
University of Northern Iowa University of Northern Iowa 

UNI ScholarWorks UNI ScholarWorks 

Dissertations and Theses @ UNI Student Work 

1975 

The Effects of a Performance-Based Training Program on The Effects of a Performance-Based Training Program on 

Subsequent Teacher Effectiveness as Rated by School Principals Subsequent Teacher Effectiveness as Rated by School Principals 

Joel Christian Ortéga 
University of Northern Iowa 

Let us know how access to this document benefits you 

Copyright ©1975 Joel Christian Ortéga 

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.uni.edu/etd 

 Part of the Curriculum and Instruction Commons, and the Educational Assessment, Evaluation, and 

Research Commons 

Recommended Citation Recommended Citation 
Ortéga, Joel Christian, "The Effects of a Performance-Based Training Program on Subsequent Teacher 
Effectiveness as Rated by School Principals" (1975). Dissertations and Theses @ UNI. 1580. 
https://scholarworks.uni.edu/etd/1580 

This Open Access Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Student Work at UNI ScholarWorks. It 
has been accepted for inclusion in Dissertations and Theses @ UNI by an authorized administrator of UNI 
ScholarWorks. For more information, please contact scholarworks@uni.edu. 

Offensive Materials Statement: Materials located in UNI ScholarWorks come from a broad range of sources and 
time periods. Some of these materials may contain offensive stereotypes, ideas, visuals, or language. 

https://scholarworks.uni.edu/
https://scholarworks.uni.edu/etd
https://scholarworks.uni.edu/sw_gc
https://scholarworks.uni.edu/feedback_form.html
https://scholarworks.uni.edu/etd?utm_source=scholarworks.uni.edu%2Fetd%2F1580&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/786?utm_source=scholarworks.uni.edu%2Fetd%2F1580&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/796?utm_source=scholarworks.uni.edu%2Fetd%2F1580&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/796?utm_source=scholarworks.uni.edu%2Fetd%2F1580&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.uni.edu/etd/1580?utm_source=scholarworks.uni.edu%2Fetd%2F1580&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:scholarworks@uni.edu
https://scholarworks.uni.edu/offensivematerials.html


THE EFFECTS OF A PERFORMANCE-BASED 

TRAINING PROGRAM ON SUBSEQUENT TEACHER 

EFFECTIVENESS AS RATED BY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 

A Thesis 

Submitted 

In Partial Fulfillment 

of the Requirements for the Degree 

Specialist in Education 

UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN IOWA 

by 

/ Joel Christian Ortega 

August 1975 



This Study by: Joel Christian Ortega 

Entitled: The Effects of a Performance-Based Training Program on 

Subsequent Teacher Effectiveness as Rated by School 

Principals 

ii 

has been approved as meeting the thesis requirement for the Degree of 

Speci~list in Education 

Date Member, Thesis Committee 

M?mher, Thesis Committee 

Upon r~ommendation of the Thesis Committee, accepted by 

Lee Courtnage

Howard Knutson

Susan Stainback

Gordon J. Rhum



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I would like to express my sincerest gratitude to the members of 

my thesis committee, Dr. Lee Courtnage, Dr. Howard Knutson and espe­

cially Dr. Susan Stainback, for their diligent guidance and assistance 

in the preparation of this thesis. 

I would also like to thank my wife Ann, and also my parents for 

their moral and financial support, both without which I would not have 

been able to further my educational ambition. 

iii 



THE EFFECTS OF A PERFORMANCE-BASED 

TRAINING PROGRAM ON SUBSEQUENT TEACHER 

EFFECTIVENESS AS RATED BY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 

Abstract of 

A Thesis 

Submitted 

In Partial Fulfillment 

of the Requirements for the Degree 

Specialist in Education 

UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN IOWA 

by 

~ Joel Christian Ortega 

August 1975 



Abstract 

Introduction. The Performance-Based Teacher Education movement is 

attracting an increasing number of followers. Although there are many 

concerns yet to be revised, the potential advantages render this one of 

the most promising educational movements of recent times. Since the 

movement is somewhat in its beginning stages, the major impact of this 

type of program is yet to be determined. 

Problem. Many teacher education institutions, recognizing the 

problems that are in the traditional approaches to teacher education, 

have already begun to study and change their programs and courses toward 

a Performance-Based Teacher Education program. 

This being a relatively new approach to teacher education, data 

based knowledge is needed concerning this type of program. There is 

an immediate need for techniques which would allow skills the trainees 

possess to be evaluated, and also techniques which would provide training 

in those skills that are lacking in the trainees. 

Procedures. A questionnaire was sent out to principals of twenty­

nine teachers in the Blackhawk and Buchanan counties in Iowa, who had 

completed either a tutorial practicum (one to one student-child relation­

ship) or both a tutorial and group practicum at the University of North­

ern Iowa. The questionnaire consisted of fourteen questions. The prin­

cipals were also asked to write statements with regard to what they per­

ceived as a major part of evaluation concerning teachers, and were 

lacking in their respective teachers being surveyed. 

iv 



The results of the questionnaire were analyzed by comparing the 

two groups using the most appropriate statistic; the Mann-Whitney U 

test for significant differences, and a Chi-square test of "goodness 

of fit." 

Results. A little over 82% of the questionnaires sent out were 

returned. Differences between the two groups which were significant 

beyond the .05 level were found, with higher ratings being given to 

the group of teachers who had taken both Phase I and Phase II. 

The chi-square test of "goodness of fit" yielded a significant 

120.27, and was rejected at the .001 level with three degrees of free­

dom. Overall, the total population of subjects showed a higher rating 

than was expected of a normal population. 

Conclusions. The conclusions reached were that the majority of 

teachers who experienced either the tutorial practicum only or the 

tutorial and group practicum were perceived by their principals as 

above average teachers on the criteria rated. Teachers who success­

fully completed both the tutorial and group experiences were considered 

by their principals to be significantly better teachers (as defined by 

the questionnaire) than those who only received the tutorial experience. 

V 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION, PURPOSE, AND DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Introduction 

Performanced-Based Teacher Education is developing into a viable 

movement to improve the professional preparation of educational person­

nel. This movement encompasses all levels of education (Schmieder, 

1973). The competencies to be acquired are explicitly known to both 

learners and instructor, and are defined in terms of the teacher's pro­

fessional role. 

The learner is held accountable for attaining a given level of 

competency in performing the tasks of teaching, not for the traditional 

passing grades in specified college courses. The teacher educator is 

held accountable for specifying, testing, and revising objectives as 

well as developing many learning experiences which facilitate student 

achievement of the objectives. 

The emphasis is away from the more traditional cognitive object­

ives, such as knowledge and intellectual abilities, and toward perfor­

mance objectives in which the student demonstrates professional ability 

to bring about change in others (Houston, 1973). 

To state it plainly, in a Performance-Based Teacher Education 

Program, the learner is accountable for attaining competence in teaching, 

while the institution and the teacher educator are held accountable for 

producing competent teachers. 

1 
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The Problem 

Statement of the problem. In theory, teacher trainee evaluations 

should function to determine the degree to which new teachers are capa­

ble of assuming classroom responsibilities. But, according to Bouchard 

and Hull (1970), some teachers secure jobs in schools and function suc­

cessfully, regardless of their student teaching marks and/or recommen­

dations of college supervisors and cooperating teachers. Some success­

ful beginning teachers also stated that they have never had student 

teaching. Maybe, the evaluations of teacher trainees do not truly re­

flect the degree to which they are capable of assuming classroom respon­

sibilities. It is also possible that teacher trainees are evaluated 

on criteria other than those which appear on evaluation forms at their 

respective institution's placement bureau. 

Many teacher education institutions, recognizing the problems 

that are in the traditional approaches to teacher education, have al­

ready begun to study and change their programs and courses toward a 

Performance-Based Program. Since this is a relatively new approach 

to teacher education, data based knowledge is needed about the link 

between teacher behavior and student behavior. There is an immediate 

need for techniques to permit the assessing of skills the trainees pos­

sess, and to provide training in those skill areas where the trainees 

are lacking. 

Aubertine (1973) states that many educators have been following 

a pragmatic course in research in teacher education, rather than a 

deliberate and systematic approach. Because of this, research gathered 

by educators seems to be bits and pieces of random data. 
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If education is to have a place with other recognized fields of 

inquiry, then establishment of itself through some kind of disciplined 

order in the field is necessary. For example, education should begin 

by developing models which can integrate educational theories with 

empirical data. 

Many other scientific fields today have surpassed education in 

the area of sophistication in research. The reason for such advance­

ment is the use of approximation of models in order to organize what 

is known about something. Then by the process of formulating, trying 

out and reformulating approximation models, many other fields of science 

have created a method for research. Through this procedure, they have 

managed to avoid fragmented results. 

Although laboratory research would have a place in a Performance­

Based Teacher Education Program, the major emphasis should be in the 

field, with as much work as possible being done in the context of on­

going teacher education programs. It may also be argued that standards 

have a better chance of being raised, since the research would be aided 

by classroom reality. 

One reason for training teachers is to help them facilitate the 

educational growth of students in the classroom. The dissatisfaction 

which prompted the present move toward Performance-Based Teacher Educa­

tion arose from serious doubts about the procedures currently available 

to classroom teachers. 

The Purpose 

Statement of the purpose. The major purpose of the study was 

to find out how present teachers who have participated in the University 
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of Northern Iowa (U.N.I.) Performance-Based Teacher Education Program 

in Special Education were rated on teaching effectiveness by their 

school principals. To accomplish this purpose, the following objec­

tives have been established. 

1. To obtain rating information on University of Northern Iowa 

special teachers as perceived by their respective principals. 

2. To compare the ratings of University of Northern Iowa special 

students who have only completed Phase I against University of North­

ern Iowa special teachers who have completed both Phase I and Phase II. 

Definition of Terms 

Within the context of the present study, the following terms are 

defined: 

Category. An easily recognized major function or duty of educa­

tional personnel under which related performance elements may be iden­

tified and classified (Peter, 1972). 

Cluster. A compatible grouping of related performance elements 

brought together for greater meaning and understanding (Peter, 1972). 

Competency. Achievement of specific requirements needed (Peter, 1072). 

Modules. Sets of learning activities designed to assist the 

student in achieving pre-specified objectives (Peter, 1972). 

Performance. An action or motion regarding some task or activity, 

implying not random movement but rather a disciplined and orderly flow 

in which there is present some constant providing structure to, and 

continuity within an action (Peter, 1972). 

Phase I. A one semester experience at U.N.I. where teacher 

trainees demonstrate their teaching competencies in a one-to-one 
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tutorial setting under supervision of the U.N.I. staff of the Division 

of Special Education (Appendix B). 

Phase II. A one semester experience at U.N.I. where teacher 

trainees demonstrate their teaching competencies in a classroom or 

group situation under supervision of a classroom teacher and U.N.I. 

staff of the Division of Special Education (Appendix B). 

System. A collection of interrelated and interacting components 

which work in an integrated fashion to attain predetermined purposes 

(Peter, 1972). 



CHAPTER TWO 

THE REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

An Understanding of the Need for 

Performance-Based Education 

For a long time in education, schools have been a vehicle used by 

society to produce behavior change in pupils. With a few exceptions, 

the functioning of the school has then replaced change in pupil per­

formance as the focus of attention. Although there is a diversion of 

attention to means rather than ends, there is a long history of concern 

for the ends as defined by performance; Horace Mann (1891) called the 

attention of educators to some of the problems related to assessing 

performance over seventy-five years ago. 

