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Increased activity in the field.of inservice teacher

education has not created an immediate improvement in the’'quality of
inservice. Programs are not plannéd or implemented well, and teachers

. AT€ generally not involved with or committed to thé ‘prcgrams. To
perform the necessary evaluations cf the programs, the planning Qf
‘inservice teacher education programs must involve needs assessment,

> %he ‘setting, 6f measurable objectives, and delivery sérvices linked
'specificall%?%o,the objectives. Once this model ‘has been adopted, a
fnumber of evaluation concerns can be addressed. One.evaludt'ion

approagﬁfrébuires the involvement of .planners, presenters, and

“‘participants. The approagch focuses opsresponses to five basic
concerns of the inservice evAluatofT, (1) Was the.conteat of .the
irservice activity ipformatiye and useful to the partipipant?:‘?Z)

' Was the presenter of tHe inservice activity.effective?; (3) Was there
an iimediage chawge in the participants®-behavior as defined by the
stated objectives?: (4) Were there 1é6nqg term-changes in classroom ~
beRaviocrs?: and (5) Did the students of the participants change as a
result of altered teacher behavior? Each concern can .be integrated
intbo an evaluation instrument®that is usablé and is tihe and cost

£fective.-'Samples- of evalugtion forms used, by .schools are included
in this.paper along with a ﬁ?bliography of 21 references to ‘inservice .
education-and,evaluation. (FG) ‘ i )
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MATERIAL HAS BEEP GRA‘NTED 8y - -\ .J EDUCAYIONAQ?ESOURCES INFOR ATIQN ‘
" DOV\vdjd J. Badgn LA . - / , CENTER (ERIC) - .
. - - A USERS GUIDE TQ THE z Tris document has been reproduced as *
- recetved from the person of organizetion
EVALUATION OF INSERVICE EDUCATION " ongmating it
' ’ . Minor changes have been made 10 impreve
g ’ e reprodyction quakty
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES by Donald J. Baden . : . S~
o .. ® P&ints of view 0F OPINIONS S1ated 1N this JoCu
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC). . ment go not necessdnly represent offiual NIE

i posttenn ar pnley

The professional developmeht,of teachers through locally_éevelbped

~

v inservice ‘education activities is becoming an increasingly comhgp activity‘

«

in school districts. Previously, new ideas and innovations were infused

ED210252

regularly into a schooltdistrict when it annually hired twenty to thirty’

.

» percent new teachers, Declining student enrollments and resultant budget

: reductions coupled with re&GceH_teaeher~turnoGer have greatly limited or °
] . . A ..

i~

+

tidnally been graduate education with the current ideas and practices
developed there b;ing introduced into classrooms. However, the egpanding
pool of teachers who have obtained what they conéider to be their terminal

degree has’reduced that avenue of chanée.u If chanée ig tegcher behdclor is

-~ . - o w .
to be sought in schools today, the,most common form of stimulation will be
onsite inservice aetivities. To encourage this type of-activity federaL

B
dollars are being approprieted to expand. inservice education through Teacher

.

‘ Corps, Teacher Centers, Public Law 94~142, and through the dissemination of
) .,

Lo Titt;/%i:f innovative projects. - B ’ ‘ .
’ \
N This inareased activity, however, has nmot"created an immediate improve~

ment in, th quality of inservice education. Locally developed inservice .

e&pcation in 1979 1s.basica11y designed the same way as it has been for

" . .
‘. many years. A great majority of school distritts in Illinois and elsewhere
- :
‘ throughout the country still operate with some or all of the'following too
. L .
, . familiar charadterist;cs. 5

e D
- € " d -

*1l. Inservice programs are planned in a-disjointed faghion with little

’

or no continuity from one prggram fé.the next. - .

.

ended this source of new ideas. A second source of stimulation has tradi- ..

-




W,

bHye .
2. Ins%rvice teacher education is planned by either administrators

or by an a \istratively selected teacher fommittee with little input from

A}

all potential participants.

v

- - 3. Activities are planned without the setting of specific objectives

< .

and with topics which 1énd themgelves to only shallow discussion of current
> . ) . , ‘ N
e topics in education.

. -
'

4. T6o-little time is allotted for a thorough examination of any topic |

with little or'ﬁo/foijow~up provided to support any of the new ideas generated °

by the programs. -

. v
v * ' ’

. 5. Participants behave basically at the end of the program in the same

12

- .\manner they did at‘the beginning of the effort.

“r s .

. . 6. Inservice education, while tolerated oq in some cases, even enjoyed

Qy teachers s rarely seen by the pafticipénts as resulting in change .in their

M . . - s -
-

[&, i classroom. _ . ’

., If this picture of the mass of inservice teacher education is accurate, .

-
-

change.can occur only if inservice education is changed dragaticalIy to

* ¢ ¢

. become a systematic'efforfiat créating behavior change in teachers and ¢

. ) eventual behavioral change in students. Efforts at implementing the types

of programs suggested in this paper have occurfed or ate occurring in

Teacher- Corps projects in Madison and East St;.Louis, Illinois, inva |
" federally funded Teacher Center in Madison County, Illinois, and in iso;ated

districts throughout the state. These embryonic efforts give some hope that &

-

a new approach to inservice education of teachers can emerge and hhvg.a

positive effect on what happens to students . in the classroom.

- 'y . y - . - a

, At the heart of any such efforts aimed at improving the quality of

» . I

H ' inservice education is the need. for the developmeént-of an-effective evaluation
. R R

| % - 7" model. This paper,prOposes a model of inservice educhtion and presents its ' .

-
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‘implications with® analyses and recommendations for ansyering the following

> , . , ,
questions: s . , - -.
‘ 7 ‘ ool
1. What should be the purpos€ of evaluation‘in inservice teacher .
sdgéstion? . { . . ' o

2. " How should the evaluation of inservice education be framed?

