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ABSTRACT ‘
A career typology is proposed as a method to evaluate

teacher education programs. To test the viability of this approach,
University of Minnesota graduate students majoring in elementary
education were studied in terms of their declared career
orientations. This investigation indicated that the graduate program
in elementary education was oriented to serve a single group of
educators; namely, school personrel, and as such tended to be less
receptive to cther groups of educators utilizing the program to
further their career development. . It is concliuded that this approach
is viable in terms of the data generated and the distinctions

possible. {CK)
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If one were to choose-three attributes to describe higher
education in the United States, the concepts that one would want to
: : 4 - ' .

, convey would be those of magnitude, divef_éity,. and change. TR T

g - Alth-oﬁgh ‘these éoﬁceptts.;may-initi:ally.,Bexf‘as_soéiatedﬁwith only

D 060023

iiﬁdergradua—te-.:educat-_ibn; ;'th'e«'y;-;{areg"_viﬁ:'-.f-aetuali;_factv,'-- even more-

fef lectiveof- grad.ua‘i:é«@educa‘fi‘bn o '_Tﬁ;e%-*gizowrth -'a:»iﬁi‘--;graduate . :
»le‘ducation has b-eézi considerably mérg adceléréi:éd- "t.han-iéllw.at"'of_-‘fﬁe
i undergraduate 'co'llege: éinc:é_ ‘the‘ turn bf"'tﬁe cenfury tAni’ericén o -
= - - .. : . : . : R,
Council on Edu‘caticﬁ,{19-7l).. W:Ltb .t;{u'.s ipqrjea_sg ‘iz_i-emj‘ollment' _— _

has come a proliferation of prog:_é.ms andfor program adaptat_lionsr_’v :
to -me_e,t'-: the—.,-.e-ver-.eXPaI.ldin_g;h;n'ee_dse_;;p.f;a-_;:.widea;-,\ clientele:(Arlt, - s

1969). - A"stranger: to’;;;‘th‘e‘:-:—«gfaduategaeddéa_itioﬁj;s-cen.e‘:z-might’-;we’ll..-,; SR

. be ‘confounde;d.-:vbj-’:~'itsis:-éomp1e§:ity_j‘ande-dinrsity::= - In-formragd~+: - .  A

organizational “structure each institution has adapted. to its & . .
g atl . ‘ _ 1Seitucion fzs adapte : -

" own way'

of meeting these demands.: The net result is the exis-. '

. le, vary . -

ence of programs ,that',-—'ﬂméﬁ'gﬁ ‘they’ carry the same tit

‘ distinctively from:institution.to. institution. - & .caseiin point: . =

-

| isvthe Master of "Artsidégreevprograny . Elder-is“quotedasthaving

said of the degree that it is "...a bit like a street walker— =~ .

| : allthings to. allmen.. ." (Berels on, 1961) . Whatevar the




- . quality of the merchandise, ever-rising demands.for the degrze

are easily documented (American Council on Education, 1971).

The current popularlty of the degree in the field of eds catlon
___1s;well known and currently accounts for app:ox1uate1y cne-- - .
-_half of all master degrees awarded in- the Tnited States.‘

(Amerlcan Councll on Educatlon, 1965) : Recent critics of
i.graduate educatlon haue suggested that as the degree rs
et everythlng to everybody;" l;ttle —f 4nyth1ng can be done to.

'rehabllltate the degree (Snell 1965) “ Even When one' s‘;‘ ‘

_'motlvatlons are not tho¢? of rehabllltatlon, but’the more -

neutral ones of evaluatlon, the eve“Vthlnc to everybody"

’ qualltles of the degree defy easy- han 11n°."t

Ll

It is to the enlgmatlc problem of evaluatlon as 1t
'frelates to oraduate educatlonal programs that thls artlcle is
Vaddressed. In light of the ever—1ncrea51ng demand for procram /

ﬂevaluatlon by both the publlc (Phi Delta Kapgan, 1907; and vf S ;f:: _f'f

. reaacators themselves (Phl Delta KaQEan, 1970) the maJor :;,;““';"

problem faclng persons attem.ptlno to evaluate educatlonal

- ’ .__,, .

jf--——programs 1s readlly 1dentif1ed VoL only are program evalua-' ff‘i

“Tjihtors belng 'ed upon w1th 1ncreased frequency to document R

‘.and thus Justlfy the exlstence of procrams, but they are

»

./.

