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Abstract 

Guided by Standards 4 and 5 of the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP, 2020), the intent of the study 
was to provide a comprehensive evaluation of the quality of one teacher preparation program in rural East Texas. A case study 
with a mixed-method design was used to examine empirical data from a broad set of measures. Based on feedback from mentor 
cooperating teachers, recent graduates, and school principals, strengths and weaknesses of the teacher preparation program 
were identified. Results showed that our teacher candidates were well prepared with a good understanding of individual 
differences and the diverse backgrounds of learners. The candidates were well prepared to create environments that support 
individual and collaborative learning, encourage positive social interaction, and facilitate active engagement in learning. 
Results also revealed a need to better prepare teacher candidates with skills in assessment and leadership, and to consider 
ways to strengthen proficiency in classroom management. 

Keywords: Teacher preparation, CAEP accreditation, case study 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
here is growing attention on the effectiveness 
of teacher preparation programs (TPPs) in 
preparing quality teachers. Teacher preparation 

programs are frequently asked to determine how effective 
their graduates are based on several factors such as job 
placement, retention rates, student learning, and graduates’ 
perceptions on performance and effectiveness of their TPPs 
(Henry et al., 2012; Monk 2015; U.S. Department of 
Education, 2011, as cited in Coggshall et al., 2012). 
Investigating this topic is important because “Too many 
beginning teachers report that they do not feel well-
prepared when they enter the classroom, and their 
supervisors often agree” (Levine, 2006 as cited in 
Coggshall et al., 2012, p. 3). Only as few as 20% of first-
year teachers indicated they felt they were well-prepared to 
choose and modify curriculum, handle classroom 
management, and assess the students under their care 
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2011 as cited in 
Coggshall et al., 2012). Stakeholders have called for 

increased research to improve the quality and effectiveness 
of teacher education programs (Bartell et al., 2018). 

To evaluate and make decisions on program 
effectiveness, emphasis has been placed on collecting 
empirical evidence for improvement in the TPPs (Crowe, 
2010; Ludlow et al., 2011). This is guided by the Council 
for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) 
Standard 5: Provider quality, continuous improvement, and 
capacity (CAEP, 2020), which suggests that a quality 
assurance system relies on a variety of comprehensive 
measures to ensure the continuous improvement of the 
TPPs (Ruben, 2010). For example, areas to measure 
program quality for improvement could be: a) candidates’ 
characteristics, b) their knowledge, skills, and professional 
dispositions, and c) their impact on students’ learning, 
which was recognized as value-added assessment 
(Bransford et al., 2005; Zeichner & Conklin, 2005). 
However, value-added assessment alone does not provide 
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detail as to what to improve (Noell et al., 2019) given the 
limitations of the grade or subject area tested (American 
Education Research Association [AERA], 2015; Henry et 
al., 2012). Classroom observation evaluation ratings of 
teacher performance are more informative when making 
decisions of hiring a new teacher, as indicated by school 
administrators, (Goldring et al., 2015), and can be a 
valuable component of TPP evaluation (Bastian et al., 
2018). Given the complexity in the process of evaluating 
the effectiveness of TPPs, “attention should be given to 
incorporating a broader set of teacher performance 
measures” (Henry et al., 2012 p. 351). 

Based on the suggestions from the current literature, as 
well as CAEP standard 4: 1) 4.2-Indicators of Teacher 
Effectiveness, 2) 4.3-Satisfaction of Employers, and 3) 4.4-
Satisfaction of Completer (CAEP, 2020), comprehensive 
empirical data were collected from a broad set of outcomes 
with the intention to provide a systematic evaluation of the 
quality of the TPP.  In the current study, investigators 
focused on beginning teachers with less than three years of 
teaching experience, given the fact that the influence of 
teacher education preparation might be weakened over 
time. Examination of similarities and differences between 
candidate performance during clinical teaching and 
teaching performance at the conclusion of at least one year 
of serving as a teacher of record in a classroom setting was 
conducted through multiple resources. These sources 
served to answer the following research questions:  
1. How well did we prepare our teacher candidates?  
2. What were the similarities and differences in their 

teaching before and after graduation?  
3. What can be improved in our teacher education 

program? 

