ED 281 830
AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION
PUB_DATE
NOTE

PUB TYPE

DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

College of Education at Michigan State University are described in

DOCUMENT RESUME

SP 028 773

Freeman, Dopald
Overview: Program Evaluation in the College of

Education at Michigan State University. Research and

Evaluation in Teacher Education,; Program Evaluation
Series No. 10.

Michigan State Univ., East Lansing. Coll. of
Education.

Jan 86

20p: I S

Reports - Descriptive (141)

MF01/PCOl Plus Postage.
*Data Analysis; *Data Collection; Evaluation

Utilization; Higher Education; Preservice Teacher

Education; *Program Evaluation; *Schools of
Education L :
*Michigan State University

The ongoing activities of program evaluation in the

terms of three major phases of the evaluation: data collection; data

analysis and reporting; and internal program reviews: Descriptions

are included of thz Graduate and Undergraduate Education Policy

Committees, Office of Program Evaluation, evaluators of individual
undergraduate programs, the Undergraduate Program Evaluation
Committee, other researchers and evaluators, and college

administrators. Data collection models considered include the

instruments, sampling plans, and the evaluation of graduate programs.

Procedures for data analyses and reporting include specifics on

reporting results. Ongoing reviews and periodic, comprehensive _

reviews are necessary to communicate accurately to program faculty

s T I L S, =T EEEY

and administrators the program evaluation findings. (CB)

?******?f?****?****icicitititiciticitit?ticit**t*tt#********************************
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *
o from the original document. === *
**********************ic?ticitititiii**************t*************************




191

eacher

Program Evaluation Series No. 10

OVERVIEW: PROGRAM EVALUATION

IN THE COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
AT MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

Donaid Freeman

Department of Teacher Educatioi:

— - an -
Office of Program Evaluation

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THiS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

ucation

_..._ U.8. DEPARTMENT ¢

Office of Educational Raséa

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES |

~_CENTER(ERIC)

O This document has tsen reproduced as
received (rom the perso

°"°/‘[“!'!,"Q}!W Df' N or organization

O Minor-changes have been mads i improve
reproduction quality.

OF EDUCATION
and |

NFORMATION

® Poinisof view or 09{;115;;1; ;i!ggg nthis docu-
ment do not necesaarily represent official
GERI position or policy




Publication of ...
The Office of Program Evaluation
College of Education

Michigan State University

January,; 1986

Program Evaluation Series No. 10
OVERVIEW: PROGRAM EVALUATION

IN THE COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

AT MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

Donald Freeman




Overview: Program Evaluation in the College

of Education at Michigan State University

Program evaluation in the College of Zducation at Michigan State
University is an ongoing, cooperative endeavor involving numerous groups and
individuals. This report begins with a brief description of the roles of the
contributing members. It then describes ongoing activities across the three
major phases of program evaluation - (a) data collection, (b) data analysis and
reporting, and (c) intetrnal program reviews:

PARTTICIPANTS

Graduate and Undergraduate Edication Policy Committees: The college

assume the same responsibilities in regard to undergraduate programs:. Both

committees i';néiude’ two elected representatives from each déséféﬁéﬁé; a
department é‘ﬁéif; and a representative of the Dean's Office:

The criteria and procedures that serve as the framework for periodic
reviews of graduate programs are described in a GEPC policy statsment adepted
in January; 1984: The first review of this type was conducted in 1984-85 and
focused on graduate programs in K-12 administraticn. A second review is
currently underway for three programs offered by the Department of Counseling;
Educational Psychology and Special Education:

During the 1984-85 academic year; the Undergraduate Education Policy

Committee developed a statement of guidelines and procedures for periodic



reviews of undergraduate programs. These were approved as a formal UEPC policy

statement in May, 1985. It is anticipated that these reviews will begin in the

Office of Program Evaluation: In 1980, the Dean of the College of

Education created the Office of Program Evaluation (OPE) to coordinate the
evaluation of all undergraduate and graduate programs offered by the College.
Its purposes include:

(1) to provide a substantive information base for faculty

deliberations focusing on the continued development an

improvement of programs, including...

(a) periodic program reviews monitored by the Graduate and

Undergraduate Education Policy Committees; and

(b) ongoing program reviews conducted by program Faculty

and coordinators.

