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FOREWQRD
.
Schools, colleges, and departments of education

everywhere must cope with the problems of evaluating
their programs, particularly if they plan to seek or

renew accreditation. Inecluded in those evaluations must °

be the monumental task of finding out whether program
graduates are performing effectively on the job.

While the literature in program evaluation implies
that such a process is a systematic, incremental one,
practice iz very different. The current monograph grows
out of several discussions related to the most recent
phase of the University of Houston's efforts to assess
their teacher education program. The scope of the
manuscript was broadened to consider the more general
issue: Why is it so difficult to obtain reliable, vallﬂ
evaluation data on a teacher preparation program?

After several letters and phone conversatjons, the
authors agreed to chronicle their efforts to avaluate
the University of Houston's 10-year-old competency-based
teacher education program and to track the progress of
its graduates. The final publication describes the
authors' plan of action and the problems they faced in
to its operations on the basis of often imprecise
evaluation data. The purpose of this publiecation is to
increase the awareness of teacher educators in other
institutions so that they might pqssibly avoid many of
the problems that plagued the Houston team.

We gratefully acknowledgé the professional
contributions of the Houston team--Drs. B. Dell Felder,
Loye Y. Hollis, and W. Robert Houston=-all of whom are
on the faculty of the College of Education at the
University of Houston. We would also like to thank our
content reviewers, whose comments were 1nvaluable in
impreving the manuseript.

Readers are invited and éncoufagéd to cominent on
this monograph and to submit related documents to the

¥



Clearinghouse for possible inclusion in the ERIC system.
For information, write or call the Senior Information
Analyst, ERI{ Clearinghouse on Teacher Education, Suite
610, Washington, DC 20036, or (202) 293-2450.

ERIC, also known as the Educational Resources
Information Center, is a nationwide information storage
and dissemination system of the National Institute of
Education. Through its network of 16 specialized
indexes educational literature, much of which is
unavailable from other sources. Document literature
includes project deseriptions, curriculum guides,
instructional materials, conference speeches, and many
other kinds of nonjournal articles and papers. The
preliminary pages in any issue of Resources in
Education, the ERIC monthly document abstract
. periodiecal, explain how to retrieve material from ERIC.

SHARON G. BOARDMAN
Editor, ERIC Clearinghouse
on Teacher Education

vi e



EVALUATION: . THE HOUSTON EXPERIENCE

Almost a decade ago when the design for CBTE was still
on the drawing board, the College of Educatisn of the
University of Houston began its competency-based teacher
education program. Although there was hope that a
competency-based approach would offer improvements over
conventional methods for preparing teachers, no one knew
much about how to develop, operate, or evaluate such a
program. Problems still exist and some issues have yet
to be resolved, but Houston's undergraduate CBTE program
is established and operating.

Efforts to evaluate this CBTE program have proven
both difficult and costly, and many lessons have been
learned along the way. The need for systematic
evaluation of teacher education efforts is widely
acknowledged, although research has shown that few
institutions have succeeded in evaluating their teacher
preparation programs or conducting follow-up studies of
their graduates. During the spring of 1978, the
University of Texas Research and Development Center and
the National Institute of Education attempted to report
what was known and understood about designing and
conducting teacher education program evaluation and

:gglibwsup studies. They contacted teacher educators
"nationwide to identify institutions engazed in this

effort. Much to their disappointment, they "were unable
to unearth a large number of institutions where there
has been a serious commitment to conducting these
studies" (Hord and Hall 1978). Those institutions that
have been engaged in such program evaluations have
approached the task quite differently (Hord and Hall
1978; Cooper et al. 1980), thus making it difficult to

" relate their efforts in meaningful ways and learn from

eéach other.



In this monograph, the experdience of the Uniﬁéﬁsity
of Houston to evaluate its teacher education program and
to conduct follow-up studies of its graduates will be
shared. The account includes a short discussion of the
findings from the last two follow-=up studies, and the
authors’ reflections on evaluations and follow-up
studies. This brief accoun:t is intended to shed some
light on a complex subject, insight that might prove
helpful to others contemplating or conducting teacher
evaluation studies. The paper is not intended as an
evaluation report of Houston's CBTE program.

Working Up To Evaluation

Improvement of teacher preparation was the impetus
for developing CBTE at the University of Houston. While
the crucial role of evaluation was recognized from the

outset, it was several years before the program was
sufficiently developed to permit substantive evaluation.

The first experimental CBTE program was launched “in
1971 and involved 64 students. The following year, a
second pilot program invelved 121 students. With
encouraging results, the faculty voted in spring 1973 to
use a competency-based approach in all undergraduate
programs of the College of Education. During the
1973=74 school year, all entering undergraduates
participated in the new CBTE program.

During that first year, several problems arc¢se, the
resolutions of which required most of the next year and
resulted in major modifications to the program's design.
This caused a two-year delay in development of a
compretiensive plan for program evaluation.

The students in the pilot program had vglunteered
'Eb pafﬁi ;pate and Expeetéd a ngntradltloﬁal prﬁgram.
many of the,new part;c;pantg éncauntéréd dlff;eultles
with the_less traditional modes of instruction. They
would often take the course of least resistance or
complain because lnsﬁruetars were not clear ‘about
expectations.

Four instructional teams, each-consisting of four
professors and a counselor, were created to coordinate



the prcgram. Each team was assigned tc work with a
group of students who, with their professors, were to
remain together ror the duration of the two-year
preparation program.

Although the program remained within the
statesappravegiteaeher certification course structure,

"it was designed to be an individualized, highly personal
experience for students. Arrangements were made with
the University of Texas Research and Development Center
to use the instruments and processes pioneered by
Frances Fuller (1969) to identify the concerns of
pPregservice teachers. Group process sessions and
individual testing and counseling provided students with
continuous feedback about themselves and their
performance in the program. Students were given options
on how they would achieve their objectives and were
expected to negotiate the specifics &6Ff their program
Wwith professors.