—

3. *What aspects of inservice education are to be evaluated? s o )
, v R N
4. When should evaluation of intervice education take place? < . \)‘
- - L 2
5. Who should carry out the evaluation of inservice.education? N

' 6. How should the eva}pation of inservice education be conducted"

e

»

and analyzed?: . ; . .
' v

- L.

Purposes of Evaluation ., 3

* and summative decision making and to progxam imﬂ[ovement A search of” the

. ~ . A
Allen (1976) states thatythe purpose of evaluation in.inservice education

¢ M

is decision making. Evaluation is.begun in order to enable eﬂucgtors to make

informed decisions about the educational process. MacDonald (1976) limits

é Al

- the scope of worthwhile evaluation to include only thoSe programs which

are systematically designed to result in change of teacher behavior and

9 -

in student learning. Bush (1971) further emphasizes the. need and diffiCulty

encountered in isotating and defining the behaviors to be eValuated Without
N P

this effort, he contends, inservice education is difficult to improve.

<

3 —

Bishop (1976) summarizes that evaluation shouid contribute té ;dth formative -

ERIC system found 165 entries describing methods andLor criteria for T TR

© a N 'R

-evaluating inservice education. This search revealed the following4_*“___._;______—

N _______.’__'_’_.

frustrating~patterns—for'fﬁ"iocal developer of inservice education O

-

1. Approximately 30 percent of. the entries’ wene evaluasion reports ° )

e = -
Vocational Educational programs all of which are typic lly inapplicable Ly .
. A * 2,
to the local school setting. ’ o 4 '
. ‘ v . s . - ., *,




¢
N

PR 4 .
S 2." Over 90 percent of the entries were site specific rather than -

[y - . .

\\_gfjhting to a general theory,or model for the evaluation of inservice -

)

f - -

) |
educati’n. D < . . . |

i

e ':

/ . . L . ’
4

‘

behavior and changes in student outcomes over S0 percent of the entries,

~ .
' focussed only on the evaluation of the quality of a presentation. ~
\ 4. Twenty percent of the entries focussed on the design of curriculum '

) r
with the evaluation of inservice being only incidental to the major thrust -

-

of the report. . . ! l . ' |

-

@ .

Given this brief review, several summary statements can be made con-

. e ;
M - 1
.

cerning the evaluation of inservice education and its potential. First,

¢ >

h .
if inservice teacher education is to become anyth}ng beyond the one-shot |
N : ‘
AY l , ‘ !
' <i\ ""dog and pony shows" so characteristics of the present scene one must be -

able to demonstrate the effectiveness of an alternative approach. Without |
Ay v i ;
an appropriate evaluation design any attempt at demonstrating effectiveness

-

l
of a new-approach.will not succeed. Secondly, one mugt look at the basic |
. . T |

question*of the role of inservice education in the school. Educators need o
~ ’ . . -~ . ’ ' K -]
. to accept the pogition that "teachers and'$rograms that do not move ahead -
. : - N \

stagnate and decline.=- Therefore, programs must be-developed that -focus on

behavior and programmatic change. @Mirdly, evaluation as currentl} practiced e

»

is typically used only'to justify external’ funding or to request adéitional

funding rather than as a tool for decision making and process modification(

: ¢ — ]
1f educational decision makers are to,make judgments for implementing change
I TR nting char S

;e.~714—~—~and—curriCﬁi“m aevelopment affecting classroom teachers,  they must have better. Ve

. u‘ - " ~

dat ~on which. to judge these decisions than is currently available.. ?hes .

-

—— effective eévaluation of insetvice education can serwe both formative and -
.~ “r N , _‘\

: . summative functions in helping-to-make-these-decisionsT — : - .

* -




] A Model for the Evaluation of Inservice Education . j %
x ® T
|

i

1

1

|

" The evaluation model presented in Figure One involves a direct systematic

re ) approach to evaluation. The suggested process becomes functiondl once the

-~ R4

program elements are defined and the skills needed to compiete each phase of

— -
- 3

the process arq present. . !
+ The initial step which is<pre1iminary to the actual evaloation model;is
the identification of the content to 5e evaluated. %his identification should
> be determined by a needsﬁassessment process in which all potential participants
are—involved This involvement creates at least an 1n1tia1 sense of ownership
in the participants og what is octurring. An instrument such as’sthe’one developed
by the Madieon County Teacher Center is a sample of how such a process tan -
be initiated kFigure‘Two). Once this area for involvemént has been identified,f i

the initial step-in the inservice as well as the evaluation process is the .

formulation of achieveable, measurable goals for the indervice teacher
’ {

"

ation activity. The goal or goals need.to be further defined to include

1 \*
> - program resulted from this needs identification pPocess. ; .
"PROGRAM TITLE: .
, ‘ Contracting with Students .
id : - - . .
. y "PROGRAM OBJECTFIVES: - - ,
’ . _ Participdn®y will: . ) * - '
5 . . L. Identify basic characteristics of academic and
. ) behaviogal contracts. - ’
2. Complete a model contract for use with their students.
. . e i ’
‘ : PROGRAM DESCRIPTION:- - " ——

i
|
’
1
1
|
|
1
specific benaviors to be addressed by the activity. The following .inservice 1
|
|

. ._Need-.an effective mofivation strategy for many students7 Try
g contracting~-~the Setting ‘up of specific requirements resulting
) in pre-determined rewards. While primarily academic,- contracts
can be used for behavioral problems. Also included in this
- ession are the fundamentalsof -contracting, ideas for imple-
- entation' and’ suggestions for what to do and what to avoid. . @

.

