRASUrG-
able learning outcomas - i 35 2 6 - {
.30. Rbility to assess nasds and )
perforsance - 2 3 i 2 3 12 | |
Totllt for Catcaor{ 3 3 & 62 - 18, { &
Percentage of T 3.1 3.1 2 p 63.3 81 18.4 i 4
1 . ' .
CATEGORYs v
: STREF_RELATIORS .
e .
3. & Eity to uorz m;{E
i Jellow teachers 3 .4 - 1 1 14 2 18
32, Ability to work with adein- . '
. istrators and supervisors - 4 - - i 13 3 17
] Totals for Catego 3 8 - ! 2 &9 5 5
Nmnt.l. Of Tﬁtl 306 9-6 - lae 2-‘ 3‘:9 6 42.2
. L
CATEGDRY: -
- MISCELLANGCUS
gbmty to ;d us% teach- :
ing to m-itic 4 3 ! 9 1 16 e R}
34, Ability to communicate
with pirents - 7 - { { 14 2 13
3. Abilit: to deal with ‘
Job-related stress e 5 - 3 - 7 3. 2!
Totals for Catsg \ 18 { 13 2 N 7 4
Percentage of Tota 3.2 1.1 8.8 18,5 1.6 3.8 8.6 36.3
? 12
TOTRL FOR EACH SOURLCE 2% 148 Ky 3% ; 8% 3% aa 263
PERCENTEIE OF TOTs: 16 9.4 2.4 3.8 ' 3% 5.1 1.8 18
12.3
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stated previoqaly. we determined that of_the eight sources of competence chosen for
study, three (education courses, practicugy experience and student teaching) were
considered to be located within the formal education program. For sore of the
competencies, we expected that gragduates would cite sources w.thin the education
program more likely than outside gources. Aas an example, student teaching ias choaen
by 42 percent of the reapondents who identified sources of skill for the three
conpetencieg under Dglive;z. while less thdn 3 percent recognize it as the primary
source of skill under Knowledge of Subject Matter apnd Literacy. In this latter
category 60 percent of'the reapondents chose academic courses es the-major aource of
knowledge, not education courses or student. teaching: a finding that 'would be expected
if one follows the logic that knowledge of subject matter literacy skills are most

s

likely learned in coursea primarily devoted to those purposes. y ’
I

.
-~

Personal invention figur=-, pfesented ué with some aupbort for sssumptions that we
held about our program prior to this study. The figures also presented asome surprises
and more than ajnodest anount of indecision about how peraonal invention’s
contribution to graduatea’ teaching competency ghould be interpreted. Thektotals on
the third page of Table 2 indicatéﬁkhat this item was the<third highest ranked. source
of teaching competency (18 percent of the total). '

In the competency of ebilqty to deal with job-related streas, we were not

‘aurpriged to find 51 percent of the respondents crediting personal invention, while a

total of 24 percent chose education courses, practicum and student teachihg &8 the
pPrimary sources of skill. For the past seversl years our faculty hae struggled with
the belief that stress is a persistent problem for beginning teachers. Yet, to date,
vwe have developed no specific course offerings or field experiences to address the
1ssue. Thus..thg graduate is left to rely upon his or her own invenéiveness for

adiustment and solution.

within the category of Stuff Relations, we were somewhat surprised that

personal invention was given & comparatively high rating (42,2 percent) as & source of
skill 1n the area of ability to work with fellow teachers, administratora and
supervisors, owing to the fact that interper:c nal communication skills have been &
part of cur formal education courae curriculum for several years prior to thia atudy,
In the stdff relations category, education courses were l.sted aa primary source by

oniy 1.2 percent of the respondents.
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What is to made of these data? We are far from ad?e. Assuming that & larger
fesponse rate sugports our findings, are we to conclude that our program is weak in
any category or competency where personal inventiéi is given aignificaﬁt credit,
compared to teacher education sources? Or“;hould we credit our program for having.
celected resourceful and inventive people? Probably neither interpretation is aa
approprie@e as the recognition that the unpredictability and complexity of the
teaching task will always mean that the unique, personal abilities teachers bring to
their work are bound to be significant. Should we re;oice in the finding that
teaching demands many thinges of "its practitionera, not the least of which is human
tnvention? Shopld wve allow girselves to hope that in some regard our prograrm both

encourages and culti¢ es invention and creativity?