Among the faculty, a philosophical difference of
opinion arose regarding who decides the competencies
required for entry into the profession. Some faculty
believed that students should discover for themselves
the specific objectives for competencies associated with
effective teaching. Intensive group and individual
counseling and close association with a practicing
teacher in the field were scheduled to assist students
to do this. Other faculty thought that the competencies
required for certification should be decided by the
faculty and that certain instructional objectives should
be common for all students while others could be
negotiated. Although this faculty ‘group supported the
idea of alternative learning activities, they believed
program objectives should be clearly specified and made
public in advance of instruection.

As structured, the program required a great deal of
faculty time. Establishing objectives with individual
students, designing instructional activities, evaluating
performance, arranging for field-based experiences, and
meeting with team members were time consuming. Some
faculty questioned whether teaching in the program would
permit them to survive in a "publish or perish" academic
world. - Also, although eammitted‘go the innovation, many
faculty members did not have the experience or insight

—wme e

3
P

2



of those who had devaloped the origzinal program design,
and sometimes they would adjust their courses in ways
that were at variance with the intent of the CBTE :
program model. - -

The program had ‘a strong field-based component
- whgre another problem emerged. In the pilot programs,
each student visited at least three teachers during the
first semestesr. and selected one to serve as a
cooperating teacher for the two-year period. Student
teaching was to be done with this teacher. The problem
was that more than 500 undergraduate students entered
tne pregram each semester in 1973-T4. As each of these
students visited three teachers in the schools and
selected one to servz as a mentor, many of the nearly
3,000 classroom teachers in Houston began to complain
that they were being evaluated by undergraduate
students. This became an unresolvable problem. The
choice was to modify the program or lose the cooperation
of the public schools. The decision was made to assign
students to cooperating teachers, thus eliminating
student selection.

These problems made it apparent that the
experimental program was not a feasible design for
collegewide implementation. As a result, the College
Undergraduate Studies Committee formed a CBTE Task Force
in spring 1974 to revise the program design and
recomnend a mangaement system for its operation.

Until this time, responsibility for managing the
program had been shared among department chairs,
associate deans, and key faculty who held leadership
positions in the experimental projects. Because roles

much attention from too many people while other problems
seemed to be overlooked or ignored because everyone
assumed that "somebody else was taking care of it." The
CBTE Task Force recommended creating an administrative
unit called the Professignal Teacher Preparaticn Program
(PTPP) to operate outside the departmental
organizational structure. This new administrative unit
reflected the view that the program should be an
instructional system--an integrated whole--and as such
was the responsibility of the College of Education, and
not of individuals. A PTPP director, working with a

Py
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management team called the Program Development ard
Implementatien Couneil (PDIC),-was assigned
responsibility for admiristering the program. The PDIC
subsequently played a major role in coordinating program
development and evaluatisan.

"In revising the design for the program, the CBTE
Task Foree assumed that the most important and valid
competencies of teachers could be specified and
assessed, and that these competencies could be learned
and demonstrated through properly designed instructional
systems. As a first step, the task force derived the
characteristics of the desired teacher preparation .
program, subsequently approved by the College faculty to
give directicn for program development and serve as
indices' for implementation. The 12 characteristics are
listed in Appendix A.

~ Throughout 1974-75, an extensive effort involving
many faculty was underway to identify and approve
generic teaching competencies that all students would be
required to demonstrate for certification as teachers.
Once approved by the faculty, these competency
statements were used to identify instructional
objectives, design instructional materials, and evaluate
performance. They were also used in program
effectiveness studies and they provided a basis for work
toward a valid, reliable instrument to measure .
competency demonstration. The 16 competencies are
listed in Appendix B.

The revised CBTE program at Houston was put into
use during the 1975-76 scheol year, The first students
to complete this program were graduated in the spring of .
1977,~which was the target for initiating a systematic
evaluation of the. program. ‘

Evaluation

iReccgnizing;that systematic revision is necessary
to refine components and respond to changing needs, the
PDIC agreed from the outset that program decisions
should be made on the basis of systematically collected
.and analyzed information. This commitment, as well as
_‘Ehé desires to validate teaching competencies and assess



-duriﬂg their first.years of teaching, and the costs of

thé qpal;ty of program graduates, resulted in. _the
creation of a Research Task Force. ‘Appointed by the
- PDIC in 1975, it was charged with developing and
“‘implementing evaluation and Follow-up stud;es of the-
program and its graduates.

.. All"members of _the Researeh Task Force had béen
ln,olved w;th pr@gram dévelopment but none was ah

. expert in program evaluatlgn. -3imilar work at the

- Oregon College of . Eduéation in Monmouth, Ore., attracted
‘the group’'s attention and arrangements were "made for
them to visit- and review evaluation efforts-at that.-
institution.” During the vikit, the first hint of
problems to come became apparent. H. Del Shalock and
"his associates described the difficulties they

-~ encountered at Oregon-=faculty apprehensions regarding

the evaluation process, their indifference to evaluation

data, problems of locating and following graduates %

conducting studies. Despite these discouraging notes, i
the Houston team was impressed and returned to set about
the task of designing evaluation studies for their
prcgram. Four kinds of studies were envisioned:

1. Program evaluation studies to determine the

. extent to which conceptualized -elements or.
characteristiés of the prograr were operational-

in .the training sysfem, and the utility and

= - sufficiency of these program components: as’

. perceived by preservice teachers, pragram .
’-gpaduates and GﬁhEﬂS.'; ' '
2. Program effectiveness studles tc determlne the

. © © "extent to-which 5raduatés acqﬁlred the
- competencles,:.c e Co

0, ! User- sétrsfactlo
;attltudés cf gr 1
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- The task force agreed that the evaluation process
should: = | _ o ,
1. Provide information which would be used to
support the instructional system's efforts
to facilitate student competéncy
attainment.

2. Provide information concernng student
" progress, student achievement, and program
effectiveness.

3. Provide information wnleh ‘would be useful %%l
in promoting closer and more productive
communication with students.

4. Provide information which would be
" responsive. to the expressed data needs of -
J:faeulty wbc ‘were implementing the prggram.

5. Prov1d% data which were timely; easily
'abtained and cred;ble.»

6. Provide anjinfcfmation base for _
decision-making relat¥sto program
revision. (COQPEP and Weber 1977)

Eeeauae all of the events connected. with the
University of Houston's efforts to evaluate its teacher
.préparat;on program are_not described in detail here, an

overview of these act1VitléE is presented-in table 1.