Any teacher who has asked a pupil to perform a task has shown a 

concern for performance. In 1942, Tyler proposed evaluation on the 

basis of asking the student to do those things set forth in behaviorally 

stated terms.This concern for measurable performance, which is directly 

related to the problem of assessment of teacher competencies of today, 

can be found in a statement by Judd and Monroe (1918). They stated 

that the time was rapidly passing when the reformer could praise his 

new devices and offer as the reason for his satisfaction, his personal 

observation of what was accomplished. They also stated that the super­

intendent who reports to his board on the basis of mere opinion is 

rapidly becoming a relic of an earlier and unscientific age. There 

were also indications that even the principals 

6 
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of schools were beginning to study their schools by exact methods and 

were basing their supervision on the results of their measurements of 

how their teachers perform. 

In the education of teachers, Olson (1972) has observed that in 

terms of both content and process, general studies often fail to pro­

vide students with opportunities to experience what is involved in 

decision making and choice, the establishment of meaning, the use of 

evidence and logic, and collaboration toward approximate goals. In­

stead they afford narrow formalized introductions to a string of dis­

connected subjects superficially considered through emphasis upon 

classification systems. Hemsing (1970) also puts down the liberal 

arts faculty because he believes that their curricula are not relevant 

as far as life purposes are concerned. 

Experimentation with Performance-Based education in recent years 

has come primarily from the United States Office of Education, state 

departments of education and from some professional educators in 

higher education. The list of publications and conferences sponsored 

by The American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education indicates 

that specialists involved in the pre-and in-service education of teach­

ers are beginning to attend to the potential usefulness of Performance­

Based Teacher Education Programs and to debate some of its controver­

sial concepts (Elam, 1971). 

College faculty members responsible for the subject matter fields 

are recognizing the Performance-Based Education has the potential to 

revitalize general education, to redefine the teaching major and minor, 

and to reform graduate or undergraduate education. Olson (1972) points 
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out that because the present system of certification is ineffective in 

the selection of "good teachers," Performance-Based Teacher Education 

offers state departments of education a tool with which to bring col·­

lege, school and community together to establish new kinds of certifi­

able teacher education programs which are successful in attracting and 

educating effective teachers. 

Another reason that has brought about a change toward Performance­

Based Education has come through the behavioral sciences. With an in­

creased awareness of individual learning styles, teacher educators are 

beginning to examine the feasibility of designing programs that allow 

for individual differences. 

Another area that has had an effect on the Performance-Based move­

ment is the field of Systems Analysis. The nature of Systems Analysis 

shows a need to define the goals of a given program. For this reason, 

the Performance-Based education can provide feedback in the form of 

evaluation to bring about modification, by using the pre-test, post­

test approach of Systems Analysis to prescribe lessons. 

As a result of studies done by Tyler (1950), Popham (1969) and 

Cagne (1965), there has been a movement toward attempting to describe 

what students will do as a result of instruction. These researchers 

unanimously maintain that if learning is to be defined as change in 

behavior, then a teacher should be able to specify the desired change 

and determine if the learner has changed his behavior. 

The roots of Performance-Based Teacher Education seem to have 

started with the introduction of microteaching at colleges and univer­

sities. There were also early techniques of assessing instructional 
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performance by using videotape to observe strengths and weaknesses 

during practice teaching sessions. These experiences were done togeth­

er with the methods courses. In the early 1970's systems designs with 

specific objectives were applied to teacher education. Also, electronic 

gadgets were used to individualize instruction (Peter, 1972). 

Significant Literature on the Description of 

Performance-Based Teacher Education Programs 

Performance-Based Teacher Education has enjoyed a great deal of 

exposure and dialogue for the past three years. The public schools 

have discussed the idea using the terms "accountability" and "perfor­

mance contracting." Many schools over the country have experimented 

with having industries contract to get the pupils in public schools to 

achieve specific performance goals through accountability methods. The 

Texankana school system has received a great deal of attention in this 

area (Robinson, 1970). 

A Performance-Based Teacher Education Program should include at 

least three elements. They are behavioral objectives, activities de­

signed to fulfill the objectives and an evaluation of the trainee's 

performance. The behavioral objectives should be carefully written 

from the trainee's point of view so that they can be evaluated by the 

trainee himself and by the professor. Many of the teaching objectives, 

up to this time, have been very general in nature and they were of 

little use to both the trainees and to the teacher in guiding behavior 

for the trainee. 

There seems to be a general consensus regarding the characteristics 

of a Performance-Based Teacher Education Program. The essential 



characteristics are as follows: 

1. Teaching competencies to be demonstrated are role-derived, 

specified in behavioral terms, and made public. 

2. Assessment criteria are competency-based, specify mastery 

levels, and are made public. 

3. Assessment requires performance as prime evidence and takes 

student knowledge into account. 

4. The student's rate of progress depends on demonstrated com­

petency. 

5. The instructional program facilitates development and eval­

uation of specific competencies. 

10 

Many other characteristics are deemed necessary based on obser­

vations by professional practitioners. Weber (1971) describes a 

Performance-Based Teacher Education Program as one in which the compe­

tencies to be demonstrated by the student and the criteria to be applied 

in assessing the competencies of the student are made explicit, and 

the student is held accountable for meeting these criteria. 

Howsman (1972) states that this type of teacher education is the 

application of the principles and practices of performance-based instruc­

tion to teacher preparation. He believes that this type of teacher pre­

paration has four essential elements which are (a) precise objectives 

stated in behavioral terms, (b) performance criteria, indicators of 

performance and modes of assessment, and criterion levels specified 

and made public along with objectives, (c) instruction pertinent to 

the criteria, and (d) learner accountability in terms of the criteria. 

Andrews and Allen (1972) believes that Performance-Based Teacher 

Education refers to programs that are (a) field centered, (b) indivi-
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dualized, (c) based on specific performance criteria, (d) controlled by 

a consortium made up of representatives of at least such organizations 

as colleges, universities, professional teacher organizations, and re­

presentatives of the schools involved. 

Cooper and Weber (1971) notes that in a systems approach to educa­

tion, the components of a program must be devised from its objectives 

and that they are designed specifically to formulate the achievement 

of the program's objective. If this is so, then objectives cannot be 

stated vaguely since the design depends upon the objectives of the pro­

gram. The use of behavioral objectives make it possible to determine 

whether the processes of the program are accomplishing what they are 

designed to accomplish. 

Darcy (1971) describes the primary objective of a Performance­

Based Teacher Education Program as the improvement of the education of 

prospective teachers for contemporary society in a way which will have 

an immediate effect as well as a long term effect on the public educa­

tion of children and youth in our society. 

Potter (1973) sees Performance-Based Teacher Education Programs 

as behavioristic in nature in that it regards the teaching process as 

essentially a behavioral process. That is, he believes that teachers 

have an effect on their students through their own behavior. Perfor­

mance-Based Teacher Education makes use of behavioral objectives to 

communicate to the prospective teacher exactly what is expected of him. 

The use of behavioral objectives in such a program publicly indicates 

what the learner will be like as a result of instruction. By using 

behavioral objectives, evaluation becomes an integral part of the 
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teacher's growth, not simply a final examination that tests the acqui­

sition of what the students know. 

Implied characteristics of such a program include the individual­

ization, personalization, and modularization if instruction, feedback 

guiding the learning experience, emphasis on exit requirements, and 

the learner completing the program only after he demonstrates compet­

encies identified as requisite for a particular professional role. De­

sirable characteristics include a program that is field-centered fea­

turing both teacher educator and learner input in the design of the 

instructional system. Diagram number one will describe a complete ver­

sion of the conceptual model of a Performance-Based Teacher Education 

Program (Elam, 1971). 

The acceptance of this model is having a great impact on teacher 

education institutions. They no longer expect automatic teacher certi­

ficates for their graduates' certification being granted only after 

competence is proven. Any overlapping content, overemphasis on instruc­

tor's pet ideas, and abstract discourse would give way to a more system­

atic aporoach. The new approach involves management of the teacher 

education program in such a way that the instutution is simultaneously 

dealing with all of the elements that comprise the teacher education 

program (Houston, 1972). 

Teacher education institutions must be aware of the implications 

of a decision to develop performance-based field-oriented teacher edu­

cation programs (Giles and Foster, 1972). The administration must have 

a special commitment to resolving the problems associated with the 

field-centered aspects. The faculty must identify and organize 
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competencies necessary for an outstanding teacher, assume the role of 

developer and coordinator of experiences and activities leading to the 

role of teacher, and be involved at both campus and field centers so 

theory and practice integrate. 

The student must be willing to be judged on his competence which 

entails a realistic appraisal of past experiences and selection of 

programs that build on already acquired competencies. Only through 

cooperation of students, faculty, and administration will the teacher 

education program work at its best. 



-.::t 
.-I Table 1. Conceptual Model of Performance-Based Teacher Education. 

ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS 

Teaching competencies to be demon­
strated are role-derived, specified 
in behavioral terms, and made public. 

2. Assessment criteria are competency­
based, specify mastery levels, and 
made public. 

3. Assessment requires performance as 
prime evidence, takes student 
knowledge into account 

4. Student's progress rate depends on 
demonstrated competency. 

5. Instructional program facilitates 
development and evaluation of 
specific competencies. 

IMPLIED 
cB.ARACTERISTICS 

1. Individualization 

2. Feedback 

3. Systematic 
Programs 

4. Exit Emphasis 

5. Modularization 

6. Student and 
Program 
Accountability 

--

DESIRABLE 
cl-L'\RACTERISTICS 

2. Broad Base for 
Decision Making 

3. Protocol and 
Training Materials 

4. Student 
Participation 
in Decision 
Making 

5. Research-Oriented 
and Regenerative 

6. Career-Continuous 

7. Role Integration 
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Some teacher education institutions using a Performance-Based 

teacher education program report tentative observations indicating 

advantages over the traditional program. Weber State College started 

a Performance-Based Teacher Education Program in 1970. Initial student 

reaction varied from enthusiasm to rejection. Tentative conclusions 

regarding the Weber State program are: Students and faculty are working 

harder than previously, students are learning more teaching skills than 

previously, the student-faculty relationship is friendlier and more 

cooperative, and students willingly accept and carry out responsibility 

for decisions concerning their own preparation (Burke, 1972). 

The University of Nebraska found that its secondary level teacher 

education students liked the Performance-Based Teacher Education Pro­

gram better than traditional instruction and were also able to achieve 

more. Cooperating teachers reported that student teachers completing 

the Performance-Based Teacher Education Program used a wider range of 

teaching behaviors and employed more innovative techniques than did 

student teachers who completed the traditional course requirement se­

quence. The University of Nebraska teacher education students gener­

ally found student teaching to be an excellent experience but many 

rated their Performance-Based experiences even better than student 

teaching (Sybouts, 1973). 

Performance-Based Teacher Education is having great impact on 

state education departments, especially as it concerns certification of 

teachers. Teachers have been certified after a review of college tran­

scripts verified the successful completion of courses with specified 

titles plus the receipt of appropriate degrees. The assumption was 
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that this bureaucratic process distinguished those persons who are 

qualified to perform as teachers from those not so qualified. Certi­

fication agencies have not been completely satisfied with this approach 

but have been reluctant to voice their misgivings due to uncertainties 

involved in a more direct form of teacher evaluation (Daniel, 1971). 

Recent pressures for credibility and accountability have, however, 

removed much of the reluctance and stimulated these professionals and 

agencies to aggressively seek new certification approaches. The ap­

proach sought by many is one of certification based on performance as 

well as consideration of educational attainment and knowledge. Addition 

of performance criteria is supposed to bridge the gap between theory 

and practice and provide more competent teachers. 

