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ABSTRACT 

AN INVESTIGATION OF COMPETENCIES NEEDED 
BY TEACHERS OF THE MILDLY HANDICAPPED AS PERCEIVED 

BY A CONSORTIUM OF IOWA SPECIAL EDUCATORS 

by 

Harriet M. Healy 

A major purpose of this study was to subject the University of 

Northern Iowa's special education competencies to a consortium rating 

for determination of the relative importance of each competency for 

teachers of the mildly handicapped. A secondary purpose of this 

study was to determine the generic nature of these competencies. 

The subjects involved in the study included Iowa special education 

teacher trainers; Area Education Agency directors and consultants for 

multi-disability programs; and special education teachers in multi­

disability settings. 

A questionnaire employing a forced ranking procedure was mailed to 

each subject. The results of the ranking were used to determine the 

mean of each competency and to identify the top one-third in the 

ranking. A Chi-square goodness of fit test was used to determine the 

agreement, across the consortium, on the relative importance of the 

competencies. The generic applicability of the competencies was 

determined by Chi-square goodness of fit tests applied to teacher 

raters across instructional settings and functional levels of children 

taught. 

The top one-third (11) of the competencies from the mean ranking 

(highest mean first) were: (1) individualize materials, (b) match 



materials and equipment to short term goals, (c) employ a variety of 

remedial techniques, (d) sequence tasks, (e) administer standardized 

and teacher made tests, (f) communicate with parents regarding pupil 

needs, (g) identify strong and weak learning modes, (h) provide success 

experiences for pupils, (i) select and design evaluation systems, 

(j) communicate pupil needs to other professionals, and (k) implement an 

instructional management system to coordinate curricular, motivational 

and evaluation systems. 

There was agreement across the consortium on seven of the 

competencies in the top one-third. After analysis by Chi-square, the 

four competencies rejected at the .OS level of significance were: 

(a) provide objectives to meet short terms goals, (b) identify strong 

and weak learning modes, (c) provide success experiences for pupils, 

and (d) communicate pupil needs to other professionals. Teachers 

appeared to perceive these competencies more important than did teacher 

trainers. There also appeared to be more agreement between teachers 

and AEA personnel than between these various public school personnel and 

teacher trainers. 

A Chi-square goodness of fit test across instructional settings of 

teacher raters revealed agreement on 30 of the 33 competencies (rejection 

level .OS). A Chi-square goodness of fit test across functioning level 

of children taught indicated agreement on 29 of the 33 competencies 

(rejection level .OS). 

In conclusion, the respondents ranked a variety of teacher skills 

as important yet showed a tendency to consider instruction (curricular) 

skills as most important. The disagreement, across the consortium, on 

the relative importance of competencies appeared to be largely between 



teachers and teacher trainers. The majority of the competencies appear 

to be generic across instructional settings and functioning level of 

children taught. 
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ABSTRACT 

AN INVESTIGATION OF COMPETENCIES NEEDED 
BY TEACHERS OF THE MILDLY HANDICAPPED AS PERCEIVED 

BY A CONSORTIUM OF IOWA SPECIAL EDUCATORS 

by 

Harriet M. Healy 

A major purpose of this study was to subject the University of 

Northern Iowa's special education competencies to a consortium rating 

for determination of the relative importance of each competency for 

teachers of the mildly handicapped. A secondary purpose of this study 

was to determine the generic nature of these competencies. 

The subjects involved in the study included Iowa special education 

teacher trainers; Area Education Agency directors and consultants for 

multi-disability programs; and special education teachers in multi­

disability settings. 

A questionnaire employing a forced ranking procedure was mailed to 

each subject. The results of the ranking were used to determine the 

mean of each competency and to identify the top one-third in the rank­

ing. A Chi-square goodness of fit test was used to determine the agree­

ment across the consortium, on the relative importance of the competen­

cies. The generic applicability of the competencies was determined by 

Chi-square goodness of fit tests applied to teacher raters across in­

structional settings and functional levels of children taught. 

The top one-third (11) of the competencies from the mean ranking 

(highest mean first) were: (a) individualize materials, (b) match mat­

erials and equipment to short term goals, (c) employ a variety of remed­

ial techniques, (d) sequence tasks, (e) administer standardized and 

teacher made tests, (f) communicate with parents regarding pupil needs, 

(g) identify strong and weak learning modes, (h) provide success exper-

iv 



iences for pupils, (i) select and design evaluation systems, (j) com­

municate pupil needs to other professionals, and (k) implement an in­

structional management system to coordinate curricular, motivational 

and evaluation systems. 

There was agreement across the consortium on seven of the compet­

encies in the top one-third. After analysis by Chi-square, the four 

competencies rejected at the .05 level of significance were: (a) pro­

vide objectives to meet short term goals, (b) identify strong and weak 

learning modes, (c) provide success experiences for pupils, and (d) 

communicate pupil needs to other professionals. Teachers appeared to 

perceive these competencies more important than did teacher trainers. 

There also appeared to be more agreement between teachers and AEA per­

sonnel than between these various public school personnel and teacher 

trainers. 

A Chi-square goodness of fit test across instructional settings of 

teacher raters revealed agreement on 30 of the 33 competencies (reject­

tion level .05). A Chi-square goodness of fit test across functioning 

level of children taught indicated agreement on 29 of the 33 competen­

cies (rejection level .05). 

In conclusion, the respondents ranked a variety of teacher skills 

as important yet showed a tendency to consider instruction (curricular) 

skills as most important. The disagreement, across the consortium, on 

the relative importance of competencies appeared to be largely between 

teachers and teacher trainers. The majority of the competencies appear 

to be generic across instructional settings and functioning level of 

children taught. 
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

The issue of categorization (labeling) of mildly handicapped 

school age children traditionally considered to be educable mentally 

retarded (EMR), emotionally disturbed (ED), and learning disabled (LD), 

is of concern to many special educators. The efficacy of special class 

placement for these handicapped children has been seriously challenged 

by special educators because it fosters categorization and has not 

proven to result in significant growth in student achievement. 

Studies indicate that the mildly handicapped, placed in regular 

classes, tend to achieve as well or surpass those placed in special 

classes (Dunn, 1968; Goldstein, Moss & Jordan, 1965; Johnson, 1962; 

Lilly, 1970). Consequently, the placement of mildly handicapped child­

ren in special classes and the subsequent labeling may result in irre­

parable damage. Goffman (1963) expresses concern that the handicapped 

individual, so labeled, will begin to perceive himself in the negative 

terms implied by the label. Labeling may also cause negative teacher 

attitudes. These attitudes may affect teacher behavior toward the 

child to such a degree that they foster rather than minimize the handi­

capping condition (Combs & Harper, 1967). 

There is a nationwide movement to provide equal educational oppor­

tunities to all handicapped persons. Court-ordered remedial solutions 

1 
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include holding the educational systems accountable for eliminating 

exclusion policies and practicing unjustified categorization or 

labeling of children. Some court decisions are meant to insure that 

the handicapped have access to appropriate programming. The implica­

tions of these decisions are that both quantity and quality of public 

school programming for the handicapped should be improved (Turnbull, 

1975). 

These attempts to be accountable for providing appropriate pro­

gramming for the mildly handicapped have frequently led to public 

school adoption of mainstreaming policies as advocated by Dunn (1963) 

and Reger (Note 1). In 1974 the Iowa Department of Public Instruction 

(Note 2) issued a policy statement on mainstreaming; it expresses con­

cern regarding generalized over-reaction to problems, such as labeling, 

which occur with traditional self-contained programs. It also stated 

that all service models should be available to all children as indica­

ted. In essence the policy statement made clear that no one service 

model be considered as best. Education should be responsive to the 

special instructional and social needs of the mildly handicapped and 

should provide a variety of alternative program models such as those 

described in the cascade of service model (Reynolds, 1972) and the cas­

cade of educational services (Deno, 1970). 

The Iowa Department of Public Instruction Rules of Special Educa-

tion (1975) described a variety of service models (instructional pro­

grams) ranging from public school regular classes through special schools. 

Models pertinent to the mildly handicapped are the self-contained special 

class setting, the special class with integration (part time special class 
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setting) and the resource and itinerant setting. In addition to guide­

lines for alternative service models, the Rules of Special Education 

also indicate that several models may be operated on a multi-disability 

concept which de-emphasizes traditional labeling as EMR, ED, and LD. 

Because these less traditional progrannning models for mildly han­

dicapped children are advocated by the Iowa Department of Public In­

struction, it is necessary to insure that teacher attitudes and skills 

are appropriate and adequate to meet the demands. Two innovative 

approaches in teacher training, which are gaining popularity and re­

flect a marked departure from traditional teacher training, have impli­

cations for those teachers who will teach the mildly handicapped. 

The first is a multi-categorical teacher training approach. It 

focuses on specific instructional skills and emphasizes the acquisition 

of knowledge, skills, and procedures to assess and remediate all learn­

ers. Children are considered as individuals and as such are all differ-

ent on a continuum that encompases all learners (Courtnage, Brady, Suroski, 

and Schmid, 1975). The multi-categorical approach can be further clari­

fied by examining what Reynolds and Balow (1972) call decision variables. 

Decision variables are those which identify positive alternative instruc­

tional systems; there is no implication that handicapping conditions do 

not exist or that all can be prevented. The decision variables approach 

provides a framework in which teachers can learn and subsequently employ 

a variety of methods and curriculum for children with varied learning 

problems. 

The second is a competency or performance-based teacher training 

approach. It focuses on specifying in advance what goals a trainee must 



achieve and demonstrate in performance. The essentials of a perfor­

mance or competency based program are: 

1. Competencies (knowledges, skills, behaviors) to be 

demonstrated by the student are derived from explicit concep­

tions of teacher roles; stated so as to make possible assess­

ment of a student's behavior in relation to specific competen­

cies; and made public in advance. 

2. Criteria to be employed in assessing competencies are 

based upon, and in harmony with, specified competencies; expli­

cit in stating expected levels of mastery under specified condi­

tions and made public in advance. 

3. Assessment of the student's competency uses his per­

formance as the primary source of evidence; takes into account 

evidence of the student's knowledge relevant to planning for, 

analyzing, interpreting, or evaluating situations or behavior; 

and strives for objectivity. 

4. The student's rate of progress through the program is 

determined by demonstrated competency rather than by time or 

course completion. 

5. The instructional program is intended to facilitate the 

development and evaluation of the student's achievement of com­

petencies specified [(Elam, 1971, pp. 6-7)]. 

4 

An essential initial element of a competency or performance-based 

program is the identification of competencies (teaching skills) to be 

demonstrated. This is basic to the teacher training program since 

both instruction and assessment of the trainee must relate directly 

to the competencies. The literature abounds with lists of competen-



cies, but there is little evidence that many initial identification 

procedures have been conducted with the thoroughness that this pro­

cedure demands. 

Several educators have addressed themselves to the difficulty 

in identifying teacher competencies. Lindsey (1973) suggests that 

initial identification is not only difficult, but that there is 

still little agreement on goals. Therefore, to arrive at generic 

5 

or essential competencies, continued evaluation and correction are 

necessary. Clarke (1971) reviewed the competencies identified by 

nine federally funded regular elementary model programs to determine 

skills necessary for teachers. He discovered that the nine programs 

identified quite different teaching skills due to explicit, yet 

divergent philosophies and guesses about schools of the future. 

Houston (1973) outlines five procedures that are currently 

being employed to identify teacher competencies: 

1. The course translation procedure takes current course 

offerings and restates the goals as behavioral objectives. (While 

little or no actual reconstruction of courses or reconceptualizing 

of goals occurs, this procedure is expedient and therefore widely 

employed). 

2. The task analysis procedure generally follows the procedure 

of defining roles and through observation of teachers in these roles, 

task lists of competencies are drawn which are perceived to be most 

relevant to the roles. 

3. The product or fulfillment of learner needs procedure measures 

the consequences of certain teacher behaviors on the learner. It 
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attempts to identify those competencies which appear to meet the goals 

set down for the learner. 

4. The needs assessment procedure is based on the assumption 

that a knowledge of society's needs will provide the basis for estab­

lishing competencies teachers need in order to prepare children to 

cope in society. 

5. The theoretical position procedure logically deduces teacher 

preparation goals from theory about learning. This procedure allows 

for even greater specificity of goals. 

There is evidence that some of the procedures present problems which 

are, as yet, unresolved. The product or fulfillment of needs procedure 

implies that an attempt be made to validate teacher comeptencies as they 

relate to student achievement. These attempts have been generally incon­

clusive. Rosenshire (1970) points out the difficulty of controlling var­

iables and the paucity of well designated studies. Heath and Neilson 

(1974) analyzed Rosenshire's research on validation of competencies and 

concluded that an empirical basis for performance-based teacher education 

is non-existent, due in part to shallow and unclear operational defini­

tions of teacher behaviors and weakness in most research designs. 

Regarding the needs assessment procedure, Houston (1973) concluded 

that this is an important consideration when defining competencies, but 

implementation of this procedure may not be possible as critical societal 

needs change before the competencies can be implemented. In addition, 

still unknown societal needs may make future teacher roles and training 

needs difficult to predict (Dodl, 1973). 

A careful examination of the five procedures described by Houston 
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(1973) reveals that some procedures appear to rely heavily on a theo­

retical and research expertise which is generally to be found among 

those special educators involved in teacher training while others 

appear to rely heavily on expertise generally found in the public 

school personnel actively involved in teaching or supervising the teach­

ing of handicapped children. 

A method for the identification and assessment of the most appro­

priate competencies to be employed in a performance-based teacher 

training program which was not considered by Houston (1973) may provide 

some resolution to the difficulties encountered in present identifica­

tion and assessment procedures. Several educators advocated a consor­

tium of teacher trainers and public school personnel to identify, assess, 

or delimit competencies. Dodl (1973) suggests that competency based 

teacher education implies, by definition, that the decision-making base 

be broadened, Dodl states that teacher training programs should base 

their decisions about what competencies to teach on the probability 

that those competencies will prepare the trainee to function successfully 

in the market place, the public schools. In order to maximize the prob­

ability of success it appears necessary to include public school per­

sonnel in the competency identification and assessment process. 

Public school personnel are in constant close contact with handi­

capped pupils, their parents, and the community. Because of this reality 

base, their contribution to identification and assessment of teacher 

competencies is closely related to role and function (Lindsey, 1973). 

Rosner and Kay (1974) point out some obvious advantages to develop­

ing a close relationship between teacher educators and the public schools. 
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Public schools are needed to provide settings and public school person­

nel are needed to provide expertise under a performance-based model. The 

involvement of the schools in the competency identification process will 

require greater cooperativeness from the public schools. Such coopera­

tiveness should help increase the quality of the trainees experience. 

In addition to broadening the decision-making base, a consortium 

can provide a means of delimiting competencies to a manageable number. 

The number of competencies any one teacher training program can cover 

is a major problem, because a great number of teacher competencies can 

be identified depending upon various perceptions of what a teacher's 

functions are (Eham and Okey, 1974). 

Although there is a proliferation of competency lists, few have 

been derived or verified by a consortium which would combine the theo­

retical and research expertise of the teacher trainer with the reality 

based expertise of public school personnel and the public school goals. 

Effenbein (1972) did a comparative study on thirteen performance-based 

training programs, one of which included special education students. The 

study indicates that only four collaborated with public school personnel 

in developing objectives or competencies. 

Multi-categorical performance-based training of teachers is per­

ceived by some special educators to be one viable solution to the cri­

ticism surrounding the quality of programming for the mildly handicapped. 

This type of program operates in the Division of Special Education at the 

University of Northern Iowa (UNI). Since it is a multi-categorical per­

formance-based program, it must identify those comeptencies necessary 

to produce teachers with demonstrated skills and knowledges which focus 
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on promoting desirable learning in children exhibiting a variety of 

educational needs (Courtnage, Brady, Suroski and Schmid, 1975). 

Few studies on teacher competencies indicate which are most likely 

to promote teaching skills needed to provide quality service to children 

who are mildly handicapped. Until there is more conclusive empirical 

evidence on which teacher competencies appear to be most valid, those in 

teacher training may maximize the probability of preparing competent 

teachers by broadening the base of decision for identifying, assessing, 

and delimiting essential competencies. 

Purpose of the Study 

The major purpose of this study was to subject those competencies 

generally incorporated in the University of Northern Iowa multi-categori­

cal, performance-based special education teacher training program to a 

consortium for a ranking of their relative importance. 

The consortium consisted of Iowa special education teacher trainers, 

public school teachers of the mildly handicapped in multi-disability set­

tings, and Area Education Agency special education directors and consul­

tants for multi-disability programs. 

The results of this study will be used to determine which competen­

cies contained in the UNI training program were perceived by the consor­

tium as most important for teachers of the mildly handicapped. In order 

to accomplish this, the following questions will be examined: 

1. In general, which UNI competencies are ranked as very important 

by all the raters? 

2. Which UNI competencies generally ranked as very important were 

ranked as very important by all three groups in the consortium? 
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3. What competencies were ranked as very important by the raters 

that are not included in the UNI competency list? 

In addition, the results of the teacher subject ratings will be 

used to determine the generic nature of the UNI competencies. In order 

to accomplish this, the following questions will be examined: 

1. Are there differences in how competencies are ranked by teach­

ers in different instructional programs? 

2. Are there differences in how competencies are ranked by teach­

ers with pupils functioning at different levels? 

3. Teachers were asked to indicate which competencies they current­

ly possess, and whether those competencies have been acquired by pre­

service training, in-service training, or teaching experience. 

Definition of Terms 

CONSORTIUM: State of Iowa Special Education teacher trainers, spe­

cial education teachers in multi-disability programs, and Area Education 

Agency personnel (AEA directors and consultants for multi-disability pro­

grams). 

FUNCTIONING LEVELS OF HANDICAPPED PUPIL(S) (Courtnage, Brady, Suroski, 

and Schmid, 1975): Cognitive, social and personal developmental levels 

which include: 

Preacademic (readiness) 

Primary (initial skill acquisition) 

Intermediate (continued skill acquisition and/or remediations) 

Secondary (continued acquisition and/or remediation and pre-

vocational and vocational training) 

IOWA AREA EDUCATION AGENCIES: Fifteen geographical divisions within 
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the State of Iowa, mandated by Iowa law, which develop policy and pro­

vide special education programs and services to local school districts 

within their respective confines (DPI Rules of Special Education, (1974) . 

MILDLY HANDICAPPED: . . those children traditionally labeled as 

educable mentally retarded, emotionally disturbed, behaviorally dis­

ordered, educationally handicapped, learning disabled, or brain injured 

. " (Lilly, 1970). 

SPECIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS OR SERVICE MODELS SERVING 

THE MILDLY HANDICAPPED (Rules of Special Education, 1974): 

Self-contained special class - A setting providing instruc­

tion to pupils with similar special educational needs in academic 

subjects on a full-time basis. 

Special class with integration - A setting providing instruc­

tion to pupils with similar special educational needs in academic 

subjects on a part-time basis. 

Resource teaching program - A setting to provide pupils in 

regular class settings with special education in specific skill 

areas on a part-time basis. 

Itinerant program - Special education instructional services 

provided to pupils in three or more attendance centers by the same 

special educator. 

Multi-disability program - Certain special education programs 

or service models which include children from two or more disabi­

lity classifications. 

SPECIAL EDUCATION PERSONNEL (Rules of Special Education, 1974): 

AEA special education directors - Handicapped pupil(s) advo-
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cates who are responsible for implementation and evaluation of pro­

gramming and services for those pupils requiring special education. 

Consultants - Specialists in instructional programming who pro­

vide on-going supervising support and evaluation of programs for 

children requiring special education. 

Teachers - Those engaged in direct instructional interaction 

with those children requiring special education. 

TEACHER TRAINERS: Those institution of higher learning faculty mem­

bers whose major function is pre-service teacher training. 