-‘{]Jbelng called upon to perform Such dOcumentatlon 1n what

- appears to be an’ ever—amorphous program structure.- Without::”‘

‘.more adequ te. attempts at tne documentatlon of exactly what'm: 'bf‘"

it 1s*that many of our ex1st1nc programs are d01no llttle ﬁnxffji'*Vf'vgg':"“

';ann.be done elther co 1mDrove unon these prograws or to mame

'flfthem.less vulnerab?e fo attac& by the publlc.j Clearly wnat 1sfliv¢‘flf;f:""w*




needed as much as the evaluation itself is the simultaneous development )

of new approaches and techniques which have univeral applicability,
"and jet, self-adapt to the endemic program structure under study.

" " In terms ‘of a proposed design for such research, one,of the

first comsiderations that must be established is to what end is

: N . - . A . . -
the evaluation'performed. Evaluation‘gua eualuation seems at best
nalve, at worst 1t lacLs both depth and subtlety. If as Guba

"(1968) suggested the purpose of evaluatlon is to prov1de 1nfor- _

'_matlon for dec1s1on maklng, then in llght of the earller

_}dlscu331on regarding - craduate educatlon, a. focus that attempts :

k to get at the ever-mountinc problem of determlnlncuwhat program X

LT ) for what partlclpant is clearly an approprlatetone. .:-__ B

Otto and Sanders (1964) su gested that curriculums in and of
‘:}themselves reflect an 1nternal phllos0pn1cal consmstency between
.currlcular parts. Thls propos1t10n bowever, 1gnores the fact : ‘

.that a currlculum can and must f1nd purpose as. 1t is . reflected in

fthe student (Curtln, 1964) It 1s, 1n short, a currlculum g

h curr1culum<approach.: A more v1able or1entatlon, therefore¢ would

'};be one that not only attempt 'to study the 1nte*—relat10ns _‘jj;f

f the program as. 1t relatesAback.to.the'needs of the partlclpants%Epu':f

'*;{ifor whlch 1t was de51gned.; Such.an orlentatlon.ls based on‘a'ffﬁﬁ
‘tphllosophy of soc1aleut111ty., Thebassumptlon asbnade that who :
:comes 1nto a program reflects not only the program 1tself but.v” ‘f'
:further adapts and changes the procram S0 as to make 1t nore o

Tb;fcongruent with hls needs and goals.» If th1s is true, a study ot', Tf_.g”p:;_";

LRl

::<?the student and hls program 1s wn fact a st dy of the currlculum“j:”




-

B . . - : - .
A context that permits an examination of programs in this

11ght was sucgested by both Qtanley (1966) and Darley (1962),

namely, career d velopment. Us1ng career development 2s 'a con—

text, ;t can be- hypothe517ed that persons uttllaing-a'&iven progran
for dlfferlng career development reasons w111 differ on certa1n
y dlmenS1ons throughout the program of study. Stake (1967) {

proposed that thls dlfference would be observable throuOhoat thed !

program: - at entrance, 1n executlon,,and at graduatlon. ‘Stake

vreferred to these broad categorles as. antecedents transactlons,

-and7outcomes.'
| bne‘might ask?atnthiSupoint;ihoneﬁer;'"Whathare apprOpriate'
B :?idlmens10ns in whlch to study persons Wlthln the protess1on of
.edncatlon’" A rev1ew of the 11terature offers 11tt7e it any o o o
assistance in flnd:r.nc an answer to thls qaestlon,. Most of the

7,,-1 :work in the area of career development.has focused on a study of

s

,p.the-factors 1nvoIved.1nhan.1n1t1a1_career dec1slon (Super, 1957°‘_‘
'Q{fmledeman, 963) Mbdest understandlngs 1or profess1onal career

‘: }-'development were offered however, hy the Natlonal Comm1s51on on‘f

f;‘Ieadher Educatlon (NCTE) of therNatlonal Educatlon Assoc1atlon

.jf;'(NEA. 1961), Anderson (1962), and Lleberman.(IQSG 1960). These f; .;?'{”
‘:5three sources each suooest a dlmen51on aIbng’whlch they feel