New York State is one of the leaders in the performance-based 

certification movement, with present plans being to move to the perfor­

mance end of the certification continuum. Commissioner Nyquist (1972) 

indicated that the state education department's dissatisfaction with 

current certification practices when he noted that the present system 

of certification is archaic and really does not tell us much about the 

prospective competence of teachers. He also felt that future certifi­

cation should depend on performance over a period of time and that the 

current goal was to establish a system of certification by which the 

state can assure the public that professional personnel in the schools 

has possessed and maintained demonstrated competencies with which to 

enable children to learn. 

Developmental activities toward this goal include the funding of 

twelve trial projects to develop Competency-Based Field-Centered Teacher 
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Education Programs, participation in a multi-states consortium on Com­

petency-Based Teacher Education, establishment of two competency-based 

education centers, and publication of a competency-based certification 

newsletter (Houston, 1973). 

Performance recertification is also receiving attention in some 

states. The Arizona Board of Education (1972) indicates that it has 

not found evidence linking teacher's experience and advanced degrees to 

student achievement. This dissatisfaction with current certification 

practices led to finding a recertification model based on performance 

criteria. They indicate performance based recertification will cause 

an emphasis on viable in-service training, self-evaluation, and growth 

for every teacher of every child. 

If adopted, the effect on higher education will be profound. Per­

formance recertification does not imply a lack of potential value in 

higher education courses; it does imply that colleges of education will 

develop courses which teachers will demand because the content is 

needed. Courses depending on enrollment generated by the Board of 

Education recertification requirements, rather than genuine teacher 

demand will meet their just demise. 

An Understanding of Some of the Positive and 

Negative Aspects Concerning 

Performance-Based Teacher Education Programs 

Although there are questions which have not been satisfactorily 

answered about Performance-Based Teacher Education Programs, especially 

those dealing with a valid criteria for evaluating effectiveness and 

those regarding the relationship between teacher behaviors and pupil 
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learning, there are a number of advantages in using it (Elam, 1971) 

Amont the more promising are its attention to individual needs and 

abilities, its focus on objectives, its emphasis on the sharing process 

by which objectives are formulated and used as a basis for evaluation, 

its efficiency enhanced by feedback, and accountability for both pro­

grams and students. 

Many educators who are behind the Performance-Based Education Pro­

grams have shown a willingness to explore the implications of such a 

program and also a willingness to observe skepticism about this reform 

in education. Weber and Cooper (1972) have noted that Performance­

Based Teacher Education Programs are primarily achievement-based and 

not time or experienced-based. But Boudy (1972) has demanded that the 

advocates of this new program answer his charge that Performance-Based 

Teaching Programs are in danger of capturing everything except what is 

most significant in many kinds of learning, which is, significance. 

However, the advocates of Performance-Based programs acknowledges gaps 

in their knowledge base, particularly in the area of measurement and 

also an inadequate philosophical base (Elam, 1971). 

Performance-Based Teacher Education Programs offer explicit state­

ments of its educational objectives and takes into account the specific 

needs and interests of students as they have expressed them. It uses 

the school, community and society as an essential resource in the edu­

cational program. It helps students to know exactly what is expected 

of them in any module of work. Students can proceed at their own pace 

until a technique is mastered. It also established a continuing process 

of evaluation and assessment in order to maintain a program in which 

students can learn readily and successfully. By stressing the end 
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product, by emphasizing the importance of both class and field work, it 

encourages individuals to continue their education and prepare for new 

careers. 

Students play an active role in Performance-Based Programs. This 

is done by the students' accountability for demonstrating competencies. 

Prespecified competencies would have to me met before the course, unit, 

or module is completed. In such a case, students can no longer get a 

below average grade in their courses. Concomitant with the the students' 

accountabilities is the emphasis on exit requirements rather than en­

trance requirements. It is an open-systems approach which begins by 

identifying and mapping the repeated cycles of input, transformation, 

out-put and renewed input which comprise the organizational pattern 

(Katz and Kahn, 1972). 

Students develop competencies at their own rate. This is facili­

tated through the development and student use of instructional modules. 

Since a student works at his own pace on a module, he is no longer 

locked into the semester or quarter system. Because the system is self 

pacing, time is not the constant as before. Learning becomes the con­

stant and time becomes the variable. 

Silberman (1965) in his book Crisis in the Classroom, notes that a 

a major criticism of the educational system today is the mindlessness 

which permeates the entire system. Too often things are done with no 

clear understanding of the rationale behind them. A Performance-Based 

Program with its explicitly stated objectives, can afford the student 

on opportunity to undergo meaningful learning experiences. This type 

of program is geared to recognize the uniqueness of individuals and 
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provides them with alternative routes to reach the program objectives. 

No longer is a student locked into a series of lectures or a particular 

textbook. Personalization of instruction permits a student, with the 

help of advisors, to tailor his or her program. 

Burker (1972) states that Performance-Based Teacher Education Pro­

grams can create a liberating environment for teacher candidates. It 

tends to have the philosophical aim of restoring the capacity to con-

tend with the world on equal terms. He also stated that this restoration 

was the overall goal of a Performance-Based Teacher Education Program. 

Maloney (1972) explains that the issue appears to be "to plan or not to 

plan," when actually it is a refusal to accept a restrictive, inadequate 

planning methodology in place of a creative, flexible approach. 

One must also be aware of the critics of the non-basic approach to 

education. Most of these critics believe that the theoretical approach 

as opposed to the behaviorist point of view, which is evident in behav­

ioral objectives, does not place enough emphasis on the affective domain 

for the trainee. 

Nash and Agne (1970) seem to be most critical of the program. They 

believe that it underlines the status-quo and not provide for the crea­

tive work on the part of the trainee. They also believe that Perfor­

mance-Based Programs emphasize the development of professional skills 

at the expense of the development of the areas of feelings, values, and 

attitudes. Nash (1971) also writes in Phi Delta Kappan, that the Per­

formance Based Programs are rooted in positivism, pragmatism and tech­

nologism. 

Hoetker, in 1972 noted that there was to imperical, objective 
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evidence that the application of systems technology to instruction 

would contribute significantly more to improving the effectiveness or 

efficiency of an educational program than would the installation of an 

official astrologer. Broudy (1972) also stresses that it is naive to 

attempt to reduce this welter of talk to overt performances that a 

teacher should be able to execute on demand. 

There is also objection to the Performance-Based Teacher Education 

Programs due to the long standing academic distrust for reforms initia­

ted by educational establishments. Henry (1972) reports that: 

Neither psychologists nor logicians know what acts, strategies 

or operations are inherent in many gross or molar behavioral goals, 

concept development, critical thinking, or induction, and therefore 

authorities admit that they cannot delineate the design pupil behav­

iors that provide the preliminary acts (practice, if you wish) to 

bring about the desired behavior ... Only behaviorists rush in where 

authorities fear to thread. (p. 24) 

But advocates of the Performance-Based Teacher Education Programs have 

already admitted the current limitations in philosophy and knowledge of 

their program. And they urge subject matter specialists to help under­

take research necessary to broaden the base and to develop satisfactory 

measures of assessment for the program (Elam, 1971). 

The Middle States Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools in 

1969 wrote that Performance-Based Education has an air of vocational 

orientation and it threatens the prospective teacher's broad and con­

tinuing exposure to the liberal arts and science. The association has 

also pointed out that: 
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Teaching, more than any other profession, is leveral education 

at work, simply given direction and insight by profession train­

ing. The danger for the student, especially toward the end of 

his course, is to let the wholly desirable fascination of his new 

professional orientation swallow up what should still be his pri­

mary concern: general or liberal education, for the teacher must 

first of all be an educated person. (p.37) 

John Dewey (1897) wrote that there is a strong temptation to as­

sume that presenting subject matter in its perfected forms, provides 

the royal road to learning. But there is no royal road to learning. 

Education, as a discipline, is the means as well as the end. The means 

become the end. 

Horton (1972) also warns that education is not animal training. 

Education of a man is a human awakening. Education, he stresses, re­

quires two aspects: (a) the acquiring of knowledge, and (b) discovering 

personal meaning for that information. Information in itself is re­

duced to the level of training. Only when individuals find the link 

between specific information and a significance or meaning in their 

personal experience can education be said to occur. 

Hutchins( 1971) also points out that Performance-Based programs 

stress the skills needed to enhance the students' economic future in 

a tight job market, to the exclusion of real education born of under­

standing, which will enable the person to cope with life at various 

levels. When preparation for jobs take precedence over preparation 

for living, then education will be no more than vocational training. 
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At the present, objections to the Performance-Based Teacher Pro­

grams from subject matter specialists range from trivial to substantive. 

Better debates may develop when researchers in the field of education 

begin to take a hard look at this new type of program. Also much de­

bate over this type of program will continue as educators are forced 

to face up to the demands of becoming more accountable to students, 

funding agencies and the public. 

A Summary of the Review 

of the Literature 

The review of the literature disclosed several important factors 

regarding teacher education today. It has made many educators aware 

that conventional teacher education training programs are somewhat in­

adequate to meet the needs of teachers. The quality of teacher educa­

tion should be revitalized if teacher education is to show improvement. 

The Performance-Based Teacher Education movement is very viable 

and attracting an increasing number of followers. Although there are 

many concerns yet to be resolved, the potential advantages render this 

one of the most promising educational movements of recent times. Since 

the movement is still somewhat in its beginning stages, the major im­

pact of the program is yet to be determined. The Elam study (1971) 

lists the general advantages and visible results of the program. They 

are as follows: 

1. Much greater performance flexibility, permitting students to 

progress at their own rate, with many alternatives and options. 

2. Greater attention to specific skill training. 

3. Greater congruity between the objectives and the evidence 

admitted for evaluation purposes. 



4. Better rationalization of faculty decisions and demands af­

fecting students. 
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5. Development of new facilities and technology required by Per­

formance-Based Teacher Education Programs. 

However, this program should not be viewed as the only way as far 

as the education of teachers are concerned. Schalock (1970) believes 

that Performance-Based Education is the second in three criteria ap­

proach toward teacher education. The first criteria is the teacher edu­

cation program based on the acquisition of knowledge. The second cri­

teria is that of performance. And the third, which is yet to be real­

ized is the product criteria program. 

Because of the short length of time since the conception of this 

innovative program, the author found research on Performance-Based 

Teacher Education very disappointingly scarce for a program that shows 

potential of being an integral part of teacher education for many years. 

Rosenshine and Furst (1971) sums up the frustration of looking for re­

search on Performance-Based Education when they wrote that the educa­

tional researchers have not yet provided those who train teachers with 

a repetoire of teaching skills which indicates to a teacher that if he 

or she increases behavior X and/or decreases behavior Y, there would be 

a concomitant change in the cognitive or affective achievement of his 

students. 

In concluding, a quote from Howsam (1972) about the Performance­

Based Teacher Program seems appropriate. Howsam states that: 

Probably no educational movement of recent times has shown so 

much promise as this application of a common principle ... 
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competency-based instruction ... simultaneously to practice in the 

schools and to the education of teachers for the schools. The 

prospects for teacher education seem nothing short of phenomenal. 

(p. 33) 



CHAPTER THREE 

PROCEDURES 

Introduction 

The performance based model of training future special teachers 

is a very unique educational approach which is based upon a systems 

analysis to instruction. This approach has been found to be effec­

tive in the training of teachers to effect change in children (Peter, 

1972). The University of Northern Iowa has adopted this approach to 

its Special Education Program. 

Due to the recent introduction of accountability into the class­

room, it is becoming increasingly important to determine whether the 

University of Northern Iowa's Special Education Performance-Based 

Program can help the special classroom teacher maintain a system of 

continuous monitoring and evaluating pupil performance. In order to 

accomplish this, principals working directly with graduates of the 

University of Northern Iowa Performance-Based Program were requested 

to rate these teachers on their teaching competencies. In this way 

the perceptions of school personnel concerning the teaching effective­

ness of University of Northern Iowa special education graduates was 

determined. 