(2) to provide technical assistance or other forms of support for
individuals engaged in program evaluation or related research
activities

(3) . to contribute to the research on teacher education:

Evaluators of Individual Undersra In the fall of 1981,

[ichigan State introduced four new teacher preparation programs as alternatives
‘0 the traditional program: At that same time, five faculty members accepted
ppointments (1/4 time each) as evaluators of each of the five teacher

reparation programs. These individuais (1) design and conduct evaluation
tudies that are unique to their programs (e.g., studies of the match between
rogram goals and instruction), and (2) work with other evaluators in designing
nd using program éﬁélﬁéti§ﬁ instruments and procedures that are common to all
rograms (e.g.; entry-level qaéééiaﬁﬁéiféé and interviews).

ygram Evaluation Committee: Soon after the new teacher




members of the Office of Program Evaluation staff, the Assistant Dean For

Teacher Education; and the five individuals who serve as evaluators of

individual programs. The committee plays a central role in the design of
discussing evaluation issues and Findings.

Other Researchers and Evaluators: In addition to the ongoing evaluation
assignments noted above, other MSU f;cuity conduct independent research or
evaluation studies that contribute to the information bass considered in
program reviews. Examples of studies of this type that have been completed
since 1980 includé: (a) across-program evaluations of three undergraduate

courses - educational péyehaiagy; reading methods, and social studies methods;

knowledge; (d) an inmvestigation of the influsiics of MSU'S teasher preparation

programs on teacher candidates' development of an international perspective;
and; (e) a study of how prospective teachers learn to make interactive
decisions.

College rs: Various college administrators also play an

active role in prograi evaluation. The Associate Dean For Admin’strative
Services oversees the program evaluation function in the College. The

Assistant Dean for Teacher Education is actively involved in the evaiuation of

ﬁﬁ&éfgfé&ugté programs and serves as the Dean's representative on Che
Undergraduate Program Evaluation Committee. Department chairs allocate Ffaculty
rescarces to ﬁfégfam evaluatiocn and oversee the implementation of
recommendations resulting from prograi reviews.
DATA COLLECTION
For a variety of reasois, information collected by the Office of Program
Evaluation and other evaluators in support of reviews of undergraduate programs

is more comprehensive than that collected in support of reviews of graduate
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programs. The undergraduate data collection plan traces the progress of
teacher candidates from the time they enter a program until five or six years
after they graduate. The graduate data collection plan, on the other hand,

provides a cross-sectional rather than a longitudinal data base and focuses

primarily o6 follow-up studies of program graduates. Therefore, the two data
collection models will be considered independently.

Conceptual Framework for Undergraduate Programs: The coniceptuzl framework

for the evaluation of undergraduate teacher preparation programs is illustrated

in Figure 1 on page 5. The basic question that drives data collection at the

undergraduate level is, "How do students change as they progress through each

of Michigan State's five teacher preparation programs?® In more specific

terms; "What changes occur between program entry and progfam exit across three
general categories of student outcomes - (a) acquisition of professional
knowledge; (b) competence in teaching performance; and, (c) educational
orientations and beliefs?" Subquestions inclide the féllbﬁiﬁgi "Do changes in
student outcomes vary in predictable ways as a function of the alternative
teacher preparation program in which the candidate partieipatéa?;" "Do these
changes endire over time?% Although the primary focus is on student outcomes
(i.e., products), process variables are also considered. The basic question
The éénérai questions in the undergraduate program evaluation plan were
identified by the Undergraduate Prograi Evaluation Committes during its initial
year of uyerationm. At that time, tentative agréements were also reached
regarding who would assume major responsibility for addressing each question -

the Office of Program Evaluation, individual program evaluators, or both:
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These initial agreements were summarized in a docuent entitied, "Unidergraduate
Program Evaluation Committee: Functional Organization" (UPEC; 1982). Since
that time, the specific ways in which the ceritral questions have been addressed
have been shaped by three major sources of input: (&) intervicws involving
Fiptusentarives of varlisis target audiences, (b) ongoing deliberations of the
Undergraduate Program Evaluation Committee amd (c) ongoing interactions with

In target audience interviews conducted in 1982, participants were asked
to describe information they and their colleagues would be likely to use.
administrators; college administrators, chairs of relsvant College committees,
Education. The results played a major role in the UPEC's identification of
data that is collected across ail programs. [See "Undergraduate Program
Evaludtion Model: Data GCollection Activities Common to All Programs" (UPEC,

1983)].

Data Collec+ion Instruments: The undergraduate data collection plan is
based on two distinct types of data collection instrufents. One subset

includes instruments selected or developed by program faculty to provide
measures of particular concern to individual programs (é.g., the Myété-ﬁfiggé
Type Indicator is used in two of the Five programs). The other siubset includes
iﬁééfdméntSfdevéidpéé By the Uﬁaétgfééﬁééé P;ngam Evaluation Committee to
§§6§iaé a common, camgarAtivé baseline for iﬁééfﬁfééing the resiults for each
from program faculty.

