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. I. A SYSTEM FOR DOFUMENTING AND ASSESSING .
’ 'i'HE ‘VE)ZPERIENCE_ 0F"PR'EZINSERV~ICE TEACHERS

o [

An Overview
“Russell J. Spillman
Acting Dean

College of. Educat on _
The Ohio State Un1v rsity

Within: the 1ast three years the Co]]ege of Educat1on‘at The Ohio‘étate
Un1vers1ty has peen work1ng on the creat1on and 1mp1ementat1on of a system for
document1ng and assess1ng the exper1ences and ab111t1es of 1ts~teacher l
cand1dates, toward the 1mprovemen\“of its teacher educat1on programs.
Initially We created this,system becaese we were eissatisfied with{what has
become the aecepteq heaﬁs of program eva1eatien ih;teacherveducat}oh' %hat is,
through fo]]qw-up sty 4 es. While we will address the 11m1tat1ons of fol]ow-up
studies later in/th<§dpresentat1on; our general criticism of th1s single
vJehit1e‘fdr program evaluation is that the results of follow-up stud1es do not
provide conclusive infdrmation on which to base continued development . and
1mprovement of teacher educat1on”programs Further their summativd‘nature
does not provide the k1nd of formative information necessary for an effect1ve
and responsive teacher educat1on proS}am ' _x\

Qur, v1ew of program deve]opment and 1mprovement requ1res that deve]opers
engage in the ¢ngoing process of fdeve]opmenta] inquiry" (Sanders, 1981),
which provides or the gene#atton of . hypé;heses throughfg!aata.co]Tectioﬁ
process that 1nforms further deve]opment of‘programs Developmental inquiry
requ1res a documentat1on and assessment sy%tem that can anq¥1de a rich

-

contextual accounting of both teacher cand1dates and programs. Our intent is

@




f1rst ‘to determine what® 1s happen1ng in our programs concurren w1th determ1n1ng

what shou]d happen .With this perspect1ve in m]nd we' have des1gned the-

assessment and dotumentat1on iystem ﬂ@ferred to herein as the Student

-

Information System XSIS). . : ™
At this time our efforts continue to focus on'impTementation-at the 4

& ll\ .

program area 1eve1 and_in those courses (or exper1ences) that are common for _

all.of our-teacher candidates. Instrumentat1on has been deve]oped p1loted
. ST . .
and refined for several of.these general R{Ofe%51ona1 experiences, and in
. " : N ./ - .
several of the program areas.

.The purpose of this presentation is to review the purposes theoreti¢a1'

framework and component parts of the system to exg]1cate data results from

—_ 7

‘certa1n of the 1nstruments that'have been piloted and rev1sed and one of the

-
qua11tat1ve data collection efforts "to summarize the issues related tos the
. / . N |

Atota11ty of the 1mp1ementatlon process and to present. issues associated with
the near and 1ong-term future of SIS. These presentat1ons w111 thew’be

cr1t1qued and . d1chssed bywouts1de eva]uators present1ng on this panel.
o /

SIS .has’ four.bas1;fpurposes. They are: < : “
. A ' : T

1. to document student e e ie 'e for .ccountab111ty purposes

2. to d1agnose student priogreSs in programs in order to fu1f111 general

"student adv151ng and. coynseling functfaﬁﬁ“ o o A

““\to co]]ect data abouN r students and programs for purposes of

A eva]uat1on of both graduates "and programs toward program
t - ‘ _\‘- .
' 1morovements, and; - o : -
4;. _to research the nature of teacher educat1on and teacher deve]opment

Z’ ‘ L a
;oend other profess1ona1 personne] programs

In order to ach1er;\these purposes we have designed a system that may be : ¢

descr1bed/ brfef1y, as fo]]ows SIS is mu1t1 d1mens1ona1,r1nc1ud]ng the
: , . sy
co]]ectwon of data at mu1t1p]e poipts in the profeéssional education program ®

o/

? :