 
Methodology 

Participants 

Graduates who successfully completed the Early 
Childhood through 6th Grade (EC-6) and Middle Level 
Grade (4-8) programs offered through the TPP and who 
had also served between one to three years as a teacher of 
record in a classroom setting served as participants. To 
begin with, a convenience sample of participants was 
identified by faculty members and program coordinators 
from within the Department. Faculty members nominated 
former teacher candidates with whom they had worked and 

who also agreed to participate. The final group of 
participants included ten graduates from the EC-6 and 4-8 
programs, two males and eight females, who were African 
American, Hispanic, or White. These beginning teachers 
were placed in Pre-K, K, 1st, 3rd, 5th, 6th, and 8th grade 
classrooms. In addition, seven principals participated in this 
study. The principals were predominantly female, most of 
which were African American and White, and all served as 
administrators on the teachers’ home campuses. Faculty 
members and mentor cooperating teachers (i.e., classroom 
teachers who supervised teacher candidates in their clinical 
teaching experience) also completed evaluations which 
provided data for this study. However, they were not 
considered primary participants.  

Data Collection and Analysis 

Data collection took place in two different periods. The 
first round of data was collected during the clinical 
teaching period. The second round of data was collected 
near the completion of at least one year of serving as a 
teacher of record in a classroom setting. Data were 
collected from multiple instruments as described in the 
following.   

The Program Evaluation Survey   

This survey included ten statements that were directly 
modified from the Interstate Teacher Assessment and 
Support Consortium (InTASC) standards by the Council of 
Chief State School Officers (2013). This survey was 
completed by the participants as they finished the TPP 
program just prior to graduation, and then, again, at the 
conclusion of at least one year of serving as a teacher of 
record in a classroom setting. The survey was also 
completed by the school principal or administrator 
responsible for the supervision of the participant, near the 
end of at least one year of service as the teacher of record.  

The Candidate Performance Evaluation Survey 

This instrument included ten areas of the InTASC 
standards by the Council of Chief State School Officers 
(2013). This instrument was completed by the mentor 
cooperating teachers upon candidates’ completion of the 
program, just prior to graduation. The same survey was 
also completed by the graduates at the conclusion of at least 
one year of serving as a teacher of record in a classroom 
setting.  
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Formal Observations Using the Texas Teacher 
Evaluation and Support System (T-TESS) Evaluations  

The Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System (T-
TESS) Evaluations (Texas Education Agency, 2016) is a 
state-approved educator evaluation measure.  It was 
completed by district administrators and university faculty 
through face-to-face or virtual observation of the 
participant delivering instruction in the classroom setting 
using the T-TESS. It is important to note that, at one 
campus, a T-TESS was not used, but a state-approved 
measure was used to conduct a formal evaluation of the 
teacher of record.  

Interviews with Beginning Teachers and Principals 

Semi-structured interview questions were used, each of 
which was associated with one of the T-TESS domains. 
The interviews took place at the conclusion of at least one 
year of serving as a teacher of record in a classroom setting 
and were led by university faculty.  

Student Performance Data  

These data were mostly from the State of Texas 
Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR®) tests or the 
STAAR practice tests (TEA, 2020), which ranged from 3rd 
grade to 8th grade and subjects included math, reading, and 
science. First-grade students’ performance was evaluated 
using the Neuhaus Reading Readiness, the Fountas & 
Pinnell Benchmark Assessment, and Renaissance Reading 
and Math STAAR tests. Pre-K and Kindergarten student 
performance data were limited and not included.  

Quantitative data were analyzed using SPSS 25.0 (IBM 
Corp., Armonk, NY). For all quantitative data collected 
from instruments, descriptive statistics were used to present 
the average in the responses. Non-parametric Wilcoxon 
Signed Rank tests were used to compare the similarities 
and differences between candidates’, teachers’, and 
principals’ responses. For all interview data, open coding 
(Strauss, 1987) was used to seek patterns and themes. Data 
were transcribed, and then the two researchers coded all 
data separately. Interrater reliability was analyzed during 
the coding process, and 80.5% consensus was reached for 
the teachers’ interview data, and 82.8% consensus was 
reached on principals’ interview data. Researchers then 
came to agreement on each individual theme. 