As a postscript to our discuaaion of the resuris concerning sources of t@aching
competency, we refrain from suggeating that our data proves that our education program
is more effective in preparing teachers than is our academic ubdergraduhte and
graduate liberal arts and science program. ?Qe ratinge given teacher education sources
exceed that given to academic courses, but the ratings given to any of the sources is
dependent upon the number and cﬁaracter of the particular teaching cospetencies we
have chosen to exarine. One could raise the rating given any asource simply by
increasing the list of competencies which are closely rélated to what 3a likely to be

learned from that aource.

VI. iMPLICATIONS

This atudy has implications in three areas: methodology, possible areas for
assecssment of our teacher education program, and insights regarding design of graduste
feedback studies., In the first area, we wiah to emphasize our awarenesa that our
respons; rate {8 too low to place coapilete confidgnce in the accuracy of our snalyses.
We have allowed ourselves the luxury of epeculat{ng about what the data might be
telling us, but we know that we muat substantially increase our response rs&te before
we can place great store in the regsulta. To improve reaponae rate, we plan to shorgen
the 1inatrument, make follow-up telephone calla to non-respondenta, and elicit the"’/

support uf our graduates in contacting their colleagues to encourage them to reapond.

14
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As far as an esssessaent gi our teacher education program, we vwill present some
areas of intereat thet we will be examining with a larger sample of our graduates over
the next few yeara. Given this caveat, wa do think that the data provides sore R
intereating patta{ns that may or may not be substantiasted by s larger response rate.

!

Our analysis of the duta hae led us to conclude that ail of the progrer’s
competencies are viswed a8 important by our graduatea. What the compentency gap
cpncept indicates is the areas in which ocur g;aduates need the most help. The larger
the gap, the more heip is assumed to be needed. In view of the fact that our
follow-up inatrument is meant to bg a means of aevaluating our program’e effectiveness,
it is more precisg to view the corpetency gap as indicating which teaching -
competencies need to be satrenthened within the existing pre-service program. Further,
if we combine our findings dealing with sources of teaching competence té these,
we gain some confidence as to where, within our program, we ought to concentrate

our efforts, .

To illustrate the above point, we have noted that éur graduates rate themsaslves
low in skill in “Ability to match methods and materidls to abilities and needs of
. students” (a conpéiency gap of -65). Consulting Table 3, #17, we find that 21 of the
respondents who felt that they possessed a modeat to high level of skill on this
competency credited education coursea as the primary source of their akill, while 13’
recognized student teaching. Taken together, 68 percent of the respondents chose
either education courses or studeﬁt teachi&g.as the prisary sour?es of their ability
for this competency. Thia finding suggeets that teacher education sources are
significant to this particular ccspetency. The finding does not suggeat, however,
that 6ur teacher education program i& successful in fostering this competency --far
from 1t! UWhat we believe it does suggest is, that to raise akill level in this
erea, program modification efforts might vell be focused upon changes in both

education courses and student teaching.

4 similsr conclueion might not be warranted by the examination of “Ability to
sssess needs and perforrance”, located under Assesshent in Teble 2. The
cempetency gap for #30, "Ability to aszes: neada and performance™, ie relatively high
(-56), indicating that essessing student needs and performance may deserve.to be a

focus of our program modification work in the future. Consulting Teble 3 for the sarme

15
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competency, we find that more than twice as many graduates (26 oz 53 percent) chose
education courses, opposed to student teaching (12 or 24 percent), as the source of
their perceived skill. These findingaffuggest that formal educetion courses, as thay

relate to teaching our students assnasment procedures, are the appropriate place to

:
¢

focus our change efforta. .

Before progreasing into further analyais of our findiﬁbs.'it aust be acknowlédqu
that one important insight is not available through our anslysie: It is one thing to '
identify which conpetencies-graduatea feel themselves poorly and highly qualified in
perforning.: It is sgaething else to establish a precise cut-off score that identifies
those competencies whi.:h need to be strengthehed in our program from thoge where
graduates likely posgess adequate skill level. Does a coupetenc* gap of qi65 indicate
real and demonstrabie inapility to perform in the claasroom? Ie a acqre of -31 just
as convincing? It is likely that all teachers feel themselves lesg than skilleq’in a
variety of important inastructional skill sreas at the ;ﬁtset of their careera. Some
of ,these feelings are no doubt confirmed by performance: others are pr}nérily the
manufacture of the emoticnal insecyrities which accompany being a new teacher. How
great must the difference between perceived importance and perceived skill level for a
particular competency be, to command our attention? At this point in our instrument’s
design, using ordinal data, we are not sure. Given this limitation, we nonetheless
find some interesting patterns in the competency gap data which we feel suggesat both
the need for and the location of program change.