TEACHER COMPETENCIES: Descriptions of functional abilities which 

teachers or teachers in training will be able to perform in order to 

produce desired results in learners being taught (Dodl, 1973). 



Chapter II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The concept of mainstreaming the mildly handicapped, stemming from 

the concern over the negative effects of categorization (labeling) of 

children as educable mentally retarded (EMR), emotionally disabled (ED), 

or learning disabled (LD), has led to a variety of instructional 

programming models in the public schools. In order to insure that 

teachers, once trained, can adapt to a variety of instructional models 

and a variety of learners, educators are closely examining what 

competencies teacher need and what training procedures are necessary to 

insure competence. 

The review of literature examines studies regarding teacher 

competencies, grouped in four major areas: University of Northern Iowa 

special education teacher competencies, regular and special education 

training program competencies, categorical and multi-categorical 

competencies, and instructional model competencies. 

UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN IOWA SPECIAL 

EDUCATION COMPETENCIES 

Courtnage, Brady, Suroski and Schmid (1975) describe the UNI 

multi-categorical performance-based program as having elected to 

prepare teachers with the instructional and management skills to teach 

children traditionally considered mentally retarded, emotionally 

disabled and learning disabled. The focus of the undergraduate 

13 
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program is on the competencies necessary to diagnose, prescribe, 

implement and evaluate teaching strategies matched to pupil character­

istics and needs. The graduate program expands the skill acquisition 

of teachers by including interdisciplinary skills required of 

instructional and support personnel. 

Expanding on the prescriptive teaching model of Peter (1972), a 

model for the UNI program was developed. The UNI model integrates 

didactics with practica. The model components are: (a) instructional 

methods (including diagnostics, task sequencing, selection and 

preparation of curriculum, and methods of presenting curriculum); 

(b) educational management (including motivational techniques, behavior 

modification procedures, educational organization, communication skills, 

evaluation procedures, discipline strategies and sensitivity to the 

effective domain); (c) experience practica (including sequentially more 

demanding interaction with handicapped pupils, parents, other pro­

fessionals and the community.) The model encourages individualization 

of teaching strategies and styles; it emphasizes demonstrated competence 

of both instructional and management skills. It states that both the 

theoretical knowledge and specific understandings of instructional 

and management components are prerequisites to effective performance 

(Courtnage, Brady, Suroski and Schmid, 1975). 

The UNI program contains three phases. Phase I of the program 

requires that the trainee demonstrate competence in programming for 

one handicapped child. Competence is demonstrated by successfully 

performing 17 major instructional and management criteria. Phase II 

of the program requires demonstrated competence in group (classroom) 

programming with handicapped children, and 12 major criteria must be 



15 

successfully met (Northern Iowa Instructional Laboratory Progress Report, 

Note 3). Phase III requires that the trainee demonstrate competence 

in interdisciplinary settings on 12 major criteria. The criteria in 

each phase of the program are broken into sub-criteria to provide specific 

guidelines for performance and for evaluation of performance. The 

emphasis on competence in interaction situations allows for measurement 

of competence by both teacher performance of required procedures and 

more importantly, by pupil outcome. For a complete list of criteria and 

sub-criteria, see Appendix A. 

Frequent internal evaluation of the effectiveness of the com­

petencies and the criteria is provided by measuring the trainees 

ability to apply generally accepted teaching procedures and by the 

amount of desired behavioral change in the handicapped pupil(s) being 

taught (Northern Iowa Instructional Laboratory Progress Report, Note 2). 

In addition the competencies are evaluated for their appropriateness 

and applicability in various teaching situations (Northern Iowa 

Instructional Laboratory Report, Note 2). A survey on the effectiveness 

of the total program, which can be considered to reflect the quality 

of graduates competence, was completed by Ortega (Note 4). The 

results of the survey indicated that building principals perceived 

graduates of the UNI Special Education training program as above 

average teachers. UNI trainees who have completed both Phase I and 

Phase II were perceived to be more competent than those who completed 

only Phase I. 



REGULAR AND SPECIAL EDUCATION TRAINING 

PROGRAM COMPETENCIES 
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The competencies described in this section are those suggested or 

already incorporated in teacher training programs, particularly those 

that are performance-based. Only the final study discusses competencies 

specific to special education but the literature reviewed is considered 

important because of the emphasis on generic skills and/or performance­

based teacher training. 

Popham (Note 5) suggests what he calls a "low-density program", 

which includes a few broad competencies rather than many specific 

competencies. He proposes objectives which state what will happen to 

students as a result of what teachers do, but the process of arriving 

at that desired pre-determined outcome is of lesser importance. 

Fewer competencies allow for the development of individual teaching 

styles yet systematic conceptualizing of a plan to promote desirable 

change in learners can be implemented. In order to accomplish this, 

three minimal competencies are proposed. The first is that teachers 

will be able to achieve pre-specified instructional objectives with a 

variety of learners. In order to accomplish this the teacher must 

understand tested instructional methods and must choose which tactics 

are personally most effective. Some type of assessment skill is 

necessary (e.g. pre-test -- post-test) to determine whether the 

desired outcome has been reached. The second competency is that the 

teacher must be able to select or design instructional objectives 

which are sound and appropriate and can thus be defended as reasonable 

goals. The third competency is that the teacher be able to detect the 

unanticipated effects of instruction. 
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Orlosky (Note 6) states that any teacher training program must 

have properly delineated competencies if teachers are to be held 

accountable for pupil outcome. The three broad areas in which a teacher 

must be competent are: 

1. The ability to observe and identify the cues provided by the 

child with whom the teacher works. The teacher must be able to perceive 

events he encounters in order to cope and to classify pupil behaviors 

into meaningful categories for interpretation and diagnosis. 

2. The ability to match these perceptions with known instructional 

and pedagogical concepts. 

3. The ability to apply instructional techniques to situations as 

he perceives them. 

Frieder (1970) described six major teaching functions which go to 

make up the teaching act. The functions are: (a) formulation of 

objectives, (b) diagnosis of learner needs, (c) prescription of learner 

materials, (d) instruction, (e) motivation, and (f) evaluation. 

Okey and Brown (Note 7) developed a scheme for organizing teacher 

competencies for a performance-based teacher training program. The 

competencies were devised by: (a) polling teachers, principals, and 

supervisors, (b) utlizing already prepared lists of teacher competencies, 

(c) observing experienced teachers at work, and (d) from analyzing the 

teaching act as described by Frieder (1970). Orey and Brown identified 

37 competency clusters and grouped them into three experience levels 

(beginning teacher, experienced teacher, and master teacher). An 

example of the difference in expectations for the various teaching 

levels regarding formulation of objectives is: (a) beginning teachers 

will select and write objectives in the cognitive, affective and 
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psychomotor areas, (b) experienced teachers will write objectives 

based on Bloom's taxonomy and on affective and psychomotor taxonomies, 

and (c) master teachers will sequence objectives. 

As part of the performance-based teacher training program at 

Brooklyn College (Note 8), the following desired outcomes in teacher 

behavior were identified: The ability to (a) understand and work with 

children and youth by demonstrating understanding of child development, 

(b) diagnose a variety of learner styles and learner strengths and 

weaknesses, (c) utilize diagnostic information in subsequent teaching, 

(d) relate out of school environment to in school learning, (e) plan 

individualized instruction, (f) plan and develop curriculum related to 

developmental growth and social environment, (g) teach connnunication 

skills effectively, (h) establish a school environment that enhances 

identity development of children, and (i) work as part of a diverse 

teaching team. 

Weber State College developed an individualized competency-based 

teacher training program. The program makes a distinction between 

competencies necessary for regular elementary and secondary teachers. 

However, an examination of course requirements include introductory 

field experience, growth and development training, evaluation, 

motivational and instructional techniques, and classroom management. 

The total program contains approximately 70 modules. In combination 

these 70 modules incorporate nearly 300 specific behavioral objectives. 

The objectives, as stated, allow for competencies to be demonstrated 

by peer and micro teaching, tutoring, and classroom teaching (Burke, 

1972). 

The University of Georgia has clustered teacher competencies 
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under two broad categories, generic and enabling. Generic competencies 

are applicable to all teachers and are readily observable. They 

include specific teaching tasks and the teachers' affective behavior. 

Specifically, the generic competencies include such skills as determining 

pupil instructional needs, planning for individuals and groups, and 

accepting pupils' ideas even when different from the teacher's. 

Enabling competencies are those knowledges and attributes prerequisite 

to effective performance of generic competencies. These prerequisites 

include such things as knowledge of subject matter to be taught, 

philosophical and sociological influences on learning, skills in 

problem solving and decision making, and knowledge of the teaching 

process (Shearron and Johnson, 1973). 

Columbia University, Department of Special Education, requires the 

following competencies of teachers in training during student teaching 

practicum: (a) the ability to analyze individual or group behaviors 

and develop strategies to alter critical social and academic behaviors, 

(b) the ability to develop and employ informal diagnostic techniques, 

(c) the ability to develop instruction programs based on diagnostics, 

(d) the ability to implement instructional programs, and (e) the 

ability to evaluate the success or failure of instructional programs 

(Flegenheimer, H., Note 9). 

In summary, this review of literature indicates that the com­

petencies suggested as generic in nature and perceived to be important 

are specific. It suggests that teachers must possess some diagnostic 

skills, a variety of approaches and materials for individualizing 

teaching, an ability to evaluate pupil progress, and an ability to 

specify in advance what desired pupil outcomes will be. In order to 
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do this teachers must have an understanding of how to select and/or 

write instructional objectives based on diagnostic measures and knowledge 

of child development matched to known effective methods of instruction 

and proven materials. 

CATEGORICAL AND MULTI-CATEGORICAL COMPETENCIES 

The competencies described in this section are those delineated 

in studies and opinions as important for teachers of the mildly 

handicapped, specifically the educable mentally retarded, the emo­

tionally disabled and the learning disabled. Two studies on multi­

categorical competencies are also included: 

Competencies for Teachers of the Educable Mentally Retarded 

The mentally retarded are those children which would be part of 

the general category "mental disability", a term indicating deficits 

in adaptive behaviors for meeting environmental demands and 

intellectual functioning greater than one standard deviation below 

the mean on a reliable I.Q. test (Rules for Special Education, 1974). 

In 1957, the United States Department of Health, Education and 

Welfare Office of Education commissioned a study on teachers of 

children who are mentally retarded (Mackie, W., Williams, H. M. and 

Dunn, L. M., 1957). Fulfilling one major focus of the study, the 

committee identified 134 specific competencies as being important for 

teachers of the mentally retarded. 

The committee then conferred with specialists in the field of 

mental retardation, drawing up a list of knowledges, skills and 

abilities which were pre-tested by 25 teachers and other school leaders. 



A final inquiry form was compiled from the two sources and contained 

100 items which were rated for their relative importance by teachers 

considered superior by various state departments of education. 
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Although the selection was to contain a quota of teachers from day and 

residential schools and teachers of "educable" as well as "trainable" 

children, the returns were largely from teachers of the "educable" or 

mildly retarded in day school settings. Competencies rated were placed 

in rank order and were also clustered. Within certain clusters various 

patterns appeared. In the cluster identified as understanding the 

retarded child, knowledge of intellectual, social, and emotional 

characteristics ranked high if the knowledges were not too technical 

and related to practical classroom application rather than causation. 

In the clusters identified as curriculum and methods and materials, 

ability to teach "core" curriculum, plan cooperative integrated school 

programs, and provide physical education, language, health, social and 

daily living experiences ranked high, compared to the ability to teach 

spelling, arts and crafts, and music. In the cluster identified as 

orientation in special education, the ability to differentiate between 

social and emotional maladjustment and mental retardation ranked high, 

but understanding the multiple handicapped ranked low. In the cluster 

identified as interpersonal relationship, counseling ranked high when 

related to personal as opposed to vocational problems. Also ranking 

\\.igb. was interpretation of children's problems when between teacher/ 

child, teacher/parents, and teacher/other school professionals. 

Ranking low was interpersonal relationships with national professional 

organizations and vocational teams. In the cluster identified as 

administrative and legal skills, the competencies ranked generally low. 
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Hamerlynck, Martin and Rolland (1968) discovered, as part of a 

pilot program to train teachers in observing classroom behaviors, that 

a teacher of secondary EMR's perceived no children in her group as 

exhibiting problematic behaviors yet when the children were observed by 

trained teams, four of the 14 class members spent only 45% of their time 

in task-oriented behavior. The authors concluded that since the non-task 

oriented behaviors tended to be non-disruptive, they went unobserved, 

and that teachers need to learn observational techniques that focus in 

on behaviors such as eye contact, attending, and task completion. This 

would provide the teacher more exact information of causal relationships 

between environment and actual task behaviors. Well defined observa­

tions of behaviors, when and where they occur, provide important clues 

to the trained teacher observer in order to modify the environment. 

A study conducted by Meyen and Carr (1970) investigated, as part 

of a comprehensive identification process of in-service needs, specific 

problems of instruction encountered by teachers of the mentally 

retarded. The authors noted that regardless of variables such as levels 

of professional training and amount of variety of teaching experience, 

certain instructional tasks generally tended to be considered the most 

difficult. Of the variables noted, the most significant proved to be 

age level of student taught, and even that variable did not affect the 

consistency of perceived difficulties to any great extent. Relative 

difficulty or ease of instruction was considered from three dimensions: 

(a) method, (b) appropriateness of task for age level of child, and 

(c) availability of materials and student experiences. The most 

difficult areas were seat~ork activities, reading methods, and reading 

materials and activities. 
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A more recent study by Auttonen (Note 10) included a survey of 

building principals responsible for EMR classrooms and of teacher 

trainers preparing teachers for EMR. It was conducted to determine 

specific values placed on competencies related to the EMR teacher's 

role. Basic descriptors or competencies were derived from the survey 

data, and subsequently, the perceptions of these two groups (principals 

and teacher educators) were compared to the perceptions of a group of 

EMR teachers as to which competencies were the most essential. 

Building principals valued and rated understanding of historical 

and socio-cultural implications of mental retardation appreciably higher 

than did teachers and teacher trainers. Principals and teacher trainers 

valued and rated understanding of behavior growth and development 

higher than did the teachers. Teacher trainers rated knowledge of 

curriculum and methodology higher than did principals and teachers. 

Practica experiences with EMR children were valued and rated extremely 

high by principals and teacher trainers, but teachers gave them a low 

rating. All three groups ranked as moderately important knowledge of 

measurement and evaluation techniques. 

Teacher competencies given the highest value and rating by all 

three groups were: 

1. Making program revisions contributing to the functional de­

velopment of the EMR child. 

2. Planning appropriate individualized yet comprehensive in­

structional programs and developing and/or adapting the necessary mat­

erials, particularly in the basic skills. 

3. Planning and providing for the social development of EMR 

pupils. 



4. Providing the EMR pupils with pre-vocational information and 

skills and systematically developing work habits and attitudes in EMR 

pupils. 
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In addition to the survey studies regarding competencies needed for 

teachers of the mentally retarded, the following position statements 

regarding these teachers were presented in a panel chaired by Harold 

Fields, New York Board of Education (1953). The panel included a teacher 

of the EMR, a vice president of the National Association for Retarded 

Citizens, a special education teacher trainer, a school psychologist, 

and an editor of the American Journal of Mental Deficiency. 

The panel indicated that teachers should understand the children's 

characteristics and accept them; have a thorough understanding of 

objectives of a sound program; be able to relate effectively with 

pupils, other school personnel, and parents; be willing and able to seek 

help from all available resources; have specialized skill in planning 

and organizing; be well trained in growth and development and the 

subject matter to be taught; be original and creative in motivational 

techniques; be satisfied with realistic progress; be able to counsel 

children to accept their capabilities and limitations; and finally be 

able to train the child in social adjustment and economic usefulness. 

In addition the panel indicated that the EMR teacher needs special 

qualifications and wholesome characteristics. Qualifications include: 

(a) acceptance of the retarded child as an individual, (b) ability to 

relate to children, (c) ability to accept the child as he is, and to 

subordinate subject matter to the child's needs, (d) be experienced in 

teaching normal children before assuming responsibilities for children 

with special needs, and (e) interest and understanding of basic 



25 

problems such as socio-economic levels. Wholesome characteristics 

include: (a) patience, (b) sense of humor, (c) good personal hygiene, 

(d) tact, (e) vitality, (f) personal appearance, and (g) basic 

stability. 

Some conclusions can be reached from these studies and related 

literature regarding EMR teachers. The teachers tended to value and 

rank higher those knowledges and skills that were theoretical. They 

had little concern regarding causation but much concern regarding 

remedial and/or instructional procedures appropriate to specific learn­

ing patterns perceived to be common to EMR children. In other words, 

theory was considered important only as it related to symptomotology 

which affected instructional goals and procedures. 

Both early and later studies indicate that ability to individualize 

program design and to implement those programs is very important. 

"Core" curriculum courses and development of social skills is considered 

important in all cases and often considered difficult. The more recent 

studies reviewed indicate a greater concern for developing work habits 

and pre-vocational and vocational skills. In other words, later studies 

indicate that teachers now appear to be more concerned with total 

programming and less isolationistic about their functions in the total 

educational program. 

Competencies for Teachers of the Emotionally Disabled 

The emotionally disabled child is one which exhibits behavior in 

the school setting which interfers with the learning process, inter­

personal relationships, and personal adjustment and thus requires 

special programs and services (Rules of Special Education, 1974). 



Mackie, Kvaraceus and Williams (1957) conducted a study on 

competencies needed for teachers of the socially and emotionally 

maladjusted. Commissioned by the Department of Health, Education and 

Welfare, it was similar in design to the Mackie study reported in the 

section on mental retardation. 

26 

The teachers ranked understanding of the child's behavior very high, 

especially knowledge and understanding of home and community conditions 

of their students. They ranked broad social and cultural causes much 

less important. The teachers also rated knowledge of normal behavior 

and differences between normal and abnormal behavior very important. 

The teachers deemed personal counseling of the students very 

important, including vocational and life goals as well as immediate 

problems. They perceived curriculum to be important if individualized 

and pupil centered. They considered it more important to assist the 

child in personal adjustment and to provide success experiences than to 

insist that all curricular goals be met. 

They ranked on a lower level competencies related to an ability 

to administer projective andotherpsychological tests. They ranked even 

lower administrative ability, legal knowledge, and research skills. 

Because the respondents in this study were largely from day school 

settings as opposed to residential or special psychiatric settings, they 

tended to rank high items which dealt with social inadequacy rather than 

severe emotional disturbances, and they considered skills which were 

therapeutic relatively unimportant. 

A study conducted by Dorward (1963) compared the competency ratings 

made by teachers of ED in residential and day settings with those made 

by regular class teachers. The competencies subjected to the rating 
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were those from the Mackie, Kvaraceus and Williams (1957) study. Regu­

lar class teachers tended to rate the competencies originally percieved 

to be vital to teachers of the emotionally disturbed as important, or 

more important, than did the residential and special day class teachers 

of the emotionally disturbed. Only two competencies were considered 

more important by special class teachers than regular class teachers: 

(a) the ability to accept violent pupils and (b) the ability to work on 

clinical teams. 

Several demonstratable skills and knowledges were considered vital 

by all the raters. The skills include: 

1. The ability to interpret the child's educational problems and 

needs to parents. 

2. The ability to keep and evaluate anecdotal records and to inter­

pret I.Q. and achievement test results. 

3. The ability to employ classroom organization and management 

techniques such as invidivualization for ultimate expectations regard­

less of extreme aggressiveness or withdrawal. 

4. The ability to reject unexceptable behavior without rejecting 

the child and to give positive verbal praise for success, no matter how 

minute. 

5. The ability to devise means of connnunicating progress and im­

provement to the child (both verbal and non-verbal). 

The knowledges include: 

1. The distinction between enotional disturbance and mental re­

tardation. 

2. The characteristics of withdrawn and acting out children. 
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3. The symptomatology which indicates more serious problems. 

