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© The R&D Centaer's mission is to design and conduct research and related
act1v1t1es in’ the field of teacher edycation. ~This is carried oﬁt in close
Fo]]aboratron with prgctltloners policy makers and othér researchers who are
most cognizant of emergent unsolved problems and challenges in the f1e1d

Through its own research, the Center is contr1but1ng to the knOwledge bases

under1y1ng effect1ve tedchiag and learning in various college, school and
classroom contexts, effective teacher education systems throughout the career
cycle, and successful mplementation of research-based organ1zat1ona1 and
1nstructional. hractices. _ Y

In keeping with 1ts role as one of the national centers for research and
development in education, the (enter attempts ts facilitate and coordinats

"various plamning, networking and collaborative activities which Tink communs-

tyes of scholars and practitioners both nationally and internat1ona1ly. One
1nterest\ng e«ample of an informal and spontaneous network which has develop-
ed over the past few years has involved -individuals from across the country
working in relative isolation on the design and conduct of teacher education
program 9y51uat10n follow-up studies. This network (TEPFU) was officially
“bora" in Aprii, 1978, when the Center hosted a national conference of 1adi-

viduals gh&

had conducted such programs or studies. Conference proceedings
were qu]is@gd, and the Center began to receive numerous ﬁnquiries for fur-
ther nformation and requests to be affiliated with further meéttngs and
othem information sharing opportunities. A newsletter was developed as one
Ray of responding to this increasing interest. Over the past three years,
meeLings of the eﬁpanding group have been held in conjunction with annual
meetings of appropriaté scholar]y and professional associations, and these
have prov1ded research repOrt§, professional dialogue and 1Increased member-
ship 1n the network. A

Ne believe that increased attention to systematic evaluation of teacher
preparation programs idcfuding appraisal and analysis of graduates' perfor-
mance add experience through their first professional Yor is an invalyable
source of feedback i the redes1gn1ng, ref1ngment and enrichment of prepara-

tion programs. We are noting-increased sophistication in the-design of such
- ) . “ . ’ - . .
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studtes and 1n solving the many logistical and economic problems which attend
the implementation effort. The R&D Center is pleased to play its part in
facilitating communication and some emerging synergy in, the community of
scholars engaged 'n this important work. '

7 -

Oliver H., Bown

Dirgctor . .

Research and Development Centgr for Teacher Education
The Unisersity of Texas "at Austin
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INTRODUCTION
Ah increasingly important “problem faced by schools, colleges and de-
partments of education is evaluation of _their teacher preparation programs.
Internal pressures encourage 1nst1tut1ons to demonstrate program effective-

ness; external mandates for meeting accreditation standards reinforce the

need to engage in evaluation, Without well developed program assessment fo]-

towed by systemat1c 1mplementat1on of the changes warranted by the ‘examina-

tion, .t 15 d1ff1cu]t to 1mag1ne how pr.ogram efﬁect1veness may be improved-.
Over the last decade there has been a slow but growing interest and in-

" volvement “in teacher education program evaluation. The Sandefur (1970) madel

provided a cornerstone for the development of evaluation stud1es‘earl} in the
197D0's by institutions such as Western Kentucky 'University' (1972) and
Tennessee Technological University (1974). In several other areas of the

natiom and in Canada (Draviand & associates), others were' also beg1nn1hg to

develop strategies for assessing teacher education prOgrams The Nat1onal
Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). standards further

‘.encouraged--1nststed on--program exam1nat10q . T
Then in 1978 more focused attention.occurred through various organized.

structures. The annyal meeting of the American AssoCiation of Colleges for
Teacher Educat1on {AACTE) that year devoted one of, eight’prbgram "strands”
which. cut across the four day meeting to £0110w- up studies of teacher prep-
aration Drograms._ In the spring of that year, the Texas Research and
Development Center for Teacher Education became involved in program evalua-

tion etforts in a response to the needs of individuals and institutions en-
. .gaged in evaluation and folldw-up studies. A collegium of eight institutions

met under the auspices of the Texas R&D Center in order to- share techniques,

‘concerns, problems. and successes. This small but very successful attempt at
1inking ‘persons invalved in program evaluation provided the forum for instj-
.tutions’ to share what they were doing. Several results of this working con-"

ference contnihuted to the increased viability of program evaluation.

A fonograph containing the reports of the eight institutions' eyalua-
tion studies was published (Hord & Hall, 1979). This volume has had wide
disseminaticn from the R&D Center and provides a practical feference for how-
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- to-do:such stu&ies, as reported by those who have had ‘extensive experience,

A secohd important outcome of the conference was the initiation of a network
for persons who wishbﬁ td'c0mmunicate and continue to share with each other,.
This network is known as TEPFU, Teacher Education Program follow-Up. A very
informal newsletter, published three times a year by the R&D Center; was
instityted, and serves as a means foéjéharing infpnmation'and disseminating
products to the TEPFU network members. The membership of this network
continues to expand. ,

Following these activities in 1978, there was an interest n, byt a lack
of funds for supporting ways tﬁat would permit individuals to engage in per-
sonal interaction and diralogue. While the newsletter kept people connected,
there was lacking a vehicle for making discussion possible. Consequently,
small ad hoc gatherings of program evaluators ‘{and those interested in so
becoming) were held n conjunction wilh various professional brganiz'ajtion.
mee%ing&u

In 1980, external pressure on inst1¥¥tions to do program evaluation was
escalating. At the annual AACTE meeting that year ihe small space accorded a
session on fo]loﬁ-up evaluation of grpduates, anchored by Adams and Ayers,
could not accommodate the large number of peoplg trying to attend. Persons
who could get in indicated interest i1n staying in touch and participating in’
some inexpensive yemi-formal strategies for the purpose of sharing with each'
other and acqu1:}ng infofmation ré]ated *to program evaluation.  Several
months later at the aﬁnual Amer ican Educafiona1 Research Association (AERA)
meeting, a group of persons agaird met informal’]y to generate such thdeas; some
very promising strategies for making program evaluation efforts more visible
were igentified and some activities to respond to the needs and interests of ‘
DGrSOwZ involved -in or éxﬁecting to be invoTv€9 in program evaluation were
suggested. These évents reflected a substantial vigor in this‘érea of 1in-
quiry. . ,

Because of keen: interest and responses from the teacher education pro-
gram evaluation network that reflected continuing needr for assistance, a ses-
sion was designed to be a part of the 198] AACTE annual meeting. As a result’
of the 1980 experience a better case was made for more space and time to be
available for TEPFU activities. Thus, a program format that included a large

\ 3




block of time was arranged in ordes to address issues (e.g. » accreditation),
share experience and expertise, and engage part1c1pants in mean1ngfu1 activi-
ties targeted at improving their own 5k1|]5 .and capab111t1e5 for undertak1ng‘
their program'ﬁgge;sment. The AACTE staff and program committee facilitated
the arrangement of program time-and meeting space for such a session,

The session was ‘dedigned in two parts: (1) six invited papers focesing
on issues of program evaluation were peesented by the authors; (2) all ses-
sion attendees were organized into small discussion groeps‘fbr interaction
and dialogue, stimulated-by the paper presentations. - Members of the TEPFU

N " network guided small group discussions. As an outcome ‘of each small dlSCuS-

! .’, sion group, a statement of response reflect1ng their 1insights, react1ons, and

questions was'to be prepared. These statements collaboratively produced by
‘partfcipants of both large and small institutions, by persons
with some years of experience and others with none, would represent current
experience and thinking "in the field." ‘

~ The pyblication of this monogr aph, Teacher- Education Program Eva]uetion,

v 1981; THeoty and Practice, further testifies to the fimportafice of that ses-

- 'sion. It includes the six formally prepared papers -and the summary papers
which resulted from the work of the small interactive groups, This small

volume will acquaint the reader with current key 'issues in teacher education
program evaluation as well as -provide assistance for those engaged in plan-
ming, implementing or operating evaluation programs.
Part I ' ’ o

Part I of this monograbh ié the set of papers prepared_for present ation
at the session. The, first peber by.Adams and]Craig reports on current prac-
tice in evaluation efforts. A survey was developed. at Western Kentucky
University and sent to nearly 800 institutions in order to reveal the-state
of the practice in program evaluation. Responses to the-squey are reported
by the authors in eight categories: ins€itution demograph1cs, 1nst1tut1ons
engaged in teacher education evaluation, "area of data collected, methods of
data collection, relationship between size of program‘and methed of datd col-

/ lection, perceived valtue of teacher‘educatiOn evaTuation, perceived needs in

conducting teacher eeucatiOn evaluation and reported budget for evaluation,

In the secgnd paper, Lyn Gubser suggests "a dozen don'ts" for what not

’ )




: . . . .
' to do in program evaluation, Fr0m his perspectlve as director of the
- National Council for Accreditation of Teacher EduCatlon, Gubser discusses the
broad spectrum of evaluatlon and summarizes with how-not-to-do-its for peopde
~interested in establlsh1ng successful program evaluation, ’
‘:f In the third paper, Cra1g and Adams suggest a process for plann1ng,
develop1ng, 1mplement1ng, and™operating an evaluation program that w1ll “hax -
. imize the utilization” of evaluation data in progranm decision making.
A cr1t1ca1 aspect of the design suggested by the Craig and Adams papéfﬁ>
18 more speCIfICally addressed in the fourth paper by Jerry Ayers, Tennessee
Technological University. Ten design characteristics which should .be con-
sidered for developing an evaluation prdgram are described,  as welil as prob;
- ]ems which may be encountered 1f the characteristics are left unrega:ded
C - - Edel] Hearn reports on Tennessee Technological University's evaluat iofk
- 3ystem and its costs Effective evaluation -of programs should allow appro-
- L.kPriate mod1f1Cat10ns in pr0grans, but this can happen only if finance and re-
'__source allocat1ons .for the evaTuation are part of *the institution's bddget
Ways to modify costs and suggest\‘Ons for taking aftvantage' of exlstlng
resources are presented . . . -

The concTud1ng paper addresses the future of teacher education evalua;
tion. Gene Hall, Research -and Development Center for Teacher ‘Education,
raises qugstions about the future of teacher éducation program evaluation and
follow-up studies as .a whole. ~ He distinguisﬁEs between .issues that are.con-
trollable and those that are not. - He makes concrete recommendations for the
future r’egar&Iing the controllab]e'areas, and specuylates on the pressures
which may be ant1c1pated in the areas not under control.

Part 11 ' ' ' .

Included in th1s section of the monograph are the brief summary reports
.of the interaction by the participants in the small discussion groups. Their

reactions to issues raised by ‘the paper presenters were synthesized by the

‘ group facilitator. More than 200 persons attended the - session_ and 70 re-i,
,mained into the dinner hour to‘partmclpate in the group act1v1ty )
F Part 111! . . " b
] The concluding portion of this monoyraph is an exeCutlve sumtary by dbe

Vaughan of the Natlona1 Institute of Education. Vaughan provides:

'a synthesis

) . B '
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of themes of the bapers an& group statements to establish a composite 1mage
. of the fssues’, quest1ons and corcerns which emerge—from all the writings.

T Jt is the hope, of/gﬁﬂ who were ‘involved in contribut1ng to th1s .mono-
.graph that it will prove te be instructive, prov1d1ng useful 1nformat1on to -
program evaluation practitionens. Each of the authors invites the readers to

rcontact them for further d1afé§;e end interaction. Despite the difficulties
of do1ng Pprogram evaluatxon, 1t(45 apparent that for the present teacher ed-
ucat1ontprogram egaluat1on_l1ves . ,

*

- | - Ll . ‘ 9 . , { #
Shirley M. Hord ' .
Research and Deyelopmeni Center for Teacher Education X

, ~ Ronald D. Adams - ’
. _Hestern Kentucky University

May, 1981
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\ : A SURVEY OF UNDERGRADUATE =" ‘

- TEACHER EDUCATTON EVALUATION PRACTICES -

+

. . Ronald D Adams

. ‘James R. Owaig - o
Western Kentucky dniversity

INTRODUCT I ON
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Several factors havé 1ed to our conduct of a Survey of teacher educa-

tion evaluation practice, Frrst due to our’ experience 1ﬁ teacher edy
evalugtéon since the #all of 19?], we have had the oppdrtunity for dialogue
with numerous lndﬁulduals who are planning or are engaded in evaluat ion pro-

griams. Many of these 1nd1v1duals have expressed a desire- to know the state-

educat1on fvaluation, ¢
the growth~of the TEPFU (Teacher Educat1on Progrmn Follow Up)
group and the high attendance at national "meetings where tgacher educat ion
evaluat1on topics were presented has demoqstrafed a continuing interest -in
this topic. Qne of the recommendat ions from the TEPFU group was that a study
be conducted to determ1ne ghe Current, eva]uat1on practite in teacher edqca—
tion evaluatlon as there appears to be l]ttle research in the professaonaT
11tg§ature on this top1c ' ’

. Third, the NCATE standarqs for accreditation have'explicit]y stated that

of -the-practice in teacher
Second,

institutions producing teachers must have a systematlc e:a]uat1on of their .

‘teacher education programs to, include gathering data while students are in
the preservice program-and after they have entered, the teaching profess1on
Evidence must &lso be’ pr0v1ded of utiljzation of data for program 1mprove-
ment .
_ teacher educat jon eyaluat1on. ‘ -
Finally,\in a 1978 doctoral diss®rtation at the Un1versaty of Tulsa,
Wennette Peguélhreported a “survey, of, teacher educatlon follow-up .evaluation
practice. - Thas study prov1ded’ a. beginning for determ1n1ng the status of
teacher education evaluation practice. Two of her. find1ngs have part1cu1ar

interest to this study. First, she concluded that, "There is ‘only moderate
P . . Sl

tion

Undoubtedly, these standards haye provided *much of Bpe 1nterest in”

+
+
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comtemporary involvement in systematic follow-uP evaluative practiees by
teacher education programs.” Only ﬁalf of the reﬁpondents reported that tﬁey
\ were engaged in this practice. = Second, she’ concluded that, “There is a
minima) leveT aof evaluative sophisiicatiod in the design and the ;
1mp1ementat10n of comtempOrary eva]uat1ve schema The most prevalent schema |
) . was the cpntrover51a1 one-shot quest1onna1re sent to graduates the first year . i
. fallowing graduation. : © ‘ |
From the preceding dig;ussion,‘it seemed clear that a curreht survey of
Leecher education evaluation practice could provide meaningful informatjon'in ‘
identifying ﬁeeds'ahd future directions in this area. An initial survey form
) was developed by the authors to obtain information from the f0110w1n9 areas:
1} Institutional demographlcs .
2) Topics on areas evaluated = - ' ' \ ) .
3} Techniques used in evaluation system &
. " 4) Sources of -evaluation data ) i
- 5)' Points of evaluation /
6) s relative to evaluat jon pract1ce )
' 7) Valde placed on evaluation i . (\ .
? g

8} Resources devoted to evaluation Cor
The initial survey form was reviewed by college ggginistrators at WKU and a
later revised version was sent to selected members of the TEPFU group, via
assistance fron the R&D Center for Teacher Educat1on F%nally, the third
version was sent to AACTE(QQEH:CAIE officials for input. ‘

- A1l suggestions were'cons'dereJ: final changes were made, and the survey
‘forms were -mailed about the middle of November, 1980. Even with a short re- -
turn time, the holiday segson,&and the rather lengthy form, a 36 percent re-
turn rate was obtained by ihe end P( December. A follow-up survey was sent
about the second week in January, 1981, resu]t1ng in an additional 20 percent
return for a total of 442 returned survey forms to date. :

" To prepare for this report, data obtained from 397 forms (51 percent)
were processed. The remaining will be rean#Pyzed for later publicatjon.
This more complete report. will c0nta1n_detailed analyses, and findings and
should be available during the summer of 1981.

Time constraints do‘not permit presenting in great detail the_resufts

%




of this survey--in*fact, much of the data have yet te beiana1yzed beyond the

rudimentary findings prepared for this paper. Howevér the findings present -
L TR

ed here should provide 2 basis for understandang more fujly the )present * AT
"6

state-of -the-practice™n teacher education eva]uataon, an&fs@ggest d1recE}ohs R

* we must take as @& pro_fesswn 1f we are to 1mpr0ve als ess_eh’taa1
practice. _ S ' o " e,
: o N\
I1. " FINDINGS . ' ' '
. . . . ;‘/-ﬂ "“‘“"‘"bﬁ
The findings presented f0r this rep0rt represent pre11m1nary analiyles
. 0f the data qbtalned from 397 respondmg institutions. Th.1rty -e1ght addi-
tional questionnaires have been-receiued sinCe these analyses wére conducted© . o
. and are being prepared for inclusion in the data set. HMine institutions L
Vdrd hot qualify for inclusion for analysis due to such factogs as having no :'
undergraduate programs or no 1onger being "in operation. The accounted forg .-
responses totaled 444 for a return rate of 57.D percent. ' 5;5 3 .
! The findings are presepted in eight éategories: ‘
. "A. Institution Demographics .
B. Institutions Engaged in Teacher Education Evaluatwon ) .
N C. Area of Data Collected .
. D. Methods of@ata Coltection ' - _ ‘
E. Relationship Between Saze of Program and.Method of Data
Collection L, ) i
' , F. Perceived Value of Teacher Education Evaluation o

[
G. Perceived Needs in Conducting Teacher Educat10n Evaiuaﬁpon

H. Reported Budget for Evaluation
Undoubtedly, additional analyses will pr0v1de more information regardqng the
&} ate-of-the-practice in teacher education evaluation than these preliminary v
ana]yses. However, we feel findings from these analyses provide more insight
into what is be1ng done in teacher education evaluation than has been known

[

to date .

A *Due to.space limitattods the tabular presentation of data will be
Timited in this report. : : . :
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A. Institution Demographics .

The respond1ng 1nst1tut1ons wer-e evenly splmt between public and private
with 52.4 percent publlc and 46.3 percent priyate. NCATE accredited institu-
tions compr)sed 63.7 percent of the sample while 82.6 percent reported mem-

bership in AACTE., Geograph1c region represented by responding institutions -

was indicated by membBership in regional atcfed1t1ng agencies and Can be seen

“v.in Table 1.*- Institutions.in the.North Centra1 Association comprised 48,4

percent of the.respondEhts £011owed by the,Southern Associatlon with 27.4
percent .and the Middle States Association with 11.5 percent. These data are
very ‘close to the percentages obt dined by Pegues in 1978,

. Institutional size ranged from 300 to 63,115, with undergraduate teacher

: educat)dn progr ams ranq1ng From 13 ta 7,300 students. These daty are pre-

sented in Table 2. [t can be observed that 57.7 percent of the programs have
500 or less enrolf%ent Insfitutions produting only Bachelor's Degrees made

‘ up 31.8 percent, Of the sample while 22.0 percent of the responding nstitu~

tyons offer the Doctorate. E ) . N >y

B. Institutions Engaged in Tether Education Evaluation

. Two categories of data, 5121 “of undergraduate teachér educattbn program
and pub11£/pr1vate c1ﬁss1f1catno
response to Quest1on 1, Part, 11 of the <survey form. This. question asked

were Cross tabulated with institutions®

Jnst1tut10ns to i1ndicate 1f they were engaged .in evaluation of their under-

grSduate teaCher gducation proérams ' from the.responses it was determined
that 88.7 percent of*ﬁhe—+a§t1tut1ons 1nd1cated some evaluation activity. ~

R cross tabulation of size pf program and public or pr1vate c]ass1f1ca-
t}on indicated a relatively strong 6e]at1onsh1p between these two variables.

'Smaller programs, tend to be in private institutions while larger programs

tend to be 1p public institutions. While this relationship -is not sur-
pr1s1ng, it should be kept in mind when discussing other analyses.

Three categorle;\of size were utilized in the cross tabulation ana1y515
with those reporting evaluat ion’ pract1ces. They were as follows:

) small - 0 - 250 students .o
medium K 251 to 1,000 students . .
large 1,001 to 7,500 students St

*Figuree appear at theaehgﬁtf"eech paper.
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Thera appegred to be little difference in the.percentage of institutions re-
porting egaluathn-practgee and the size of the teacher education program.

Similarly, when ‘public or -private classification was cross tabulated

- with reported evaluation practice no meaningful differences were.noted. This.

4 . was expected due to the relataonsh1p between dﬁ%gham size and public/private
L classification: o ot o .
C. Area of Data Collection . ' " '

[hstitutions were asked to respond to a list of seven evaluation areas
for_which they cbllected ﬂgta. -They were Instructed 'to che¢k each area for
which they collected data., The "Te@Ehing Skil]s,‘Straiegies, and Technigques"”
. recerved the mast checks, with "KnOwlnge of 3ubject‘Matter“ aqp—"Relatlon-

‘ships with Students" following, respectively. The least checked 1tems were
' “Relatigoship with Perents“ and :Part1cipatidh in Profe531ona1 Organi1zg-

,"'"_'-“' .
L “tions", respectively,

- Additional analyses are plannéd to determine if there are relationships
between evaluatlon areas and other variables. For examp1e, the question “are
method and area related?" may provide some insight 1nt0 source of data col-
lec#®n and what is being collected. ‘ ;

D. Methdds of Data ‘Collection . ' : . '
The major focus of the survey .was to determine the state-of the-practice
in teacher gducation eva]uat10n A maJor component was the methods ehployed
’ to Fo]lect data to 1nc1ude type of data co]lect1qg deV1ces or procedures,
'source of- data and frequency or points of data collection. Instatutions were
asked to respond to seven data co}lectibn proceduresseath having & matrix.of
' data source by collection freguency. Through this reporting progedure it
coyld be determ1ned the most often utilized source and the- frequency with
"which data were ‘collected from sources for any given procedure‘_,/'
The seven data co]lection procedures contained in the survey were:
’ 1. QuesTiOnnaires ) _ .
2. Personal Intérviews , - s
“ 3. Direct Classropm Observation Ll .
&, Med1a»A1ded Work Sample Observation . _
5 Standardwzed Tests
| 6. Profe551qgal Competence Measures
7 Per50ne1 Chereeteristic§ and Attitudes Measures !
13 ¢
’
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Resppndents were ashpd to place the approximate percent of program‘enrpllment’

sample for each data collection period and each source. While the majority
of respondents followed these directions, several returned surveys had only
Thus,

rather,

chécks' in the matrix grids. ‘for these preliminary™ analyses,“sample
_size was not considered;
established. .
Data, from these dquestions provided "maps" of evaluatioh practuce fhat

While these

the freqUency of part1c1pat1on only was

describe 'the methods utilized in teacher education evaluation.

analyses pPovided only .Ssummary data on methods of evaluation, they allow for °

-some genera11zat10ns to be drawn. ‘
Quest10nna1res were by far the most ut1l1zed form of collecting evalua-
tion data, both in preservice a#ﬁ follow-up. The sburce maost often given’ was
the student/graduate and the most frequent’ péint of data collection was ;t
o x Josl - om program (65.8 percent). The supervisor was the second most used
source for eyaluat1on -data with peers providing some data in the preservice
program, Tabl® 3 presents these data. . o ; . - g’
 When a usage criterinn of 10 percgng was- utilized to ‘examine the re-
sy1£é, 1t was determined that data werg collécted from student/graduatetand
supervisor at entry.and continued through the.4-6 year'of follow-up. Peer

data were only used 1n the preservice program . 1n categor1es “during" and

"exit”. Yhe heavy black line 1nd1cates the ce]Ls wh1ch met the usage cri-
terion. - ' 0 o~

Personal interviews were uysed to a much ‘lesser extent than question-

naires, and were limited primarily to yse im the preservice program. The
studént/graduate and superv1sor were again the -primary sources. Table 4 con-
tains the summary data on personal interview. " )

Use of direct classroom obsegéation as a technigue for coi]ect1ng evalu-
Students/ gradu-
ates were observed in many Pprograms duréng and at the end of teacher educa-

tion programs, and to a very.limited extent during the first year of .teach-

ation data was Quite limited except in ﬁceservice programs.