. b

Figure 2 presents the six competencies with the largest negative competency gaps. - °
aﬁong these cénpetencies are the abilities to keep students on task, aassess needs,
individualize methods and content and peraonalize goals. We account for the-
competency gaps in these gkill areas by relying on our own informal assesament of the
instructional, skills needed by the practicing teachers with whom we work. By our
eatimate, the six competencies sare among £he nost de-&nding end difficult \
instructional skills‘to master. We were surprised by the uniformity of size of theae
cospetency gaps, but not by the fect that many of our graduastes found themselves
lirited in their ability to perform well in these aresas. éxperienced master teachers,
who serve in an sdvisory capacity to our faculty, have brought these heeda to our

.

attention :!or a number of years.
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This study has helped us’identify several areas which we want to examine pore
closely with more respond;nts. More important, K;wever, we have found that our
instrument works. That ias, beginning teachers were &ble to identify sourcea for their
sk1lls on some fairly general teaching competencies. Using this approach,'téacher
educators can begin to gain some understanding of the particular coaronents éf thgir
progéans that are perceived aa useful to the beginning teacher and those‘uhiéh are
not. They can coapare the succeas of theae comrponents to other sources of canpetence‘
outside of their program, thus achieving aone inaight into the types of skills. teacher
training can and cannot providae. We hope that this approach will be useful to“f~‘
researchers who wish to explore the impact of experience on perceived colpe;ence and
sources of competence. Hopefully, such research, together q}th graduate feedback .
atudies, will qu to the knowledge of teacher needa. Such Qhowledge is essential to

developing good pre-service and inservice prograss.

S " .
VIT. CONCLUSION

Our questionnaire elicited answers to three interrelated queations: 1, According
to our graduates, what are the important competencies for success as a beginning
teacher?; 2. How akilled do they believe themselves to be as beginning teachers?; 3.
Where do the; think they obtained their skilla?

t

We found that our graduates generally perceive the fornmal competencies that our
faculty has chosen for our prog;an to b2 of signficant importance. We found that
these graduates generally do not perceiié themselves to be as highly skilled in
1nstruct10nal‘and 1ndiv1d9alization competencies as they do in basic literacy and
interpersonal skills. We contluded that the difference between perceived importance
and perceived level of skill, at each ¢ mpetency, is 8 significant item of interest.
We determined it to be a suitable mechanism for identifying elements of our program in

need of improvement. Our findings dealing with sources of conpetence deaerve more

elaboration.

Compa}xng teacher training sa one, but only one, potentigl source of comnpetence is-

8 new approech to graduate feedback. Unlike more common asseasaments where graduates

si1aply rate or comrment on various corponents of the teacher training program, our

17
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questionnaire was astructured to obtain inforamation identifying those skilla the

prograa tranassits and those that are learned aelsewhere. ~Thus, the teacher education
progras cannot get either all the credit or all the blame for the skill level of
graduates. By examining the frequency with which tescher education is listed as a’
source of competency with other potentisl sourcee, one learns somaething about the d

relative impact of each.

In regard to tﬁe findings concerning our program, we were impressed by the
comparative strength of the teacher eduation component of our program; i.e.:
gducation courses and student teaching. Aasuming support for the findings from a
larger sample, there are more important conclusions. As & result of our design, we
cen choose more precisely the target of our change efforta. We can direct our
attention to changing the curricula of our formal educaiion courses, strengthen
student teaching, or relJ on personal invention-- depending on the evidence st hand
concerning the relative effect that each aourée hag on the particular competency that

happens to be under consideration.