. .
- . , ) -
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using mu]tip]é'data co 1ection”vehic1e§ The data wi11 be collected at various
"levels" as follows: basic demograph1c data about students and programs;
‘ ) acadenic.data such as transcr1pt 1nformat1on and entry test scores; performance

data‘as'colTected through qualitative and quantitative_measures, including

standardjzed measures; and sé]ffreportéd data and data collected in various =

campus and.fiejd_settings;through_ethnographic techniques. Data collection
wt]] EOmmence as the student enteré the university'and contiriue throughout the'
early years of the graduate s emp]oyment ParticipantS‘in this system.wi1i
1nc1ude students, facu]ty members cooperat1ng teachers 1n f1e1d s1tes and
academic and career"counse1ors' . :
4\ . -
We have been involved in Ehe deve]opment of the, conceptual bases and the
»des1gn of the system for document1ng andlassess1ng teacher'’ cand1dates and
’.'. programs for thrge years A‘year ago, we hosted a national conference dnfthe
y1mprovement of teacher’ educat1on progré\ s. At'that tfme;wegnreeghted this
system to both a pre conference of selected critics as well as to. the general
conference participants for their review and_cOmments.‘ Last year we afso were
involved in negotiating the possitMe dse of SIS with various program areas in
‘the Co]iege This | process cont1nues to involve our 1ntroduc1ng the system
: negotiating its use, and ref1n1ng the system on the basis of program directors'

L4

comments and exper1ence using the system.

-




¥ conceptua1ization about proa?am\deve1opment that support and exp1a1n the \ .,

o .
K -+ g'}
N P ’ (e
. . . ;y, R
II. The H1story, Purposes and\eonceptua{1zat1on of ‘the - .

Student Informat1on System

I} / T
Lo . Nancy L Z1mphew K R .
‘ - * _  Coordinator, Program Development T Y
L, College of Educatién ST , -
‘The 0h1o State Un1vens1ty ;

~ L

The purpose of this presentat1ir is ﬁour-fq]d' 1) to present&\‘ﬂqstory
Y4

and context for ‘the development of SIS; 2) to re”l'ate a set of assumpﬁns and . .

purposes ‘of the system 3) to exp]hcate the purposes of tHe system andﬂ!) to

4

destr1be the component parts (or, aata matr1x) ofeSIS

tﬁ - [

]
Like most 1ssues “that evolve fh a co]]ege Ff educat1on‘(the creation of

“History and Context’ . "o ;E? o N , o Ci?_

M

the Student Information System has heen st1mu]ated by events and forces both

. externa] and - 1nterna1 to the OSU Co]]ege .of Educat1on _There is an 1ncreas1ng

public demand for an 1mproved educat1oCaT system A s1gn1f1cant portion of ft
b l

this demand is for mote highly qua11f ed teachers (T1me Magaz1ne, MHelp!

v

Teachers Can't Teach"). State 1eg1s1 tutes are respond1ng to these pub11c
I .
pressures by mandating new standards-

or teacher education (e.g., State .
Standards for Teacher Educat1on 1n Ohio;, 1975) inc]uding.responsibi1ity to
deve]op and implement evalluation--ac ountab11ﬁty procedures Currently, more

iy thatJteachers demonstrate their- ;

. -

and more school districts are requir

competencies thfodgh some -sort of test, e.g,, the Nat1ona1 TeacherfExam1naf° :

tion. Yet the solution to determining effective teaching seems to reQUTre a . ‘z

more thoughtfqn.approaeh Rather't’an accedeoto‘the pressures, ref]ected in ~

44the current agendas of various pub11c 1nterest groups the College of.Education

_at The Ohio State Un1vers1ty is 'und rtak1ng a maJor research and @evelopment -
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_ }research and deve]opmen%s in th1s area matching these/effortshwith\the mission :

:g and assumpt1ons 1nherent in th1s Co11eg€§; |

- ff‘ “We will parallel external forces descr1bed above~w1th some events of the
last decade.in the hastory of our College. In keeping with nat1ona1 movements
to-,install efforts to eva]uate ¢eacher cand1dates after graduat]on, the Co11ege .
.created a fo]]ow—up system, ubeg1nn1ng 1n-1976. This system is now in fuT]

'operat1on, 1nc1ud1ng quant1tat1ve eva]uat1on and on—s1te observat1ons of

. . ' graduates dur1ng the first and»th1rd years of pract1ce Even w1th“th1s effort
\ . o

however we have often asked ourse1ves "so what " after the t1meconsum1ng
' . -
© ' research has been f1n1shed Katz et al. (1981) have 111um1nated th1s area by

p1npo1nt1ng the pers1stent prob]ems ‘of fo]]ow—up stud1es that w1d1 never o e

van1sh——d1ff1cu1t1es 1n act1ve facu]ty 1nvo1vement in program change,’*’
~N

d1ff1cu1t1es\1n 1nterpretat1on due to the feed forward issue. Our ' 'so - what" x;"
feq*1ng, however is prompted by a 1arger set of 1ssues It is these 1ssqs;