P . S

"lestlnctlons Ouoht o be.made amono groupsﬁof educators.»
L T

'; NCTE supgested that the total set of all educators could be

- N T . . PRI PR

ﬁg’--":d1v1ded 1nto flve areas., These they 1dent1f1ed as. 5.[Q=

S ;1.; 1“1ex1'.er:u.ax:ym"duca"lon. Personnel_(classroom and- Spec1al Sl
g‘f;fQ'.i' - program teachers, tperv1sors, admlnfstrators, and
N thﬂ 11ke)-f.‘ DR . T :




N - 2. Secondary Education Personnel. (classroom teachers,
supervisors, administrators, and the. like);

3. ngher Education Personmnel (classroom teachers,
superv1sors, admlnlstrators, and the like);

_s-'

4. Government_ Agency Persomnel (State and/or Federal
Government employees, penal institution employees,
and the like); and

5. Professional Organizational Personnel {executive

- secretaries and/or chairmen in MEA NEA, and the

Ti;i. 11ke).v: 7, ST . Y

Thls categorlzatlon, as can readlly be seen, 1s bullt on the t. -

premlse that location is the~pr1mary vehicle along which the set

e

of all educators should be d1v1ded.

Lleberman (1960) suogested that the maJor cr1ter10n by whlch

-

SR to d1v1de the set of all educators was ‘mot locatlon, but rather

o favolvement. He suaoested that as education, and_particularly

R elementary educatlon, was a women" s profession; proolems w1th1n

-

the profe351on cQuld, in a flnal analys1s, be related to the level

of lnvolvement of the partlclpant. Thls part-tlme 1nvolvement
although obv10us in the itineracy rate in the profe551on, was

e even more serlous 1n that rathe1 than only phy51ca1 1nvolvement

- '/‘ o -

a"P55":1""Ioglt:alpélrt--tlme 1nvolvement was also all toc ofteni?{fftﬁa

Anderson (1962) dlfferlng from bo.h.NCTE and Lleberman, saw iﬁ?‘

'1the most approPrlate crlterlon as be1no functlon. The role Q ‘f;f,'_ -

'”played in. the prore551on.was clearly more 1mpo*tant than clther ‘,nf
o P S
location.or level‘of involvement.u In 11ght of recent t*ends such

~ o=

as dlfferentlal stafflng, Anderson. proposal appears _sound-one.

.‘Jf;;vtll It is 1nterest1nc to nOte that mhlle each of these SOches , o

rd

‘jﬁl,ggoffers, for the most part a s1ng1e dlmeq31on on.whlch to analyze




M;_r'could by 51mply studylng an employment*chart (such as those lftt?

educaticnal personnel, each is aware of the need for mdére than a

.~

monollthlc cr1terlon. Although they may’not agree on the ordering

of these dimensions, they are in agreement that teachers cons1tute

‘a h1gh1y dlverse occupatlonal group. Lieberman (1960) speaks out

the most eloquently.

Coa -

ot The *endencv to regard a11 teachers as memhers
~ of the szme profession has resulted in more than a _
.- semantic confusion. It has lowered the quality of o

. " education and all but pullified the development of o

" . a strong teach1ng profes51on (p: 76). :

e

l.' Assumlng that the three criteria 1dent1f1ed by these aathors
are each important dimensions of the professlon, then a further
problem~is posed. Whlle each crlterlon 1s 1nc1us1ve, they
j.certalnly are not mutually exclus1ve." If as was suggested, the
currlculum can be evaluated via a study of the ca*eer orlcntatlon
- of the client, then to that proposal must be added the capablllty
| of meananful class1f1catlon of partlclpants.