Another conclusion which we draw from our study concernsa tgg relative influence
that personal invention has on becoming an effective teacher. We did not design our
study to determine whether pre-service training is clearl? the primery source of what
rost expeéienced teachers come to know about teaching. Although our sthdy was
confined to only pre-service experiences, the contribut*on of peraonq} invention to
teaching skill, suggests support for the common wisdom of on-the-job experiences as i
the aingle most contributing source of competence.

.

We tend to agree with Phillip Jackson’s observation about the “unpredictability",
"complexity” and "immddiacy" of classroomr tasks. Jackson argues that because of these
characteristica much of the teacher’s coapetence is based on intuition rather than

knowledge.

~

“Given the complexities of his work, the te “r muat learn

< to tolerate a high degree of uncerteintz 8. « ~biguity. He 7
sust be content with doing not what he knowe is right, but
what he thinka or feels i8 the most appropriate action in e
particular situation. 1In short, he must play it by ear.“
(Jackson, p. 167) )

If Jackson ia corteci, our graﬁuates perceptions sbout personsl invention are not
condernations of our progrem but natural consequencea of the nature of teaching and
learning in the élassroon. Ve have no reason to believe that teacher education makes

18
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no impact on the gkill with which odr graduatea'geach. We do however, nake allowances
for the extension of teaching akill through experience. .
“

Rasults from ; larger/response rate over the next few years will make the new
follow-up questionnaire a useful tool for establishing prioritiea in our efforte to
improve oyur pragram. It will also give ua base-line date ajesinst which %o evaluate
future change.J A realistic goal for a pre-seriice program would unlikely‘be to reduce
theae competency gapa to zero. Inai;ad, it would be to shorten the.gap while keeping
in mind that beyond the impact of-pre-service trainihg, on-the-;ob experience
contributes highly to the ultimate skill level of teachers. ‘

We close this report by ré‘inding the reader that our purpose was not to gain
information about possible new misaiona for our basi certifiqaiion ﬁrogran. Ve do
not argue for a widening of pre-service training. Gifhold to the notion that it may
be better to do a few thinga well than many superficially. We are attempting to find
out the velue that our g.aduates place on the askilla we consciously try to tesch theam. -
We are attempting, aleo, to find out how well we are accomplishing our objectives and
which elements of‘our program aré the moat salient in thia quest. Once we poaaesa a
rore accurate understanding of these isaues, we can begin to think more realiastically
about what can be learned and what conastitutes the best environment for our

students to become competent teachers. .

“3
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CRADUATE POLLOW-UP EVALUATION

GENERAL INFORMATION

INSTRUCTIONS

I'e tlrst series ot questions require you to pive general descriptive
inturmat lon ahout yourset!l and your work at Southern Oregou State
Please respond to each iten by: 1) circling the number of
by filling {n the bLlank that corresponds to you.

-

(nllege.
the answer ar, 2)
1.

o .
l. when did you finish §our educarion for your Baslc teaching

credential?

1. 1983 5. 197¢
2. 1982 6. 1978
3. 1981 7. 19727
4., 1980 8. Prior to 1976

\
2. Which years did you attend Southern Oregon State College?

1. As a graduate, working on a Basic Credential

2. As a senfor, only - . .
3. As a Junior and senior

4. As a sopomore, junior and senior

5. As a freshman, sophomore, junior and senior

3. In what area do you hold a Basic Credential?

i, Elemeﬁtary
2. Secondary
3. Both

4. In8icate anv Special Endorsement area that you may hoid from
Southern Uregon State College.

Reading

Media

Handicapped Learning
Early Childhood Education
Math

Supervision ¢

o R L T

5. It you hold a Secondary Basic Credential, what subject area(s)
teach? .Plcase write in your response

oy,
are vou endorsed re

.- RO -

You cdrry in vour
and non-pard assignnents.

L anv, extra-Jduty assigroerts G
Include batt g

[SERERY ATRE 2 LY A

whoat,
prrent assiyonmipent?
i i Vel

Sl 1ty wWrlie

PACE

i

[

What is voar current teaching assignment? (A junfor high assignment
shotd be Hsted as wecondary o mtddde school assfgnment (n whivh
vou are assigned a sixth prade class as the majur part of yoar

toad should ke Histed as elementarv. I you hold mote than one
assignment, cheok each job held).

