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Abstract
The rapid shift to online learning during the COVID-19 pandemic highlighted the need to equip future educators with essen-
tial skills for an online learning environment. This study aims to address this gap by developing and validating a scale to mea-
sure pre-service teacher competency in an online learning context using the scenario method. After a comprehensive
literature review, seven competencies of pre-service teachers in an online learning environment were constructed: design/
planning competency, social competency, instructive competency, technological competency, management competency, posi-
tive teacher attitude competency, and learning competency. The Pre-service Teacher Competency in Online Learning
Environments Scale was developed with 11 scenarios and 34 items and refined based on feedback from focus group inter-
views with six pre-service teachers and five in-service teachers to ensure face and content validity. The scale was then vali-
dated through confirmatory analyses and reliability analyses with 579 pre-service teachers, demonstrating good construct
validity and reliability. This study contributes to teacher education by providing a validated tool that can help evaluate and
enhance pre-service teacher preparation programs for online and hybrid learning environments.

Keywords
pre-service teacher, teacher competency, teacher education, Korean education, scale development

Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic triggered a rapid and global
shift to online learning, transforming the educational
landscape. While traditional in-person classes had previ-
ously dominated, the pandemic necessitated a pivot to
virtual classrooms, and even post-pandemic, a trend
toward blended learning—combining face-to-face and
online formats—has emerged and is likely to continue
(Muthuprasad et al., 2021). However, this shift was ini-
tially met with widespread confusion among both stu-
dents and teachers due to rarity of, online education was
uncommon before COVID-19 (Godber & Atkins, 2021).
This change highlighted the need for teacher education
institutes to prepare future educators for the realities of
online and hybrid learning environments.

The unique position of pre-service teachers—
university students who are building foundational teach-
ing skills and preparing for their future roles—makes it

essential that teacher education institutes assess and
develop competencies specifically suited for these digital
and hybrid contexts. Pre-service teachers are distinct
from in-service teachers in that they must navigate dual
responsibilities as learners and aspiring educators
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(Zacharis, 2020). Currently, teacher competency scales
exist but tend to focus on the latter, without addressing
the unique characteristics and developmental needs of
former (Zhumash et al., 2021). As university students,
pre-service teachers require competencies that support
their learning within the academic context and their
motivation to teach, distinct from the needs of in-service
teachers who already have professional experience
(Amrein-Beardsley, 2020).

Moreover, most existing competency scales do not
incorporate the rapidly evolving demands of online edu-
cation, limiting their applicability in a post-pandemic
context where hybrid learning is becoming more com-
mon. Although scales to measure teachers’ digital com-
petency have been developed, most were created before
the COVID-19 era and may not fully address the nuan-
ces of non-face-to-face learning situations (Hung et al.,
2010; Pillay et al., 2007; Uzunboylu & Ozdamli, 2011).
Furthermore, to the authors’ knowledge, no scale has
been developed using the scenario method to measure
practical competency (Bhagat et al., 2016; Reyes-
Fournier et al., 2020). In addition, most studies on online
education have focused on in-service teachers or learners,
rather than pre-service teachers (Hung et al., 2010; Koc
& Barut, 2016; Lin et al., 2015). Therefore, developing a
competency scale tailored to the needs of pre-service
teachers in online teaching environments is necessary to
address these gaps.

This study addresses these needs by developing and
validating a scale that can assess pre-service teacher com-
petencies specifically for online learning situations. The
proposed scale uses a scenario-based approach that
reflects the challenges of digital learning environments
and is expected to support teacher education institutes in
assessing and fostering pre-service teachers’ readiness for
blended learning.

This paper is organized as follows. First, we review
the literature on pre-service teacher competencies to
establish a foundational definition. Next, we outline the
methods used to develop our scale, including scenario-
based techniques and confirmatory factor analysis. In
the results section, we present the validity of our findings
and the criteria for selecting the final factor model.
Finally, we conclude with the implications for future
research and discuss the limitations of this study.

Theoretical Framework

Competency refers to the internal characteristics of an
individual that enable effective job performance (Spencer
& Spencer, 1993). As interest in competency increases,
the attention of many researchers toward teacher compe-
tency also increases, which pertains to a teacher’s ability
to perform a given task successfully in a particular

situation (Gläser–Zikuda & Fuß, 2008; Goodyear et al.,
2001; Huda et al., 2017; Kartal & Basxol, 2019; Seferoglu,
2005; Selvi, 2010; Shulman, 1986). Table 1 summarizes
previous studies related to in-service and pre-service
teacher competencies.

According to previous studies that defined teacher
competency and explored teachers’ competency levels,
Shulman (1986) mentioned pedagogical and content
knowledge as teacher competencies. Selvi (2010) sug-
gested seven sub-competencies to explain teacher compe-
tency: field competencies, research competencies,
curriculum competencies, lifelong learning competen-
cies, social-cultural competencies, emotional competen-
cies, and communication competencies. Meanwhile,
Gläser–Zikuda and Fuß (2008) explained teacher com-
petency included clarity of instruction, motivational
competence, diagnostic competence of social relations,
diagnostic competence of performance, individual ref-
erence norm orientation, and teachers’ care. On the
other hand, Seferoglu (2005) defined teacher compe-
tency with three sub-competencies: instructional com-
petencies, general social-cultural knowledge and skills,
and field-specific knowledge and skills. Additionally,
Kartal and Basxol (2019) distributed teacher compe-
tency into three areas and 11 sub-competencies, which
are (1) professional area—content knowledge compe-
tency, pedagogical content knowledge competency, and
legislation and regulation knowledge competency, (2)
professional skills area—planning education and teach-
ing competency, and designing learning environments
competency, (3) attitudes and values area—national,
moral and international values competency, attitudes
toward students competency, communication and
cooperation competency, and personal and profes-
sional development competency. Also, Goodyear et al.
(2001) presented teachers’ roles in an online learning
situation; a teacher should help students’ learning as a
content facilitator, technologist, designer, manager,
administrator, process facilitator, advisor, counselor,
assessor, and researcher. Moreover, Huda et al. (2017)
suggested learning competency, social competency,
educational competency, and technological compe-
tency as required for teachers in the Big Data era. In
sum, previous studies indicated that the competencies
required of teachers include class management and
building relationships with students.

As teacher competency is gaining interest, compe-
tencies for pre-service teachers attending teacher train-
ing institutions are also attracting much attention, and
various studies have been conducted (Choi et al., 2009;
Kim et al., 2004; Meeus et al., 2009). Choi et al. (2009)
suggested instruction, assessment, guidance, manage-
ment, and professional development as pre-service
teachers’ competencies. Additionally, Meeus et al.
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(2009) explained that pre-service teachers should have
teaching competencies as supervisors of the learning
and development process, educators, content experts,
and classroom managers; they should also have part-
nership competencies. Kim et al. (2004) suggested 13
dimensions as criteria of competent pre-service teach-
ers: learner, learning, content, curriculum, instruction,
assessment, management, diversity, professionalism,
reflection, inquiry, communication, and technology.
Based on these previous studies, pre-service teachers’
competencies include class conducting competency and
managing student competency. Some literature (Kim
et al., 2004) also suggested learning competency as a
pre-service teacher competency.