{ K wh1ch have prompted us to begin dismantling our current fo11ow-up system and *
-~ rep1ace\1t with a more conceptua]]y valid and reliable system for the y 0:

¥ eva]uat1on and deve]opment of programs here at OSU It 1s these 1ssues to |
which we now turn. _ ‘ o a '-; e e

[ * N -
an . 4 - - . . -

[ Ex1st1ng des1gns for the conduct of fo]]ow-up stud1es have apparent]y Y
@' - been’ buﬂt on a set o,t, assumpt1ons as foH\gws ' o o "' . ? '_‘.. ,
‘ 1. Whatever skills a teacher exhibits arise as a result of h1s/her

“ _teacher training ‘ _iz f _ N . , .
N - " §. N ‘_ It is poss1bJe to assess,a teacher s. competence w1tho&t base11ne | :ﬂ.

" data: that is, w1thouteknow1ng anything: at all about the teacher s"’
. 3
A . . ‘ : . ’ : ". \

< o preservice exper1ences _
. B o . » ‘
L \ 3.0 It.is poss1b1e to assess a teacher s competence based upon teacher,_

self report ‘and a. short omn1bus post- graduat1on observat1on of the ) -

~ , _
. E : teacher at work (Green and Stone, 1970). . ! o \

L. . . - ' S 5 o - :
S . . : . L . ' A : K
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‘, | ‘o R ) ;
. 'f Accord1ng to the most recent ev1dence ava11ab1e (Med]ey, 1977), one of . -
v he mbst ser1ous cong eptua] prob]ems'1s that the destgn does not prov1de a

V.11nk between know]ed-e, sk111s att1tudes oY va]ues (K«s A. V 9) 1earned

dur1ng the tra1n1ng exper1ence and those same K.S:A. V 's wh1ch are tapped

St

after the graduate -omp]etes his or her schoo11ng That is, 1f there is an.
El & ..
1mpact to the train ng expenaence Zihﬂ if there(1s not, then we .are a]] 1n

\\‘ i FaN
ser1ous troub]e) t en a des1gn Shbuﬂd perm1t a thedret1ca1 link between |

'preserv1ce sk1115 and 1nserv1ce‘performance to be, proven - \3_.- o
V In add1t1dh tu the absence of a strong feedback lgop for fo]1ow-up stud1e5,"
there are other 1n erna] Tssues wh1ch troub?e program deve]opersﬁ Teacher

cand1dates continye to arrive at the cu1m1nat1ng euper1ence‘ student teach1ng,
w%th'undiagnbsed and unremediated“prob1ems Ethnegrabh1c studles conducted b;'

deVoss Z1mpher and Noth (1978) dur1ng student teach1ng reveaﬂ that students )

~

o ‘. have strengths and weaknesses that appear unre]ated to the preced1ng course,_
e

< I

e exper1ences Intens1ve stud1es of f1rst,year teadhers suggest that graduates

v | of th1s and other teacher training programs cont1nue*to exper1ence great

vfrustrat1ons in classroom management and other probﬁems of teaching and
w | , .
. 1earning;ﬂ Fo]]swfup,studieS-itemize a 1ong list of sk111s}beg1nn1ng teachers -

H
4

< say they never .acquired in the1r program Pahadoxica]]y, these skills are,

-

documented components of ex1st1ng course requ1rements ‘A1l these issues

-
-

D suggest that surv1va1 techn1ques for beg1n€ang teachersxi\nt1nue to be self-
{

acqu1red and not attr1butab1e to preparation _programs . . _ |
A]though each of these forces internal and external, appedrs to c;present )

1so1ated strands//n’the h1story of our program their conf]uence results when ,
attempting”to measure the ice of our graduates compared to teacher

!
candidates nat1ona11y, or in 11ght of the apparent . needs and frustrat1ons of ~

_first year teachers, It it out of this bed of anomaties that the College of

' . | N . . i . | o - 9 5 3 P
\)‘ ‘ 3 . . , . ) . ] \:@ : . . . -




Education Student-Informat1on Systgm has evo]ved, not out of any single evenx;