Regular Classroom Teavher: Elementary

Readinyg Speefalist: Flementary

Media Specialist: Elementary )

Handicapped Learner Specialist: Flementary

Ear’ly Childhood Specialist '
Math Specialist: Elementary

b RV I SR R,

Regular Classroom Teacher: Secondary
Reading Speciatilst: Secondary

. Medfa Specialist: Sevondary

. Handicapped l.earner Specialist: Secondary
. Math Specialist: Secondary

—O N 0~

1
1
At the end of the current academic year (June), how many keafﬂ of
teaching experience will you have completed since réceiving your

Basic Credential? (Do not count student teaching or substitute
teaching.” For fractions of years, round off to nearest whole number)
.

5. Five (5) years

1. One (l) year
6. Six (6) years

2. Two (2) years
3. Three (3) yéars
4, Four (4) years |

.

ﬁtit*iithttiﬁ*iti#titttitttti*ittttt*ttttti*ttiiiiitif:*ﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁii*ii*ii

‘The next three gquestions ask you to rate the componen

of your Teacher

Educaiion program at Southern Oregon State College using the following

:zcale: 1 = Idadequate,

2 = Barely Adequate, 3 = Good, & = Very Good

AARNRRRARAAR A AARARARARAARARRAARAR AR KA RARIAANEAARAAAARANRANANA AR AR R ARARARAR

9.

10.

Ph.oax2 For Sccondary Teachers Onfyass

Generally, how would you rate the required profqssional education
courses as preparing you for your first teaching position, after
finishing the program --(includes all Education courses, plus field
experience)? Circle the number of your choice of responses.

Inadequate

. Barely Adequate
. Good

. Very Guod

L VR

Cr .erally, how would you rate the Cenefal Studies. program in prepariag
you for your first teaching position?

1. Inadequate

2. Barely Adequarce k|
3. Good

4. Very C()cfa

Genceraltly,

preparation that vou receaved 10 yvour eadorsement or major ~“ubject
con Stte Collepe, s preparing vou fer yvour

how du you rate the

area, Ll Soathern o

(IR W RTINS TS S SRR P T8 e

1. Jua-h

oo Bareds

Ll

Nhs cjeo 4

7. veveu (7) or more years

d
o~

34
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BEST COPY AvAILAB) £

FVALUATTON OF VEACHING COMPETENCILS

In order tor the Educatian Department, at S0SC, to L-Hcctiw-l\;
evaluate the college's cutrent Teacher Education Program, we
need to know what praduates feel were {mportant apd unimportant
clehentaqnf the program, velative to their teaching careers.

lhe tollowing list of ftems cuntains a numbér vt teaching
competencies which- beginning and experi cd tvachers believe
are esseptial to successful teaching,

We want to knuw your opinions about the importance of these
tedching tompetencies; how well you feel that you were prepared
In these competencies by the beginning of vour teacting career;
and what elements, {f any, of vour collegpe education do vou
believe were sources of skill in these teaching competencies.

It is uniikely that beginning teachers feel as skilled in some
of these competencies as do teachers with several years of
vxperience. It 19 also unlikely that all teachers agree as tu
the level of {mportance of each competency that is necessary.
for success in teaching.

In this section, we ask you to respond to: three questions:

First, you are asked to determine the IMPORTANCE of cach
competency to your teaching success;

[}
Secund, how skilled do you feel you were in each con ctency
at the BEGINNING of your FIRST FULL YEAR of .ecaching
(your first fuil-time paid position after completing
teacher training);

Third, WHERE you believe you obtained the level of skill that
vou t{dentify under each competency.

&
; Column 3

[NSTRUGCT LN

Cod | : :

In Column Numbur |, jodicate the depree to whitoh vao toevl this
vompetency i [MPORTANT tu your teachiing oo ess thin yuvdr, cven
though this way not be yaur tirst year teaching,.

T nut fmportant M
= somewhat fmportant

} » {mportant

4 = very important

!
’

©

. Column 2

In Column Number 2, indicate the extent to which you feel that you

wvere skilled in this competency at the BEGINNING of your FIRST FULL

YEAR of teaching.
L I = not skilled

2 = somewhat skilled

3 = skilled

4 = very skilled

Y

experience). that corftributed the most to your competence at the
BEGINNING of your FIRST FULL YEAR of teaching.

Refcr to the sepatate liat of “SOURCES OF COMPETENCE KEY", on blue
paper, which is folded within this questionnaire, and use the letter
key to identify the source from which you gained skill in each
competency.