As such, various studies have measured the compe-
tency levels of pre-service teachers, but most of those
studies used teacher competencies, not pre-service teach-
ers (Eren et al., 2015; Ersin et al., 2020; Tang et al., 2016;
Yusuf et al., 2017). In addition, previous studies (Ersin
et al., 2020; Kim et al., 2004; Yusuf et al., 2017) on pre-
service teachers’ competencies did not consider online
learning situations; thus, their limitation is not reflecting
the rapidly changed educational environment in the post-
COVID-19 era.

Pre-service teachers are students cultivating the neces-
sary teacher competencies before becoming teachers;
thus, they must have competencies as learners and teach-
ers. They need teachers’ competencies to provide better
education and learners’ competencies as students in a
teacher training institution. However, most previous
research did not reflect those pre-service teachers’ com-
petencies required as a learner (Eren et al., 2015; Ersin
et al., 2020; Tang et al., 2016; Yusuf et al., 2017).
Therefore, this study defines pre-service teachers’ compe-
tencies to include teacher and learner competency,
reflecting their unique characteristics.

This study focuses on the competencies of pre-service
teachers especially required in an online learning envi-
ronment. Teachers have experienced considerable diffi-
culties from the sudden transition to online classes due to
the COVID-19 pandemic. Therefore, we can assume that
the competencies required in an online learning environ-
ment differ from those needed in previous face-to-face
teaching situations (Alea et al., 2020; Fauzi & Khusuma,
2020; Pokhrel & Chhetri, 2021). It seems that online
classes used in flipped learning before the COVID-19
pandemic, more commonly after the pandemic, with the
development of new technologies such as Metaverse and

Table 1. The Constructs of In-Service Teacher and Pre-service Teacher Competency in Previous Studies.

Authors Competency

In-service
Teacher

Gläser–Zikuda and
Fuß (2008)

Clarity of instruction, Motivational competence, Diagnostic competence of social relations,
Diagnostic competence of performance, Individual reference norm orientation, Teachers’
care

Goodyear et al. (2001) Content facilitator, Technologist, Designer, Manager/administrator, Process facilitator,
Adviser/counselor, Assessor, Researcher

Huda et al. (2017) Learning competency, Social competency, Educational competency, Technological
competency

Kartal and Basxol (2019) Professional knowledge area: Content knowledge, Pedagogical content knowledge,
Legislation and regulation knowledge
Professional skills area: Planning education and teaching, Designing learning environments,
Managing the learning and teaching processes, Assessment and evaluation
Attitudes and values area: National, moral and international values, Attitudes toward
students, Communication and cooperation, Personal and professional development

Seferoglu (2005) Instructional competencies, General social-cultural knowledge and skills, Field-specific
knowledge and skills

Selvi (2010) Field competencies, Research competencies, Curriculum competencies, Lifelong learning
competencies, Social-cultural competencies, Emotional competencies, Communication
competencies

Shulman (1986) Pedagogical knowledge, Content Knowledge
Pre-service
teacher

Choi et al. (2009) Instruction, Assessment, Guidance, Management, Professional Development
Kim et al. (2004) Learner, Learning, Content, Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment, Management, Diversity,

Professionalism, Reflection, Inquiry, Communication, Technology
Meeus et al. (2009) Teaching competencies: The teacher as supervisor of learning and development processes,

Educator, Content expert
Classroom manager, partnership competencies: The teacher as parents and caretakers,
Colleagues and school management, Third parties
Learning competencies: The teachers as lifelong learner, Innovator, Researcher
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Zoom (Abdous, 2011). Therefore, it is necessary to define
the required competencies and develop a measurement
scale that identifies their current level to improve pre-
service teachers’ competencies in this online learning
environment.

Definition of Pre-service Teacher Competency in
Online Learning Environment

This study defines pre-service teacher competencies for
online learning environments by drawing on findings
from previous studies and focus group interviews with
both teachers and teacher candidates. Highlighting the
need to define these competencies specifically for pre-
service teachers, this study addresses a gap in the
research, as prior studies have largely focused on in-
service teacher competencies and have not fully consid-
ered the unique demands of online education, particu-
larly in the post-COVID-19 context. Since pre-service
teachers must develop skills both as learners and as
future educators, it is crucial to identify and assess these
competencies to better equip them for the evolving edu-
cational landscape. Given the shift to online classes and
the increasing integration of new technologies, establish-
ing a measurement scale to evaluate these competencies
has become essential. Accordingly, we selected compe-
tencies needed by in-service teachers from the literature
and added two additional competencies centered on
learning attitudes to emphasize the importance of a lear-
ner’s approach.

Design/Planning Competency. Most of the literature men-
tioned designing/planning for the class as one of the most
important teacher competencies. For instance, Han and
Nam (2020) stated that online class teachers should set a
goal for their classes, construct the content to teach, and
inform students about learning. Also, teachers should
plan for proper evaluation methods before the course
starts. In Jeong (2020)’s paper, he stated that teachers in
the COVID-19 era need to plan for their online classes
and operate it as planned. Welch (2014) tried to develop
a scale for virtual teaching dispositions and indicated
that teachers must improve their design and organizing
skills by interacting with others. Those are things teach-
ers must do before online classes. In addition to Han and
Nam (2020), Jeong (2020), and Welch (2014), König
et al. (2020) and Ally (2019) also thought of design and
planning competencies as critical teacher competencies.
Competencies to operate classes and protect digital infor-
mation, plans for making media materials and producing
materials for class, and facilitating a customized class for
each student are examples of design/planning compe-
tency (Ally, 2019; König et al., 2020). Moreover, Baek
and Kim (2020) developed a scale for pre-service teachers

anticipating them to be good teachers in the future. They
mentioned that teachers must have the competencies to
plan a course creatively, develop and operate a curricu-
lum, and produce ICT content before the course.

Thus, we defined design and planning competency as
actions undertaken before the course to achieve the edu-
cational goal. There are two types of actions undertaken
before class. The first is cooperation and consultation
with stakeholders who can help teachers to achieve aca-
demic goals: parents, fellow teachers, school administra-
tors, etc. The other is professional preparations for
classes, including lecture planning, preparing class mate-
rials, checking students’ academic levels, figuring out stu-
dents’ features, and confirming that students have all the
equipment necessary for classes. By doing such actions,
pre-service teachers can prepare for a well-structured
class.

Social Competency. Many researchers emphasized the
importance of social relationships between teachers and
their students. For example, Yoon (2021) mentioned that
digital interaction is one of the teachers’ competencies
for digital literacy education. König et al. (2020) and
Ally (2019) also stated that teachers need to communi-
cate with students well in online classes and solve cyber-
bullying by interacting with students. Similarly, Bigatel
et al. (2012) said that teachers could create a peaceful
environment and prevent conflicts between pupils by
modeling anticipated behaviors for students. Oh (2020)
studied teachers’ competencies for distance learning and
emphasized that teachers imperatively promote students’
interaction and give students immediate feedback. For
instance, Kabilan (2004) anticipated teachers to interact
with students, and Goodyear et al. (2001) even said that
teachers must counsel students. Baek and Kim (2020)
noted that pre-service teachers need social interaction
and sympathy.