Whén the first graduates-of the révised program

were in their last semester, it seemed especially
1mpgrtant to determine the extent to which the program

- was, or was becoming, what it intended to be. " The

Program was evaluated in spring 1977 to .see if it had
the characteristics approved by the faculty; that is, to-
what extént was the progranm competency-based? James
.M. Cooper and Wilford A. Weber, who designed and

' cgﬂduetgd the study, describéd 1ts salient fEatUPEE'

"Flrst pragram dESlgnEPS had spent
~écn51derable effort to conceptualize and
-spea;{y thé instructlana; system

-~
.
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SPRING 1977: First program evaluation study conducted., - ..
‘SPRING 1977: Student teacher success and competency e

TABLE 1

CALENDAR OF EVENTS |,

1973-74: CBTE adopted collegewide at undergraduate
. level.

1974-75: CBTE program extensively revised; new
. organizational structure created.

SPRING 1975: Research Task Force appointed.
PRING 1977: First students to complete revised two
Year-program are graduatad. :

-validation study conducted. a
SPRING 1977: Study of the affective characteristics ,f‘i
undergraduate students conducted.,
SPRING 1977: First follawfup study of program graduates_
- conducted. ’
FALL 1977: Performangg Evaluat;on lnstrumeﬂt Commlttee
established.
SPRING 1978: Telephone contact w1th graduates to devise
) more effective follow-up methodology.
SPRING 1978: Second program evaluatlon study data
collected. 2
SPRING 1979:, Secoend folluw—up study conducted (Spr;ng
1978 graduates)
SPRING-FALL 1979: Third féllow-up study eondueted
(Spring 1979: graduates).

~SPRING 1979: .Comparison of Performance Evaluation

Instrument and National :Teacher Examination for
" evaluation of student”teaching performance.

SUMMER 1979: Change in College administration.

SUMMER-FALL 1980: Fourth follow-up study conducted
(Spring 1980 graduates).

eharacteristlcs they . belleve were essent;a; to .
'program effectiveness, and ‘it appeared to be . _—
‘of benefit to determine the extent to which

they were succ¢essful in operationalizing their
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conceptualization. Second, while much had
been written and said about competency-=based
teacher education, .it appeared that few
competency-based teacher .education programs
existed. - Indeed, there were educators . who
seemed to ‘express ‘doubts concerning the
viability of creating such programs. It was
assumed. that there was benefit to be gained by
testing .that assumption. Third, if anything

was to be said about the program's ,
effectiveness with regard to its ability to
facilitate student competence, it seemed quite
esaential that the mature of that program's =~
instructional system be thoroughly described
and understood. Fourth, if the program was to
be improved; there was a crucial need for - — .
information about the nature of its }
instructional system.. (Cooper and Weber 1977)

@ ) . : : =5
Indicators were generated and approved for each of
the 12 program characteristics. Queéstionnaires using a
nine-point Likert rating scale were designed to collect
perceptual data from students, faculty, and school-based
teacher educators. Program documents and policy .
statements were identified and collected along with
- copies of all instructional modules and materials. A
checklist was developed to analyze these drcumehts and
instructional materials to determine whether they were

"+ indicators.of approved program characteristies.

Completed questiannaires‘wgre received from 309 _
‘students in the pre-student-teaching phase of the . =~ -

- .program;“191 student teachers; 22 university supervisors:

of student.teachers; and 223 school-based teacher .

- educators, who worked with students in the field

‘.component. The summary data indicated "that®all four
groups generally agreed that all 12 program i
.characteristics were present" -(Cooper -and Weber 1977).

The document analysis findings suggested that

" “certain program characteristics had not been carried out -

. Lo the extent the giestionnaire data indicated. It Was
- ‘decided that program. ‘assumptions needed to be  examir

nifed . -
for the purpose of reaffirming, modifying, or deleting

-~ them. Also, efforts were intensified to‘'make sure that

4 b a



all faculty members understocd how the instructional
system characteristiesthey had adopted “should be
reflected in every aspect of the CBTE program's .
operation. Specific problems in program operation were
“asingled out for correction. For example, an
inconsistency in format for training modules was
-ereating confusion among students* a task force was
appointed to study the problem, and its recommendation
of one format was adopted.
. Three other studies were conducted during Ehat
spring semester, all important early steps toward - - ———
~ judging and validating program effectiveness. One
..study, by Howard L. Jones and Robert S. Randall, asked
students .how successful they thought they had been in
using the program's generic teaching competencies and
how important these skills are to effective teaching.
. Indicators-to assess perceptions were developed for each
generic competency and a five-point Likert rating scale
. was designed to gather data. Using the same
~questionnaire, university supervisora and school-based
_“teacher educators rated the importance of the competency
- indieators to effective teaching, and judged the
performance success of student teachers they had
supervised during the semester. Responses were obtained
from 191 student teachers, 22 university supervisors,
and 223 school-based teacher educators.
"7 Respondents generally agreed on the. .importance of
‘the competency indicators to effective teaching, and
" student teachers were judged:-to -be- performing those
N competencles succéssfully in the classroom. The student
teachers rated themselves highér on performance than did
. their university or school-based superv1sars (Jgnes and
. . Randall 1977). N
~wr .7 _The resfilts of this study were impgrtant in
o) canfirming the significance of the’ 16 generic ‘teaching
9. competencies in the revised program design. Data
’ supparted the decision to- cont;nue using these
competencies in program develgpment and operation.
. A second study collected an array of demographic
@  variables from 500 students enrolled in the. program. °
... 'The Research Task Force envisioned using these data in
e gfuture research on isclating particular characteristies
of Efféétlvé teaehing. It was decided also .to suppor§ a-

#
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study to collect affective data from these students who
were enrolled in one of three certification .
programs--elementary, secondary, or all- level {musie,
art, health, and physical education). The affective

"study would determine if any of these program groups

showed a unique profile of similar affective

- characteristics, as indicated by data from the Minnesota

Teacher Attitude Inventory, the Adjective
Self-Description, the Work Motivation Inventory, and
Cognitive Style Mapping. -No unique profiles were found
for any of the three groups (Jones and Randall 1977).