In Column Number J,d}ndicate the one or two sources (or types of

If you indicated in Column 2 that you are 'not skilled” in a
competency, leave Column 3 blank for tiat competency.

If you fndicated in Column 2 that you had some degree of skill in
dealing with the competency (a score of 2, 3, orgs), complete
Column 3 for’ that competency. Indicate the letter that represents
the major ‘source of competence. 1f another source contributed
significantly, list the second gsource under the first letter (see
the example below). .

{EXAMPLE}

.

In the example below, the teacher states that knowledge ol subject matter is “very impurtant" (4)
In Column 2, the teacher scores him/herself as

to tesching success (see answer
"somewhat skilled" (2) at the beginning of his/her first year of tes -hing.

in Column 1).

In Column 3, the

) teacher determines that the major source(s) of skill fn subject mati-r was from "academic under-

vraduate or graduate courses ocutside 5f Education® (A).
second siuniticant source of gkil)

In addition, the teacher feels that a

In the area ¢f knuwledve of subject matter came from his/her

expertence i "academic cour-ework §n Fducation courses’ (see the letter 'D' under the AT in

Column 3).

fmport.uce

P
' Toede biny  saov e

N kaowbiady e L san-pec ! o rattet l-un'_hl.

varsets which oo tear b

|

CopeM, 4 |

(UMY I

Sautces ob Competence
Keter to bl KEY S hicdet

Pevel ot kil ooy
boeginngny ot areer

=

-

e

o
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GRADUATY FOLLOW-UP FVALUATION 1THEMS

TEACHING COMPLETENCIES

~./

COLUMN |

fmportance of this com-
petoency 1o your ted h-

fng sucvess
= not {mport.ant
= somewhdt {important

= {mportant
» very important

& W Ao —

COLUMN

teve  of skill at
BEGE NING ot your BlR
FULL YEAR of teaching

n

nut skilled
somewhat skiljed
skilled

very skilled

P R

G

ST

COLUEMN 4 !
Soutoes ot Campetencee '
(A - R) |

Reter to the "_Su_ur'_is o
Teaching Competencd Key"

Indiiate the letter\on

the KEY which repreients
the major source of ‘com-
petence at the BEGINNING

_of your FIRST FULL YEAR °

vf teaching. List a
second source under the
tirst chofce, 1f yuu fleel -
that it {s significant)

*

1. A kn‘wlédge of subject matter taught in courses
which you teach

\

Ability to clearly state learning outcomea in
seasutrible terms

|
i

Ability to assess student performance and needs
prior to and after instruction

Ability to identify methods and materipgls that
are appropriate tc the learning ﬂeedsfﬁnd
abilities of students. -

Ability to identify methods and materials that
are appropriate to the psychomotor needs and
abilities of students

Ability to identify methods and materisls that
are appropriate to the affective (attitudes
and values) needs and abilities of students

7. abf ity to organize a varlety of teaching
materials that can be employed in the classroom

Ability to match materials to the goals of
lessons

Ability to place learning activities in
appropriate sequence for {nstruction

9.

10. Ability to introduce lessons in such a way
as to motivate student jinterest

1. Ahtltty to provide for individeal
Jifterences in content used in teaching

12, ability to provide tor fndividual ditferences
3 tn moghjds used 1n teaching,

to adiust whii |

(o TeSpoONSe s

teachin, methode,
ef wtudent s

A1t
[SCLIE PO S0 A

[B

ty..m Pearnya actavity

oty

Arta it tes e vernee
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.

COLIMN |

N

. -

=

[V 8

4 =

COLUMN

<

Level ot skill .t

NING of vour FLEST

{P(IN
Ull YEAR of teaching

not skilled
somewhat skilled
skilled @

very gkilled

\

“’lﬁﬁﬁ i
4
Sewrtees of Cunpetence

(A - “)
Rueter to the "Suyrcves ol
Teadhing (__J‘,tvnce Kez
lgdicate the lectter on
the KEY which represents
the major mource of com~ ~
petence at the BEGINNING
of your FIRST FULL YEAR
of teaching., List a
second source under the
first chofce, if you feel
that it {s signticant,