Eng. Pupils were observed mostly during the uﬁdergraduate preparation pro-
These data ares presented in Table 5. -~
The method using ;ﬁﬂTTa-aided work sample observations produced a 10 per-

/

gram.

-
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cent usage in only the "dur1ng“ category of the preserv1ce program. TabTe 6; _
shows these data.” . ~ ' ' :
Use of standardzzed tests were also qu?te limited and were restricted to
use 1n the preservice program. This type of data was primarily collected at
entry and at exit to the undergraduate teacher education program, as can be
seen in Table 7. . - g : '
The last twq categories of. data collection provided quite similar re-
sults. Professional competence and persondl characteristics and attitudes -
were probably recorded as ex;ensions of questionnaires by many respondents.
They reflect usage during the preservice ‘and first year folldwepp with lim-
1ted usage the third and fourth-sixth years of follow-up. .Primary sources
were the student/graduate and supervisor. Limited usage of peers as a source
was noted during preserv1ce. Tabie® 8 and 9 contain the Summary data'for
" these variables. '

Ip summary, all techniques were used to varying degrees in preservice
evaluations. The sources, however, were limited to the student/graduate, .
supervisor, and to a lesser degree peers. follow- up eva]uat10n.was conducted

_less often than preservice evaluation. . Also, fewer techn1ques were widely
used. for follow-up evaluation with questionnaires being by far the most often
reported technique. As with preservice, the sources were mainly limited to g
student/graduate and supervisor, h ‘

E. Relationship Between Size of Program and Method of Data Collection » -

Given the extreme range in size of teacher education programs reported,

. the authors decided to investigate the relationship between size of program
and metﬁods of &valuation reported. Chi ssquare analyses were -utilized to
determine if a xeldtionship existed between the two sets of variables,-

* Firsdt, cross tabu]at10ns were made between size (broken into three cate-
gories} and overal] 1nd1cat10n of use for a given method or techn1que Chi »

squares were computed for each of the seven Lechnigues and size. Only two of . *

these analyses approached ,significance at the- 05 level of confidence.. It

b T
N3
-. —ma_\;‘

was observed: that darect classroom observation and media- aided work sample !
observations obtaTned a large enough chi- square value to approach or exceed -
the significance level of .09 when c0mpared to program size. [t woqld,appear
that in Poth cases, the smaller programs reported more use of these tech-
’ )




! n1ques than the 1arger programs .
o A second set! “of: analyses dealt: only With follow -up data: Due to the
small freqUency of - use, only quest1onna1res. ‘personal 1nterv1ews, and “Birect
‘c}aSSroom observat1ons wer included in these analyses. However, the analy-

sis covered the f1rst, h1rd and fourth- S1xth years of follow-up for each
_technique. ' ' . .
From these ana]yses an 1nterest1ng f1nd1ng\emerged There appeared t4
. be a pattern of usage for technmques and proqram $1ze. Four of the five{ch
'square analyees were ‘significant beyond the .05 }evel~of confidence f0r1the
first year fo1 low- -up data There appea:ed to ‘be more usage among the laryer

progvams of quesﬁldnna1re, personal interyiew, and ‘direct classroom observa-

f‘ tion: than among  the smaller programs Thss, aaé Tan opppsite 1nd1cat1bn as
found " for direct c1assroom observat1on and medwaqawded worx sample observa-
tign for total evaluation usage i
. It a]soaappeared that by e th1rd year and beyondg the usage of these
techniques dgiminished to the .point of no Urfferences between programs of
" varylng size, 1.e., for each size of program tlassification, theré was little
-": being done for follow-up evaluation, o,
; ‘F. Percerved Value of Teacher £ducation Eva3uat10n )

! AACTE nstitutional representatives or their designees were asked fo

. complete the-survey form. [t was noted that ﬁdr the most part administrators
coméieted the questionnaire, In the “othe;: category, the most often given
titles of the respondents were djrector of student teaching or director of

. the researth unit. “Thus, the percept10ns of the value of .teacher ed{cat10n
evaluation was primarily’ from an administrative viewpoint. ) .

;o Pereept10ns f the value of teacher educat1on evaluyation were' compared
for lhose institutions who had evaluation and those who reported no evalua-
_t10n,act1v1t1es, While no formal statistical analysis was computed to deter-
ﬁine the signﬁ*mcahce of the difference, it appeared that the institutions
having evaTuatmdn programs valued teacher education evaluatlon more than did
y the nonveva1qat10n institutions, However, both’ groups tended to perce1ve

]

evaluation ae;:f mor e posnwe than negative.
-Add1t10nal ana]yses were conducted to determ1ne if size of program was

- . . 1.
- \
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related to perceived value of evaluation., Chi square’ a@a}ys1s was utilized

.with both the institutions reporting evaluation progﬁans and those not re-

A

porting evaluation programs g y,_: v

In both cases there appeared to be no relatiptship found for administra-
tors' perception of value of evaluation and siZE'ﬁf program. However, in

“-

both groups there was a stgnificant chi square *bund for perceived value of

evaluation by facU1t) and program size. Facuity i the smaller programs were

rated as valuing evaluation more than faCulty in the larger wastitutions f0r

both groups. Students were also rated as valuing evaluatxon more for those

institutions which reported having evaluation programs. It should be kept in-
mind, howeéver, that_the raters for the most part. were aphinmstrators. ’

G. Perceised Needs in Conducting Teacher Education Evaluation

] .Respandents were also asked for perceived needs in conduct1n§ evaluation

of teacher education prgé:ams. Agarn, those responding as having evalha;1on

Programs and not having evaluation programs were Informally cdmparéd.

"Deve10p1pg Instrumentation" was” a frequently given neéd for both gr0ups,f
ranked 3rd for the evaiuation group and Ist for the non-evaluation group.
Assistance with "Planning and Implementing a Feedback System" and TSI
11zing Data for Program Improvement™ appeared to be the greatest need for
institutions havlng evaluation programs, while hP'Ianmng an Eva]uat10n Sys-
tem” and "ldentifying Instrumentation”.ranked number two for {nstmtutwons not

-
‘a

having™an evaluation system, - ’
H. Reported Budgét for Evaluation A Yoo g

To estimate the resources being alttocated to teacher education evalua-
tion, institutions were asked to give the approximate operating budget for
evaluation of teacher education programs. The range in budget aliocations
was from $15 t0.381,610, Slightly more .than 50 percent of the institutiond
reported spending less than 51 250 on evaluataon. However, 18,5 percent ré-
ported,spendang over $10 000, The mean and median for all institutions were
$6,280.20 and $1,202.50, respectively. .

Institutions were also asked to indicate the source of funding for “their
evaluation program., Of those responding, 9.4 perent or 32 \nstitutions

indicated some or total external funding from pubtic sources. In addition,

1.2 percent or four institutions reported funding from private funds. Most

I N . N
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of the institutions”that—reported .funding source (n=239), imdicated total g
ifiternal funding for their evaluation programs” (92,9 percent). Those nogl
Heporting"?un&ing source totaled 100. = Of those institutioms reporting
fﬁnqing sources, 23.3 percent indicated funding on a one year basis, while
7lf1rpercen§.{nd§cated funding was- recurrent. - ’

-

. .77 TH1. SUMMARY FINDINGS

’ o . . . . RN
The following conclusions were made from™ the preceding preliminary :
analysis: . : i ‘ , . v
1. Thére appeared to be Tittle difference in the percentage of nstitu-
tions reporting evaluation practice and the 'size of enrolliment in -
the -teacher- education program or whether the institution was public .
or private, . - ‘
2. Tne areas of. "Teaching Skills, Strategies, and .Techniques”, "Knowl-
edge of Subject Matter" and “Rela»1omshaps with Students" were the
most frequently evaluated, - . ‘ .
« 3. QﬁéStxonnaires were by far the most used method of collecting data
, with the student/graduate the most frequent reported source of
- data. *. -

L]

4. More evaluation practice and more varied methods of evaluation were
reported for preservice evaluation than-for follow-up evaluation,

5. Smaller institutiond tended to use Direct Classroom Observations and
.- Media Aided Work Sample Observations more than larger“Tnstitutwons.
. However',.this technique was mast often reported in preserv1te evaly-

ation practice, ”’,/

6.  Whén only fol]ow ~up evaluation was considered, there were deffer-
ences. naoted thHe first year, but not the third or fourth-sixth years r
for Questionnaires, Persona] Interview, and Direct Classrofm Obser-
vation. The larger Ynstitutions appeared to be engagetd more often
than the smaller instituti®ns for the first year follow-up, but no
differences emerged after the first yeaw. There wassa tendency for
.smaller 1nst1tut1ons to do mOre follow-up at the fourth-sixth year. -
point, : .

7. From the coliege administrator perspective, the following values
were observed:

- a. Institutions who responded that they have evaluation programs,

. PR T
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8.

9.

.10,

}

¢

valued evaluation practice more highly than institutions who
, reported no evaluatlon programs. .
-9
b. Size of program was not related to the degree administrators
valued evaluation practice. .

c: Faculty and students in smaller institutions were perceived to
value evaluation practice higher than their counterparts in .
lLarger institutions. .

Pregrams that reported evaluation practice most often perceived the‘»_
following needs, respectively: .

a. Planning and Imp]ementind a Feedback System, ' .
b. Utilizing Data for Program Improvement. '
. Y ' .
¢. Developing Instrumentation. ) K ‘

L3

- , - - hY
Programs that did not,report an evaluation program perceived the
foilowing needs most frequently:

. . Fd .
&. Developing Instrumentation. { ) ' .q/ :

b, Identifying Instrumentation,

»

¢, Planning an Evaluation System, _ . .

Proérams reporting operatien budgets varied‘great1y in the amolnts™
of support. In nearly all cases: funding was from internal funds and
most reported recurring funding, L
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Summary of Institutions by Selected Demographic Categories
i . : i
. T -
Category - £ %
public T 208 52.4
Private ' AL, 184 . 46.3
a NCATE accredited : 253 . 63.7 " -
AACTE member ‘. 328 82.6 -
.Regional Accrediting Assoc. Lo
" New England o R A 4.4 -
Middle States: ° . . 45 115
North.Central L1920 48,4
Northwest ' 20 5.1
Southern o <107 27.4
Hestern .. 9 _ 2.3
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TABLE 2

Summary of Institutions Responding by Size of Enrollment

-

Enroliment

Total Inst.

%
Cum %

Under Grad.
Teacher Ed,

Program

%
Cum %

300 to 1,300

1,800 to 3,600 3,779 o 6,500 6.808 £o 10,000 10,026 to 20,000 20,142 to 63,115
r ‘. ‘

hY
25.6 24.4
25.6 50.0
13 to 100 104 to 250°
18,0 7 217 “
14.0° 351

L]

16.6 nar
66.6 ° 7 .
255 to 500 525 to 1,000
2.6 19.7
57.7 : 77.4

15.0 L. 713
92.7 10000

L)

1,100 to 2,000 ' 2,072 to 7,300

15.8 ‘ " 6.8
93.2 - . W0.0

¥alid cases = 385

T
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¥ : .§y@mahy{Analysis of Institutions Utilizing 3 ) ‘

Questionnaires in'Evaluation.of Teasher Education Programs

»

b |

Questiohnaires

:Preservice_Program ’ ’ FoJW‘N Up Year ~ .
. i . N ¥ -
Data Source Entry Durtng Exit « 1 -2 3 46 7-10 - 11+
¥ - L - - ’ ’
~.Jhe student/. ¢t 119 159 | 223 |l1so |7 Jos " les |12 |5
) oraduate ol a5 | 499 | 5.8 || 53.1 |20.9 | 28.3 |28.3 | 3.5-]1.5
" ®. A Supervisor ' L ,
. ery £l 57 145 1153 |15 51 71 |66 7 |4
{advisor, principal, . | 3w .
dept. supervicor, erc.] *| 16-8 | 42.8 | 45.1 ] 445 115 20.9 [19.5 2.'1 1.2
‘ £l 10 53 38 3 7 17 0 0
Peer Teachers o1 29 | 15.6 | 1.2 s | 21210 o -
2 Zowits f1 4. [ |3 s {6 |5 .lo |1
SIS g 1.2 1,77 | 3.8 1.2 |81 1.5 |0 3
o fl.2 5 3. 0 0 0 0|0
Parents ., 6 1.5 - 0 0 0 0 0
) i 7 | 97z ] 2 1.0 "Jo |o-
Other ¢l 2.1 1 207 | 9.5 3| .6 |o o o

|«
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TABLE 4

. Summary Analysis of Institutions Utilizing
. . Personal Interviews in Evaluation of Teacher Education Programs

-

Personal Interviews

Preservice Prgéram Follow Up Year .
Data Source  Entry. During * Exit ) 23 46 7-10- 11+
The student/ , :
. : il 88 |05 87 2 Jw |9 |17 2 |3
© graduate o} o 31 25.7 f 94| 29*) 27| 501 6 90}
(adui A supervisor ¢ | 57 g ta s iz |z w6 {2 |3
depta :‘u;gréigor °e'§c,5 91 10.9| 26.8 | 24.8 {]10.3] 3.5 | 3.5 4.7 6| 9
: . f] 6 | 35, [ “[ls. | 1 2 |1 |1 o
Peer Teachers o1 47| w3 | 77 || v7] 3] & 3 [-.3]0
oo Tl 37 10 » | 5, 2 2 1 .0 0 0
. Puils o0 "9l 209 { 15} 6] &1 3|0 o |0
oarents £ 1 3 3 2 2 1 0 0 {0
arents . 3 '.9 .9 6 6 -3 0 0 0
~ 4 - -
£l 2 6 3 ] 0 0 | o0 o o
Other o4 6 1.7 {- .9 31 0 0 0 o {o
o e
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. TABLE 5
Summary Analysis of Institutions Utilizing.
Direct Classroom Obsgryations in Evdluvation
) of Teacher Education Programs

*Q - r .
Direct Classroom Observations
Preservice Program Follow Up Yéar
' Data Source Entry During Exit - T Zv""‘ 37 4-6 7-10, 11+
The studend?}' ‘
£l 557 [225 ] 139 # |12 In 1. 13 |2
L graduate. 4f 16,2 1, 66.4% 41.0 [j10.0 | 3.5 3.2) 32| 9 .6
ot 9 |ea2 ) 29 e 6 5 ¢ 4 1]
Lo Pudls ot o g 2.4 e |l 35| 1| Ts| 12| 31 L3
) ' £l 7 | 28 19 ‘5 Pl oo 2 o To |
Other o1 2.9 ] 83| 5.6 gl 15) 3]0 610 |o
. - : J
M i :J s
- . W U 4 [ <. o 1
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. " TABLE 6

Summary Analysis of Institutions Utilizing:
Media-Aided Work Sample Bbservations in Evaluation
st of Teacher Education Programs

Media-Aided work’fgﬁample Observations . ) |
( Preservice Program - ’ follow Up Year _
Data Source Ent?\TDuring Exit ] 2 3 46 7-10° N+
he student/ ¢ 1ae Jse <33 Al s | 3-lo o |1
gradiate ¢ 1 a.7 1 #.6.1 9.7 1.5 3 910 0 3
¢ . .
o o 13 b 22 |9 2 0 1 0 0 0
Puptls 51 “lag| 6.5 | 2.7 6.0 3]0 fo [0
i - ~ ==
£l 0 8 3 0 0 0 o | 0.1}o0.
~ Other o4 4 2.4, >3 4 0 0 0 o [ 0o |o
, L e
- -
¢ -




TABLE 7

Summary Analysis of Institutions Utildizing .
Standardized Tests -in Evaluati on.of, Teacher Edugation Programs

it

) Sta‘m.da‘rdized Tests e
. Pqeéérvice Progragm Follow Up Year
Data Source Entry During. Exit ‘ "3 2 3 4-5. 7-10 11+
The,st“ge"*é/ £l a6. | 28 99 8 5 6 3 0 | o
graduate g1 13.6 | 8.3 | 29.2 2.4 | 1 1.8 Sl o,l o
punits f| O 2 |3 o (o |o |0 0o | o
unis g1 0 N 910 0 0 0| o
v . e e
Othet: f 0 0 : 0 3 0 .0 0 0 0.
% 0 0 0 0. |0 0 0 [0
% Fi ¢
Y
i
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TA?;;VB
Summary Analysis of Institutions Utilizing
~ Prfifessional Competence iq,Evaluation of Teacher Education Programs

!’

Data Source '

The student/
graduate

A Supervisor
(advisor, principal,
dept. supervisor, etc.)

Peer Teachers

Pupils

¢

_////,Parents

L3

Other

e T Y

R —hn

£

Professional Competence

£y

TR h

¥R h

Preservice Pragram _ . Fo]]oﬁ“Up Year ..
Entry During | Exit 1 - 2 3 46 7-10 11+
-i l
47 | 138" |54 95 130 | 43 3 3 ]2
13.9 | 40.79.45.5 || 28.0 | 8.8 12.7] 1.5 91 .6
38 | s 147 107 29 | a5 | a3 3 |0
N2 45| 434 | 6 f 86 13.3 2.7 | 9 .3
12 42 34 {13 2 10 4 0 |0
.50 12,4} 200 | 3.8 61 2901210 Jo
5 | 15 15 10 » 8 5 o o
1.5 a4 ‘4.4 29 | 1.2) 2aia5 o0 |o
2 A 2 |} 1 1 0 0 |0
© .6 1.2 .6 3 3 310 1o jo
2 9 9 2 0 1 0 0 {0
6] 2.7 2.7 610 30 0 {0
P ‘ - '
. *




Summary Analysis of Institutions Ut111z1ng 0
Personal Characteristics and Attitudes in Evaluation

TABLE 9

* Qata Source’
oﬂ\

‘The student/

graduate

A Supervisor

(advisor, printipal,

dept. supervisor, etc.)

Peer Teachers
v Pupils

-
~

Qther

B —h ¥R R =h

3R =h

) Parentsﬁf

f
%

of Teacher_ tducation Programs

Personal Characteristics

Preservice Program

v
4

Follow Up Year '

Entry During  Exit 1 2 3 4-6. 7-10 1+
N6 |es 65 h7 |33 128 s |2
209 | 37.2 {-381-|[19.2 {50197 |83 1.2] 6
53 | 127 |15 15 hr |3 |33 T E
15.6 | 37.5 | 33.9 |l 221 | 5.0 |10.0 | 9.7} .9} .3
13 a1 o g 2 4 1 o |o
3.8 121 {88 27 | 6| 12| 3]0 o
3 3 12, |l s 3 6 4 o |o

9l 27 135l 241 sl 1slr2io {o

2 4. | 2 | 1 | o | o |o

61 1.2 6 31 3] 310 0o |o

7 n 6 2 o 0 0 o Jo

231 32 1wl e |o 0 0 0 |0
2J




[/ | /I '
. ~ .
]
4 ]
T
| WHAT NOT TO DO IN EVALUATING TEACHER EDUCATION PROGAMS g
¢ b
. . _JA DOZEN DON'TS :
-g ’ Lyn Gubser .

Nat10nal Council for Accred1tat10n of Teacher Education

{ - ‘. y N
Bejng someone who tries to take a Eositive approach to {h’ngs and who
“enjoys h natural tendency to rebel against lists of “don’ ts,” I was a bt in
of f by the request that I begin our- discussion of teacher educat1on evajuation
by descr1b1ng what not - to doJ; I find it saddening to study prOQram evaluation
effort% that have failed to fly--crashing anq burning after‘takeoff W they
even gqt off the ground.” But if gur task is to examine the wreckage of failed
efforgé, then at least let ud conduct our investigation with “an ?ye out for
clues o future success.
f
f
The Ldy of the Land
gvaluation of teacherseducation involves the. appraisal of fhe entirety: of
any §ystem that prepares school personnel. [ includes the assessment of pro-
grams that prepare counselors, school psychologists, administrdtors; media
jecﬁhologists, librarians, and assorted specialists, id addition to instruc-
tiopal personnel., In p]annlng for the evaluation of pnnfess1onal programs,
onq should npt overlook the extensively broad range of specialties that pro-
fe551onal education has come to include. n -

f If we regard programs as systems, then we must be Concerned with the
qvaluation of inputs, processes, and outputs. Attention shou!d be paid to the
evatuation of such factors as program admission and reteption, of clinical
facilities and resouch\: of faculty competence .and experience, in addition'
to the assessment of qualities of those who complete profe5510na1 programs,
One of the most common malpractices in ‘teacher education evaluation, as. we
shall see, is the frequent confinement of assessmeut efforts to the eva]uat1on

of graduates. .
Sound program evaluseions can be constructed on any number of philosoph-

jcal and contextual foundations. Program review 1is one approach and is/ﬁome-
what analogous to calling together a group of chefs to evaluate the baking of

L] . ‘. -
\.
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7@ cake, From their combined_knOwledge,and experience decisions are made on

the amount of flour, sugar, and flaverings to add to the recipe to obtdin the
desired_result. But decisions mdst also be made on process variables, Such as
how hot one should keep the oven. Quality control is a contindous prdcedure
in baking. Alfhough thé ultimate question is how tasty is the take, a
multitude of evaluations are made before that question can be asked. Even
then there remain such Jong-range questions as how 1on§ can the cake be kept,
under wha#’tonditfons, and how best should it be served?

We in educatipn have tended to focus on what goes into the cake. All of

us have had our pet suggestions, most of which have been unsupported by relf- °
" able data. Only within the past decade have we dctually tried to “taste the

cake." For many reasons Our Successes-have been infrequent,

Educators have anly rarely sought to?assess in-put variables or evaluate
processes in empirical ways. Few evaluation models have attempted to system-
atically assess textbooks or establish a seduence of program content through

careful investigation. We are hard-pressed to comment upon the- successes or

fatlures of these evaluation approaches, for one cannot effectively criticize
that which only rarely exists. [f enrollments are up and the central admin-
istration is happy, that's been good enough for many of us, and we have pyshed
student teachers out of the academic nest and idto, the classroom. If they
haven't returbed, we gassume that they flew away to bright careers. Byt we
really don't know whether they succeeded or failed, or whether the program had
anything to do.with this success or failure. Without continuous or appropri-
ate' evaluation we go from oée whim to another without knowing whether the pro-

.ducts of our earlier efforts were highly successful or complete failures.