. The third study that spring was the first of four
follow-up studies of Houston's CBTE program graduates. .
This study and a fourth study-that was not’ part of the

original plan are described later. : T e

Pregram effectiveness and pragram validation

- studies require a valid, reliable instrument to measure

teaching competence. Although standard criteria for
evaluating student teachers was used throughout the
program, the instrument itself had not been validated or
tested for reliability. This job was given to a

- Performance Evaluation Committee, created not only to

validate and establish the reliability of an inatrument

B ta measure teaching performance, but also to study the

feaSLblllty of its use at various student progress
checkpoints during the program. The committee's efforts

took the better part of two years, as. the instrument was - - .

revised several times, on the basis of exten51VE feedback

;““from'publia -achool- teachers, studénts, and sﬁudeﬂt :

S

’teachlng supervisors. The f;nal instrument the Student%

3. !Using_Studént Data : - ) R A

. 4. 'Relating 'Interpersonally




5. Professionalism - # I :
6. Related Experience

. 'The next stép was to devise a feasible procedure’
for. assess;ng teaching perfoerBE? at interim and exit
checkpoints in the program. - It was decided that a r
progreas check would be most useful just prior to
student teaching. A formal evaluation. of teaching
competence at this time could be used to diagnose
potential teaching problems and would ‘provide
information useful to student teaching supervisors. A
group of professors were asked to pilot test the PEI.
Results from data on the time required for the

"evaluation, the” level*of confidence -instructors had.in ..

-..their ratings, and ﬁhe format of the instrument were not

encouraging. Ihe instrument was difficult to use and'~————
took too much time to complete. '
The format of the instrument was revised and a
second pilot test . initiated early in the spring semester
~of 1979. This time, -data about the evaluation
instrument and procedures were encouraging, and
instructors’ réparted high confidence in their ratings.

- Concurrent “studies of the PEI were made to find if -
the scores obtained could validly and reliably tell high
from low competént student teachers and to investigate
reéliability ‘among the raters. According to Piper and
O'Sullivan (1961), "It was éoncluded from the results
that. the PEI ‘ean reliably and validly be used to
identlfy High and low competent students."

Maanuhilé, during the summer of 1979, the Collége
of Educaticn .changed administrations and .Subsequently . 5

i

o was- reorganized The new administration was not as

N were not reac

committed to the CBTE program as outgoing: Dearn Robert

B. Hawsam ‘had -been. In the reorganlzatlon the -

leadersh;p of the undergraduate program was shifted, the

Ppogram Dévelgpment and Implementat;on Council was .

; been fhnctloning ta develcp and evaluate thé program
ivated. ™ With these ehanges, the .

1ongarangé research-plans and continued- development cf :

L_ the PEI were discontinued,

Dr;glnal plans ealled for all méthgds course




‘instructors to use the PEI to evaluate their students 1
late spring 1979, and that these ratings would be
compared with ratings of these same students’

. .performances during the fall.semester that year. Plans

for the fall study were never executed. :

n

During that spring, however, a study that estimated

the ‘concurrent validity of the PEI was conducted. The

- . Scores of 32 elementary education student teachers on

—-—conducted. Attemptsmwenefmadé.in-the:spzing.semestens,:,,

the PEI were correlated with their scores on the

- National Teacher Examination (NTE). The results

suggested that those students who tended to do well on

the NTE, a measure of teaching knowledge, also tended to

do well on the PEI, a measure of teaching performance
(Piper and 0'Sullivan 1981). —
- While efforts to develop Ehe PEI were underway,

four follow-up studies of program graduates were

~of 1977, 1978, 1979, and 1980 to collect data from

- —...graduates.-- -During the last two years, after

reorganization of the teacher preparation program,
individual faculty members continued the research.
‘The most seriodus problems in the teachepr education

~ . evaluation efforts occurred with these four studies,

which were intended to gather perceptual data from

graduates to use with the PEI for program effectiveness

and validation studies. The follow=up evaluation effor
- quickly became a search for workable methodology,

£

* + because major difficulties arose with efforts to.collect -

=

t

Qaté.fram graduates who were no lgnger on. campus. As
- long as.réspondents were enrolled in the program,
gathering informatipn was relatively simple because of

'lseasy:aggess,tc them and because most students agreed to

© obtaining their cooperation proved diffiecult,

. ccoperate in the voluntary evaluation program. After
- ‘graduation, however, finding these participants and

The first of the four follow-up studies was.:

. launched in spring 1977. Students who were. gradudted

, from the College of Education in .fall’ 1975 ‘through . «.
.. .8pring 1976 were mdiled questionnaires asking their.
. perceptions of the importance of the program's: 16 -

- generic teaching competencies and their assessméntqug*

' ‘their performance of thése. teachihg-behaviors. -

- Addresses were obtained frog College files and from the

13
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==I===§;sst -year

University Alumni Office. More than 500 questionnaires
were mailed, but within two weeks, the U.S5. Postal
Service had returned 267 with notices of incorrect
address. Only 17 responses were received.and no useful
data were obtained, thus precipitating a search for more -
effective procedures. _ '

In the second study, all upcoming graduates were
telephoned in the spring of 1978 and asked if they would
partlcipate in a follow-up study at the end of their
aching. Most _agreed. and promised to
advise the eva;uatars of any change of address. In:
spring 1978, a sample of 60 of the.graduates were mailed

~a questionnaire and also asked if they would agree to

telephone interviews. Thirteen questionnaires were
returned. These graduates were interviewed and invited
to attend a group meeting on campus. Seven persons
participated. Agaln, numbers wers toa small tg yiald

useful data. T e
-.. In.spring 1979, yet another strategy was tried.

