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ABSTRACT

This review makes use of studies evaluating taacher
education graduates against intermnal criteria, i.e., objectives
specified in the program, and external criteria or evidence of pupil Y
change. The Recommended Standards (see SP 003 720) of the AACTE !
indicate that such studies are necessary for meaningful evaluation. ;
The literature search, principally through ERIC and "Psychological :
" Abstracts," produced some 200 references. There appear to be no
large-scale studies of the extent to which graduates acquired the
characteristics intended by the program, but this may be remedied by i
the USOE-sponsored Elementary Teacher Education Programs. The :
University of Missouri published a report in 1967 devoted largely to E
evaluation, but this gave no evidence that graduates reflected the ‘
objective criteria of the program in their teaching. An experimental
program by Sandefur et al (1967) showed significant behavioral
differences, while a similar study by Corle (1967) of imservice
training by means of a 15-week ETV program showed little significant
difference between the experimental and control groups. No studies
could be found evalua*ing the teacher preparation program against
pupil achievement. The question of whether we have the means and
techniques to evaluate teacher preparation programs needs to be
answered, and the parameters of teacher effectiveness must be
defined, possibly by means of numerous small studies which would
increase the fund of information needed for a major survey. (MBM)
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The Recommended Standards for Teacher Education (1969) includes five

ED0 39200

categories of standards. The fifth of these categories has to do with
standards for evaluation of graduates, program review, and loﬁg~range
planning. The review which follows deals only with the topic "eval-

uation of graduates" and does not touch upon either the topics of pro-

gram review or long-range planning.

In conducting this review I have searched for studies of the following

L J

\
sorts:

1. Studies evaluating graduates of teacher preparation programs agaimnst

internal criteria {i.e., using as criteria outcomes of the program

specified in terms of teacher behaviors and characteristics)

2. Studies evaluating graduates of programs against external criteris

(i.e., using pupil change as a critegion for the evaluation of the

graduaféé; effectiveness)

I have not included in fhis review studies thch attempt to determine |
experimentally which characteristics of a teacher or a teaching é%fyatiod
interacted with particular learner characteristics to facilitatejéf

inhibit learning. Nor have I included studies which concern thnemsalves

with the development and validation of instruments designed to record

A paper presented as part of a symposium entitled "An Examination of
tha Research Base for the Standards for the Accreditation of Teacher
Education: Basic Programs," sponsored by the Special Iaterest Group on
Teacher Education, A.E,R.A., Minneapolis, 1970.
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teacher behavior or characteristics. Finally, I have not includea
studies that are concerned solely with developing predictors of succecsg

in the training program or in subsequent teaching. I have not excluac.

studies of these sorts because they are of no concern or of secondary
importance. On the contrary, I consider such studies to be of fund-
amental importance in that,ultimately, they must provide both the
empirical basis on which we build programs of teacher education, and
the instrumentation for selecting and for evaluating our graduates.
Such étudies, however, must be omitted from this review for it is not .

-~

charge at this time to consider directly the vast area of research ou

teacher effectiveness. My concern}, as I have attempted to meke cle=.
above, is to search for studies where 1) gither specific objectives
were formulated and a serious atteﬁpt was made to evaluate the progra:
and/or the graduates, using the objectives as criteria, or 2) the
graduates of a program were evaluated using the achievement of their

uoils as a criterion. Using criteria such as these it is obvious that
pup g

I will also omit from this review any mention of evaluation studies

which employ as their prinéipal source of data the bpinions of the grad- 1
vates of the program. Studies of this sort seem freguently to be

conducted by institutions. engaged in training teachers. The ones that

I have encounterec strike me as being of little use as a main source
of data for future decision making.

I have restricted the range of studies reviewed to the two classes

‘

noted above for two principal reasons. First,cI believe that evaluation
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1 studies of these sorts, rigorously pursued, are the ones most likely
to advance both our understanding of the nature of an effective

training program and our knowledge of the technology necessary to

design, to describe and to evaluate improved training programs., That
such studies are likely to be uncommon is suggested by Stiles and Parker
(1969) who state, "Evaluation of entire teacher education programs, or
even of segments of programs, is spotty and inadequate”. (p. 1418).

Second, the Recommended Standards (A.B.C.T.E., 1269), themselves, (see

Sec. 5, p. 12) identify evaluation studies of these sorts as the ones
which they recommend and hope to promote. The authors state, "%he ult-
)

imate criterion for judging a teacher education projram is whether it

produces competent graduates who enter the profession and perform effec-

tively* (p. 12). " And a few lines further, they state, "any effort to
assess the quality of the graduates requires that evaluations be made in

relation to the objectives sought. Therefore, institutions use the stated

objectives of their teacher education programs as a basis for evaluating

—

the teachers they prepare.” (p. 12).