Even when some components of an evaluation system are operative, others
may break down.* We recently observed a splsggid program effort in evaluating
the student teaching program of a major university. This university placed
70% of its studént teachers in school systems remote onm campus. Resident
university supervisors were employed to assess student teacher peformance to
determine the strengths and weaknesses of specific programs through measures
of student teaching ’competency. They employed interaction .analyses, pre-,
mid-, and post-experience inventories, surveys of students and cooperating
teachers ‘and administrators, extensive observational data, diagnostic instru-
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ments, cognitive level assessments, and a host of other devices. But then we
" found that none of this information was éver referred back to the teacher edu-
, cation departments! Just imagine that! Once students had éomp]eted their
work in subject matter or pre-clinicaf specialties, their respective depart-
ments neeer heard from them again. This was the only evaluation effort the
institution employed, yet when faculty were questioned about the program they
bragged of its quality, citing as evidence the small number of informal com-
ptaints received about their proaucts. Even the .supervisors drew unfounded .
conclusions regarding the academ¥ program. They assumed that if student
teachers were successful, the academic program must be functioning at an opti-
mal level. Because this institution served a wealthy and well-educated clien-
tele, however, it ‘'was just as plausible that éraduates were successful n
sp}te of their experience in the program. Or perhaps their skilis could have
Tbéen improved. Weé will never know. o
I owe to James Raths of the UAiversit of I11inois a debt of gratitude
for pointing out another mountain against/which evaluation efforts are fre-
quently dashed. Professor Raths notes that teacher educators freguently get
trapped 1nto assuming that the assessment of ind{viduai'teaching competenc1es’

. - LY
is the essence of program evaluation. Says Raths:

It is a matter of getting involved in an infinite regress. If you
respond by sSaying we want good grograms to have good teachers, |
could ask why we want good teachers. The answer is that we want to
have good products graduate from our schools. If we pursue this
questioning, we could ask why we want outstanding school graduates;
the answer is M0 have a better society. Why do we want a better
society? 5o that...where does it end? )

Raths' best guess is that ™...each of us has an arbitrary focus on an infinite
chain.” The focus of program éevaluation, he believes, ™is préper1y on the -
quality of programs and not on the quality of teachers.”™  Teacher educa-
tors, however, are often pressed to use program.evaluation in lieu of the as-
sessment qf individual skills. This confusion of apples and bananas has been
greatly abetted, and even enshrined into law, by state program approval ef-

*James Raths. Personal; correspondence of February 25, 1980.
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forts: Mény state departments of edﬁcatibn have found a cheap way to license
teachers by handing a certificate to anyone having completed an "approved" or
accredited program. Yet no model of program approval or accreditation can
possibly determine the competencies of individual products of those programs.
It is not a task appropriate to program evaluation, nor for that matte; to
national accredjtation, although we frequently are Eriticized for not doiﬁg

-

individuai teachers probably would overshadow program effects within a few
short years. Programs aF? designed as Vehiclgs for providing opportunities
for behavioral change. There ‘¢can be no guarantee'that these changes will last
or will not be altered through subsequent experience. ‘

#

The Evaluation of Graduates

Nothing herein is meant to detract from the importance of evaﬂuéting the,
products of our programs. Thig is not to say, however, that program evalua-
tion should rést extlusively on the eva]uatio; of graduates. Nor should we

“ assume that‘evaluation‘wf graduates and assessment of 1ndividual competencies

¥
Because S0 much program evaluation has focused on the evaluation of grad-

ject. We find, of course, that in the area of graduate assessment have oc-

" evaluation in an attempt  to guarantee individual competency has resulted in
many institutions attempting to evaluate the entire population of their grad-
uates, with an almost universal lack of success. .

NCATE published in 1970 the first revision of its standards that reguired
institutions toleva]uatg their graduates and use the results of these evalu-
ations for program modification and long-range planning. "The Council's intent

- was to complete the loop of a system by providing feedback on prbgram output

_in conjunction with other evaluation data that could be used to modify input
and process variables. We now have a ten-year histdry of efforts to evaluate

s programs, providing a reasonable basis for drawing some concClusions about the
efficacy of teacher education evaluation on a national scale. We regret to
report that these efforts have been less than impressiye. F

. T
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it. Even if we could, the impact of school systems upon the behaviors of .

have the same purposes or aims. t
uates, there has accumulated a significant amount of information on the syb- -

curred our greatest number of mishaps and total disasters. Use of program N
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For the_pa%t two years violations of standards of program evaluation have
. constituted the top two reasons for denial of NCATE accreditation for both
" basic and advanced programs. Even where denials did not occur, lack of
foeCtivq evaluation systems Jded the 1list of weaknesses cited- for
baccalaureate and graduate programs at 143 institutions reviewed.

Where programs failed there gehera]ly was no lack of motivation. Evalua-
tion of-graduates and other aspécts of progam assessment have become the nnsf
common topics at seminars, meetings, orientation sessions, and anywhere @lse
accreditation concerns are raised. We recognize that in some instances tech-
ndlogy of measurement simply has not risen to a leve) cqnsistent with profes-
sional expectation. Yet with that concession notwithstanding, we have observ-
ed many common pitfalls that almost guarantee the failure of efffrts to evalu~
ate graduates. ' )

Institutions that concentrate their evaluation actidity on the assessment
of graduates frequently tack this evaluation on to preparation programs aimos &
as an afterthought. Rather than construct.the concept of evaluation of gradu~
ates into thevgeneral evaluation system of a program, many institutions pay
little attention to evalubtion until they begin to prepare for an NCATE evalu-
ation or other program review. Some institutions regard program evaluation
and national accrgditatibn as one and the same thing. (One result of this has
been that institutions attribute great cost to NCATE accreditation because
they add every nickel and dime spent on evaluation to the total accreditation
bill. The difficulty in countering this ctaim is that the only reason many
schools do conduct evaluations is because of accreditation: Few successful
program evaluations are, conducted when the only motivation is to “"pass profes-
. sional muster.") ) _ ' . ‘ ’ '

The least productive approach to program evaluation has been that of
eva]uatiniigraduates through attempted surveys of entire graduating classey.
Institutions have demonstrated a fundamental lack of dbility to track gradu-
ates and sustain contact with them. This has resulted in survey returns -of
40% being considered phenomenal, with normal returns frequently running at
less than 15%. Low return rates breed problems of sampling. One must ask who
are the respondents? Those who are unemployed, angry at their former inst'itu~
tion? Those who have enough time to write nasty responses? Or are they the

33




» i N . *

' & : @
extremely dedicated who enjoyed their program and would not criticize it .even
constructively? ‘ ' _

What questions can one asE that -will provide useful informat ion?, Surveys
must measure what they can, not what may actuaIIy be there. The result is

that graduates are asked to respond to mundane and nebious quest1ons “uhat'

did you feel was-the most important aspect of your training program?“ *What
did you feel you missed in your preparation program?" Answers to such ques-
‘tions are pred{ktab?é and Jess than helpful. Individuals respond’ that the

most 1mportant aspect of their program was student teaching. They usually in- .

d1cate that they needed work in discipline., These responses tend to occur
even when individuals have had inordinate amounts of student teaching and when
c]asérDOm managéhent and discipline were primary components of program exper-
ience. We find that surveys ofter measure not the knowledge and skills stu-
dents acquired in the program, but what common wisdom tells them to Qn_nk they
acquired, or did not acquire., Surveys tell us more about peer knowlédge and
group methodology than they do about preparat1on programs completed by pro-
spective edugators. »

Surveys of employers have also proved less than helpful. One midwestern
institution recéﬁiﬁy-became suspicious when for the third consecutive year
gertain employees of their graduates responded with almost identical comments
of praise for program graduates. Neighboring institutions were therefofe conw

tacted to determing the nature of responses they were receiving from these
same employers. Some were amused to find that the same principals and squra'

intendents who had indicated they would hire no graduates other than gﬂoée
of a particular institution, had told competing institutions the very;game
thing. Although exceptions do_océur, in general empléyers seemed unwiIlfhg to
be candid about the quality of personnel they hire at least when respong%ng'to
matlouts., Perhaps to be critical would be to criticize their own sgleciion
and employment procedures. Some may actually fear legal reprisals from cﬁiti-

+

cized employees., - ) ;
Another common problem with surveys is that they attract 1nformatxen that
¥s not current. Many schools report that when 'they do receive construct1ve

information from respondents, it ‘is outdated. Former students criticize pro-

e
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fessors who have not been employed for years and courses that ro longer are in
the curriculum. They typically advise that coursebork in reading and special
gducation should be added when it probably becdme a part of the curriculum
yedrs ago. Survey techniques tend to ask simple questions and” evoke simple

responses--gut level reactions that may be no more timely than they are accu-
rate. Sufveys domot get at classroom technique, level of knowledge of the
teaching speciality, or anything else that one would normally list qs'high on
the priority of essential. knowledge and sk1lls for educators.

“Evaluation efforts often fail because they- are insufficiently f1nanced
The adage that one gets what one pays for could be no more true.than in ref-
erence to the assessment of gradua;gs. A 1ast-m1nute: one-pagé survey ques-
tionnaire will glean about as much useful information as the time‘and money
that go into such minimal efforts. The last place one wants to become stingy
1$ in the area of evaluation. If done appropriately, evaluatien can actuaily
save money by makiné programs more cost effective, to say nothing of impﬁpv1ng
general-academic quality. g

It 1sanot my assignment to describe successful program evaluation activi-
ties and techniques. But with reébect to the evaluation 'of graduates, I wi)i
note that NCATE has found . the most successful evaluation systems to be those
that employ sampling, suéta1n contact with a limited number of carefully-
selected, representative graduates, and that ptace ‘evaluators, in’ the .field,
rather than rely exclusivefy upon surveys. All too frequently, institutions
gompletely overlook such face—toiface'techniques as interviews of gr aduates,
their employers and students. Sampling the opinions of a diverse population
of graduates, their pgw
program needs, not only for pre-service preparation, but for in-service pro-

ers and employers, can provide terrific insights into

" gramming as well. Many instifutions overlook the potential of 1nternships and

other residency experiences that could provide opportunities for acqu1r1ng in-
valuable feedback on!the performance and capabilities of graduates and those
who supervise them. Argyris and Schon (1971) have demonstrated that some

residency or internship for teachers and school support personnel would go far

in providing invaluable data on program strengths and weaknesses.”

*Chris Argyris _and Donald Schon, Theory in ‘Practice: Increasing

Professional Preparation. New York: Jossey-Bass, 1977.

-
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* Using Results of Program Evaluation . ) . .

_As common as any problem with evaluation efforts has been a
} clunat1on of professional faculties to 1gnore results of program’ evaluations.
" Even in some nalﬁonal]y‘iacclaimed efforts, scant yse of information resulting
- from these eva1uat€ons tfas been made by res1dent facu]tx.l One cannot expect
merely because an evaluation effort bears fru1t that teacher educators.-will -
beat down the door to acquire cr1t1c1sms that m1ght suggest need for program
modification and change, reordering of departmental priorities} or--God heui
us--réassignment of faculty. _
If an. evaluat1qg program is, ‘in the final anal;sis, to be uftimately suc -
cessful in mod1fy1ng facuity behavior, then from the outset it shou]d 1nvo1ve.-
_ program fJCU]ty in articwlating evaluation efforts with program:aims and.
‘é objectives.. To.do less is to guarantee failure of theevaluation mission.
" . Again, program evaluation should be comprehensive, examining the curricu-
lum, procedures, and processes that afféct student admission, 'coursewere,'
clinical and field exper1ences, as well as the evaluation of graduates. In- .
stgtutﬁpns that fail to assess the function or® upﬁ1ty of any of these compo-
nent$ clearly limit not only the success of their evaluat1on_effort, but also
- severely restrict the probability of academic ccess. '

general fin-

Summary‘ : . Co -
To summar ize, ~here are 12 suggestions of what not to do if one aspires to
-establish a successful program evaluation effort:
. . - . s r .
. T o .

. Y
1, A DOZEN DON'TS »

A

. 1. QON'T {ail to evaluate profram entrance variables, includigg admissfon
. criteria, counseling proucedures, and other factors that may affect operaa
tions throughout the entire program
2. DON'T fa1] to evaluate the cr1ter1a and procedures of. program retent1on,
1nc]d%1ng assess1og the ‘effectiveness of screbn1ng‘trqter1a procedures
I for counseling.dut the unsuited, and for determining remed1al procedures
for those whose performance is gminimal.

3. DON! T‘expectgsva}uat1on of professiona] pFograms to result in tight sta- .
tistical datd that can be interpreted with I1ttle judgment. Professional
decisions are: subject1ve onés,

. . £l
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4. DDN'T place all your eggs in one evaluation basket. Diversify. Provide
checks ,and balances, for the testing of validity throughout the pr0gram.

5. DON'T expect. program evaluation efforts to be!guccessful if conducted on~
ly sporadically. Evaluation should be an intégral part of each aspect of
the program from planning to execution, from .admission to graduation.~

6. DON'T try to get by on the cheap. You get what you pay for in program
evaluation. Evaluation efforts usually are fost effective. Their pri-
mary value is that they spotl1ght areas in which fiscal and personal re-
sources are being wasted, as well as those components that are function-
ing efficiently. — )

7. = DDN'T £all into the trap of assuming that the assessment of the jndi-
A" yidua)l skills of graduates is equivalent to,the evaluation of prdgrams.

. 8. DON'T bother with correspondence® surveys of employers or graduates, un-
1gss this is the final resort.

, ,
9. DDN'T fail to use interview teghni igues. Concentrate opportunities af.

‘ forded by practica and interns for. acquir1ng face-to-face reactions

e to questmns reg,ardlng progr am operation. .

10, DDN'T f€hore important evaluation feedback even if it is critical ande—m""

) -} "politically unpopular in the short-run. Data supporting negative conno-

4tations can best be handled when kept in the-context of long-range plan-
ning.

* \ T ! - . —

117 DDN'T assume that just because evaluation data are available that indi-
viduals will automatically use it to modify and improve programs. A
<dnscious effort must be mounted to school faculty and administrators in- .
to employing evaluation datd in planning and program modification.

12. DON'T treat evaluataon as am afterthought or. conduct program assessment

o . becalse spme state.department or accrediting agency requires it. An
: evaluation should be as mucha built-in component of professional pro-
. grams as curr1cu1a, clinical experiences, or any other fundamenta] part.

@
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USE-ORIENTED EVALUATION , : A

+  James R, Craig .

~Ronald D. Adams - ,
Western Kentucky University ) .

INTRODUCTION .

'

\

Evaluation of teacher education programs has_ been a topic of intense
discussion both inside and outside the educational wgommunity in the Tast
decade. The focus to a_large degree'has centered on practical c0nsiderations
related to data collect'ion and analysis methodolog1es appropriate for use in
assess1ng ‘the effectiveness of special public school programs, fegerally §up-
ported projects, “and the 1ike (e.g., the class1c Campbe]l and Stanley {1963}
text). ArsG during this period of time, a great deal of journal space has
been devoted to the theoretical aspects of evaluation_in teacher education,

sucth as formative 'and{iiglnative evaluation {Scriven, ]95?) and goal-ﬁ{ee

evaluation -riven, 1972), as well as.modeis of the evaluation process‘

(Popham, 1972; Wortmar, 1975; Stufflebéam, 1978). In all instances, the
emphasis has primarily been on method. -

In the past decade, however, many 1nd1vidual?f1nv0!ved in evaluat1on
have become increasingly aware that evaluation is not “method bound" but

rather is bound by the social/political context within which evaluations are

conducted and data are used (Weiss, 1972; Sdchman, 1972; Mathis, 1980).

[deally, evaluation data are used to make objective program decisions regard-
ing ‘program development mod1f1cat10n, operation and the like. However, it
often seemé rare that evalqétion data are used in such a direct, straight-
forward manner. Therefore, one of the primary evaluation Concerns in recent
yeats has been the development of ways to obtain more effective use of evalu—
ation data jn program decision making' {(e.g., Patton, 1978; Mathis, 1980):
The important term is use. ’

The definition.df use typically advanced is that use occurs when evalua-
tion data are directly employed in objective, obséryab!e ways in program mod-
ification and oper'ation {Cohen, 1977; Patton, 19?81 Mathis, 1980}, “ However,

[N
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such a definition does noE'fuiTy incorporate the social/political context in
which programs operate and the fact that -evaluation data constitute just one
of several bits of;jﬂ?ormation that entered into program decision making in
'teacher educat ion (elg.,ngvernmenta] statutes and personal gain). A more
realistic view is that use of evaluation data in program decision Waking is
almost always diffuse n fature and not’ always (if ever) directly observable
‘ {Patton, ]97823 use 4§ an iterative procegs which,focuses on the assimilation
of evaluation jinformation jn{B the decision making process.
How then can evaluation systems be structured to better use the data
which thd systems provide? We believe the answer to that gquestion is to

develop evaluation systems for use in feacher education where the emphasis’

from_tﬁ?’very beginning‘;; on building mechanisms to increase the systematic
inclusion of evaluation data in program decision making. The evaluation sys-
tem we intend to present fJF yso consideration focuses on use and was de-
veloped out of both- our owhiattempts to conduct evaluations of programs and
.in trying to assist others. Many of the id€as are not new; most, if not all,
have been directTy;suggested:S} at‘lgast,éﬁticipaied in one way or another by
others who\ére actively involved in evaluation. What is new is the emphasis
on use and the manner in which ‘that emphasis is incorporateg into teacher ed-

-

ucation evaluation systems.

¢ "o .
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Our proposals are\ggsgdjpn'tﬂe?foliowing four premises:

1. The purpose for establishing an evaluation systém for a teacher edu-
cation program {5 t¢ provide relevant; meaningful information to be systemat-
ically incorporated into pfﬁgﬂ ! dec¢isfon making. Establishing an evaluation

~system simply ta have one”inglace for an NCATE visit cannot and should not

provide the sole motivation.” The NCATE standards are well intended, but it
remafns for us, t@e‘profeSQEEﬁal téacher education community, to give these
standdrds meaning and va"!bu"e--eSDecially'regarding evaluation of our own
.programs. * . )

‘2; All indivjdua] respgﬁsible for program implementation and operation

should be identified. \The orgéhi:ational.strucﬁhre within which most teacher
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education gpograms operate anaxare evaluated can bé represented by the hier-
archy shown in Figure 1. The chief administrative officer (usually a dean or
depar.tment head) * is the .1nd1v1dual responsible for establishing the
parameters (e.g., the allocat%oh of ﬁesources) within which progrqﬁ?lmust
operate, Also cogtained within the typical organizational structure 'is a
program administrator (e.g., a debartment head or a coordinator) charged with
ope?ating the proékam, a program staff f(e.g., a departmental facult}j
responsible for delivering program services, and program participants {e.g.,
undergraduate students) who are the Endividuals who receive the services the
program was Ereated;to render. . ‘

3. If evaluation data)arefto be effectively used i1n program decision
maﬁiné, then individuals at all levels of a program must be involved in the
evaluation effort. This Means that not only program administrators and pro-

'.grarn staff must be mc]ucjg in the devélopment and operation of the evalua-

tion system, but that ad
must also actively participate in the evaluation process, incorporating the

nistrators higher in the organizational structure

evaluation dataﬁinto_tﬁeir own decision making regarding programs and related
policy concerns, .

4, TEe evaluation of teacher education programs mst operate within the
orgamizational framework which currently exists. Furthermore, evaluation
should be a part of the oNgoing operation of the program; it should not be
perceived as 5 "lay-on" by admiﬁistratoré, legistators, or other “outsiders,"
In addition, it should be realized at the outset . that it is very unlikely

that new monies will be made available to fund program evaluation efforts.

Evaluation will have to occur within-the context of the operation of on-going

teacher education programs, plannéd professional development efforts, and

related activities, ' y
# . i .

USE-ORIENTED EVALUATION
The use-oriented ®valuation system we propose is composed of five com-

ponents (see Figure 2): Initiation and Verification, Planning, Implementa-
tion, Data Collection, and Feedback and Utilizgtigh. These ¢omponents are

= 4
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each discussed below with the focus being what can be done to increase the
frequency of use of evaluation information ‘in program decision mjﬁjﬂﬁf
/ .
Initiation and Verification
A summary .of the organizational chart as it reflects the activities at

both the Initiation and Verification and Planning stages is presented in
Fiqure 3, i .

. The impetus for implemqntind an evaluation system may come from outside
or from within the organization. Regardless of the source or the position of
the initiator, the Initiation and Verification phase of an evaluation ult1-
mately must begin with the chief administrative officer responsﬁb1e for, the
program unit~-usually a dean. Without that individual's understanding of,
commitment 10, and approval for the evaluation of a program, the evaluation
effort will not be successful. .

Individually {or perhaps with the assistance of an experienced evalua-
tor), the chief administrative officer should conduct a preliminary overview
of the €valuation and an analysis of 1is various ramifications. The 1nfept
is to identify the chief administrative officer's perceptions of the presént
institutional and program circumstances, the ideal progeam, the need to con-
duct an evaluation, the possible options for implementing the evaluation, the
possible program implications that might be .suggested by different evaluation
data,.and the resource restrictions within which the evaluatidn must be con-
ducted. The objective is NOT to have the chief administrative officer estab-
1igh the form and substance of what thé evaluation should be, but rather to
provide her/him with an understanding of how the evaluation process may oper-
ate. This process will Tow the g;a“
parameters within which“the evaluation must function (e.g., the budget},

ministrator to realistically set the

deve!op a commitment to the evaluation process, and identify possible program
decisions which could resutt.

If, at that point, the decision is still to institute an evaluation sys-
tem, then the preliminary review should be repeated,ﬁTfF those individuatls
within the.organization who serveas” the primary decision makers for the pro-
grams to be evaluated. The decision making-team should be identified by the
chief adm1n15tratjve officer. It should be composed of individuals who col-

" . R
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lectively facilitate the establishment of specifi¢ program goals, functions,
and operational procedures, as well as those who are responsible .for

decisions regardin? program modification rand coﬁtanuance:(e.g.,.an assistant
dean, a department head, and a .program coordinator), The same considerations
addressed by the chief administrative officer should be addressed ,by the
decision makang team, In addition, this qroﬁp should determine the
procedures for the creation of the p]an;ing and evaluation team.

Planning .

The planning and evaluatioh team 15 the primary 1n1t%at10n anq Oper a-
tional force in an evaluation effort, The team determines the details of the
evaluation fe.q., the types of data to be collected} and 1s responswb]q’for

&commun)cat1ng to all concerned the form and substance of the various evalua-
tion activilies., So that the team can function effeftively, 't should be
composed of both fOrmi//aﬁd informal program leaders and be Timited to a max-'
1mum of ten members. The exact composition of the team wai] be specifit to
each situation and determined by Sycﬁ'th1ﬁgs as the number of program staff,
the leadership style of the chief adm1njstrative‘off1cer, budget restric-
tions, and similar factors, ' )

The planning and evaluation team has four charges. First, it should
Create a viable, flexible, workable ewvaluation plan agreeable to the team
members%that includes at’least the following characteristics:

a. a specification of the evaluation data required to make decisions
regarding the present status of the program (within the boundaries establish-
ed by the decision makers); _ ‘ ™~

b. the rated importance offthe various data‘'consistent with the teach-
er education program goals. and o%jectives and the current knowledge regarding
effettive teaching; f -

C. an identification and 1:st1ng of the possible sopurces of data;

d. an evaluation of the p0351ble.data sources and collection procedures
in libht of access, cost, déve]épmenta] time, staff development needs, and
time delays; " ~
e. a priofitization of the p0551b1e data sources and collect1on proce-

dures in terms of the evaluation data requ1red and re]ated resource restr1c-
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f. and, a description of the available data collection procedures se-

"lected and/or &dapted, new ptocedures devéloped, and the data Eollectﬁon

training required {(if any). - '

The second chérge of mthe. planning and evaluation team should be to
create an effective, operation;T communication system. The communication
system should be used during the development of the evaluation plan to ensure
the involvement of &)l individuals in planning and mddifying the evalvation
system. If impleménted properly, the system Should function after the evalu-
at;on plan s operational to disseminate evaluation data to all concerned
faculty and administrators for use in program decision making. .

The third charge of the team spould be to designate someone %o be the
evaluation mapager. Space does not EZrmii us to fully elaborate the role of
the evaluation manager. At this point it 3s sufficient to say that the eva]-
uation manager should sewxve as the team’'s executive officer and be resDon-
sible for the “nuts and bo]ts" Jimplementation and operation of the eva]uat1on
plan. The person probab]y should have the needed techmical ska]]s-(a]thOugh
these could be acquare_'d through training) and sMovld be a capable . group
facilitator, . ) '

Jhe fourth charge is that the planning and evaluation team-and the eval-
yation manager should identify and.establish an advisory group consiéfing of
field based educators. Input from the practicing arm of the teaching profes-
sion is'necessary to gain fhe perspective of thé school administrators who
will ultimately employ graduates and the perspective of the practicing teach-
ers who can provide expertise gained from on-the-job experience. GQthers who |
may be important members of an advisory team would be university educators 1in ég

.areas other than teacher education (e.g., content areas and data pro-

cessing).