Investigators met with all student teachers to explain

the follow-up study and seek volunteers. Thirty

students agreed to participate in the study that was

‘proposed .to identify problems faced by graduates durlng
their first year of teaching, to determine the ways they

coped with these problems, and .to evaluate their

' teaching performance in the next several years. Data

were collected during four dinner meetings at the end of
student teaching (May 1), at the end of orientation
workshops conducted by empioying school districts
(August 23),.and at the ends of participants' third ..
(Septémbeﬁ 13) and ninth (November 15) ‘weeks as *
campleted an gpéneended queﬁt;onna;re and the Iéaéher
Concérns Quest;onnaire and in group 53331on5=they % =

described their concerns, problema, and methods for

céping; These discussions were aud;otaped for later

; anaiys;s.= ln addltion partlclpants audiotaped their‘- .

w;th students andsmailed these to investlgators. Plans

called. for observation and on-site ‘interviews with these

graduates and thélr professional colleagues and students -

- daring spring 1980 and in subsequent years, bhut thgse ,

't proéedures were abandoned because af the Collégé

. ¥ F . "
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reorganization.

that

Results from the four data collections indiecated
these beginning teachers encountered a series of

unexpeeted problems, some of which had not been
considered by the designers of their teacher preparatlan
- program (Felder et -al. 1980), These findings caused our
- faculty members to undertake another followaup atudy to
clarify the problems encountered by new teachers and to
suggest ways to redesign teacher preparation pragrams

and ways to .ease the entry of beginners ‘into the

profession.

To obtain a study group, the faculty conducted a.

workshop for beginning teachers during the summer of

1980.

Administrators in Houston school districts were

asked to publicize the workshop and 22 new teachers,
graduates of 13 different institutions, attended. All

agreed to cooperate in the proposed study to. identify

Sséssahna,pﬂﬂblems,tg ey encountered during their initlal year
" in the: profession.:

and clarified in a series of three-hour sharing
sessions.- In deseribing thé study, Houston and Felder
reported:

=

One of the problems of pre-specified rat;ng
scales is the lack of consumer orientation.
Problems and concerns stated on the instrument
may or may not be the real ones for a
particular population. To treat this
weakness, we asked- all beg;mmg teachers to’
identify on-3" x 5" cards their concerns and
problems. These were sorted out and
synthes;sed into 54- questions which répresent
the ccmb;ned thlnklng of the group.  In a
second stép, teachers respanded on a
aevenapoint scale to each.of the 54 questions. .
This procedure permitted items to be specific
and precise with- reaspect to’ the particular -
‘group while- perm;ttlng analysis of the depth
‘of toncern for each item by each part;glpant.
(1n press) S :

"
W
]
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~-Data were-collected on a delphi-based rating .system




 Insights From Two Successful Follow-up Studies

. Although the fellawsup studies were plagued by -
methodological difficulties that limited the usefulness
of their data, they nevertheless provided some ) ‘ :
interesting insights into the world of the beginning
teacher. Before the- beginning of school, the new
teachers were concerned primarily about the expectations
of their principals and fellow tgachers, about
diseciplining students, and about Planning and preparlng
for instruction:

A certain detachment pervaded their Qancerns
and their perceptions of themselves in school.
Their converations reflected a third person
perspective. Their problems were
hypothetical; their work orientation less
systematic or focused than when taekllng other
more familiar problems.

_ Despite their concerns, these béglnners

_believed in themselves, were buoyed by the
pos;t1VE“feedback—they_rageized when offered
their first job, and looked. forward to wd_k;ng T —

~With children and youth. They thought they -
knew what teaching was all about. Their
attitudes could be characterized as euphoric. -
(Houston and Felder in press)

The” realities they encountered as beg;nning
teaehers were unexpected and often devastating. The
- novices' initial orientations to their new schools
tended to be a series of meetings and a blaze of
instructions, with little time left for- setting up
ETEEEFEbmﬁﬁﬁreprepaf;ag:ﬁgﬁ‘;hgggrrlval of students.
During the first weeks of school, the required————— -
admlnistrative paperwork overwhelmed many of them, and '
by the third week, their priorities had shifted to_time
_ managemént and dealing with fatigue. Many expressed a = .~
. Sense of bé;ng out of contral, of Just making it from-
ane.day to the next. - . -
By the end of the ninth week the 1eve1 cf C %
importance these beginning teachers placed on every _
concern they had identified had been reduced more than

. 23
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1. ‘Obtaining and- reta;n;ng subjects for folléﬁ;up —_

one point on a SeVen-point scale. Concerns that
remained high centered on issues related to student
achievement, classroom management, dealing with parents,
and time management. The level of stress had eased for
most and 'some reported that they felt in control and
enjoyed teaching. However, a few voiced serious
thoughts about leaving teaching at the end of the
semester or the school year. -
How did tHese beginning teachers cope with their’
problems? Most of them expected to cope by being °
prepared for class, talking with their prinecipal or
other teachers, and searching for new ideas. The ways

" they actually coped during the initial days of school

were less systematic. They searched for ‘anyone who

"would listen to. their concerns and frustrations and

appeared to long for a "sounding board. " They qu;ckly
realized that the principal and other teachers were
often too busy with their own tasks to help much, and
they experienced feelings of isolation and helplessness.
They worked long hours just to keep up, and reported
thay were spending more and more time in their rooms e
after school doing naperwork and planning. :

Our experience in these studies of beginning

teachers, although llmited in many ways, causes us to

pona’r severaifpakgtsi .

'y m——

studies was much more difficult than any ol us had .
expected. None of the four dif £Erent strategies we
‘tried proved to be effective. suggest that
others planning follow-up studies need to- give ample
ean51derat1gﬂ to possible problems orf they may
. experience unexpected costs, delays, and.

- disappointments.’

2. Regardless of the institution fram which they

graduated the beginning téachers we studied were
—not_prepared for some of the tasks being performed

by exper135553%?§a‘her3—;uha have developed routine
ways of handiing many tasks. When the behaviors of .
effective teachers are analyzed and used as a basis
‘for identifying competencies to be developed in
teacher preparation programs, it is apparently easy
to overlook the need to braln expllcltly for some

‘E“ ‘;‘ = “-: P




) _subtle, but important, routines. :
o 3. Beginning teachers were expected to perform w1th the -
S same degree of expertise as teachers with years of"
experience. Beginners were provided with little to -~
ease or assist their entry "into the world:of work. =
"School orientation sessions were a combination®of
welcomes and information dissemination, neither of
which contributed to helping thé beginning teacher
get ready for that first day with- students. - There
often was no one assigned to provide professional
help to these beginners, who learned how to survive~
‘through trial and error as trouble spots emerged.
We believe that such an experience must strongly

. 1nf1uence a t%acher a future aﬁtltudés and

_teacher burn@ut, tegcher drcpout, and téaﬁhér
indifference may begin during this time.