E Consideration of these two statements makes it apparent that two
4 quite different criteria are being advocated and we know that it is
quite possible that these two criteria may be independent of one another.

That is to say, the stated objectives of the teacher education program

g may bear no relationship to effective teaching. Hopefully, this is not

: 80. Nevertheless, we must always ask of any program that specifies its
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onjectives, “"What are the yrounds for these objectives? Which objectives
have a hypothetical basis, wnich have an analytic basis,and which nave
an eméiiicalbasis?" Qrestions of this sort relate EQ_PIOQl?mS,;Qf_-
criteria. The fact that I have restricted my remarks to two kinds of
criteria, namely a) specified teacher behaviors and characteristics and

b) pupil change, does not wean that there are not, or cannot be, other

criteria. This whole proolem of criteria is obviously of fundamental

concern in any atteapt to evaluate gradvates of teacher training programs.

Nobody should embark on such a venture without being thorotghly familiar
with at least, the reports of AERA (1952,1953) Rabinowitz and Travers

(1953); lMorsh and Wilder (1954); Mitzel (1960); Ryans (1960); Barr {(19561);
. .

cvlf‘é'r‘ra,
Ryans (1967), all of which attempt to cast some light on this integior

problem. :
In passing it way e <of interest to5 note that iy search of the litera-

ture was made principally within the ERIC Indexes, 1965-68 and within

Psychological Abstracts, 1960-63. The rubrics used within ERIC were

Evaluation, Evaluation Criteria, Evaluation Methods, Evaluation Needs,
Evaluation Techniques, Progyram Evaluation, Teacher Evaluation, Teacher
Proficiency, Teacher Ratiny, Effective Teaching, Teacher Education Cvr-

riculum, Teacher Behavior, Teacher Certification, Task~Performance, Ooser-

vation, Béhavior Change, Professional Educatiop, Professional Training,
Objectives, Measurement Techriques, Preservice Education.

The ribrics used within Psychalogical Abstracts were Job BEvalvation,
Evaluation, Teacher Training, Training.

In all I followed up some.zoo references, which from their titles
ser:med app}opriaﬁe. That the elephant labored and gave forth a movse will

quickly become apparent as.;“rgggwpnm
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Studies Evaluating Graduates of Teacher
Preparation rrograms Against lnternal Criteria

Evaluation studies of graduates of teacher preparation programs
which use specified objectives of the program as criteria require two

general components, viz., tirst, a set of specified objectives des-

cribing tne abilities, the characteristics and dispositions which grad-
vates of the prograw are expected to exhibit; second, 4 set of instruments
and éechniques for measuring the extent to which graduates of the

program exhibit these abiliéies, characteristics and dispositions. To

the éxtent that we way also wish t? say thgt the abilities, character~-
istics and dispositions exhibited by ;hé graduvates are due to the efifeci.
of the prograwm we wiil z2lso nave to nave a set of insgruments and teih-
niques to obtain pre-measures 0f these same gradvates when they entere:

the program. But tnat is a sligantly different gquestion which need not

concern us directly here. However, we should keep in mind that evalu-

ations of program eftectiveness @g contrasted with eviluation of graduates

df‘this-program'may have to use this pre-test, programming,post-test model.

Large scale studies which actually have attempted to determine the
extent to which gradvates of a teacher preparation program have acquired
the behaviors and characteristics jescribed in the program objectives

are rare, and in any pure form, seem to be-non-éxistent,Thier frequency may

increase, however, tor the recent USOE-sponsored Elementary Teacher
Education Programs have all been formulated around the central idea of
E specified teacher competencies (Fattu, 1968). For example, Dickson

et.al. (l96b) have listed ¢lu program objectives, formulated in terms

} ket
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E of specific teacher behaviors and, in what is frequently a very generzl
" manner, have also described how participants in the program will be
evaluated to determine if they have met the criteria. The description

of the evaluation technigues is general in the sense that frequently

} there is no mention of the specific instruments and techniques by which
the evaluation will be_carried out. As the design and validation of
such instruments is normally a demanding, lengthy and expensive task
we should recognize the significance of this lack of specificity. Never-
theless, the availability of teacher preéaration progranms buiit around
specified objectives presumably meahs that the attempt will now be measiz
to evaluate the extent to which these objectives have been attained.

