Cooperating Teacher Data
	Each semester, cooperating teachers under which special education candidates serve, complete a survey regarding candidate student teaching performance. Data from academic year 2002-2003through 2005-2006 are shown below.  
	Mean data are derived from a 4-point scale, averaged across items to generate the tabled information. The “percent prepared” column was organized by dividing the scale in half, with 1.00 to 2.49 re-coded as unprepared and 2.500-4.00 coded as “prepared.” In all cases, a minimum of 7 in 10 cooperating teachers list St. Cloud State special education completers as “well prepared”.  Cooperating Teacher data are collected, in a multimethod approach, every other year. 

				
Table 1.  Scores on the NCATE scales in descending order (by '02 data) (SPED).		

	
	2003-2004
N ~ 60
	2004-2005
N ~ 64

	
Scale 
	Mean
(1-4)
	
SD
	Percent Prepared
	Mean
(1-4)
	
SD
	Percent
Prepared

	Dispositions 
	3.28
	.71
	86.7
	3.30
	.53
	95.3

	Prof. & Pedagogy Knowledge & Skills 
	3.04
	.73
	81.7
	3.08
	.55
	85.9

	Student Learning 
	2.99
	.75
	85.0
	2.94
	.58
	79.7

	Pedagogy/ Content Knowledge 
	2.93
	.73
	81.7
	2.89
	.57
	79.7

	Content Knowledge 
	2.80
	.74
	71.7
	2.89
	.63
	78.1

	Total Scale
	3.06
	.71
	86.7
	3.06
	.53
	87.5






Self-Report Data
	Self-report data are shown below in Table 2. These data were collected and prepared very similarly to those shown in Table 1 (Cooperating Teachers). Specifically, candidates are mailed instruments at program completion. Data from these instruments are then coded, scored, and sent back to the department.  Data for special education completers from ’00 are available, data starting in ’03 are tabled below.
	Table 2 shows self-report information arranged by year. As can be seen from the Table, candidate completers rate themselves very highly on items arranged into scales related to the NCATE, element one components. Data for fall ’06 were added in Table 3.
				

Table 2.  Scores on the NCATE scales in descending order (SPED) .		

	
	‘03-‘04
N ~26
	’04-‘05
N ~ 36
	.05-‘06
N~41

	
Scale 
	Mean
(1-4)_
	
SD
	Percent
Prepared
	
Mean
	
SD
	Percent Prepared
	Mean
(1-4)
	
SD
	Percent 
Prepared

	Dispositions 
	3.44
	0.43
	100.0
	3.49
	0.38
	100.0
	3.47
	.48
	100.0

	Prof. & Pedagogy Knowledge & Skills 
	3.28
	0.38
	100.0
	3.34
	0.42
	100.0
	3.18
	.49
	91.7

	Student Learning 
	3.24
	0.43
	100.0
	3.20
	0.57
	93.3
	3.21
	.47
	91.7

	Content Knowledge 
	2.94
	0.59
	96.2
	3.33
	0.56
	100.0
	3.08
	.47
	100.0

	Pedagogy/ Content Knowledge 
	3.07
	0.48
	88.5
	3.29
	0.55
	93.3
	3.03
	.47
	91.7

	Total Scale
	3.22
	.41
	100.0
	3.28
	.42
	100.0
	3.19
	39
	100.0




				

Table 3.  Scores on the NCATE scales in descending order (SPED), including Fall’ 06 data	

	
	’04-‘05
N ~ 36
	.05-‘06
N~41
	’06-‘07
N ~27

	
Scale 
	Mean
(1-4)_
	
SD
	Percent
Prepared
	
Mean
	
SD
	Percent Prepared
	Mean
(1-4)
	
SD
	Percent 
Prepared

	Dispositions 
	3.49
	0.38
	100.0
	3.47
	.48
	100.0
	3.50
	.271
	100.0

	Prof. & Pedagogy Knowledge & Skills 
	3.34
	0.42
	100.0
	3.18
	.49
	91.7
	3.29
	.29
	94.6