_ﬂ_i_qi,i_ﬂe—mhis approach—can’b@ contrasted with those consisting of only a program i
‘title being idenbified witH.the evaluation of the\activity limited to . 1
participan; reaction to Ghe presenter.. . \ ' ) o }

o
-

v
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Measurgable } * . for S JAdministering - State . 1°
Objectives | Ejaluation Apprapriate *Conclusions __* ST ﬁ ’
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S | ’ . Figure Two . T | 8y

. v e . MADISON- COUNTY. TEACHER CENTER /
Building . Needs Assessment /
oY : . . Check your' grade Yevel
District o ! ‘ K= [] a-9 O
. . - : ) : i . 36O ,10-121:
. . . . ‘. Other /- . -
B & . " , Ed ,/:/.
Identify the level-of professional development '
activity you feel you’ need for each of the follow- N -
ing aréas by marking ¥<) in the approprizte box. - o
At the far right, check the three areas bf greatest ° 9 o 18 g-‘
‘ interest to you. . A\ Sl=lg18188
' gl ol ol o l= lee
»V 4 &0 4 hal \
] s |, u |
, ¥ = elsg |5 len -
N Q Q > 3 I E- ]
i ' . z |l @l < ﬁ\ I
vl v} o WRER:
8 L) A) & ~ N — ~
CURRICULLM PLANNING . v o
1. Curriculum Development+wAdapting vr developing curriculum to meet l L
" goals and objectives for sequential instruction.
a. Provide for students to work at different rates.
b. VaryTteachinLaccordirﬂ to learning styles of students. .
‘ c. Wrivf individualized learnimg packages. \ . ~
2. Planning for Diverse. Cultural Background-Planping instruction “
-

‘reflecting the importance of various cultural grédups in classrooms. -
3. Career E&ucation.-‘Ability to incorporate concepts of career education
4n the classroom.-
4. "Planning for Learning Problems-Accurately interpreting results of a
'variety of diagmostic procedures; using referral procedures. g A
5. Planning for.Gifted Talented-Using techniques for didentificaticn
. 2nd-instruction of ‘gifted; using refertral criteria. ) : ' '
6. Content Areas-Refining and expanding knowledge of subject matter and )
method. .
- a. Reading ‘ > . : ) o
‘ 1b. Mathematics B : -
' c. Language Arts/En&lish P - ,
5 d.. Sciemce - ~
- @, Music NN R )
* f. Social Studies 4 . .
_Z. Business Education/Industrial Arts : .
.o h, Home Economics - ’ .
: i. Foreign Language = : !
- . Arts , .0 - ) .
- k. Other ) .
7. Environmental Education~Incorporate environmental education into the N
schoo].;&urricultm. o -
8. Metric Education-Incorporate metric education into the school cur- - ’
riculum. s A L
9. Energy Education-Incorporate energy education into the school cur-
riculum.
107 Aerosgace Educatiog?lncorporate aerospace educ agion into’the school
curriculum. A =
11. Reg@ial Readi@ork more effectively with slow or non-readers.. ‘

™
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Once the evalu#tion objectives aré set and the beghaviors to be observed °

-

are established, step two requires the identification of appropriate

~ LY
.

evaluation questions. For example, if the objactive of the inservice K , ’

o

+ activity is to design a lez.u'ning contract, one ai};propriate question for

evaluti%n would be whether Ehg participght .had-actually _devel:)ped the
requﬁ'ed form. Another question might attempt -to ascertain whether 'the
—~—rT— - participant could identify the basic characteristics needed in writing a

learning contract.’ ’ oo 4
S : R . '
L ' v

In order to gather data to answer these evaluation questions, step T
"three calls for the design, selection, and admindstration-of appropriate
instruments or procedures. _Once the data has been collected it needs to . \

, {
be analyzed in terms of prescribed standards and criteria so that judgments
Z P I f gm

can be made in terhs of the progress toward achievement of the initial :
objective or objectives. ) ' R . - LN

The fifth _énd sixth steps in the evaluation process are the dissem-
ination of Ehe results so that the dec_:isions based on the evaluation can be

" -<made and the activity revised, as&necessary, to bécome,more effective in’

, ) 1 . .

- the future. . . T - N

If the purposes of inservice evaluation as sug"gested earligr are
- . v . \ )
1) 'to facilitate rational decision making and 2) measure cffange in teacher

and/or student behavior based on 5s§eésed needs, then this e‘gluatﬂm 1

process model is_pot only possible but necessary. @ S
. f y . I <

Evaluation,' however, if it. is tc; be effective, must be used. ;roo S \

often evaluation modefs and/or designs—are-ofsuch—complexity that 1t is
rarely possible for local dist¥icts to consider their usage. Because of

this the evaluation model presented above requires the following ciharac-

- - . - - “ * -

teristics for its implementation. . i . ] .

: 1. Form follows function. The instrumgn;a;ign_used_musﬁ_be_cied—to

Cppje | mmecsteye 000\ -
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. . . . M Ll = N
2.. The evaluation must be time effective. The evétuamiop resulgs
required in inservice education must be readily obtainable within a reasédn- .

v . -

"« able time so _that the resuits can be used in the decision making process..

’ v k4 i
s ’ . ” D

+ 3. The evaluation, must be cost~effective. The use of an evaluation
. e '
model must be within present budget limits in school districts in terms of -

: - <
- staff time’ and~t\chnology required for analyses. ;\\‘r—' ’ R 4 T

- - -

W 4. The evaluation must be useable. The resuTts of the ev\luation
> process must be transmittable to all participants. C mplex statistical z

A

_discussions coupled with ahstract des1gns need to be avoided. This caveat

is not~meant to suggest an anti-intelleétual or. anti-Statistical bias but

rather reflects the conecern that data must be understandable to be useable.
~ * . N . ' L4

Unfortunately most public school: administrators and teachers’and in , ' !

. o 2 >
N ~ < .
,//// . fact, most university faculty lack the facility to deal comfortably vith

- .