It is at thls Juncture that the career typology developed

mnst ‘be reflectlve of the unlque character*stlcs of the program

for'whlch 1t 1s d251gned. In the evaluatlon of a graduate program -

1n elementary school currlculum and 1nstructlon, for example, one gxﬁi

pu llshed by NEA.or Saturday Rev1ew, 1970) deduce that the

- e

maqorlty of the partlclpants fund subsequent employment at the T

elementary school 1evel rarher than in a colleoe, governmental

’ic'agency, or‘secondary school. In terms of . the evaluatlon of th1s73_1

'speclflc p*ooram,-rt seems hlghlv 1naporopr1ate to make.dlstlnc—

tlons w1;h cateﬂorles not freqnently utlllzed by slgnlflcant :

numbers of persons in the program.- Such catecorles 1n fact, S




[S— ———

can best be studied in a less discriminant manner in Srder not to
. end up w1th the initial dllemma of omne person/ont category. In.

terms, however, of a program's major thrust, such as the prepara-

tion of elementary school personnel in a graduate program in
. elementary school curriculum and instruction, finer discrimina—

tions among personnel mlght be cons1dered not only defenszble

~ -

but, in actual fact, des1rable;l.v?;' - -\ﬁ\;;; L

Hav1ng studied the unlque characterlstlcs of the program‘
lltself then one can-. successfully develop a career typology
reflectlng the spec1f1c program evaluatet. In tabular-form a

~ career typology for elenentary EdUC4t10n is presented in Table

Ihe magor value of th"s proposed typology is that it avolds )

R the pltrall of a 51ngle d1mens10n crlterlon.- The typology d1v1des‘

. 7;f_tha act of all educators along locatlonal funct1onal and
inyolvement dlmen51ons; In short, 1t av01ds v1ew1ng the pro—
7,f25510n as the hlstorlcally stlfllng one of a s1ng1e- unltary

%f;entlty (Anderson, 1962)- _:le‘

l‘ye.t:..'!.ogzi.c:a.l context by whlch to v1ew the grﬂduates of a graduate

A.career typology of the sort pr0posed prov1des a systematlc,ﬁfv“

weprogramnln elementary educatlon.. Relatxng the ealllel dlsouss1on S

‘"'ﬁlof 1nterna1 con51stency together w1th thls proposed typclogy, it

ce ”

.- . ,__-..,_.

s hypothes_zed that‘partlclpants 1dent1f1ed as. belonalng to: a
part1Cular career,type.w1ll not only'reflect thls 51mllar1ty_1n N

thelr entrance dhcracterlstlts but further ln the characterls-4 f:7

tics of thelr proc*ams Ihe value of such a tedure, belno.id‘fJ

Iargely aescrlptlve 1n natute,“ls that, 1f successful 1t w111




TABLE 1:01
A CAREER TYPOLOGY FOR FERSONNEL
- IN ELEMENTARY EDUCATION (ELABORATED FORM)

1.0 Elementary Education School Personnel: Persons who
- identify with elementary education school personnel
- and who currently 1nd1cate a-50- 100% time 1nvolvement
at thls level. - , -
¥ - - c- ' »
1.1 Instructional Personnel: School personnel who
+ indicate that 75-100% of their time is spent
in the function of teaching. (Prototype --
". Elementary School Teacher). :

R 1.2 Instructional Support Persomnel: School
- personnel who indicate that 75-100% of their
 time is spent in some functicn other than
teaching. (Prototype -- Elementary School
. Principal). . :

2.0 Elementary Education School Support Personnel:

' ...Perszons who identify with some group other than
elementary edacation school personnel and whe cu‘rently
indlcate a 50- IOOA,tlme involvement at these levels.

2.1 College Personne1° Persons who indicate an ' -
- A _ identity with college personnel .and who currently
< .. -7 . nmm—-hold -a -50-100% ‘time appointment at this level.
ST -~ (Prototype -- Instructor in Elementary Vducatlon).

2.2 _Anxllla:y Personnel: Persons who indicate an- .
T T T identity with either secondary, .governmental, or.
.~ professional organizational personnel and who
... i+ .. | curxently hold a 50-1007 time appointment at thzse:
e levels., (Prototype - School Dlstrlct Anle‘V&Sua1

. e .- a .‘ i ’— consultant) - T sl D "'.., S
T . 2 3 ~Reserve Personnel- 1’cs.'zrl'sox;zs'W'I:xo‘-::.x;dicate an. ;
R _;_g.zf," s _} identity with other occupations and. who currently
e e T - indicate a 50-1007 time involvement at’ these ST

Ievels._ (Prototype -- HOusewlfe). IR M f;~jfffﬂ
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provide data necessary for mzking subsequent decisions regarding'

the current program and its future needs.