 

Results 

Results are presented in a format to clearly answer the 
research questions. First, we wanted to know how our 
program prepared the teacher candidates? The results from 
the Program Evaluation Survey by candidates, teachers, 
and principals showed that they all believed that our 
program prepared quality teacher candidates. In detail, 
candidates believed they were fully prepared, shown 
through average scores of 3.0. When becoming teachers in 
the classroom, they believed they were prepared with 
averages ranging from 2.4 to 2.8. Principals rated similarly 
with averages from 2.4 to 2.85 in these statements. Non-
parametric Wilcoxon Signed Rank tests showed no 
significant difference in program evaluations rated by 
candidates, teachers, and principals, indicating that they 
were aligned in their opinions about the quality of the 
candidates our program prepared. 

When examining each statement, candidates believed 
they were fully prepared to teach as they rated 3.0 out of 
3.0 in every statement. When they became a teacher, they 
believed they were fully prepared in response to the 
following statement: 1) To demonstrate an understanding 
of individual differences, diverse cultures, and communities 
to ensure inclusive learning environments that enable each 
learner to meet high standards. They felt a lack of 
preparation in these two lowest-rated statements: 2) 
understanding of how to connect concepts and use differing 
perspectives to engage learners in critical thinking, 
creativity, and collaborative problem solving related to 
authentic local and global issues, and 3) understanding and 
use of multiple methods of assessment to engage learners in 
their own growth, to monitor learner progress, and guide 
the teacher’s and learner’s decision making. 

Principals believed these teachers were fully prepared 
in statement 1): To work with others to create environments 
that support individual learning, collaborative learning, 
encourage positive social interaction, active engagement in 
learning, and self-motivation. However, at the same time, 
teachers needed more preparations in statement 2): Seeking 
appropriate leadership roles and opportunities to take 
responsibility for student learning; to collaborate with 
learners, families, colleagues, other school professionals, 
and community members to ensure learner growth; and to 
advance the profession. Details are presented in Table 1.  
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Table 1 
Program Evaluation by Beginning Teachers & Principals 

Program Evaluation n 

By Beginning 
Teachers 

By Principals 

Mean 
Std. 
Dev. Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

How well did the candidate demonstrate understanding of how learners grow and develop, 
recognizing that patterns of learning and development vary individually within and across the 
cognitive, linguistic, social, emotional, and physical area, and designs and implements 
developmentally appropriate and challenging learning experiences? INTASC-2010.1 

10 2.800 .422 2.500 .527 

How well did the candidate demonstrate understanding of individual differences, diverse cultures, 
and communities to ensure inclusive learning environments that enable each learner to meet high 
standards? INTASC-2010.2 

10 2.900 .316 2.600 .516 

How well did the candidate work with others to create environments that support individual 
learning, collaborative learning, encourage positive social interaction, active engagement in 
learning, and self-motivation? INTASC-2010.3 

10 2.800 .422 2.850 .337 

How well did the candidate demonstrate understanding of the central concepts, tools of inquiry, 
and structures of the discipline(s) he or she teaches and creates learning experiences that make 
these aspects of the discipline accessible and meaningful for learners to assure mastery of the 
content? INTASC-2010.4 

10 2.700 .483 2.700 .483 

How well did the candidate demonstrate understanding of how to connect concepts and use 
differing perspectives to engage learners in critical thinking, creativity, and collaborative problem 
solving related to authentic local and global issues? INTASC-2010.5 

10 2.400 .699 2.700 .483 

How well did the candidate demonstrate understanding and use of multiple methods of assessment 
to engage learners in their own growth, monitor learner progress, and guide the teacher’s and 
learner’s decision making? INTASC-2010.6 

10 2.400 .699 2.500 .527 

How well did the candidate plan instruction that supports every student in meeting rigorous 
learning goals by drawing upon knowledge of content areas, curriculum, cross-disciplinary skills, 
and pedagogy, as well as knowledge of learners and the community context? INTASC-2010.7 