\ .
Implementation and Data Collection .
Implementation and Data 'Collection reflect the activities associated

il with the operation of the evaluatioh plan. Briefly, the evaluation plan
established by the planning and evaluation temn‘ihOUId be spegified to the
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extent that procedures for data collection are‘ establishedhhip include
selection of instrumentation and data collectors, procedures for selecting
participants, and identification of data management systems. The evgluation
Plan is” then gmplemented and‘Operatgd by -the evaluation manager under the

direction of the'planning and evaluation team. '

Feedback and Utilization '
One of the .most important asPects of the evaluation system is the

development of an active, effective communication system that is continually
operative from the very beginnings of the evaluation effort. [t Jis extremely
important to realize that the generation, dissemination, and utxlfzat1on of
evaluation data s NOT a lock-step, linear sequence (Havelock & Lindquist,
1980). As was noted earlier, evaluation of teacher education programs as
conducted within a social/political environment. Therefore, the key to the
5chessfu1 operation of an evaluation progrem is continual involvement of all
individuals concerned through an ongoing exchange of ideas and values couPled
with the e@o]ution of a commitment to make the. educational program the best

- Tt can possibly be. The form that any Particular communication system may

assume 1n-a given instance will be peculiar to tha;/;;tuation. Regardless of

‘the particular system that evolves, the emphasis should pe on the effective

N

use of evaluation data in program decision making. As evaluation data become
available, the data shoudd be systematically reviewed, assessed, and inter-
preted by all those involved. In this regard, there %re several important
considerations. ~First, the evaluation data should be analyzed and presented
in a form%that is both consistent with the program objectives and readily

- understood by the users of the information. Second, there must be a formal-

1zed process by whicﬁ‘these data are veviewed by all staff and applied in
making program decisions. ‘Third, the change process should pe documented and
the evaluation system veviewed in light of any changes made.

F d

CONCLUSIONS )

We beligve that invoivement and "evolvement" are' the keys to the

development of evaluation systems where evaluation data are effectively used.

/
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First, policy makers, administrators, and program personnel at ai] levels
must be actively involved. They all should part1C1pate in the determinat10n
and operation of an evaluation system if it is to be one where the data are
validly collected and analyzed and one whére the data are seriously reviewed
and considered in makihg’prograﬁmatic decisions. Second, it should be real-
ized that evaluation .must be viewed as iterative in'natu;e wher; both the
evaluation processes and products evolve over.;ime.- The system shoald re-
flect current concerns but also be flexible eﬁough to adapt to new and chang-
ing needs. If we want eva1uat10n systems for our” programs to be someth1ng
more than dec0rat1ge/ornaments that 15,*%F we want them to provide useful
information, fdr pqogram decision making, then we must position them ip the
torefront so that we might adapt them for their most effective and eff1C1ent
use in meeting the needs of (ze education profession we co]]ect1ve1y
. I
serve.

-
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DESIGN CHARACTERISTICS FOR MEANINGFUL TEACHER
. EDUCATION EVALUATION \

.
- ® )
.

Jerry B. Ayers .
’ Tennessee Technological University -

o
-

Evaluation of teacher education program graduates has been one of the
most.difficult problems:ﬁﬁcing institutions of higher education during the
paét decades Various 1nst1tut10ns have attempted to develop models for eval-
uating the product i.e., graduates of a teacher education, pr09ram however,

-~ only a limjted number of institutions have implemented a comprehensuge mode].
‘Mestern Kentucky , University (HKU) and Tennessee Technological University
(TTU) .are two nnstatutaons that havé deve]oped .and implemented models for the
eva]uat1on of teacher educat1on gr duates. The models serve as a guide for

L gathering evaluative data that cad be comb1ned with other information for the

_purpose of evityating the t cher education pF%gram. The institutions have
' . been employing these models for over 91ght years for the purposes of curricu-

lum development a ement Tpe models are still incomplete and inade-
quatg; however, much information has. been gained about evaluation of teacher
educatipn graduates, and a definite set of characteristics have evolved which
can form the basis for the developm&nt and 1mplementat1on of teacher educa-"’

tion follow~up’evaluat1on models by other 1n5t1tut1ons .
i b

-

-, . ——ﬂflef,’,,f—ﬁesqgn Character1st1cs a .

Ten major -design <haracteristics are essential for a meaningful pro-~

gram of teacher follow-up. evaluation. This section presents an outline of

each of these characteristics,.some of tke probems that might be encountered

if .the characte}istics are not consideréd and a summary of how the charac-

tertistics have been made a part of the models employed in follow-up stud1es_
of tﬁ\\graduates of the teacher education programs of WKU and- TTU. -

/- ~ :

1. The faculty, administration and'poverning body of the ‘institUtion must

be committed to conducting a program ot teacher evaiuation. -
If an evaluation system is deve1oped in a vacuum without qpequate input




. % - ’ . ; —~ £ ) *
from the faculty, the rksults. of the evaluation effort may be t. The

faculty are the primary tonsumers of the resultts of a program for the eva]u%;'
tion of teacher education graduates and if they .are to-.make use of the data

‘l .
and results from the study, they must have adequate input in order to answer
questions they have relative to program development and improvement. In a
. . _similar manner, the administration and governing body of an institution must
« -

"be involved in the project, in order for them to uqﬁerstand and p;ovide the
needed resources for conducting the evaluation program. . Without adequate
invo 1vement and commitment on- the part of the'faculty, admihistration'apd
governing body of an instttution, the*evaluation prqgram cannot -succeed.,

Y ' At WKU anq'TTU, the initiaf’impetus for the developmént and implementa-
tion of the models oame from efforts to meet the evaluations standards of the
National Counc‘ﬂ for Accre&1tat1on of Teacher Educat1oo/ NCATE) However,

L . . the facuﬁty, adm1nustrataon, and to *some extent the ‘governing bodies of the

~ institutions were 1nvolved in the proﬁram of . eva]uabaon from the very begin-"

‘ning. In this manner, the facuﬁty and adm1nistrat10n felt the progect was a

a

part of the1r efforts in program development and improvement.
: , \ ’ # .
" . ," . B .
2. A teacher evaluation program' must be viéwed as a part of the total
" teacher edUcatnon program and not as an isolated project. .

H; Industry spends a significant portion of its resources on product eval-

\ uation. A]] industries ig the competitive market-p]ace have systematwc,
,,> valid procedures for testlng how well its products perform the functions for
_ which they were designed. Ifstitutions of higher education are only begin-
= ning to realize the value of, the industrial model for the evaluation of its
. product, i.e., 'the graduates of its:programs. It fis rea11zed however, that
“the application of the industrial model is d1ff1cu1t when dealing with peo-

ple. Tedcher follow-up eva]dat1on must be 1ntegrabed ifto the total program

of teacher.education. S{Tfmofe?t resggngﬁ: must be alTooEVéd to the evatua-
\ tion fiqts and they must- be made a part bf the ‘total teacher educatipp pro-
gram,” If a teacher evaluation program 15 cappaed out in an isolated mdnner,

°  the resu!ts will not find . their way 1nto the total program for the. prepara-
Yion of teachers’. The evaluation efforts would thus be lost for purposes of

-
. *
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., program de;f'elepment L Till 'improvement. . ) ' | .
WKU and TTU have had systematic. programs of teacher fo]low-up evaluat1on
_for over eight™years. At each Tnst1tut1on individuals have been assigned the
%esponsibi]jty of conducting the eva]uation efférts and sufficient resources
have been allocated for carrying oQt the evaluation studies. The administra-
tion of each of the institutions supports the evaluation efforts and have
made every effort to prov1de the needed resources. The teacher evaluation
effqrts have been built into the total program for the preparation of teach-

o Brs. : T ‘

o

—

3. A teacher evaluation. program must be specific, yet reflect the total

g ) teacher education effort, The evaluation efforis must reflect the goals

) and objectives of specific prggrams and the overall program for the
tyadining of teachers, . ’

« Tratnimg programs 1nclude general knowledge which is’ common for all pro-

spect1€e teachegg, and specialized knowledge which is applied according to
the Tevel or area of teaching: « Most institufions train prospective elemen-
. tary teachers, se¢ondary teachers ih a variety of fields, and possibly spe-

Y c;a1 educat jop teachers. Evaluat{on efforts must include not only elements

comm%? to a 1 teacher tra1n1ng but to training for work in a specialized

T field. For example; the training that prospective teachers receive in meth-

. ods of teach1ngyvar1es from elemeftary ‘to eecondary programs of study. This
variation must be reflected in the evarhetion program that 1is established.
Also, within a teacher training program there are certain common elements
whiéwghust be edaluated for. example, basic educatiom requirements which in-
clqge competency in such. areas “as basic’ psychology, ‘social foundations of ed~

at1on, and history and ph1losophy of education. * ¢ v.
The specification of objectives for the trainlng of teachers is an in-
herent element in an adequate evaluation system. If the plan for the evalu-

" ation of teachers s not based on both the specific and general objectives of
.the teecher educafion program, the "evaluation may turn into a usless exers-

,' Lise. The resultgof the evaluation effort wéuld not be t1ed to any spemhc
effort that may have been made yﬂlthe teacher tra1n1ng program. YThe instru-

. ments psed by WKU and TTU to collect data reflect the specific and general
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bbjectives of the programs for the preparation of teachers at the institu-
tign. ) e s . R

-

4. An evaluation program must be continuous and tongitudingl in'nature,

In order for a program of teacher evaluation to be meahingful, it must

be continuou¥ and‘sthJd be longitudinal.” For effective program improvement,
bere needs to be a continual input from the graduates of the program. As
was pointed out earlier, industry uses a continuous model for evaluation in
order tq change and mprove its products., The analogous Situation holds fpr
programs which train teachers. Programs of evaluation which are not contin-
uous hejther allow for measurement of change§ that may take place in a pro-
gram, nor for determination of developing pnobl!h areas.,

The models that are in use at WKU and TTU have been in continuous opera-
tion for over eight years. In the case of the model used at WKU, data have
been collected from graduates during student teaching and their first, third
‘and fifth year in the profession, Data have been collected each Year from
the first throigh the fifth year for graduates of programs at TTU, A new
group of graduates enter the evaluation system each year. ‘It is felt that
thg systems which are in place will continue on an indefinite basis.

L]
*

" 8. "An eva]uation,frogram must brovide for and reflect a knowledge of the

staterof-the-af in educatjonal research and evaluation 45 1t relates to
teacher education. .

‘s The state-of-theart of teacher evaluation is in a contindal stafe of
éhange. Since, the"ear1y sixties, many resources have been allocated to the
study of-é}fectiye teaching, and in the seventies a number of individuals and
institutions developed models and plans for the effective evaluation of

teachers. If an tnstitution 15 going to develop and operate an effective

plan. for the evaluation of teachers, it must constantly be aware of the
research-based changes which are being made in evaluation. It should be
pﬁinted out that NCATE Standard 6.1 states, "The institution keeps abreast of
emerging evaluation techniques and engages in systematic efforts to evaluate
the quality of its graduates upon completion of thgjr program of studﬁ'and
after they enter the teaching pr:ofe_ssionil fStanﬁards, 1979, p. 1),

L4
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~ % WKU and TTU hgfe regulngy mnitored tee research literature related to
teacher evaluation. The basicrnndels that were developed nearly a decade ago
are still being used; however, ¢hanges have been made in the iAstrumentation
and other aspects of the. programs that reflect the results of resear‘p on
teacher evaluation. These two institutions have maintained continua) contact
for the purpose of sharing ‘information. Ree!%tly, through the effOrts of the
Research and Bevelopment Center for Teacher Education at the University of
Texas apd otﬁers "a network of individuals 1nterested in teacher evaluafp"n
is Being formed {Hord & Hall, 1978). '
F P

6. An evaluatloq‘program must refledt thorough planning prior to imple-
mentation. N .

The 1mp1ernentat10n of an evaluation program ¥ithin an anstltutfon can be
a3 difficulp task. Adequate plana1ng prior to implementation is essent1a1 if
the objtﬁfives of evaluation, i.e., program developmegt-and jmprOvemedtl are
to be recognized. Following are six important points that must be considered

in planning and implementing a program of -teacher evaluation. = - v

a. Cooperation of schools Co ‘« L

Prior to the initiatiop of any type of studyref the éraduates of a -
teacher education program who aré practicing teachers in the schools, it is‘?

essential to obtain the permission arid consultation of school adminisiratOrs
Also, it may be necessary to consuit w1th and have the perm1ss1on of focal
teacher negotiating groups. F0r example, . 1n some areas of the country exten-
sive follow-up evaluation in the schoo]s”has not been p0551b1e because the
local bargaiing group for the teachers did not make provision for such ac.-
tivities in the schools, or would not permit such activ.ities ?ince they m1ght
infringe upon the system of evaluat1ou already in use }n the . schools. Ade-
quate permission for data collection in the schools is essential if a projétt -
of teacher evaluation is te be a‘success, Without such permission and a full”
understand1ng on the part of the school -administrators  of the .use of the
data which is to He collected, the project cannot 5ucceed
b. Subject selection . .
Various metpgds exist for the select1on of sulljects, taking into consid-
' ération the constraints phat'were 1mpqsed in (e}, abov®, The ba!ﬁc prem1se

-
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of subject selection is that the process mdst be a defensible system and

* should be the same from yeér to year. It appears that the most practical
system of subjgct selection, even though it is not the most defegsible from a
scientific point of view, is to select teachers from a pool of those gradu-
ate Qh volunteer tp participate in the project.

Data soyrces

c.
Evaluatiion of teachers can be approached from several standpoints., Data
¢ollection should no.t',-however, be limited to only one source (for example,
. Only the graduate}, Frfequently, in the past, institutions have sought evalu-
'ativq.data‘by s{mpTy asking the graduate to rate thé value of certain exper-
- 1énces that were a part of their teacher training program. Although this is
\ -an 1nadequate source of data, it 1s an important source, Data for an ade-
qpate EVG]UGtIOG program should be co]lected from a var?%ty of sources, 1n-
C]udlng the teachers, the teachers' Supervisor and peers, their students,\and

\ probably mas.t 1mp0rtantly, by independent observers n the ¢lassroom.

Y d. Quafitstive and quantitative

" s an; integral part of any evaluation effort, consideration must be
given to -both qya11tat1veoand quantitative data collection. Quéntitative
‘data can read1]y lead to analyses allowing for the use of inferential statis-

" thics. h:\-.-!ever‘., in many cases qualitative data can be more meaningful and
useful to falulty and admimistrators 1n program development and improvement.

e. Points of'aata collection »

The points of callection of data in a teacher evaluation Program must be
planned prior to implementation. Various plans have been used in the l?ngi-
tudinal 'studies that have been reported in the lterature. The most common
systems which are in place tnclude data collection during student. teaching
“and the frrst {hird and éyfth year after entering .the teathing profession,
or dala to1lect1on durtng the first year after entering the teaching profes-
. sian and each year thereafter for up ‘to five years.* Lmttle useful data Nlth
' regard to program 1mprovement ama development an be col]ected after f1ve
years_becausg of a number of factors, Tt is essent1a1 Lhat data be collected
during the first ygdr aﬁ;er-enteriﬁg the profess1qn and for agﬁqgﬁst one Qr
more yedrs4up tq five years. [f such ‘a-plan for data co]]ection-i§ not ini-
tiated ét the sfarf of the évélua%fon project, much.ysefu].daté may. be 195;.
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F.” Data collection, instrumentation and personnel training .
o Initially a system fog data collection must be developed. As a p;rt of
this system, instrumentation must be selected or developed which can be used , 4
togcollect quantitative and qualitative data that will measure the achieve-

f the objectives of the preparat1on program of the teachers. Mumerous
sth_ngd1zed instruments are in existence; however, it may be to the advan-

tage of the institution to develop instrumentation that will better meet its
pértiCular needs. As an integral part of the development of the plan for 1n-
strumentatyon and data collection, personnel who will be used to collect data
must receive special training. For example, if a system of interaction anal-
¥si1s 15 to be employed to'bol]ept data in the classrooms of the® teachers,
then the research assistant or data collector®must receive adeQuate training
v order to collect valid and reliable data. )

{Throughout the life of the " evaluation pProject, 1nstrumentation and
methods of data collection must be systematxc For- example, ®one type
ynstrument .is used one year and the following year' a second type of nstru-
ment ts used, data from the two data collection periods may not be compat-
1ble, Thus, one or more years of useful data may be lost in a longitudinal
study. Instrumentation and ‘a plan for data collection must be developed
early and must stay in place for seéverak years. Also, Personnel must receive
adequate training each year, in order for data to be compatible from year to
year. ; .
g. Comments about planning ‘

If any one of the above constraints relative to implementation of a

teacher evaluation program are not followed, the results of the project may
be suspect and will be pf Jittle use for program development and improvement.
WKU and TTU wach have developed detailed plans for the implementation of
their follow-up studies, The plans are rather detailed and space does not
permit a lengthy description of' the projects at this point. The reader is
referred to Teacher education program evaluat1on and follow-up studies: A.
collection of current efforts (Hord & Hall 1978) for T ogre complete de-

scription of. the implementation of the projects or the College of Education
of the two institutions.
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7.  An evaluation program must reflect the most efficient use of re-
sources tor data processing, storage, retrieval and analyses.

Prior to the start of a~deacher evaluation Project, an institution must -
inventory i}s resources reldtive to those available for data processing,
storage, retrieva) and anaﬁyses. A dec1s3on must be made at fthe start rela-
tive to the amount of ddta to be collected and Stored and how it can be re-
trieved, Access'go a high speed digital computer is essential 1f a large
scale project 15 attempted. Ffor-example, one-institution attempted to replt-
cate the teacher evaluation modei that 3s 1n use at WKU. The institution
found tnat after collecting data for one year On 2 sample of 30 teachers, the
computer avatlable on their Eampdg d1d not have adequate storage space ava'l-
able. As a result the data analtyses had to be carried out 'n a cumbersome
manner resulting n tnhe need for agditional- resources.

WKJ and TTY have been fortuﬁate 'n having access to large scale compu-
ters with® adequate st0r6§:7 The problems ofqﬁﬁta storage, analyses "and re-
trieval have been m1n1m1zedf It shouid be pointed out that both nstitutions
have had serious problems witn data management and control. These problems
have been due to the large amopunt 0Of data collected each year and kept in
continuous storage for use 1n making comparisons across years and for special

S

analyses. v

8. An evaluation program must Provaide for an effective communication
system $0r 1nput ‘nto the evaluation Process and reedback of avaiuation
nkgrmation,

There>must be an effective s;stem of compunication for input 1nto the
project frém the faculty who will eventually use the data and results of the
evatuation program. In turn there must he an effective system for communi-
catton to the faculty such that the results can be used n pregram develop-
ment and wmprovement. The most efficrent system for providing faculty nput
10t0 the project 15 to make certain at the outset that the faculty feels 1t
is their evaluation program and therefore their input 1s of value and use.
It should be po‘Pted qut that NCATE Standard 6.2 states, "The institution
regularly evaluates its teacher 'education programs and uses the results of
its evaluatigns 1n the modification and wmprovement of tbose programs"

(Standards, 1979, p. 11). wWithout an adequate system of feedback 1into the
s -
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program for the preparétion of teachers, the latt;r part of the Standard
cannot be met

" WKU and TTU have developed programs for the feedback of information into
the programs for the preparation of tedchérér- Both institutions use a sys-
tems approach for the operation and evaluation of their programs. Thus,
there are natural built-in feedback loops. On the more p}actfca] side, the
1nstitutions prepare reports on a regular basis that are made available to
faculty and administrators, as well as special reports and papers relative to

specific areas and studies,

-

-
9. An evaluation program myst provide for a workable system of evaluation
data uti71zation in program decision making.

-.The success of an evaluation program may be measured by the use that .is

made of the results, If the results from the program are not uysed in a mean-

b3

1ngful manner, then the evaluation program may be a total failure. Dissemi- .

nation ‘of the results of the evaluation program may not be sufficient to make
changes and needed improvements im a program for the preparation of teacﬁers.
The institution must have a built-in system for the utilization of fhe re-
sults of the eva1uation}program. As was noted under (B}, a systems approach
to the training of teachers can have é built-in subsystem or feedback loop
that will make possible the yse of the results of a teacher evaluation pro-
gram,

E

10,  An_evaluation ‘program must have a component to assess the effec-

tiveness of the evaluation Process. =
Industry constantly evaluates the sfa_ndards and evaluation procedures
that it employs in the evaluation of its products. Any evaluation program
should have a built-in system for assessing its effegtiveness as a tool for
gathering data and making meaningful decisions. Therefore, the program for

self-assessment may take the form of the external review by consultants or
an internal review by the project staff. Such a subsystem within the evalua-
tion system should be developed at the beginning of the project. WKU and TTU
have developed systems for review of their évailuation models,




.

Sunmary and Recomnendat1ons

Th1s paper has described ten characteristics that must be takeh into’

account in the development qf an adequate system for the evaluation of teach-
ers. To reiterate: {1) faculty, administration and goverding body commit-
ﬁent to the eveluation process; (2} the evaluation program must be an inte-
gra) part of the total program of teacher education; (3) the evaluation pra-
gram must be based on objectives and be spetific, yet cover the ‘general edu-
gatinn of teachers; (4) the program must be longitudinal and continuous; (5}
the program must reflect the state-of-the-art of eva1uat10n, (6) -the progr.am
must reflect thorough planning; {7) adequate computer resources must be
avarlable; (8) there must be an effective feedback system' (9) results of
the evaluation must be usable in decision mak1nqh and (IOT the evaluation

program must have a self-evaluatyron component, If these characteristics are .

not inherent n a program of teacher evaluation, then thg system may not be
adequéte, and consequently the results may not be usable for program develop-
ment and ymprovement, )

Although this paper describes evaluation of claSSrQOm teachers, grades
K-12, the design character15t1c5¢nmy be applied to a1most any model for the
evaluation of personnel completing programs oriented toward professions in
the s¢hools (e.q., principals, superintendents, curriﬁu]um Supervisors, coun-
selors, and school psychologists). It is recommended £hat any institution
establishing a program for teacher education evaluation give serjous consid-
eration to the design characteristics outlined in tmis paper. It is.felt
that the institution will have fewer problems, a more efficient system that
will meet NCATE standards, and furthermore will be ‘more useful for program
development and improvement, .
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FIHANGF AND RESOURCE ALLOCATIONS RELATIVE Tp .
‘ * TEACHER EDUCATEON EVALUATION

£dell M. Hearn ‘
Tennessee.Jechnological University

It is sad but true that many, if nbt most, institutions of higher’ learn-
ing have neglected the evaluation of their graduates. Teacher, education in
this instance, however, has gone far beyond most of the other professions.
Central administrations at myst colleges and universities have been reluctant
to fund the programs for the evalua}ion of graduates} This, indeed, is
strange in a time when more and more empﬁakis is being placed on the "“qual-
ity" of the instruction being provided;‘namely, how well the'graQUates per-
form. This impetus without a doubt has been related to the expenditures for
various programs. . o

In Tennessee the Tennessee Higher Education Commission has implemented a
system whereby each institution is evaluated annually based upon severa] cri-
teria that supposedly relate to the quality of instruction. One 1mportant
criterion is how well graduates perform on specified objective measures,
This is one of the first efforts in the nation to conduct such an evaluation,
Irrespective Of the various constra1nts in conducting evaluations of gradu-
ates, the fact remains that if programs of teacher education are.to be im-
_ proved there'?MSt be an ongoing evaluation of how well the graduates perform’
as they exit thei; programs of study and after they enter their professional
roles. No matter how critical one may be of teacher education, it is obvious
that the profession is trying hard to increase program effectiveness based
upon results’frmn‘foliow-up studies and evaluation of graduates. The only
national aqcreditiaﬁ association for teacher education (NCATE) is placing
more and more emphasis on the evaluation of teacher education programs and
graduates. In 1979 more institutions were denied accreditation because of
deficiencies in governance and evaluation (Stangards 1 and 6) than in any
other area (NCATE, 1980). o _

The entirg jssue of denying institutions NCATE accreditation if they
failed to meet all of the standards in a gﬁven-family of standards, namely,
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the 1s, 2s, 3s, etc. which would result in autom&tic denial of accreditation,
came about because 5o many jinstitutions were failing to meet the standards on
evaluation and governance. The first vote of the Council on this issue
fatled. by one vote. - A year later the issue was again raised by the Stan-
dards Committee and the Council voted to approve by two vpfes. Since then,
the Council has asked and approved holding in abeyance any further action un-
til more input can be gathered and analyzed from the various constituencies
of the Council. Stemming-from the _actions of the Counci) “related to the
family of standards issue was the development of Evidence Questions relating '
to all of the standards‘ﬂﬁa a modification of the standards on goverpance.