This study defines social competency as teachers’
actions and attitudes to build rapport with their students
in a virtual educational environment. Also, pre-service
teachers with high social competency tend to have skills
in delivering their emotions and ideas properly by using
non-verbal and verbal expressions. In addition, they can
keenly observe interactions between students. Through
this, they can intervene or mediate relationships between
students and prevent problems that might occur, such as
cyberbullying.

Instructive Competency. As a teacher, one should have
strong content knowledge and the ability to teach well.
Therefore, prior studies underlined the importance of
teachers’ instructive competency. For example, Han and
Nam (2020) and Welch (2014) stated that teachers must
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have knowledge about the content they will teach. In
addition, Martin et al. (2019) emphasized teachers’
knowledge about content and learning to deliver content
efficiently. Jeong (2020), who executed research about
education in the COVID-19 era, highlighted teachers’
understanding of remote learning as a key knowledge
area. Goodyear et al. (2001) even said that teachers must
become researchers studying students and content.
Moreover, Baek and Kim (2020) widened the range of
knowledge teachers should possess. According to their
research, the knowledge that teachers should know
includes multicultural knowledge, global issues, environ-
mental issues, educational policy, pedagogical knowl-
edge, and content knowledge.

To summarize, instructive competency comprises ped-
agogical knowledge, content knowledge, and methodolo-
gical knowledge. In our study, pedagogical knowledge
refers to knowledge about the traits of students and the
way to deliver a lecture efficiently. A pre-service teacher
with a high level of pedagogical knowledge can arouse
students’ interest and encourage students to participate
in the class. Content knowledge is specific information
about subjects teachers should cover in their classes. A
pre-service teacher with content knowledge has profes-
sional knowledge related to the topic. Moreover, metho-
dological knowledge is concrete knowledge needed in an
online class, such as knowledge about software utilized
in the virtual class. Finally, a pre-service teacher with
methodological knowledge can construct and deliver vir-
tual classes efficiently by applying various teaching meth-
ods, including flipped classes, blended classes, recorded
classes, and real-time classes, etc.

Technological Competency. Teaching in an online learning
environment requires teachers to have sufficient techni-
cal ability. Many previous studies mentioned teachers’
technological competency as an essential factor for effec-
tive teaching; for example, Bigatel et al. (2012) and
Kabilan (2004) stated that technological competency is a
critical aspect of online course instructor preparation.
According to Goodyear et al. (2001), the technologist is
one of the teacher’s roles involved in online teaching,
which is concerned with making or helping make techno-
logical choices that improve the environment available
to learners. Ally (2019) conducted a study about the
competency profile of digital and online teachers in
future education, emphasizing teachers’ ability to use
digital technology and that the teacher should be digi-
tally literate to use technology to deliver and support
education. Han and Nam (2020) also found that utilizing
technology is one of the core teaching competencies to
improve the quality of teaching online classes.

Therefore, technological competency means the
required skills to deliver a lecture efficiently or conduct

teachers’ various tasks using devices and educational
software. It contains the ability to adapt to newly
released technologies in a short period. Also, a pre-
service teacher with technological competency should be
conscious of copyright ethics and use materials legally.

Management Competency. A teacher should have online
classroom management strategies that directly affect the
student’s ability and the teacher’s teaching ability. Han
and Nam (2020) and Oh (2020) emphasized teachers’
abilities to manage an online classroom, such as giving
students feedback, supervising, and adjusting the learn-
ing process. König et al. (2020) also mentioned the
importance of operating and applying classroom struc-
ture plans predetermined before the actual course during
class time. According to Goodyear et al. (2001), online
teachers should be assessors concerned with providing
feedback, grades, and validation of learners’ work, and
manager-administrators concerned with the issues of
learner registration, security, record keeping, and so on.
In addition, Jeong (2020) stated that teachers should
have the competency that enables effective online class-
room management to enhance the quality of distance
teaching.

In this study, the management competency includes
teachers’ actions to carry out the plans established before
the course during class time. This competency consists of
actions necessary for the successful completion of the
teaching and learning experience. Teachers with manage-
ment skills can appropriately cope with and solve issues
that occur during class. To handle the virtual classroom
during the whole class, teachers should manage commu-
nication channels and spaces and supervise the ongoing
and virtual process (Guasch et al., 2010). Also, teachers
should have time management skills which refer to con-
structing and implementing timetables, distributing sub-
jects and workloads, planning lessons, and allocating
and using time effectively (Sahito & Väisänen, 2017). In
addition, teachers with management competency can
grasp the class progress by conducting formative and
summative assessments and giving feedback to students.

Positive Teacher Attitude Competency. Positive teacher atti-
tude means job-related attitudes, including teacher self-
efficacy and job satisfaction (OECD, 2019). A positive
teacher attitude is essential because it can prevent pre-
service teachers from burnout and dropout (Hong, 2010;
OECD, 2019). Researchers found a negative correlation
between the degree of burnout and teachers’ attitudes
toward change (Sokal et al., 2020). Also, the Teaching
and Learning International Survey 2009 (OECD, 2009)
found a close link between teacher attitudes and strate-
gies for coping with daily professional challenges,
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including general well-being. Teachers shape students’
learning environments and influence student motivation,
achievement (OECD, 2019), and emotion (Tang & Hu,
2022). Thus, a positive teacher attitude helps teachers
work effortlessly and be satisfied with their work; there-
fore, teachers with positive attitudes tend to be successful
(Begum & Khan, 2015).

Pre-service teachers with this attitude have a strong
willingness to become a teacher and a high expectation
to become one, so those with positive teacher attitudes
strive to become a teacher even if there are expected dif-
ficulties. In addition, pre-service teachers with a positive
attitude have distinct views of teaching. The view of
teaching is a framework of perception that shows how
teachers see and understand teaching. In other words,
the view of teaching is about how society thinks about
the epitome of teaching and is a concept related to how
teachers grasp the teaching profession (Kim, 2009).

Learning Competency. Learning competency is essential for
pre-service teachers because they must study and learn to
fulfill all the teacher certification requirements in their
countries. The learning competency includes how stu-
dents use different cognitive and metacognitive strategies
and manage various resources (Lee et al., 2011; Pintrich
et al., 1991). Lee et al. (2011) distinguished the learning
competency into two sections. The cognitive and meta-
cognitive strategies section includes items regarding con-
centration strategies, note-taking, memory strategies, and
regulating efforts. The student management of different
resources section includes items concerning managing the
learning environment, using resources and asking for
help, and preparing for a career.

Learning competency includes the willingness to learn,
getting motivated to learn, and having a passion for
learning as a college student. This competency consists of
two sub-domains: ‘‘in class’’ and ‘‘out of class.’’ The vari-
ables of an ‘‘in class’’ area are using note-taking and con-
centration strategies. In contrast, the ‘‘out of class’’ area
includes regulating efforts, managing the learning envi-
ronment, using resources and asking for help, and pre-
paring for a career.