Population 

The population of the study consisted of classroom teachers in 

the area of special education and their building principals. The 

criteria for being classified as a special education classroom teach­

er in the study were as follows: 

26 
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1. The teacher must hold a bachelor's degree or higher from the 

University of Northern Iowa (U.N.I.) 

2. The teacher must be fully certified in a field of special 

education from the Iowa Department of Public Instruction. 

3. The teacher must have taken either Phase I or Phase I and 

Phase II in Special Education from U.N.I. 

4. The teacher had to be currently working full time in a school 

district. 

5. The teacher had to be teaching in the school district for one 

half year or more. 

The criteria for being classified as a building principal in the 

study were as follows: 

1. The principal must hold an advanced degree from an accredited 

college or university. 

2. The principal had to be certified as such by the Iowa Depart­

ment of Public Instruction. 

3. The principal must have been in charge of the school the 

teachers were employed in for not less than one year. 

The reasons for having this group is to see how the principal 

rated competencies of the graduates of U.N.I. serving on his staff, 

since he is the consumer or the one who generally is involved in the 

hiring of the teachers in his building. The population was also 

limited to elementary and secondary principals and teachers who worked 

with the Area Seven Education Agency located in Iowa (Appendix D). 

Due to both the criteria used and the restricted area that was sampled 

the population was composed of twenty-nine teachers and twenty prin-
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cipals. There were thirteen teachers who had completed Phase I only 

and sixteen teachers who completed both Phase I and II of the program 

at U.N.I. 

The criteria delineated the population to be selected for the 

study, and had been met by all of the members of the population. The 

entire group consisted of six male and twenty-three female teachers. 

From the thirteen teachers who had compelted Phase I only, there were 

three male and ten female teachers. Among the sixteen teachers who had 

completed both Phase I and Phase II, two were male teachers and fourteen 

were female teachers. The years of teaching ranged from one year to 

seventeen years of experience. 

The selection of the subjects was not a random selection. The 

entire group meeting the population specifications were used and there­

fore no sampling information was needed. 

Experimental Technique 

The program under investigation in this study is the special 

education program at the University of Northern Iowa which is a non­

categorical, performance-based program. This unique, multi-phase pre­

paration program contains many features not found in more traditional 

teacher training programs. The program concentrates on developing 

teachers competent in the diagnosis and remediation of learning and 

behavior problems. It avoids teaching strategies according to diag­

nostic labels of children. Successful tutoring and group teaching of 

the handicapped student must be demonstrated in two one-semester 

experiences called Phase I and Phase II. Together with the practicum, 

emphasis is also placed on curriculum development and classroom 
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management techniques in other related courses. 

Features of the Phase I experience: 

1. Eight semester hours credit. 

2. Trainee works a minimum of seventy-two hours in a one-to-one 

tutorial practicum under supervision of U.N.I. staff. 

3. The trainee in the tutorial experience nust: adequately diag­

nose the child's learning and/or behavior problems, prescribe an ac­

ceptable sequence of remedial activities, and successfully implement 

and evaluate teaching and management techniques. 

4. Successful trainees advance to Phase II; those failing repeat 

Phase I or choose another career field. 

Features of the Phase II experience: 

1. Eleven semester hours credit. 

2. Trainee extends Phase I skills with a minimum of ninety-six 

hours of teaching in group practicum under supervision of the class­

room teacher and U.N.I. staff. 

3. Trainee in the group experience must: adequately diagnose 

learning and/or behavior problems, successfully prescribe, implement, 

and evaluate acceptable remedial strategies, and successfully implement, 

maintain, and evaluate management techniques. 

4. Successful trainees advance to student teaching; those failing 

repeat Phase II or choose another career field. 

Specification of Variables 

In this study the independent variable under investigation is the 

University of Northern Iowa training program, and more specifically the 

Phase I only or Phase I and Phase II course work. The dependent 



variable under investigation is teacher ratings given by principals. 

Research Design 

The various phases of the research process can be brought under 

control by a plan of design. The design to be used in this study is 

30 

the Ex Post Facto or "after-only" study design. This design was used 

since the treatment of the data is descriptive in nature with attempts 

to attribute findings to associated variables. Hence, this is a study 

of what actually existed at the time the research was being done. This 

design is often used in education for assessment studies, status 

studies, and also in some case studies. 

Advantages and limitations of using the Ex Post Facto Design: The 

survey or descriptive study is a process for learning pertinent infor­

mation about an existing situation. The main device for gathering 

data from people involved is by the questionnaire methods or from 

summaries or available documents. The survey frequently becomes more 

than a mere fact-finding device. It may result in important hypotheses 

or conclusions that help to solve current problems, and it may provide 

basic information for comparison studies and for identifying trends. 

This design also helps to pool divergent ideas, techniques and bits of 

information, thus throwing light upon existing conditions in need of 

change and improvement. 

A major limitation of this survey design is that it can tend to be 

composed of a loose confederation of several cells of ideas related or 

unrelated to each other. This characteristic lends to a study the im­

pression of size and quantity which might seem to the reader more con­

vincing than valid. 
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Instrumentation 

The evaluation instrument surveyed the population of principals 

on fourteen major professional functioning items on a five point scale 

of their designated teachers in the field of special education. Percep­

tion of the adequacy of preparation of their teachers for the teaching 

task, based on most features of the Phase I experience (Appendix B), 

was indicated by the first seven items on the evaluation instrument. 

Items eight through fourteen dealt with the principals' percep­

tion of their teachers concerning the adequacy of preparation for the 

teaching task based on most features of the Phase II experience (Appen­

dix B). 

Three written statements, regarding what the principals perceived 

as a major part of the evaluation concerning the teachers, but were not 

included in the investigation itself were asked for in item fifteen of 

the evaluation instrument. 

The content of the questionnaire was developed by the conclusions 

made by prominent educators in the field, such as Elam (1971), Howsam, 

Okey, and Brown (1972), and Popham (1973) concerning how a teacher 

should be able to perform as a product of a Performance-Based Teacher 

Education Program (Appendix C). Therefore the validity of the instru­

ment is of the content type. 

Data Analysis 

The questionnaire responses were tabulated and processed by hand 

because of the limited number of subjects due to specific qualifica­

tion standards. Percentages of responses for all questions were tab­

ulated. Analysis consisted of a chi-square test of "goodness of fit" 
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to consider the U.N.I. teacher ratings on competencies. The Mann­

Whitney U Test was also used to measure the differences between the 

two independent samples (Phase I only and Phase I and II) being sur­

veyed. This analysis was used since the data were skewed and consid­

ered ordinal. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA PRESENTATION 

Introduction 

The purpose of the study was to find out how present special 

education teachers who have participated in the University of Northern 

Iowa's (U.N.I.) Performance-Based Education Program were rated on 

teaching effectiveness by their school principals. To accomplish 

this purpose, the following objectives were established: 

1. To obtain rating information on University of Northern Iowa's 

special education graduates who have completed Phase I only or Phase I 

and Phase II as perceived by their respective principals. 

2. To compare the ratings of University of Northern Iowa's spe­

cial education graduates who have completed Phase I only against those 

graduates who have completed both Phase I and Phase II. 

Percentages of responses for all questions were tabulated. Analy­

sis consisted of a chi-square test of "goodness of fit" to consider 

the distribution of the U.N.I. teacher ratings on competencies. The 

Mann-Whitney U test was also employed so as to measure the differences 

between the two independent samples (Phase I only and Phase I and 

Phase II) being surveyed. 

Presentation of Findings 

The investigation started by having questionnaires sent to re­

spective principals of twenty-nine U.N.I. graduates (thirteen Phase I 

and sixteen Phase I and II). Out of this total twenty-four question­

naires or 82.8% of the total were returned to be analyzed (eleven 
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Phase I and thirteen Phase I and II). From the total populations re­

ceived, the principals rated 38% of the teachers as Outstanding, 35% 

as Good, 22% as Satisfactory and 4% as Poor on the fourteen criteria 

being rated. 

As seen in Table 2, the use of the Mann-Whitney U test showed 

that there was a significant difference in the ratings between Phase I 

only and Phase I and II graduates by the principals (U1-36) and was 

rejected beyond the .05 level with higher ratings being given to grad­

uates who had both Phase I and II. 

u 

107 

Ul 

36 

Table 2 

Mann-Whitney U Test 

Degree of Freedom (df) 

11, 13 

Level of Significance 

7.05 

(For further information See Appendix C) 

As seen in Table 3, these teachers, by use of the chi-square test 

got a higher rating than was expected of a normal population (x2 = 120.27), 

with graduates of both Phase I and II training having highest ratings. 

It was rejected at the .001 level with three degrees of freedom. 
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Table 3 

Chi-Square Test of "Goodness of Fit" 

Chi-Square (x
2

) Degree of Freedom (df) Level of Significance 

120.27 3 7.001 

(For further information see Appendix C) 

The rest of the analysis and results would be done in table form 

with percentages of responses for all questions being tabulated fol­

lowed by a written description of the results. Criterias which are 

in table form were rated as follows: O=Outstanding, G=Good, S=Satis­

factory, and P=Poor. 

Groups 

Table 4 

Results of Criteria Number 1: "Demonstrating in 

Their Teaching, A Knowledge of how Children or Youth Learn 

and Develop" as Perceived by Principals 

0 G s p 

Phase I only 18.0% (2) 36.3% (4) 36.3% (4) 9.11% (1) 

Phase I and II 61.5% (8) 15.0% (2) 24.0% (3) 0.0% (O) 

Combined 
Total Group 41.7% (10) 25.0% (6) 29.2% (7) 4.2% (1) 
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There was a vast difference in the rating of criteria number one 

by the principals. The majority (61.5%) of the graduates with both 

Phase I and II experiences were rated Outstanding as compared to grad­

uates with Phase I only (18.0%). The majority of the graduates with 

Phase I only were rated in the Good and Satisfactory ranges (36% each). 

9% of the Phase I only group received a Poor rating on the above cri­

teria. Out of the combined groups, 41.7% were rated as Outstanding, 

25% were rated as Good, 29.2% were rated as Satisfactory while 4.2% 

were rated as Poor (Table 4). 

Table 5 

Results of Criteria Number 2: "Diagnosing the Variety of 

Learning Styles Exhibited by Children and Youth" 

as Perceived by Principals 

Groups 

Phase I only 

Phase I and II 

Combined 
Total Group 

0 

27.3% (3) 

61. 5% (8) 

45.7% (11) 

G 

27.3% (3) 

23.1% (3) 

25.0% (6) 

s 

27.3% (3) 

15.4% (2) 

20.0% (5) 

p 

18.1% (2) 

0.0% (0) 

8.3% (2) 

The Phase I only group was rated evenly among the Outstanding, 

Good and Satisfactory group (27.3% each), while 18% were rated as Poor. 