	Student Learning 
	3.20
	0.57
	93.3
	3.21
	.47
	91.7
	3.36
	.28
	100.0

	Content Knowledge 
	3.33
	0.56
	100.0
	3.08
	.47
	100.0
	3.25
	.49
	100.0

	Pedagogy/ Content Knowledge 
	3.29
	0.55
	93.3
	3.03
	.47
	91.7
	3.28
	.37
	93.7

	Total Scale
	3.28
	.42
	100.0
	3.19
	39
	100.0
	3.34
	.30
	95.6



PRAXIS II Data: (’03-’06)
	Teacher candidates in Minnesota are required to pass Praxis II examinations in order to attain licensure. Special Education completers are asked to take PRAXIS II examinations in elementary content and core knowledge—special education.  The latter examination (Test #0353) is collected as part of the department’s leaving transition point, as the examination best assesses the knowledge base offered via the core domain (See BOT Core standards) for the state of Minnesota. As can be seen in Table 4, the lowest year was AY 2004-2005, wherein 93.2 of test takers passed the content area knowledge.  The average across years is 96.7%.


													

Table 4. 2005-2006 PRAXIS II results for SCSU special educators.					

	
	
	2003-2004
	2004-2005
	2005-2006

	Test
	Test#
	N Pass
	N Taken
	% Passed
	N Pass
	N Taken
	% Passed
	N Pass
	N Taken
	% Passed

	Special Ed Core Content Knowledge
	0353
	146
	146
	100.0
	136
	146
	93.2
	97
	100
	97.0



	A more nuanced analysis can be undertaken because Educational Testing Service (ETS) reports PRAXIS II scores by topical domain. These results are laid out in Table 5. The numerical entries represent percent passing by domain, rounded to the nearest whole percent (as reported by ETS).
				
Table 5. Praxis scores by content domain, SCSU special educators, 2003-2006.		
	
	2003-2004
	2004-2005
	2005-2006

	Test
	SCSU
	State
	U.S.
	SCSU
	STATE
	U.S.
	SCSU
	State
	U.S.

	Understanding 
Exceptionalities
	70
	71
	68
	71
	73
	69
	76
	76
	71

	Legal & Societal Issues
	82
	83
	79
	78
	79
	76
	76
	78
	75

	Delivery of services to students with disabilities
	77
	78
	75
	77
	77
	74
	77
	78
	74



	Across all domains and years SCSU scores did not differ significantly from state norms, but both SCSU and other Minnesota test takers tended to outscore the national rankings in Understanding Exceptionalities and Service Delivery. Differences between Minnesota (including SCSU testees) and national test takers increased as a function of time.

Graduate Student Survey (’05-’06)
	Members of the Special Education Department agreed, during the fall of ’05, that all post-baccalaureate candidates would complete a survey of their performance based upon the standards set for special educators by the Council for Exceptional Children. This instrument, though conducted over the internet, was completed via escorting candidates to the computer lab during their methods courses (that accompany Graduate Practicum (e.g., the post-baccalaureate version of student teaching. Because of this process, the great majority of candidates completed instruments. The data tabled below represent the responses of 75 candidates collected during fall ‘05 and spring ’06.

				

Table 6. Graduate licensure survey, ’05-’06.			

	

Area/ Item
	Percent Prepared
(Moderately-Very Well)
	
BOT Core Standard alignment

	Foundational Issues

	Understand the relationship between general and special education
	96
	A-1, A-3, B-10

	Understands and follows the rights, responsibilities, and legal requirements of special education
	94
	B-1, B-2

	Understands and follows due process and confidentiality requirements
	94
	

	Know and apply special educators’ professional standards and ethics
	97
	C-5

	Mean for Foundational Domain (Largely Standard Area A)
	95.3
	

	Student Characteristics

	Understands and addresses the characteristics and needs of special education students
	100
	A-3, A-4, A-6, B-6, D-1