10 2.600 .699 2.600 .516 

How well did the candidate demonstrate understanding and use of a variety of instructional 
strategies to encourage learners to develop deep understanding of content areas, their connections, 
and build skills to apply knowledge in meaningful ways? INTASC-2010.8 

10 2.700 .675 2.800 .422 

How well did the candidate engage in ongoing professional learning, adapt practice to meet the 
needs of each learner, and to use evidence to continually evaluate my practice; particularly, the 
effect of my choices/actions on others (learners, families, other professionals, and the 
community)? INTASC-2010.9 

10 2.500 .972 2.800 .422 

How well did the candidate seek appropriate leadership roles and opportunities to take 
responsibility for student learning; to collaborate with learners, families, colleagues, other school 
professionals, and community members to ensure learner growth; and to advance the profession? 
INTASC-2010.10 

10 2.500 1.080 2.400 .699 
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The students' performance data also demonstrated how 
our program prepared the teacher candidates. It was evident 
with the positive impact that our graduates had on students’ 
academic achievement. Multiple sets of the same tests from 
the same teacher results showed increased passing scores 
on their academic performance tests. For example, 70% of 
the first-grade students reached the grade level of reading 
accuracy on the first test, and this accuracy increased to 
95% in the second test. Of these students, 60% reached a 
score of 100 (the maximum score) in comprehension on the 
first test, but 90% of them reached the maximum score of  

100 in comprehension on their second test. The same 
pattern was found for their Renaissance reading and math 
results, with test scores increasing in each test (see Figures 
1 and 2). Students’ growth was evident in 8th grade English 
language arts performance as scores went from 95% to 
100% in passing rates for one group of students and 90% to 
94% for another 8th grade class. Math test results and 
science test results were a bit lower, with the average 
passing rate of 66% for 3rd grade math tests and 69.97% 
for 6th grade science tests.  

 
Figure 1  
First Grade Renaissance Math Test Results 
 

 
 

 
Figure 2 
First Grade Renaissance Reading Test Results 
 

 

The Similarities and Differences in Teaching 
Performance Before and After Graduation 

For the Candidate Performance Evaluation Survey 
completed by the mentor cooperating teacher, the average 
scores ranged from 2.500 to 2.929, with SD ranging from 
.189 to .608 in these ten statements. Candidates received 
the highest ratings on these areas:  
1. Understanding of how learners grow and develop, 

recognizing that patterns of learning and development 
vary individually within and across the cognitive, 
linguistic, social, emotional, and physical areas, and 
designs and implements developmentally appropriate 
and challenging learning experiences.  

2. Understanding of individual differences, diverse 
cultures, and communities to ensure inclusive learning 
environments that enable each learner to meet high 
standards.  

3. Working with others to create environments that 
support individual learning, collaborative learning, 
encourage positive social interaction, active 
engagement in learning, and self-motivation.  

Our principal interview responses also echoed 
statements regarding strength in creating inclusive 
environments that support individual students and working 
with others to support learning.  In particular, a principal 
stated that one of her new teacher’s strengths was  

“her willingness and drive to become a great 
teacher.  She has asked to meet each week with the 
curriculum AP before her team plans so that she can 
contribute to planning. She works with her team and 
the Curriculum Assistant Principal to plan lessons 
weekly.”  

Of a second teacher on her campus, the principal stated 
that she, too, “participates in PLC discussions each week to 
answer the questions: (1) What are you going to do for the 
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students who did not get it? (2) What are you doing for 
those who already know it?” 

On another campus, a principal spoke to the positive 
environment that his novice teacher cultivated in his 
classroom and how this familial environment motivated 
students to engage in learning by saying: 

“One of the things that make his room so fun almost is 
right at the beginning of the year he spends a lot of 
time creating their family and you know, and that's 
when you walk in at 8 in the morning, they're on the 
carpet together sharing about what they ate for dinner 
last night or you know, I mean anything. Somebody 
gave their dog a bath, you know, but they all know it, 
and they all are part of each other's lives, and that's 
their family during the day, and so he takes a lot of 
time to create that environment which goes right along 
with he’s got the kids engaged in the problem, you 
know, and they're going to do whatever Mr. Smith 
(pseudonym) says because that's the family and that's 
the environment that he's created.” 