It goes without saying that teacher education evaluation must be con-
sidered <1 necessary part of oyerajl teacher education programs. The impor-
tance of teacher education evaluation "is unquestioned. -This being true, ir-
respective of the NCATE or other standards, there must be adequate resource
allocation and funding for the many activities that must ‘occur. Those indi-
viduals who control resources in an institution must foresee that eva]uption
is absolutely necessary for program modification and improvement. If a pro-
gram is to be accredited or réaCC(edited by NCATE, there must be a systematic
effort to evaluate "program and product” in teacher education, This evalu-
ation must be directly related fo- the objectives of the program.

v The cost of effective a&d meaningful teacher education evaluation often
requires a re-examination of available resources within the control of the

" 4gnstitution. It is.unfortunate, but it does not seem likely, that the pros-

pects for outside fund]ng fo;“evaIUat1on will be forthcoming. Very few funds
from outside sources have been allotted to evaluat1on Jf;orts In some
inst i¥ut3ons that have education foundations, some funds have been utilized.
for folYow-up studies in 'the evaluation of graduates. In the main, however,

it appears that the f1ﬁ§nce and resource allocations will have to come frOm
the university, collegéJ or department. The amount- of finance and resource
allocations is dependent upon the comprehensiveéness of the teicher education
evaluation system. Probably, the greatest cost will occur for the ihitipi
implementation of the evaluation system, After the system’ nas become
operable,. the maintenance of the system will not be 50 costly. During the
first year there must be considerable resources applied for staff deve1opment

g ' ) !
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time, for .planning, training, etc. The key factors related to cost, of
course, will be based upon the design, instrumentation utilized,-pnd imple-
mentation of the system, The amount of money to be expended will vary also
according to the size of the <institution, ‘the number of graduates, sampling
techniques, whether direct observations of graduates are to be made, etc.

As a medium sized, Tu}ti-purpose university, Tennessee Technological
University has developed an evaluation system based upon the AACTE mode).
Basically, the system incorporates four modes of gathering evaluative data:
(1) students; (2) seif; (3) 1mme3iate supervisor, principal, etc.; and {(4)
trained observers. More information concerning this system is available from .
the College of Education, Tennessee Technological University, Cookeville,
TN . 38501. Following is a summary of the approximate project costs at
Tennessee Technological University for 1979-80 (Ayers, 1976).

L]
“o.ow

Estimated Yearly Costs for Conducting Follow-up Evaluation
Studies at Tennessee Technological University

' . e e LY

3, 1/2-time Graduate Assistants for 9 .mos. . . .$7,155
academic rat $2,385 each - - )
‘ 1/4-man year for Secretary at $§,400/yr.: . 2,550
| Mileage for visitation in classrooms o - - ‘ 1,400
7000 miles at $0.20/mile ’
Commuﬁications (postage-apd'té}ephone): LT 600
o éupplies and Printing’ (paper, envelopes, fbrms, etcf)\ 500““71’
Total Direct Costs T $12,005
. 1/4-man year for ProfessiOpal Employee. * 6,000
- _'-.‘ Indirect CostP (overhead) ' I 33000"
_“/’) . Total for all Costs " . N ; 521,605

Elimination of the requirement for extensive visitation could potential-
1y reduce the Direct Costs for the project to about 35, 500 and the Total for
» % 7 all Costs tg about 311, 000. L e

I
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‘Reasonable follow-up studies cén be 1mpl§mente& on a limited budget and
still provide very useful information. Follow-up mail surveys can be carried
out at a cost ‘df about $0.50 per subject {exclusive of personmel costs).
Such survefs are essential for gathering routine information for the devélop-
ment and implementation of larger studies such as the Tennessee Technological
University Teacher Evaluation Model.

The Evaluation Model can be implemented at smaller institutions with

limited budgets. As was noted earlier, data about the graduates are col-’

lected from four sources, i.e., the jraduate, the supervisor oOr principal,
students of the graduate, and independent observers. The largest costs are
associated with sending independent observers to work in-the schools to
gather data on a firsthand basis. If this later step can be eliminated, the
costs assocrated with the project can be greatly reduced. _A¥ the preseni
tyme studies are underway to predict the results.of the data gathered by
yndependent observers based on data from the other sources. ‘

Personal data about graduates can be gathered by mail surveys, from uni-

versity records, and telephone calls,. Information from employers can be

gathered through structured, mailed questionnaires and telephone calls. In-
formatiyon from students of the graduates can be gathered by mailing survey
instruments to teachers and in turn asking them to administer these to their
students. Direct’evidence of classroom 1ntera&t10n can be collected by such
individuals Qéistudent teaching supervisors or principals (It should b? noted
that these individuals must be carefully trained). Also, data can be ¢ol-
lected b} use of audio tapes or video taping in each teacher's classroom.
aqpin, these items can be handled by use of the mail system.

Altjough the validity and reliability of the data may be lower, it is
felt that much uséful research data can be gathered, using the above tech-
niques, thét will aid in satisfying NCATE standards.- In turn, and most im-
portant, it is felt that improved systems for the traiﬁing of teachers will
. result. ‘ -

One possible way .to improve teacher education evaluation systems and de-
crease costs would be in establishing a national network of institutions
seriously involved {’n' teaérfér education evaluation. Through such a network
there could be a sharing of results of particular sources of data or effec-
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tiveness of changes made in programs. Also, assistance could be provided in

selecting altérnatives which would &ave a higher potential for Success. If
such a network were established it would be extreMely important for all in-

volved to be participating and not simply being involved just to gatn infor-
mation. ‘ o
In conclusion, following is a list of cons1derat10ns on how progr am

évaluations may occur by taking advantage of existlng resources (Adams,

. 1981). - .

1+ Take advantage of field-based faculty activities, Supervisora of
student teachers and inservice activities provide opporfunipies for facuity
to collect follow-up evaluation data. AppointmeHﬁs may be made with gradu-
ates to obtain evaluative 1nf0rma{10n to coincide with other business in a
given location-or area.

e 4

2. When students are evaluated dUrihg the preservice program, thése
data may be designed to'provide useful information about the student's pro-

gress. Similarly, systematic and standardized supervision of student teach- -

ers may provide valuable "exit" data at little or ‘mo extra cost. Entry data

« that can be used for- evaluation purposes can be obtained through the inclu-

sion of selected instruments in the initial packet completed by prospective
teacher education candidates. ’

3. Limit the data collection activities to those students Tn counties
or school systems within a reasonable geographic location to the unive;sity.
This nay, however, 'affect the va11d1ty of some of the f1nd1ngs Care mdst be
taken ]"_Eﬁﬁdy1"9 the data. If the va11d1ty is questioned 1t may reqiire a
wider sampling. .

4. QOne approach might be to select. bench mark school d‘Striﬁii as un1ts
for he evaluation aga_3l§;1,£11 graduatés within a school district on a re-
curring basis. This is particelarly viable if school districts will help in
collecting some types of data mot available through a more limited contact:

-+

5. A major expense category will probably be the data processﬁng re- 4

quired for a complex evaluation system. This is in the form of both the

_hardware {computer), software {computer programs), and the personnel Fequired

to maintain the data_set.‘ This coudd amount to a siZeable cost, particularly
for institutions that do Hgt have the technology readily available. QOne ap-

LY
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proach to redicimg these costs is Qﬁ;oughu cost ?har?ng, wﬂ%re two or more \
. institutions could share the cost of data processing, storage, and analysis} o
The specifics would have to be agreed) upon, but the costs c0u1d'be'_ greatly
reduced if x_hes‘e-inst‘itution’s shared thg}coﬁts instead 6_f each rfﬂ(e'&tain-

ing tfiem separately. o [
N 6. .It ma¥ be advisable to form multi-institutional consortia. This may
provide a way to reduce caé/s, -particularly'fo?r some. aspects of the.evalua- '

tion system. Ihe problems with multi-.instit‘ﬁyior;fl a}-rangean?ents are obvi?us:

1'nstit‘ut1'0na1 integrity, decision making, Tlogistics, competition for ..stu-

dents, etc. Thg‘ one grob]erg that 1'5‘ a‘-ﬁdisad‘ﬁntage is the possible r‘eduction
*e  in fac}.lty._Ownershipt?nd.‘y]timately réj'e”ttion of the evqluation,procesé. Bt
" this barrier could be obviated, the multi-instjtutional'.approach might be
quite attra'c.twe, parti.c.ula'r‘ly to-gmall 1nst1‘ﬁuti0ns. ) )

It is recognjzed’that this paper has not included very many specifics
which would relate to all institutions relative to fanant_e and resdurce allo-
cations for teacher education evaluation 'Sys'tems. Hopef'ully, however, the .
" case ha«::. been 'made that ‘to improve teacher educ:?tion progr;a‘l?s \_anc;,,ﬁff;duc_ts,»

there must be'substantfal expenditure of (Gjds allotted to teachér education
to carry out a system of evaluatiod thrat, will be successful. MWe in teacher
‘educatfon must continue t‘o‘ try to 1'-mp'r0:ze“.%w programs. The times call for )
"broof"_.that we are truly preparing indigiduals who can perfarm effectively '
in the u'ror_ld of the teaching profession. H#ﬁg\aa@t be' done withaut 3 good .

wevalyation system.

A
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WHAT IS THE FUTURE OF TEAGHER EDUCATION PROGRAM EVALUATION?!

: : % “Gene E."Hall
A - Research and Development €enter for Teacher, Educat1on
’ The University of Texas at Aust1n

, . ? -

. Exploring the future ‘9f teacher education program evaluation is a
difficult and risky task for many reasons. The teacher education program
evaluation and follow-up (TEPFUY movement has gradually developed over the
Tast ten years,-therprincipql drivihg.forces having been the work of ten to
twelve dedicated individuals and the requirement of NCATE.standards 6.1 and
6.2, There doés not aggéar to be a major ground swell of interest in TEPFU
just around the corner. Doing TEPFU studies is hard, complex work, sometimes
discouraging to brospectivé researchers, and o0 not likely to attrdﬁt large
crowds, Study designs are imperfefi and thg data are dirty. Thus 1f is
unlikely that” earth-shattering findings will emerge in the near future which
would grab the attention of the mass media. Also, it_is a fact of life in an
b E%nsteinian.universe-thap one cannot see the future. - f .

Regardiesse@f the problems, conditions and reasons why the future can't

be predicted with accuracy, ! accept the challenge to use this opportunity to

Eeflect on the TEPFU movement. 1 will also comment on study desighs and pos-

sible influences that I predict for thé next few years. [n preparing this
'paper shme concrete reFommendatipns manifested, which” I would 1ike to offer
about the directions I feel the movement should take. These recommendations
are within the realm of what we can control. I will also do some speculat ing
about fhe future in areas where we have little or no control. My recomménda-
tions for the controllable fu;ure makg some sense; for the uncontrollable
future my quesses may help us bo anticipate some of the pressures that wili
be placed on us. In neither case do I see profound breakthroughs, great pub-

o
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1The research describew was conducted under contract with the
Nationa) Institute of EducatYon The opinions exprgssed are thosegof the
. author and do not” necessarily ref/ect the positiop or policy of thd§RF11onal
Institute of Education. ° Mo “endorsement. by “the National Institut® of
Education should be Yjnferred. N : . . .
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1ic acclaim or a large number of@grants comirg to or out of TEPFU activities.
I do believe, however, that there are some things we can do to enhance the
quality and quantity of TEPFU studies and the use of study findings.

The Development of TEPFU: 1970-80

" Teacher education program evlauation and follow-up studies came. into
their own 'in the 1970's. The AACTE stimulated paper by Sdnqgfur'hgp?OX, the”
CBTE movement and the federal emphasis on evaluation of evé&ything catalyzed
different ways of thinking about teacher education program evé]uation' In

the past, program evaluation consisted of course grades, data from the place-
ment office about the number of graduates who went into teaching and the oc-l
casional mailed questionnaire to post-graduates to find- out what they remem-
bered rabout their preservice program. In the 1970's the evaluation.juestions
became a 11tt1é more focused and there was increased emphasis on follow-up
studies, and within-program evaluation to a lesser extent. The two research
guestions most'frequently,addressed were: (1) What are graduates of preser-
" vice teacher education (PTE) prog}ams 1ike after they go intd the :field?
And, (2) What are the immediate effects of different courses and exper-
iences? _ ' S ]
‘With the early lead of Adams and Sandefur at Western Kentucky Unﬁmérsifyt
1§nd Ayers and Hearn at Tennesseq,Tecﬁno]ogica}.University, data began to.bg-
ollected about graduates one, three and five years after they Ieft the pro-
gram, The CBTE movement encouraged Program evaluatidgn efforts which -Jooked "
at the 1mmed1ate effects of certain.program components at such 1nst1tut1ons
as the University of Nebraska, Un1vers1ty of Houston, Oregon.College of Edu-
cation and Weber State College. And in the late 19?0 s Kevin, Ryan recrumted
six doctoral students to do an in-depth ethnographic Study.of first year .
teachers, [In addition, NCATE and a few states (e.g.,-Ohio) began o push
document ation of teacher education program ef;’ectiveness and follpw- p%’
_graduates _ : C ' , ‘o
‘There were' other stud1es, institutions and persons who could be identi-
fied, but* for gur. purposes here the ones cited proWide an overall p1cture of
how the 70's developed. One addifional trend out of the 70's that is impor -
tant to ote is the gradual development of an invisible college or network of




*

Y

>4

-

: -
PR -/

*

w
-

the actors who are concerned with the conduct of TEPFU \Etudies {Cooper,

1979). The Texa$ R&D Center. has ﬁhrticipated in this. Note that to date

this network has served primarily as an internal support system for TEPFU re-

searchers 'and not as mucﬁﬂdewexternal dissemination and .support building.
In summary, during the 197080 period the following occurred:

1) TEPFU emerged as a distinct area™qQf study. -
2) All studies were done in relation preservice programs.
3) Studies focused on within-program ef s and follow-up of
graduates. '
4) The number of studies and institutions inyolved increased.
5) TEPFU became required for PTE program accyeditation.
6). Individuals and institutions involved estgblished a network.
. 7) Seme of the same measures were used acrosg studies.
8) The overall amountiof activity, number oflactors, and data base

, yncreased dramaticdlly.

{Hterest1ngty, in a’'decade of high fedéﬁiﬁ
educat1oﬁ, to the best of my knowledge no TEPFU activity had direct federal
supp0r{. , The a@akpning of the need for TEPFU studies and the support for

-tpe@ has been done by individual institutions and dedicated individuals with

Tittle or no-outside: encouragement and reward. The TEPFU'ers'of the 1970's
should "be applauded for demonstrating the kind of initiative and commitment
that means. profess1ona1 teacher education,

One other character1st1c of TEPFU studies “in the 1970's that should be
ﬁgnt1on§d was the “whacking” at-different parts of the teacher education con-

tihbum without haintaining a picture of the totality. Some institutions apd
1nd1y1dua} rgsearchers devoted nearly all their energies to collecting data
rn‘iongitud1na1 stuQ1es of graduates. Others caréfully tes$dd individual
coyrses and modilés, while some focused on initial teacher selection., ,The
studies tended to.reflect an overemphasis upoht particular points, along the

.. teacher educat10n continuum and- part1cular components of a teacher education

N

[

program, w1th0ut pay1pg equal attent1on to the intérrelationships with other’

parts. of ‘a program,.or the overall continuum. There was, furthermore, very
lqttle suctess in dev oping effective strategies for usung the results of
TEPFU studies to changk presefvice programs.

If the above are- a few of the highlights of the 70" s,. then what would be

reasona@]e recowmeydatNOns and preduct1ons fOr the ]980 s? These are the
[ 4. . » \. "
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topics to be discussed in the remaindér of this paEer First, the framework
of the t‘eaGhe: educatwn continuum will be described.  The continuum will
hﬁ'then be wused te. ra1sb quest10ns about present study des1gns and to Make
recommendations. aboyt . hOw TEPFU studies should be focused in the future.
This we can control. The f1na1 parts of the paper will be reserved for a few
- speculations about what lies ahead, over which we have ]1tt1e or no control.
Note that most of my remarks will come f?Om the preserv1ce perspect ive ®ince
that is where the activity has begn.

The Teacher Education Continuum R
One of the important philosophical pushes at this time S the shift away

from thinking of teacher education as a dichotomy conststing of preservice f

one cell and inservice 1n another. Instead of viewing teacher education from

the point of view of distinct college courses and random inservice training

. experiences, teacher%%ducatxon 135 now‘being viewed as a continuum of profes-

sion-long development. From the teacher's perspective, teacher education is

a continuum of experiences from early entry, to preservice teacher education

' (PTE),tb "induction” (v.e., early inservice) to the career-long inservice
phase. o g

. Viewing teacher education along.a continuum is ndt only important fo_r

program development, it is also important to the design of PTE program evalu-

ation. To illustrate the relationship between the teacher education continu-

um and TEPFU consider Figure 1. In this figure the various phases along the

" teacher education continuum are named. The figure also identifies key points

for data collectpon. 0's, representing “observations,” afe used to mark

. ’tnese points. Note twat the type of program (e.g. elementary, ‘secondaty,

' CBTE) or.the types of measures (€.g., gquestionnaire, obServation, interviews)

do not need to be d?ffgneniiated here. The assumptions are fbat the frame-

work is $imple enough to apply to most teacher education programs and that

mu]tiple measures would be required at each 0, Although this framework looks

pver]y simplistic, f1t can be used to point out some of the futility of the_

"whacking" that was done in the 70's ands to make my recommendations for the

fullire. . AN . - ’
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. [n designing a TEPFU stddy or .any other study the first step must be
deciding on what questions to ask. The research question/s sets parameters
on the study design and the variables to be assessed. Some of the different
TEPFU questions that could be asked are summarized in Figure 2. '

The variables to be assessed obv10us1y dictate the measuremer® options.

For example question 4, "What are graduates of our PTE program like?" would.

require a. d1fferent study design than would be required - for the question,
“How long do teacher§ maintain the skills that they had at the twme of PTE

graddat1on?" The first question only requires one time data collection at
" point 03.  The second question requires longitudinal data collection at
times O3, 04 and on to Oy, with the same variables assessed each time.
A1l of these Guastions and some others could be asked, but all do not seem
rqually reasonable. Unfortunately, many TEPFY studies 1n the past have not
faily developed their questions or the reasoning behind thesr designs, as
will be 11lustrated below. '

Recommendations for Future Study Questions - -

Several TEPFU studies 'n the 70's placeqd neavy emphasis on the follpw-Op
of graduates. The standard design was to collect data of Ist, 3rd and 5th
year teachers. [.guestion the utyhity and validity of Hoiné mre of these
studres. Ayers (1980) and Adams {1979) have reported little change in find-
1NgS across cohorts . and that the third year data reflégzéq the .Yhighest level
of functioning® (Ayers, p. 29). 1 contend that it-?EZhigh}y unlike!y,thaf
the effects of a preservice program can be dwstmguisheI from Pther interven-

ing variables after the first ‘year of inservice. The induction phase, -which -

15 not addressed 1n the U.S. but is in‘t@e U.K., is such ‘a powerful treatment
that any res{duaT unigue preservice program gffects would be washed out.
Even if they were there, it would Be impossible to measure them wjth fédqy's
designs and measurement technologies. J N

If some agency has need for data about teachers’ SL%]]S as they move
through their career, then- that agency-shouhld' support the nécess’ary‘_ long1 -
tudinal’study. ft is nbt directly useful -to institutions whé are resporsibtle
for inmitial training. The TEPFU focus fo; Qge ervice progtams should be on.
(1) assessing teacher knowledge (1:e‘) cognjti’% comBe%an%es) and (2} their
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teaching skills (i.e., performance competencies) at the time they exit the
program, npot long term follow-up. Some”useful program development informa-
,Xtioﬁ might be obtained from fo]]owjng a sample of teachers during the induc=
tion phase, but thece is no apparent reason for the preservice institution
to follow them into full inservice. NOow, if a teacher education instmution
plans to become 1nvolved in teacher education for the induction phase (TEI)
then further follow-up data would be warranted. :
Another point, which has recently been proposed by devoss and Hawk
{1980} and Borich {1980), is collecting teacher “"need" data from inservice
teachers as a part of PTE/TEPFY activities., Now, ! have always had a hard
time understanding ?be 10g1c behind needs assessments. I don't see how a
teacher can tell you what they need when, by definition, they don't know what
they don't know, ‘So how can they tell you what they need? They ‘can 1dentify
problems and cancerns thpugh. '
8ut tne concerns model (Fuller, 1969) and Other developmental models
demdnstrate that teachers .at different points in-time perceive that they have
different xinds of problems. If the aeveldphental models are correct, a
teache; changes n concerns as _A/he moves along the teacher education con=-
tynuum. OFf what yse td a preservice program is extensive information about
the needs of teachers five years after graduation who are significantly more
mature n their prc{fess‘al development? Right now we don't even address
first-year teacher concerns in preservice programs. Once again, [ would

arque against multr-year follow-up studies -for preservice program evalu-

ation. .

As Tom {1980) has pointed out, PTE insti1tutions now receive NCATE credit
for doing TEPFU studyes., Neirther the qualﬁty of the study nor the guality of
the PTE graduate affects program certification. I suspect that quality
checks on graduates will continue to be- pushed by state competency tests., |
hope that these quality checks will consider both cognitive and performance
data. Clearly, TEPFU studies need to do this. Survey questionnaires with
cod¥¢se happiness coefficients are very weak data to use in Fefining programs.
Hopefully, teacher training institutions will establish their own gquality con-
trols without out$ide force being applied.»

"The nnvemedt”taward "common core” inst}uments is encovraéing (Scha]ockn
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The, only way that Cross program comparisons will be possibfe is if

- ]9{9).
' The resistance to agreeing on

the same data are collected for each Ef;gram.
measures may 1nd1caté some resistance to having cross program COmparisons
. made. ' '

Another step which needs ég be taken is to co1]ett the same data at each
point along the continyum, Some'Charges in measures should be done to ncor-
porate ned‘pethodolag{es, but any study Questions that require comparison at
two points in time require tﬁat the same data be collected at both points.
Although this 15 an obvious point, why are there so few instances of the same

sar1ables beyng measured for preservice and then in £0110w-up studwes?

Future TEPFU studies should look n%re closely at within-PTE program fea-
‘e.q.

effects each nas.

courses, faculty, modules, field experiences) te determine what

The globaT assessment of teacher Characteristics at O3

Lares

does no* nelp 1n program refinement unless we also kn0w what the specific

L]

effects are of drfferent parts of the program.
in summary, my recommendations for the near future in areas whiCh we can

con;{oT'are: .
4

T} Cut follow-up studies back jto first year follow-up Only.
2) Focus studies.on assessing the éffects of basic components :
%e of the PTE program. &

. 3) Contynud, the move toward common core measurﬁg; )

“4) Give some thought to what the significance of the induction

' phase.
5) ,Be sure the study design w1P1 address the prespecified study

* questions.