4. The variety of instructional materials and procedures avail-

able. 

5. The technical publications and research in the field of educa­

tion of emotionally disturbed children. 

In a recent study the 88 competencies from the original Mackie 

Study were presented to 47 teachers of the emotionally disturbed in 

a midwestern state for assessment (Bullock, 1971). In this study the 

teachers ranked only 12 competencies as very important as compared to 20 

in the Mackie Study. Only five of the 12 were ranked very important in 

both studies. Included were (a) understanding and knowledge of the ad­

vantage of providing success experience to the child, for relieving ten­

sion in the classroom, (b) promoting mental health, (c) providing flexi­

ble programming and scheduling for individual adjustment and development, 

(d) developing pupil "self-control", and (e) evaluating identical demands 

of children. 

The other seven competencies considered important in the Mackie 

Study but very important by this group of raters were: (a) knowledge 

of the psychology of varied handicapping conditions, (b) knowledge of 

basic human physical and psychological needs, (c) knowledge of curri­

culum and teaching methods for the normal child, (d) ability to tolerate 

asocial behavior toward authority, yet establish "limits" of control, 

(e) ability to work cooperatively with other professionals and (f) abi-

lity to teach remedial reading. Bullock concluded that training 

programs should consider that teachers of emotionally disturbed child-

ren need a thorough knowledge of behavioral principles and their applica-
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tion for managing disturbed children. They also need a thorough under­

standing of all types of exceptionality as well as normality. 

A proposal which requires training in eight areas for teachers of 

children who are emotionally disturbed has been suggested by Rabinow 

(1960). Teachers should possess: (a) knowledge of psychosocial growth 

and personality structure of the disturbed child, (b) an understanding 

of projective findings and knowledge of the nature and relationship of 

learning disability to emotional disturbance in order to employ techni­

ques to diagnose and remediate the learning problem, (c) an understand­

ing of social and cultural conflicts and their effect on emotional growth, 

(d) knowledge of various social and legal agencies and the regulations 

for disturbed children, (e) the ability to read and write records and 

generally communicate with other professionals, (f) an analytic under­

standing of group structure and interaction, (g) mastered skills in teach­

ing practical arts, and (h) a year of carefully supervised practicum with 

both withdrawn and aggressive children. 

Hewett (1966) described seven competencies needed by teachers of the 

emotionally disturbed. Listed in order of their importance as he perceiv­

ed them, the teacher must demonstrate: (a) objectivity by developing a 

questioning educational attitude toward teaching backed by knowledge of 

normal and deviant development, (b) flexibility by adjusting to carefully 

assessed academic and emotional needs of pupils, (c) an ability to set 

structural limits within a consistent and realistic framework of social 

and academic boundaries from which the child can operate, (d) resource­

fulness by allowing for unique and creative programming, which is highly 

individualized, multi-sensory, and reality based, (e) ability to select 
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and assess social reinforcement which shapes acceptable social behavior, 

(f) curricular expertise to institute appropriate remedial procedures in 

the basic skill areas, and (g) an intellectual model which fosters good 

study habits and enrichment skills. The author is careful to point out 

that the hierarchy is helpful in looking at competencies, but the com­

petencies overlap in many instances and thus must be viewed collectively 

because they are interdependent. 

In conclusion both the early and later studies and opinion papers 

tend to emphasize the generic nature of competencies needed for teach­

ing the emotionally disturbed. The exceptions appear to be the ability 

to accept deviance in children and to understand other professionals 

functions in order to work as a team member with psychologists, counse­

lors, and social workers. 

Competencies for Teachers of the Learning Disabled 

Learning disabilities indicate a pupil's inability to learn in keep­

ing with his potential. Even though deficiencies displayed by pupils are 

not primarily due to sensory deprivation, mental disabilities, severe emo­

tional disabilities, or a different language spoken in the home; special 

education programs and services are considered necessary for educational 

progress (Rules of Special Education, 1974). 

Bannytyne (1968), in describing a team approach to diagnosing and 

prescribing for the learnind disabled, implies that the teacher must be 

able to work cooperatively with psychologists, doctors, speech therapists, 

and social workers. The teacher must be able to interpret test data and 

engage in on-going daily diagnostic techniques. In other words, the 

teacher must be familiar with a variety of formal and informal tests. He 



further advocates a thorough understanding of and ability to use task 

analysis in remediating diagnosed deficits. 
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Mann (1968) suggests that teachers of the learning disabled should 

have background in elementary and/or special education. The content of 

a training program should contain three broad areas: (a) theory, (b) 

developmental skills in diagnosis and remedial methodology, and (c) oppor­

tunities to synthesize theory and methods through observation and super­

vised experiences with children. The teacher, once trained, should pos­

sess the following competencies: (a) diagnostic skills, (b) ability to 

design prescriptive programs, (c) knowledge of other disciplines such as 

medicine, social work, and psychology, (d) ability to be an effective 

member of a diagnostic team, (e) ability to function as an academic thera­

pist, (f) ability to counsel both the child and the parents, and (g) an 

understanding of the connnunity, its role and resources. 

Haring, Reid, and Baeber (1969) emphasize that training for teach-

ers of the learning disabled should outline specific competencies or 

criteria, giving examples of observable and measurable objectives in use 

in one such training program. In this program, the teacher must be able 

to assess child performance academically, socially, verbally and physi­

cally. Assessment includes the establishment of observing, recording, and 

analyzing behaviors, in order to determine the child's activity prefer­

ences and task efficiency. In addition the teacher must be able to ac­

quire functional knowledge of instructional materials, plan a well se­

quenced program for the child, and execute these skills with one child or 

groups of children. 

According to Rappaport (1970) the most effective teacher of the 
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learning disabled child is one who has a firm understanding of child de­

velopment. This understanding should emphasize ego development in gen­

eral and functional systems for learning development in particular. The 

teacher must also be flexible, yet productive, in a relatively new, un­

certain area of teaching, and be able to work cooperatively as a team 

member with other professionals. 

In conclusion, the competencies for teachers of the learning dis­

abled most frequently reflected in the opinion papers are concerned with 

the ability to work in a team approach with a wide variety of profession­

als. In addition, the teacher should have a knowledge of child develop­

ment, a strong background in both formal and informal diagnostic tools, 

and a wide variety of remedial methods and materials. 

Multi-Categorical Competencies 

Herr (1976) compiled a list of teaching competencies derived largely 

from the Mackie Studies on competencies for EMR and ED and from polling 

teacher trainers. He subjected them for rating to elementary teachers of 

educable mentally retarded in a self-contained setting, and to elementary 

teachers of the emotionally disturbed and learning disabled in both self­

contained and resource settings. The majority (81%) of the 180 competen­

cies rated were perceived to be important to all groups in the study. The 

competencies rated in that study included specific teaching skills and 

pre-requisite knowledges and understandings. The author concluded that 

certain specific teaching skills, such as the ability to administer and 

interpret diagnostic tests and to employ a variety of remedial techniques, 

especially in core curriculum, appeared to be multi-categorical. In addi­

tion, he determined that certain knowledges and understandings, such as 
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the conceptual and neurological development of children, the differences 

between the normal and the abnormal, and the causes of academic and so­

cial inadequacy, also appeared to be multi-categorical. 

In order to determine generic competencies for a non-categorical 

teacher training program, Buchanan (Note 11) asked a consortium of spe­

cial education teachers, administrators, and teacher trainers for their 

perceptions regarding what special education teachers do and what special 

education teachers ought to do. Thirty-eight competencies were analyzed 

by comparing the real and ideal perceptions of the consortium. Thirty­

three items were ranked as important or ideal. Of the 33 competencies, 

seven were considered ideal but rarely practiced, three of the seven com­

petencies related to skills necessary to develop cooperation between spe­

cial educators and regular class teachers, and four competencies related 

to direct service skills for determination of appropriate programming and 

the use of task analysis. 

In conclusion, studies and related literature on the competencies 

for teachers of the EMR, ED, LD, and these categories in combination 

(multi-categorical) all emphasize the importance of skills for indivi­

dualizing instruction. All teachers of the mildly handicapped were ex­

pected to be able to diagnose learner needs and provide a variety of 

methods and materials in teaching "core" curriculum. In addition EMR 

and ED teachers should provide opportunities for children to develop 

social and work skills. Both ED and LD teachers should possess inter­

disciplinary professional skills. 
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INSTRUCTIONAL MODEL COMPETENCIES 

Competencies described in this section are those necessary for spe­

cial education teachers in roles other than the traditional self-contain­

ed special class. 

The clinical teacher is one such role. A clinical teacher is both 

a diagnostician and an instructional specialist. According to Schwartz 

(1967) the competencies needed by such a teacher are an understanding of 

medical, psychological, and social deviations in human growth and develop­

ment and of community resources to render support services. In addi-

tion, the teacher must be able to utilize support services; plan and con­

duct a remedial program; select appropriate materials, technical equip­

ment and techniques to carry out remediation; and evaluate student pro­

gress. Thus, the clinical teacher must not only be able to diagnose and 

remediate behavior and learning disorders, but must also be committed 

to an interdisciplinary approach and be able to work effectively with 

physicians, psychologists, social workers, and other professionals. 

In a later description of the clinical teacher, Schwartz (1971) 

synthesized the common competencies he perceived necessary for teachers 

of the mildly disturbed, retarded, and learning disabled child. The 

three major competency clusters were: (a) the ability to identify in­

dividual pupil entry levels, learner characteristics, and desired out­

comes; (b) the ability to individualize instruction and match the task 

to the learner, and (c) the ability to evaluate pupil performance and 

curriculum effectiveness. 

Included in cluster 1 are such skills as the ability to employ ob­

servational techniques, to administer and interpret norm and criteria 



reference tests, and to sunnnarize data and write pupil profiles con­

taining prescription, preferred learning styles, and resource strate­

gies. Included in cluster 2 are such skills as selecting appropriate 

instructional objectives, individualizing instruction, and providing 

motivational contingencies. Included in cluster 3 are such skills as 

the ability to assess, analyze, and report the effectiveness of the 

instruction and to specify needed revisions and additions. 
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A second role, the educational diagnostician, as described by 

Prouty and Prillman (1967) must be competent to recognize and evaluate 

children's learning potential and to employ a variety of educational 

methods. While the role was proposed to insure that diagnosis of the 

educationally handicapped take place in the classroom rather than the 

clinic, the teacher would be expected to engage in experimental teach­

ing once a diagnosis was made. 

Lilly (1971) proposed a third type of special educator, a teacher 

who is an instructional specialist for the mildly handicapped. The per­

son thus trained is a generalist and the competencies needed must be 

stated in functional terms. The major role of this specialist is to 

convey the skills that he/she has to regular classroom teachers in order 

to facilitate the successful programming for the mildly handicapped in 

the regular classroom. Necessary skills for this instructional special­

ist include: (a) diagnosing problems in academic skill areas, (b) spe­

cifying individual and small group remedial programs, (c) using behavior 

management procedures including group and individual reinforcement pat­

terms, and (d) working successfully with regular class teachers. 

Haring (1971) described still another role, a resource teacher, who 
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works directly with handicapped children and is able to train the re­

gular class teacher to systematically provide special procedures and 

instructional materials for the handicapped in their classes. Such 

resource teachers should be trained to pinpoint observable target be­

haviors, to count and accurately record (chart) behaviors as to frequen­

cy and trends or patterns, and to change behavior by manipulating en­

vironmental events preceding and subsequent to the behaviors. Haring 

considers it crucial that teachers know how to arrange environmental 

conditions in such a way as to bring about and maintain or strengthen 

desired behaviors. The teacher must be knowledgeable in instructional 

techniques to evoke desired behaviors and in reinforcement techniques 

to maintain the behaviors. 

Fox (Note 12) described a final role, the consulting teacher who 

assists the regular teacher in arranging the environment of the class­

room to provide handicapped pupils an opportunity to meet educational 

objectives in a regular class. In order to do this, the consulting 

teacher must be competent (a) to modify handicapped learners' behavior 

by applying reinforcement scheduling, and errorless discrimination 

and to help parents and teachers to carry out these behavior modifica­

tion techniques; (b) to develop individualized sequential curriculum 

(particularily math and language arts), which must include pupils enter­

ing skill levels, specified objectives, selection of appropriate mat­

erials, and evaluation of pupil progress; and (c) to evaluate, adapt, 

and apply research to the handicapped learner. 

In conclusion, all the competencies described in this section have 

been proposed for special teachers in specific roles and all imply spe-
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cialized training. The literature also suggests that the diagnostic, 

remedial, and evaluative skills possessed by the specialist can and 

should be taught to the regular class teacher, The only skill specific 

to the specialist appears to be the ability to work effectively with 

regular classroom teachers in order that they eventually acquire spe­

cialized skills and are thus able to effectively program for the mild­

ly handicapped. It seems reasonable to presume that the authors forsee 

that some diagnostic and remedial procedures should continue to be pro­

vided by specialists because regular class teachers serve relatively 

large numbers of children. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The most frequently mentioned teacher skill in all the studies and 

opinion papers reviewed can be broadly stated as the ability to indivi­

dualize the educational process regardless of the child's handicapping 

condition. In order to accomplish this most important skill, five sub­

skills are described in various ways by various studies and authors. 

The first of these sub-skills can be described as diagnostic abi­

lity. Studies indicated and opinions suggested a need to be able to 

administer and/or interpret formal and informal diagnostic tests, to 

use observational techniques, and to compare normal and abnormal cogni­

tive and emotional growth and development. 

The second sub-skill can be described as the ability to prescribe 

individualized programs derived from a knowledge of how various children 

learn (based on theory, test results, and observed behavior data); and 

specific instructional techniques selected and analyzed from among a 

variety of materials and methods. The prescriptions or instructional 
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objectives most frequently perceived as important were related to: (a) 

"core" curriculum, (b) social adjustment, (c) the development of study, 

work and/or vocational habits and skills, and (d) personal hygiene and 

mental health. 

The third sub-skill, less frequently mentioned yet considered im­

portant, was the ability to evaluate pupil progress and to communicate 

this progress in some way to pupils, parents, and other professionals. 

There was some emphasis on teachers being able to assess the affective­

ness of their own strategies as well as the progress of their pupils. 

The fourth sub-skill, again less frequently mentioned yet consid­

ered important, was the ability to motivate pupils and to manage and 

control the learning environment in order to maximize the probability 

of pupils reaching desired goals. 

The fifth sub-skill, the ability to work as a member of a profess­

ional team, was considered very important for teachers of ED, LD, and 

for teachers assuming roles in less traditional settings. 

The most frequently mentioned teacher knowledges were understand­

ing learner characteristics of children who deviate emotionally, intel­

lectually, and socially from the norm; understanding social and cultur­

al conditions which have an important impact on learning; and under­

standing the roles of other professionals in the handicapped child's 

educational program. 

Many other attributes, which were often called competencies, were 

studied or discussed in the literature, but they more properly should 

be called desirable characteristics. These characteristics included 

such qualities as vitality, objectivity, clarity, flexibility, cooper-



ativeness, and knowledge of self. Because these qualities cannot be 

measured without agreement on definition, they should not be labeled 

as competencies. 
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Chapter III 

PROCEDURES 

Introduction 

The purpose of this investigation was to subject the competencies 

included in the University of Northern Iowa (UNI) Special Education 

teacher training program to ranking by a consortium in order to deter­

mine the relative importance of each competency. The consortium consis­

ted of State of Iowa special education teacher trainers; special educa­

tion teachers in multi-disability settings; and Area Education Agency 

(AEA) directors and consultants for multi-disability programs. A secon­

dary purpose was to determine competence applicability across teacher 

subject roles and functioning level of pupils taught. A third purpose 

was to consider teacher perceptions of competencies possessed and how 

they were acquired. 

Population 

The first group in the consortium, the teacher trainer subjects, 

included 33 faculty members from the eight institutions of higher learn­

ing in the State of Iowa that currently train special education teachers. 

Only those faculty members whose major function is the training of spe­

cial education teachers were included. 

The second group in the consortium, the State of Iowa public school 

teacher subjects included 189 teachers in multi-disability settings, 

these teachers provide direct instructional services to pupils who could 
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be variously categorized as EMR, ED, and LD. The respondents instruct 

in resource or itinerant programs, in special class with integration pro­

grams, or in self-contained special programs. The teachers have pupils 

functioning at the preacademic, primary, intermediate or secondary lev­

els. 

The AEA personnel, the third group in the consortium, included the 

15 AEA special education directors and the four AEA consultants for 

multi-disability programs. These AEA directors and consultants are 

responsible for the quality of programming within their respective jur­

isdiction. Sampling procedures were not employed since the entire pop­

ulation of subjects were included in the study. 

Procedures 

First, in order to have a concensus on the relative importance of 

the competencies in the UNI special education teachertraining program, 

it was necessary to subject the competencies to the population described 

for their ranking. Secondly, to determine the generic qualities of the 

UNI competencies, it was necessary to compare the rankings of the teach­

ers in various educational settings and to compare the rankings of teach­

ers with differing functional levels of children. Third, to determine 

the current number of competencies that teachers possess and where they 

were acquired, it was necessary to analyze teacher responses concerning 

their perceptions of their current level of competence and whether they 

perceived that competence was acquired in pre-service, in-service, or 

teaching experience. 

Instrumentation and Data Collection 
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An instrument was devised for ranking the UNI competencies. Since 

all competencies could be perceived as important, the ranking instru­

ment forced respondents to categorize competencies as very important, 

of less importance, least important, not important, or don't choose to 

rank. To insure that the perceptions reflected the relative importance 

of the various competencies, the respondents were asked to place no more 

than 11 competencies in any one category. The respondents were also 

asked to add any competencies they perceived as important which did not 

appear on the UNI competency list. (See Appendix B.) 

The UNI competency list included a composite of the 17 criteria 

and sub-criteria in Phase I (tutorial practicum) and the 12 criteria 

and sub-criteria in Phase II (classroom practicum). This Phase I and II 

composite includes diagnostic, evaluative, curricular, and behavior man­

agement skills; a total of 21 teaching skills. The final 12 competen­

cies on the list are Phase III interdisciplinary skills. 

The 33 competencies have face validity in that they are stated in 

such a way as to include all those skills the UNI special education 

trainee must demonstrate in interaction with handicapped pupil(s), other 

professionals, parents, and the community. The intent of what the trainee 

will be able to demonstrate is intact, and only the specific terminology 

generated in the University setting has been translated into more gener­

ally understood educational terminology. Underlying understandings and 

knowledges are provided in instructional components of the program and 

are necessary prerequisites to performing the competencies as stated. 

The instrument and the competency list was mailed along with a 

cover letter and sampling imformation form to the raters in the consor-
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tium in Spring 1976. Enclosed in each envelope was a stamped, self­

addressed return envelope. After a period of two weeks a second letter 

was mailed to non-respondents. No further attempt was made to solicit 

responses. 

Data Analysis 

The analysis of the data was based on the responses to the questions 

stated in the purpose of the study: 

1. In general, which UNI competencies are ranked as very important 

by all the raters? 

2. Which UNI competencies generally ranked as very important were 

ranked as very important by all three groups in the consortium? 

3. What competencies were ranked as very important by the raters 

that are not included in the UNI competency list? 

4. Are there differences in how competencies are ranked by teachers 

in different instructional programs? 

5. Are there differences in how competencies are ranked by teachers 

with pupils functioning at different levels? 

6. Teachers were asked to indicate which competencies they current­

ly possess, and whether those competencies have been acquired by pre­

service training, in-service training, or teaching experience. 

Analysis was accomplished by means of a cross tabulation. The ana­

lysis was done through the Computer Services Center at the University of 

Northern Iowa. 

Each of the 33 competencies had a possibility of being ranked very 

important (numerical value 4), of less importance (numerical value 3), 

least important (numerical value 2), not important (numerical value 1), 
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or no ranking (rank deleted and no numerical value assigned). A mean 

ranking from all raters was computed on each competency. In order to 

analyze the data the following procedures were employed: 

1. Based on the mean rankings of all raters, the 11 competencies 

in the top one-third were identified. 