At present; the set of common instruments includes thrae guestionnaire
surveys and two interview schedules - an entry questionnaire survey and

interview schedule; an exit questionnaire survey and intsrview schedule; and a
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developed for interviewing students who have elected to discontinic their
participation iﬁ.é teacher preparation program prior to graduation. Within the

next two years, three instruments will be added to the list of surveys that are

follow-up questionnaire.
Figure 2 on the next page provides an overview of topiecs that are covered

in each instrument and highlights the repeated measures that are a part of the
longitudinal design. As this figure indicates, the Five instruments that are
common to all programs provide a diverse array of information. Collectively,
they provide a fairly clear sense of who our students ars and why they have
chosen teaching as a caresr. Some sections of sach questionnaire and each
interview also provide data related to the three major categories of student
outcomes described earlier in this féﬁéfE; This set of instruments is the
ﬁiihafy data source for éﬁéijééé of éhéﬁ§é§ in 6fiéntati6ns to téécﬁiﬁg and

educational beliefs. It alss provides self-ratings of teaching performance and

Therefore, éﬁéi§§és focusing o the acquisition of professional EﬁéWiédgé and
changes in teaching performance draw upon these sources of information as well
as the data provided by observation instruments and written examinations
developed by the faculty in each prograii.

A sampling plan was devised in 1984 to: (a) make the data

collection phase of program evaluation more wanageable, and (b) provide an
organizational structure for compieting data analyses. As illustrated in

Figure 3 on page 9; a sample; rather than a census of all teacher candidates,
cumpletes the full set of longitudinal imstruments - entry questioanaires and

and interviews.

10



ENTRY: EXITS

I A , , FOLLOR:UP:
Topics Suevey —interview Sorvey _|nterview Short. rancs

(a) self-ratings of teaching ‘skilis X X
(b) oricntations to teaching . X X X % X
¢c) cducationat beliefs . X X X
(d) college E;ii:kéi-aurﬂm X X

(e) rcasons for choosing teaching carcer

b
b3

() carcer plans/aspirations X X X

(9) perceived sources of
: professisnal kiowlcdge X X

) é;iiiqﬂﬁ of prograi X X B ¢ X
‘1) Enbtoymersi history X X
'j2  job satisfaction X X
k) graduate cducation _ X X
1) dehiographics X X

W) high school activities X

n) high school course Work X

0) rcasons for choosing
program alternative X

Py quality of academic advice X
Q) program's contribution to
skill developicnt

r) professional honors and aWards

'igure 2: Topic Outlines - Undergraduate Evaluation Instrufents
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The sample is determined by a three year cycle plan. All students who
enroll in TE 200 during the 1985-86 acaderic year will serve as the designated
sample for cycle 1, all who enroll in TE 200 during the 1988-89 academic year
will constitute the sample for cycle 2, and so forth. All students in the

short-term and long-term follow-up surveys. A randomly selected subsample will
also be asked to participate in three interviews - entry, exit, and follow-up.
Students who enroll in TE 200 during an off-year (e.g., 1986-87 or 1987-88)
will complete only the exit and short-term follow-up questionnaires.

> _Programs: As noted earlier, comprehensive program

reviews monitored by the Graduate Education Policy Committee play a cenitral

role in the evaluation of graduate programs. Data collection activities
sponisored by the Office of Program Evaluation or other evaluators working at

this level focus primarily on the provision of information that will contribute

to these reviews.

Evaluation and are conducted during the year in which a program is reviewed by
the GEPC. M.A. follow-up questiomnmaires are tailored to the unique
characteristics of each program and are mailed to a census of all who graduated
from the program during the preceding five years:

Data considered in the review of Ed.S./Ph.D. programs are derived from
three sources: (a) & survey administered by the MSU Graduate School at the
time candidates complete their programs; (b) information included in Uﬁi%éfsity
records or compiled by the Student Affairs Office of the College; and (c)
f6i166-65 studies of prograi graduates condicted once every three years Ey the
Office of Program Evaluation.

The Graduate Educstion Policy Committee, its program review committees;

and other members of the faculty have a major voice in the design of M.A. and

14
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Ph.D. follow-up surveys. Topics considered in one or both of thess surveys

include: employment histories, indices of job satisfaction, descriptions of
professional accomplishments, program ratings, critiques of specific featires
of a program (e.g., comprehensive examinations), and recommendations for
program improvements.