	Understands and addresses the mental health needs of special education students
	83
	A-6, B-6, B-7

	Understands and addresses the cultural and linguistic diversity of students
	82
	B-8

	Mean for Student Characteristics (Largely Standard Area B)
	88.3
	

	Assessment

	Use norm-referenced assessment methods and instruments
	88
	B-4, B-5

	Use criterion-referenced assessment methods and instruments
	89
	B-4, B-5

	Use curriculum-based measures
	91
	B-4, B-11

	Use techniques that reduce bias
	80
	A-5, B-4

	Use assessment findings for educational planning
	89
	B-3, C-8

	Communicate assessment results
	85
	B-11

	Mean for Assessment Domain(Area C)
	87.0
	

	Planning and Instruction

	Collect and use data and student performance, particularly to guide instruction
	94
	B-9, C-8

	Develop IFSP’s, IEP’s, IIIP’s, BIP’s, ITP’s and other documents
	95
	C-8, D-5

	Advocate for the inclusion of students with exceptionalities
	100
	

	Adapt and modify curriculum and differentiate instruction
	100
	C-2, C-5

	Use remedial methods, strategies, and accommodations
	95
	C-3, C-5

	Apply crisis prevention and intervention strategies
	80
	C-4

	Manage classrooms and student behavior
	86
	C-2,C-6

	Use assistive technology with special education students
	86
	

	Plan for transition
	91
	D-4, D-7

	Mean for Planning and Instruction Domain (Largely Core Area C)
	91.9
	





Continyed
	

Area/ Item
	Percent Prepared
(Moderately-Very Well)
	
BOT Core Standard alignment

	Collaboration

	Work with families
	97
	B-1, D-1, D-2, D-3, D-4, D-5

	Teach in teams
	80
	C-7, D-6

	Direct and monitor paraprofessionals
	65
	D-9

	Facilitate teams and meetings
	83
	D-8

	Participation in interagency collaboration
	68
	D-7

	Draw upon community resources
	72
	B-10

	Mean for Collaboration Domain (Largely Core Area D)
	63.7
	



Special Education Knowledge, Skill and Dispositional Assessments Collected During Field Experiences
The file search described on Form III yielded the data tabled below.  As can be seen from Table 6, very few candidates failed to attain either level 2 (meets requirements) or level 3 (exceeds requirements. In part these results may be somewhat of an artifact of the fact that, due to assessment methods adopted over the past three year, candidates who lack the knowledge skills, and dispositions for effective work in special education tend to be counseled out of the program, either just before SPED 33 or after the Junior Block semester.
				

Table 7. Performance of graduate and undergraduate candidates during filed experiences (05-06).	

	Settings
	In Progress:
Additional Work Required

	Standards Met or Standards Met with High Quality
(Score Range = 18-36)
	Number of Cases

	Junior Block
(SPED 338 +
SPED 339)
	Mean # of Items in Range
4.1 (0-18)

0% of candidates failed
	Mean # of Items in Range = 28.8 (18-36)

100% of candidates attained passing level
	49

	Senior Block
(SPED 455)
	Mean # of Items in Range = 4.2 (0-15)

0% of candidates failed
	Mean # of Items in Range = 26.9 (17-36)

100% of candidates attained passing level

	16



All of the graduate and undergraduate candidates sampled for the study passed the minimal level of competence based on the criteria set in the syllabi.

[bookmark: Perf_based_Coop_teacher]
Performance-Based Assessment of Candidate Performance (by Cooperating Teachers)
All data collected during student teaching and graduate practica over the past semester (when all instruments were totally in place) are laid out below in Tables 8-11. These tables are divided by topic.  Data from Table 7 reflects professionalism (largely in terms of the dispositions adjudged to be central in the field. Tables 8-10 are dedicated to instructional skill levels; these are divided somewhat arbitrarily for the sake of presentation.