Reflec ctions an

d Suggestions

R « Our wark has c@ntinued for more than® a decade and
# . we realize as we reflect on our experience that our
; viewpoint may be biased. Yet, we believe the following
. eight perceptions are important enough -to sharé.
As a;pr'(:fessianJ tggg@in”{must discover and .
" .transmit those behaviors that are pasitively related to )

" _J'd251red learner outcom§§} Teachlng must pfavide a g;i

—_— That means thé 1ndlv;duals who perform th;s serv1ce must

4 ﬁgasﬁsa%;ampetently enough to warrant public trust dnd
ecnfidencé*%ha; teaching can- make a difference. & If"
those who prépa;%*téaehers accept the premise that i
teachers can and should positively influence.pupil e
achievement, then it becomes the job of teacher '

. education to identify those competencies that
characterize "effective teaching" and assist prospective
teachers and”inservice ieachersgtg”acquire them:

The _most effective ané-ef{fgiil;_grcgrama for
rege nerg;ive_
1l

Eregaring teachers are designed as
cess

" inst uctianal 8] stems. the suc




t,systéms require that déc1519ns must be data based. When

eampétshéiés associated with effective teaching are

‘.« known or can be confidently assumed, teacher education

. programs can be designed and delivered as integrated,
unified; self-renewing instructional systems that are
explieitly purposive.  Such programs- tend to be output
referenced and data dependent and, because of their
eonnectedness and regenerative qualities, ‘ecan be
expected to achieve their purposes more efféetlvely and
efficiently. chever, developing an instructional

. 8ystem requires the collaboration and cooperation of
many diverse faculty members, often from several .
different departments. - ThéSé faéulty, generally trained
. in specialized fields such as eduaatlcﬂal psychology,
math education, and health or physlcal education,; often
~must learn how.to think like "teacher éducators,“ that

iris; to réfogus,thelr attention from their narrower
. specializations to a larger, more holistice concepglon cf

the teacher preparation program. W1thout this gestalt,
. program components designed by individual faculty vill
~ be disconnected and will not. -form an integrated whole.
- Change in any part of the system will affect other . v
- -parts; hence, decisiéns to alter the program must be
made collectively by thg faculty rather than
'1nd1v1dual1y- Tt is critieal to the SUCCéSS oft the
program that such decisions be. made on-the basis of the
beat pessible ;nformatlan to assure that the w;sest
course of action is pursued. Insofar as 99531b1e, such
"data should be obtained through progrim evaluatidn -
efforts .and- teacher effectiveness research, as beth have
- a‘contribution ‘to make to ‘the bUSInégs of program

- d331gn, development, and dpératlon;! , R

7 A clearer distinction needs to be made between
" pesearech and pragram évaluat;on, and the value for each
for contributin ng tg the professional knowlédge ‘base in

- teachin ng s hculd be acknowledged. Program evaluation and

research.are often confused. Teacher education has a .
-two=fold" functhn to discover and to transmit effective

' teaching ‘behaviors. ~ It might be stated simplistically

‘that through research we discover what those behaviors
‘are and through program evaluatlcn we develop hunches
’ abaut what they mlght be and learn how tc effect1va1y

H
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train for them. Tn research, ene has the luxury of not
having to make a decision. It can always be argued that
data -are insufficiently valid-and reliable to permit
useful conelusiens. In progrem evaluation, the
operetlen of an ongoing program demandd$ that decisions
be made. Progﬁem decisions will not wait for "perfeet“‘
,7vdeta- they must -be made regardless of the quality of the
“available data. The question in prograh evaluation,
therefere,'le* What are the best data one can get at a
price one can afforqq 'Ihe resulting “muehlneee“ of data
. 80 often criticized by those who confuse . tﬁe purposes of
prog. am eveiuetlon and research should not obscure. the
very necessary and useful professional .contribution that
‘results from evaluation studies. It is only through
mere open inveetlgetlen that we can improve our eblllty
to train teachegs and can generate hypotheses that more
rlgoroue research methods might test. = .
Faeulty who ‘have been involved in-the design,

develegmen;i,end operet;on'ef innovative programe to

train teachers may be more effective as program

ES

evaluators than those who have not had such experience.

Although it is acknowledged that objectivity will likely
be greater when evaluation is-.conducted by persons other
--than those who design.and- operete a specific program, it

ie nevertheless ergued thet pereone whe conduct progrem

eueh pregfam development enq;operetlon! Dne muet often
 settle for much less in program evaluation than‘one
. -would like. TInstitutions that have comtducted follow=-up
S e etud;ee ef their'greduatee heve experieneed the

P eemple. Few ;netltut;one are Uelng 1netrumente to
« evaluate teaching perfermence with which they are
satisfied. -When program evaluators have not . experieneed'
the. eemplex;tlee and difficulties associated w1th -
pregremsdevelepment .and eperetlon they may- find . it
difficult to depart from conventional research ]
_ erientetlone. When such orientations are 1mpeeed on
=pregrem evaluation efforts, much useful information is
-lost and many rich opportunities are overlooked. A
program evaluation orientation ‘would expect to eneounter
methedologieel dlffleultlee uneeeepteble for reeeereh
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and would sugges: that Péggrdlégs of this fact, insights
can be gained and information useful to prcgram
improvement and hypctheses seeklng can be obtained.