Method

We conducted this study in three phases. First, we devel-
oped a scale draft using the scenario method based on
the definition of competencies of pre-service teachers in
an online learning environment. The scale draft consisted
of 13 scenarios and 69 items. In the second phase, we
confirmed content and face validity through and surveys
with both pre-service and in-service teachers, who parti-
cipated in focus groups conducted to define pre-service
teacher competencies. After completing these steps, we

prepared the final scale. Lastly, we validated the scale
with a survey of 579 pre-service teachers in Korea.
Reviewers of Ewha IRB confirmed the acceptability of
this study.

Phase 1: Survey Development

This study used the scenario method, a scale develop-
ment method that presents various situations that may
occur to subjects in the future. There are several advan-
tages to using this method. First, it helps subjects to
understand the question and immerse themselves in the
test easily (Banerjee et al., 1993). Second, it takes a lot of
cognitive effort to understand the question and, thus,
prevent response biases (Baek & Kim, 2020; Deane
et al., 2019). Also, subjects can predict possible proble-
matic situations through the various conditions pre-
sented in the scenarios. Thus, responding to the scale can
provide an opportunity to practice for problem situa-
tions (Examsoft, 2021: 3). Therefore, the researchers
deemed the scenario method essential for measuring the
competencies of pre-service teachers in online learning
environments because pre-service teachers can anticipate
and experience situations they may encounter as teachers
through the scale, enabling them to learn and reflect on
coping strategies. Additionally, by employing the sce-
nario method, pre-service teachers are encouraged to
imagine and immerse themselves in school teaching
situations they have not personally experienced, thereby
reducing biases resulting from a lack of understanding
when responding to the items.

In this study, we presented the scenarios to evaluate
the seven sub-components required of pre-service teach-
ers based on previous research analysis. These scenarios
depicted online learning situations that necessitate each
competency. Specifically, we developed virtual problem
situations within the context of online teaching, repre-
senting scenarios where in-service teachers could encoun-
ter situations related to online teaching competencies.
The purpose was to assess whether pre-service teachers
could effectively demonstrate their online teaching com-
petencies in these scenarios.

Phase 2: Item Analysis

We verified the content and face validity of the items
with in-service and pre-service teachers. The investiga-
tion of the content validity and face validity included
determining (1) whether the situations presented in the
scenarios were likely to occur in the educational field
and (2) whether the content of the items presented as
responses to the scenarios was reasonable. In cases of
low validity of the presented situations, we asked partici-
pants to provide a reason. The final questionnaires
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comprehensively considered the focus groups results,
content validity, and face validity results conducted for
in-service and pre-service teachers.

At this time, we determined the content validity of the
study based on the responses of in-service teachers and the
face validity based on the responses of pre-service teach-
ers. We used this approach because in-service teachers
have experience both experience in online classes in the
actual educational field and, at the same time, have educa-
tional expertise. We assessed the suitability and appropri-
ateness of the content and words by asking pre-service
teachers. Based on the focus groups, we modified our scale
according to the experiences of the interviewees. The spe-
cific modifications are presented in the results section.

Participants for Focus Groups. Considering the characteristic
of the scenario method that induces subjects to immerse
themselves in the problematic situation, we conducted
focus groups to determine whether the scenarios com-
prised situations likely to be experienced by pre-service
teachers and whether they were suitable for measuring
competency. In particular, we conducted focus groups
with each pre-service and in-service teacher since the
situations that could be experienced in the school field
and college learning situations might differ. Previous
studies conducting focus groups showed that two or
three groups were sufficient (Guest et al., 2016). Krueger
(1994) indicated that the research needed at least three
groups, while Stewart and Stewart (1990) stated no gen-
eral standard set for the number of groups.

Several studies have suggested criteria for the number
of participants in focus groups. Previous research indi-
cates that six to eight participants are sufficient for con-
ducting focus groups effectively (Greenbaum, 1988;
Rabiee, 2004). Additionally, evidence suggests that
smaller groups tend to encourage more active interaction
among participants (Carey, 1994; Morgan, 1996). Due to
the nature of the focus group method, even a small num-
ber of participants—between four and ten—can yield
meaningful research results when carefully selecting par-
ticipants relevant to the research topic (Howard et al.,
1989; Kitzinger, 1995). For this study, we selected five
in-service teachers and six pre-service teachers.

The standard for selecting in-service teachers as
research participants were (1) teachers who became pub-
lic school teachers by passing the national teacher certifi-
cation tests or private school teachers who passed private
schools’ own tests at a similar level to the national one,
(2) conducted online classes, and (3) had more than
1 year of teaching experience. We selected three novice
teachers with less than 5 years of teaching experience
(OECD, 2019) and two experienced teachers with more
than 5 years of experience. The standards for selecting
pre-service teachers as research participants were college
students wanting to become teachers and experienced
teaching practice or educational volunteering. Tables 2
and 3 summarize information about the in-service and
pre-service teachers participating in the focus groups.

Phase 3: Survey Validation and Reliability

After confirming the items’ face validity and content
validity, we validated the items through a survey target-
ing pre-service teachers; our goal was to examine the
items’ reliability and construct validity. The descriptive
statistics of the survey respondents are in Table 4. We
used the R software lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012) to
verify the construct validity and Cronbach’s a package
(Taber, 2018) to verify the reliability. Since the survey
result satisfied the normality assumption, we conducted
a CFA with maximum likelihood estimation on each
sample using the Lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012) in R to
test the competing models for the structure of the scale.

Participants. We surveyed 600 pre-service teachers to ver-
ify the scale’s validity. In general, the sample size
required to verify the scale’s validity is judged based on
the number of items being measured or the absolute
number of participants. According to Hair et al. (1995),
in factor analysis, 20:1 is appropriate depending on n:p
(the ratio of cases to the measurement variable). The
absolute standard ranges are 50 participants (very poor),
100 (poor), 200 (fair), 300 (good), 500 (very good), and
1,000 or more (excellent) (Comrey & Lee, 1992). In this
study, we individualized the scale using 34 items; thus,
we finally surveyed 600 Korean pre-service teachers

Table 2 In-service Teachers Who Participated in the Focus Groups.

Participant Gender School Level School Type Year of Employment Teaching Subject Education Level

A Female Elementary School Public 2015 All Subjects Master’s Degree
B Female Middle School Public 2017 History, Moral Education Master Course
C Female Elementary School Public 2021 All Subjects Bachelor’s Degree
D Male High School Private 2013 Geography, Social Sciences Bachelor’s Degree
E Female Middle School Private 2020 History, Social Sciences Bachelor’s Degree
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according to the criteria presented in previous studies.
Among them, (1) health, nutrition, and counseling teach-
ers (13 people) who do not conduct classes for students,
(2) early childhood teachers (3 people) who should con-
duct face-to-face classes, (3) who did not respond to the
teacher qualifications question (1 person), and (4) current

teachers attending graduate schools (4 people) from the
final analysis.