The majority of the Phase I and II group (61.5%) was rated as Outstand­

ing, 23% were rated as Good and 15% were rated as Satisfactory. Again, 

when the groups were combined, 45.7% were rated as Outstanding, 25% 

were rated as Good, and 20% were rated Satisfactory and 8% were rated 

Poor (Table 5). 
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Table 6 

Results of Criteria Number 3: "Diagnosing Learning Strengths 

as Well as Weaknesses and Utilizing such Results 

in Teaching" as Perceived by Principals 

Groups 0 G s p 

Phase I only 36.3% (4) 36.3% (4) 18.0% (2) 9.1% (1) 

Phase I and II 61.5% (8) 30.8% (4) 7.7% (1) 0.0% (0) 

Combined 
Total Group 50.0% (12) 33.3% (8) 12.5% (3) 4.2% (1) 

The Phase I only group were evenly represented in both Outstanding 

and Good range with 36% each. Eighteen percent of the group was rated 

as Satisfactory and 9% Poor. The Phase I and II group had 61% of their 

group in the Outstanding range, 30% were rated Good and 7% as Satis­

factory. The results of the rating concerning the combined groups 

showed 50% of the teachers rated as Outstanding, 33% as Good, 12% as 

Satisfactory and 4% as Poor (Table 6) 

Table 7 

Results of Criteria Number 4: "Relating out of School Environments 

of Children or Youth to In-School Learning Situations" 

as Perceived by Principals 

Groups 0 G s p 

Phase I only 36.3% (4) 36.3% (4) 27.3% (3) 0% (0) 

Phase I and II 15.4% (2) 76.9% (10) 7.7% (1) 0% (0) 

Combined 
Total Group 25.0% (6) 58.3% (14) 16.7% (4) 0% (0) 
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There was a significant difference at the Outstanding level be­

tween the two groups in favor of the Phase I only group. The princi­

pals of the Phase I only group rated 36% of the teachers as Outstand­

ing in this criteria while the principals of the Phase I and II group 

rated 15% of their teachers as Outstanding. But 76% of the Phase I and 

II group were rated as Good and 7% were rated as Satisfactory. The 

Phase I only group also had 36% of their group rated as Good and 27% 

as Satisfactory. Neither group received a Poor rating on this criteria 

by their principals. Of the total population, the majority of the 

group were rated in the Good range, with 25% rated as Outstanding and 

16% as Satisfactory (Table 7). 

Table 8 

Results of Criteria Number 5: "Planning Individually Prescribed 

Instruction in order to Develop Learning Environments 

Conducive to Continuous Learning for Children 

or Youth" as Perceived by Principals 

Groups 0 G s p 

Phase I only 45.5% (5) 9.1% (1) 36.3% (4) 9.1% 

Phase I and II 46.2% (6) 38.5% (5) 15.3% (2) 0.0% 

Combined 
Total Group 45.7% (11) 25.0% (6) 25.0% (6) 4.2% 

(1) 

(O) 

(1) 

Both the majority of the Phase I only and Phase I and II groups 

were rated as Outstanding, with 45% and 46% respectively. The major 

difference between the groups were seen when the groups were rated as 

nGood." The Phase I and II group had 38% of their population rated as 
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"Good" while 9% of the Phase I only group received this rating. Also, 

9% of the Phase I only group received a rating of "Poor" from their 

principals. When the total group was combined, the majority of the 

teachers (45%) were rated as "Outstanding," 25% each were rated as 

"Good" and "Satisfactory," while 4% were rated as "Poor" on this cri-

teria (Table 8). 

Table 9 

Results of Criteria Number 6: "Planning and Developing Curriculum 

Related to Both the Development of Children or Youth and 

Social Change by Utilizing Their Experiences" 

as Perceived by Principals 

Groues 0 G s p 

Phase I only 27.3% (3) 36.3% (4) 36.3% (4) 0% (0) 

Phase I and II 53.8% (7) 30.8% (4) 15.3% (2) 0% (0) 

Combined 
Total Group 41. 7% (10) 33.3% (8) 25.0% (6) 0% (0) 

The Phase I and II group had 53% of their teachers rated as Out­

standing by their principals while 27% of the Phase I only group were 

rated as such. Thirty-six percent of the teachers in the Phase I only 

group were rated as doing a "Good" job on this criteria and in the 

Phase I and II group, 30% were rated as such. No person in either 

group was rates as "Poor" on this criteria. The Phase I only group 

had 36% of the teachers rated as doing Satisfactory, while 15% of the 

Phase I and II group were rated as doing Satisfactory by their princi­

pals. When the total group was combined, there were 41% of the teachers 



doing Outstanding work, 33% doing Good, 25% Satisfactory and no one 

had a Poor rating (Table 9). 

Table 10 

Results of Criteria Number 7: "Establishing School and Classroom 

Environments that Enhance the Identity Development of 

Children or Youth" as Perceived by Principals 

Groups 

40 

p 

Phase I only 

Phase I and II 

0 

36.3,~ (4) 

38.5% (5) 

G 

36.3% (4) 

61. 51~ (8) 

s 

27.3% (3) 

0.0% (0) 

0% (0) 

0% (0) 

Combined 
Total Group 37 .5% (9) 50.0% (12) 12.5% (3) 0% (O) 

Both groups were rated somewhat evenly in the Outstanding range by 

their principals. The Phase I only group had 36% rated as Outstanding 

and the Phase I and II group had 38% rated in this category. The major 

difference in the rating was found in the Good range where Phase I and 

II accounted for 61% as opposed to 36% for the Phase I only group. Nei-

ther group was rated Poor on this criteria. The combined rating of the 

total group yielded the following results: 50% were rated as Good, 37% 

as Outstanding and 12% Satisfactory, with no one being rated as Poor on 

this criteria (Table 10). 



Table 11 

Results of Criteria Number 8: "Demonstrating an Understanding of 

Subject Matter Sequencing, and use this Knowledge in 

the Analysis of Teaching-Learning Situations" 

as Perceived by Principals 

Groups 0 G s p 

Phase I only 18.1% (2) 27.3% (3) 36.3 (4) 18.1% 

Phase I and II 61.5% (8) 38.5% (5) 0.0% (0) 0.0% 

Combined 
Total Group 41.7% (10) 33.3% (8) 16.7% (4) 8.3% 
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(2) 

(O) 

(2) 

The results indicated that there was a considerable difference in 

the rating of the two groups. In the Outstanding range 61% of the 

Phase I and II group were rated as such while 18% of the Phase I only 

group received this rating. The principals rated 38% of the Phase I 

and II group Good, as well as 27% of the Phase I only group on this 

criteria. Eighteen percent of the Phase I only group was also rated 

as Poor by the principals. In total form, the principals gave 41% of 

the group an Outstanding on this criteria while 33% were awarded Good, 

16% Satisfactory and 8% Poor (Table 11). 



Groups 

Phase I 

Phase I 

Combined 

Table 12 

Results of Criteria Number 9: "Using Instructional 

Technology as Teaching and Learning Media," 

only 

and II 

as Perceived by Principals 

0 G 

9.1% (1) 63.6% (7) 

15.3% (2) 46.2% (6) 

s 

27.3% (3) 

30.8% (4) 

Total Group 12.5% (3) 54.2% (13) 29.2% (7) 

42 

p 

0.0% (O) 

7.7% (1) 

4.1% (1) 

Both groups were rated low by the principals at the Outstanding 

level of proficeincy (9% and 15% respectively for the Phase I only and 

the Phase I and II group). The majority of both groups were rated at 

the Good level which amounted to 63% of the Phase I only group and 46% 

of the Phase I and II group. Seven percent of the Phase I and II group 

were rated Poor on this particular criteria. 

On this criteria, the majority of the combined total group (54%) 

were rated as Good, 29% were rated Satisfactory, 12% were rated Out­

standing and 4% of the group were rated Poor (Table 12). 

Table 13 

Results of Criteria Number 10: "Organizing and Working Effectively 

with Children and Youth in Small Groups," as Perceived by Principals 

Groups 0 G s p 

Phase I only 36.3% (4) 36.3% (4) 27.3% (3) 0% (O) 

Phase I and II 69.2% (9) 23.1% (3) 7.7% (1) 0% (O) 

Combined 
Total Group 54.2% (13) 29.2% (7) 16.6% (4) 0% (0) 
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The Phase I only group were rated evenly between the Outstanding 

and Good levels with each category receiving 36%. The principals also 

rated 27% of this group as Satisfactory. Sixty-nine percent of the 

Phase I and II group were rated by the principals as Outstanding, with 

23% in the Good and 7% in the Satisfactory range. There was no one 

rated as Poor in either of the groups. 

Of the combined total group, the principals rated 54% of this 

group as doing an Outstanding job on this criteria, while 29% did Good, 

and 16% did Satisfactory (Table 13). 

Table 14 

Results of Criteria Number 11: "Developing and Using Classroom 

Management Techniques Appropriate to the Behavior and 

Learning Characteristics of Children in the 

Classroom," as Perceived by Principals 

Groups 0 G s p 

Phase I only 18.1% (2) 27.3% (3) 45.5% (5) 9.1% 

Phase I and II 53.8% (7) 23.1% (3) 15.3% (2) 7.7% 

Combined 
Total Group 37.5% (9) 25.0% (6) 29.2% (7) 9.3% 

(1) 

(1) 

(2) 

The Phase I and II group received 53% Outstanding, 23% Good, 15% 

Satisfactory and 9% Poor on the ratings by the principals. In the 

Phase I only group, the principals rated 18% of the teachers Outstand­

ing, 27% as Good, 45% as Satisfactory and 9% as Poor. Combined, the 

two groups together had 37% of the teachers rated as Outstanding by 

the principals. Twenty-nine percent were rated as Satisfactory, 25% 

as Good, and 8% of the total group were rated as Poor (Table 14). 



Table 15 

Results of Criteria Number 12: "Demonstrating the Ability to 

Intervene When a Child is Manifesting Behavior or 

Academic Problems," as Perceived by Principals 

Groups 0 

44 

p 

Phase I only 

Phase I and II 

Combined 

9.1% (1) 

38.5% (5) 

G 

36.3% (4) 

38.5% (5) 

s 

45.5% (5) 

15.3% (2) 

9.1% (1) 

7. 7% (1) 

Total Group 25.0% (6) 37.5% (9) 29.2% (7) 8.3% (2) 

The levels of Outstanding and Good were rated evenly by the prin­

cipals for the Phase I and II group. Each of the mentioned levels 

accounted for 38% of the group, while 15% were rated as Satisfactory 

and 7% Poor. The Phase I only group had 9% of their teachers rated as 

Outstanding, 36% Good, 45% Satisfactory and 9% Poor on this particular 

criteria. The rating for the total group showed somewhat evenly rated 

as Outstanding (25%) and Satisfactory (29%). While 37% of the group 

were rated as Good and 8% as doing Poor on this particular criteria 

(Table 15). 

Table 16 

Results of Criteria Number 13: "Working as Part of a Diverse Team," 

as Perceived by Principals 

Groups 0 G s p 

Phase I only 9.1% (1) 45.5% (5) 27.3% (3) 18.1% (2) 

Phase I and II 53.8% (7) 23.1% (3) 23.1% (3) 0.0% (0) 

Combined 
Total Group 33.3% (8) 33.3% (8) 25.0% (6) 8.3% (2) 
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The major differences in the ratings between the Phase I only group 

and the Phase I and II group were to be found in the Outstanding, Good, 

and Poor levels. The Phase I and II group had 53% of their teachers at 

the Outstanding level as opposed to 9% for the Phase I only group. In 

the rating of Good, 45% of the Phase I and II group were in this cate­

gory as opposed to 23% of the Phase I only group. There were also 18% 

of the Phase I only group rated poor in this criteria while none of the 

Phase I and II group were rated as such. The total group showed an even 

rating at the Outstanding and Good levels (33% each). With 25% of the 

group rated as Satisfactory and 8% Poor (Table 16). 