Candidate performance is rated on a 5-point scale, with levels 1, and 2 reflecting inadequate performance, while levels 3 (meets criteria), 4, and 5 reflect competent and superior performance. The column labeled “percent met” is the percentage of candidates attaining levels of 3, 4, or 5.
													

Table 8. 2006 Special Education Candidate Performance on Professional behavior: Cooperating teacher ratings. 

	
	Emotional & Behavioral Disorders (N = 17)
	Learning Disabilities (N = 10)
	Developmental Disabilities 
(N = 12)

	Item
	Mean
	SD
	
%
Prepared
	

Mean
	

SD
	
% Prepared
	

Mean
	

SD
	
%
Prepared

	VAr1  Meets time commitments
	4.73
	.594
	100.0
	4.73
	.594
	100.0
	4.30
	.483
	100.0

	VAR2  Appropriate dress
	4.73
	.704
	100.0
	4.73
	.704
	100.0
	4.90
	.316
	100.0

	VAR3  Legal and ethical performance
	4.80
	.561
	100.0
	4.80
	.561
	100.0
	4.40
	.699
	100.0

	VAR4  Oral communication skills
	4.67
	.724
	100.0
	4.67
	.724
	100.0
	4.20
	.789
	100.0

	Var5  Witten communication skills
	4.67
	.724
	100.0
	4.67
	.724
	100.0
	3.90
	.994
	100.0

	Var6  Positive relationships: Students
	4.67
	.724
	100.0
	4.67
	.724
	100.0
	4.30
	.675
	100.0

	VAR7  Positive relationships: Parents
	4.62
	.650
	100.0
	4.62
	.650
	100.0
	4.22
	.833
	100.0

	VAR8  Positive Collaboration: All staff
	4.60
	.737
	100.0
	4.60
	.737
	100.0
	4.10
	.738
	100.0

	VAR9  Industriousness & initiative
	4.73
	.594
	100.0
	4.73
	.594
	100.0
	3.90
	.876
	100.0

	VAR10  Resourcefulness and flexibility
	4.60
	.737
	100.0
	4.60
	.737
	100.0
	4.00
	.943
	100.0

	VAR11  Persuit of professional growth
	4.67
	.724
	100.0
	4.67
	.724
	100.0
	4.10
	.876
	100.0

	VAR12  Responsiveness to suggestions
	4.73
	.704
	100.0
	4.73
	.704
	100.0
	4.10
	.998
	90.0

	VAR13  Professionalism
	4.73
	.704
	100.0
	4.73
	.704
	100.0
	4.20
	.789
	100.0

	VAR14  Ongoing professional development
	4.67
	.724
	100.0
	4.67
	.724
	100.0
	4.10
	.876
	100.0


Note that in only one skill area did less than 100% of SCSU candidates fail to attain either a 3, 4, or 5 rating. Again, part of the reason for these results may be that poor-performing candidates are counseled out of the program prior to student teaching (or practicum, in the case of graduate students). 

The first 10 instructional skills are laid out in Table 9. Note that, as was true of the professionalism skills tabled above, the great majority of SCSU candidates met criterion on these competencies (knowledge, skills, and dispositions).

								

Table 9. Performance of SPED 2006 candidates on 10 instructional skills (Cooperating Teacher ratings).

	
	Emotional & Behavioral Disorders (N = 17)
	Learning Disabilities (N = 10)
	Developmental Disabilities 
(N = 12)

	 Item
	Mean
	SD
	% Prepared
	
Mean
	
SD
	% Prepared
	
Mean
	
SD
	%
Prepared

	Var1  Allocates time for instruction
	4.57
	.646
	100.0
	5.00
	.000
	100.0
	4.20
	.837
	100.0

	Var2  Manages transitions: Between sessions
	4.46
	.660
	100.0
	5.00
	.000
	100.0
	4.33
	.516
	100.0

	Var3  States expectations for behavior
	4.23
	.599
	100.0
	4.89
	.333
	100.0
	3.83
	.983
	100.0