2. A Chi-square goodness of fit test was used to determine which 

competencies with the highest mean ranking from all raters had agreement 

across all three groups in the consortium. 

3. To identify additional competencies included by the raters, a 

list of these competencies was compiled. 

4. To examine the generic nature of the UNI competencies, teacher 

rated data was subjected to Chi-square goodness of fit tests across 

instructional program types and functioning level of children taught. 

5. For each of the 33 competencies, percentages were reported on 

the number of teachers possessing the competency, and the number of 

teachers who acquired the competency by pre-service, in-service, and 

teaching experience. 



Chapter IV 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Introduction 

This investigation was undertaken in order to determine the agree­

ment of a consortium of Iowa special educators regarding the relative 

importance of competencies for teachers of the mildly handicapped. Mean 

rankings of all raters were determined and agreement across the consor­

tium groups was obtained by subjecting the rankings to a Chi-square 

goodness of fit test. The generic quality of the competencies was also 

investigated by subjecting the special education teacher rankings to 

Chi-square goodness of fit tests across types of instructional settings 

and functioning level of children taught. Additional perceptions were 

obtained from the teacher raters regarding acquisition of competencies 

(how many were acquired and whether they were acquired through pre-ser­

vice, in-service or teaching experience). 

The competencies used in the study were those incorporated in the 

University of Northern Iowa's multi-categorical performance-based spe­

cial education teacher training program. The consortium used for rank­

ing consisted of Iowa special education teacher trainers, Area Education 

Agency (AEA) directors and consultants of multi-disability programs, and 

teachers of the mildly handicapped in multi-disability settings. 

The total population included 250 educators. The total return was 

178 or 71%. Fourteen returns did not meet the criteria for inclusion 
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in the study thus the number of useable returns was 164 or 66%. The 

teacher trainer population included 33 individuals with a total of 22 

returning their questionnaires (67%). The AEA population included 19 

directors and consultants with a total of 18 returns (95%). Three AEA 

returns had to be deleted thus 15 were used (79%). The teacher popula­

tion included 198 practicing teachers with a total of 138 returns (70%). 

Eleven returns were deleted and 127 used (64%). 

Responses were received from six of the eight Iowa teacher training 

institutions having special education training programs. All of the AEA 

consultants responded and 18 of the 19 AEA directors returned their ques­

tionnaires. Response received from teachers was generally distributed 

statewide. AEA's 7 and 10 had the largest number of multi-disability 

instructional settings and accounted for 57% of the teacher responses. How­

ever, questionnaires were received from teachers in 13 of the 15 areas 

within the state. 

Presentation of Findings 

The presentation of findings is organized into three major sections. 

Section 1 includes the mean rankings of the top third of UNI competencies, 

the agreement across the consortium on the top third, and additional com­

petencies the raters included. Section 2 contains the results of the 

generic qualities of the competencies across instructional settings and 

functioning levels of children taught. Section 3 contains teacher per­

ceptions of how competence was acquired. 

Section 1 

To determine which teacher competencies were perceived by the en-



47 

tire population as most important for teachers of the mildly handicapped 

and the agreement on the relative importance of the competencies between 

consortium groups, the following questions were answered: 

Question l. In general, which UNI competencies were ranked as very 

important by all the raters? 

The mean rankings of all raters was obtained and the 11 competencies 

or the top third were identified and can be found in Table 1. 

Competency 

12 

10 

11 

9 

3 

27 

4 

19 

6 

23 

15 

Table 1 

MEAN RANKING OF TOP ONE THIRD OF 
UNI TEACHER COMPETENCIES 

Number Mean 

3.494 

3.457 

3.457 

3.420 

3.370 

3.315 

3.272 

3.219 

3.105 

3.086 

3.086 

Standard Deviation 

.886 

.688 

.863 

.794 

.977 

.895 

1.052 

.970 

1.067 

.880 

1.006 

The mean rankings as shown in Table 1 represent the raters percep­

tions obtained through a forced ranking procedure. The respondents 

could rank a maximum of 11 competencies as most important, a maximum 

of 11 as less important, a maximum of 11 as least important, a maximum 
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of 11 as not important, and a maximum of 11 could be placed in a column 

entitled, don't choose to rank. Competencies rated very important were 

assigned a numerical value of four, less important a numerical value of 

three, and least important a numerical value of one. Those competencies 

which were placed in the don't choose to rank column or were omitted com­

pletely had no numerical value assigned. 

The UNI competencies with the highest mean ranking (in order of 

ranked importance, highest first) represent the top third of the rank­

ing and are: 

Competency 12: Modify and/or design instructional materials when 

indicated, for specific individual pupil(s) needs. 

Competency 10: Provide appropriate instructional materials and 

equipment to meet short-term objectives. 

Competency 11: Employ a variety of remedial techniques, as indi­

cated, for core curriculum (e.g. reading, math, language, and writing). 

Competency 9: Sequence tasks to move from simple to complex and/or 

concrete to abstract as indicated. 

Competency 3: Establish pupils specific skill levels by adminis­

tering appropriate diagnostic tests (standardized and teacher made). 

Competency 27: Appropriately interact and communicate with parents 

regarding pupil assessment, programming and evaluation (verbal and writ­

ten). 

Competency 4: Identify strong and weak learning modes by observa­

tion and diagnostic testing (e.g. visual, auditory, kinesthetic). 

Competency 19: Modify expectations, when indicated, to provide 

success experiences for pupil(s). 
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Competency 6: Select and design on-going evaluation systems which 

provide feedback of pupil(s) progress toward an objective. 

Competency 23: Communicate pupils needs and progress effectively 

to other professionals (verbal and written). 

Competency 15: Implement an instructional management system which 

coordinates curriculum, motivation and evaluation to maximize pupil(s) 

progress. 

The UNI competencies which fell in the middle third (in continued 

order of ranked importance) are: 

Competency 16: Provide appropriate teacher approach(es) to pro­

mote optimum interaction with pupil(s) (e.g. firm kindness, active 

friendliness, matter of fact). 

Competency 20: Provide appropriate intervention procedure(s) when 

pupil(s) are manifesting undesired behaviors. 

Competency 13: Provide appropriate method(s) of presenting mat­

erials (e.g. demonstration, explanation, command). 

Competency 14: Verify effectiveness of objective(s), material(s), 

and method(s) by evaluation of pupil(s) movement toward desired objec-

tive. 

Competency 7: Prescribe and behaviorally state long-term social, 

academic, and work/study objective(s) (include what pupils will do, 

under what conditions and criteria for success). 

Competency 18: Select and provide appropriate motivational pro­

cedures to increase quantity and quality of desired pupil(s) behaviors. 

Competency 2: Determine critical (major)problem behaviors by ana­

lysis of observational data. 



Competency 17: Provide a variety of behavior management proced­

ures to get and maintain individual and group control. 
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Competency 5: Design and execute pre-tests which measure pupil(s) 

entry level for a specific objective or goal. 

Competency 25: Participate in interdisciplinary staffings, ana­

lyze the staffing content, and draw appropriate inferences and conclu­

sions. 

Competency 1: Execute appropriate observational techniques to 

describe frequency and duration of pupil(s) behaviors (desirable and 

undesirable) and group interactions (pupil/teacher, pupil/peer). 

The UNI competencies which fell in the bottom third (in continued 

order of ranked importance) are: 

Competency 8: Describe the sequential components of desired long­

term objective(s) by identifying the steps in each social, academic and 

work/study goal. 

Competency 28: Actively seek and be receptive to services provid­

ed by support personnel to enhance pupil(s) educational program. 

Competency 31: Demonstrate ethical professional behavior concern­

ing the teaching/learning situation with handicapped pupils when inter­

acting with other professionals, parents, pupils, and the public. 

Competency 26: Provide effective counseling and guidance to han­

dicapped pupils as indicated. 

Competency 21: Verify effectiveness of motivational and interven­

tion procedures as indicated by increase or decrease in desired pupil 

behaviors. 

Competency 29: Select referral sources appropriate to pupil(s) 



need, implement the referral process, and evaluate the results. 

Competency 24: Demonstrate the processes of analysis, organiza­

tion, integration, and evaluation when implementing a special educa­

tion program within a specific school building. 
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Competency 22: Demonstrate appropriate methods for management of 

para-professionals and volunteers to develop an effective teaching team. 

Competency 32: Demonstrate an applied knowledge of the rules and 

regulations and legalities of working with handicapped pupils. 

Competency 33: Assess, design, conduct, and evaluate a formal in­

service training program within the school setting. 

Competency 30: Design, conduct and evaluate a presentation of an 

educational program to a local public or service organization. 

Question 2. Which UNI competencies ranked as very important were 

ranked as very important by all three groups in the consortia? 

A Chi-square goodness of fit test was used to determine which com­

petencies with the highest mean ranking from all raters had agreement 

across all three consortium groups. The results of this non-parametric 

procedure can be found in Table 2. 

The Chi-square results reported in Table 2 were obtained by calcu­

lating the expected ranking agreement between the three groups as com­

pared to the actual ranking agreement between the three groups. Choices 

for ranking were very important, less important, least important, not 

important and no rank on each competency. The maximum degree of free­

dom (eight) represents number of groups (three) - one times the number 

of choices (five) - one. Where there are six degrees of freedom none of 

the raters from any of the three groups ranked those particular compet­

encies as Not Important, thus those calculations were based on four choices. 
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Table 2 

CHI-SQUARE GOODNESS OF FIT COMPARING THE 
TOP THIRD OF UNI COMPETENCIES ACROSS CONSORTIA 

Competency Number Degrees of Freedom Chi-Square Significance* 

12 6 3.32993 .7664 

10 6 14.79818 .0219 

11 6 4.85843 .5621 

9 8 5.05269 .7519 

3 8 4. 69671 .7894 

27 6 6.65639 .3535 

4 6 15.64866 .0158 

19 8 17.33669 .0268 

6 6 3.47454 .7474 

23 8 26.60654 .0008 

15 8 12.06392 .1484 

*rejection level .05 

Based on a rejection level of .05 evidence from Table 2 indicates 

agreement across consortia on competencies 12, 11, 9, 3, 27, 6 and 15. 

There was disagreement across consortia on competencies 10, 4, 19 and 23. 

Tables 3, 4, 5 and 6 will illustrate disagreement on competencies 

10, 4, 19 and 23 respectively. The tables will represent, by percent, 

the distribution of rankings from each of the three groups which fell in 

each of the categories. 

Table 3 indicates that the majority of teachers and AEA personnel 



Table 3 

DISTRIBUTION OF RANKINGS FOR COMPETENCY 10 
PROVIDE APPROPRIATE INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS TO MEET 

SHORT TERM OBJECTIVE(S) 

Teachers Teacher Trainers 

No Rank 0% 0% 

Least Important 6.4% 9.1% 

Less Important 35.2% 54.5% 

Most Important 58.4% 36.4% 

AEA 

6.7% 

13.3% 

26.7% 

53.3% 

ranked the competency as Host Important. The majority of the teacher 

trainers ranked the competency as Less Important. 

Table 4 

DISTRIBUTION OF RANKINGS FOR COMPETENCY 4 
IDENTIFY STRONG AND WEAK LEARNING MODES BY OBSERVATION 

AND DIAGNOSTIC TESTING (e.g. VISUAL, AUDITORY, KINESTHETIC) 

Teachers Teacher Trainers AEA 

No Rank 5.6% 4.5% 0% 

Least Important 9.6% 36.4% 33.3% 

Less Important 22.4% 18.2% 26.7% 

Most Important 62.4% 40.9% 40.0% 
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Table 4 indicates that the majority of the teachers ranked the com­

petency as Most Important. Less than 50% of teacher trainer and AEA 

personnel ranked the competency as Most Important. In addition, almost 

as many teacher trainers and AEA personnel ranked the competency Least 



Important as ranked it Most Important while only 9% of the teachers 

ranked it as Least Important. 
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Table 5 indicates that the majority of teachers ranked the compet­

ency as Most Important. In addition 10% more AEA personnel ranked it 

Most Important as did teacher trainers. Teacher trainers ratings were 

quite divided with the greatest percentages falling in the Less Impor­

tant category. Almost as many AEA personnel ranked the competency Least 

Important as ranked it Most Important with few rankings in the Less 

Important category. 

Table 5 

DISTRIBUTION OF RANKINGS FOR COMPETENCY 19 
MODIFY EXPECTATIONS, WHEN INDICATED, TO PROVIDE 

SUCCESS EXPERIENCES FOR PUPIL(S) 

Teachers Teacher Trainers 

No Rank 1.6% 9.1% 

Not Important .8% 0% 

Least Important 10.4% 22.7% 

Less Important 35.2% 36.4% 

Most Important 52.0% 31.8% 

AEA 

13.3% 

0% 

33.3% 

13.3% 

40.0% 

Table 6 indicates that half of the teacher trainers ranked the corn-

petency as Least Important and only 4.5% ranked it as Most Important. 

More teachers ranked the competency Less Important than ranked it Most 

Important. More AEA personnel ranked the competency Most Important than 

ranked it Less or Least Important. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF RANKINGS FOR COMPETENCY 23 
COMMUNICATE PUPILS NEEDS AND PROGRESS EFFECTIVELY 

TO OTHER PROFESSIONALS (VERBAL AND WRITTEN) 

Teachers Teacher Trainers 

No Rank 1.6% 4.5% 

Not Important .8% 0% 

Least Important 11.2% 50.0% 

Less Important 46.4% 40.9% 

Most Important 40.0% 4.5% 
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AEA 

6.7% 

0% 

26.7% 

26.7% 

40.0% 

Question 3. What competencies were ranked as very important by the 

raters that are not included in the UNI competency list? 

No additional competencies were included in the overall mean rank-

ings. Seventeen respondents listed additional competencies and only 

three respondents chose to include their own competencies in the Very 

Important column. The competencies included in the Very Important col­

umn are as follows: 

1. Develop individual personal relationships with children. 

2. Establish an organized system of record keeping with precise, 

accurate detail and punctuality in reporting. 

3. Participate as an effective member of the building staff and 

district staff to the end that the total educational services to the 

community are best served. 

4. Provide a classroom environment that enhances the total mental 

health of the pupils served. 
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5. Keep self at high level of competency in knowledge of the cur-

riculum content appropriate for children served. 

The most frequently mentioned additional competencies which the res­

pondents chose not to rank were: (a) establish rapport and/or a 'helping' 

attitude toward children, (b) knowledge of new methods and materials, and 

(c) work effectively with regular class teachers, other professionals, 

and parents. 

Section 2 

To determine the generic nature of all the UNI competencies, the 

following questions were answered: 

Question Z. Are there differences in how competencies are ranked 

by teachers in different instructional settings? 

A Chi-square goodness of fit test was used to determine the agree­

ment among teacher raters across instructional settings. The results 

of this non-parametric procedure can be found in Table 7. 

The Chi-square results reported in Table 7 were obtained by cal­

culating the expected agreement between teacher raters in three types 

of instructional settings as compared to the actual agreement between 

the teacher raters in the three groups. The instructional settings 

were: (a) resource N(108), (b) special class with integration N(4), 

and (c) self-contained special class N(l2). The variance in degrees 

of freedom is again the result of no raters ranking certain competen­

cies Not Important with the exception of competency 10 where both Not 

Important and No Ranking were omitted. 

Based on a rejection level of .05, Table 7 indicates agreement by 

teacher raters across instructional settings on all but three competen-
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Table 7 

CHI-SQUARE GOODNESS OF FIT COMPARING TEACHER 
RATERS ACROSS INSTRUCTIONAL SETTING 

Competency Mean Rank Degree of 
Chi-Square Significance* Number Freedom 

12 3.494 6 7.25463 .2979 

10 3.457 4 .91330 .9226 

11 3.438 6 10.46090 .1065 

9 3.420 8 8. 07702 .4260 

3 3.370 6 14.69748 .0227 

27 3.315 6 9.15382 .1651 

4 3.272 6 6. 75716 .3439 

19 3.216 8 5.44867 .7087 

6 3.105 6 4.80099 .5696 

23 3.086 8 16.06313 .0415 

15 3.086 8 9.08783 .3349 

16 3.068 8 1.80881 .9863 

20 3.043 8 6.66487 .5732 

13 3.000 8 4.57223 .8022 

14 3.000 6 8.42744 .2084 

7 2.994 6 5.31836 .5037 

18 2.981 8 6.16448 .6288 

2 2.907 8 9.46905 .3043 

17 2.877 8 6.02689 .6442 

5 2.821 8 3.40475 .0965 

25 2.753 8 6.26247 .6197 

1 2.704 8 4.17791 .8407 

8 2.660 8 11.91051 .1552 

28 2.623 8 11. 77340 .1616 

31 2.568 8 5.03344 .7540 

26 2.531 8 4.70627 .7885 

21 2.377 8 11.08136 .1971 

29 2.179 8 3.61840 .8898 

24 2.160 8 5.99196 .6481 

22 2.117 8 17.95778 .0215 

32 2.074 8 10.27993 .2459 

33 1.981 8 10.27849 .2460 

30 1. 759 8 6.91207 .5570 

*rejection level .05 
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cies. There was disagreement on competencies 3, 23 and 22 (listed in 

order of ranked order of importance). Competency 23, ranked tenth, was 

near the rejection level. 

Tables 8, 9 and 10 will illustrate disagreement on competencies 3, 

23 and 22 respectively. The tables will represent, by percentages, the 

distribution of rankings from teachers in each of the three instructional 

settings which fell in each of the categories. 

Table 8 indicates that the majority of teachers in resource and 

special class with integration settings rated Competency 3 Most Impor­

tant. Teachers in self-contained special classes ranked the competency 

as Less Important than did teachers in the other two groups. As many 

self-contained teachers ranked it Least Important as ranked it Most 

Important. 

Table 8 

DISTRIBUTION OF RANKINGS FOR COMPETENCY 3 
ESTABLISH PUPIL(S) SPECIFIC SKILL LEVELS BY ADMINISTERING 

APPROPRIATE DIAGNOSTIC TESTS (STANDARDIZED AND TEACHER MADE) 

Resource Special/ Self-
Integration Contained 

No Rank 3.7% 0% 16.7% 

Least Important 7.4% 25% 33.3% 

Less Important 22.2% 0% 16.7% 

Most Important 66.7% 75% 33.3% 

Table 9 indicates that more of the raters in all three groups rank­

ed Competency 23 Less Important and no teachers in special class with 

integration ranked it as Most Important. Special class and self-
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contained class teachers ranked it more frequently Least Important than 

did resource teachers. 

Table 9 

DISTRIBUTION OF RANKINGS FOR COMPETENCY 23 
COMMUNICATE PUPILS NEEDS AND PROGRESS EFFECTIVELY 

TO OTHER PROFESSIONALS (VERBAL AND WRITTEN) 

Resource Special/ 
Integration 

No Rank 1.9% 0% 

Not Important 0% 0% 

Least Important 9.3% 25% 

Less Important 45.4% 75% 

Most Important 43.5% 0% 

Self-
Contained 

0% 

8.3% 

25.0% 

41.7% 

25.0% 

Table 10 indicates that the majority of resource teachers ranked 

Competency 22 as Least Important while the majority of the other groups 

ranked it higher (Less Important). 

Table 10 
DISTRIBUTION OF RANKINGS FOR COMPETENCY 22 

DEMONSTRATE APPROPRIATE METHODS FOR MANAGEMENT 
OF PARAPROFESSIONALS AND VOLUNTEERS TO 

DEVELOP AN EFFECTIVE TEACHING TEAM 

Resource Special/ 
Integration 

No Rank 9.3% 25% 

Not Important 6.5% 0% 

Least Important 63.9% 25% 

Less Important H.8% 50% 

Most Important 5.6% 0% 

Self-
Contained 

8.3% 

0% 

25.0% 

41.7% 

25.0% 
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Question 2. Are there differences in how competencies are ranked 

by teachers with pupils functioning at different levels? 