According to the Enforcement Rule of the Teacher
Qualification Examination Ordinance by the Ministry of
Education of the Republic of Korea, pre-service teachers
must complete at least 60 hr of educational volunteer

Table 4. Survey Respondents Descriptive Statistics.

Variable Classification Frequency Percentage (%)

Sex Female 425 73.40
Male 154 26.60

Age 19–20 104 17.96
21–22 200 34.54
23–24 177 30.57
Above 25 98 16.93

Grade Freshman 80 13.82
Sophomore 123 21.24
Junior 176 30.40
Above Senior 200 34.54

Location of a teacher
training institution

Seoul (the biggest city in Korea) 315 54.40
Metropolitan Cities 132 22.80
Small Cities 126 21.76
Rural Area 6 1.04

Type of teacher training courses Pre-service teachers majoring in secondary
school teacher education

314 54.23

Pre-service teachers majoring in primary
school teacher education

165 28.50

Pre-service teachers not majoring in teacher
education but enrolled in teacher education
courses

100 17.27

Educational volunteer work hours None 65 11.23
More than 1 hr, less than 10 hr 110 19.00
More than 10 hr, less than 30 hr 180 31.09
More than 30 hr, less than 60 hr 109 18.83
More than 60 hr 115 19.86

Type of teaching practice None 222 38.34
Face-to-face teaching practice 168 29.02
Online teaching practice 50 8.64
Blended teaching practice (face-to-face and
online teaching practice)

139 24.01

Whether to become
a teacher after graduation

Yes 521 89.98
No 58 10.02

Table 3. Pre-service Teachers Who Participated in the Focus Groups.

Participant Gender

Undergraduates
from the College
of Education Major Teaching Subject

Types of Teaching
Experience

F Female No Chinese Chinese Volunteer Teaching
G Female Yes Biology Biology, Physics, Mathematics, Geoscience Volunteer Teaching
H Female Yes Social Sciences Moral Education, Korean, English Volunteer Teaching
I Female Yes Mathematics, Education Mathematics Teaching Practice
J Female Yes Mathematics, Education Mathematics Teaching Practice
K Female Yes Education Moral Education Teaching Practice
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work to obtain teaching qualifications in kindergartens,
elementary, secondary, and special schools. So, we asked
respondents how much time they had spent on educa-
tional volunteer work.

The gender ratio of respondents was about 7:3. This
might seem somewhat skewed. However, female teachers
comprise 77.2% of elementary schools, 71.6% of middle
schools, and 57.1% of high schools in Korea (Ministry
of Education (South Korea) and Korean Educational
Development Institute, 2022). Therefore, the gender ratio
of respondents reflects that of current Korean teachers.

Results

The final scale items comprehensively considered the
focus group results, content validity, and face validity
results of information provided by in-service and pre-
service teachers.

Content and Face Validity

Based on the criteria presented by Fehring (1987), it is
desirable to exclude items with a content validity index
(CVI) of .50 or less; the content validity of seven items
and four scenarios in the CVI analysis was less than .50.
Among them, we modified one item (1-2) to measure the
competency of pre-service teachers accurately based on
the responses of in-service teachers. We used the remain-
ing six items (4-1, 6-4, 7-1, 7-2, 9-3, 11-1) and four scenar-
ios (5, 6, 10, 11) in the final scale without modifications.
The teachers responded that they gave low scores to those
items and scenarios because they believed the behaviors
required in the items were very challenging to implement
or the situations presented in the scenarios occurred infre-
quently. However, despite their difficulty or infrequency,
they are crucial for measuring high pre-service teacher
competency, so we decided to preserve them.

Additionally, based on the responses of in-service
teachers, we included three other items necessary for
measuring the competency of pre-service teachers. As a
result, we finalized 34 items and 11 scenarios (see
Appendix A). The final scale’s descriptive statistics and
correlations are in Appendix B. Table 5 describes the
CVI values of scenarios and items.

Model Selection

The next step involved confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) to test the model fit of a series of models. We eval-
uated the model fit using a multi-index strategy, as rec-
ommended by several methodologists (e.g., Byrne, 1989;
Hu & Bentler, 1999; Jackson et al., 2009; Thompson &
Daniel, 1996).

Further, we used the x2 statistic as the absolute fit index
with associated degrees of freedom and p-value. The x2/df
value is appropriate between 1 and 2 or 1 and 3 (Byrne,
1989; Carmines &McIver, 1981). We also used the sample-
size adjusted BIC (SABIC) as another absolute fit index;
relatively lower SABIC values indicate better model fit.
The comparative fit index (CFI), the root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA), and the Tucker–Lewis
index (TLI) were incremental fit indices used in our study.
CFI and TLI values greater than 0.8 and RMSEA values
lower than 0.5 indicate a reasonable fit (Bagozzi & Yi,
1988). Table 6 presents a summary of the fit indices of the
competing models. Figure 1 visually represents hypothe-
sized and competing models of our study.

Model A is this study’s base model hypothesized that
each indicator is directly specified to load in seven fac-
tors. Since the factors commonly constitute a concept of
pre-service teacher competencies, the correlation between
factors is allowed.

We tested Model B, a higher-order CFA model
because the correlation between factors is high. Also, the
items can be affected by not only pre-service teacher
competencies but also a situation interpretation compe-
tency because the participants may have interpreted the
scenario-based survey differently (Rocha et al., 2014).
Therefore, we also tested Model C, a bifactor model.
The results showed acceptable goodness-of-fit indices for
all three models (see Table 6). However, there was very
little difference among Model A, Model B, and Model
C. Therefore, we selected the more parsimonious Model
A and rejected Model B and Model C.

Model A’ is a variation of Model A with 46 additional
parameters. Model A’ allows the correlation between the
errors of the indicators within the same scenario, so we
can check whether there is a scenario effect. We found no
dramatic change; therefore, the scenario effect was not
strong, and we rejected Model A’.

Consequently, we chose Model A as this study’s final
model. Table 7 summarizes the factor correlations.

Table 8 summarizes the factor loadings and
Cronbach’s a coefficients of our final model. The factor
loadings are the regression coefficients (i.e., slopes) for
predicting the indicators from the latent factor.
Generally, the higher the factor loading, the better; typi-
cally, loadings below 0.30 are not interpreted. When the
items have different frequency distributions, Tabachnick
and Fidell (2007) follow Comrey and Lee (1992) in sug-
gesting using more stringent cut-offs going from 0.32
(poor), 0.45 (fair), 0.55 (good), 0.63 (very good) or 0.71
(excellent). In this study, all item loadings were greater
than .42, which indicated that the items were related to
each other as separate factors in the model (see Table 8).

A Cronbach’s a coefficient of .70 and above is good,
indicating that the items had sufficiently robust
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reliabilities for meaningful use in further analysis.
However, Cronbach’s a has some limitations. One of
them is that scores with fewer items associated with them

tend to have lower reliability. In this study, the
Cronbach’s a coefficients of each factor ranged from .55
to .76, with those factors below .70 had only four or five

Table 5. CVI Values of Scenarios and Items.