“but out of a study of mdlt1p1e eauses and needs for the obv1ous 1mprovement of

teacher‘ cand1dates and teacher‘ educat1on pr‘ogr‘ams | ' L
Conceptua] Framework- )

v .
The a]ternatwe approach wh1ch we have pr‘oposed for the eva]uat1on and T

- -

- - N : R '

deVe1opment of tedcher educat1on students and pr‘ograms focuses upoen the '
foHow1 ng genera] questmns .JIn what ways do teacher‘s deve]op dur‘mg the

per‘1od of t-hew par‘t1c1pat1on in a par‘t1cu1ar‘ teacher‘ educat1on pr‘ogr‘am?

hd -

our teacher‘-gr‘aduates quahf1ed pr‘ofesswna] educator‘s? How does this program

famhtate thew deve]opment’ TK answer these questm‘ we have implemented'

"

an appreach wh1ch \’IS based upon ‘fundamen%] ly di ffer‘ent understandmgs of T N

o fi rst the re]at1onsh1p between teacher educatmn students anhd progr‘ams and
R second the ‘role and pr‘ocess of eva]uatwn and deve]opment in tiacher educatwn :
T - Y — : . /
Z . _ . programs. _ '-l o - . , 3&’ o ‘
! Lo There is a con‘rpfex, ]:nteractive relationship between students and pr‘dgr‘ams..'
/ _ vl As they develop, both are i'ndeBendent yet they are muft;uaﬂ.y constitutive and
"( .‘ / reflexive Mf one another. The following diagr‘am' illustrates this interactive
. view of the stident-program relationship: | S L o
3 - ° . - ’ . T - r -
\ . P ‘ PROGRAM g
. - Freehman . Professional  Special ™ -Studeniu Teaching
' Early Jn,t[oduction Methods Teaching  Appointment

\

5 S : 5
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“his/her entering the program.-

At«hoint 1éﬁthe teacher candidate entens fhe‘program with prevestablished: i
formative knowledge, skills, attitjdes, ard vaJues as well as perceptions

-about self and self as teacher." As the teacher candidate moves thr'ough the

program, along the bottom wave in .the_-dTagram, the..personal and professional

' developfient that takes place is-a refining extensfon or addition to these

dimensions of a teacher candidate's life. - o .
. N I’ . - “ N A . ; .. .. .
At Point 2, the progwam, like the teacher camdidate, s recognized to be
a developing entity. . This is noted .in the djagram as the top wave. - The

-program's history dccounts in good part for the expectations and content

instructor. °

represénted in the instruétionil activities facilitated later by the college B

; . . ) _
"+~ At Point 3, the program and candidate first meet. Hopefully, our
programs include ‘and are affected by the entry characteristics of our teacher
candidates. 'Of particular. importance. is knowledge of formative dimensions, or
the teacher candidate's knowledge, skills, attttudes’, and values prior- to

~

.At Point 4, shown as a broken,line, dynamic form$ of interaction take
place as the student's learning experiences evolve~xin the program (n.b> a
three dimensional. diagram would show the two waye lines anqd the‘in§§raction
zone osci]]ating).f’The'interre]atidnship of the teacher candidate ‘and the.
program is dynamic and constantly in flux. The dégree of €onfluence depends

_to a significant degree upon such variables: as the teaéﬁér,canqidate, the
“instructor, the activjties as designed, implemented, and experienced, the

context, and the natune of interaction. Much of-this interaction, in the_erm'

of activities and teachetsandidate performance, is:.observable. Here a .
‘three-way analysis by, for €xa

pte, the teacher, candidate, the college
instructor, and the cooperatino§§\.cher, should provide us with a
multidimensional view of the exMriencey  This is reflected in the diagram in
the outer rectangle. In‘additio\\‘,:i“¥ mthat much of the impact of this
experience is "private" and may oRFg! ¥dated through reflective; narrative
accounts and analysis. The area_ijd '_:“,a@,outside the-outer rectangle
represehts this "private" :zone. s y

-

[

At Point 5, the candjdate ‘and. :*f'féram proceed together in the
professional preparatjon.sequence.éoAs_experiences in the program impact upon
the teacher candida®e in vanjous ways, and vice versa, they become -the
formative dimensions for the teacher candidate and the program. It is through
this process that growth. and development take place for both students and the
program. - ' .- - .