5 . e‘.‘ complex statistical language. Rather‘thag try to rsmove this'oarrier, it--. .

. ' Dl . I
'is advisable to_work withinethese constraints. Designs wﬁich require .\j: )
external consultants for statisical support are of little‘uSe in locally T i ,
developed programs. ‘As a rulee. of thumb, if the data presented if not : e

.9 [N Loy

- easily understandable to ‘all teachers and administrators within a district,
s ~ . . - .- . - \

it sheuld not be used. . ct- . LI o

PR - -

—— - - . In order to carry out such.a. workable evaluation program,- five evaluation' -

. concerns should be addressed. While all five are: vital to an effective ~ l

“ evaluation’ program, the individual evaluatdr can readily adapt the processés

Q\ to his/her own\needs. ~ { }\ : ¢, .
N S —t . ! I .&. Lo * N - :

Evdluation Concerns\in'Inservice Education”’ . \ .
a ' L ‘ : . oo . @

The evaluation concerns for inservice education can be approached ’
- e
’ te . , - - .
s « * through five questions. | ’ : 5 ' . .

.

3

. 1. Was the content, of the inservice activity informative and useful . .\\\\
—_ e .

o . - . v ¢ T T —— L

e to the participant? ~ — T e R s o -]




e . . .

2. Was the presenter of the inservice'kamvity effective" o

3. Did the participants in the inservice activity exhibit the beﬁewior \\

‘
. ve

" change as defined by the objectives" PRI .. o

4. Did the participant s behavior in their classroom change as a’

2

"\'. resuit of the inService activiyttz after a “period of t:gne" ,\, ‘ s \
X . 5.° Did the stuflents of the partiojl-pants change as a result of altered
Co ‘, teache: s behavier? , e — ’,,A L \ ’ ;(, -!
. . » .
P.Eﬁch ofsthese evaluation.concerns is addregsed El the lighg of the/‘ i\
issues described earlier as being ncrv.'xcial to fostering change in insenice* ' T h

— . , L . ! / . .
education. Included in this discussion aze sample instruments for assessing
’ -

these concerns. Figure Three summar\zes the concerns addressed by an in~

. o L . ' N . )\ - g ~ ‘
service e‘valuation moael.v . - . .
H -, ) : N ~ »
5 R . ~ - * . , R ~ " &,
Concern One: Inservice Content - ) > e 0 ' s,
Q, . . ., *, . /,, 0. “e 4 .
) / . N , While the content of ,any inservice ieducat'ion activity is often 1imited
) to the quality, of the preSenten, a separate -evaluation of the content . ,
[ "

.
- . . vw . . -

presented is a necessary\aqk, “The firsc step *in this evaluat.ion is the: | \t

. ‘x . identification of the obj ectives._ Thes obj ectives, aé t1dentified b .
. 4 ._(1 * ‘y, / * P . .-
4 . aativity plann,ers and/or presennr, rm the bases for -the eval t/gx ’I‘he g
T questidns fo¥ evaluatrion o‘c‘ this co cern include: . / o, vt
~e % N ~ - J - ’
e . . 1 - Did the conten& pres.gnt make possible the-attainment of the
d . . & . »
, N objectives possiblerby the partic \pants? ’“ . ’ L 3
" " 2. Wassthe contentlpl;esented hpplicable to the participan:,"\s needsz_?’~ .

¢

_The ,paxticipants in the acd ity are the obvious evaluators -although

n be:ét_ernal third party-evdluator can beTused. Ther author has found that .

s
- - .
.

oo ) 1 - . . ! :
~  an effective wayy of évaluating content, has been by providing sufficient\.

forms to one 4f the part;icipan'ts who supervises the administration of  the

. : ‘\\ '——,i, 4 vt
¢ evaluation, cellects the coyleted instruments, and Teturns the forms to F
. -y
< 3 - - . . L -4
" £
fte person responsible for'data analysis. S ) }) N
~ oy, ’ o . .
_— . ;
l’é »
- N L - ';: "/ s

'w




Figure Three

'/,

0

. » -
- ‘ . R . .
. ' . ¥, EVALUAT IONCONCERNS s ‘
. ' . 74 i
Evaluation Purpose ., Administered -~ When Results When i Ty’pe of
Concern ) To Whom Administered Sought Administer?ed Instrument
r“ 'l M ‘ -
Content’ of " Ascertain if - Participants ‘1" Conclusion of -Participant . On site of Likert type
., Inservice content pre- by planners service assessment of _ activity - checklist
‘a‘ptivfty _sented met : .activity content effec-
o . " } desired ob- tiveness - o g‘ : :
./ - | jectives )
Presenter of Ascertain the Participants Conclusion of Participant On site of. Checklist -
inservice - effect of the by planners insetvice assessment of activity \
activity ‘. presenter oOn 'activir.y : ~ | presenter
" the attain-*- : ’ ‘ . i
. . « e,
ment of - k\ . . -
" ob ives - : .
, . jective ‘ -~ ) A N ~
Participant Determine Partizci}ants Conclusion-of far;»tici;pa‘ﬁt o On site of Varied based
Learning: whether par- ] by presenter inservice - behavior «change activ'ity . on .objectives
Immediate ticipants ! activity - . :
. achieved ) o . )
objectives N ! .
T . - : .
= —P .
Participant Determine Participants by Mirimum 6f two - Pafticipant In par'L{icipant Varied based
Learning: whether self » peers or months after ’ behavior change classroom on objectives
Long-term ‘behavior change} gtudents. _ activity . ° o
. remains. after . ’ ) T
period of time ‘ ) . ) (
L 'y
‘ ~ 17 . \ - ' ' 1
Student * Determine _ X Participants -by’ Before & after ", Student behavior In participant . Classroom
Lea;nin% whether self, peers or teacher behavior change classrgoom ‘ environment
o students of students change intro- .o _ obgervation
/ participants . n duced into class- - ' 2. Checklist
y * change behavim;' » " room 3. Objective 4
Q . m:f; result of [ referenced 1
EMC, T teacher . - i ’ (7]
PR st i, : . nstrument
_ behavior change < -
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The instrument its&lf should be as brief as poessible. As evaluators,

we tend to gather much more data’ than we need.or idse. One of the assumption

of the pkxocess suggested by this.paper is that if an evaluation system is
to be efiective,‘it has to be used. If an eyaluation is to be completed
it needs to be presented’in a“forg/that‘allows‘participants to complete i ~

their task quickly. For that c&ason care must be given to construct precise

a_,,,.,

items that are coupled directly with the questions for evaluation.