Scenario

CVI

Item

CVI

In-service Pre-service In-service Pre-service

1 0.80 1.00 1-1(tec) 1.00 0.67
1-2(ins) 0.40 0.83
1-3(ins) 0.80 0.67
1-4(ins) 0.60 0.67

2 1.00 1.00 2-1(ins) 0.80 0.67
2-2(des) 1.00 1.00
2-3(des) 0.80 1.00

3 1.00 0.67 3-1(des) 0.80 0.83
3-2(des) 1.00 1.00
3-3(des) 0.60 1.00

4 1.00 0.83 4-1(man) 0.20 0.67
4-2(man) 1.00 1.00
4-3(tec) 0.60 0.83

5 0.40 1.00 5-1(tec) 1.00 1.00
5-2(tec) 0.60 1.00

6 0.40 1.00 6-1(lea) 0.80 0.67
6-2(lea) newly added newly added
6-3(pos) newly added newly added
6-4(pos) 0.40 0.67

7 1.00 1.00 7-1(pos) 0.20 0.50
7-2(lea) 0.40 1.00
7-3(lea) 0.60 0.83

8 0.80 0.67 8-1(pos) 0.60 0.67
8-2(lea) 0.60 0.83
8-3(pos) 0.80 0.67

9 0.60 0.83 9-1(soc) 1.00 0.83
9-2(soc) 0.60 0.83
9-3(soc) 0.40 1.00

10 0.00 0.50 10-1(soc) 1.00 1.00
10-2(soc) 1.00 1.00
10-3(soc) 0.80 0.67

11 0.20 0.67 11-1(man) 0.20 1.00
11-2(man) 0.60 0.83
11-3(soc) newly added newly added

Note. Columns in boldface represent the scenarios and items modified or remaining despite low content validity. In this table, the first three letters of each

competency are for abbreviation. For example, ‘‘tec’’ means the item belongs to the technological competency.

Table 6. Goodness-of-fit Indices of the Models.

Indices

Models

A A’ B C

x2 1,474.634 3,964.890 1,505.213 1,312.371
x2/df 2.914 6.766 2.895 2.662
CFI 0.850 0.503 0.847 0.873
TLI 0.834 0.435 0.835 0.856
ABIC 42,628.743 48,992.995 42,614.708 42,507.907
RMSEA 0.057 0.100 0.057 0.054

Note. Model A’ is a variation of Model A allowing the correlation between the errors of the indicators within the same scenario.
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Figure 1. Three competing CFA models.
Note. For simplicity, we assumed but did not show all residuals.

Table 7. Inter-Correlation Matrix between Factors and Total Score.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Design/planning
Competency
Social
competency

0.672*

Instructive
competency

0.604* 0.559*

Technological
competency

0.663* 0.650* 0.575*

Management
competency

0.554* 0.539* 0.557* 0.606*

Positive teacher
attitude competency

0.635* 0.660* 0.583* 0.652* 0.569*

Learning
competency

0.652* 0.646* 0.570* 0.612* 0.552* 0.716*

Total score 0.846* 0.848* 0.765* 0.834* 0.744* 0.842* 0.827*

Note.*p\.001 The correlations between each factor and the total score of pre-service teacher competency ranged from .744 to .848, and the inter-

correlations between the seven factors ranged from .539 to .716 (see Table 8). These correlations indicate that the seven factors had something in

common but varied in sufficient ways. Also, the relatively lower correlation coefficient between factors was high.
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items each. The Cronbach’s a coefficients are relatively
low, not because items and factors are unreliable but
because the number of items is small.

Table 9 shows the scale’s cut scores. We determined
the score’s norm using the responses of 579 survey
respondents, calculated with a z-score. If the z-score of
each competency and the total score was 1 point or
above (top 15.87%), the subject had an excellent level of
competency. Students with a z-score of 21 or higher
than 21 and lower than 1 (68.26%) are subjects with an
average level of competency, and students with a z-score
lower than 21 (bottom 15.87%) have a poor level of
competency. These cut scores can be used for educa-
tional purposes to improve and identify the competencies
of pre-service teachers.

The goal of this scale is to evaluate and improve the
competency of pre-service teachers. Achieving this goal
requires evaluating each competency. This is because it is

not desirable to judge the level of competency only by
the total score of the scale, given that the competency of
pre-service teachers consists of seven factors. Therefore,
teacher training institutions can use the scores to diag-
nose each competency of pre-service teachers, modify
and develop curriculum and other activities for individu-
als, and ultimately contribute to enhancing their capabil-
ities in online teaching situations.

Conclusions

The rapid transition to online learning after the onset of
the COVID-19 pandemic highlighted the need to provide
prospective teachers with essential skills for an online
learning environment. This study addresses this need by
developing and validating the Pre-service Teacher
Competency in Online Learning Environment Scale,
using the scenario method to assess pre-service teacher
competencies in online settings.

Table 8. Factor Loadings for Final Model (Model A) and Cronbach’s a Coefficients.

Factors Items
Unstandardized
Factor Loadings

Standardized
Factor Loadings R2

Cronbach’s a if
Item Dropped

Cronbach’s a
by Competency

Cronbach’s a
of Total

Design/ planning
competency

2-2 1.000* 0.540 0.292 0.77 0.76 0.93
2-3 1.210* 0.636 0.405 0.72
3-1 1.392* 0.705 0.497 0.71
3-2 1.335* 0.744 0.553 0.67
3-3 0.969* 0.549 0.301 0.74

Social competency 9-1 1.000* 0.552 0.304 0.72 0.75
9-2 0.862* 0.460 0.211 0.73
9-3 0.913* 0.529 0.280 0.72
10-1 1.359* 0.722 0.521 0.69
10-2 1.124* 0.665 0.443 0.70
10-3 0.768* 0.424 0.180 0.74
11-3 0.954* 0.505 0.255 0.72

Instructive competency 1-2 0.924* 0.521 0.272 0.48 0.60
1-3 1.000* 0.533 0.284 0.55
1-4 0.748* 0.420 0.176 0.55
2-1 1.137* 0.593 0.352 0.53

Technological competency 1-1 1.000* 0.598 0.357 0.60 0.65
4-3 0.887* 0.500 0.250 0.64
5-1 1.186* 0.610 0.372 0.52
5-2 0.940* 0.571 0.326 0.57

Management competency 4-1 1.000* 0.428 0.183 0.49 0.55
4-2 1.293* 0.611 0.373 0.45
11-2 1.003* 0.449 0.202 0.51
11-1 1.137* 0.456 0.208 0.48

Positive teacher
attitude competency

6-3 1.000* 0.610 0.373 0.67 0.73
6-4 0.787* 0.437 0.191 0.71
7-1 1.130* 0.610 0.372 0.68
8-1 1.454* 0.757 0.573 0.64
8-3 0.924* 0.507 0.257 0.70

Learning competency 6-1 1.000* 0.706 0.499 0.61 0.68
6-2 0.731* 0.503 0.253 0.63
7-2 0.726* 0.488 0.238 0.63
7-3 0.676* 0.523 0.273 0.62
8-2 0.727* 0.485 0.236 0.66

*p\.001.
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Based on a comprehensive literature review and focus
groups, we identified seven pre-service teachers’ competen-
cies. Design/planning competency refers to actions taken
before the course to achieve the educational goal. Social
competency means teachers’ actions and attitudes to build
a rapport with their students in an online learning situa-
tion. Instructive competency consists of pedagogical
knowledge, content knowledge, and methodological
knowledge. In addition, technological competency is the
skill required to deliver lectures efficiently and perform
various tasks using devices and educational software.
Management competency consists of actions necessary for
successful teaching and learning experiences in class so
that the teachers with management skills can appropriately
cope with and solve issues during class. Positive teacher
attitude competency is teachers’ job-related attitudes,
including teacher self-efficacy and job satisfaction. Lastly,
learning competency consists of cognitive/metacognitive
sections and student management of different resource
sections.