Procedures L
To test the viability of this approach, graduates of the
. Master of Arts degree program, having a major in elementary
school Curriculum and 1nstruction from the Universzty of Minnesota"
during~the period December, 1965, through December, 1970 were 1
chosen for study (N—191)-_ " | .

Of the orlginal sample, data needed to perform the required

analyses were determinable on 171 or 89. 6 percent of the gradu—

‘ates. In order to’ determine whether or not there were differences

‘-'between those persons dropped and - the study sample, »tatistical
tests were administered.' From the results of this ana1y51s. it
was concluded that there were no meanlngful differences batween o

-7 the study-sample (N=171) and the sample dropped-(N=AO) on five .

available predictor measures.

_},'14 ) Table Iz 02 glves a frequency distribu ion of the study

R

l‘sample by criterion groups. TAble 1 02 further indlcates that : ,5';<,

-

Sl norsons (aporox:.mately 302 of the study group) were randomly o "..'T

chosen,to form the cross-validatlon group fo: the study., o;q*;ilnyfVﬂi

- P

Those varlables seiected for study'were chosen because



7»._FREQU"NCY _DISTRIBUTION OF ‘STUDY SAMPLr.. o
; | BY CRITERTON GROUPS ~ .

:jDevpl—_

opment.-
;;Group

 Cross-
'Valldatlon
Group

:Coiiéée’Pefébﬁnei'
JAuxiliary’ Personnel
‘Reserve Personnel




'i*'f_:ﬂ related. These varlables were then fnr*her studled to analyze S _' -

the nature, 1ntens1ty, and dlrectlon of thelr int er—relatedness.

‘\

Mhltlple dlscrlmlnant analysls was selected as an appr0pr1ate

.__statlstlcal_technlque to. test the hypotheses.- Through the use

-~ -

of’multlple dlscrlmlnant analys1s, 1t was possible to deflne a'

Ilnear comblnatlon of varlates whlch max1mlzed the dlfference

: ; ,'-\

\'.,

w1th1n grouPS-; Through the examlnatlon of\Ehe dlscrlmlnant KW:

.' -_... IR

'_coeff1c1ents whlch determlne the llnear'comblnatlon of varlates,

Ihe flndlngs of the present study reJected the statlstlcally_:
.51gn1f1cant hypothes1s that there'was no dlfference among the 'ﬁf

' stu&ent and program characterlstlcs of graduates 1dent1f1ed as

fhaxzn career orlentatlons as elementary educatlon school

A FuiToxt provided by EA



B » Ihe :E:anh.ngs of t‘he study furtner Te _,ected the hypothes:l.s
SR Py
T _tha.t there was . no d:‘.ffe,.ence :;nong the student and program

-._haracteY:Lst:LCs of gradaates class:.f:ted as school :z.nstructlonal

S ———pers onnel -amd —school—rns trm:tl onal support —p ersornel -

An analvs:Ls of the data» y:l.elded a s:x_gnlf:.cant func..lon

: along whlch persons in these two crlterlon groups cou}.& be -

_classif:.ed-. 'Lh:Ls d:.scr:x_mlnant funct:Lon cons:Lsted of a slncle T

d:unens:.on. Thls d:.mens:.on focused on cllentele :Lnterest as :Lt i T e

"relates to- and 1s reflected :Ln greduate program venables-.__

The ass:.gnment and predlcta.on of groap membershlp to one of

t:Ele two. crltenon groups based on the respectlve dlscr:.m:l.nant ‘_

V"functlon sho’#ed a hlgher percen.ta.ge of correct cIassz.:E:Lcat:Lon _'-_j-

A FullToxt Provided by ERI



. TABLE 1 03 -
. - - e S N - - .- ‘s-'
: I’REDICTIO\I -OF GROUP MEMB::.RSHI"’ ]1\"1'0 ONE OF TWO o .

- - CRITERION GROUP” {SCHOOL PERSONNEL VS SCHOOL SUPPORT
: PERSONNEL) BASED '-..ON DTUDEN”‘ A.ND PROGRAM VARIABLES

. . ‘Predicted - T N

. ’ SR - School. o Nﬂmber . Percent
Set A (N;Sl) .School Suppoxrt - ACtUal . Mis- o Of Correct

2ersonne1 Personnel Class.v'class., ~° Class. -

. School i T
- Personnel -

. Sehool.