4 . e -

TS

< - '
! ‘
na8sulits O c.ﬁ& evca.'\uata.vq are cvacliia I.eu, pla\-eu (o243 o.h\. <ot w‘l shA¢ v‘y"

Ch 2 '

with the presenter anfitné'person or group responsible for pianning the C
. . 14

activity. Thisaspen system of accountability is extremely effeetive in
/4~
* planning future ‘workshops on the given topic or potential use of: the . S
* » - /
presenter. Figure. Four presents a sample instrument with the results of

" an inservice workshop raeported. ' -

Data analyses typdcally need to go little further than. frequency counts

or elementary descriptive statistics. The frequency distribution of
4
responses coupled with the derived mean provides “an Aanalysis sufficient to g -

i ke

o PR, . -- - _,-,l\‘

¥ - judge the content effectiveness of a given presentation. For consumers e

¢
.

the simple, easily understood data ig far superior to complex, time con- {

' suming anglyses that tend to be ignored. . . ( ’ '

<

" .
o - .

Concern Two: The.Presenter of Insexrvice Education o

As stated in the previous section the analyses of the content presented
in an inservice teacher activity and the.quality of the presenter are
closely related. As snown in‘gigure Four data relating to each of these \
areas is divisible_z:f.readily attainable.

The questions for evaluation associated with the concern for ‘the .
effectiveness of the presenter include: ( %

e L™ .
1. Was the presenter,well organized?

b . e

2. Was the presenter easy to listen to, to work with, to participate

.v .

Q . with?




Figur‘e Four . .

WORKSHOP EVALUATION . Y

Workshop Title: Individual Instruction
) Workshop, Presentor: ~_ N
Workshop Location: Greenville -

\ - - ' Date: _ Winter, 1979 .

The activity you have just completed was developed through the Madison.County Teacher Center.
Your appraisal of. the activity will aid in igproving future programs developed in this manner

»
o

Please rate the workshop by placing an X" along the following continuun. ‘
1 » Vs . -
The stated object:ives' of the workshop were: » )
1. Identify four variables involved in developingycurriculum for personalized , .
instruction. -\ /
2.. Develop materials for individualizing instr%tion using the prescribed eriterda. -~

&

1. ,How applicable to your needs were the workshop objectives? » Mean
< N . - . ]
J B - ’ T
. Very applicable, § 18. \, '3 ¢ 0 0 , Inapplicable . . 3.86
- . -8 - .
. ’ : ) . : . -\ /-' Y
2. *Do you feel you have .achieved the objectives? ' :
. : - : . s <
. More than expected 17 i 4 4 0 0y Less than expected , 3.81
- . = . . LY
3. Overall, how do you rate the content of the workshopL . i . ]
IV —— TR B e T e T I T T ,:Jvf:{‘\‘rﬁlé“ = - o
s T " "Exeellent p 16 3 4 4 T 1 0 y Poor” B 3.71
© . ~ - T~ ~
Vﬁ L :
#. How weéll did the presentor organize the wofkghop? P IR ~
| - S <
Well organized ¢ lS" y 5 3 1* 1 0, Lackedforgani‘zation 3.67
> : o A
5. How much material was present\ed" : e e
Just right . ) .
" for time available I 72 3 0 4 .0, Not effectivé use of time 3.67
’ PR L s . N 3 i
6. How would you rate the presentor of the workshop? S
< 7 _ .- T
Fantasgic ¢ _18 § 3 = 0 0, Terrible. . 3.86
‘ o . . . '
7. Did the quality of the presentor help you achieve the objec*:ives? —
A - D{efinitely ¢ 18 |’ 3 4 0 .f 0 , Not at all - 3.86

= ) _
' 8. Please make at least one suggesti\on, for improving this workshop in the future.
. . 4
e . b - [N
. : » EW

«
W
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)
///,/<“ expected to evaluate the learning of participants in an inservice activity.

. N - ;o ’ -
AN 14~ .
. .

¥ S 3. ‘What effec; did the presenter hawve on your receptivity <o the

content? ., - ' : o

- Participants again are the logical source of information concernikg'

) .
P . - 3

- these questions. As before, a useful process involves having a given

participant'administer the instrument, gather the completed forms,.and

oy .

T return them to the data anlyst. . . :

.In selecting items for ﬁhis forn of evaluatton, care should be given to

- * <

,separate the content from the presenter and the process used By the presenter.

™ oo often, evaluation/}n both of these areas tends to ke based solely od the

0

effectiveness of - the presenter, not providing information on wpether\the‘
’ {
* .
content presented was adequate or not. . . -

. The accountability of presenters is essential to the’ success of

) inservice programs. As participants realize that their responses, have ‘the

o

.. effect of shaping future programs'ﬁnd_cﬁoiceﬁof presenters,ltheir Tesponses-—— .i_

- ~

| —— ~7 %" “should” “become more precise and accurate.

-
.
-

. \VConcern Three' The Ledrning of Inservice Participants--Immediate
; )

The evaluation of the learning of participants in an inservice program

.

is rarely undertaken. While professors in a "course" situation are obligated

to evaluate their students, the presenter of an inservice activity is rarely
< . .