The initial scenario-based scale draft included 13 sce-
narios and 69 items, which was refined through focus
group feedback to a final scale of 11 scenarios and 34
items. The final scale was validated with a survey of 600
pre-service teachers in South Korea, using responses from
579 participants. Reliability was confirmed through
Cronbach’s a coefficients, which ranged from .55 to .76
for individual items, with an overall reliability of .93.
Content and face validity were ensured by revising or
removing items deemed to have low validity through
focus groups and surveys. Pearson’s correlation analysis
showed strong correlations between the seven competency
scores and the total score (.744 to .848), with correlations
among the competencies ranging from .539 to .716, con-
firming both discriminant and convergent validity.

This study acknowledges the unique characteristics of
pre-service teachers and identifies competencies tailored
to their needs, distinguishing them from in-service teach-
ers. It reflects the evolving demands of education due to
the COVID-19 pandemic and outlines the specific com-
petencies required for online teaching. The validated
scale provides insights to help teacher training

institutions assess pre-service teachers’ skills, ultimately
better preparing them for the teaching profession.

Implication

This study has several implications. First, it acknowl-
edges the distinguished characteristics of pre-service
teachers and presents competencies tailored to their
needs, which differ from those of in-service teachers.
Even though pre-service teachers should have teacher
and learner competencies as they are in training before
entering the teaching field, previous studies did not con-
sider pre-service teachers’ distinguishing characteristics
but instead used in-service teachers’ competencies in
measuring pre-service teachers (Eren et al., 2015; Ersin
et al., 2020; Tang et al., 2016; Yusuf et al., 2017).
However, this study confirmed the difference in compe-
tencies required by in-service and pre-service teachers
and presented competencies for pre-service teachers.

Second, this study is significant in reflecting the edu-
cational field’s changes. Due to the spread of online edu-
cation during the COVID-19 pandemic, there are
characteristics in online learning environments distin-
guished from face-to-face learning environments so that
the required competencies of teachers are also different
(Alea et al., 2020; Fauzi & Khusuma, 2020). Our
research is a timely study exploring pre-service teachers’
competencies required in an online learning environ-
ment, which will become more common with technology
development.

Lastly, the scale that measures pre-service teachers’
competencies in online learning environments can pro-
vide insights for teacher training institutions. This scale
suggests realistic scenarios for pre-service teachers to
experience and help them diagnose their level before
entering teaching and supplement their deficiencies to
enhance the quality of pre-service teachers’ training.

Limitation

This study only validated the scale with pre-service teach-
ers in South Korea. Further research might determine if
the scale applies to pre-service teachers in different

Table 9. Cut Scores for the Pre-service Teacher Competency Scale in an Online Learning Environment.

Competencies Poor Average Excellent Minimum Score Maximum Score

Design/planning competency 5–17 18–23 24–25 5 25
Social competency 7–24 25–32 33–35 7 35
Instructive competency 4–14 15–18 19–20 4 20
Technological competency 4–13 14–18 19–20 4 20
Management competency 4–13 14–17 18–20 4 20
Positive teacher attitude competency 5–17 18–22 23–25 5 25
Learning competency 5–17 18–22 23–25 5 25
Total 34–125 126–155 156–170 34 170
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cultural contexts. Additionally, as this study did not dif-
ferentiate between primary and secondary school levels,
it did not examine potential differences in competencies
required by pre-service teachers at each level.

As a future direction, we suggest the following
enhancements for further research. First, the scale devel-
oped in this study should be validated across diverse cul-
tural contexts other than South Korea in further studies.
Cross-cultural validation will show if this scale maintains
its reliability and validity across different cultural and
educational settings, hence giving a wider view regarding
the generalizability.

Moreover, subsequent research should separate the
school levels into primary and secondary and explore
possible differences in the competencies desired by pre-
service teachers between the two levels. This would be of
value for stage-specific development of competencies and
the design of training programs.

Finally, further studies may expand the validation to
in-service teachers to compare their competencies with
those of pre-service teachers. Comparative studies will
shed light on the possible gap or overlap between the
two groups and promote continuous improvement in
teacher education programs at different professional
stages.
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Appendices

Appendix A

[Scenario 1] While conducting online educational volunteer work, you are experiencing difficulty in assessing the
abilities of the students. The students do not respond well to your instructions during online classes, and there are
very few who answer to your questions. The content that you are currently teaching is fundamental to the upcom-
ing lessons, therefore, it is essential that all students understand the material sufficiently. In this situation, what
would you do?

[Scenario 2] You have planned a flipped learning style class. Students are expected to watch a pre-recorded video at
home which you have provided in advance of the class, and then participate in discussions on the topic from the
video during real-time online class. You are concerned that students may not watch the video before attending the
class. Since the time for both discussing and summarizing the results of the discussion is needed during class, you
cannot allow students to watch the video during class time. In this situation, what would you do?

How important do you think the given options are?

Item No. and Competency
(Not included in the survey)

Items Not Important
At All

Not
Important

Of Average
Importance

Important Absolutely
Important

1-1. Technological Competency Use an online quiz application
that students can make use of.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

1-2.
Instructive Competency

Prepare a homework assignment
based on the material covered
in class, and provide it to
students after the class finishes.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

1-3.
Instructive Competency

Encourage students to actively
engage in class by games, team
activities, or other interactive
activities.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

1-4.
Instructive Competency

Identify content where students
struggled during the class and
provide additional resources or
materials about them after class.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

How important do you think the given options are?

Item No. and Competency
(Not included in the survey)

Items Not Important
At All

Not
Important

Of Average
Importance

Important Absolutely
Important

2-1.
Instructive Competency

Find a platform that allows you
to track the progress of each
student’ video-based learning.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

2-2.
Design /
Planning Competency

Prepare a quiz to check if
students have watched the pre-
recorded video before the class.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

2-3.
Design /
Planning Competency

Check in advance whether
students have the necessary
environment to watch the
videos at home.

ffi ffl � Ð ð
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[Scenario 3] A student did not attend your real-time online class. When you contacted the student to find out the
reason for the absence, he / she replied that he / she doesn’t have the electronic device to attend the online class. If
his learning environment is not improved, it would be impossible for him / her to attend all online classes in the
future. In this situation, what would you do?