Table 17 

Results of Criteria Number 14: "Exhibiting Knowledge of the School 

Building Rules by Showing Ability to Function Within 

these Rules," as Perceived by Principals 

Groups 0 G s p 

Phase I only 0.0% (O) 54.5% (6) 45.5% (5) 0% (0) 

Phase I and II 61.5% (8) 15.3% (2) 23.1% (3) 0% (0) 

Combined 
Total Group 33.3% (8) 33.3% (8) 33.3% (8) 0% (O) 

No percentage of the Phase I only group was rated at the Outstand­

ing level on this criteria. However, 54% of the group were rated Good 

and 45% Satisfactory. In the Phase I and II group, the principals 

rated over one half of the group (61%) as Outstanding in this criteria, 

with 15% rated Good and 23% as Satisfactory. No group had any percent-

age of its teachers rated Poor on this criteria. The combined group 

had an evenly distributed percentage among the levels of Outstanding, 

Good, and Satisfactory (33% each). (Table 17). 
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Summary 

Greater than 82% return was received from the principals of both 

the Phase I only and Phase I and II groups. The actual number of 

questionnaires that were sent out was twenty-nine. The number returned 

was twenty-four. In the Phase I only group, thirteen questionnaires 

were sent out and eleven were returned, while in the Phase I and II 

group sixteen were sent out and thirteen were returned. 

The Mann-Whitney U test showed that there was a significant differ­

ence in the ratings between the Phase I only and the Phase I and II 

groups by the principals, where u
1 

= 36 and was rejected at the .05 

level with higher ratings received by the Phase I and II group. By 

using the chi-square test of "goodness of fit," the combined group 

received higher ratings than was expected for a normal population 

2 
(x = 120.27) and was rejected at the .001 level with three degrees of 

freedom. 

The following are the results of criteria 1-14 as perceived by 

school principals: 

Criteria Number 1: Teachers' Knowledge of Learning and Develop-

mental Skills. In the Phase I only group, 18% (2) were perceived as 

Outstanding, 36% (4) as Good, 36% (4) as Satisfactory and 9% (1) as 

Poor by their principals. In the Phase I and II group, 61% (8) were 

perceived as Outstanding, 15% (2) as Good, and 24% (3) as Satisfactory 

by their principals. Of the combined group, 41% (10) were perceived 

as Outstanding, 25% (6) as Good, 29% (7) as Satisfactory and 4% (1) 

as Poor. 
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Criteria Number 2: Ability to Diagnose a Variety of Learning 

Styles. In the Phase I only group, 27% (3) were perceived as Outstand­

ing, 27.3% (3) as Good, 27.3 (3) as Satisfactory and 18.1% (2) as Poor 

by their principals. In the Phase I and II group, 61.5% (8) were per­

ceived as Outstanding, 23.1% (3) as Good, and 15.4% (2) as Satisfactory 

by their principals. Of the combined group, 45.7% (11) were perceived 

as Outstanding, 25% (6) as Good, 20% (5) as Satisfactory and 8.3% (2) 

as Poor. 

Criteria Number 3: Ability to Diagnose Learning Strengths as Well 

as Weaknesses and Use Results in Teaching. In the Phase I only group, 

36.3% (4) were perceived as Outstanding, 36.3% (4) as Good, 18.0% (2) 

as Satisfactory and 9.1% (1) as Poor by their principals. In the Phase 

I and II group, 61.5% (8) were perceived as Outstanding, 30.8% (4) as 

Good, and 7.7% (1) as Satisfactory. In the Phase I and II group, no 

teacher was perceived as doing poorly. Of the combined group, 50% (12) 

were perceived as Outstanding, 33.3% (8) as Good, 12.5% (3) as Satis­

factory and 4.2% (1) as Poor. 

Criteria Number 4: Ability to Relate Child's Out of School Envir­

onment to In-School Learning Situations. In the Phase I only group, 

36.3% (4) were perceived as Outsanding, 36.3% (4) as Good, and 27.3% 

(3) as Satisfactory. In the Phase I and II group, 15.4% (2) were per­

ceived as Outstanding, 76.9% (10) as Good, and 7.7% (1) as Satisfactory 

by their principals. Of the combined group, 25.0% (6) were perceived 

as Outstanding, 58.3% (14) as Good, and 16.7% (4) as Satisfactory. 

Criteria Number 5: Ability to Plan Individually Prescribed Instr­

uction. In the Phase I only group 45.5% (5) were perceived as Out­

standing, 9.1% (1) as Good, 36.3% (4) as Satisfactory,and 9.1% as Poor (1) 
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by their principals. In the Phase I and II group, 46.2% (6) were per­

ceived as Outstanding, 38.5% (5) as Good, and 15.3% (2) as Satisfactory 

by their principals. Of the combined group, 45.7% (11) were perceived 

as Outstanding, 25.0% (6) as Good, 25.0% (6) as Satisfactory, and 4.2% 

(1) as Poor. 

Criteria Number 6: Ability to Plan and Develop Curriculum Utili­

zing Children's Experiences. In the Phase I only group 27.3% (3) were 

perceived as Outstanding, 36.3% (4) as Good, and 36.3% (4) as Satis­

factory by their principals. In the Phase I and II group, 53.8% (7) 

were perceived as Outstanding, 30.8% (4) as Good, and 15.3% (2) as 

Satisfactory by their principals. Of the combined broup, 41.7% (10) 

were perceived as Outstanding, 33.3% (8) as Good, and 25.0% (6) as 

Satisfactory. 

Criteria Number 7: Ability to Enhance Identity Development of 

Pupils in Classroom Teaching. In the Phase I only group 36.3% (4) 

were perceived as Outstanding, 36.3% (4) as Good, and 27.3% (3) as 

Satisfactory by their principals. In the Phase I and II group 38.5% 

(5) were perceived as Outstanding, and 61.5% (8) as Good by their 

principals. Of the combined group, 37.5% (9) were perceived as Out­

standing, 50.0% (12) as Good, and 12.5% (3) as Satisfactory by their 

principals. 

Criteria Number 8: Ability to Demonstrate Sequencing of Subject 

Matter in Classroom Teaching. In the Phase I only group 18.1% (2) 

were perceived as Outstanding, 27.3% (3) as Good, 36.3% (4) as Satis­

factory, and 18.1% (2) as Poor by their principals. In the Phase I 

and II group, 61.5% (8) were perceived as Outstanding, and 38.5% (5) 
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as Good by their principals. Of the combined group, 41.7% (10) were 

perceived as Outstanding, 33.3% (8) as Good, 16.7% (4) as Satisfactory, 

and 8.3% (2) as Poor. 

Criteria Number 9: Ability to Use Instructional Technology as 

Teaching and Learning Media. In the Phase I only group, 9.1% (1) were 

perceived as Outstanding, 63.6% (7) as Good, and 27.3% (3) as Satis­

facotry by their principals. In the Phase I and II group 15.3% (2) 

were perceived as Outstanding, 46.2% (6) as Good, 30.8% (4) as Satis­

facotry, and 7.7% (1) as Poor by their principals. Of the combined 

group, 12.5% (3) were perceived as Outstanding, 54.2% (13) as Good, 

29.2% (7) as Satisfactory, and 4.1% (1) as Poor. 

Criteria Number 10: Ability to Organize and Work Effectively with 

Children in Small Groups. In the Phase I only group 36.3% (4) were 

perceived as Outstanding, 36.3% (4) as Good, and 27.3% (3) as Satis­

factory by their principals. In the Phase I and II group 69.2% (9) 

were perceived as Outstanding, 23.1% (3) as Good, and 7.7% (1) as Poor 

by their principals. Of the combined group, 54.2% (13) were perceived 

as Outstanding, 29.2% (7) as Good, and 16.6% (4) as Satisfactory. 

Criteria Number 11: Ability to Use Appropriate Classroom Manage­

ment Techniques in the Classroom. In the Phase I only group, 18.1% (2) 

were perceived as Outstanding, 27.3% as Good, 45.5% (5) as Satisfactory 

and 9.1% (1) as Poor by their principals. In the Phase I and II group, 

53.8% (7) were perceived as Outstanding, 23.1% (3) as Good, 15.3% (2) 

as Satisfactory, and 7.7% (1) as Poor by their principals. Of the com­

bined group 37.5% (9) were perceived as Putstanding, 25.0% (6) as Good, 

29.2% (7) as Satisfactory, and 8.3% (2) as Poor. 
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Criteria Number 12: Ability to Intervene When a Pupil is Manifest­

ing Behavior or Academic Problems. In the Phase I only group 9.1% (1) 

were perceived as Outstanding, 36.3% (4) as Good, 45.5% (5) as Satis­

facotry, and 9.1% (1) as Poor by their principals. In the Phase I and 

II group 38.5% (5) were perceived as Outstanding, 38.5% (5) as Good, 

15.3% (2) as Satisfactory, and 7.7% (1) as Poor by their principals. Of 

the combined group 25.0% (6) were perceived as Outstanding, 37.5% (9) 

as Good, 29.2% (7) as Satisfactory, and 8.3% (2) as Poor. 

Criteria Number 13: Ability to Work as Part of a Diverse Educa­

tional Team. In the Phase I only group, 9.1% (1) were perceived as 

Outstanding, 45.5% (5) as Good, 27.3% (3) as Satisfactory, and 18.1% 

(2) as Poor by their principals. In the Phase I and II group 53.8% (7) 

were perceived as Outstanding, 23.1% (3) as Good, and 23.1% (3) as 

Satisfactory by their principals. Of the combined group 33.3% (8) were 

perceived as Outstanding, 33.3% (8) as Good, 25.0% (6) as Satisfactory, 

and 8.3% (2) as Poor. 

Criteria Number 14: Ability to Function Within School Building 

Rules and Regulations. In the Phase I only group, 54.5% (6) were per­

ceived as Good, and 45.5% (5) as Satisfactory by their principals. In 

the Phase I and II group 61.5% (8) were perceived as Outstanding, 15.3% 

(2) as Good, and 23.1% (3) as Satisfactory by their principals. Of 

the combined group, 33.3% (8) were perceived as Outstanding, 33.3% (8) 

as Good, and 33.3% (8) as Satisfactory. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Introduction 

The Performance-Based Teacher Education movement is very viable 

and attracting an increasing number of followers (Schnieder, 1973). 

Although there are many concerns yet to be revised, the potential 

advantages render this one of the most promising educational movements 

of recent times. Since the movement is still somewhat in its beginning 

stages, the major impact of the program is yet to be determined. 

However, the Performance-Based Teacher Education Program is not 

without its critics (Henry, 1972), and advocates of this type of pro­

gram urge subject matter specialists to help undertake research neces­

sary to broaden the base and to develop satisfactory measures of assess­

ment for the program (Elam, 1971). 

Problem 

Many teacher education institutions, recognizing the problems 

that are in the traditional approaches to teacher education, have al­

ready begun to study and change their programs and courses toward a 

Performance-Based Teacher Education program. This being a relatively 

new approach to teacher education, data based knowledge is needed 

about the link between teacher behavior and student behavior. There 

is an immediate need for techniques to allow the assessing of skills 

the trainees possess, and to provide training in those skills that are 

lacking in the trainees. 

51 
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Subjects and Setti~_g_ 

In this study, twenty-nine subjects had completed undergraduate 

and graduate teacher preparation programs at the University of Northern 

Iowa and were employed full-time as special education teachers in the 

Blackhawk-Buchanan counties in Iowa. Their years in the field of 

teaching ranged from one to seventeen. 

Each of the teachers had taken either Phase I only or both Phase I 

and II at U.N.I. Thirteen of the teachers had taken Phase I only, which 

is a combination of course work and practicum designed to develop com­

petencies in the individualized instruction application of the princi­

ples and techniques of management in a tutorial setting, and prescrip­

tive teaching. Sixteen teachers had taken Phase I and Phase I½which 

is also a combination of course work and practicum, but is specifically 

designed to develop competencies in the total classroom application of 

the principles and techniques of classroom management and prescriptive 

teaching. 

A questionnaire was sent to the principles of the building in which 

the subjects taught. The principals were asked to rate, as they per­

ceive, the effectiveness of their respective teachers on fourteen com­

petencies that had some reflection on both the Phase I and Phase II pro­

grams at U.N.I. 