One study, though by no means a model, may suggest something of the

state of the art and of the problems still to be solved. The Final

Progress Report of a Ford Foundation-sponsored teacher education

project :arried out at University of Missouri at Kansas City and published
in 1967 is dé§oted largely to evaluation. While evaluation of several
sorts was attempted, only those parts of the evaluation study which concerne
themselves with certain gis-specified verbal behaviors of the gradvates
approximate the type of evaluation study here under review,

Graduates of the prégram were evaluated during their first year of
teaching, to see if their teaching behaviors reflected the specific
objectives of the part of their program yh%ch had dealt with the teaching
of cognitive'behaviors.'This“pfogram coméqnent had atteémpted to €rain them

to teach so as to give particular emphasis to higher level behaviors.
Specifically, audio-tapes were made of two lessons for each of a group

Q




of Experimental teachers and each of a group of Controls (total N = 40).
These tapes were theg analyzed to determine 1) the percent of teacher
verbal behavior whiéh fell into each of Bloom's categories for the
Cognitive Domain, and 2} the number of pupil responses induced by teacher
questions. No significant differences were found. However, when the
Experimental group was dividesd in two,to form a group with high academic
achievement and a grou§ with low academic achievement, sign;ficant
differences between certain of the sub-groups of these High and Low
groups emerged, favoring the High group. With the exception then of

" these small sub-groups, there was no €vidence that graduates of the

program were teaching in a manner to reflect the objective criteria of

the program. \shether the n.s.d. results are due to lack of treatment dif-
ference or to reliability and sampling problems is not apparent.

While I was able to locate no other large scale studies which
attempted to evaluate their graduvates against internal criteria, there
are two studies which I would like to mention in this section. In both

cases the behavior of the graduates of the progrém was measured, but

in neither casg were there explicit pre-specified prégram objectives
against which the gehavior measured.éould be evaluated. Sandefur
et.al. (1967) devised an experimental program which attempted 1) to
identify and to organize knowledge related to teaching and learning;
2) to design and':go* i'mi:‘!emepta series.of_laboratory experiences; and
}) to evaluate the extent to which teacher behavior was affected.
Essentially, they attempted to coordinéte lab experiences allowing

observation and participation with appropriate readings,and to conduct the

owhole program in a relatively informal, non-threatening,seminar context.

| LRIC
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Sixty-two members of this experimental program were then compared with

fifty-two members of a conventional program within the same institution,

Data on classroom behavior were collected during student sessions using
Ryan's Classroom Observation lecord (Ryan, 1960, pp. 83-92) and Hough's
Modification of Flanders' system of interaction analysis. Additional
data were collected using student-teaching grades and the National
Peachers Examination. Hypotheses looked for differences in teacher
behavio%} teaching patterns, pupil behavior, student~teaching grades

and professional knowledge. In all categories except professional

i knowledge, as measured by the Nationul Teachers Examination, student

teachers from the Experimental Group and the pupils under their direction

showed significant differences in the direction of behaviors generally é
Q held to be desirable. For example, Experimental teachers showed signif-
jicantly more use of behavior which could.bg categoriiéd as praise, accep-
E ténce and.use of pupil ideas, student talk, demonstration, etc. Their
pupils were juaged'more alert, responsible, initiating, fair, democratic,
etc., etc., Thus, while no program objectives had been pre-specified,
the program.deéiggers were prepared to say that the classroom behavior
'of participants was of the sort which they wished to produce by their
': program. .In a sense, "the "desirable" and the “undesirable" behaviors
which the instruments were désiQned to record provided an implicit set

of behaviors to serve'as objectives of the program. Obviously, it

would be a relatively simple matter to make these objectives explicit.
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While there may be limitations to this approach, it seems not & bad
idea for program designers to concern themselves with behaviors for which
there already exist measuring instruments of some demonstrated reliabilit
and validity. Approximately eighty such direct observation instruments
and techniques are summarized in the Siﬁbn & Boyer anthologies (1968,1970)
A second and scmewhat similar case is provided by Corle (1987) who
compared sixteen intermediate mathematics teachers who receivediin-~-
service training via a 15 week ETV program and 16 who did not view the
program. Ss were visited seven times before the in-service training
began and 23 times during the program. Behavior was recorded on.a mod-
ification of Medley and-Mitzel's OSEAR, designed for elementary math-
ematics qlassrooms. Only one behavior cateyory of the six recorded shaowl il
a significant difference in favor of the Experimental Group. Lack of
feedback, lack of shaping and short duration of the training program are
given as possible reasons for the lack of behavioral change evident.
However, the point I whsh to make is that while the author had no pre-
Specif}?d dﬁﬁéctives for his program, he was prepared in his discussion
sectioﬂ to*judge certain of the behavior categories of the OScaAR (=M) as
more or less desirable and to imply that his course was successful to the

extent that it moved teachers towards these desirable categories. Thus,

he, like Sandefur, was using the behavior categories of his instruments

as the implicit objectives of his program.
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Studies Evaluating Graduates of Teacher
Preparation Programs Against External Criteria