[Scenario 4] You made an online quiz and students submitted their answers online. However, one student did not
complete the quiz within the deadline. When you asked the student why he / she didn’t submit his answers, the stu-
dent replied that he / she did, but it seems that the submission was canceled due to a system error. This student’s
attitude towards the class has not been generally good, so you suspect that he / she may be lying. The quiz answers
have already been made public to all class members. In this situation, what would you do?

[Scenario 5] You have discovered a useful resource for your class online, but the copyright holder has not
responded to your email requesting permission to use the material in your class, even three hours before the class
starts. In this situation, what would you do?

How important do you think the given options are?

Item No. and Competency
(Not included in the survey)

Items Not Important
At All

Not
Important

Of Average
Importance

Important Absolutely
Important

3-1.
Design /
Planning Competency

Contact the student’s guardian
to determine if they are unable
to prepare any online learning
devices at home.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

3-2.
Design /
Planning Competency

Discuss with the school
administrative staffs about ways
to provide support to students
who need devices for online
learning.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

3-3.
Design /
Planning Competency

Find if there are free facilities
such as libraries or welfare
centers where students can
utilize for attending online
classes.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

How important do you think the given options are?

Item No. and Competency
(Not included in the survey)

Items Not Important
At All

Not
Important

Of Average
Importance

Important Absolutely
Important

4-1.
Management Competency

Create a new quiz with similar
difficulty and provide it to him.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

4-2.
Management Competency

Instruct students to confirm
submission completion in the
system when submitting
assignments.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

4-3.
Technological Competency

Verify if there could be any
actual submission errors
occurring in the system.

ffi ffl � Ð ð
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How important do you think the given options are?

Item No. and Competency
(Not included in the survey)

Items Not Important
At All

Not
Important

Of Average
Importance

Important Absolutely
Important

5-1.
Technological Competency

Check the provisions of
copyright law.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

5-2.
Technological Competency

Search for other similar
materials that are not
copyrighted.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

[Scenario 6] At the end of the practicum, you noticed that students criticized you and your teaching method
severely. Since you put a lot of effort in class preparation and you were sincere when interacting with students, it’s
a big shock. In this situation, what would you do?

[Scenario 7] You are taking an online class. Because it’s conducted remotely, your professor finds it difficult to
know what you’re doing during class. This has caused you to be distracted and to feel the urge to chat with your
friends or search the internet during class. In this situation, what would you do?

How important do you think the given options are?

Item No. and Competency
(Not included in the survey)

Items Not Important
At All

Not
Important

Of Average
Importance

Important Absolutely
Important

6-1.
Learning Competency

Reflect on your past lessons and
interactions with students,
compare them with students’
feedback, and brainstorm
solutions for improvement.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

6-2.
Learning Competency

Ask colleagues or guidance
teachers for help in improving
classes.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

6-3.
Positive Teacher Attitude
competency

Think about whether your
students’ feedback contains any
insights that could help you
create better classes.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

6-4.
Positive Teacher Attitude
competency

Think you can be a good
teacher when you try hard, even
if students gave you bad
feedback.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

How important do you think the given options are?

Item No. and Competency
(Not included in the survey)

Items Not Important
At All

Not
Important

Of Average
Importance

Important Absolutely
Important

7-1.
Positive Teacher Attitude
Competency

Put yourself in the professor’s
shoes and think about how you
would feel when you find your
students distracted.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

7-2.
Learning Competency

Prepare an environment where
you can concentrate on
studying, such as putting your
cell phone away in advance.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

7-3.
Learning Competency

Use learning strategies such as
taking notes during class to
concentrate on your learning.

ffi ffl � Ð ð
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[Scenario 8] You are taking a class that introduces the field of teaching in a school setting. You have always had a
strong desire to become a teacher, but as you listen to the lecture, you become worried about whether you would
be able to handle the problematic situations that teachers can face, such as when guardians of students come to the
school and use insulting language or even violence towards teachers. In this situation, what would you do?

[Scenario 9] You are conducting a real-time online class. However, during class, a particular student who is giving a
presentation is disturbed by other students who are chatting about unrelated topics or laughing out loud, making it
difficult for the student to deliver a presentation. You find it difficult to conduct the class properly. In this situa-
tion, what would you do?

[Scenario 10] You are teaching students in an online class. During the class, you unintentionally hurt a student’s
feelings with a joke that was meant to lighten the mood. As a result, the student leaves the class before it ends, and
other students start to follow suit, making it difficult for you to maintain interaction with students during the class.
In this situation, what would you do?

How important do you think the given options are?

Item No. and Competency
(Not included in the survey)

Items Not Important
At All

Not
Important

Of Average
Importance

Important Absolutely
Important

8-1.
Positive Teacher Attitude
Competency

Investigate the systems that are
available to help teachers avoid
and cope with potential
difficulties.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

8-2.
Learning Competency

Think about ways to overcome
the challenging situation and
practice them in advance.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

8-3.
Positive Teacher Attitude
Competency

Analyze the cause of the
problem situation introduced in
the lecture and develop
measures to prevent it.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

How important do you think the given options are?

Item No. and Competency
(Not included in the survey)

Items Not Important
At All

Not
Important

Of Average
Importance

Important Absolutely
Important

9-1.
Social Competency

Verbally or non-verbally warn
the students who are disrupting
the presentation to be quiet.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

9-2.
Social Competency

Have a one-on-one meeting
with the student who made the
presentation after class to
understand the peer relationship
situation.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

9-3.
Social Competency

Show support for the student
who made the presentation by
chiming in and using gestures to
indicate attentive listening.

ffi ffl � Ð ð
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How important do you think the given options are?

Item No. and Competency
(Not included in the survey)

Items Not Important
At All

Not
Important

Of Average
Importance

Important Absolutely
Important

10-1.
Social Competency

Follow up on the reason why
the student left the class
without your permission.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

10-2.
Social Competency

Have a conversation with the
student to clarify that your
statement was not intentional
and apologize to him.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

10-3.
Social Competency

Give a warning to the students
who followed.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

[Scenario 11] Your online educational volunteering class was scheduled to start at 5 p.m. However, 7 out of 10 stu-
dents kept chatting even after the class had begun, so you were not able to start the class until 5:15 p.m. You
requested the students to be quiet to start the class, but they didn’t stop talking, and the other three students were
waiting for the class to start. In this situation, what would you do?

How important do you think the given options are?

Item No. and Competency
(Not included in the survey)

Items Not Important
At All

Not
Important

Of Average
Importance

Important Absolutely
Important

11-1.
Technological Competency

Mute the students who are
chatting on the system.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

11-2.
Management Competency

Adjust the content of the
remaining class sessions
considering the reduced class
time.

ffi ffl � Ð ð

11-3.
Social Competency

Have individual conversations
with the students who were
chatting to identify the reason
for their lack of focus during the
class.

ffi ffl � Ð ð
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