6) There should be study questions. .
7) Collect the same data at different .points in time. ’ '
8) Although not mentioned specifically above, limit the studies to

what can realistically te done, and insure that the findings are
used.

The.Uncontrollable Future

Much of the future is unpredictable and much cannot be controlled. My

quesses of the moment about TEPFU over the next several years are as folo s

lows !

.1} Continued boot strapping.

o

. do not see policy makers; funding agen- - .

cies or program developers becoming overly excited or even particularly in-

7 .

1Y
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“terested in TEPFU findings. [ do not wish to be a prophet of doom and gloom,

but- I just do not see a pot of gold, glory, or even much interest in the work
of a few very dedicated Sndividual efforts. ™

2) New study sophistication. -The "how to's" have been worked out and
the track record of the 70's demonstrates that TEPFU studies are manageable.
We also have baseline data on many programs. In the 1980's "the studies
should be more focused, more sophisticated in design and should use measures
with increased religbrlities and valrdities.

3) ' Network bu1?d;ng. The network of persons and institutions involved
n TEPFY activittes should continue to grow. The network can brovlde mutual

5u056rt,and in¢rease ¢ollaboration. [t s mpartant to the movement that all
members be sdpport1ve.- Even when there are ideological differences, 1t will
be wmporilant to address thes® in POsitive ways. The network 1s too fragile
to support warring camps. Criticism in the form of attacks, no matter how
well ntentioned, w11 fracture rather than help to bdild a'strOnger net-
WOre,

4) Micro-computer data bases, With increasing use of micra-computers

for program management and monitoring, an expanded data base should become
readily available for TEPFYU studies. For example, many of the process and
cost questions should be addressable by danalyzing program management data.

5} Use of TEPFU findwngs. Developing strategies that will facilitate
use of TEPFU findings to modify programs will continue to be a,prob]qm. We

are a data collectyon profession, not a data using one. The problem is™ much

larger than TEPFU, and one_that seems to defy solution. Perhaps fhi; very

challenge s one that TEPFU people could address as part of their research.
6) Inservice TEPFU. Teacher eduéation occurs across the professional

continuum, In the 198Q's induction and inservice teacher education prOgram
evaluation and follow-up studies should emerge as important activities.
There is 1ittle or no data on the effects of induction and inservice programs
in this counfry. In fact the emphasis of the TEPFU movement could shift

_toward these activities. One spin-off of this could be a larger number of

individuals and 1nstitutions who are interéstedgin TEPFU activities and this

could jead to more national atrention and better funding. .
: . J ‘

?2 =1,
» ’ o




The preceding have been some thoughts about the future of TEPFU. There
are many teacher educators who see the importance of doing teacher education
program evaluation and follow-up studies. There are even some who will use
the findings. The movement was born in the 1970's; now all we have to do is
help 1t grow and contribute to the improvement of teacher education at all
points atong the continuum.

*
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Figure 2:

TEPFU Study Questions -

- fuestions
L

-

-
What are the characfﬁ?istics of preservice
teacher education applicants?

What are the contents and processes’ used in '
PTE?

What ?;g,tﬁe immediate effects of particular
PTE prycesses and contents? -

What are the characteristics of PTE graduates?
What are the immediate effects of the PTE
program?

What is the relationship between characteristics’
of graduates and-their entry characteristics?

How do the graduates of one program compare
with the-qraduates of another program? ‘

What are the Characteristics of teachers at the
time of their full certification?

How does the induction phase affect teacher
characteristics? -

How do teacher characteristics change across
years of inservice?

What are the effects of a particular inservice?




. And then someone on the accreditation team
Q satd, 'You don't meet our proqram evaluation and

_‘ ] follow-up standard’.! ". . 81
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* TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM EVALUATION
A SEARGH FOR ALTERNATIVES ‘

Tom Savages | _ .
+ Texas AGM Univerwity ‘

" '

Any ‘discussion of teacher educat fon’ prggram evaluation and . follow -up
is certain to raise the anxiety Jevel of Eﬁﬁﬂher educators. The discovery
that weakness in program eweluajdon is a major cause of aqg:editation,deﬁ?a
by NCATE is certain to elevabé):?ood pressere of. those chargéd with program
ewaluation r95ponsibililies. What causes the anxiety is a lack of knowledge
of alternative evaluation models. This void is clearly illestrated by- the
emphasis that has been placed on the practice of miLLL\x quest1onna1res to
graduates and their pr1nc1palsx When thé obvious weaknesses of this data
gathering practice are poinfed out to teacher educators, they have d1ff1Fulty

stating alternatives which are feasible’ and cost-effective.

Perhaps the first step that is needed in generating alternative models
ts to address some basic questions and assumptions which_guide Curpént prac-
tice. This s an especially crucial task because many teacher educators feei
that adcrediting agencies are operatwng on some‘hssumpt1ons that have ques-
tionable validity. A case in po1nt is the assumption that¥data suppTied by
graduates and pr1nc1pals af . graduates is a suff1c1ent data base for nﬂk1ng
program decisions.

The typical expectation that a follow- -up, of graduates 1is npeeded to
determine preLraMI effectlveness appears to have a certain amount of face
val1d1ty. However, a bit of probing uncovers some- conceptual weaknesses.e

_This requirement presumes that there is a great‘deal“of similarity in teachs

ing Env1r0nm8nts and a consensus Bf criteria used tgevaluate teacier effec-
tuveness. Such is simply not the case, The cr1fg§;:tmed by one Principal
might be quite different fHan the ;ri}eria used- by another principal. This
expectation seems to assume that all data Ere_bf equa) “?{Fh and only ong in-
terpretation of the data is thought to be feasible, regdrdless of the critg?

ria used by the person performing the evaluation or the environment where the .

-y
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o Another unstated aSSUmpnon of follow up studies

L]

teacher ’ig omployed If a negatwe evaluat1on is recewed it is 1nterpreted
to _mean that sometmng is wrong with the preparat1on of ‘the 1ndw1dua1

' Proponents o'f the follow-up stu use the 1ndustr1al model as’ .an exam-
pig. ey pomt out that just as 1ndust,?<y is willing to gtJaFantee a pro-
do&t,
manc& of their products, It should be noted however. ‘that most manofac-
turers _guEtee a product. onlyﬂﬁﬁ it is used as intended. . f\ case might be
made y teacher edu‘cat1on gradnates are placed in sett1ngs whe:e they
are unab]e to perform as 1nstende'd AN R e
is that the teacher
preparat1on program has“some “ong term effect on a given graduate. There ares

gr Numerous 1nlerven1ng variables such
7~as th. natuge of the sett1ng, pressur’e from, teaclving peérs, the sr.y1e of the
'adrmntstrator and. the - *availability of 1nserﬂ’ce opportunities e1ther re1n-
‘ force or negate the‘éffects of a- teacher preparatign program,) To expect a

young ‘Inexaémem:ed teacher to fersnst in certain behav1or patberns acqu1red

in their, preparat1on program that nnght bﬁ odds ‘with the status QUO is Un-

rea.hshc/ - , - .

o
While most teacher educator’s dq accept the notrion of be1ng held account-

nds for challeng1ng this assumptnon.

s

. abJe for the quahty of their gladuates, they_ wonder ﬁ‘ they Should be, he1Y

!

- acc'guntable for the per,formance of"graduate; in all types of S\tuﬂthl’lS and'

s far an indefinite, perrod of time following ‘graduatipn. -While there are many,

calls™ for . “proof™ that teachf; education - 1nst1tutlons are .preparmg

S0 s‘hou‘ld teacher educat1on 1nst1tut1ons be’ eva]uated by the perfor-‘

-

1ndw1duals who ean perform* well as teachers what sort of ddta is need\ed to

subp]‘y that proof? Th1s_! is one of the majo:-_ issues vgmch reeds to be
" addressed. , . SR

mode 14 by suggesﬁng tpat taacher educat1on be v1ewed as*a cont1nuum. which
1ncludes~severa'l evaluation points, l’-.'ach qf these program evaluation points
poses a d]fferent questqgn and'reqmres d1fferent data, It might be added
that d1fferent agenc1es s,hould be respons1b]e for data gatharmg at these
‘ dnf'ferent “evaluatipn points, ‘ : ’ AT

) For examp]e *’the progr eva‘luat1on conducted by 1ns?t1tut1ons of higher

educatio,n shou ld be focused on the pmgram ohjectwes and ‘the’ accumu]at1on of

The Hall paper in th1s pubhcat“lon assvsts in ‘the s‘earﬂr‘ffor aiternatwe'
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ev1dence relating to, whether or not a%anmdate has meég those ﬂyives
f pr

Th1§)type of prograrn eualuatlon ‘mode] would have the advantage. o iding

-feedback that could be !t1ed to specific program components. { This would

facj]i'tate program improvement and" change. A rather rigorous set of exit
'Tey‘el requirements could linclude such things as the“impact of the student

achers on learners‘ vichievement. This. woyld require gi*eater emphasis and
mor attentlon,m_zﬁe student teachmg cornponent But' this is so'rne'thing the
1nst1t“f”6’r1/7:an and should control. ‘Any discesston of program evaluation by
accred1ta't10n agencies and other 1nterested partxes could then be ‘directed to
the appropriateness of the lirogram obJectwes and” the quality of evideneg

3
rtification decisions.

use €0 support program and,’
* The fo]]ow -up of graduates might best be assumed by the sta"te education
age\ncy The model being developed in Georgia wh]ch inciudes regwnal* a55e55~
ment centers staffed by individyals spemﬁcally trained to do in- clas‘% ob~
servation and charged with the responsibility of evaluating all firkt  year
teachers fits well ;,nth this concept. Data could then bg gathered regarding
the performance of graduateg gn .a. statewide basis using a consisteat’ set of
crite;*ia. ,Th.is;‘swoujc.! be am sounder evaltftion process thar;‘_what is/cur- .
rently practiced. . K Lo . '

' s‘-'conclusion,twhat is needed Tn order to advancCe the ‘state of the art
are a2iternative program evaluation modeis. The absence of viable models has
led toyhigh levels of .anxiety and frustratwn A ¢ritical element in gen-
e["anz& these alternatwes .is the questmqmg of somei basic assymptions.
Nher‘t this is done, a]tgf p_@'lﬁacan be prgp’c,sed whu:h méet the criteria
of an effectwe evaioatidn program. . '

)




: . PROGRAM EVALUATION: -WHAT, WHEN, AND HOW?

. . W Ted White -~
- ) ~Glasshoro State Co)lege -

! * - .

iy . -
. : There appear to be four genera] areas in which d]sc:1s1on was foCused o
_ by the paPticipants in our group. The areas break out something like th}s. ‘ .
* + 1) What .should we be evaluating?; 2) Nhen should we evaluate it?; 3} How ‘g
should we evaluate it?;.and 4) wWhat should we do with it? Each question is
discussed separately. . * -~ o ,

£

fhat should we_be evaluat1ng7

In the case of this first questlon, there was consensus that the overall.
effort at program e aLpat1on should determine thé extent of match Hetween <
progr am outcomes and rofesslonal community needs. That.is,.an effort needs ’
;\ to be made to shape dn evaluation system that will yield data useful in as- .
Y sesglng the extent to which this match exists or doesn®t exist. Of course, _“ .

the posatﬁon presumes thaty on the one handy -we have & handTle on professiondl .= .
x commun1ty ‘needs and on the other hand we can devise an g¥aluative system ca-
L pab]e of assess1ng the degree of program/c0mmun1ty match. Tha second part of . .
the first question (what) involved the relat10nsh1p between the process eval- o

N uation and product’ evaluat!on of the program. Foltow- -up_ by itself does not '

represent total program evaluat1on in the same way ‘that front-end eva1uation .
by itself does not constitute total pvoqram evaluat1on There is a need to‘
articulate internal 1nstruct10na] evaluation (courses, admjssiong, \1ns$ruc-
tion, clinical work) a1ong the way with the’ evaluation mebhods to oe employed ,-
dur1ng follou -up. ‘ ! )
s . R

1

Hhen should we evaluate? ' ) : ' . . N ) ] -

-~ I heve to an extent touched upaon the §tconq area of d1scussion, name ly
. when shouId we evaluate prOQraﬁg Again, there was a genera] consensus th

fo'l low-up . Evaluat1on.by itsalf will not speak to'the multiple concerns\ i
program evaluation. A greater effort needs to be undertaken in jongitud
ta cbﬂlection with prescribed access p01nts for data, collection identified.
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7 The opportunity wil) then be available to yse the data formatively with a bit.

'\: ' more ﬁprecis?on ¥nan were we to rely solely on follow-up data exclu-

t

CLtsively. L . o i )
* * - - r o L [ )
. » How should w‘e evaluate? e -t .,
- The third general quedtion and the one which generated the most discus- |

sion has' How shqud we evaluate what we 're evaqut1ng? There appeared to
“ b w1despread agreement  that an earIy 1dent1f1cat1on of 1nstruct1ona1 and )
, '5§ogram obJectaves would be a necessary precondwtaon for the design and in-

- plementation of comprehensive eyaluation. " The full 1nvolv ment of the. teach-
~ "er education community (perhaps 1nc1uding the pract1C1ng pﬁLfe551on) would be
essential Yor bu1id1ng ownership and giving the evaluation progess vaT1d1ty‘
Third, overt ‘teacher behav1or dur1ng direct c1a55roog observation is insuf-
f1c1ent by 1tse1ﬁ-to be considered program evaluation, What and how teachers
th1nk may be as impartant as how they act. Also, long- term&follow -up (beyon&}
one or two years) may not be very reliable ang therefore probab]y not cost
effective. That may be true to the ext®nt the tra1n1hg program is conceived
© o as a four or five year 1nc1us1ve period w1th no systematic cont1nu1ng in-

volvement of the pmagram beyond the fourth or fifth year. Shou1d the system
of training be viewed d1fferent1y: that is occurrang beyond a fixed four or-
fave year period, the evaluatign, strategy wai] likewise need to.be viewed
dafferentl-y. _ o~ b ,

]

Hhat should we do . w1th 1t? : @ ' ,

The last quest:on dealt with in thas group was. the "so what“ duest on:
‘What shoulere do with it once ‘we' ve done jt?  Again, there was general
agreemient on twp .points. First, there 'needs to bé a*@eIIDErate ‘effopt to
“create the feedback loop between'evaluataon and program develepment (or re-
development as ‘the case may be). If" we complete , th:/%valuataon only to have

-

the data spend its days in archives we obviously ar
sion's best interésts. N
Last]y and of substantial 1mportance wa's the un1versa11y heId/ belief

- -

grams currgntly in place or under development with a discassion of conceptu

C - SN .

not serving the. profes- .-

that TEBFU should provide the veh1c}e for the presgq;ation of evaluatwon»pr:///




‘features, operatfonal preconditions, implementation problems and benefits,

* cost effectiveness and most .importantly what difference has been made_as a.
consequence of )the program, The sBnse onsharing that was evident 1'n this
entire program nEeds to be g}panded i ﬁ/nEtwork of people ready to share

' n\peadc : T

ation evidence thgt the session “pragdiced. ..
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» . PROGRESS IN' EVALUATION OF TEACHER,EDUCATION.:’
e ! Veraon Dravland T : ’
* University of Lethbridge -~

Evdluators and researchers in education operate-within a great dilem-l.

" ma. Aspects of this pre61cament were év1dent at this conferencé. "To i1lus-
trate, let us draw an analogy between educat1on and one of the sciences, for
example, mqthemat1cs. The kn0w1edge bases of education and mathematics are,

- perhaps, too diverse for comparison. However, we fan make a rather interest-
ing comparison if we Lompare the levels of 1gnorance in the two areas. The’

ignorance & education is very unsoph1st1cated while that in mathemat1cs is
very soph1st1cated. It “takes another mathemat1c1qg to recognize the igno-
r ance disﬁlayed by a mathematician. However, even the "most ignorant" can
propose what may appeér to Bg very good solutions to very complicated prob-
lems in education. The key werd here is “appear” since research in education
is7 actually much more complex than that in mathematics, partly due to the
large'numbers of extraneous variables which arg difficult to control. To use
another example, during the development of the atomic bomb in the 1940'q,
scientists were able to define areas of 1gnorance that - had to be overcome 1n
'order to develop the device. Teams of researchers were then a551gned to each
problem area and one by one ‘the areas of ignorance were eliminated. Defining
' areas of ignorance in science is not always poss1bla, but more 1likely in
science than educat1on' ' _

We do not know what we do not know in education, and therefore cannot as
easily define the variables or arBas that reaujre study before ée,can‘solve a
particular problgm. Research in both education and science tends to create

more questions than * answers. However, in education these questiod§ ;
- 4 .

tend Lo diverge from the initial problem. In the ggizhcal sciences if ‘an
-answer ' is not found, the research tends to at least-help clarify .the ques-
tion. This does not~jgply that there are &b 9urprlses ih the results of ‘oo

search jn the sciences, but the questions that arise areymore likely to be ‘"'

COQVergent in nature, The sutuataon in evaluat1on i outgrowth qfs the
. . - . ; t‘
- \\ /' '
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situation in education research.” Since our knowledg base, which normally .

comes from research, is 1nadeQUane the theory of evalvation is inadequate.
it became obvlous from the paper presentations and discussions at thms
conference that researchers and-‘evaluators in eduqatlon are concerned not
only with the knOwledge base, but a]so with 1nstrumentation, procedures and
administration of projects. Again, 1n comparison w1th the 1nstruments‘ava1]- .
able for physica1‘scientists, those available for education rebearchers are
highly unsfﬁhrstacated Researche?s in the sciences are continually develop-
ing new procedures. These progedures and iechnmques have always . been much
more precise and unlversally accepted than those ‘im résearch or evaluation in
education. In the sc1ences eliminating areas of Jgnorance 1s ]1ke fitting
pieces into a j1gsaw puzzle. In education research and evaluation we seem to
<<f\\ack a well- art1cu1ated "framework" within which we can define our tasks and
-our areas of ignorance. This may be the reason for lack of a un1f1ed Ehrust
1n education. ) ‘

L4 During this conference the problem of evaluation of teacher ‘education

.7 programs_was attacked from many and various points oi”giew. Discussions.. —

focused en everything from the initial conception of the evaluation design
throdgh‘the administrdtion of the project and the resulting changes in the
teacher education or09ra¢;/5ack'to the conception of a new design. In-the
discussion group it becaﬁe‘&ﬂite obvious that important philasgphical differ~
gnces amonhg the various institutions migpi necessitate that différent ap-
"préaches to the evaluation of teaeher education’ programs be developed.
Despite _the desire expressed by partacupants for. adequate evaluation of all
aspects af t HFB teacher education pro&ram, the prlmary concern centered on a

b

system far‘generating changgp in the program based on the results of the
evaluation, Therefore the centra) problem appears to be the establishment

within each teacher~education institution of an organization whish would
‘._ design * an \qxgjuﬂf?ngﬂz;zfim that would l) be acteptable to the people
“responsible for the teacher education program, and, {2) develop a system with
the mosjiqffecg1ve "state-of-the-art” procedures and techmigues, in order to

-maintain credibility within-the institution as well as in the teacher educa-
tion academic community. The presenters made Many excellent recommendations

1 ’ "
. ! . .. 3 ' . .
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'_ that could help solve prob]ems.cbnfronting those involved with evaluation of
teacher education programs. - o —
o :m Education research and evaldation are very young compared with research
in the sciences. However, the last ten yeds have seen considerable prog-
ress, We have a wore adequate kndwledye base and hence a more adequate
- theory of evaluation, . -
¥ s
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GROPING. .. AND COPING. .. ‘
_ _ WITH )
CONTRADITTORY PROGRAM EVALUATION REQUIREMENTS .-

Gary G. deVoss
The Ohio State Unieersity

Lyn Gubser's opening remarks made t'® most impact on our study. group
of any speaker's. His remarks made such an lmpact. as a matter of fact, that
they caused a certain amount of, restrained panic among the study group Sev-
eral issues were raised concerning theory: "How should follow-up attempt to
separate program effects from individual or extra-program effects?” or “What
are the hidden complexities with1n program and teacher-effectiveness evalya-
tion?" But far and away the most frequent 1y-repeated question was, "How can
Lyn Gubser tell us not to use questwnnatres when we only have money for
questaonna1res7" After proCess1ng similar questions a bit, the ﬁ%ﬂer1y1ng
quest1on that emerged asked what « ways acceptable alternative nndels of fol-
Tow-up cou’ld be d1ssem1nated and‘TﬁﬁTeﬁeﬁtea and be g1ven positive .approval
by a visiting site evaluation team from NCATE This Study group was saying -
it wanted to get away from questionnaires and try new avenues, new tech-

. ghigues,. new approaches, but was scared to death to do anything wh1ch might be
perceived’ as unsound or unsafe, Ergo the profusion of one-shot question-
naires Admns spoke of -=not on]y does the quest1onaire prov1de safety in num-
bers (“Everyone else is doing 1t“), but it shows , that Something is being
done, eved when no one ir the institution really‘knous what to do or really
knows what NCATE might be looking for as the benchmark of a satisfactory pro-

Without ﬁﬁubtfthe most significant points made in the ensu®ag discussion
were that a) with some help, inst1tutions could design creative, meaningful
fo?low~up studies quite eas1ly, b) institutions were poised and ready to
implement these ‘innovative strategies ase spon as NCATE made it clear that
they could be 1mplem&nted wit%Put the ultimate penalty--no ccreditation, and
c) a set of generai guade11nes,w0u1d be vastly appreciated as schools experi-

.mented with different ways‘to collect data. The first point was cogently

’ -
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demonstrated as the group spun off myriad, ideas for doing follow-up evalua-
tions. These include: modifying the questionnaire technique by reducing the

-number sent to 10-25% of the population (randomly drawn), then attempting to

contact’ and obtain a return from 90-100% of the sample; interviewing by Ee1e~'
phone to reduce transportation costs; ask1ng volunteer groups of teachers to

come to the university and sit in panel with faculty; start1ng\¥ﬁe documenta-

tion process early in the undergraduate éareer; enlisting students, teachers,

. and staff personnel (such as un1versity superviSOrs) in the task of keeping

voJuntary “critical incident™ logs; us1ng extremely smal) samples of teach-

ers, but keeping extremely "tniek" records- of their exper1ences, concerns or

problems; using traditional ethnographic techniques either at the same time,

or in place of, survey-type techniques.

These suggestions, some of which are already being tried in institutions
around the country, emerged in 20 minutes of Hiscussion; it was triély excit-
ing to see how creative institutional representatives could be when the sky
was the limit, not NCATE .standards. o . L 4

The second point needs little reiteration. It may suffice to repeat
Lhat "exper1menta1" prOJects are being piloted in various institutions at
th1s time, and that institutions represented ‘in this study group were ready
to g1ve anything a try so long as they would not be yeprimanded sometime in
the future for their ingenuity now.

The third point contains a clear request for faci)itation, such as Hall
called for whem he spoke of networking. Institutions are not afraid of rein-
venting the wheel, but do not 1ike to do so because first, it makes them 1ook
.bad when v1si%§F,¢ and two, 1t is cost-ineffective. Two activities were
called for here. One was the prerequ1s1te that NCATE begxn to actively en-
courage experimentation and perhaps even wa1ve,tne letter of program evalua-
tion law for a period of time if the institution can show that it is pursuing

Aome sort of program evaluation practice. The second‘aCtiv%ty would be.to !

disseminate a Hangbook of Possible Program Evaluation Strategies, which would .
. + + ' * a
contain several variations on the Kestern Kentucky model, and certainly sev- .

eral alternatives to the one-shat questinnﬁéicp model, This handbook, per-
haps coupled with a toll-free "program evaluatibn hotljne“‘number, would ap-
pear to be the equiyalent of an on-site expert. The group felt such a hand-

+ -
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-would be made by NCATE.