I was unable to locate any studies whatsosver which evaluated
graduates of a teacher preparation program against the criterion of
pupil achievement, Studies attempting to use this "ultimate" criterion
of pupil achievement are still small scale and concerned with developing
criterion instruments or concerned with maéping teacher behavior in
order to identify significant teacher variables. The study which came
closest to a headlong assault on the problems surrounding the use of
pupil achievement as a criterion of teacheg effectiveness was that
reported by Popham and Baker, (1965), and Pépham (1867). This study
attempted to determine if teachers who differed.greatly in terms of
experience and training would be differentially effective in promoting
pupil change. The.underlying purpose of the study was to validate a
test of teacher effectiveness using pupil achievement as a criterion.
The study Airectors, burilding on the obse;vation of Turner and Fattu
(1960) ghat the relative effectiveness of teachers could be judged only
when they were attempting to teach to the éggg objectives, provided
teachers with a se% of instructional objectives, > la Mager, suggested
a variety of means.fo teach these objectivés, spellad out the subject
matter content and, finally, provided a pxe and post~test which the
participating teachers neither saw nor administered. In the hope of
obtaining differences tetween teachers, tw; apparently very different

groups were formed, one consisting of trained teachers who 1) had

[ TR
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received A in a curriculum and instruction course emphasizing the con-
struction and use of behavorial objectives, 2) had social studies majors
and, 3) had been judged superior by their supervisors. The other group
was made up of housewives who 1) had had no formal teaching experieﬁce
or teacher training, 2) had at least two years of college and, 3) had
been enrolled as social studies majors. There were no significant dif-
ferences whatsoever between the achievement scores of the pupils whether
taught by the experienced teachers or the inexperienced teachers. Nor
were there any differences in attitudes expressed by the pupils, nor
did the teachers thenmselves differ in‘their reactions to the materials,
the objectives etc., which were provided for them.

Popham suggests that the principal reason explaining why there were
no differencgs in pﬁpil achievement may be that "experienced" teachers
are no more experienced than intelligent lay people in bringing about
change in pupils. This is not to say that £he trained teachers do not
possess certain.specialized skills and knowledge., It is just thﬁt this
skill and knowledge §oes Aot seem to be particulary related to pupil
change. ) |
| I héve dwelt at some length with this study,_even though it does
not specificélly set out to evaluate graduates of a program, for two
reasons, First, I have been able to locate so little else to report,
and)seccnd,l have wished to emphasize for you the éomplexity of the

problem of evaluation which we are considering., Popham is an extremely

imaginative, intelligént researchexr who spent a lot of time, and devcted
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a lot of resources to design a test which would aiscriminaté between
teachers. To increase the likelihood of-his obtaining differences he
took two apparently very different groups of teachers. Despite these
efforts he was able to detect no differences. If nothing else this-
suggeststhat there are no simple-minded easy solutions to the problen

of evaluating graduates of programs using pupil achievenent as the

criterion,
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Conclusions

I am afraid that this paper advancescxg understanding qf the nator:
and problems of evaluating graduates of teacher preparation programs'
very little. Perhaps it will be of some use if it brings to our atten-
tion the fact that while many writers have advocated the approach to

evaluation now suggested in the Recommended Standards, almost no one

has attempted it. Some writers (eg. Woodruff, 1963) believe we are
right on the edge of being able to evaluate our prodﬁcts satisfactorily.
Woodruff writes, "It is doubtful that we could have taken this difection
(i.e., the evaluation of program products) éarlier with any realistic

‘ .

chance for success, but I am convinced we can do so now, and inde=d that

we must for the sake of professional responsibility". (p. 245).
Fattu - (1968) however, raises the questioh of whether all components

necessary for an invention (in our case the means and technology of

product evaluation) are available to the people trying to do the inventing. :