A Chi-square goodness of fit test was used to determine the agree­

ment among teacher raters across functioning levels of children taught. 

The results can be found in Table 11. 

The Chi-square results reported in Table 11 were obtained by calcu­

lating the expected agreement between raters with children functioning 

at four levels or a combination of levels as compared to the actual 

agreement of teacher raters in the five groups. The functioning levels 

were: (a) preacademic N(l6), (b) primary N(43), (c) intermediate N(l8), 

(d) secondary N(21), and (e) combined N(27). The variance in degrees 

of freedom is the result of no raters ranking certain competencies Not 

Important. On Competency 10 no raters chose either Not Important or No 

Rank. 

With a rejection level of .05, Table 11 indicates agreement by 

teacher raters across functioning level of children taught, on all but 

three competencies. There is disagreement regarding competencies 11, 

17 and 22. In addition competencies 33 and 18 are near the rejection 

level. 

Tables 12, 13 and 14 will illustrate disagreement on competencies 

11, 17 and 22 respectively. The tables will represent, by percentages, 

the distribution of teachers with children in each of the five function­

ing levels which fell in each of the categories. 
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Table 11 

CHI-SQUARE GOODNESS OF FIT COMPARING TEACHER 
RATERS ACROSS FUNCTIONING LEVELS 

Competency Mean Rank Degree of Chi-square Significance* Number Freedom 

12 3.494 12 12.03353 .4430 

10 3.457 8 7.35416 .4989 

11 3.438 12 21.80672 .0397 
"C 9 3.420 16 16.18709 .4400 
~ 

•r-i 
,.c: 3 3.370 16 17. 78963 .3364 ,1..1 
I 

(I) 27 3.315 12 13.20329 .3544 
~ 
0 

p. 4 3.272 12 12.39219 .4147 
0 
,1..1 19 3.216 16 11.86177 .7534 

6 3.105 12 16.31091 .1774 

23 3.086 16 24.03716 .0887 

15 3.086 16 19.75101 .2316 
----------------------------------------------------------------------16 3.068 16 12.59321 .7022 

20 3.043 16 14.73947 .5438 

13 3.000 16 17.70329 .3416 
"C 14 3.000 12 8.31865 .7598 ~ 
•r-i 
,.c: 7 2.994 12 15.48042 .2162 ,1..1 
I 
(I) 18 2.981 16 26.96945 .0418 
~ 
0 

(I) 2 2.907 16 19.71489 .2333 
.-1 
"C 17 2.877 16 34.38676 .0048 "C 
•r-i 
s 5 2.821 16 23.01865 .1132 

25 2.753 16 19.83482 .2278 

1 2.704 16 12.52363 . 7072 
----------------------------------------------------------------------

8 2.660 16 12.98061 .6742 

28 2.623 16 21.33641 .1659 

31 2.568 16 11.54167 . 7749 
"C 
~ 26 2.531 16 17.51363 .3531 •r-i 

,.c: 
,1..1 21 2.377 16 12.30521 . 7227 I 
(I) 
~ 29 2.179 16 19.59048 .2392 0 

a 24 2.160 16 6.64185 .9796 0 
,1..1 
,1..1 22 2.117 16 41.41736 .0005 0 
..c 

32 2.074 16 12.98709 .6737 

33 1.981 16 18.18964 .3129 

30 1. 759 16 10.66132 .8299 
*rejection level .05 



No Rank 

Least 
Important 

Less 
Important 

Most 
Important 

Table 12 

DISTRIBUTION OF RANKINGS FOR COMPETENCY 11 
EMPLOY A VARIETY OF REMEDIAL TECHNIQUES, 

AS INDICATED, FOR CORE CURRICULUM 
(e.g. READING, MATH, LANGUAGE, AND WRITING) 

Combined Pre-Ac Primary Intermediate 

3.7% 6.3% 0% 5.6% 

3.7% 25.0% 7.0% 11.1% 

22.2% 50.0% 23.3% 11.1% 

70.4% 18.8% 69.8% 72. 2% 

62 

Secondary 

0% 

4.8% 

10.0% 

76.2% 

Table 12 indicates teachers of children functioning at the pre­

academic level generally ranked Competency 11 Less Important while the 

majority of the other four teacher groups considered it Most Important. 

Table 13 

DISTRIBUTION OF RANKINGS FOR COMPETENCY 17 
PROVIDE A VARIETY OF BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES 

TO GET AND MAINTAIN INDIVIDUAL AND GROUP CONTROL 

Combined Pre-Ac Primary Intermediate 

No Rank 3.7% 6.3% 7.0% 16.7% 

Not 
Important 3.7% 0% 0% 0% 

Least 
Important 33.7% 6.3% 11.6% 11.1% 

Less 
Important 22.2% 75.0% 51.2% 22.2% 

Most 
Important 37.0% 12.5% 30.2% 50.0% 

Secondary 

9.5% 

4.8% 

42.9% 

33.3% 

9.5% 
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Table 13 indicates general disagreement regarding Competency 16. 

More teachers of intermediate level children ranked it Most Important 

than did teachers of the other functioning levels. Teachers of the pre­

academic generally considered the competency Less Important as did half 

of the primary teachers. It was considered Least Important by more sec­

ondary teachers than any other group and the teachers with combinations 

of functioning levels were rather equally divided in their rankings. 

Table 14 indicates that the majority of the teachers from all func­

tioning levels, except pre-academic, ranked Competency 22 Least Impor­

tant. Those teachers with children functioning at the pre-academic 

level considered it generally more important with half their rankings in 

the Less Important category and a fourth in the Most Important category. 

No Rank 

Not 
Important 

Least 
Important 

Less 
Important 

Most 
Important 

Table 14 

DISTRIBUTION OF RANKINGS FOR COMPETENCY 22 
DEMONSTRATE APPROPRIATE METHODS FOR MANAGEMENT 

OF PARAPROFESSIONALS AND VOLUNTEERS TO 
DEVELOP AN EFFECTIVE TEACHING TEAM 

Combined Pre-Ac Primary Intermediate 

11.1% 6.3% 2.3% 27.8% 

7.4% 0% 4.7% 11.1% 

74.1% 18.8% 67.4% 50.0% 

3. 7% 50.0% 23.3% 11.1% 

3.7% 25.0% 2.3% 0% 

Secondary 

9.5% 

4.3% 

57.1% 

14.3% 

14.3% 



Section 3 

The teachers were asked to indicate which of the UNI competen­

cies they have acquired and which they have not acquired. They were 
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also asked to indicate whether competencies were acquired by pre-service, 

in-service, or teaching experience. Table 15 indicates, in percentages, 

the teachers perceptions regarding acquisition of competencies and how 

competence was most frequently acquired. 

There was a high correspondence between a competency being highly 

ranked and being perceived as acquired. Only two competencies (conduct 

an in-service and present an educational program to a local organiza­

tion) were perceived as not acquired by more than 50% of the teachers 

and they ranked 32 and 33. The majority of the competencies were per­

ceived as being most frequently acquired through teaching experience. 

Eight competencies were perceived as being acquired more frequently in 

in-service and are (a) use observational techniques, (b) analyze obser­

ved behavior, (c) administer standardized and teacher made tests, (d) 

identify strong and weak learning modes, (e) prescribe long term goals, 

(f) analyze tasks, (g) sequence tasks, and (h) use behavior management 

to get control. 
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Table 15 

ACQUISITION OF UNI COMPETENCIES 

Competency Competency Not Pre- In- Teaching Combination 
Number Rank Ac~uired Service Service Experience 

1 22 9.6% 60.8% 5.6% 16.0% 8.0% 

2 18 11.2% 53.6% 3.2% 22.4% 9.6% 

3 5 7.2% 49.6% 8.8% 23.2% 11.2% 

4 7 12.0% 40.0% 5.6% 36.0% 6.4% 

5 20 14.4% 35.2% 8.0% 36.0% 6.4% 

6 9 17.6% 23.2% 8.8% 44.0% 6.4% 

7 16 11.2% 59.2% 7.2% 13.6% 8.8% 

8 23 20.0% 50.4% 8.0% 12.8% 8.8% 

9 4 5.6% 42.4% 6.4% 34.4% 11.2% 

10 2 4.8% 23.2% 8.0% 54.4% 9.6% 

11 3 7.2% 28.0% 5.6% 42.4% 16.8% 

12 1 5.6% 13.6% 7.2% 68.0% 5.6% 

13 14 6.4% 28.0% 4.0% 54.4% 7.2% 

14 15 9.6% 30.4% 5.6% 48.0% 6.4% 

15 11 10.4% 36.8% 6.4% 40.0% 6.4% 

16 12 4.8% 24.0% 2.4% 61.6% 7.2% 

17 19 7.2% 40.0% 4.8% 36.8% 11.2% 

18 17 7.2% 20.8% 4.0% 54.4% 13.6% 

19 8 5.6% 17.6% 4.8% 65.6% 6.4% 

20 13 9.6% 23.2% 7.2% 47.2% 12.8% 

21 27 14.4% 33.6% 6.4% 38.4% 7.2% 

22 30 41.6% 8.0% 5.6% 42.4% 2.4% 

23 10 8.0% 11.2% 9.6% 64.8% 6.4% 

24 29 38.4% 14.4% 7.2% 33.6% 6.4% 

25 21 8.8% 12.8% 8.8% 61.6% 8.0% 

26 26 29.6% 6.4% 7.2% 53.6% 3.2% 

27 6 5.6% 10.4% 5.6% 70.4% 8.0% 

28 24 10.4% 8.8% 18.4% 58.4% 4.0% 

29 28 13.6% 9.6% 17.6% 54.4% 4.8% 

30 33 57.6% 7.2% 7.2% 24.0% 4.0% 

31 25 7.2% 17.6% 2.4% 63.2% 9.6% 

32 31 21.6% 17.6% 17.6% 33.6% 9.6% 

33 32 60.8% 9.6% 6.4% 18.4% 4.8% 

*Combinations include: pre-service+ in-service, in-service+ teaching, pre-
service+ teaching, and all categories. An examination of the possible com-
binations reveals that the majority of the combinations reported were pre-
service+ teaching. 
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Summary 

Table 16 indicates summary data on the 33 UNI competencies. The 

data includes competencies, by number, in rank order, from highest to 

lowest. The table indicates (by simple yes or no) which competencies 

had agreement across the consortium of Iowa special education teacher 

trainers, AEA personnel, and teachers in multi-disability settings. The 

table indicates (by simple yes or no) the generic applicability across 

teacher raters by instructional setting and functioning level of child 

taught. Finally, the table illustrates which competencies were more 

frequently acquired by pre-service and which by teaching experience. 
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Table 16 

SUMMARY OF DATA ON 33 UNI SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER COMPETENCIES 

Consortia* Instructional Functioning 
Pre- Teaching Competency Setting* Level* 

Yes No Yes No Yes No Service Experience 

12 X X X X 

10 X X X X 

11 X X 
X X 

9 X X X X 

3 X X X X 

27 X X X X 

4 X X X X 

19 X X X X 

6 X X X X 

23 X X X X 

15 X X X X 

16 X X X X 

20 X X X X 

13 X X X X 

14 X X X X 

7 X X X X 

18 X X X X 

2 X X X X 

17 X X X X 

5 X X X X 

25 X X X X 

1 X X X X 

8 X X X X 

28 X X X X 

31 X X X X 

26 X X X X 

21 X X X X 

29 X X X X 

24 X X X X 

22 X X X X 

32 X X X X 

33 X X X X 

30 X X X X 

*Agreement across consortia, instructional setting and functioning level 
was determined by Chi-square goodness of fit test. 



Chapter V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Introduction 

Concern over categorization (labeling) and questionable placement 

practices has led to a variety of instructional models (Reynolds, 1962; 

Deno, 1970) for mildly handicapped children. This movement away from 

traditional categories (educable mentally retarded, emotionally dis­

abled, and learning disabled) and away from traditional placement (the 

self-contained special class) requires that teachers of the mildly han­

dicapped be able to construct programs for a variety of handicapped 

children in a variety of instructional settings. 

In response to the need for teachers who can develop and continue 

the necessary programs, special education teacher trainers are adopt­

ing less traditional approaches. The University of Northern Iowa has 

combined two less traditional approaches to establish a multi-categori­

cal, performance-based special education training program. Essential 

to this program is a statement of well defined competencies which delin­

eate those skills necessary for a teacher to construct programs for a 

variety of handicapped children. 

Identification, assessment and delimitation of teacher competen­

cies has posed special problems for a number of years (Houston, 1973; 

Dodl, 1975; Eham and Okey, 1974). Attempts to validate teacher compet­

encies have been inconclusive and as a result no empirical basis is 

68 
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available regarding which competencies are essential (Heath and Neilson, 

1974). Because of these difficulties, a consortium approach to the id­

entification, assessment, and delimitation of competencies, suggested by 

Dodl (1973), Lindsey (1973) and Rosner and Kay (1974) should increase 

the probability that the most appropriate competencies are delimited. 

It appears desirable that the consortium consist of teacher trainers and 

public school personnel. This kind of consortium combines the theoreti­

cal and research oriented teacher trainers' perceptions with the reality 

based public school personnel perceptions. 

Purpose 

The major purpose of this study was to subject UNI's competencies 

to a consortium of Iowa special educators in order to rank the relative 

importance of each competency for teachers of the mildly handicapped. In 

order to do this, the following questions were examined: 

1. In general, which UNI competencies are ranked as very important 

by all raters? 

2. Which UNI competencies generally ranked as very important were 

ranked as very important by all three groups in the consortium? 

3. What competencies were ranked as very important by the raters 

that are not included in the UNI competency list? 

A secondary purpose of the study was to determine the generic na­

ture of the UNI competencies. In order to do this, the following 

questions were examined: 

1. Are there differences in how competencies are ranked by teach­

ers in different instructional settings? 

2. Are there differences in how competencies are ranked by teach-
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ers with pupils functioning at different levels? 

3. Teachers were asked to indicate which competencies they current­

ly possess, and whether those competencies have been acquired by pre­

service training, in-service training, or teaching experience. 

Subjects and Setting 

The subjects involved in the study included Iowa special education 

teacher trainers, Area Education Agency (AEA) directors and consultants 

for multi-disability programs, and special education teachers in multi­

disability settings. The entire population of each group involved in 

the consortium was contacted. There were 33 teacher trainers, 19 AEA 

personnel, and 198 teachers for a total of 250 subjects. The total num­

ber of subjects who responded was 178 or 71%. The total number of usable 

responses was 164 or 66%. The percentage of each group follows: (a) 

teacher trainers - 67% (including responses from teacher trainers in 

six of the eight special education teacher training institutions), (b) 

AEA - 79% (including 14 of the 15 areas), and (c) teachers - 64% (in­

cluding responses from teachers in 13 of the 15 AEA's). 

Instrumentation and Procedures 

An instrument was designed that employs a forced ranking proced­

ure. The instrument, a list containing 33 UNI competencies, and a 

cover letter explaining the purpose of the study, was mailed to each 

subject. 

There were five possible categories in which to rank the UNI com­

petencies. The categories were: (a) Most Important, (b) Less Important, 

(c) Least Important, (d) Not Important, and (e) Don't Choose to Rank. 
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The subjects could rank as few competencies as they wished in any one 

category, but could place no more than eleven competencies in any one 

category. Subjects were also provided an opportunity to list competen­

cies they perceived as important which were not included in the UNI 

competency list. 

In addition to the ranking procedure, which all three groups of the 

consortium were asked to complete, the members of the teaching group 

were requested to indicate which competencies they perceived themselves 

as having and whether competence was acquired through pre-service, in­

service, or teaching experience. 

Analysis and Results 

Mean rankings of all raters were obtained on each of the 33 UNI 

competencies. In addition, the 11 competencies in the top one-third 

were identified. 

The four competencies with the highest mean rank relate to instruc­

tional (curricular) skills. In order (the highest mean first) the com­

petencies were: (a) individualize materials, (b) match materials and 

equipment to short term goals, (c) use a variety of remedial techniques, 

and (d) sequence tasks. 

The 5th and 7th ranked competencies relate to diagnostic skills. 

These were: (a) administer standardized and teacher made tests, and 

(b) identify strong and weak learning modes. 

The remaining competencies in the top one-third of the ranking in­

volve a variety of other skills. The remaining competencies were: (a) 

communicate pupil needs to parents (ranked 6th), (b) provide success 

experiences for pupils (ranked 8th), (c) design evaluation systems (rank-
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ed 9th), (d) communicate pupils needs to other professionals (ranked 10th), 

and (e) provide an instructional management system which coordinates cur­

riculum, motivation and evaluation procedures (ranked 11th). 

A Chi-square goodness of fit test was used to determine which com­

petencies with the highest mean rank (the top one-third) had agreement 

across all three educator groups of the consortium. There was agree­

ment on the relative importance of (a) individualizing materials, (b) 

using a variety of remedial techniques, (c) sequencing tasks, (d) ad­

ministering diagnostic tests, (e) communicating with parents, (f) eval­

uating, and (g) implementing an instructional management system. The 

competencies ranked 2nd, 7th, 8th, and 10th were rejected at the .05 

level of significance. The competencies rejected were: (a) match mat­

erials and equipment to short term goals, (b) identify strong and weak 

learning modes, (c) provide success experiences for children, and (d) 

communicate pupils needs to other professionals; respectively. 

Five additional competencies that did not appear in the UNI list 

were added to the ranking by the respondents. The competencies added 

were related to teacher/pupil interaction, precise record keeping, school 

building and school district interaction skills, and continuing education. 

A Chi-square goodness of fit test was used to determine the generic 

nature of competencies as perceived by teachers in different instruc­

tional settings (resource or itinerant, special class with integration, 

and self-contained special class). There was agreement on the relative 

importance of the competencies by teacher raters across instructional 

setting on 30 competencies. The competencies ranked 5th, 10th, and 30th 

were rejected at the .05 level of significance. The competencies reject-
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ed were: (a) administer standard and teacher made tests, (b) communi­

cate pupils needs to other professionals, and (c) manage paraprofession­

als and volunteers, respectively. 

A Chi-square goodness of fit test was used to determine the generic 

nature of competencies as perceived by teachers of children at different 

functioning levels (pre-academic, primary, intermediate, secondary, and 

combined levels). There was agreement on the relative importance of 

competencies by teacher raters across functioning level of children 

taught on 29 competencies. The competencies ranked 3rd, 17th, 19th and 

30th were rejected at the .05 level of significance. The competencies 

rejected were: (a) employ a variety of remedial techniques for 'core' 

curriculum, (b) provide motivational procedures, (c) provide behavior 

management procedures, and (d) manage para-professionals and volunteers, 

respectively. 

Percentages regarding the acquisition of all 33 competencies and 

how competence was acquired indicate that 25 competencies were percei­

ved by the teachers as having been more frequently acquired in teaching 

experience. Those more frequently acquired in pre-service were: (a) 

use of observational techniques, (b) analyze observed data to determine 

critical problems, (c) administer standardized and teacher made tests, 

(d) identify strong and weak learning modes, (e) prescribe and behav­

iorally state long term goals, (f) analyze tasks, (g) sequence tasks, 

and (h) provide appropriate teacher approaches. 

Discussions and Conclusions 

The separate discussion on each question is based on data genera­

ted by analyzing the responses to the questionnaire. Conclusions combine 
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the various the various findings and focus on implications for teachers 

of the mildly handicapped. 

Question l. In general, which UNI competencies are ranked as impor­

tant by all the raters? 

The competencies ranked in the top one-third were representative 

because instructional, diagnostic, evaluative, management, and interdis­

ciplinary skills were included. However, the raters tended to consider 

instructional (curricular) skills as most important. This tendency is 

particularily evident in a comparison of the relative importance of in­

structional skills with motivational and disciplinary skills. The four 

competencies with the highest mean rank were specific instructional 

skills; no specific management skills ranked in the top one-third. There 

was also a tendency to choose skills concerned with immediate pupil needs. 