. '

r

book could be written today; thsy also voiced the opinion that they would
certainly try anything if a guarantee against censwre for daring to do so
As one partitipant remarked, "It's time we started meeting institutional .
needs rather than NCATE needs. The one-shot qugstionnaire ain't great and ¥
doesn't tell us anything, but it meets NCATE's needs. So we're goidg to keep
sending 'em out until we hear different..." Maybe this session was the start

" of something different. Let's hope

r
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 FACULTY REACTIONS TO PROGRAM EVALUATION:
. . A LITANY OF "YES, BUT'S..."

Len froyen
hY University of Northern Iowa

Evaluation, although criticdl to effective program planning and de-
velopment, does- not receive nearly the attention it merits., The tho most
comménly cited reasons for this situation are 1) the cost and logistics as-
sociated with conduct ing evalﬁation, and 2) ‘the difficulty of convertfnb'the
results into program improvements. Faculty resistance, however, is another
factor which heips to keep evajuation in a subordinate position.

Faculty prize autonomy,. and aﬁy effort to improve accountability is
viewed as an irftrusion on academic freedom.‘ The keystone of effective evalu-
ation--precisely specified and agregd-upon objectives--introduces expecti—
tions and prescribes procedures that run counter to the preferred acadgmic
1ife of most professors. It is therefore not surprising that department
faculties §ive only cursory attention to consensus building when they estab-
1ish pF;gram objectives, Even less consideration is given' to ways of check-
ing compliance with object1ves. As long as .program evaluation 1s not taken
ipriously, these pro forma sessions satisfy the trappjngs of academic Tife.
However, when evaluation becomes an 1ﬂstrument ‘for examining pract1ce with an
expressed purpose to improve upon 1it, the agile minds of faculty g0 to work.
The litany of “yes, but's" goes something 1ike this. Evaluation is un-
doubtedly a good and desirable thing, but... n _

1) You cannot really measure the truly significant outcomes of 1nst{ﬂc-

tion; evaluation tools are ‘not sensitive to the thihgs that really

count. ° ‘ ‘ ' ‘

2) \The costs of .time and .money to conduct a sound and defensible pro-

.gram are not warranted by the limited use one can make of the results.
}) We already know what needs improving; the results only confirm our
worét suspicions, and the changes deemed important are those that are
x doomed for political and economit reasons.
« ) It is impossible to secure_the cooperation of those who are to be

‘ 1
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evaluated, and when they do cooperate, they elevate their efforts to

p?oduce the hoped-for results.

5) .We cannot possibly separate the effects of training from those that

are due to a host of other factors. "’ :

’ Gf Evaluation 5o often becomes an end 1n itself, serving those who
administer the program rather than those for whom the data are supposed-
ly collected. : '

7) The'most effective and verifiable methods, performance-based apprai-

: sals, are used on small samples, and this makes the results highly gues-
tionable. ) ’

8) The sheer complexity of the criterion variables precludes valid and
reliable measurement. |
These are compelling arguments. Evaluators are hard-pressed to answer these
criticisms. ‘
Faculty have created a line of defense that can only be penetrated by
more sophisticated studies or by external pressures which are persistent and
unequivocably focused. The state of the -art will make it difficult _to
counter the foregoing criticisms for some years to come-. Yet faculty must
be made part of the solutkon. They may only join the effort when legislative
rmandates, state departments of education, professional education associa-
tions, and accrediting .agencies demand that faculty participate in projects
designed to identify and verify the products of instruction. ®

In the absence of such pressures to break down faculty resistance, eval-
uators might devote more time to using already available data and assisting
those who design the tools and administer the mechanisms ﬁpr'co}lecting these
data. for example, several states now use the Nationa)l Teacher Examination
or a state Yicensing examination. The objectives that comprise the test
blueprint may be used to establish baseline requirements on the local campus.

Predictable dissatisfaction with these objectives can become the first step

in bringing facu]ty into responsible participation in program evaluation.

Reports from local school Ssystems, based upon their faculty evaluation pro-~

grams, can also serve a 51m1iarky usefu) purpose. Performance samples taken

from the evaluation instruments.of several school systems can serve’as an-

initial method of assess1ng job-related objectives in the teacher educat10n

*

*
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curr1cu1um.

The questionnaire has long been the standard fare of the program evalua-
tor. ‘Much remains to be Jearned about fhe effective use of - this survey ?%-
strument. f!mo, cost, and the simple 1dgmst1cs of co]]ect1ng data wili con:
tinue to make this approach an appealing one. Refinements in the areas of
instrumentation, response rates, report!ng procedures, and transformation of
results into corrective measures should be encouragéd and supported through

"collaboration among progrdm evalua1;:z; We may be well-adv1sea to concen-
trate our energies upon these activilees while seeiing Way's to.create a set-
ting that is more receptiva to other data collection and analysis procedures.
The: time saved by relying on more conved{iona1 and tried techniques may be

- m@#®t profitably spent in helping facd)ty'to understand and accept the posi-

tive contributions of evaluation, -
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_THE USE OF PROGRAM EVALUATION RESULTS: PROBLEMS AND SUGGESTIONS
. : ! 4

-

. Ann Hungerman . )
: , University of Michigan . o

*

The top1c of our group discussion was 1dent1f1ed immediately and with
gasy concensus as the USE of evaluation re5ults. /}ﬁ1s topic had been men-
tioned in various ways in f1ve of the six papers presented in the two hours
preceding the discussion. Select1on of this top1c also revealed that eyery-
one in the group was involved in program evaluat1on and . accepted the fact
that the use of results is a politigal necesséty as well as a requ1reme9t for
effective program development. . ) i

JOur group first, identified Several immediate problems for putting evalu-
ation results tc use, and then addressed these proB]ems in- terms of three
questions: To what d1fferent uses can or _should program evaluat1on data be
put; hqw Can we ‘Incorporaé program evaluatwn results 'mto program compo-—
nents; and, ‘how can we guézantee that results will be used? These pr?blems '
and questdons are discussed below, o s )

There whkre 5eve:?1 qrob]ems whtch were recognized by the group to be
significant. First of all, different uses require d1fferent instruments,
procedurés'or desigd, not all of ghich are always compatible. For example,
ioﬁgitudinal compArisons require similar instruments, whereas indicated
course revisiqnsféay suggest changed instruments. "Another problem noted with
longitudinal studies~is that the validity of testing the effect of the pre~
service p?ogram after the first year out 1n the field is lessened by the ef-
fect of graduate study Furthermore, those experienced in some form of pro- '
gram evaluation report often being caught in a tradition of very informal use
of re3ults; makiﬁg it difficult to switch to ﬁnre.Systematic usage, . while
those Jjus¥ beginntng'program evaluation need fiodels and guidelines to, assist
them. Add, not.to be jgnored is the danger that, during evaluation, we can
_identify weaknesses much more confidently than we can'reach consensus .on a
single def1n1tlon of a “good" teacher; which sometimes leads to a tendency to
panic at evaluatton results,.rushing’ prec1p1tously into course or program-.
Change, . .

-
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As these proolems were 1dedtif1ed it became clear that/there are no -

-easy solutions, but the group did look. at questaons which m1ﬁht cover mor e
generally the complications involved in results usage. The first most likely:
\2 quest1on to ask’ is, to what d1fferent uses can or should,program evaluat1on

- data be put? Our group agreed that it can be used, in the foﬂlow1ngfspec1fur
ways: As an immediate feedback system to’ 1nd1v1duat -students™in conferences

for self and professional developmenti for curr1CUlar 1mprovement by -mme-

diate course revision; for long- range plann1ng, ore rad1ca41y reshapwng the
program; for the political advantage “of proving the prqgramseffectave, and,
for 1mprovement of the Teacher Education professign ‘by dwssem1nat10n of
standards, designs and procedures. & - <;;13li S '

Knowing how the results can be used,, the next 1dgical question is,rhow

L

can we incorporate program evaluat1en results into«program componenrs’ There”

were several viable ways po1nt£ﬂ out,’ including relating evaluat1oﬂ close]y
to course objectives and progr am goals Furthermore, the obJectave re]ated
evalyation results should be reported prompt]y to invQlved faculty,' and
assistance should bé given to those faculty Yin interpret1ng.results © We all,
-agreed that the faculty. should a]so ‘be 1nvolved in the comp]ete cycle of pro-
gram development- 1mp1ementat1od evaluation- rev1saon ) 3 .o .
The third question is how to guarantee that resuits will* be used. '0ur
group decided that use of results must be plapned for, mak1ng Jjt a recogriizéd .
ind- accepted program goal, and by coopératively deve?op1ng and- formalizang
procedures to attain that gogli. o o
~ Jhose present 1dent1fied as a ‘critical prerequ131te for the success of

program evaluation a-visible and acknowledged leader who takes responsib111ty | ’
for -the full cycle of program evaluation act1v1t1es They also revealed a '

high level of interest in shar1ng knowledge, experience, 1nstruments and pro-
cedures relatlng to program EValuat1on. There ‘was an. expressed desire for
some assistance in determining what constktutes Mideal” yse of’ program evalu-
ation results. PErhaps some guidelines for . use” procedurEs couid be gener-
ated and' disseminated through TEPFU? Time precluded any further or more

4

specific suggeStions for the TEPFU group ..
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PROGRAM EVALUATION--A SYSTEMS APPROACH

. . . - . . . . . P
¥ il 4 - \,' . h - . . 3.
- L R . . .

- o AN < James J. Garland ¢
L : L Southwest Texas_State University .
Uetroit,:the:Renaissance Center, and the Detroit Plaza were all -grand,
bt the} didznot;oyershadow the .period from 3:15 to 6:15 p.m. on February 18
in. the ﬁackinac'Ballroom This ‘sess™n, wh1ch dealt with teacher “education
program evaluation, uas very rewarding. ]
'f‘ " After” hearing s1x very timely and informative _papers, our: d1scuss1on
group convened for an exchange of ideas related to the presentations. We
o\ f1rst took~Issue with the premise that the quest1onna1re technique of gather-‘
1ng 1n$ormat1on for program follow- -up was not a good approach. However, we
agreed that a systems ~approach was requ1red for effective program study.
Such a system wauld, employ“several techniques (1nclud1ng the juestionnaire)
for both short -and longer pertods of study It was also agreed that personal
. 1nterv1ews, pﬁo11c school™ evaluat1on teams Teacher Centers, and students in
the program serve s very effect1ve componenta of the evaluation syStem. .
Those. in our group emphastzed as d1d/;he speaker, that evaluatuon of
graduates is’ not .. by 1tself enough to support a strong evaluatuve process
* The system should includeé the admtss1ons _office, departments, admﬂn1strat1ve
off1ces, placement office, and othEr Key components to provide a network of
_ support agencies so that, each mak!ng‘1ts own contribution,. a mult1 ~approach
N system can be implemented. L i
' ¥ 'The group agreed with the presenters when they pointed-out that a sufft—
_cient funding base heeds to Be estab1ished for the evaluation system and that
thi}*base must be reflecteﬂttn the regular budget process. Rlso, we sup-
ported the idea that a director or other. 1nd1vldual shoqld be designated w1th '
1 .specific responsibllties of carrylngaout the poltcies and procedurgs for pro-
‘¥am evaluation and guid1ng and dlrectlng the activ1t1es oo )

The grdup ‘supported thg statement by Dr Gubser that R evaluation
should not be ad afterthough& it. shquld be hp1lt into the program 'We
-feel as did the Speaker, that evaLuation must be planned as. a part of the

"+ totdl' teagher - edUcatlon pr&gram—-not something added as an apparent need




) ponent/parts that would form a we]l planned and workable ‘evaluation system.

intefrelationships in the evaluation process.

*

arises. Th data gathered fp the evaluation process serve as a guide for the

program, as a 5ounding instrumeni for new and innovative ideés, as a measur.e
of ﬁﬁogrexs toward stated goals, and as a faundation for program accounta-
bility.
an inte

herefore, it is essential that the eva]uation model be initiated as
al part of the teacher education process.
As/ our group d1scu551on‘progressed we mentioned several 1deas and com-

Due to the lack of time, however, our group did not forma11ze‘a workati le
On the basis of‘the six papers and our discussion of them,
seem/that Figure 1 represents’a workaﬂ]e system for the, agencies and their

model. it would

,

-
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. to be used systematacallx,for.program type decision mak1ng, rather the indi~

. : , #

SMALL COLLEGE NEEDS IN FOLLOH UP EVALUATION STUDIES

Al Kilgore
. - University of Nebraska-Lincoln
. The follow-up oma]l grouo session,j facilitated. by Al .Kilgore; ton-
. %isted of teacher education personnel from relatively sﬁall, private col-
leges. The primary focus, after 1ntroductions, ¢entered on oha; each of thef
representative colleges were currently doing regarding follow- -up studies,'and
.more spec1f1ca%ly, to des¢ribe thelpart1CUlar role each participant played in
“ the evaluation process. : . . e .
* The level of 1nvo]veoent of the members of this grouo in follow-up
studies of their graduates has been manimal although all programs had both a
semi-formal as well as informal network workwng for them. Informal and ran-
.dom visits to graduates who wete teaching along with some observations of
graduates in-their classrooms, to questionnaires to first &ear teachers and’
fnterviewing gFaduates who had r&turned to %Empus for graduate classes were
among the data gatherino processes used. The data co1Iected did not appear

viduals collect1ng the .data may have made- some Changes in the. part of the
programs that they had d1rect control over. For example, based on 1nformal_
talks with graduates, one professor modified 4 methods course. At any rate, *

the f1nal consensus was that each program had 4 follow-up evaluation. process
of some type and the data collected were helpful. Evaluation design, how-

.ever, was very loose, unsystematic, and underf1nanced . -
Th1§ 'led to the issue that most concerned the - part1c1pants in"this

N group: to explore and learn evaluat1on designs that could be implemented (at

a minimal cost) in their colleges. Participants were generally uhfamiliar
with the TEPFU publications and available information concerning the state of
the ar?. Most "would like to become part of a network and their names are in-
cluded with th1s report. - S *
The gphmary focus of the discussion invélived how participants could get

the "how to's" as to evaluation design and interpreting the resu[ts. Answers

LI o -
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"« to the following questions and/or statgments would be helpful to this group

. s
of participants. U
p p )

\* Is there (should there be) some Standard1zed -data from fb]low-up
stud1es so’that one can compare, a program to a standard?

+ Can "mgta" analysis be performed on data already gathered? (Is there
enough data?) - :

A + Are. or can there be, both norm referenced. and criterion referenced
data collected on follow-up stud1es7 [f so, what are some pro-

: « cedures? ' -

+ Are there standards or statements of intent by states as to beginning ‘ ’//
teacher performance criteria? Sheuld states set the standargs? (Can
we get this informafion? ' L o o

+ How do we develop "reference po1nts“ for developing evaluatlon designs-
and- comparlng graduates from dtfferent programs7

+ Should small co]leges have evaluation ‘standards, designs, and expecta-
tions different From large colleges?

. + 0o current practic's (such as described or inferred in the paper pre-" .
sentations) prov1de "good" data for decision making? Have programs_
actually changed“as a result of such decision maklng7 Is it really’
worth the effort? .

i+ Shou?d outside evaluators'be used to conduct follow-up stud1es, rather .
' than program personne] who, in some cases, are the program?

+ Can NCATE..standards modified for programs of different size and
emphasis? (This item Was heavily discussed and there ®&s general.dis-
satisfaction wﬁt? rule 6 of the NCATE standards as small colleges
would havg trouble meeging all criterig. Some colleges have already
decided to pull out of the NCATE accred tation process because of
these requirements.) -

b1

+ How does’ the "teaching” environment of the graduates influence fol-
16w-up studies? How can”we account for this var1able in our evalua-

tions, assuming there is 4 difference?

+ Can long yange (4-7 years) “follow- -up studies provide us with philo-
sophical.’and general program data that can be useful for deciSIOn
making and program modification? (The intent of the question’ appeared
to center on the thought that the undergraduate program should have a
longer-lasting effect on their graduates than one or twp years, and we
need to measure this effect.) . . .
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The geheral tone q% the discussigh and questions appeared to center on
the need for participants to learn more of what s fvailable, to share basic
information, and to reinforce one another in the efforts to design sound fol-
low-up studies an& to use the data 1ntelligently. Participants expréﬁsed the

need for some "hands®on" state or regional workshops. that would help them .

answer the quéstions an& develop acceptable evaluation designs.
The pragmatic needs expressed ih this session inCluded the“need to im=
press the1r adm1n1strators to provide additional funds for evaluat1on pur-,
. poses. This 1ncluded the notions of training faculty as we]l as prov1d1ng
resources to conduct the folfow-up studies fe. g., travel, compufer time, re-
leased time, .etc.). 'Perhapg‘ TEPFYU, vis-a-vis the Texas R&D Center, can-
develop tan “éQaluation' prograh development kit" specifically designed for
foliow-up studigs, and "intlude cost estimates for various activities. , This
along with suggestions as {
as well as suggestions for further activities. ' This writeF suggesis-thaf
perhaps a whole teacher trainingg\z:?gram evaluation model(s) be developed

which includes follow-up studies.

‘is limited at this time. 4 ¢
\
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to how to finance such projects appear to be needs,l

t would appear that the state of the art..




£ 77 SO WHAT 1S EVERYBODY TELLING US ABOUT 9
EVALUATING TEACHER EDUCATION?

¥ -

. Joseph Vaughan A
‘ National Institute.of Education
) U. S.. Department of'Education*

.

Why Do We Need [t? .
Study1ng the six papers and eight Small group reports from this AACTE

-, F]

'sess1on reminds me of the story of the blind man bethg placed next to an’

elephant andgtry1ng to figure‘out exactly_what it was. His 1nterpretat1on *

depended upon where he touched }he'beasf and to whichr of its very different

* parts or dimensions he heﬁ:expo?edf So it appeare to be with teacher educa- -

'tibn'evaluation, whethe} one considers. it a."beast" or a "beauty."™ We all
. have our own 1nterpretat10ns of what it should do and how*1t should do it.
Some may look at teacher education evaluat1on and -see it as pr1nc1pa]ly de-
pendent upon follow- -up evaluations of graduates wh1le others will view it as
more of an intérnal review process which 1n§1udes teacher education faculty
and administrators and other advisore i a sort of introspective professional
vigilanée. Ask a dozen peaple and. you'll probably get a dozen different in-
terpretations, each with their own personal emphas1s Re/§t1ng that to the
- story, it could be that .we all may be at least part1ally "b1ind" to the tota]

complex1ty and potent1al of ‘evaluation .in teacher education and. thas f1nd‘

ourselves “feeling our way" and interpreting and emphasizing pieces rather
than the who le entity. Hall suggests this in oné place in his«paper and [

would like to expand that notion, examining the reasons for past and“ﬁ?esent-_'-

weakanses in order to derive suggest1ons .of themes and processes for teacher
evaiuat1on I'will base these suggestions, for thé post part, on 1nformat1qn
from “the critiques and recommendat ions raised in the group. of writings for
this 'session, and on my interprepations of the writings of'othere who - have

examined this topic. To a lesser extent, I shall be presumptqgu§ endugh .to-

L
-

*While the author is- an emgloyée of .the National Institute of Education
opinions expressed herein are sole}y h¥s own and do not necessar11y represent
the views of NIE or the U.S. Department of Education.
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add my ﬁgrsona1 thogghts,‘identifying them as such. After all I'm fascinated
with elephants, too! . ' ' )
Perhaps the first reality we must alls face is that"the need for evalua-
tion ot -teacher education is net go1ng 'to go away. It’is not only, as Gubser .
50 succ1nctlj art1culates a case ‘of increased emphasas and gyidancé being. .
put UPOH evaluation by NCATE. Bne does not have to be clairvoyant to predict
where public d1ssht1sfact1on with education and teachers and the‘subsequent
var1ety of state and locally initiated accoudtability measures will prohably

:o(v

lead us. " Just as local education agencies and the teachers within them are
be1ng publ1cly taken to task-- justifiably or ungust1f1ably~-for perceived
1nadequac1es 1nvest1gat1ng some of the causes of those PGVCE1VEd 1nadﬂ-
quacies must include close examination of teacher education guallty and quan--
tity in process and content. The recent (April/May, 1981) ser1es of Newsweek i ‘
articles on_the problems of our schools speak of teacher education as "gen- )
erally, a hodgepodge of academic work fieldwork and methodology whith can be
. helpful tricks of the trade.or 1rrelevant nonsense.” "The articles refer to .4 .
562 failure rate among teacher _applicants on the National Teacher Examination
in one.statege-and in d‘othi ,.a 47% failure rate even though pass1ng1was set
at about the 25th percentile. Weaver's work (19??) indicatés that teacher
educatlon 15 attraotThg A less academically able populaf1on of students and
- much survey data ex1sts to show us that teacher education 1nst1tu{1ons have,
" done WittTe'to combat this trend or to establish anfthing-hnre than minimalgs.
" standards for admission and retention of teacher educat ion students {AACTE,
1981) At the same time, a Newsweek poll reveals that 90% of the respondents
‘ ‘felt that. teachers should be requ1rad to pass a competency test of some. type .
before they are hired. Ne have a’wide gap which exists between pubﬁfc and,
» most of us would agree, logical profess1onal expecﬂ Yions of at’ least minimal
competentesof tegcher educat1on graduates and the actual knowl&dg& base which
, those graduatés possess. - . ., T
While- the knowledge base wh1ch 1s assessed by most of the tests 1ike NTE
has not been shown to be correlated; with effecti_y
that we agcébt the fact that knowledge is . a..pedg V-ary, a1though not suffi-
cfent condition qf teaching competence, Ciearly, teacher education grad-

udtes as a collectivé are not*measurind «p to what-we as professiondls mist
F A " ~ : ' : : '

teach1ng, ]ogac mandates
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demand in the way of quality. We do not know the'reasons why this is so and
that is exactly why we ne d evaluat ion of .teacher education efforts and grade

desirable and reasonable st ndards. Public dissatisfaction and professional
ob]agat10n-w111 only increase the importance of teacher evaluat1on in the
future.

What. Know]edge Do He A]ready Have and What Else "o We Need to Know?
' "‘ The—Adams/Cra1g paber on & nat1ona1 survey of teacher educataon evalua-
tion practtces offers many 1nsaghtsah1nto what’ is present1y taking place.
_ AIthough some type of evaluation is used 1ﬂ-almost 9 of lO.instiEutions,
e the nature and comprehens1veness of these varies w1de1y .Clearly, dominant

p:actices 1nc]ude heavy reliance on questionnaives filled out by teacher edu-
. cation 'students; fwrst year graduates, and to a.somewhat lesser. extent,
§upervi§ors Much 1q55 use 35 being made of d1rec{ classroom observat1ons or
media-aided work- sample observataons, standardized tests as measures of
knpw}edge or other facturs, "and feedback ” loops that tie evaluat1on back to

‘mal, with 50% of the institutions spending less than $1,250 annual]y for thIS
> purpose Most evaluation is focused on, the periods of* preservice and fwrst-
year teach1ng folldwaup Many institutions had major concerns with “deve]op-
: . 1ng 1n§trumentat1on " "identifying instrumentation," -and "planntng an evaiua-

. “Teachang Skills, Straegies and Techanues,“ “Knowleﬁﬁe of Subject Matter"
and “Re]at1onsh1ps with Students“ were areas of prime concern in the evaTua-

tion efforts. ’ ) . ) ,‘ A
. ' Thts portrayal of the status quo is very enl1ghten1ng 1t reveals a
— rgl1ance on superficial techniques thHat are mi@1mal at best, a dearth of more
comprehénsive -techniques (e.g., direct classroom obSegvatiqns), and very
' little financial commitment to evg}uatioﬁ. While teaching skills are identi-
fied as prime oufcome ;concerns, very litt}e use es ‘made of evaluat1on mead -
'-sures that can yield valid and reIaable data on these outcomes. For example,
it is extremely difficult to imagine' a quest1onna1re that*would yield accu-

rate and useful information on teaching -skills, "especially when- the student

: SRR . .05 -
o. . .; I . ’11.}3 .o

uates. He must understand\ how we can improve the present conditions to. meet

program. modification and 1mprovement. Money supporting evaluat1on.1s mini- .