	Var4  Clear lesson routines
	4.50
	.650
	100.0
	4.78
	.441
	100.0
	4.00
	.998
	100.0

	Var5  Gains & maintains student attention (90%)
	4.36
	.842
	92.9
	4.89
	.333
	100.0
	3.83
	.753
	100.0

	Var6  Manages transitions: Prepares S's
	4.43
	.646
	100.0
	4.88
	.354
	100.0
	3.67
	.816
	100.0

	Var7  Manages transitions: Monitors
	4.71
	.469
	100.0
	4.89
	.333
	100.0
	4.20
	.997
	100.0

	Var8  Maintains attention @ 80%
	4.64
	.497
	100.0
	5.00
	.000
	100.0
	4.00
	.707
	100.0

	Var9  Procedures for seatwork
	4.29
	.611
	100.0
	4.78
	.441
	100.0
	4.50
	.577
	100.0

	Var10  Demonstrates withit-ness
	4.79
	.426
	100.0
	5.00
	.000
	100.0
	4.00
	.816
	100.0




Tables 10 and 11 continue data from the teaching skills instrument employed in attaining ratings of competencies by Cooperating Teachers.  



								

Table 10. The performance of SPED candidates on 15 instructional skills (Cooperating teacher ratings).		

	
	Emotional & Behavioral Disorders (N = 17)
	Learning Disabilities (N = 10)
	Developmental Disabilities
(N = 12)

	 Item
	Mean
	SD
	% Prepared
	
Mean
	
SD
	% Prepared
	
Mean
	
SD
	% Prepared

	Var11  Lesson presentation: Review concepts
	4.29
	.726
	100.0
	4.67
	.500
	100.0
	4.40
	.894
	100.0

	Var12  Lesson presentation: Provides overview
	4.50
	.650
	100.0
	4.78
	.441
	100.0
	4.00
	.999
	100.0

	Var13  Lesson presentation: States purpose
	4.29
	.825
	92.9
	4.78
	.441
	100.0
	4.00
	.978
	100.0

	Var14  Lesson presentation: Activates prior K
	4.43
	.646
	100.0
	4.89
	.333
	100.0
	4.00
	.990
	100.0

	Var15  Lesson presentation: Relates to other concepts
	4.36
	.497
	100.0
	4.89
	.333
	100.0
	4.00
	.997
	100.0

	Var16  Lesson presentation: Provides organizational framework
	4.43
	.646
	100.0
	4.67
	.500
	100.0
	4.20
	.994
	100.0

	Var17  Lesson presentation: Uses examples/non-examples
	4.38
	.650
	100.0
	4.88
	.354
	100.0
	4.00
	.907
	100.0

	Var18  Lesson presentation: Models learning stragies
	4.42
	.669
	100.0
	5.00
	.000
	100.0
	4.20
	.837
	100.0

	Var19  Lesson presentation: Informs students about strategy
	4.42
	.669
	100.0
	4.88
	.354
	100.0
	3.80
	.837
	100.0

	Var20  Lesson presentation: Relationships between ideas
	4.27
	.647
	100.0
	4.86
	.378
	100.0
	4.25
	.957
	100.0

	Var21  Lesson presentation: Frequent questions
	4.38
	.768
	100.0
	4.88
	.354
	100.0
	4.40
	.894
	100.0

	Var22  Lesson presentation: requires active participation
	4.54
	.776
	100.0
	5.00
	.000
	100.0
	4.40
	.548
	100.0

	Var23  Lesson presentation: Maintains brisk pace
	4.38
	.650
	100.0
	4.88
	.354
	100.0
	4.60
	.548
	100.0

	Var24  Lesson presentation: Delivers cues and prompts
	4.42
	.669
	100.0
	5.00
	.000
	100.0
	4.40
	.548
	100.0

	Var25  Lesson presentation:70-90% accuracy maintained
	4.58
	.515
	100.0
	4.88
	.354
	100.0
	4.67
	.577
	100.0





								

Table 11. The performance of special education candidates on 12 instructional skills (Cooperating Teacher ratings).	