Instrumentation 

The instrumentation surveyed the principals on fourteen competen­

cies on a five point scale of their deisignated teachers in the field 

of special education. The principals were also asked to write state­

ments with regard to what they perceived as a major part of an evalua­

tion concerning the teachers, but were not included in the investigation 
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itself. 

Analysis 

Analysis consisted of a chi-square test of "goodness of fit" to 

consider the distribution of the u.N.I. teacher ratings on competen­

cies. The Mann-Whitney U test was also used to measure the differences 

between the two independent samples (Phase I only and Phase I and II) 

being surveyed. 

Results 

Greater than 82% return was received from the principals in the 

investigation. As a single group, the principals rated 38% of the 

teachers as Outstanding, 35% as Good, 22% as Satisfactory, and 4% as 

Poor on the fourteen cn.terias. Rating the Phase I only teachers as a 

group, the principals perceived 23% of these teachers as Outstanding, 

26% as Good, 32% as Satisfactory and 7% as Poor. The teachers who had 

both Phase I and II experiences were rated as having 49% of the group 

at the Outstanding level, 34% as Good, 16% as Satisfactory and 1% as 

Poor. 

The total population of subjects showed a higher rating than was 

expected of a normal population by applying the chi-square test of 

"goodness of fit." The chi-square yielded 120.27, and was rejected 

at the .001 level with three degrees of freedom. 

There was also a significant difference in the ratings between the 

Phase I only group and the Phase I and II group when the Mann-Whitney 

U test was applied. This difference was rejected beyond the .05 level, 

with higher ratings being given to the Phase I and II group. 

The data clearly indicated that the principals perceived the 
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majority of the teachers who had Phase I and also Phase II experiences 

as above average (Outstanding and Good) teachers than was the case of 

teachers who had only the Phase I experience. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions were reached on the basis of the survey 

results: 

1. The majority of teachers who participated in either the Phase 

I only or Phase I and II courses at U.N.I. were perceived by their 

principals as above average teachers on the criterias that were rated. 

2. The majority of the teachers who participated in both Phase I 

and Phase II courses at U.N.I. were rated higher by the principals, 

than those teachers who had the Phase I only courses. 

3. Some knowledge of school building rules and regulations, and 

also of information concerning community resources available to handi­

capped citizens should be received in these courses. 

Limitations of the Study 

The investigation was limited with respect to the following fac­

tors: 

1. The sample size was limited to graduates from the University 

of Northern Iowa who majored in Special Education and also participated 

in either the Phase I or Phase I and Phase II program. The sampling 

was limited to Special Education teachers in the BlackHawk-Buchanan 

Counties in Iowa. 

2. Since the sampling was very limited, generalization cannot 

be made for other Performance-Based Teacher Education Programs. 
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3. The data revealed only that information which the principals 

were able to respond to. 

4. The rapport between the principal and the teacher might have 

had an incluence on the principal's responses. 

5. There was no reliability data on the instrument used. 

6. In the future, studies of this nature should include more 

explicit directions to accompany the questionnaire (i.e. definition 

of possible choices). 

Implications of Further Research 

Additional research needs to be carried out concerning differences 

in teaching effectiveness that exist between the regular and special 

education program at U.N.I. as perceived by principals. Future studies 

might investigage: 

1. The attitudes of teachers, concerning Performance-Based courses 

that they have taken. 

2. Determining competencies of effective teachers. 

3. The effects of small groups vs. large groups training exper­

iences on teacher effectiveness. 

4. The skills and knowledge needed to most efficiently profit 

from different types of practicum experiences. 
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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 so6 1 3 

7artment of Curriculum and Instruction 
VISION OF SPECIAL EDUCA T/ON 
EA 319-273-6061 

February 14, 1975 

Dear 

Since Special Education is becoming a prominent area in public 
school education, it is important that teachers trained in this field 
develop the necessary skills to handle the needs of exceptional child­
ren. 

In order to assess the effectiveness of the University of Northern 
Iowa's teacher training program in developing the needed skills in its 
trainees, we have enclosed a questionnaire on University of Northern 
Iowa Special Education graduate(s) presently teaching in your school. 
We would appreciate you completing the form on this(ese) teacher(s) 
in terms of the designated skills. In addition, please list the com­
petencies you consider most important for Special Education teachers 
that are not included in the list. A self addressed stamped envelope 
is enclosed for your convenience. 

Thank you in advance for your immediate help in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joel C. Ortega, 
Graduate Assistant 
Division of Special Education 



I DIVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

UN IVERS I TY OF NORTHERN IOWA 

PRINCIPAL P..ATING HEAN OF PROFESSIO?~AL COHPETENCIES 
AND DESIGNATION OF DEFICIENCIES OF GRADUATES 

jrincipal's Name _____________ _ 
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~acher 1 s Name _______________ Type of Class (EXR, TMR, LD. etc.) ____ _ 

)ears of Experience Level 
i ------------ ---------------------

~ghest Degree Held __________ _ 

DEGREE OF COMPETENCY 

le Teacher Seems Proficient In - b.() ~ 
-~ 

0 11> 
+> r-1 

"O 0 .0 

fJ ro <ti 
r.-i 0 

+> [I) •ri 
[I) '8 •rl H I r-t 

I +> +> -0 s:: p. 

6 8 <tl 0 0 p. 
' Cl) Cl. Z< 

, Demonstrating in their teaching, a knowledge of 

1 
how children or youth_ learn and develop 

, Diagnosing the variety of learning styles exhibited 
by children or youth 

, Diagnosing learning strengths as well as weaknesses 
and_utilizing such results in teaching 

,Relating out of school environments of children or 
youth to in-school learning situations 

,Planning individually prescribed instruction in order 
.to develop learning· environments conducive to 

_continuous learning for children or youth 

,Planning and developing curriculum related to both 
the development of children or youth and social 
change by utilizing their experiences 

,Establishing school and classroom environments that 
enhance the identity development of children or 
youth 

Demonstrating an understanding of subject matter 
sequencing, and use this knowledge in the analysis 
of teaching-learning situations. eg. math - addition, 
subtraction, multiplication, division 

. 



I DEGREE OF COMPETENCY 
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! >.. ! bO ! 1-. 
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<,...i u 
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i, Using instructional technology as teaching and 
learning media. (film strips, language masters, tape 
recorders, etc.) 

, Organizing and working effectively with children 
and youth in small groups 

, Developing and using classroom management tech-
niques appropriate to the behavior and learning 
characteristics of children in the classroom 

, Demonstrating the ability to intervene when a 
child is manifesting behavior or academic problems 

, Working as part of a diverse team (such team will ' I 
.include other teachers, specialists, paraprofess-
ionals, etc.) • 

Exhibiting knowledge of the school building rules 
by showing ability. to function within these ·rules 

-· 

-

ofessional Competencies Principal Perceives as Important but Lackin~ in Graduate: 

~ 
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APPENDIX B 

DESCRIPTION OF PHASE I AND PHASE II EXPERIENCES 

AT THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN IOWA 
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Within the Division of Special Education, the Northern Iowa Instruc­

tional Laboratory (NIIL) was developed to provide the component of 

Experience Practicum. This Experience Practicum serves as the core of 

the program to which the other two components, Instructional Methodo-

logy and Educational Management, feed for implementation and performance 

accountability. 

Training Procedure 

The actual accomplishment of the performance criteria identified 

to be developed in trainees by the Special Education Division, is pri­

marily achieved by the students in a three semester block. The first 

semester consists of lecture classes that generally introduce students 

to the basic theoretical understandings and issues in specialal.ucation 

as well as to brief encounters with various groups of handicapped 

children. Such classes as "Survey of Exceptional Children" and "Studies 

in certain problem areas" are presented. In addition, the students are 

required, at this time, to visit community agencies and spend several 

hours a week getting acquainted with handicapped children. This initial 

exposure is important. It provides the student with a chance to deter­

mine whether he wishes to continue in special education. 

If the student decides to continue in special education and he 

achieves satisfactorily in his coursework the second semester of train­

ing is begun. This semester is called Phase I. At this point the inte­

grative model found in Figure I is implemented. 



Practicum 
Phase I 

(Tutorial) 

I 
.J-, 

Practicum 
Phase II 

(Classroom) 
Behavior 

-------~nagemen t 

Figure I. The integrative model of 
the component parts of the UNI 

Special Education Program. 

-----------, 
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In Phase I three components are inherent. These include two input 

courses and the practicum. The management input course provides the 

student with the knowledge to diagnose, prescribe and remediate learning 

and behavior problems of an individual child. In the instructional 

input course, information concerning methods, materials and skill se-

quencing that can be used with a handicapped child is provided. Along 

with these two classes a practicum experience is set up in which the 

input of the courses are implemented by the trainee with a child as 

the information is presented in the courses (week by week). It is this 

demonstration and implementation of the information provided in the in­

put courses with a handicapped child that allows the performance based 

approach to be carried out. The practicum is arranged and supervised 

by the Northern Iowa Instructional Laboratory in conjunction with the 

instructional staff. In Phase I the practicum sites include the on 

campus instructional laboratory and many satellite laboratories in 

adjoining school districts. 

------..... 
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After the student trainees successfully demonstrate the application 

of teaching skills with an individual child they are allowed to progress 

to Phase II. The Phase II series parallels the Phase I components with 

a change of emphasis to the teaching of a group of children rather than 

just one child (the move is from simple to more complex teaching situa­

tions). The management input class provides the student trainee with 

the necessary techniques for the diagnosis, prescription and remedia-

tion of learning and behavior problems in the group situation. An empha­

sis on increased precision and sophistication of techniques is stressed. 

In Phase II the instructional input requires the student to choose a 

specific training level of interest. The options available include (a) 

low functioning (severe and profound), (b) preacademic, (c) primary, 

(d) intermediate, and (e) secondary skill levels. (It is this emphasis 

on skill or functioning level that is employed to replace the traditional 

categorical emphasis.) The instructional input provides information 

concerning specific skill sequencing, methods and materials in the re­

spective level of interest for teaching a group of children. As in 

Phase I, the core of the phase is the practicum where the student 

trainees are required to demonstrate the skills learned in the input 

classes with groups of children in a classroom setting. The coordina­

tion and supervision of the practicum are again the primary responsi­

bility of NIIL. The practicum settings are located in cooperating 

classes in the surrounding school districts. 

Upon the successful completion of Phase II the student trainees 

have completed the undergraduate teacher training sequence provided by 
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the special education program. At this point the trainees are exposed 

to educational input from cooperating disciplines and subsequently do 

thier formal student teaching experience with handicapped children 

before graduation. 



GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE lJNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN IOWA 

SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 
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The ~pecial education program at thi> lJ nivcr,ity of N orlhern Iowa (UNI) is a NO\-CATEGORIL\ L, 

PERFOR\IA\CE-H:-\SED l'ROGR 0\\I. This uniqw:, multi-phase preparation program contains many feature, 

not found in more traditional tca .. her training programs. The program ,·onct·ntralt•s 011 UEVEI.OPING 
TEACHERS CO\IPETENT in tbt'. DIAGNOSIS and RE\IEIJI \TION of learning and bt'havior problems. It 
avoids l<'at'hing ~tratt-gics at't'ording to diag11osti1: labds of ('hildrcn. S UCCESSFlJ L TlJTOH I NG A\ L GROL P 

TEACHING of the hamlicappcd ,tudt'l1t 11111st lw dn11onslratcd in two ont·-scmcslcr cxpnit·rn·t:s ,·allt·d Phase I 

and Phase I I. 