>PREDICTIO\T ‘OF GROUP MEMBERSHIP mTO ONE OF TWO -

= CRIthRION GROUES (INSTRUCTIONAL PFRSONNEL VS INSTRUGTTONAL.: LA

SU]?PORI‘ PERSONNEL) ‘BASED" ON'. STUDENT AND PROGRAM_ VARIABLES

 Predicted -
:iInstruct.




S ) TP R ) . .14 i
: | o
’. approach 1s ‘a v:Lable .one :Ln terms of the data generated and the
g d:.stz_nctlons poss:Lble.; ‘ :’ B B
_-_j.,___r-;_“_Di’scuss.m; e e R o
T | Ihe above. conclus::.on relaf::.veto the v::.ablllty of th:!.s ‘ o .-
: - approach» to procram evaluat:l.on :1.n teacher educatlon 1gnores to .a__-“—_ . | i

1arge part the r:Lch data generated bv the approach along wh:!.ch

] _'k'.-sub-programs (reflectlng career—llke partlclpants) can be s
‘ ~'?i_?_". u:nderstood and stud:!.ed ’I’h:!.s data although extremely 1nterest1ng -
'._,'and :unportan.t to the graduate faculty"of the 1nst1tut:Lon s..ud:Led K

w:Lll not: be dlscussed here, as 1t a]:ready has been made access:.ble .

"“\J.n another publlshed document (Harste, ]_971). . o
_Far moreJ.nterestJ.no 1n terms o‘F ltS gene*‘lc appeara.nf'e to S

the profess:!.on is the credence that 1s g:Lven to the old anc

{A FulToxt Provided by ERI



‘f_“'—‘”urlllzlng the prooram to further thelr-career development.

ERIC

{AFullToxt Provided by ERIC

in - elementary educatlon 1nd1cated that it was orlented.;o serve a

T_tended to be less receptlve to the other groups of educators also

1,e., program varlables mere 1n the flnal analy31s not sallent

;t?_ varzables dlstlngulsh.ng the groups of educators studled.

»:___personnel who,'lt was found flnd the program the least'? o

31nale group of educators, namely, school personnel and as such

The

proorams of these otherngrouos of educators dld not reflect the S o,

B e

1nd1v1&ual entrance cnaracterlstlcs of the gr0ups 1dent1f1ea T ‘""f3,.'

¥ Lo ! EREEEIEN

N

Wn:Lle

thls flndlng*may be con51dered a: p051t1ve<statement of support toi

the program.ln that thls thrust mlrrors the needs of the largest

group of educators 1nvolved -in elementary educatlon, lt is

cIearIy a: negatlve commentary on: the preparatlon of’college'_

REN



N level if we are to serve the proress1on even mlnlmally.' Such a .
- : -~ - .

graduate offerlng Would seem to not only £ ace up to the fact that

‘dlfferences in part1c1pants exlst, but further would greatly a1d

ach hav1ng the

—-—the development of a competent cadre of educators e

best educatlon p0881ble in terms of thelr respectlve career

’?ifrii_;orlentatlons. Surely, no. one would argue w1th the 1dea of

L . ~ _
competency at all levels in the educatlon profes51on.' Rather ST ~
F [ L \_., - - .;-'.l'; _Aj . e

Q than purSue w;th ‘the’ ever—lncrea81ngly outdated assumptlon that

a 51ng1e program offerlng prov1des enOugh versatlllty to graduate S L

Pducatlon, 1nst1tutlons ought to move rapldly toward looklng at

the sub—groups of~ educators 1t serves and'develop programs Lo T

unlquely reflectlve of those orlentatlons. Excellence in natlons"

(Gardner s 1961) s as well as in teacher educatlon, must 'rest on

the full deve_cpment of its. human resources.. Althouoh Arlt},

(1909) has declared that a prollferatlon of programs An graduate

educatlon is: an unfortunate 51tuatlon, we can resn assured that

responsrve~to the needs of'an ver‘heterogeneous populatlon.i
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