This tendency was exemplified by short term objectives being considered 

relatively more important than long term objectives. It is also exempli­

fied by the fact that interdisciplinary skills, with far reaching and 

long term implications, were generally ranked in the bottom third. 

Comparing the perceptions of the subjects in the present study with 

the findings in the review of literature, there is agreement in regard 

to the importance of teachers being able to individualize instruction, 

use a variety of remedial techniques, and employ some kind of diagnostic 

procedure. Communication of specific pupil needs to parents and other 

professionals were ranked in the top third in the present study and were 

also considered important in the literature review. 

The literature review stressed the need for teachers to be highly 

skilled interdisciplinary team members, particularly in the sections 
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related to the emotionally disabled, the learning disabled, and specific 

roles of teachers. However, such competencies as participating in inter­

disciplinary team staffings, actively seeking support services, and se­

lecting appropriate referral sources were ranked, by the respondents, in 

the middle or bottom third. It may be that the forced ranking led the 

raters to choose direct educational service skills as being more properly 

the teacher's main concern and interdisciplinary skills more necessary 

for consultants and other support personnel. This perception of the role 

of the teacher may also explain the lack of importance placed on counsel­

ing skills by the raters. 

The literature reviewed generally emphasized the need to be able 

to prescribe objectives in behavioral terms and to effectively employ 

observational techniques. In the present study, competencies related to 

these skills ranked 16th and 22nd, respectively. Apparently, the raters 

did not attach the same degree of importance to these skills as did the 

studies and other related literature. 

Question 2. Which UNI competencies ranked as Very Important by 

the raters were ranked as Very Important by all three groups in the 

consortium? 

The less important a competency was considered by all the raters, 

the more agreement was noted. Five competencies were rejected at the 

.05 level when a Chi-square goodness of fit was calculated and four of 

the five rejected were in the top third. These four competencies re­

lated to: (a) matching materials and equipment to short term goals, (b) 

identifying strong and weak learning modes, (c) providing success exper­

iences for pupils, and (d) communicating pupils needs to other profess-
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ionals. The other competency rejected ranked in the middle third and 

related to the analysis of observed behavior to determine critical pro­

blems. This was considered Most Important by over 70% of the teacher 

trainers and by 26% of the teachers. In each case, the most apparent 

disagreement was between teachers and teacher trainers. Teachers and 

AEA personnel appeared to be in agreement on all but two competencies. 

This general agreement among public school personnel as compared to pub­

lic school personnel and teacher trainers lends support to assessment by 

a consortium in order to combine perceptions. It should be noted that 

few raters chose to rank competencies as Not Important thus results appear 

to reflect a priority in perceptions rather than a rejection of the var­

ious competencies by certain groups. 

Question 3. Are there differences in how competencies are ranked 

by teachers in different instructional settings? 

The 33 competencies appear to be relatively generic across instruc­

tional setting. Communicating pupil needs to other professionals would, 

of necessity, be more important to resource teachers than to teachers in 

the other two groups. Because the pupils spend part of their school day 

with other teachers and may be in resource settings for only a small por­

tion of the hours spent in school. A resource teacher's effecitveness 

will, in all probability, be determined by her ability to coordinate 

efforts with the regular class teacher(s). There was a comparative lack 

of importance attributed to diagnostic testing skills by teachers in 

self-contained classes compared to the apparent importance attributed to 

the skill by the other two groups. It may be that teachers in self­

contained settings spend the majority of their time in instruction and 
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time in diagnosing and instructing. 
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Question 4. Are there differences in how competencies are ranked 

by teachers with pupils functioning at different levels? 

Teachers of pre-academic pupils did not appear to consider the use 

of remedial techniques for core curriculum as important as did teachers 

of children functioning at higher levels. This could be attributed to 

goals being less academic oriented at the pre-academic level. The dis­

crepancy in ranking of motivational procedures and behavior management 

techniques to gain group control is probably due to philosophical differ­

ences in the raters, since there was considerable ranking diversity with­

in groups as well as between groups. 

Question 5. Which competencies do teachers perceive themselves as 

having, and if acquired, was it by pre-service, in-service or teacher 

training? 

Teachers generally perceived themselves as having all but the two 

lowest ranked competencies (applied knowledge of special education rules 

and ability to conduct in-service programs). It is significant that few 

competencies were perceived as having been acquired more frequently 

through pre-service than through teaching experience. It would appear 

that teacher training programs should consider more direct interaction 

with pupils, parents, and other professionals during the training per­

iod, if competence is to be acquired at the pre-service level. 

In conclusion, it appears that Iowa special educators regard instruc­

tional skills as most important for teachers of the mildly handicapped. A 

representative sample of a variety of other teaching skills was also con-
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sidered important. Although there was general agreement regarding 

the generic applicability of the UNI competencies for the mildly handi­

capped, there was enough disagreement across the consortium to con­

sider a broad decision making base important in determining a priority 

list of competencies essential for teachers of the mildly handicapped. 

It appears that the majority of UNI competencies are considered impor­

tant and therefore essential to teachers of the mildly handicapped. 

Limitations of the Study 

1. The total percent of response, generally representative within 

each group of the consortium was 66%. A greater response, particularily 

from teachers and teacher trainers, may have resulted in some difference 

in the results of the overall mean rankings and the agreement across the 

consortium concerning the relative importance of the competencies. 

2. Employing a forced ranking procedure may have significantly 

decreased the number of responses since many raters indicated they found 

it difficult and time consuming to respond to the questionnaire. 

3. The study was limited to the state of Iowa; thus findings can­

not be generalized to other states. 

4. There was a paucity of published research available regarding 

competencies generic to all teachers of the mildly handicapped. 

5. There is no reliability data available. The format and length 

of the instrument indicated that it was not feasible to obtain reliabi­

lity data. 

Implications for Further Research 

In the following section, recommendations are included for addi-
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tional investigations of competencies for the mildly handicapped: 

1. A replication of this study should be made beyond the state of 

Iowa. This would provide more generalization of results. 

2. The effects of teachers philosophical orientation, amount of 

training, and amount of teaching experience should be studied in rela­

tionship to perceptions regarding the relative importance of teacher 

competencies for the mildly handicapped. 

3. Further determinations regarding the generic applicablity of 

UNI competencies should be made by comparing the rating of competen­

cies for the mildly handicapped by teachers of the EMR, the ED, and the 

LD. 

4. An investigation of the perceptions of recent UNI graduates 

regarding the relative importance of UNI's competencies would provide 

further insight into which competencies are most essential. The data 

could also be used to determine if there are significant differences in 

the mean rankings of respondents from the present study which included 

teachers trained in other institutions. 

5. Information needs to be gathered regarding the efficacy of 

identification of competencies by a consortium. Since this is a time 

consuming process it would be valuable to know whether special educa­

tors perceive the results worth the effort. 
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00 
00 

PHASE I CRITERIA Summer 1976 

1. Interview parent and recaxd clear -statement .of problems from parent's viewpoint. Weight = 3% 
Week 3 

Subcriteria 

a. Effective internw 
procadnre by trainee 

b. State relevant and useful 
problam(s) 

c. state behavi~ 

d. Ccnpl eta! tam 

e.. Bet.Gftl an t.11118 

Credit 

l+ 

2 

2 

1 

1 

Breala:10lll'l Evaluation Source 

1-logical.:cy sequenced Form 1B 
1-lead toward specificity 
1-completed before interview 
1-make ava1 J abJ e to 

supervisor 

1-relevant-, does it appear child's problem an Form 1A 
to be a problem and all of Form 1B 

1-usefnl for mcd.if'icatian 

1-observable and measurable 
l-ccmditiari8-41here- and when 

occur 

1-all blanks filled in 
including parent 
s119mture 

1-by prt:detenrdnecf date 

child's problem on Form lA 

Farm ll and lB 

date an top of Form 1A 

lnput 
Respansibility 

22:170 

22:174 

22:170 

22:192 

, 

22:~2 
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00 

2. Interview teacher and record a clear statement. of the problem from the teacher's point of view. 
Week 4 

Subcriteria 

a. Interviewing procedure 
by trainee 

b. state relevant and usef"ul. 
probl•(a) 

c. Stat.e behav1.orall7 

d. of' collected 
m-puceaL mid 

uachrr 1Dten1.w 

-·-.:. 

Credit 

4 

2 

2 

... ;;:. 

Breakdown 

1-logical sequencing 
1-lead to specificity 
1-completed before interview 
1-make available to 

supervisor 

1-relevant, does it appear 
to be a problem 

1-usef'ul ~or modification 

1-observable and measurable 
1-cCDditions-vhere and when 

occur 

1-cansistencies 
1-inccmsistencies 

Evaluation Source 

Form 3B 

summary of interview with 
teacher on Form 3A and 
Form 3B 

summary of interview with 
teacher on Form 3A 

Form 3B 

Weight = 3% 

Input 
Responsibilitz 

22:170 

22:174 

22:170 

22:170 



3. Based an data collected and fran observations, demonstrate ability to identify critical behavior by recording 
appropriate baae rates under specified caiditians. Weight • 5~ 
Week 4 

~ Subcriteria Credit 

a. Observe am record behaviors 2 
of pupil 

b. State critical behaviors from 3 
all data collected 

c~ state cri:tical bebador{s) 2 
behm.Drlll.17 

d. ldantU., criti.cal bebadar( •) l. 
-as daUcit -of interfering 

e. ltecard crJ.Ueal. babad.41"19 2 

Bt"'eakdClllll 

1-time perial stated 
1-list what see 

1-problems frequently 
noted in data collected 

1-critical behaviors to 
be observed 

1-holf critical behaviors 
determined frcm problems 

1-obaervalil.e and measurable 

1-cODdit:ior:s +:u-e and 
when occur 

1-eorrectl.y behavJ.ar -ILJ ty each 

14'!l'9CQ1'd 

1-appropriate observation 
tecbnique 

Evaluation Source 

Perm 3C 

Form 3C 

description oi' behavior an 
Form 3A 
Form .3C 

description of' behavior on 
Form 3A 
description of' bellavior on 
Form 3A 

type of behavior on Form 3A 

duration and frequency on 
Form 3A • 
duration and f'requency on 
Form 3A 

Input 
Responsibility 

22:170 

Combination 

22:170 

22:170 

22:~ 
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4. Observe and record b2.se rates of pupil's behavior :in the normal enviromnent. Weight = 3% 
Week 4 

Subcritetia, 

a. Count and record total of 
frequency of observed 
eritical behavior 

b. Compute base rate 

c. Exp1 a.nation of measurement 
• tel"bni qne and raasan chosen 

a. Critical determination 

Credit 

1 

2 

4 

3 

Breakdcr.-:n 

I-record c01Teetly 

1-correct :interval 
1-correct computation of 

base rate .frequency 

2-measurement technique 
2-why a particular technique 

was chosen 

1-appea.r critical er not 
(after counted observation) 

2-why 

Evalt~i::.ticn ~ci.irce 

record total f'requency on 
FOI'lII 3A 

base rate on Form 3A 

base rate an Form 3A 
Form 3D 

Form 3D 

Ferm 3D 

Input 
Re91'ons:.'tilit~ 

22:170 

22:170 . 

22:170 

22:174 

 



5. Observe am identify app1vpriate behaviors mmifested in the normal environment. Weight = 1% 
11eek 4 

~ Subcrlt!!9 

a. I.I.st a-ppn,priate elicit ors 

b. List behn1arB 

c. BBllllftm' related to 
seqwisUa.1 ob8anatiCll 

d. Appropriatmea r.i 
1"9latimeb:lp 

Credit 

3 

3 

1 

3 

Bl'ffldll9 

3-list 3 elicitors 
(1 paint each) 

3-list 3 behaviors 
(1 pa1nt·eaeh) 

1-does relate or not 

Evaluation Source 

identification o.f elicitor 
an Form 3A 

appropriate behavior 
respcnse an Form 3A 

Forms 3A and 3C 

)-that elicitor is applicable identification of elicitors 
to appropriate behavior and appropriate behavioral 
observed (1 point per set) response an Form 3A 

Input 
Responsibility 

22:174 and 
22:170 

22:170 

22:170 

22:170 



6. Identify appropriate high-probability reinfarcers which could be used in the tutorial setti."lg. Weight = l";b 
Week 4 • 

Input 
~ 8ubcri teria Credit Br-earo:i~·m E-;~luaticn Sou~ce Responsib::.lit;r 

a. List potential rajnforcers 1. 4-listing 4 reinforcers high probability reinfcrcers 22:170 
(obse..""Ved or inferred) (1 per reinforcer) en Form 3A 

b. Source of rem:!'orcer 1. 4-state whether observed Furm 3E 22:170 
informaticn or inferred and, if needed, 

reasons 

c. Complete and return an µme 2 1-completed Form 3A 22:192 
1-t"eturned on time Form 3A 

• 



7 - Hlrile r..clding 
u"';g~~..,_ r.:11 

canditicns constant, explore possi~le reinforcers to determine appropriate begi.nni.~g re:inforcers. 
, ......... 1., = ✓P 
i,.,,_el• 5 """"...., .... 

-g, Sub~.:-1.tCJ.---i~ Credit 

a. SeJ.ect appropriate elicitor 2 

b. Establish range of 6 
_potential reinforcers 

... .Evaluation of reinfcrcers 2 .... 
explored 

Breakd~~ 

1-fall~:i.ng a-ppropri.a.te 
level (assumed instruction) 

1-related to critical area 

Evaluation Source 

elicitor exploration rating 
an Form 4.A.. 
task an Form L.A. and 3D 

1-recording i f reinforcer on Ferm 4A . (r~t on,u-e or 1-appropn.ateness c oice Form 4B 
1-holding situations Form 4B 

cmstant 
1-su.fficient range of types reinforcer exploration 

( at least 2 types 1n the reinforcers on Form 4A and 
effective range) 4B 

1-what reinforcer cOIItingent Form 4B 
upm 

1-specify reinforcers Form 4B 

1-reco:rd Reinforcer ,exploration 
rating on Form 4A 

1-eff.ectiveness i:ndicat:ions Fm:m l+C 

Input 
ResEonsibility 

22:171.. 

22:170 

22:170 

.• 
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B~ Orgard.ze appropriate eliciting materials a.'ld establish pupil's =:terins bshaviors a."1.d s!dlls. Weig:rt = 5% 
Week 6 

Subcriterl.E._ Credit 

a. Select eliciting material 5 

b. Detemining material. level 2 

c. Evaluation of &icitars .3 

Breald~-m 

1-record 
1-related to critical area 

1-holdin~ conditions 
constant 

1-appropriate sequencing 

1-starling level 
appropriate."less G:>ased on 
~ data collected to date) 

l-record level 

1-completeness of scope 

1-recOl'd rat~~ 

1-logical in relation 
to level 

1-consistent with all 
exploration £indings. 
Students need to base 
this exploration on 
findings from parent, 
teacher and.critical 
de£icits counted. 

Eveluation Source 

on Fam 4A 
elicit.ors o::. For□ 4A and 
Fom. 3D 
Form 4C 

elicitcr 8Xplcratic~ on 
Form 4A and Form 4C 
Form 4C 

elicitor exploration on 
Form 4A 
eli~itor exploration on 
Form 4A. 

elicitor explaratian on 
Form 4A 
elicitor eAyloration =ating 
compared to level an Form 4A 
Fomi 4A rating ar,r Fcrrn4C 
level oi' performance 

Input 
Responsibil:..t;; 

22:174. and 
22:170 

22:174 

22:174 
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0\ 

9. Write appropriate terminal behavior reflectir.g diagnostic findings. Must Pass. Weight= 10% 
Week 6 

Sub criteria 

Xerminal Objective 

.a. 

b. 

c. 

State .Eehaviorally 

State appropriate behavior 

State expected level of 
pupil perfonmmce 

d. St.ate conditions aiid 
reinforcetoent contingencies 

e. Complete and return record 
on time 

Credit 

2 

2 

3 

2 

1 

Breakdomi 

2-observable and measurable 

I-related to a critical area 
1-reasonable expectation in 

terms of present functioning 
level in critical areas 

1-behavior criteria speci­
fically stated 

1-level of acceptance 
I-criteria expected related 

directly to prior behavior 
and must be appropriate 

1-appropriateness D.f 
conditions 

Evaluation Source 

terminal objective on Form 4A 

terminal objective on Form 4A 
terminal objective and elicitor 
exploration on Form 4A 

terminal objective on Form 4A 

terminal objective on Form 4A 
terminal objective on Form 4A 
and observation on Form 3A 

t-e.rmi.nal objective on Form 4A 

1-appropriateness of rein- tennin.al obj-ect:fve on Form 4A 
forcement contingencies 
(reasonableness, teache.-r 
involvement, etc.) For 
classroom, must be appro-
priate to c1assrocm system 

1-complete and return -an 
time 

Form 4A 

Input 
Responsibility 

22:170 

22:174 

22:170 

22:170 

22:192 

~ 



10. Preseribe_~Pj)I"opriate 
Weight= la,i 

enroute objectives reflecting pupil's current level of functioning and ability to progress. 

r--
0\ 

Weeks 7 - 14 
Subcriteria 

a. state enrout-e objectives 
behaviorally 

* b. State first en.route that 
appropriately establishes 
entering behav.ior 

c. Enroute objective develiJ}.i1iElllt 

Credit 

3 

2 

5 

Breakd0t.m Evaluation Source 

1-observable and measurable enroute objective on Form 5A 
1-cor.ditions-where and when Form 5A 

occur & reinforcer schedule 
1-level of acceptable enroute objectives an Form 5A 

behavior 

1-appropria.teness oi' Form 3A a.,id 5A 
starting point 

1-appropriateness of task Form 4B and 5A 
duration 

2-difficulty level of Form 5A 
em-oute criteria based 
an prev.l.ous teaching-period 
evaluation ... 

1-appropriate am01.mt of change Form 5A 
( too much or too little) 

1-task- approprlat,-eness Form 5A 
1-movement ta..""a.."'ti the Farm 5A 

terminal objective 
(reflected wen appropriate 
on both elici.tor and 
reinforcer sections) 

:; These two points applicable to firs:t teaching session only. Subsequently points added to 4C (4 and 5). 

lnput 
Responsibility 

22:170 

22:174 

22:174 



11. Prescribe eliciting material, methods of presentation and consistent approach appropriate to act-..iev'.ng enroi.-te 
objectives with pupil. Weight = 100,: 

00 Weeks 7 - 14 
°' Input 

Sub criteria Credit BreakdC!-m Evaluation Source Res;ponsibili t; 

Appropriateness of !Dl!terials 4 1-approprlate to learner Form 5A 22:171.. ao 

used mcrles (vis., tac., kin., 
motor and auditory) 

1-appropriate time dftratian Form ;A material and total 
diagnostic finding 

1-level of performance Form 5A 
meets child's needs as Form 5.A-material and 
relates to progress behav.ior record 

1-appropriate interest Form SA-material and total 
level- diagnostic :findings 

b. Appropriate type and amount 2 1-approprlate amount to Form SA-material 22:174 
of material used cover teaching session 

l.-:-range D£ di.f.f erent types Form 5A-material 
of materials 

c. Appropriate sequence of 2 1-appropl:"iate difiicul ty Fenn 5A-level 22:174 
presentatiai of materials level (eg. concrete to 

abstract) 
1-final eliciting activity 

measures enroute as stated 

d. Method of -presentation 2 1-appr01)ria.te selection Form SA-method of presentation 22:170 
appropriate to pupils based on chiltl's response and behavior record 

1-match to material 



12.?rescribe contl.!'.gency ~agement program which effectively ractivatzs papil and develops increasingly more 
adantable levels of motivaticn. Weight = 10% 
~:esks 7 - 14 

~ Subcriteria CregJ__t 

a. Prescribe management program 4 
• which refiects diagnostic 

. - . findings .. 

b. Consistent approach to pupil 

c. !l."'Wlop:nant of cantingeneies· 

d. Complete and return 
records on time 

2 

3 . 