	
	Emotional & Behavioral Disorders (N = 17)
	Learning Disabilities (N = 10)
	Developmental Disabilities 
(N = 12)

	 
	Mean
	SD
	% Prepared
	Mean
	SD
	% Prepared
	Mean
	SD
	% Prepared

	Var26  Lesson presentation: Provides error correction
	4.42
	.669
	100.0
	4.88
	.354
	100.0
	4.40
	.894
	100.0

	Var27  Lesson presentation: provides error drill
	4.25
	.622
	100.0
	4.63
	.518
	100.0
	4.20
	.837
	100.0

	Var28  Lesson presentation:Gives lesson summary
	4.33
	.651
	100.0
	4.78
	.441
	100.0
	4.20
	.837
	100.0

	Var29  Lesson presentation: Summarizes S accomplishments
	4.15
	.689
	100.0
	4.75
	.463
	100.0
	4.00
	1.155
	100.0

	Var30  Lesson presentation: Informs re completion/assessment
	4.50
	.674
	100.0
	4.71
	.488
	100.0
	4.00
	.816
	100.0

	Var31  Lesson presentations: Forecasts upcoming content
	4.18
	.603
	100.0
	4.86
	.378
	100.0
	3.75
	.957
	100.0

	Var32  Lesson presentation: Daily, weekly, monthly review
	4.25
	.622
	100.0
	5.00
	.000
	100.0
	4.00
	1.000
	100.0

	Var33  Lesson presentation: Ongoing progress monitoring
	4.38
	.768
	100.0
	5.00
	.000
	100.0
	4.00
	1.000
	100.0

	Var34  Lesson presentation: Communicate evaluation results
	4.27
	.786
	100.0
	4.88
	.354
	100.0
	4.67
	.577
	100.0

	Var35  Lesson presentation: Uses data to make instructional decisions
	4.38
	.768
	100.0
	4.88
	.354
	100.0
	4.20
	.837
	100.0

	Var36  Lesson presentation: Goal setting w students
	4.08
	.669
	100.0
	4.67
	.516
	100.0
	3.75
	.957
	100.0

	Var37  Lesson presentation: Facilitates generalization
	4.33
	.651
	100.0
	4.88
	.354
	100.0
	3.80
	.837
	100.0



Members of the SCSU faculty are particularly gratified at the level of performance evidenced by our candidates as they leave the program.

[bookmark: Transition_points]Percentages of Students Blocked From Proceeding Due to Professional Concerns or Failure to Meet Transition Point Requirements
Table 12 reflects the numbers of transition point “stops” resulting from assessment data collected in the department.  Since 2003, 56 candidates have been prevented from moving through the program due to performance or administrative issues. The number of cases exceeds the number of candidates because several of the 56 candidates who have been stopped from enrolling exhibited more than one reason. The 56 candidates reflected 52 undergraduate and 4 graduate candidates.

													

Table 12. The number of candidates 2003-2006 prevented from advancing through specific transition points—and associated reasons for “failure to advance”.

	
	TRANSITION POINT
	

	
Issue
	Junior Block
	Senior Block
	Student Teaching
	
TOTAL

	Low Grade Point Average
	21
	11
	2
	34

	Criminal Background Check
	0
	1
	0
	1

	Dispositions: Tardy/Absent
	6
	1
	1
	8

	Dispositions: Relationships
	6
	1
	1
	8

	Writing Skills
	2
	0
	0
	2

	Failure to Apply
	6
	0
	2
	8

	Teaching Skills
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Verbal Communication
	3
	0
	0
	3

	Other
	0
	0
	1
	1

	TOTAL
	44
	14
	8
	65



The system of transition points is clearly effective based on these data. First, candidates are not allowed to move forward in the program until they are admitted. This allows for file inspections each semester.  Second, the number of “issues” decreases as a function of block. This suggests that the system is effective in weeding out candidates with difficulties until these are resolved.