For example, do we have any reasonably satisfactory set of criterion

behaviors around which to design our programs and against which to

evaluate our gradvates? Dickson et.al. (1968) states “"What a teacher

does as he performs his tasks must be determined before the knowledge
and experience needed in developing these ;eaching skills can be ascer-
tained". (p. 90). We need to ask ourgelves to what extenf the signifi-
cance of the vérious teacher behaviours Which are offered as program
objectives has been empirically determinedland to what extent their

significance is merely conjectured.
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The Recommended Standards state that it is recognized that the means

now available for making such evaluations (i.e. the evaluation of program
products) are not fully adequate. This may_furn out to be the understate-

ment of the year. There is no doubt that much rigorous and imaginative

basic research is being done in the area of program product evaluation.
For example, McGuire {(1968.b) writes, -admittedly in the context of medical
edgcation, that

products of medical education are 'being studied by
systematic evaluation procedures which include:
empirical determination of essential components of
professional competence, employment of simulation
techniques to supplement more conventional methods
of assessment, application of pre-established
standards, and utilization of numerous feedback
mechanisms to assure fuller explocitation of evalu-
ation data. Such evaluation studies are being em-
ployed not only to assess individual achievement of
critical performance requirements, but also to
identify differential rates and patterns of progress
: toward these goals, to determine the relation between
: these patterns and important independent wvariables in
3 the learning situvation, to guide curricular devel-
’ oprment, and to provide evidence of value in redefining
the goals themselves. (p. 51)

Some of these same kinds.of stu§ies, oniy focussing on teacher
E education, are und&hbtedly being attempted ;ight now. All of them are
/ being advocated. A balanced set of the kin&s of studies listed by

§ McGuire, above,. actually would contain all the sufficient and necessary
components for the évaluation of program gréduates. But the very fact

s that research and developmental-type studies are being undertaken which

focus on individual components »f the evaluétion process, serves to

raise the question, "Have we as yet the means and techniques to conduct

Q

. ==mraluation of teacher preparation programs of the sort advocated in the
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Recommended Standards?" My feeling is that we do not, despite the
fashionability cf the proauct evaluatioﬂ approach, Most of us have
underestimated the difficulty of such an approach and have ignored
the conceptual and measurement problems which remain to be solved.
Two of the most sobering reminders of this are expressed by Travers
in two papers (1966, 1968), one dealing with the nature of theory
building, and the other with some problems of Ehe product- oriented

approach to instruction and evaluation.

In summary;it seems to me that 'examplés"of the problems which must be
solved.before we can begin to attempt, with any hope of success, to
evaluate the graduates of programs of teacher educations are of the
following classes..

1, Froblems of criteria: e.g.. Which bgh;viors and characteristics
of teachers are going to be spécified as the proposed outcomes
of tﬁe program against which the graduates will be evaluated?
Which characteristics and behaviors of pupils will be measured
to determine teacher effectiveness?

2. Problems of criterion relevance: e.g., What is the evidence
that the criterion behavior specified in the ovtcome is rele-~
vant to the teaching task, and has utility in facilitating
learning, and is practical in the real world of teaching? With

which situational and pupil characteristics does it interact?
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3.. Problems of measurement: e.g¢., For which.classes of.teécher and
pupil behavior and teacher and pupil characteristics have we
reliable and valid measurement instruments and for which have
we not? If we attempt measurements of natural settings (orgoing
teaching~learning) as opposed to mea§urements of constructed
"artificial® settings, how can we decrease the liklihood of
sampling exrror?

All of these and other similafﬁbféblems actvally are problems for
research in teacher effectiveness. The evaiuaéion studies which are
attempted can onlyﬂbe as good as the researéh gasis on vhich they rest.
and whai: can we say of this research basis? Biddle (1964) states
unequivocally (p. 3), "we do not know how to define, prepare for or
measure teacher competence'. Farther on inithe same work he writes
{p. 12), " ...a general classification of.%éacher behaviofS’apprOpriate
to the study of effectiveness has not baen édVanced - nor does it seem
likely that”éwsatisfactory systém will be p;oduced in the next decade.”
Flanders (1969), in contrasf, in a review based largely on his own
and other relateé work concludes that empirécal cause-effect relation-
ships exisg between certain characteristics of teachersand pupil change
and that adequate instrurientation is available to permit measurement
of these characteristicé on a large scale. 'Travers (196c), ho@ever,
in what is, unfortunately, merely a passing referencé to studies using

interaction analysis, qguestions the extent to which we can vse their

results as a basis for constructing training programs,
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1 do not wish to belittle the import and direction of tne Recou-

wended Standards, Nor do 1 wish to discourage vthers nere to attempt

to undertake product evaluation studies. FEut 1 hope that teacher

educators who may have j.aped on a dandwagon will recoynize that at

the moment the product evaluation movement is mostly ijust talk ahd

that a tremendous amount of research and development awaits us before

we will have licked this problein. If this is so, 1 believe our

strategy shouvld be to atte@pt many, many,reasorably small stuvdies

each of which attempts to jucrease the fund of knowledge arnd the supply
. :

of instrumernts and techuigues. Only in this way will we secure a better

foundation for the design and evaluvation of teacher eduvcation progranis

than presently exists.
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