DATA ANALYSES AND REPORTING

cycle plan provides an organizational structure for data analyses and reporting
follow-up studies of graduates of Ed.S./Ph.D. programs. Analyses during the
second year focus on (1) the results of short: and long-term follow-up studies
of alumni of undergraduate programs and (2) investigations of the extent to

which teacher candidates acquire the professional kiiowledge and teaching skills
described in undergraduate program goals. Atterntion in the third year shifts
to characteristics of students at the time they complete an undergraduate

iaééEiaﬁﬁéifé item are generated. These distributions are reviewed by the
committees who are most Iikely to use this information (s.g., Undergraduate
Program Evaluation Committee; Undergraduate or Graduate Education Policy
Committees; program review committees established by the GEPC or UEPC). The

primary intent of these preliminary reviews is to identify secondary analyses

15
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that will provide useful information for program Faculty. During the second

phase of data analysis, secondary analyses identified in fpﬁiéé one are
completed by the Office of Program Evaluation staff and a summary report based
on both phases of data analysis is prepared.

The analysis of ﬁﬁdéfgfadﬁate student ifterviews also oceurs in two
phases. In phase one; evaluators of individual programs prepare a summary of
results for their program. These results are then discussed by the UPEC in an
attempt to determine what across-program comparisons, if any, are likely to
provide useful information for program faculty: These comparisons are then
éémpieted and reported by the Office of Program Evaluation staff.

Reporting Results: Reports of prozram evaluation fii&iﬁgé are addressed
to one of three distinct audiences - survey patticipants, program faculty and
administrators, and/or external audiences. The first repoft for a given data
set highlights some of the preliminary findings and is circulated to survey
participants: The second report is prepared for prograi faculty. Tt provides
a more’ comprehensive summary and is based o the resilts of secondary analyses
of the data as well as simple frequency distributions.

When appropriate, short reports are also prepared to highlight evaluation
circulated to alumni via the Gollege of Education's Alumni Newsletter of to the
faculty through the College of Education Update.

Program evaluators also contribute to the research literature in teacher

presentations at national and regional conferences and cccasionally prepare

manuscripts for refereed journals. The Office has also created its own

publication series.



13
During the 1984:85 academic year, for example, members of the OPE staff

and individual program evaluators presented papers at the Mid-Western
Educational Research Association meeting in Chicago; the joint meeting of the
Evaluation Research Society and the Evaluation Network in San Francisco:; the

meeting of the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Edication in
Denver; and, the annual meeting of the American Educational Ressarch
Association in Chicago. During that same year, one manuscript was published in
added to the OPE's publication series (e.g:, Little, 1984).
REVIEW OF PROGRAM EVALUATION FINDINGS
Faculty responsible for the design and implementation of program

evaluation at MSU recognize that the program evaluation effort will succeed
contribution to deliberations focusing on the continied development and
improvement of programs. Formal and informal communication networks have

therefore been established to provide systematic communication of program
evaluation findings to program faculty and administrators.

Ongoing Reviews: The likelihood that program evaluation findings will

play a prominent role in program development and improvement is enhanced by the

specific sets of evaluation findings. Reports prepared for undergraduate
program faculty, for example, are initially reviewed in a joint meeting of the
Undergraduate Program Evaluation Committee and the individuals Who Serve as
coordinators of the five teacher preparation programs. When appropriate. the
coordinators éﬁ&/af individual program evaluators then present pertinent

17
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§ériééié71§§ﬁﬁxehéﬁ§i5é Reviews: As noted earlier, college bylaws
stipulate that the Graduate and Undergraduate Edication Policy Committees are
responsible for reviewing and é?éiﬁ&éing all prograis offered by the College.
Program review comiittees established and monitored by the GEPC or UEPE provide
the stage for pericdic reviews of the complete evaluation data base For each
program. The UEPC plan sciﬁulgcéé that every undergraduate program will be
reviewed at least once every six years; the GEPC plan calls for more’ frequent
reviews of graduate programs, perhaps as often as once every three years.

In accord with GEPC or UEPG policies, program review committees
contemplate program modifications and improvements in such areas ds: (a)
admissions standards and procedures, (b) academic advising and other forms of
support for students, (c) the program’s curriculum; (d) faculty and
administrative assignments, () program evaluation procedures, and (f) program
resources .

The Office of Program Evaluation and 1ndividiual program evaluators provide

the program review committee with coples of all pertinent evaluation reports.
When reqiestéd to do so; the OPE aiso supplements these reports wich secondary

analyses of the data. This and other informatisn compiled by members of the

current program practices and to recommend program modifications. Provision of
an external reviewer is strongly encouraged; but not required, in the UEPC

The products of the review process include reports prepared by the program
review committee, the external evaluator, and the GEPC or UEPG: Reports
prepared by program review committees include: (a) recommendations for program

progress in implementing these recommendations.

18
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To date, the GEPC has compieted a review of graduate programs in K-12
administzation; it is currently overseeing reviews of three graduate programs
offersd by the Department of Gounseling, Educational Psychology, and Special
E&ﬁé&éion; It is anticipated that UEPC reviews of undergraduate programs will

begin in the 1986-87 académic year.
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