The faculty reward systems that cperate in most
institutions d;scourage and often penalize the behav1ar§,
needed to dévelap and evaluate _more effective teacherif
education programs. The reward system in most
institutions is incongruent with what is needed to
improve teacher education. Rewards are generally won
“for scholarly activity and teaching, usually defined in
ways that place little value on products such as
training designs or materials and in-house reports of
evaluation studiss. For faéulty to make changes
necessary to adopt a new program, they must perceive
that the effort will have importance-and significance to

,them personally. They unde?standably expect payoffs for
themsETves—=ré”gn1tlnn within the ‘system, increased
"salaries, and progress toward their long-range caréer
‘goals--and they ‘want these rewards along the way. Most
cannot afford to wait the decade it takes to design, put
into operation, and evaluate a new approach to teacher
preparation. In many cases, rewards diminish for
faculty who get involved and 'stay involved. The t;me
‘these people spend, on program design, or developing
instruectional materials, or evaluation merely makes it
more difficult for them to compete successfully with
colleagues who choose not to become involved. Sooner or
later, most faculty begin to conform their behaviors to
o 7what the system values. Administrators in colleges and .
cuniver51tles have a special responsibility “to provide
.+ the 1eadersh;p to assure that teacher education is
"# valued and that faculty efforts related to improving
'prcgrams for preparing teachers are rewarded.

Acknowlﬁggment of program evaluation data puts
faculty members at . public risk. Difficult as evaluation
of teacher education may be, it sometimes appears easier
to obtain data than to get anything done about it once
available. _ Several institutions have described faculty
"indifferencé to program evaluation data" (Hord and Hall
1980). Theré-is little indication that faculty welcome
data about hcw thélr courses or program components are

)
.
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operat;ng, and they often do little or nothing to modify
or alter their practices on the basis of such
information. Data appear to put faculty at "public
risk." If truy acknowladge the data, they publicly must
admit the possibility of their responsibility; if they
accept their responsibility, they are expected to do
something about problems that exist. The risks are
great--more work for little payoff, and fear that data
could be traced to them, thus comparing their more
public performance against that of others who are more
able to hide any flaws.

Develoglﬁg and evaluatlng more effective programs

Yo for_ pfeparlng teachers is not always a scholarly

activity: it is sometimes a polltlcal act1v1tz. The

teaching profession has a shallow research base. There
is not w;despread_agreement regarding practices for
educating teachers nor even general acceptance of what
~ effective teachers do; empirical research has not
‘validated the correlation between many teacher behaviors
and pupil achievement. For these reasons, it is
difficult for programs to maintain momentum over time.
New ideas, which appear to offer great promise, pop up
regularly and it is difficult not to be tempted into new
directions. The political limelight shifts nationally
and regionally from one approach to another; from CBTE
to Teacher Centers, from handicapped.to gifted, from
. humanistic programs to computer technology. As the

spotllght changes, a program can be 111um1nated or
shadowed. Changes in direction can cause a loss of
momentum in program development, which can seriously
damage the effectiveness of a training program and
discourage those involved.

To move the profession forward, those of us in

teachin ng m ‘must respect and build up@n the work of each

other. Centuries ago, the Greek philosopher and
geometrician Thales predicted a solar eclipse. People
of his time thought .he had performed a miracle, but
Thales was no miracle worker. He based his prediction
on observations that other people had recorded over a
o 500-year period... The individuals before Thales who

o thoughtfully described the ecllpses they saw probably




were not aléays sure why.they did so, and perhaps others
of their time viewed their work as having little
meaning. However, when summed and analyzed, their work
resulted in a major advance in humankind's quest to
understand the natural warld.

The processes involved in the complex human
interaction we call education can be observed and
described. It is important, we believe, to open up our
quest for knowledge. We must come to understand and
respect all genuine efforts to study teaching. We must
not be trapped inte the posture that standardized and
validated instruments are the only research tools that
are useful. Sensitive, perceptive, thoughtful
reflections on the processes and outcomes of teaching
may lead to the insights and hypotheses that will permit
ma jor breakthroughs, such as Thales' prediction.

We must continually strive to build our knowledge
base systématleally, piece by piece. In time, if enough
investigators diligently pursue promising courses of
study, more valid answers will emerge. Our profession
will have its Thales who will give expression to the
work of many unknown observers when the right moment has
arrived. .

[
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CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSTON'S CBTE PROGRAM

The following 12 characteristics were adopted by the
College  of Education faculty to give direction to the
competency-based teacher education program. These are
quoted from a memorandum to the College faculty (Hollis
1976).

1. Compentency based; that is, the competencies to be
demonstrated by the student are made explieit, the
criteria to be applied in assessing the student's
competencies are made explicit, and the student is held
_ accountable for meeting those eriterla. The emphasis is
on the demanstrat;gu, not the acquisition, of those
'competeneiés specified as program expectatlans.

_ 2. Campus-céntered and field OFiéntéd that is,
students are provided with opportunities to experience
instruction and to demonstrate competence both on campus
and in field sites depending upon the nature of the

partieular instructional or assessment activity and a

" determination as to where that activity can most
ﬂfféCthé;y and efficiently take place.

3. Role-model based that is, a conceptual model gf
. the teacher's role is used as a basis for identifying
and specifying. those competencies students are. expected
to demonstrate.

‘4. Criterion-referenced; that is, assessment
‘procedures dre designed to determine whether or not a
student has demonstrated ‘ecompetency at or above the
level of mastery specified; the competency of each
'student is judged on the basis of predetermined erlterla
and is not determined through a ccmpar;san 1nvolv;ng )
-other. students.




5. Pluralistic; that is, there is conscious acceptance
of the notion that no one philosophy of instruction has
been proved best; consequently, a variety of divergent
visws are posited as untested assumptions which the
- system must test,

6. Humanized; that is, program design and operation
recognize the dignity and worth of each individual so
that each perceives that he or she is being treated as
one of worth.

7. Personalized; that is, a student is provided with
instruction which takes into account his or her
uniqueness. . ’ ' ‘ '

8. Modularized; that is, the delivery of instruction
is accomplished through the utilization of instruetional
modules; instructional modules are sets of learning
activities-~racionale, objectives, prefrequisites,
pre-assessment procedures, and remedial :
procedures--which are intended to facilitate the
learner's acquisition and demonstration .of a particuiar’
competency or set of competencies.

9. Multi-instructional; that is, the design and
operation of the teacher education program is a
- responsibility shared by colleges, public schools, and
the organized teaching profession.