1 

Breal:Iim-m 

1-use appropriate reinforcers 

I-appropriate scheduling use 

1-adjustment of scheduling 
£or advances or regression 
L.~ the prescription 

1-evidence of dealing tdth 
previously stated 
interfering behaviors 

2-ap_propriate to previous 
B/R indications and original 
assessment findings 

1-state contingencies 
1-appropriate to changes 

in progress 
1-assessment of reinforce1I1en.t 

total of reinforcement 
received corr~pond with 
contingency as stated 

1-complete and return on tiioe 

Evaluation Source 

Form 5A-reinfcrcers and Form 
4A reinforcer exploration 
Form 5A-reir...forcers and 
behavior record 
Form 5A-ccnt:L~gency and 
behavior record 

Form 5A-reinforcers ar.d 
interfering behavior 

Form 5A-C / A and B,/R 

Fo...-m 5A-contir.gencies 
Forr.i 5h-cantingencies 

Form 5A total and date 

Ir.put 
Responsibility 

22:170 

22:170 

22:170 

22:192 



13. Exec1:te pr3scribe~ pro&arr. for pu.¢1 (See ll, 12 1 a.'ld 13.) Weight = 15% 
'rfael:s 7 - ll 

8 S1!b::-riteria 
.--l -"--~--

Credit 

aa Co:nplete a.--tl make ar..ilable 1 
prescribed dilly teaching 
p=-ogram to NIIL SUpi"-rvism-

b. Teach :in a manner that reflects 4 
prescribed enroute objectives 

c. Use eliciting materials and 
methods of prese.11tation 
prescribed ro teaching records 
appropti.ately 

d. Accurately evaluate·antl record 
he correct responses, the 
reinforcers delivered and the 
interfering behaviors. 

2 

3 

Ere 2.krl 0:':!1 Evc.:,1:.-~:,ion Source 

1-con;_f.ilete ~orms before Form 5A-total 
tez.chi::g sessio:-1 and 
havG completed form • obser:ation 
available for supervisor 

1-exhibit mode of presen- observation 
tatian stated 

1-exhibit consistent approach observation 
stated 

1-deli ver stated contingency 
system 

1-use rr.aterials stated 

1-method of presentation 
appropriate to response 
of child 

observation 

observati o,,-i 

1-eliciting material appro- observation 
pria!:e to behavioral re-
response of child(difficulty 
level, duration) 

1-assess child ts behav-ior 
in regard to interfering 
behavior 

2- correct repsonses and 
number of reinforcers 
is accurately evaluated 
and ·recorde:'! '.p comparing 
nm:;;;i::r of .· ·::cct res:;_:;;:.:1.~..:s 
and reinforcers to number 
possible 

obser.atic:: an~ interfering 
behatior an Form 5A 

observation and Form 5A 
reinforcers 

Input 
ReSE,CDSi bili t:, 

22:192 

22:171+ 

22:170 . 



.--1 
0 
.--1 

14. Obtain and accurate}¥ record base rates vbich provide evaluation of pupil progress in the normal environment. 
Weight - 1• 
lleek 15 Input 

Subcriteria Credit Breakd01m Evaluation Source Responsibilit;y 

a. Ibplicate comrts taken 
duriD& ob&er..Um period 

b. Dlplicate ccmditims at 
countstumduriDg 
obaenatun period 

c. CCIIIJIIH baae ratu correctly 

3 

3 

3 

d. 1Dd1cate in nmgl.n s:l.grd f-1..cam. l 
cbanges in.bebniors comited 

1-critical behavior 
previously stated and 
recorded 

1-correetly label as deficit 
or inti!rfering 

1-record duration of time 

1-counts during similar 
activities 

1-same duration of time 
1-sane observatim 

teem:1::qne 

1-record total frequency 
1-compat.e an same interval 

as previowtly used 
1-c~ compute total 

base rate 

Form 6A and 3A description 
of behavior 

Form 6A-type of behavior 

Form 6A-duration 

Form 6A and 3A 

Form 6A and 3A 
Form 6A and 3A 

Form 6A-total frequency 
Form 6A and JA terminal rate 

Form 6A-frequ.ency and 
terminal rate 

1-trainee record mn judgment Form 6A-record margin 
or change-significant or 
not 

22:170 

22:170 

22:170 

22:170 



N 
0 ,...., 

15. Evaluate child• s progress and make further recommendations. Weight = 3% 
Week 15 

Subcriteria Credit Breakdown Evaluation Source 
Input 
Respansibilit; 

a. Determine and record 
entering and terminating 
skill level.a 

5 1-record skill area identified Form 4A-terminal objective and 22:174 

b., :Evaluate pnpll progreas m 
relaticn to the terminal 
objectiw 

c. Rec..0111r,end further progr8lllldng 
far pupil 

l 

2 

in terminal objective 6A academic progress subject 
1-begirming level corres- Form 3A, Form 4A and 6A 

ponding to previous data academic progress beginning 
collected level 

1-ending level corres- Form 6A academic progress 
ponding to previous data ending level. and final enroute 
collected Form 5A 

1-compute progress correctly Form 6A-academic progress 
1-compute per cent of Form 6A=academic progress 

movement tonrd terminal 

1-record an bar graph 
corresponding to percent 
of progress ton.rd 
terminal. 

1-state behaviorally 
1-sequential.ly state the 

next; step needed 

1-canplete 
1-tum in by predetermined 

date 

Form 6A-termir.:.al behavior 
rating 

Form 6A-recOJ1111endations 
Form 6A-recommendations 

Form 6A 
Form 6A 

22:170 

22:174 

22:192 



16,s~arize procedural and progress informe.tioo.. Weight= 5% 
-Week 15 

8 Subcriteria Credit Brea.Im a,,:n E--':Talt:atj on Soi1rce 
.--l 

a. Final parent interview 

b~ Pi.ris.1 teacher inte:.-r.ieu 

c. Su.-macy repo=-t (3 copies) 
(Typed and grammatically 
correct) 

3 

1 

4 

1-racord interview 
1-critical beh~vior 

developmel'.lt in hems . 
(progress, no change, 

..,regress) 
1-c O."lcommi t ta71t develo:p::.snt 

of other behaviors noted 
by parents 

Form ?A 
Form ?A 

Form 7A 

1-logical sequence of interviewFcrm '?B 
1-critical behavior Form 7B 

development in school 
(progress, no cha.~ge 1 
regress) 

1-concomtt~~t development Form ?B 
of other behaviors rioted 
by teachers 

1-statement of entering and Form 8A 
exiting levels of critical 
behaviors 

1-statement of remedial Form 8A 
procedures employed 

1-parent and teacher c0rn.I1ants Form 8A 
concerning progress 

1-recommendatians Form SA 
(The above four areas 
shoµld be stated in 
terminology under-
standable and appropriate 
to the-recipient.) 

Inpat 
Resoonsibili.t.y 

22:170 

22:170 

22:174 

22:1,.74 

22:170 

22:174 



-;t 

17. Co:mmuni.cac.ion, coordinatfor, and professioLalist:, of trainee (one point :::2moved per c3tego:ry when formal complaint 
is written by the individual listed). Weight= 10% 
weeks 3 - 15 

~ Subcriteria Credit Breakdown Evaluation Source 
Input 
Res-2_onsibilit 

a. Cm:m:unication with parents 
a::i.d teachers 

b. Cc:::munication with u~iver­
sity supervisors 

ra:Lveristy input facu.1~y 
z:ui 12boratory perr;onn,~l 

3 

.3 

Li 

Progress Reports 
1-correct in substanc.e 
1-clearly and neatly stated 
1-grammatically correct 

1. 5 -demonstrate adaptability 
to remedial suggestions 

l . '5 -clarity and ne:itness of 
fonns 

-sem1..r1ar .atte:r-::.danc~ 
1-,:neeting scheduled z.ppo:!.nt:r:ents 

(child, parent, and teache:c) 
1-cooperativeness 
1-degree of independence and 

maturity 

parent form 22:170 

cibs0rvatior: 22:170 

obs er ·1~it~,on 



lJ") 

0 
.-i 

Spring 1976 PHASE II CRITERIA . 
Page 1 

1. Observe and behaviorally state the procedures within the assigned group practicum setting. Weight = 5% 
Week 3 of Semester 
Week 2 of Practicum 
Date. -----------

Sub criteria Credit 

a. Classroom objectives as 2 
related by teacher 

b. Record classroom schedule 1 
aa observed during practicum 

c. Explain teachers elicitor 3 
delivery system-

d. Explain teachers rein- 2 
forcement delivery system 

e. Explain teachers evaluation .2 
system 

Brea.kdown 

1-summarize interviews 

1-state relevant behavioral 
goals 

1-record accurately 

1-types of elicitors, 
material commands etc. 

1-method of presentation 
1-match types of elicitors 

to M/P 

1-type of reinforcer(s) used 
1-contingent upon what? 

1-types of records kept 
1-teacher expectations 

approximations? 
mastery? 

Evaluation Source 

Form Band teacher interview 
procedures sheet (B-1) 
Form B 

Form Band lab assistants 
observation 

Form Band lab assistants 
observation 

Form Band lab assistants 
observation 

Form Band lab assistants 
observation 

Input 
Responsibility 

22:171 

22:171 

22:192 

22:171 

22:171 

22:171 



'° 0 
.-I 

Page 2 

2. Obse~~ a~d =ecor~·b~~avior natterns of pupil and teacher/peer interactions. Weight~ lO% 
Weeks 3 - 6 of Prac:ic~ (8 ;equi=ec) (Note - In some pre-ac and/or severe and profound7ettings other 
Dace________________ techniques may be employed.) 

Subcriteria 

a. Using the key, observe 
and record behavior patterns 
of studants.· Record teacher 
and pear i~teraction to each 
student behavior recorded. 

b. Total behaviors and inter­
actions of teacher and peer 

Credit 

5 

3 

c. Chart percent of S.B. and . 1 
percent of Ron graph of 
above collected baseline data 

d. Record vital information on l 
behavior observation record 

Breakdown 

1-record pupil behavior 
l~record teacher reaction ...... 

subsequent to behavior 
1-record peer reaction 

subsequent to behavior 
1-record type of material 

used (mode) 
1-record M/P used 

1-total number of each type 
of behavior 

1-total teacher and peer re­
action to each type of _be­
havior 

Ev~lu~tion Source 

Form C 
Form C 

Form C 

Form C (column at bottom of 
counts form) 

Form C (column at bo~tom of 
counts form) 

1-total me~hod of presentation Form Cl (totals row) 
and eliciting materials to each 
type of behavior 

.5-chart percent of SB 

.5-chart p~rcent of R 

.5-record date and time 
span of observation 

.5-record pupils names in 
consistent order 

Form G-1 

Form C 

Form C 

Input 
Responsibility 

22:171 
22:171 

22:171 

22:171 

22:Hl 

22:171 



r---
0 
,-j 

Page 3 

3. For a maximum of six students in the assigned group analyze the patterns of behavior and diagnostic information 
for each individual child. Weight= 15% 
Date __________ _ 

Subcriteria 

a. On each child, 
identify those 
eliciting events which 
appear appropriate or 
inappropriate as 
indicated by patterns 
of behavior after 
8 counts 

b. On each child 
identify those 
subsequent events 
(teacher and peer, 
positive and negative 
reactions) which 
appear appropriate 
or inappropriate 
as indicated by 
behavior patterns 
after 8 counts 

Credit 

2.5 

2.5 

Analysis - End of Practicum Week 6 - after 8 observations 

Breakdown 

1-From 80 counts, identify those 
materials which appear to 
increase desirable behavior 

.5-From 80 counts, identify those 
materials which appear to 
increase undesirable behavior 
(if none, state none) 

.5-From 80 counts, identify those 
methods of presentation that 
appear to increase desirable 
behavior (if none, state none) 

.5-From 80 counts, identify those 
methods of presentations which 
appear to increase undesirable 
behaviors (if none, state none) 

1-From 80 counts,. identify teacher 
reactions (R, A, I, P) that 
appear to increase desired 
behavior (if none,: state none) 

.5-From 80 counts, identify teacher 
reactions (R, A, I, P) that 
appear to increase undesirable 
behavior (if none, state none) 

.5-From 80 counts, identify peer 
reactions that appear to 
increase desired behaviors 
(if none, state none) 

.5-From 80 counts, identify those 
peer reactions that appear to 
increase undesirable behaviors 
(if none, state none) 

Evaluation Source 

Form C and Cl 
(behavior counts) 

Form C 

Input 
Responsibility 

22:180's 

22:171 



3. Continued 

00 
~ Subcriteria 

c. Based on continual data 
collection techniques.* 
analyze diagnostic 
information on each 
child 

*this can be trainee 
administered or 
obtained from existing 
records and classroom 
interactions 

Credit 

5 

Breakdown 

.5-General information e.g. child's 
records, teacher comments, gen­
eral health, visual and hearing 
status, medications 

.5-Physical, social and language 
developmental level (estimates 

4-Definitive present academic 
functioning levels 

a. severe/profound and preac 
e.g. cognitive, social, 
language, motor 

b. primary-process and/or 
academic task or skill 
levels 
e.g. reading, math, writing, 
spelling, or processes/ 
abilities • 

c. intermediate-entry levels 
e.g. reading, math, writing 

d. secondary-entry level 
e.g. functional, reading, 
writing, math skills, pre­
vocational skills, vocational 
skills 

Evaluation Source 

Daily Log 
C-1 

Daily Log 
C-1 

Developmental scale 
results and informal 
evaluations 
Daily Log 
C-1 

Formal and informal 
test results 
Daily Log 
C-1 

Formal and informal 
test results 
Daily Log 
C-1 

Formal and informal 
test results 
Daily Log 
C-1 

Page 4 

Input 
ResponsibiJity 

22:171 
22:180's 

22 :171 
22:180's 

22:180 

22:180 

22:180 

22:180 



4. Analysis of group patterns of behaviors and implications for group programming. 

0\ 
o Subcriteria Credit 
.-!------

a. Identify those eliciting 2 
events which appear 
appropriate or 
inappropriate for the 
majority as indicated 
by group patterns of 
behavior after 8 
counts 

b. Identify those sub­
sequent events which 
appear appropriate or 
inappropriate for the 
majority as indicated 
by group patterns of 
behavior after 8 counts 

2 

Breakdown 

.5-From 80 counts, identify those 
materials and/or activities which 
appear to increase group 
desirable behavior 

.5-From 80 counts, identify those 
materials and/or activities 
which appear to increase group 
undesirable behavior (if none, 
state none) . 

.5-From 80 counts, identify those 
methods of presentation that 
appear to increase group 
desirable behavior (if none, 
state none) 

.5-From 80 counts, identify those 
methods of presentation which 
appear to increase group 
undesirable behaviors (if none, 
state none) 

.5-From 80 counts, identify teacher 
reactions (R, A, I, P) that 
appear to increase group 
desired behavior (if none, state 
none) 

.5-From 80 counts, identify teacher 
reactions (R, A, I, P) that 
appear to increase group 
undesirable behavior (if none, 
state none) 

.5-From 80 counts, identify peer 
reactions that appear to 
increase group desired behaviors 
(if none, state none) 

.5-From 80 counts, identify those 
peer reactions that appear to 
increase group undesirable 
behaviors (if none, state none) 

Page 5 

Weight = 10% 
Input 

Evaluation Source Responsibility 

Eight C Forms and C-2 22:180 

22:171 



4. continued 

0 
;:1 Subcriteria 

c. Based on counts and 
other diagnostic 
techniques summarize 
data collected 

d. State implications 
for group programming 

Credit 

3 

3 

Breakdown 

1-appropriate modes and materials 
1-appropriate method of 

presentation 
1-note significant individual 

adjustments (if none, state 
none 

2-appropriate teacher management 
techniques 

1-note significant individual 
adjustments 

Evaluation Source 

8 counts 
C-1 and C-2 

8 counts 
C-1 and C-2 

Page 6 

Input 
Responsibility 

22:171 and 
22:180 

22: 171 and 
22:180 



,..., ,..., ,..., 

5. Develop first coordinated lessons terminal and pre-test. (Rated by classroom teacher and 180 staff person.) 
Weight= 7% -----
Week 7 
Date 

Subcriteria 

a. Select area of instruc­
tion appropriate to 
group practicum setting 
and needs of children. 
(Rated by supervising 
teacher.) 

b. Write appropriate 
terminal objective 

c. Design and execute 
pre-test 

Credit 

3 

3.5 

3.5 

Breakdown 

3 points-trainee assess needs and 
developed idea and plan independently 

2 points-plan and/or refinement needed 
minor teacher assistance 

1 point-plan and/or refinement needed 
substantial teacher assistance 

1.25-objective appropriate in substance 
(terminal reflects intent of 
teaching) 

1.25-objective clearly, precisely, and 
behaviorally stated 

.75-objective based on observation, 
informal diagnostics, and/or 
formal diagnostics of group to 
be taught 

.. 25-criteria level and condition 
appropriate to assessment findings 

!-differentiation between pre-test 
and diagnostics indicated 

I-measures terminal 
.25-designed so post-test can also be 

administered for accurate evaluation 
of progress 

.25-pre-test format and procedure clearly 
described 

.75-pre-test accurately/precisely 
executed and reported and interpreted 

.25-responsive to time line 

Evaluation Source 

Initial format 
(tentative terminal) 

E-1 

E-1 

E-1 and C Form analysis 
and pre-test results 

E-1 and C Form analysis 

E-1 and C Form analysis 

E-1 
E-1 

E-1 

E-1 

Page 7 

Input 
Responsibility 

22:180's and 
supervising 
teacher 

22:lSO's 

22:180's 

22:180's 

22:180's 

22:180's 

22:180 1 s 
22:lSO's 

22:180's 

22:180's 

22:192 and 
22:180's 



N 
.--1 
.--1 

Page 8 
5. Continued 

Additional Rating: 

1. Terminal and pre-test independently developed with appropriate substance and wording. 

2. Substance of terminal and pre-test intact but wording of terminal or pre-test needed refinement. 

3. Substance of terminal and pre-test intact but wording of both needed refinement. 

4. Wording appropriate but substance of terminal or pre-test needed refinement. 

5. Substance of terminal or pre-test needed refinement while wording of one or the other also needed refinement. 

6. Wording of both terminal and pre-test needed refinement but substance of only one needed refinement. 

7. Wording appropriate but substance of terminal and pre-test needed refinement. 

8. Substance of terminal and pre-test needed refinement and wording of one or the other also needed refinement. 

9. Terminal and pre-test developed with inafpropriate substance and wording. 



Page 9 

6. Based on approved terminal objective develop an instructional plan leading to your terminal objective (at least 
4 samples of your teaching must be written on E-2 forms - others must be stated in log plan. 