. ) N
This omission is understandable in the short term activity when énter-

. N~
tainment has a higher priority than participant behavior change. As the

_
///,\\" ’ inservice model advocated-by this paper is adopted, evﬁluation of partic-

ipants immediately and after'an,extended period is required if any measure-~

ment of inservice effectiveness.is to be obtained. Decisions based.only on
‘"
, ‘ participant reaction to content or presentef accomplish little if unaccom-

panied by behavior change in the participants. The various theorists

% .
studying inservice education are unﬁni;ous in their advocacy of evaluation
\)4 * N " '

RIC | 17



N . . .
- 't .

of tgacher behavior change yet are not as certain of\howrthis:éan‘be dong.’

. \\._ ogs stated earlier, most research available on teachfr’behaviortchaqge as
\ ‘the result of inservice'activity is not easily‘replicablg due to both the
\ sophisittcation of the research design and the'cost required to carry out 2N
: ﬁ\\;he required analysis. In response, this paper advocates two approaches to

hathering this data: (1) immediately upon the-conclusion of: the activity

gathered by the presenter, (2) at a later date gathered by the -participant, .

‘ *

pee s, oOr students. The latter apﬁroach is discussed in concefnffour of

\ .
this paper. . . R

!

The .question for evaluation concerning teacher behavior change is

whether the participant .has met the stated objectives for‘the activity.

I3

_ At this point there is little concern as to whether the results of the pro-

N . -

I -4gra§_hav-L£ong term impact‘butﬁyhether immediate~behavior change -can be

— . . »

observed. ", ) . .

"The gatherer of data for this concern must enter working '

r . ’
in conjunction with theﬂactivity planners of the loc istrict. The

L v

instrument development should be ths‘responsibility of the presenter with ) J
| 1

the administration and analyses left to the-.local district. Instrumentation

for this evaluation concern should be as varied as the presentatiomns. While

v

a paper and'péncil test may be appropriate for certain activities, obser-
vation checklists are appropriate for others. Fié&re Five suggests an ]
assessment for an activity in ch the participant objective was to

develop personalized instructidndl strategies for use in the classroom.

. ~ o

A paper and pencil item measures the recall of key concepts concerning per-

sonalized instruction while anoo?servation checklist is used to check the

s »

7
- . - product(s) developed by the individual participant.

" This evaluation concern requires a major cﬂ%uge in presenter Behavior. - .

As a stipulation for development of the activity, the presenter must not
\‘l : k J L .

ERIC - ~ 18 7. »

) : . L -
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1

»

b. Objectives are J!quenced logically.

o . .

c. Objective based p%e test develéped.

d. Objective based post test developed.

1 p

e. Activities incorporagte ffnimm of two alternative

learning styles.

-~

f. Classroom environment adapted to personalized

* instruction. -

B .
) &

‘ ) &
. ¢ .
N 3
~ -
v ’ ‘Figure Five '
_ EVALUATION OF PARTICIPANT LEARNING: IMMEDIATE
. s v
‘Participant
- . Presenter
e}
Date
Identify the-four variables involved in developing curriculum for
personalized instruction:
) / N -
a' c.
R-Y
v, . - -
fz::lig_____qwzf—-ABaiyze—the—materiats*d“ Ioped in conjunctlgn with this activity in )
, terms of the following criteria.
o Yes No
a. Content is determined by objectives. . -




. [ 3
only. dévelop a meaningful activity (the usual expectation) but must also

LY

-
.
i .

.

P v

. . .
- .
[N

state méésureabie behaviors and prepare an evaluation for participants.

e ! 4 N

: . : L
- i The results can be presented in geveral ways. Participant response

. éan be made anonymously with only a group score being analyzed. An

alternative approach would require individual feedback to participants .. ;

combined with a description of‘group performance.
. . o

’

-

Concern Four: Learning of Inservice Participants--Long—Term e

If inservice education is to become more accountable, it must be shown

that the siills, knowledge, and attitudes stated fo meet the objective of

). :

. given programs are retained by the participants after the inservice activity

4 4

has been completed. Fot the purposes of this_paper, long term evaluation —

4 1

— -t ) + :
| will be defined_gs measurement of tea{Ber behavior a migimum of two mdnths
¢,

after the completiog of the activity. The question for evaluation is

whether the béhavior Fxﬁibited at the conclusion of the training activity %
is‘gtill pr;sent in the participant in a work éetting at a future gate. If
. behavior change is to be soyghtnkf ngeds to have long t;rm effect. .
. fraditionally, this coéﬁern has been the focés of some major‘evaiuat16n°
studies but rarely of local district inservice programs. The design used

most commonly in large scale studies requires the uSe of trained observers

working En the classroom for an extended period of time. Obviously this

reésohable appfoach to determing teacher behavioral change (Wilsgn and
* - ’

’

".Wistagggey, 1976).

| R
-
4
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‘After é'aéc period of time the person or persons responsible for

Ly ? - _— )

4 . :
planning a given inservice activity. send an instrument ¢ the original

participants which asks the”participants to self ,assess their own chang

While open to potential misuse this method : involves the teach.in the "‘

evaluati/n process at little“or ‘o cost-to the district. it also con~
. \
tinues the participant ownership in Ehe inservice process begun with the

2

. needs assessment.

N

This format also allows participants the opportunity

to further reflect on the activity‘within the reality of their own class~

® ag»

rooms apart from the intensity of the original settiné of the inservice-

_activity.

rare- butpneededstreatment.

;-

Finally,’the"‘rocess treats professional as profEssionals--a
. R Y .