10.  Systematized; that is, the systems approach is used
in program design and operation.

11.  Regenerative; that is, the program is an open
system capable of continuous revision on the basis of
‘constructive data supplied by sound formative and
summative evaluation procedures.

12. A-~system-with alternatives within it; that is, the.
.program is a single single instructional system which
constitutes an integrated, comprehensive whole; however,
the system does accommodate a divergence of viewpoints
within its eonfines. ’ .
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APPENDIX B

GENERIC TEACHING COMPETENCIES
ADOPTED FOR HOUSTON'S PROGRAM

The following 16& eempetene;ee were approved by the .
College of Education faculty for use in identifying
instruectional objectives, designing instructicnal
materials, and evaluating performance. These are quoted
from a memorandum to the college faculty.

£

1. Identifies 1eerner'e emotional, social, physical,
“and intelleetuel needs. Draws upon knewledge of human
growth and development learning theories, .
social/cultural foundations, asseasment techniques,
curriculum goals and content in order to gather
information about-the learner and to ident;fy the
inetruetienel neede.

2. Ident;f;ee and/or Specifies instructional goals and
objectives which are based on learner's needs.  Views
‘the setting of inetructlenel goals and objectives as a
key element in ;netruet;en, reconciles eurrleuLer and
edueetlenel goals with present level of learner's S needs;
analyzes instructional goals to identify knewledge,
skills, and attitudes needed to achieve those goals;

states objectives =zo that 1ntent is clearly communicated

_ to learner.

3. Designs instruction appropriate to goals and
ectives. Develepe a verlety of etreteglee for
premptlng achievement of instructional goals and -
objectives which reflect the learner's needs and offer
the learner alternative ways of echleV1ng those geele

‘end ebgectivee. )

¥




4, Implements instruction that is consistent with

plan. Demonstrates the ability to use a variety of
strategies which have .the potential to promote learner
achievement of %pP21F1@d 1ﬁStPuEELDnal goals and
objectives.

5. Designs and implements evaluation procedures which

focus on learner achievement and lnstructlonal

effectiveness. Evaluates learner performance with
reference to a variety of goals and cobjectives; reports
learner achievement through grades,)ccnsultat;gns,
checklists and/or other appropriate means; evaluates
instructional e=ffectiveness by comparing learner's
achievement with objectives. N

5. Integpatés into 1nstrqg§19n the cultural:
.-environe ~ Incorporates materials,
examples, illustrations, motivators, and reinforcers
from learner's cultural environment so that learner is

able to identify with content, processes,; and intended
outcomes of instruction.

7. Demgnstrates a repertoire of instructional madéls

and teachlngfsk;lls approprlate to speglfled abjectlves

and to particular learners. Describes and demonstrates
a variét&76fgiﬁéfbﬁgtlonal models; uses appropriate

m lsfof instruction based upon: the subject, objectives
and_needs=of learners; uses teaching techniques
appropriate to those instructional models.

8. Promotes effective patterns of communication.
Recognizes the value of effective communication;
‘communicates effectively verbally, nonverbally, and in
writing; accepts and supports ideas of others; strives
for more praductive communication; and encourages
interaction among all members of the group.

9. Uses resources appropriate to instructional

b;eetives. -Operates audiovisual equipment, makes
instructional materialds, identifies sources of
instruetional materialshand uses instructional materials
appropriate to objéctives, organizes resources in the '

classroam and eommun;ty for instructional purpasea.
' .\

N -
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10. Modifies instruction on the basis of learner'’ s
verbal and ﬁ@ﬂVéfbé’ FEdea K durlng lnstructlan.
DETuﬂaurags; a continuous awareness of learner's =
activity to make decisions “Pgardlng zucecess of
instructional processes and learner achievement; alters
instructional processes on the basis of Lnfarmatlan thus
obtained.

1. Uses organlzatlanal and management skills to
establlsh a maxlmally effeét;ve 1earnlng EﬂVlFQnmEnt.
Establishes and maintains a classroom climate which
promotes individual achievement .and personal growth;
organizes and encourages productive group interaction;
and estahlishes positive relationships with and among
learners. . ¢

12. Idéntlfles and_reacts w1th sensitivity to the needs
and feellngs of self and athégs1*“Déanstrates a concern
for the needs of léaFﬁEPS, recognizes that as a member
.. of a. 1eapn1ng group, the teacher has needs which must be
met in a teachlﬂg—learnlng situation; and reacts to meet
the- needs of learners, self, cgswerkers, and parents.

13. Exhibits openness and flexibility. Searches
”cgntlﬂually for ways to improve instruetional
-effectiveness; listens eritically to ideas of athers is
open to suggestions, and bases decisions upon best
avallablé data.

14. Works effectively as. a member of a prcf3581anal
team. Works with others in order to achieve commonly

" shared goals; displays behaviors consistent with the
goals and ethics of the teach;ng profession.

15. Aﬁalxzes professional effectiveness and eontlnua;_l
strives to increase that éfféctlven6§5; Uses a variety
of observational and analytic procedures to study
teaching effectiveness; examines the consequences of
‘teaching by focusing on learner objectives and

instructional outcomes.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Designs and implements . lnstructlcn which

orporates career education concepts. Develops and

és a variaty »f strategies for embedding career
lon coneepts into course content and instructional
les; addresses the need for learners to learn
hemselves, their environment, and the work roles
played by individuals-.in society.

Subsequently, three additional competencies were adopted
by the Houston education faculty: These are:

17. Drgan;zes learning env1ranments which meet the

‘varying needs of learners. Assessas the impact of

various learning environments upon the -learners'
emotional and intellectual development; identifies a
variety of learning environment models; demonstrates the
ability to use various learning environments for
instructional purposes;:systematically alters the
learning environment as the needs of the learner change.

18. Presents subject matter accurately. Demonstrates
adequate knowledge of the subject matter content
presented and Sélééts appropriate subject matter for
présgntatlgn. - -

19. 1Identifies and teaches reading skills necessary for

studen; understandlﬁg of given content areas. Assesses-
and altérs the dlfflculty leval af 1n5tructlanal

lncgrpgrates Stratégles far 1mprav1ng vccabulary,
comprehension,‘and study skills appropriate to given
content areas.

]
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