~ Weight = __ 5.:....;;% __ _ 
,...., Week 8 

Date _________________ _ 

Subcriteria 

a. Develop and state 
enroutes related to 
terminal 

b. Develop and list 
materials 
appropriate for 
each lesson 

c. Develop and state 
method of presentation 

d. Develop and state 
appropriate management 
system 

Credit 

3 

4 

.5 

2.5 

Breakdown 

1-state behaviorally 
I-first enroute reflect entering 

behavior of majority of group 
as measured by pre-test 

I-subsequent enroutes move sequen­
tially toward terminal in a manner 
reflective of optimum of learning 
for majority of the group or 
individual needs of students 

1-rnaterials appropriate to optimal 
learning mode for majority or 
each student 

1-sufficient quantity and/or variety 
listed to reach days objective 

~-properly sequenced (e;g. concrete 
to abstract) 

I-evidence of individualization 
materials if indicated 

.5-appropriate to materials and 
optimum learning mode 

I-design appropriate to setting and 
majority of group 

I-design clearly states what reinforcer 
is contingent upon 

.5-evidence of individualized planning 
if indicated (e.g. dealing with 
frequently noted interfering 
behaviors) 

Evaluation Source 

E-2 
E-1 and E-2 

E-2 and Log 

E-2 and C Form analysis 

E-2 

E-2 

E-2 and pre-test results 

E-2 and C Form analysis 

Input 
Responsibility 

22:lSO's 
22:180's 

22:lSO's 

22:lSO's 

22:180's 

22:lSO's 

22:180's 

22:lSO's 

E-2's and C Form analysis 22:171 

E-2 

E-2 and C Form analysis 

22:171 

22:171 



-.:j" 
r-l 
r-l 

7. Execute first coordinated lessons. (Your teaching will be observed four times.) 
Weight= 9% 
Week 8 Date _________ _ 

Subcriteria 

a. Articulate eliciting 
materials 

b. Maintain classroom and/ 
or small group control 
during coordinated 
lessons 

Credit 

5 

5 

Breakdown 

.5-method of presentation as 
stated (demonstrate provide, 
etc.) 

.5-method of presentation 
appropriate to each 
activity 

1-move from concrete to 
abstract and/or activity to 
activity 

!-individualize as needed 

!-delivery of material reflects 
the intent of enroute 

!-quality and quantity of 
materials provided 
opportunity for generali­
zation of enroute concept 

!-delivery of reinforcers is 
consistent with contingency 
management system as stated 

!-acceptable level of student 
behavior maintained with 
majority of group 

!-evidence of individualized 
delivery of management 
procedures if indicated 

!-recognition of interfering 
behaviors if it occurs during 
execution of enroute 

!-appropriate intervention 
of interfering behaviors 
is well timed and effective 

Evaluation Source 

E-2 and observation 
sheets 

E-2 and observation 

E-2 and observation 

E-2, observation and 
subsequent daily 
evaluation results 
E-2 and observation 

E-2 and observation 

observation 

E-2 (behavior counts) 

observation 

E-2 and observation 

E-2 and observation 

Page 10 

Input 
Responsibility 

22";80's 

22:180's 

22:180's 

22:180 

22:180 1 s 

22:180's 

22:171 

22:171 

22:171 

22 :171 

22:171 



LI") 
r-1 
r-1 

8. Evaluation of first coordinated lesson. 
Weight= 4% -----
Week 8 -------- Date 

Subcriteria 

a. Daily group evaluation 
e.g. permanent product, 
frequency tally's, 
duration 

b. Daily individual 

c. Final evaluation of 
coordinated lesson 

Credit 

4 

4 

2 

-----------------
Breakdown 

2-evidence of group progress 
toward days objective 

!·-effectiveness indications of 
elicitors for majority of 
group 

1-effectiveness indications of 
management for majority of 
group 

2-evidence of individual 
progress toward days objective 

1-effectiveness indications of 
elicitors for individuals 

I-effectiveness of management 
system for each individual 

1-administer post-test holding 
pre-test condisiont constant 

.5-chart student behavior and 
level of reinforcement 

.5-evaluated progress toward 
terminal 

Evaluation Source 

E-2 1 s (counts) and/or 
separate paper 

E-2's (counts) and/or 
separate paper 

E-3 

Page 11 

Input 
Responsibility 

22:171 and 
22:180's 

22:171 and 
22:180's 

22:171 and 
22:180 1 s 



'° ,..., ,..., 

9. Dcv2lop 2nd coordinated lessons terminal and pre-test. (Rated by classroom teacher :rn<l 180 staff person.) 
Weight = 10% 
Week 10 
Date -------------

Subcriteria 

a. Select area of instruc­
tion appropriate to 
group practicum setting 
and needs of children. 
(Rated by supervising 
teacher.) 

b. Write appropriate 
terminal objective 

c. Design and execute 
pre-test 

Credit 

3 

3.5 

3.5 

Breakdown 

3 points-trainee assess needs and 
developed idea and plan independently 

2 points-plan and/or refinement needed 
minor teacher assistance 

1 point-plan and/or refinement needed 
substantial teacher assistance 

1.25-objective appropriate in substance 
(terminal reflects intent of 
teaching) 

1.25-objective clearly, precisely, and 
behaviorally stated 

.75-objective based on observation, 
informal diagnostics, and/or 
formal diagnostics of group to 
be taught 

.25-criteria level and condition 
appropriate to assessment findings 

1-differentiation between pre-test 
and diagnostics indicated 

1-measures terminal 
.25-designed so post-test can also be 

administered for accurate evaluation 
of progress 

.25-pre-test format and procedure clearly 
described 

• .75-pre-test accurately/precisely 
executed and reported and interpreted 

.25-responsive to time line 

Evaluation Source 

Initial format 
(tentative terminal) 

F -1 

F -1 

F -1 and C Form analysis 
and pre-test results 

F -1 and C Form analysis 

F -1 and C Form analysis 

F -1 
F -1 

F -1 

F -1 
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Input 
Responsibility 

22:180 1 s and 
supervising 
teacher 

22:180's 

22:180's 

22:180's 

22:180's 

22:180 1 s 

22:180's 
22:180's 

22:180's 

22:180's 

22:192 and 
22:180 1 s 
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9. Continued 

Additional Rating: 

1. Terminal and pre-test independently developed with appropriate substance and wording. 

2. Substance of terminal and pre-test intact but wording of terminal or·pre-test needed refinement. 

3. Substance of terminal and pre-test intact but wording of both needed refinement. 

4. Wording appropriate but substance of terminal or pre-test needed refinement. 

5. Substance of terminal or pre-test needed refinement while wording of one or the other also needed refinement. 

6. Wording of both terminal and pre-test ne2ded refinement but substance of only one needed refinement. 

7. Wording appropriate but substance of terminal and pre-test needed refinement. 

8. Substance of terminal and pre-test needec1 refinement and wording of one or the other also needed refinement. 

9. Terl'!linal and pre-test developed with inappropriate substance and wording. 
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10. Based on approved terminal objective develop an instructional plan leading to your terminal objective (at least 
4 samples of your teaching must be written on f-2 forms - others must be stated in log plan. 

co 
.-I 
.-I 

Weight= 7% 
Week 11 ----­
Date -----------------

Subcriteria 

a. Develop and state 
enroutes related to 
terminal 

b. Develop and list 
materials 
appropriate for 
each lesson 

:. Develop and state 
method of presentation 

i. Develop and state 
appropriate management 
system 

Credit 

3 

4 

.5 

2.5 

Breakdown 

1-state behaviorally 
1-first enroute reflect enter~ng 

behavior of majority of group 
as measured by pre-test 

1-subsequent enroutes move sequen­
tially toward terminal in a manner 
reflective of optimum of learning 
for majority of the group or 
individual needs of students 

1-~~terials appropriate to optimal 
learning mode for majority or 
each student 

1-sufficient quantity and/or variety 
listed to reach days objective 

!-properly sequenced (e.g. concrete 
to abstract) 

!-evidence of individualization 
materials if indicated 

.5-appropriate to materials and 
optimum learning mode 

1-design appropriate to setting and 
majority of group 

1-design clearly states what reinforcer 
is contingent upon 

.5-evidence of individualized planning 
if indicated (e.g. dealing with 
frequently noted interfering 
behaviors) 

Evaluation Source 

F -2 
F -1 and F-2 

F -2 and Log 

Input 
Res.E,onsibilit 

22:180's 
22:180 1s 

22:180's 

F -2 and C Form analysis 22:180 1 s 

F -2 22: 180' s 

F -2 22: 180 's 

F -2 and pre-test results 22:180 1 s 

F -2 and C Form analysis 22:180's 

F -2's and C Form analysis 22:171 

F -2 

F -2 and C Form analysis 

22:171 

22:171 



11. Execute 2nd coordinated lessons. (Your teaching will be observed four times.) 
Weight= lZ% 

Date 
Week 11 

Subcriteria 

a. Articulate eliciting 
materials 

b. Maintain classroom and/ 
or small group control 
during coordinated 
lessons 

Credit 

5 

5 

Breakdown 

.5-method of presentation as 
stated (demonstrate provide, 
etc.) 

.5-method of presentation 
appropriate to each 
activity 

1-move from concrete to 
abstract and/or activity to 
activity 

1-individualize as needed 

l-d2livery of material reflects 
th~ intent of enroute 

1-quality and quantity of 
materials provided 
opportunity for generali­
zation of enroute concept 

1-delivery of reinforcers is 
consistent with contingency 
management system as stated 

I-acceptable level of student 
behavior maintained with 
majority of group 

1-evidence of individ~alized 
delivery of management 
procedures if indicated 

1-recognition of interfering 
behaviors if it occurs during 
execution of enroute 

1-appropriate intervention 
of interfering behaviors 
is well timed and effective 

Evaluation Source 

F--2 and observation 
sheets 

F-2 and observation 

F -2 and observation 

F -2, observation and 
subsequent daily 
evaluation results 
F -2 and observation 

F -2 and observation 

observation 

F-2 (behavior counts) 

observation 

F-2 and observation 

F-2 and observation 
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Input 
Responsibility 

22";80 1 s 

22:180 1 s 

22:180's 

22:180 

22:180 1 s 

22:180's 

22:171 

22: 171 

22:171 

22:171 

22: 171 



0 
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12. Evaluation of 2nd coordinated lesson. 
Weight= 6% 
Week --------

Subcriteria 

a. Daily group evaluation 
e.g. permanent product, 
frequency tally's, 
duration 

b. Daily individual 

c. Final evaluation of 
coordinated lesson 

Date _________________ _ 

Credit 

4 

4 

2 

Breakdown 

2-evidence of group progress 
toward days objective 

I-effectiveness indications of 
elicitors for majority of. 
group 

I-effectiveness indications of 
management for majority of 
group 

2-evidence of individual 
progress toward days objective 

I-effectiveness indications of 
elicitors for individuals 

1-effectiveness of ~4nagement 
system for each individual 

I-administer post-test holding 
pre-test condisiont constant 

.5-chart student behavior and 
level of reinforcement 

.5-evaluated progress toward 
terminal 

Evaluation Source 

F-2's (counts) and/or 
separate paper 

F-2 1 s (counts) and/or 
separate paper 

F-3 
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Input 
Responsibility 

22:171 and 
22:lSO's 

22: 171 and 
22:180's 

22:171 and 
22:180 1 s 
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:-, U N I V E R S I T Y O F N O R T H E R N I O WA • Cedar Falls, Iowa so611 

Department of Curriculum and Instruction 
DIVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 
AREA 319-273-6061 

April 16, 1976 

Dear Special Educator: 

The special education teacher training program at the University of 
Northern Iowa is both multi-categorical and performance based in 
nature. Essential to such a program are clearly defined competencies 
which reflect what teachers will do with a variety of handicapped 
children in a variety of teaching roles. 'l'he literature regarding 
performance based teacher training indicates that both teacher trainers 
and special educators in the field be included in the process of de­
ciding which competencies are most necessary for special education 
teachers. 

To broaden the decision making base in regard to teacher competencies 
and to be responsive to current needs, Iowa teacher trainers, special 
education teachers, and AEA personnel are being asked for their per­
ceptions of the relative importance of competencies for teachers of 
the mildly handicapped. 

The competencies you are being asked to rank are incorporated in the 
University of Northern Iowa Special Education performance-based teacher 
training program and this study is being conducted with the approval of 
the Division of Special Education. 

Please reply to the survey in full. Your perceptions are vital if a 
final list of competencies is to be truly representative of the think­
ing of both teacher trainers and special educators in the field. 

Enclosed is a stamped, self-addressed return envelope. We look forward 
to hearing from you within 10 days. 

Sincerely, 

Harriet Healy, Instructor (/ 
Division of Special Education 
Univ~ of Northern _Iowa 

Lee Courtnage, Ed.D. 
Director 
Division of Special Education 
University of Northern Iowa 

mjp 



UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN IOWA 
SPECIAL EDUCATION 

TEACHER COMPETENCIES 
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COMPETENCY I 
NUMBER 

The teacher will be able to demonstrate t.he ability to: 

1. Execute appropriate observational techniques to describe frequency and duration of pupil(s) 
behaviors (desirable and undesirable) and group interactions (pupil/teacher, pupil/peer) . 

2. Determine critical (major) problem behaviors by analysis of observational data. 

3. Establish pupil(s) specific skill levels by administering appropriate diagnostic tests 
(standardized and teacher made). 

4. Identify strong and weak learning modes by observation and diagnostic testing (e.g. visual, 
auditory, kinesthetic) . 

5. Design and execute pretests which measure pupil(s) entry level for a specific objective or 
goal. 

6. Select and design on-going evaluation systems which provide feedback of pupil(s) progress 
toward an objective. 

7. Prescribe and behaviorally state long-term social, academic, and work/study objective(s) 
(include what pupil (s) will do, under what conditions, and criteria for success). 

8. Describe the sequential components of desired long-term objective(s) by identifying the 
steps in each social, academic and work/study task. 

9. Sequence tasks to move from simple to complex and/or concrete to abstract, as indicated. 

lO. Provide appropriate instructional materials and equipment to meet short-term objective(s). 

ll. Employ a variety of remedial techniques, as indicated, for core curriculum (e.g. reading, 
math, language, and writing). 

12. Modify and/or design instructional materials, when indicated, for specific individual pupil(s) 
needs. 

13. Provide appropriate method(s) of presenting materials (e.g. demonstration, explanation, 
command). 

14. Verify effectiveness of objective(s), material(&), and method(s) by evaluation of pupil(s) 
movement toward desired objective. 

15, Implement an instructional management system which coordinates curriculum, motivation and 
evaluation to maximize pupil(&) progress. 

16. Provide appropriate teacher approach(es) to promote optimum interaction with pupil(s) le.g. 
firm kindness, active friendliness, matter of fact). 

17. Provide a variety of behavior management procedures to get and maintain individual and 
group control. 

18. Select and provide appropriate motivational procedures to increase quantity and quality of 
desired pupil (s) behaviors. 

19. Modify expectations, when indicated, to provide success experiences for pupil (s). 

20. Provide appropriate intervention procedure(s) when pupil is) are man.ifesting undesired 
behaviors. 

21. Verify effectiveness of motivational and intervention procedures as indicated by increase 
or decrease in desired pupil behaviors. 

22, Demonotrate appropriate methods for management of paraprofessionals and volunteers to 
develop an effective teaching team. 

23. Communicate pupils needs and progress effectively to other professionals (verbal and 
written). 

24. Deimonstrate the processes of analysis, organization, integration, and evaluatior when 
implem•nting a special education program within a specific school building. 

2 5. Participate in interdisciplinary staffings, analyze the staffing content, and drdw appro·-
priate inferences and conclusions. 

2 6. Provide effective counseling and guidance to handicapped pupils as indicated. 

27. Appropriately interact and communicate with parents regarding pupil assessment, programming 
and evaluation (verbal and written). 

28. Actively seek and be receptive to services provided by support personnel to enhance handi-
capped pupil ( s) educational program. 

2 9. select referal sources appropriate to pupil(s) need, implement the referal process, and 
evaluate the results. 

30. Design, conduct and evaluate a presentation of an educational program to a local public or 
service organization. 

3l. Demonstrate ethical professional behavior concerning the teaching/learning situation with 
handicapped pupils when interacting with other professionals, parents, pupils, and the public 

)2. Demonstrate an applied knowledge of the rules and regulations and legalities of working with 
handicapped pupils. 

33. Assess, design, conduct, and evaluate a forMal inservice training program within the school 
setting. 
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TEACHER TRAINERS 

1. Teacher Training Institution 

2. Present Position 

3. Number of Years in Present Position _______ _ 

4. Number of Years in Training Special Education Teachers 

5. Highest Degree Held 

DIRECTIONS 

1. Please read the enclosed list of competencies. 

2. Add any additional competencies you feel are important at the bottom 
of this page. 

3. Rank a maximum of 11 com12etencies {including your own) as ver;i:: im12ortant. 

4. Rank a maximum of 11 com12etencies (including your own) as less im12ortant. 

5. Rank a maximum of 11 com12etencies (including your own) as least im12ortant. 

6. Rank a maximum of 11 com12etencies as not im12ortant. 

7. Place those you do not wish to rank in the last column and state your 
reason on the back of this page. 

COMPETENCY RANKINGS 

VERY LESS LEAST NO DON'T 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT ~MPORTANCE CHOOSE 
(Competency (Competency (Competency (Competency TO RANK 

Number) Number) Number) Number) (Competency 
Number) 

ADDITIONAL COMPETENCIES YOU PERCEIVE AS IMPORTANT 

34. 

35. 

36. 



AREA EDUCATION AGENCY PERSONNEL 

1. Present Position 

2 . AEA Number 

3. Number of Years in Special Education: 

4. Highest Degree Held 

Teacher 

Consultant 

Administrator 

TOTAL 

125 

5. Number of State Department of Iowa Endorsements and Approvals held 
(indicate whether temporary or permanent). 

DIRECTIONS 

1. Please read the enclosed list of competencies. 

2. Add any additional competencies you feel are important at the bottom 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

')I,. 

35. 

of this page. 

Rank a maximum of 11 comEetencies (including your own) as ver;,t imEortant. 

Rank a maximum of 11 comEetencies (including your own) as less imEortant. 

Rank a maximum of 11 comEetencies (including your own) as least imEortant. 

Rank a maximum of 11 comEetencies as not imEortant. 

Place those you do not wish to rank in the last column and state your 
reason on the back of this page. 

COMPETENCY RANKINGS 

VERY LESS LEAST NO DON'T 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT MPORTANCE CHOOSE 
(Competency (Competency (Competency (Competency TO RANK 

Number) Number) Number) Number) (Competency 
Number) 

·--~---- f-, 

---· , .. 

--- ~- ···-
I 

-··· 

~---u•-•--- 1----·-·-·~-·-

-···--~ 

-· ·-·----

ADDITIONAL CO!!PtTENCU:S YOU PERCEIVE AS IMPORTANT 

I 

I 
-·-·····--·-· .. I 
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SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS SURVEY 

1. AEA ------------------------------------

2. School ----------------------------------

3. Instructional Setting (check one): 

Resource or Itinerant ---
Special Class with Integration ---
Self-Contained Special Class ---

4. Functioning Level of Children (check one): 

Pre-Academic Intermediate --- ---
Primary --- Secondary ---

5. Number of Years Teaching Experience: 

Regular ---
Special Education ---

TOTAL 

6. Highest Degree Held Teacher Training Institution ---- -------------

7. Iowa Endorsements and Approvals (indicate whether temporary or permanent: 

(OVER) 
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DIRECTIONS 

1. Please read the enclosed l:i.st of competencies. 

2. Add any additional competencies you feel are important at the bottom of 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

this page. 

Rank a maximum of 

Rank a maximum of 

Rank a maximum of 

Rank a maximum of 

11 comEetencies 

11 comeetencies 

11 come:etencies 

11 competencies 

(including your own) as verr im12ortant. 

(including your own) as less im2ortant. 

(including your own) as least ime:ortant. 

as not im12:ortant. 

7. Place those you do not wish to rank in the last column and state your 
reason on the back of this page. 

COMPETENCY RANKINGS 

VERY LESS LEAST NO DON'T 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT MPORTANCE CHOOSE 
(Competency (Competency (Competency (Competency TO RANK 

Number) Number) Number) Number) (Competency 
Number) 

--

--
-----• -·----

f---· --

DIRECTIONS 

Please indicate whether you perceive yours~lf as having the UNI 
competencies you have ranked. If so, was competence acquired mainly 
through pre-service (teacher training), in-service, or teaching experience. 

ACQUIRED ACQUIRED ACQUIRED 

ADDITIONAL COMPETENCIES YOU PERCEIVE AS IMPORTANT 

34. 

35. 

36. 
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