They received the lowest rating in the statement: 
Understanding and using multiple methods of assessment 
to engage learners in their own growth, monitor learner 
progress, and guide the teacher’s and learner’s decision 
making. 

For the Teacher Performance Evaluation rated by 
principals, the average scores ranged from 2.286 to 2.857, 
with SD ranging from .378 to .756 for these ten statements. 
Graduates received the highest rating on: Engaging in 
ongoing professional learning, adapting practice to meet the 
needs of each learner, and using evidence to continually 
evaluate his or her practice; particularly, the effect of his or 
her choices/actions on others (learners, families, other 
professionals, and the community). 

They received the lowest ratings on these areas:  
1. Understanding of how learners grow and develop, 

recognizing that patterns of learning and development 
vary individually within and across the cognitive, 
linguistic, social, emotional, and physical areas, and 
designs and implements developmentally appropriate 
and challenging learning experiences. 

2. Understanding and use of multiple methods of 
assessment to engage learners in their own growth, 

monitor learner progress, and guide the teacher’s and 
learner’s decision making. 

3. Seeking appropriate leadership roles and opportunities 
to take responsibility for student learning; to 
collaborate with learners, families, colleagues, other 
school professionals, and community members to 
ensure learner growth; and to advance the profession.  

This is also echoed in the Candidate Performance 
Evaluation Survey completed by mentor cooperating 
teachers, as well as the principal interviews, that some 
beginning teachers need support on assessing students and 
using students’ data for planning.  

At one elementary school, the principal stated that her 
newly hired teacher’s “biggest weakness is assessment. 
That is her biggest concern. She wants to know how they 
are created and aligned to STAAR. She’s uncertain how to 
create her own assessments that are aligned to the skills” 
that are to be learned.  

Another principal noted a similar area of need in one of 
her teachers. Although she considered the new teacher to be 
proficient and, in informal conversations with the 
researcher, mentioned that she is really strong as a new 
teacher, in the formal interview, the principal stated that 
“the area that she needs to do some work on would be 
gathering and using formative assessments throughout the 
lesson cycle.” 

Correlation analysis showed the relationship between 
mentor cooperating teachers’ rating on candidate 
performance and principals’ rating on teacher performance 
were all positive, ranging from .167 to .750, with mostly 
median to high correlation. There was a significant positive 
correlation between mentor rating and principal rating on 
the statement of working with others to create 
environments that support individual learning, collaborative 
learning, encourage positive social interaction, active 
engagement in learning, and self-motivation? with r = .881, 
p = .009.  

We compared the means of candidate performance 
evaluation by mentor teacher and teacher performance 
evaluation by principal using the non-parametric test. 
Results showed that there was a significant difference in 
statement of demonstrating understanding of how learners 
grow and develop, recognizing that patterns of learning and 
development vary individually within and across the 
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cognitive, linguistic, social, emotional, and physical areas, 
and designs and implements developmentally appropriate 
and challenging learning experiences? Principal rated this 
statement significantly lower than mentor teachers, with Z 
= -2.121, p = .034. 

University supervisors utilized the T-TESS during 
teacher candidates’ clinical teaching experience.  Again, 
this measure was used by school principals and faculty 
researchers, following the rubric which measured 
observations in a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 
Improvement Needed to Distinguished. There are 15 
statements in this T-TESS, measuring the effectiveness of 
teachers in four domains (i.e., planning, instruction, 
learning environment, and professional practices and 
responsibilities). Results showed that the T-TESS average 
scores rated by university supervisors ranged from 1.80 to 
3.00, with M = 2.52, SD = .34. The average scores rated by 

faculty researchers ranged from 4.00 to 4.33, with M = 
4.18, SD = .14. The average scores rated by school 
principals ranged from 2.22 to 3.67, with M = 3.26, SD = 
.41. 