<

P .

v

N

-~

-~

The instrumentation for.this—concern can be either a duplication or

-

adaptation of the items used at the conclusisn of the activity itself

- Y

(Figure sixy. , . P

A—" 3 -

”

The results need to be shared with the ptesenter and'participants but j

. 2

more importantly should be used by the planners of inservice to’ anticipate

what to includeain future programs. - - S .
, E y , S

¢ _ - hes te

' - . N . R . *©

Concern Five: Student Behavior Change .o . v ' .

’

v -, MacDonald (}976) has stated that without evidence of. change in stugdent
: /

behavior as a result of the chanée,in_tegcher behavior that insefvice

education is not wbrthwhile. The measure_of tRe nature of this change,
i(\\.

o
~7

A

however, is difficult to obtain using traditional methods.’
Inservice education, even when conducted using thﬁésystematic model

proposed here can hardly be expected‘to result in immediate significant

~ P . ] -

gains in student achievement or in' student attitude-changing_from hostile

v 4
to ebullient. Additionally, when significant gains dp _OfFayr, one must be
- hY .- |
L4
very hesﬁtant\:;%attribute this growth to the results 6f a '-planned .Y
-~ £ B / '
'i%rv/ice'activ Yoo e 21 A
.. \ ’; W , . A ' .




R e o "Figure Six \/ e ) B
. Qo EVALUATION OF PART&QIPANT LEARNING . LONG TERM .
gt . e N 1
' ‘ ) ! ‘\\ . - 1
f N Name ) - }
o~ i e N DU —— o T -7 :—1
. - Da;te of ‘Inservice Activity - -
e ) , R . ‘° Date Today Ce
: \ﬁ 4 ° ¢ : . )
L) . C . I . i
As a result of {he workshop on perso:}uzigg ifistruction: . ‘ N |
. N X . » - 1
1. Learning Rate ‘ ‘ N s . 4
given time needed to vat.ta'.inﬁznastery of materials. 4}
L - 1 ST | ] .
. 100% of time i z time - *
4 L te Al - * - *
"2, Learm 4 1
- - ! . . - ’ .
. The materials deveéloped hdve been ¥sé térms of measureable —_—
.. objectives. _ . . .9 : - v 1
S N \ . o Co ‘
- ) o | 1. "1 U Lo
100% of materials K No materials .
r l ' . . ) oo T . A a(\“' . ~”
3. «Learning Style / . : AR Ve . 1
Stude ts have learming altematives ap&ealing tq at least two different 1
. N R | r . j
/ ~ Never - I
v ) . X - .
LS 4 ¢ ‘ :
&
. &y
o The room arrangement is changed tO\meet ﬁhe requirement of personalized ‘ o
. instruction. , e & -
. 2 a2 ) e O
. s‘/ N

i i [ | 1 , , N
Always o * 'Never - - o
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3 in student behavior that can be attributed toichanges in teacher behavior.’

P

While traditional measures of achievement and attitude can be useful
in identifying long term trends or in making normative comparisoms, two

- &ltermatydve forms of evaluation seem to be of more value to teachers and
¥, * *
vadministrat..p at the local level

The -first approach Sugg_gtg,utilizing the "classroom environment" ’

RSP 1 S

research model:” This~ approach can be used to anecdotally record changes

1

For 'example if# the goal of the inservice activity is to boild-teacher
.. ’ - s A \

,Skill in/using positive reinforcers with slow learners, teachers can

-

record their observations of student reaction to the teacher s use of

_ S S
~ e et

Z:1;——;—~———*~—~positive—rEiﬁforcer§7'_While not easily quantifiable, this approach can'

. be ‘extremely valuable in docuhenting program effectiveness.

Normally the tea?her/participant would be the recorder of this data.

However,.two other sources are possible. The fitst would be the use of &h

-

external observer such as a teacher colleague who would observe during a
planning period. Admitting that such behavior is rare, these shared obser-

vat®ons would be extremely valuable in building proféssional integactions

4 ’ .
in a staff.* A secopnd-alternative evaluator ngid be the students in the

classroom. Again, admitting the imprecision of this approach, student

) / i,
reaction can be extremely valuable at alt grade levels. Taking the use

of reinforcement as an example, children ¢an be asked how they :feel when

[} » . - .
the teacher \gomplimgnts their efforts or when he/ehe doesn't. The responses

} . he .

‘:

are effective documentation of the effecthof,the change in teacher behavior _

N s - o> <

N {

on student actions.

. !ﬁ second general approach to measuring the impact of teacher behavior

2

>

change on student.behavior.would be the use of objective referenced " °
- . ) *

measures tied closely to the purposes of the 1nserv1ce activity. ‘If an ~

e

. .
inservice activity proposes providing teachers with skills needeg to .improve
. N t . 0

hY i)
? v, ‘?:; . - -
- g . .

~




b~

.
to

s ’ =

creative writing skills in high school students a-simple measure could be

developed: which would measure creative writing output both before and

Pl

after the interyention. This measure would be teacher administered pro- e

Y

|
|
%
1
1‘
viding some gro\s descffptivé data. ' - aé/f ]
4

Any of these approachés'to the evaluation of inservice behavior lack

. . . v A .-
~ . _the precision required of a sophisticated’résearch'program_but meet the |

. ’ ‘

+

’ criteiiznof being useable, being‘fimé and cost effective,';nd of being

underst \dable'to those involved.

i

|

a |

! 7 “\ : N ’ ‘!
\‘ - . .- |
‘ |

1

\ . ' .
Summary \ - N
- N : st ’ ~N

N

.. \ . ' o
-~ . The evaluation of inservice ‘education"must be'tied—tb an approach—to—~ — —

the professidﬁgl development of educators which involves needs assessment,

X‘ the setting of éeasureable objectives, and the deliver1 of services tied
- : = N v

. - s .
specifically to-bbe objectives.” Once this model has been adopted,ii

N
¥

. . .
number of-.evaluation concerns can be addressed. For the purpose of this -

. presenters and partiéipants has been proposed with a focus on responses

.to five basic concerns of the iﬁservice evaluator. While ad%ittedly -
- N ”~ s 0

(4 ) -

*~ lacking in sophistication, this approach to the evaluation of inservice

N

|

|

paper, a practical approaéh which requires the involvement of planners, i
h .