~ s
[ Importance ot this Jow-
) petency o vaur teach-
_ {ng suceess
4
TEACHING COMPETENGILES :
T S T T s e ' = not tmportant
) R ¢ = somewhat important
: 3_= important
4 = very important
— e ,
i
o i
- i —
15, Abilitv to ¢nd lessons in such a way as to Y
insure students' retention of information !
—— —‘; ——
16. Ability to handle routine classroom administra-
tive and instructional tasks without tn:errupting ,
student learning )
——— - Y, nddn. 3
- s £
17. abtlity to manage a number of on-going activities
or groups of students at the same time
18. Ability to keep students on task during classroom -

- activities and study time

19. Ability to establish a positive classroom
climate foy learning

"20. Ability to work effectively with students of
different cultural backgrounds

21. Ability to work effectively with students of
different soclal class, racial or ethnic
background

22. Ability to work effectively with students of
different intellectual and academic abilicty

23. Ability to provide opportunities for students
to develop personal goals

Iy

o
24 . kbillty to re ate subject matter and hctiv-
{ties to personal needs, values and experience

of students '

25. Your own skill in reading

6. Your vwn \.,Hll in spelling

YT o Yaur oown skill o in writing

O Yogr o owen kil oIn math
e Y ar ewnr Lkl oan vl dcanmand gt fog
Q per it Lraneear) \
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TEACHING COMPETENCIES

COLUMN |

Impurtance of this com-
petency to vour teachs
ing success

= ot impurtant

= somewh.at important
= {mportant

= very f{mportunt

oo —

A\

*

COLIMN ¢

Leve! of skill at
BEGINNING of your FIRST
FULL YEAR of teaching

nut skilled
somewhat skilled
skilled

4 = very skilled

(U NCRPU
]

COLUMN 3

Sources of Competence

{A - H)
Reter to the "Sources of
Teaching "Competence Key'

Indfcate the letter on
the KEY which represents
the major source of com-
petence .at the BEGINNING
of your FIRST FULL YEAR
of teaching. List a
second source under the
first choice, {f you feel
that it {a significant,

e,

30.

Ability to work with fellow teachers (n a
productive man.er 4

31. Ability to work with administrators and super-

visors in a oroductive manner

32. Ability to de.! with and control the stress you
: nay experience in §our teaching position [
- < . — t
33. Ability to mainstream handicapped students in
your classroom
34, Ability to adjust teaching strategies in .
response to constructive criticism -‘
35. Ability to communicate effectively,with parents

E

O

RIC
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SOURCES "OF TEACHING/COMPETENCE KEY
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USE IN SCORING
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OLUMN THREE (3)

ARXRkARKkRA A RAARARA AR AR AR RARR AR RAKR R R R KRR & &

-~
Ed

A
Sources of Competence 7at Beginning of First Full Year of Teaching
T . 7
'\PEI?:\TEACHER EDUCATION EXPERIENCES: (\\>
‘Rey ' Experience ”
|A l Academic undergraduate or graduate courses outside of Education
(Example: courses in your major field, if secondary, or in
' oo General Studies) ?
B ‘ l B | Experience working with youth (summer camp, Boy/Girl Scouts,

Sunday School, playground director, ESCAPE Program, etc.)

Recollection of the methods and styles of teaching used by
teachers that you had in public schools

TEACHER EDUCATION---PRE-SERVICE:

[ll_l Academic coursework in Education courges (lectures, seminars,
methods courses, Education foundations courses, microteaching)
“ .
lifnl Practicum experiences that are part of the Teacher E¢ ‘cation ,z
Program but are outside of student teaching (Example: tutoring,
teacher assisting, September Experience)

- ] F_| Student Teaching (includes Reading Practicum, block studeng
teaching and full-day for elementary, and half and full-
day student teaching for secondary)

] G | Personal one-to-one counseling and advisement by individual
. cellege staff persons, outside of formal classes or field
experience

PERSONAL SOURCES:

IH | Personal invention: skill was developed ‘hrough personal
study, invention or experience gained prior to the beginning
of the first full year of teaching

OTHER SOURCES OF COMPETENCE OF INDIVIDUAL NATURE:

1f, prior to full time teaching, you had gained competence in
a8 particular teaching skill from a source other than those
listed above, write out the source in the space provided on
the answer sheet in Column Three (3), instead of using the
above lettgr key.
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