Non-parametric tests showed that there were 
significant differences in the T-TESS average scores rated 
by university supervisors, school principals, and faculty 
researchers. Overall, supervisors rated significantly lower 
than school principals and faculty researchers in 12 
statements. School principals rated significantly higher than 
faculty researchers on the following two statements: 1) 
Data and Assessment Dimension 1.2, with χ 2(2) = 2.750, p 
= 0.018, and 2) Professional Development Dimension 4.3, 
χ2(2) = 2.691, p = 0.021. University supervisors rated 
significantly lower than faculty researchers on the 
following 12 statements (see Table 2). 

 
Table 2 
T-TESS Results Comparisons  

T-TESS χ2 p 

Standards and Alignment Dimension 1.1 -2.799 0.015 

Data and Assessment Dimension 1.2 -3.763 0.001 

Knowledge of Students Dimension 1.3 -3.484 0.001 

Activities Dimension 1.4 -3.042 0.007 

Achieving Expectations Dimension 2.1 -2.416 0.047 

Content Knowledge and Expertise Dimension 2.2 -3.377 0.002 

Communication Dimension 2.3 -2.609 0.027 

Differentiation Dimension 2.4 -2.753 0.018 

Classroom Environment, Routines and Procedures Dimension 3.1 -2.671 0.023 

Professional Demeanor and Ethics Dimension 4.1 -2.915 0.011 

Goal Setting Dimension 4.2 -2.419 0.047 

Professional Development Dimension 4.3 -3.112 0.006 
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Areas To Be Improved  

Our findings indicated that candidates felt a lack of 
preparation in statement of understanding and use of 
multiple methods of assessment to engage learners in their 
own growth, monitor learner progress, and guide the 
teacher’s and learner’s decision making. Mentor 
cooperating teachers and principals also rated this 
statement with the lowest scores indicating the weakness of 
our program in preparing teacher candidates with adequate 
knowledge and skills in assessment.  

According to principals, another aspect for program 
improvement is to develop candidates’ leadership skills. 
For example, regarding a new teacher on her campus, the 
principal stated that “I would like to see her take on more 
of a leadership role and exposure to other grade levels. I am 
planning to utilize her expertise in preparing her to 
facilitate staff development.” 

Although data from principals, cooperating mentor 
teachers, and university supervisors did not indicate 
classroom management to be a weakness, during their 
interviews, beginning teachers spoke to classroom 
management skills as an area of growth. This would be an 
important area to consider, especially since many new 
teachers do not feel prepared in this area. As one new 
teacher stated: 

“Across the board, it’s discipline, especially the 
students that I have. I have a lot of helicopter parents 
and a lot of very expressive and verbally liberal 
parents. So, it's really on how to strategize on dealing 
with that and how to deal with it in the classroom. 
Another teacher discussed that he would like to learn 
more “ways to be a little more firm without being mean 
or shouting. I want to be effective, and, at the same 
time, there are elements where I feel like I can just get 
lax on, so I think classroom behavior and classroom 
management and not letting there be big gaps in 
between, that's something that I need to work on, 
personally.”  

 
Discussion  

This study used multiple resources to evaluate our 
program by surveying candidates, graduates, mentor 
cooperating teachers, university faculty, and school 
principals, which was recommended by many researchers 

(Bastian et al., 2018; Henry et al., 2012; Ruben, 2010). The 
results showed that our candidates were well prepared with 
an understanding of individual differences and the diverse 
backgrounds of learners. They were well prepared to create 
environments that support individual learning, collaborative 
learning, and encourage positive social interaction and 
active engagement in learning. This finding is contrary to 
the findings of a qualitative case study conducted by 
Lehman (2016, as cited in Lehman, 2017) that preservice 
teachers were lacking multicultural competence and needed 
professional development training. It is also in contrast 
with another case study (Rizzuto, 2017) who discovered 
early career teachers who taught English language learners 
(ELLs) lacked skills in working with diverse students and 
were reluctant to use a culturally responsive approach to 
teaching their ELLs. Our finding indicated the strength of 
our teacher candidates in terms of working with diverse 
students inside and outside of our teacher education 
program, which might be due to high-quality training with 
diverse students in the field.  