1

'educgtion .can bef readily integrated into /ny'-sc':hool sptting providing I

|

|

v, -
valuable data in improving the qualjty/of education.

Ao

)

S -




@ ) A
- - Bibliography .
i b . ' A
‘Allen, Anthody, "Strategies for Evaluating Inservice Education", in i . 5
\ . v . . ‘ . 1
, Alvir, Howard, Evaluating Teacher Education Workshops by Comparing Partic;pant
- Reactions with Participant Products, ED 128 332, 1977. | N 1
7 " ‘ \ "”‘ * ;
- * - Evaluation of Regional Workshops in Occupational Education: Evaluation l
. Forms,LEvaluation Plans, Evaluation Designs, ERIC ED 128 354, 1977.
Y . .
Y , A Simplified Example of How to Extract More Planning Data From -, ¢ a
. . Exi;ting Evaluation Instrumenygs, ERIC ED 120 194, 1976. N L
. N , Three Packets with Which/to Evaluate Teacher In-Service Worksh;ge via .

Participant Evaluation and via Observer Evaluation, ERIC’ ED 120 22@ ~1976.

5

) Bishop, Leslee J. Staff’ Development and Instructional Imprevement. Boston:

|

|

|

s S
:—*»—m«e»vv~—*— ~«~LAllyn & Bgcon,‘1916.;wl_,ll;jr,iT ——f:;5;=m_____;____;:;j*“¢—- s ,]
XS N
J

1

|

' .Bush, Robert, "Curriculum Proof Teachers: Who Does What To Whom~, in Louis
‘Rubin, ed.- Improving In-Service Education. Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 1971.

.

Devore, Paul W. Variables Affecting;change in ‘Inservice Tes€her| ERIC . .
' . ED9J9 764, 1971. \ -

] Fitzgerald, Thomas P. and Richard Clark, "Process Evaluation for Ipservice
v o Training", Readi;gﬁImprovement, 13: (l§76), PP- 194-98 X
- ¥
Gerhein, Merle. TeacheryEvaluation of the Natune and\Effectiveness of Inservice

- g Education in Selected School Districts. Unpublished dissertativbm, Univ. ]
o of Pittsburgh, 1959. , - ot
iR s . 3 ’ Vs - 3 . .

i \ d Hammons, Jim, et.al. Staff Development in the Community College. ER _ . .
2 ‘ ED 1{887, 1978. S . ,
Y. .
i}. ‘Harty, Harold.- Instrumentation Focussing on Formative. Evaluation Aspec . , i
X of an Inservice Teacher Preparation Model, ERIC ED 128 332, 1977. \\ - 1
Hite, Herbert, ed. A Planning Process for Inservice Educat'ion: Western : Y | 1
Washington State College. Bellingham; Washi:jﬁon, 1977. TAL
~eke S ‘ 1
Lawrence, Gordon, et.al., Patterns of Effective ImService Education. TallaBassee: |
Florida Department of Education, 1974, . ’ . i
‘.. - , L IR ® .
. McDonald,:Frederick J. "Criteria and Methods for Evaluating. Inservice Educatipn", 1
. Issues in Ipservice Educatidn. Syracuse: National Céuncil of States in |
/’ Inservice Education,-1976. v e ’ \\
- - M J
, " National Society for the Study of Education, Educational Evaluatiof--New Roles, ! i
New Means, Part II. Sixty-eighth Yearbook. Chicago: University of
" Chicago, 1969. - i . : ' |
e , ! N . < }
. - . . , \ ;
- N . - . £y - N
.o S : 29 )




/

N - : 1

- ¢ ¢ b / .
A . .
' Vi\holson, Alexander, et.al. The Literature of Inservice Educatiofi: An .
Analytic Review. Palo Alto: In-Service Teac@erbEducation Project, 1976.

* \

A S ~Evaluating Inservice Education. V. 19, No. 2, ERIC EJ 183, 437, 1278.
Mehmeyer Lilian. “'Evaluation of In-Service Education A Survey of Methods,"
California Journal of Teacher Education 2:(1974), ERIC EJ 108 318, 1975.

—

Welty, Gordon, "Evaluation Research and Research Designs" in Peter Taylor and
Don Crowley, eds. Reéadings in Curriculum Evaluation . Dubuque, Iowa:
Willtam C. Brown Co: R 1972 S

N ¥

P -

Mi

|

. - * ’ . 1

Programs Bureau hemorandum,'Some Initial ConSiderations in Planning and l
|

'1

<

i

|

1

Wilson; Robert. and Harold Wistanaley,‘"In-Service Education s Reading World o
i 16:(1976), 35-38. . . ) 7

s . . v
T, -

£ - ) ‘ .

\
Vé

. . s
.
-, . .t . N '
' . - P § i 5 :
, Y .
- . A ~ r
. R ’ .
. ’
\
.

- 4 % !
i4 ¢
s ~ N
» A J
. . N .
* . Rl
< ¢ * // }
’ Y
“ . . . .
- A . .
» N \ ﬂ"
M .
- \__‘_ -~ “ . - ]
N N . N -
4@ - - - a
» . N . b ., - ! . -
& ‘ )
i " -
\ -
- e
<
“t
¢ Ay . —
' .
e \ 7 /’
-~ -
" ~ S
\ 7 '
¢ \ - s e
«
. X
- |
- [ - . - 11
P ' - “ \
L. >
3 . ' . -
_ .
% 4 ” <+ »
* 4
‘ 2F :
. \ A ) v )
~ - . R -~ o . . A LA,
S e »
3 - .ot