. tion system" in- addition to the feedback problem mentioned earlier.. F1na1]y,_

+ .
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or graduate her/himself 1s often the person being asied Gubser also points
out that return rates of 15%-0n such gquestionnaires are rnot uncommon. While
we. know from pr10r research on 1nstruct10n that direct classroom observations
and/or med1a-a1ded wor k samples are imperative, tq dnderstanding teach1ng and
teacher effectTvenEss these measures are 9laringly .absent frgm most teacher
educatjon student/graduate evaluat ions. One is led to believe, as was raised
in one small group repoﬂt that cost considerations are the or1mary reasons
for this absence, but more on that later. -

. Gubser makes an extremely s19n1f1cant point about the differedces be-
tween and the-need for both graduate and pragram eva]uatwns and’ how the lat- °

fex seens very'much overtooked. He reminds us of the need to assess course
sequences and contént, textbook _nature.‘andn use,. admission and retention
sfandards and other program features as determinants of student acquisition -
of skil}sg kn

discusses the 1mp0rtance of the roles and_nature\of‘involvement of teacher

ledge attitudes and behaviors while 'in preservice.* He also

education facu and administrators in planning, impjementing, and using the
results of eyaluation activities. _At the same time he warns us of the dan-
gers of using gradudte "success" or “qpmpetence“ as surrogates for progr am
"success" since we know very little about .how much .of the, preservice effect
“washes out" as a result of the udigﬁe influences of different school dis-
tricts and schools in which'gradies take positions.‘ As Hall tell} us, we
must ‘atso be aware that the .Jonger thé graduate *is 4n a regular teaching

pos1t1on the more likely it will.be that preservice efﬁégts are less potent.

Certa1n1y, graduate effectiveness has to be related to progr am effect1ueness

-, tions, - ¢

L]

but’ they are discrete entitites which must also be understood separateTy be-
fore 1nterrelat10nsh1ps can.begin to be drawn w1th any degree of conf1dence.
To date, there has been very Ilttle emphasis on thesé important dlstinc;

Certa1nly, the coucept of a teacher educat1on cont inuum of which HaIl
speaks is as essential element in, ultimately understand1ng the 1nf1uence of
preservice and inservice experiences and effectiveness. While each stage has
its separate 1nflpences there is the ult imate need to detérmine how they are
1nterrelated This can.be palred with recent emphasis on.the need‘to examine
this -interrélatedness "during the 1-3 year 1ndpctioa pgrfod of beginning

L]
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’teach}ng. Practitioners and reseerchers.g;like'h.ave identified induction as a
of high trauma and Significant fOrmat'ive inf.luence in how teachers

will teach, throughout their careers.; “or, 1n many_cases, whether or‘not they

even want to stay in teaching. While there ns no lack of quant!kfof data

being collected on .this period, espec1alg“€he first ye;a:f of teachmg, the

quality and comprehensweness of the datggare suspect ' _- .. -

Given these ovBrview papers fheﬁree papers . by Ayers ﬁearn and
Craig/Adams offer useful, institut fon- specific cases which velate directly to
the broader points of. the other® authors. The two institutions- descmﬂed are
of partmular interest hecause they are, fa many respects,.\Mgu ¥d. of
those trying to systematically address teacher education-‘evaluation.’ 'But
they are also, I bel1eve, in. some respects plagued by the unsolved “problems

perio

“ .

»

that” are faced by the vast majority of teacher educat1on 1nst1tut~10ns whu:oé,

-

are looking for help in des1gn1ng and lmplementlng evaluations, .

-

Ayers and Hearn dlSCUSS efforts to develop - a comprehenswe motl'eb of ¥,

graduate, fo]low-up.evaluatmns and have 1nc0rporated many c@rable aspects

mentioned in the three .overview papers. The ten prin'ci'p mentioned by

Ayer,refle_ct sound thinking about planning, implementation; use and revision‘

issues in such evaluations. Key positive feq.tures'include' 1} the need for
both CIaﬂflcatmn of specific and gemeral program obJect1ves and relating
evaluatwon to these; 2) a continuous dnd "longitudinal design; 3) c;gnceru’r with

adva@ments in evaluation methodology; 4} early and close collaboration with -

schools; 5) use of a variety of data collectlon techniques and sour(e.s and

-.I:ollectwn of both quahtatwe and quant1tat3ve data; and b).a feedback pro-

cedure to make evaluation results knowd .to faou]by/and admimstrators. Hearn
adds the element of sufficient flnanmal resotfrc‘e allocation to the activi-
t1es and ‘presents an excellent $ix- pomt analysis of key considerations .in-

cludmg use of field-based faculty as data- collectors, concern with the enc

 tire- preservtce/mductwnhnser\nce <;ont1nu0m, data sarnplxng and protessmg

tssues, and multi-institutional consortia to pqol resources and: reduce

COStS. ‘

While these are 1ndeed positive and commendable features tﬁey are *igiﬁ

Ayers' words, "still incomplete &nd inadequate.” (To Some extent, one always

faces the possibility that.papers may simply not 2ddress some issues due™to -
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Tengthtrestrictions rather thao by cOnscious choice. 1 apologize in advance
for cit1ng concerns about ;hese prognams which may have been adequately ad-l
dressed had the design of the papers been more amenable to telling the insti-
tut1ons)_fuTT stories.) .for example, while the destrab1l1ty of specifying
oojectaves is unquestionable it is equally‘clear that‘much must also be known

dbout” the extent to which the tedcher education practices matched the stated -

) obJectivesei To move.from'objectives to evaluation mithout consideration of"

>,

1mpfemgntat1on produces a tenuous link at, best.. On the evaluation techn1ques
issues, Ayers appébrs to confuse the progess made rn techniques for research
on e?Tect1ve teach:ng with techn1ques for effective evaluation: The former
is .very Important as a déterminant -of the content of teacher education it- -
self, but 1&5 11nkage with evaluation processes'1s never specified., It is
also 1mportant “to cons1der, as. far as school collaboration is concerned how
we can go beyond the."permlsslon“ and "urni’erstandmg'l levels to. 1nvolv1ng

.. ' schools 1n t des1gn, 1mp]ementat1on and use of evaluation mechanisms which

L]

’3111 be of as much benefit to .school pract1t1oners as to teacher educators.
“As far as program modification is concerned, the papers fail to; address how
the feedback Joop is created and how the nature and extent of god1f1cations .
~is mon1tored~ Tt 1% not sufficient to communrcate resulits to fdquty and ad-

. ministrators. 3Jhere must ~be. follow-up to ,see that someth1:g construct1ve

the feedback
While Hearn' s;del1neat]on of the importance and nature of evaluat1on costs is

"happens through individual or group mot1vat1on as a result o

ﬁelpfu] his’ suggeet1on that costs could, be sign1f1cantly 'reduced through
e]amlnatlgp of observatians is not apprdpriately qualified by the immEnse
dangers of so doing. I _would suggest that this element is at the heart of
any potentlal contrlbution that could Ye made, and re11ance on more super=’
‘ficial data coIleétion js indefensible at this time. We ' simpiy do not have.
less expensive alternatives w1th which we’ can corre]atefteacher skills and
'penformance. F1ne}ly, I would like-to contest that principle number 9 in
Ayers' paper may be the reverse of what should be the case, Specifical]y, is -
it not the case that program dec1s1on-mak1ng must prov1de for a workable Sys-
tem of eValuation and eva]uation use rather than the dther way around, as is
stated? . Evalvation is a parfaof program_ planning and 1mplementation not the
reverse. It ma¥.be a subtle distinction byt one of great importasce in con-

-
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51derat10n of how evaluation cam be fully 1ntegratecr with - pr.ogram desngn, )
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'develdpment, operatmn and modlﬁcatmn. : e . D)

'., * . The tra1g}hdams paper shows many similarities to the Hearn and Ayers'

descr1pt1ons accurately reflectmg the fact that there has beert much collab-

.agration and mutuahty in the separate 1nst1tut10n 3 deve]opment of _evaluation

,Mef’forts In addlhm,n, Cra1g4‘Adams address the socio- po'htlca] contex’e within
: u§e of such- évaluations and the obJectwe/SubJectwe interpretation of re-
sults A key conegrn s .the ‘hiekdrchica) structme and’condnmng for making

’decuéions about-the rature and use of eualuatwns. The hierarchy emphasizes

A interaction and coﬁdboratmn ampng teacher education faculty and administra-
tors ,and ad\nso:y functions from school per sonnel The ideal grocess for
plannmg, 1mp]ement1 g and using ev'aiu’atmns is seen as being based on "in-
vo}vement! and "evowement.. Key fanal “steps are checkmgf the extent to
which evﬂuatwns are used to make program modifications and d,eterm'nmnbg,.on
a continuing basis, hGw the evaluation process ¢an be improved. |, § .
Certgin)y the pr1nc1pJes ‘espoused in the Cra1g/Adams paper are ‘taudable

and much_}the structure which I assume they hfwe set up seems potentially
appropriate to accomplishing their objectives. There do appear . e, how-
ever, a!ternatwe sequentes of activities and combmatmns\gymgi:i:b;makers
which might be considered in attempting to strengthen the evaluation program
artd, in particular, its 1mpact Initially, the assumptmn that one must
\start‘ with the chief adrmmstratwe “officer-{e. g., dean) to perform such
functions as determining the’ "ideal program, need o options..., implica-

tidns ..." coyld be questioned. Why not do this with a co]laborat_qve group,

inctuding the chigf -administrative officer, right from the beginning? In

that fashion, a shstém of checks and”balances would-be in place, “oynership"

woulﬂ-probaﬁly 7 ex{hgnced, diverse perspectives would be ensured’and. none

,90f the benefits’ of the chief administrmator's sole determinations would. be
lost. ‘What this really would amount to would be a reduction of three layers

of deciswn-makmg into one with the chlef: administrative officer, dec1s1on-

ma‘klng team and’ pianmng/evaluqtnon team memberships being represented on the

-

¥ campos1te ‘team. The .way the Craig/Adams hierarchy appears, there are* two.

layers of decision-maKing be_fore the “primary fnitiation and operational
.

. O [ B

, Which t‘@ar,her education eva]u&t1ons exist., They also discuss the issues of

*




“not be gtven parity status in. a formal sense. "8ut_ c]ass1ﬁy1ng them as "ad-

- tions and processes used by the "buyer" 1n determ1n1ng which teacher educa-

" framework" as the determ1nant of ‘options.« Realizing that one must acknow-

f0rce“ (planning/evaluation team) ‘is brought 1nt0 the p1cture. "To separate'*':i:‘
establishment of “parameters" from “1n1t1at10n“ with two .layers of “decision s

bears the possibility of being perceived’ as 4 camouflaged "top- down" poticy P
mandate. About the only reasen | can percetve for not 1nvolv1ng the role f

groups as cpllaborators from the beginning 1is.the aafficulty of large’ num-

N P . . -'"L
bers, but it would appear that hard .negotiation of;a representative group
would be small payment for ensur.ing removal of the.poteq;ia]:“top;doﬁﬁ“ stig- .

¢

L3
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Along w1th tie above *concern there are only two other reactions wh1ch
jump to mind from v Craig/Adams paper. .First, the dehcate issue of the
role of schosl practitioners has- been addressed in the paper throhéh hav1ng
them in an "advisory" capacity. G1ven?the realities of powen structurgs in
h1gher education, it 15 perhaps undeistandable that scﬁoo] personney)iou1d

visor y" cou]d portend Ies§ than maxjmal involvement and’ percept1ons that this

input is more or less an “add-pn.", Any measures that gould be utilized to
ensure parity status, with or withpet'fOrmaJ position, should be encouraged.
As most of us would agree, we are probably more likely to feel committed and
contribute to an effort when we feel that our wvoice is of equal volume and
impact. as those with whom wé are’working “One other point deserves, uEntion.
with regard to school persobnef parity. I&- is those schoo]s which are the
"buyers" in a “buyers market." Does 1t not behbove teacher educat1on person-
nel, and seem very reasonable, if only for sur#1val to pay full attent1on to .
the input of school personne] relative “to l) existing and chang1ng contexts
w1th1n which teacher educat10n graduates wnIl operate, and 2) the expecta-

tion qraduates are’ des1rq%]e and potent1a1 Jjob- ho]ders?
A second toncern is with acceptance of the status quo “0rgan1zat10nal

Tedge what exists and its 11m1tat19ns, that does not preclude wirking toward
more desirable structures or frameworks. ‘There is” a "self-fulling. prophecy“
dimension to assuming you can't chafge simply because present structures
won't allow it, juet as there is in assuﬁhng 0 new sources of funds are
1ikely for evaluation. One major ldifficulty,°1dentif1ed and discussed by

.n ;
] e i i
L -

ot e

rxs o ~
A




-

f

-y
L

" -

"

many. (Smith, 1980, ODenemark, 1979, etc.) is the nature of- the pféseﬁt struc-
ture of teacher education. H1th0ut drastic changes in areas such as ]ncen-

,t{ve structures, funding formulae from the state level, the® college~o£ educa-

tion's control of its own governance, etc., we probably have less hppe for °
exploration of major alternatives to present practice, inc]dding the area of
evaluation and its impa&t. If a case is to be made for such changes (or at
least the structural flexipility to consider them), we cannot afford .a stance-
of passive acceptance of what exists. There is much worth keep1ng and much.
that needs examinatign.and change. Our obligation would appear to be‘tolﬁork
toward the %tructureé within which such considerations and action are pos-
sible. ‘ - '
L must Say, climbing down off my soap box, that the intent and substance
of what.Créﬁg/Adams,‘gyers and Hearn recommend are‘very,mych worth noting.
My questions have to do with haw everjthing can be most effectively and ef-
ficiently aécomp]ished. Both institutions should be loudly applauded for
their efforts to. date and both serve as valuable quides to other institutions
seeking possible answers to véyy di;ficu1t questions. "My comments on their
papers, as well as those of Gubser, Hall, and “the 'survey work of Craig and
Adams, are intended to be as constructive as possible and with full recogni-
" tion of and respect for the considerable work and thoughts evident in each

paper, i : :

What Are Some. "Best Guesses" At This Time About Nhere we re Headed in

, Teacher tducation Evaluation Efforts?

I wou]d like to talk a bit about what we are kaely tq see happening in

, the near and d{gtant future and how' that maght compare wi h what some might.

consider "ideal" conditions. In order to do this; it pgears to me as wel]
as to- many of the writers, that we must consider not 0n1y fo]low-up stud1es
* but the whole spectrum of teacher education program an fprodUct assessments
from the beginning of undergraduate work through some ecwfied;period after
graduates are teathing in the schools. Without thi ;0ncgptual1za jon of

'
" concern for the total effort over a continuum of time, the basic points of

y
/

Hall, Gubser and several others will go unaddressed.
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L T In constder1ng~ the future, I wi}l« try «to fncorporate the ‘respopses of . .
RSN the eight sma]l group. d1scuss30ns along w1th mmfown thoughts, I would be
' f‘ . verg remiss if I- did not comment ofi how 1mpress1ve tq; brief small group re-
L . pdrts were, given the short‘t1me they Ha64&0 work ‘and the complex1ty of the
. ’ 1s5ues§”ﬁh11e the reports 1nd\cate that the topic 1tsnlf:1s one of great
curngncy, . interest’ dnd controversy, they alsé indicate the tonsiderable DO-'
T ,tential of. this type of lnteractmn in pro-ducmg wor thwhite’ thmk‘ipg and sug-
. \«-igést1ons‘ The' dtverslty and excellence-of thought is heartening.

s ;; : Severa1 of,;he comment§ already made have 0bv10us lmpllcatlons for the
Ik fut . it is not hecessary to telterate -those ‘in-depth, .only to sumharize
B o that he core of present and future -teacher: education evaludtion efﬁorts must
.. ".~- "be formed by mor e c0mprehens1ve detailed and obgect1ve data col1ectinn, col-
- N uaborat1pn.on design, 1mpJementat10n anl use, concern with bpth grogram and
- ‘products, adequate finanlial support; and a longitudinal perspectlve. It is
. 'also ‘clear that this 1s frequently not the case in ex1st1ng.eff0rts The

smd]l group reports g1xe us A brOadet perspective on the reasons why, as well
as what is needed to begtn moving’ toward 1mpr0uement of the qua11t§'and quan-
tity of evaluations. ‘I'shall refer to the reports by the name of {he discus-
s ' sion leader in the group. ! - -
Virtually all of the group reports substant1ateﬂ many of the baslc weak-
nesses and strengths brought out by presenters But each group~took its own
- approach in saying what that mefant to them and how they Saw themselves ad-
N dressing the eroblems and capitalizing upon existing "sutcéss? and knowledge.
.? Perhaps the central concern _of the groups was- ‘best stated by the Draviand
commeht that what was heeded, was "a well art1culated framework within which
-7 we_can define pur ‘tasks and our, areas of 1gnorance
: i The Hh}te report emphas1zed the néed for 1n1t1a11y conslder1ng the match
dr- mismatch between :profess1onal communlty needs" and “prOgram/outCOmesJ
and wWithin that, the critical point of 1dent1fy1ng 1nstruct10nal and progr am
object1ves. One d!ff1culty with that, as the- Froyen group discusses, is that
the faculty who comprise. much of that community are highly resﬁstant to
chdnge, often in the name of - academic freedom and auvtonomy. Froyen contends
that 1ittle attention.is paid to ponsensus-huilding in developing objectives
and even less attentjqn to stangards of compliance with those objectives., So
I \ A
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we Mave a built-in confl1ct in establishwng 2 SOUnd foundat ion for“develop1ng
reasonable and appropr1ate evaluation queet}ons ‘and processes. In the past

this has often restited in no action.. &brtunately, {or un?ortunately. de- :

pendirg on your perspect1ve), there are aow accountability forces in effect
that may . hecessitate action. Froyen ] exce?lent “list of reason§ common 'y
given about why we can't do quality évaluat1ons are likely to be overwhelmed

S i assoc1at1on activities and accred1t1ng agency demands for "proof"ﬂthat*
teacher educat10n is doing its job satisfactorily.- In ShOtt more Stringent
measures of "success" will be mandated and put most :simply, it is 1og1ca] to
assume that university faculty and the rest of the profe551ona1 community
would rather get involved and have some say in their own destiny as opposed

by the state Ieg1slat1ve and state’ department of education mandates, prdfes- )

4

to having their fate tota]Iy determined by other externa] forces. This is..

perhaps not the most pos1tnve or altruistic reason for dec0m3ngﬂlnvoyved! but
it is likely to be a,reality. Once we move beyond specification and clarifi-
cation of objectives, we find ourselves in a position of having to know what
presengly ex;sts in teacher education evaluation practices.' A common infor-
mation base is a necessity if we are. to avoid “reinventing the'wheeT," as the
deVoss group discusses, and capitaiize upon bast successes and failures. The
kinds of questions that (must be- asked and for' which information must. “be
gathered are typ1f1ed in the K1lgore report. Hhat are present standards for.
graduates which are being mandated by various’ states to which our’ students

might go for a job? How does NCATE fit in with ali this7 Have some teachgr

education programs actually changed as a resuﬂt of evaluations and, if so,

how? How do we Jook at the impact of preserv1ce g1ven the uncertain effects

of each unique school setting? These dnd other questions posed by K1lgore
are somewhat scattered but that 1s exactly the real world for most teacher

ed and need to

education institutions, lnst1tut1ons have been too isolat
becone,aware'of the state-of-the-art of evaluation and the context within
whiclr that evaluation must exfst;_ As White states, we need descriptions of
"evaluation programs currently in place or wunder development with a discls-
sidn of* conceptual features, operational preconditions,. implementation prob-
lems and benefits, cost effectiveness ‘and, most importantly, what dif ference

has been made as a result of the progtam,“ -
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_-In terms of/the actual design and conduct of evaluations, many good sug-
gestxons were /made. by the groups. For example, the deVoss paper contains
"several credtivé ideas including thé use of volunteer teachers sitting on-

campys with faculty groups té Hiscuss evaluation issues, documentation begin-
ning rly in undergraduate years, "critical incident" logs being kept’ by
teacHer education students, cooperat1ng teachers and supervisors, and 1ntense
data collection with smaller random sampl1ngs of students/graduates NCATE , °
'1tself deVoss suggests, has been a somewhat unintentionally negat1ve influ-
encé due to its demands for what many institutions see as a .limiting v1ew of
evaluation. At the same time, it has the potential to be a very pos1t1ﬂe in-
fluence if it could play a more active role in disseminating information.
'gbout successful approaches and encour age experimentation and diversification

in evaluating programs and products. Certainly, the Gubser.pressntation in-
.dicates very harmonious thinking along those lines and, perhaps portends just
such activity. Again, a basic'issue to be addressed is-exactly just what
constitutes “"proof® that teacher education is doing its job and to understand
teacher” education's limitations as wel)l as its potential. The Savage.group
.(sounds menacing, doesn't it?) reminds us that the systems model used in in-

dustfy guarantees the "product® only as long as it is used as’ intended. The
potential mismatch between “1ﬂeal" preparat1on and the 1d1osyncrat1c reali-
ties of individual $chools mandqtes that  institutions of teacher ‘education
closely exgmine their objectives and prograéms withiq that real world context.
The "proof" indicaters must emanate from a realistic assessment of the rele-
vance and impact of preservice on what a teacher does day-to-day in a class-
room, school and community environment. The idea of .more actiive state in-
volvement in teacher evaluation, as in the Georgia example cited in the,
Savage paper, must be 1nvestfgated and understgod in relationship to the .
evaluative rol& of the higher educatwn ‘institutions and’ the schools.

Finally, in terms of the uge of evaluation results. Hungerman raises a
very important point about the need to formalize processes for commun icat ion,
discussion 'and mdification of program if we are to really bring about ',
changes. To just disseminate the results to faculty and administrators is .
not enocugh. It is estremely impqrtani, the report goes qn, to have a visible
and acknowledged (and, .l would add, respected) leader for the evaluation ef-
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fert to maximize impact.

It strikes me’ that one alternative to having tp

. thoose between an eva]uat1on or program "type" for ‘this role is to cons1dér

. effort from admissions to program replacement and beyond.

LA

sults are wsed,

dual ‘leadership where both roles would be’ repreSented.

Through th1s neqns

credibility is 11ke]y to be increased a]ong with the overall relevance and

validity of the effort .

can we consider evaluation truly.systematic.

Garland rem1nds us, as 4id others,
they must reflect evaluation of the total teacher edycatuon

that whatever re-

Only in that way

We've identified a great

Denemark, G.

In summary, we have our work cut out for ‘us!
number of serﬁqps weaknesses but we've also identified many usefu) epﬁ?oaches‘
and principles wbrthy of consideration. The time has come te m0ve beyond
stating the prob]éms and to look ei how we caanuild upon the bonceptual and
structural necessities and bedinnings discussed with much insight in these
papers. We need not be too cynical or pessim%stic. This session reveals a
valuable poo! Bf knowledge and judgment about what is needed and how we can
It. may be aééiffiCUTt task ‘we are

Awareh s¢.has been created and

begin tb move toward those ends.
undertaking but it”need not be overwhelming.

we now must move toward action, This work stands as an excellent
beginning.
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