Assessment seems to be a weak area that needs to be 
improved in our teacher education EC-6 and 4-8 program. 
Our findings revealed the weakness in preparing candidates 
with adequate knowledge and skills in assessing individual 
learners to guide instructions. Weakness in assessment to 
guide instruction seemed to be common and was also 
discovered in a national sample of beginning teachers 
(Darling-Hammond et al., 2002, as cited in Darling-
Hammond, 2006). However, given limited studies focusing 
on developing assessment knowledge and skills among 
preservice teachers, it might be meaningful to research and 
develop additional curriculum that can be adopted during 
the teacher preparation program to focus on assessment and 
planning instructions based on assessment results. 
Professional learning communities formed by schools and 
districts can foster teachers’ skills in the use of assessment 
to guide instruction (Hamilton et al., 2009). It is suggested 
by case study work (U.S. Department of Education, Office 
of Planning, Evaluation, and Policy Development, 2010) 
that teachers’ skills in assessment could be developed 
through their continuous practices on using students’ data 
for instruction with facilitations from colleagues and 
mentor teachers. 

Leadership skills should also be developed and 
practiced among our teacher candidates. Leadership skills 
are critical for school reform and improvement (Kise & 
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Russell, 2008, as cited in Xu & Patmore, 2012), which, 
ultimately, lead to enhanced student achievement (Gabriel, 
2005, as cited in Xu & Patmore, 2012). However, less 
attention has been paid to preparing teacher leaders by 
providing a course on leadership skills in teacher education 
programs (Xu & Patmore, 2012). Teacher candidates 
lacking leadership skills seems to be a common problem 
not only in our teacher education program but also in others 
as well. For example, Silvernail (1998, as cited in Darling-
Hammond et al., 2002) surveyed approximately 3000 
beginning teachers, and results suggested that teachers who 
graduated from TPP received high ratings on only two 
items out of the four regarding instructional leadership. 
Formal training, such as attending a course (Xu & Patmore, 
2012) and teacher-led professional development 
(Semadeni, 2010; Xu & Patmore, 2012), could be adopted 
to enhance leadership skills and should be encouraged in 
any teacher education program. 

 
Limitations and Future Research 

There are limitations related to this case study that 
could be addressed in future research. First is the small 
sample size of participants in this study, which might not 
provide a true picture of our TPP.  The second limitation is 
the missing representatives of our teacher candidates from 
the early childhood grade levels, such as the ones who 
served at the childcare facilities. The findings could not be 
generalized to the early childhood TPP. A future research 
agenda would be to enlarge the sample size to include more 
participants. It may also be valuable to include not only 
more teacher candidates and school principals in different 
grade levels but also field supervisors, teacher peers who 
worked at the same school, and university faculty who 
taught our candidates to gain a more comprehensive 
perspective on the performance of our teacher candidates. 
The students taught by our beginning teachers could also be 
interviewed to understand their perceptions regarding 
teacher proficiency.  

Conclusions 

Despite the limitations, our study is significant in two 
aspects. First, we used multiple evaluation ratings to assess 
the effectiveness of our teacher candidate preparation and 
performance in their early career. Our data were 
comprehensive in scope, therefore, provided clearer 
directions for program improvement. Second, this study 
provided strong evidence of the benefits of using evaluating 
ratings in assessing TPP performance and effectiveness, 
which is echoed in research findings from Bastian et al. 
(2018). Especially when synthesizing all the feedback from 
multiple personals from clinical teaching to an early 
teaching career, evaluating ratings provides important 
information about teacher quality and clearer directions for 
what to improve and how to accomplish the improvement, 
which is currently limited in literature (Noell et al., 2019). 
Our study provided a good example of the utility of 
multiple performance evaluation ratings from different 
personnel inside and outside of TPP, which can be 
beneficial for both accountability and improvement of 
TPP.  

Through this study, we gained a better understanding 
of our TPP in terms of strengths and areas of growth. Based 
on the results, our TPP should consider providing 
curriculum revisions to strengthen the teacher candidates in 
terms of their skills in assessment, classroom management, 
and leadership throughout our program. We will continue 
to monitor our teacher education program using multiple, 
comprehensive measurements to ensure our TPP continues 
to grow and improve.  
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