FEATURES OF TIIE PfL\SE I EXl'EHIE:--;CE: 

* Trainee worb 72 hours in a 0111:-lo-orlt' tutorial pradin1111 11111kr s1qwnisio11 of UNI staff. 

* The traint'c in the tutorial , .. ,qwricrwt· 11111st: 

-a<kquatdy diagnrnw the l'hild's lt:arning and/or lwha\ior prohli·ms. 
-pn·snilw a11 a1Tt·ptal1lc st'cpwnt't' of rt'nWdial adi\ ii it's. 
-s111·1·l'ssfully implt,rrwnl and nal11att' lt'adring and managt'nwnl t1·d111iq111:s. 

* S111·1·1·s,f11l lrainct·s ad\an,..- lo Phase 11; I host· failing rqwal !'hast· I or dwost: another c·an·,·r fidd. 

FEATURES () I-' Tll 1: I'll \Sr-: II I·'.\ l'EIUl-:-.;cE: 

* Elcv1·n scnw,tcr hours n,·dit. 

* Traim•t· extends Phase I skills with 1)6 hours of lt-ad1i11g; in group pradi1·11m 1111,ln sup1·nision of lht~ 
classroom lt'adwr and U ;-,, I staff. 

* Trainee in tlw group nqwri,·n,·t: must: 

-ad1·tp1a1t:h dia.,110,1· l,·arni1w and/or lwlr.rvior prohlnns. 
-su1·1Tssf1!i'I) pr~snilw, implt~nt'l1t, arrd t'\aluatt• a,..-cptalrl1· rcnwdial stratt-girs. 
-SIICt't',sfull) impl1·1111·nt. mai11lai11, and t'\'alualt• 111a11ag1·11wnl lt-1·h11i(plt's. 

• This lrairn·t·'s 1wrforr11a11,..- i, d1·s,·rilwd irr lilt' following Plrast· I and l'hast· II n'al11alio11 forms. 

,. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS OF PHASE I ONLY GROUP AND 

PHASE I AND II GROUP RESPECTIVELY, 

TOGETHER WITH 

CALCULATIONS OF THE CHI-SQUARE AND 

MANN-WHITNEY U TEST 

72 



1 DIVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

UNIVERSITY OF N"ORTHERN IOWA 

PRINCIPAL RATING MEAN" OF PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCIES 
AND DESIGNATION OF DEFICIENCIES OF GRADUATES 

~cipal' s Name 
l --------------
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tac her' s Name _______________ 'fype of Class (EMR, TMR, LD. etc.) ____ _ 

1 • 

t
ars of Experience Level ------------ ---------------------
~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ M __________ _ 

l 

RESULTS OF PHASE I ONLY GROUP 

DEGREE OF COMPETENCY 

~e Teacher Seems Proficient In - b.O ~ 
-~ 

0 Q) 

' -+:> ,-f 
'Cl 0 .0 
§ ct! (1j 

G-i 0 
+> C!) •rl 
Cl) -g •rl f..t I r-f 

8 +> -0 s:: p. 

8 (1j 0 0 p. 

' 
CJ) p... Z< 

, !Bmonstrating in their teaching, a knowledge of 
how children or youth learn and develop 18;~ 36% 36% 9% --

, Diagnosing the variety of learning styles exhibited 
by children or youth 27% 27% 27% 18% --

, Diagnosing learning strengths as well as weaknesses 
and_utilizing such results in teaching 36% 36% 18% 9% --

,Relating out of school environments of children or 
youth to in-school learning situations 36% 36% 27% -- --

,Planning individually prescribed instruction in order 
.to develop learning environments conducive to 

. continuous learning for children or youth 45% 9% 36% 9% --

Planning and developing curriculum related to both 
the development of children or youth and social 
change by utilizing their experiences 27% 36% 36% -- --

Establishing school and classroom environments that 
enhance the identity development of children or 
youth 36% 36% 27% -- --

Demonstrating an understanding of subject matter 
sequencing, and use this knowledge in the analysis 
of teaching-learning situations. eg. math - addition, 
subtraction, multiplication, division 18I 27% 36;~ 18% --
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DEGREE OF CONPETENCY 

I t,.f) 
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9. Using instructional technology as teaching a."'1d 
learning media. (film strips, language masters, tape 

9% 63% 27% recorders, etc.) -- --

lO. Organizing and working effectively with children 
and youth in small groups 36% 36% 27% -- --

l. Developing and using classroom management tech-
niques appropriate to the behavior and learning 
characteristics of children in the classroom 18% 27% 45% 9% --

~. Demonstrating the ability to intervene when a 
child is manifesting behavior or academic problems 9% 36% 45% 9% --

i, Working as part of a diverse team (such team will • 
• 

.include other teachers, specialists, paraprofess-
ionals, etc.) 9% 45% 27% 18% --

, Exhibiting knowledge of the school building rules 
by showing ability_to function within these rules -- 54% 45% -- --

. - -·· . 

!Ofessional Competencies Principal Perceives as ImEortant but Lacld.ng in Graduate: 

i 
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l'incipal' s Name 

~acher' s Name 

ears of Experience 

ghest Degree Held 

DIVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

UNIVERSITY OF N'ORTHERN IOWA 

PRINCIPAL RATING HEAN OF PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCIES 
AND DESIGNATION OF DEFICIENCIES OF GRADUATES 

T,ype of Class (EHR, TMR, 

Level 
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LD. etc.) 

DEGREE OF COMPETENCY .. 

~ Teacher Seems Proficient In - b.O ~ 
-~ 0 

+> ro (.) 

fJ ct1 
G--i 

+> 1/) 
II) 15 •rl s... 

8 +> -0 

8 co 0 
C/) P-. 

, Demonstrating in their teaching, a knowledge of 
how children or youth learn and develop 61% 15% 23% --

~ Diagnosing the variety of learning styles exhibited 
by children or youth 61% 23% 15% --

, Diagnosing learning strengths as well as weaknesses 
and.utilizing such results in teaching 61% 30% 7"1 

lo --

Relating out of school environments of children or 
youth to in-school learning situations 15% 76% 7% --

Planning individually prescribed instruction in order 
.. to develop learning· environments conducive to 
continuous learning for children or youth 46% 38% 15% --

Planning and developing curriculum related to both 
the development of children or youth and social 
change by utilizing their experiences 53% 30% 15% --

Establishing school and classroom environments that 
enhance the identity development of children or 
youth 38% 61% -- --

Demonstrating an understanding of subject matter 
sequencing, and use this knowledge in the analysis 
of teaching-learning situations. eg. math - addition, 61% 38% -- --
subtraction, multiplication, division 

. 
J 

(I) 
r-1 
.D 
cc! 
0 

•rl 
I r-l 
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--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--
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DEGREE OF CQ!,fPETENCY 
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9. Using instructional technology as teaching and 
learning media. (film strips, language masters, tape 

15% recorders, etc.) 46% 37% -- --

(0, Organizing and working effectively with children 
and youth in small groups 69% 23% 7% -- --

il. Developing and using classroom management tech-
niques appropriate to the behavior and learning 
characteristics of children in the classroom 53% 23% 14% 7% --

1, Demonstrating the ability to intervene when a 
child is manifesting behavior or academic problems 38% 38% 7% 7% --

J, Working as part of a diverse team (such team will • 
' .include other teachers, specialists, paraprofess-

' ionals, etc.) 53% 23% 23% -- --

4, Exhibiting knowledge of the school building rules 
'. by showing ability to function within these · rules 
i . 61% 15% 23% -- --

~ofessional Competencies Principal Perceives as Important but Lacld.ng in Graduate: 

' . 



Score 

52 

44.5 

44 

28 

34 

34 

23 

36 

47 

32 

51 

Step 2. 

Step 3. 

Step 4. 

Step 5. 

u 

u 
u = 

(a) 

Rank 

20.5 

11 

10 

2 

6.5 

6.5 

1 

8 

13.5 

4.5 

18.5 

143 + 66 
107 

1 
U =36 

CALCULATIONS OF 

THE MANN-WHITNEY U TEST 

Step I 

Score 

32 

52 

54.5 

47.5 

37 

48 

so 

47 

45 

54 

31 

- R 
1 

- 102 

(b) level of significance= reject 
(From Seigel's Non Parametric Statistics) 

Degree of freedom (df) = 11,13. 
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Rank 

4.5 

20.5 

24 

15 

9 

16 

17 

13.5 

12 

22.5 

3 

> .OS 



CALCULATIONS OF 

CHI-SQUARE (X
2

) TEST OF "GOODNESS OF FIT" 

Outstanding Good Satisfactory 
Percentage of 
Normal Distribution 

Expected Number 

Observed Number 

Goodness of Fit Test 

x2 

x2 

18% 

60 

126 

=z: 
i=l 

= 120.27 

106.5 

119 

32% 

( . . ) 2 01-E1 
Ei 

df 4-1 = 3 

Level of Significance reject ) .001 

(From Seigel's Non Parametric Statistics) 

32% 

106.5 

75 

Poor 

18% 

60 

13 

78 
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The following are competencies principals perceived as important 

but lacking in some graduates: 

1. Phase I only group 

a. "Ability to set new realistic goals." 

b. "Ability to provide a varied curriculum." 

c. "Knowledge of pre-academic sequencing for aging adults." 

d. "Recognizing behavior problems at an early stage." 

e. "Flexibility in approaches to problem solving." 

f. "Advanced daily planning." 

g. "Prevention of unforseen problems through appropriate 

planning." 

2. Phase I and II group 

a. "Recognizing early behavior problems." 

b. "Being consistent in classroom management." 

c. "Ability to work with parents." 

d. "A knowledge of information about community resources 

for special education." 

e. "More tolerance for some diverse viewpoints of others." 
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Table 18 

Phase I Only and Phase I and II Graduates 

by Years of Experience 

Years of Experience Phase I Phase I and II 

1-5 years 45.5% (5) 69.1% (9) 

6-9 years 36.4% (4) 15.5% (2) 

10-15 years 18.1% (2) 7.7% (1) 

16-20 years 0.0% (O) 7.7% (1) 

The years of experience in teaching ranged from one year to 

seventeen years. The average years of experience for Phase I only 

graduates were 6.2 years. The average years of experience for Phase 

I and II graduates were 5.5 years (Table 18). 

Sex 

Male 

Female 

Table 19 

Phase I Only and Phas,= I and II 

Graduates by Sex 

Phase I 

27.3% (3) 

72. 7% (8) 

Phase I and II 

15.4% (2) 

84.6% (11) 

84 

There were more female teachers in the study than males. There 

was a total of five male teachers in the two groups combined. In the 

Phase I only group there were eight (72.7%) female teachers and three 

(27.3% male teachers. In the Phase I and II group there were eleven 

(84.6% female teachers and two (15.4%) male teachers (Table 19). 
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Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient 

Between Years of Experience and Teacher Rating 

Rating Experience Difference2 Rank (x) Rank (y) Difference (di) Squared (di) 

1 3.5 -2.5 6.25 

2 3.5 -1.5 2.25 

3 17.5 -14.5 210.25 

4.5 17.5 -13 169 

4.5 22 -17.5 306.25 

7 24 -17 289 

7 15 -8 64 

7 15 -8 64 

9 1 8 64 

10 11.5 -1.5 2.25 

11.5 11.5 0 0 

11.5 6 5.5 30.25 

13 3.5 9.5 90.25 

14.5 23 -8.5 72.25 

14.5 11.5 3 9 

16 7 9 81 

17 3.5 13.5 182.25 

18.5 19.5 -1 1 

18.5 15 3.5 12.25 

20.5 19.5 1 1 

20.5 11.5 9 81 

22 8.5 13.5 182.25 

23 21 2 4 

24 8.5 15.5 240.25 

300 300 2164 
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