- ) . . * . . ‘.‘, - :\.
"Existing models of teacher education explicate program content anqég

eya]uate'teachen-graduates‘iﬁ terms of predetermined, observable, and o
Ty ' ' . . R - ' .
"measurable” skills, competencies, o; objectivesﬂ This appraach is \

; . 4. g ' .
represented within the inner rectangle in the above diagram. However, the

. ’

-
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complex, 1nte&Fct1ve nature of the student and program deve]opment process
requ1res a' more inclusive Nigrm of ana]ys1s ‘one capab]e of document1ng the
ongoing nature and«the comp]ex1ty éf the profess1ona1 preparat1on exper1ence

Thus, ;he area for dqpumentat1on is 1ocated both w1th1nv’nd outs1de the outor

. . ’v" i N - b.
rectang]e in the above d1agram 4 - : : ' .7

In our v1ew eva1uat1on shou]d result in a series of 1nterpret1ve “ : !

! Judgments made by facu]ty membersqlbout tpe appropr1ateness and va]ue of

-students' exper1encq; and 1earn1ngs Viewed 1n th1s manner, eva]uat1on,has a :

cr1t1ca1 role in the program 1mprovement pnpcess Indeed, these judgments

have a formative ro]e since they shou]d ass1st facu]ty members in determ1n1ng
’-whether a]terat1ons are needed to strengthen the program However, in order ;_ i .

‘ to make 1nformed judgments, faculty members must have access to a rich data

-
. )

+ | . .
) T o . °
- source. Thérefore, a comprehensive documentation system is required; oneg

v

capable of capturin the comp]ex nature of both student and\pﬁxgram.deve1op_

ment. Thus eva]uat1on is the critical, intermediary,]ink in moving'fromfdata
3 . S

: - to proposa]s for prognammat1c 1mprovement ‘ : T . ] ' Y
,The a]ternat1ve approach to program evaluation and deve]opment wh1ch we
are 1mp1ement1ng at The Ohio State Un1vprs1ty uses as- 1ts theoret1ca1 bases
the ana]yses out11ned ab ée and the pract1centr1c deve]opmenta] form of 1an1ry
proposed by Bronfenbren r (1979) Dunn&(1971) and Sanders (1981) Th1s
. approach consists of three genera] components

4 ' . ' N
1) Documentat1on. The-gather1ng apd. analysis of data 6n students and

.and progranms. L . B ‘ B T

-

2)- Eva]uation.‘vInterpretivé judgments made by facu]tj members on the

. _ appropriatehese and value oT studentef ekperiences and:1earnings.

3) Pr;gram Adaptat1on Propbsal selection, and imp]ementation of

g ,'f.‘ changes 1n the program by ‘the faculty Lo

4 - 45 I . . ¢‘ '
. . . T ' . . "ll‘? . .‘
T ,.., c ’ t éﬁg o ;’ . T
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The documentation component performs the essent1a1 function of prov1d1ng
facu]ty members with the data necessary for them to engage in the program

1mprovement process _Given this important role, as we]] as its comprehensive
. »

-

‘,‘approach to the study of teacher cand1dates and graduates we fee] that 1t
merits more deta11ed e1aborat1on o h f . : R
- SIS rests upon the fo]]ow1ng des1gn pr1nc1p1es “wh1ch wHEn exam1ned 1n
the context of 1ts theoret1ca1 bases purposes, and the eXpectat1ons p]aced
“upon it, g1ve it a unique structure : » ' : o N ‘v .
1. The system must stress. escr1Et1o as well as assessment 1t is
| cruc1a1 that a student s exper1ences be documented (i.e., descg1bed)
' and assessed before any evaluations ‘are made about his/her profes-
sional qua11f1cat1on‘ . _ 7'
2. - SIS must include both u1t1p] forms of and tr1angu1ated views of
| data inputs and analyses. * ' B
3. SIS must provide, as its\primary source, data related to the teacher-
candidate‘s actual‘experiences/performances, juxtaposed to a

-descr1pt1on of what was supposed to happen.

4. SIS must conta1n both format1ve and summatTve elements: Positive “

.xchange in e1ther student on program must result from frequent
d1agnost1c assessments. The aim of SIS is to fac111tate change by
providing a rich source of-data and ana]ys1s rather than produce

‘results from single, judgmental, all-or-none evalautions.

5. SIS must provide for_sequentiaT, cumu]ative, andv1ongitudina1 data.
collection, ana]ysis,_andlusage. Thus, information gathered through ‘
SIS at “"time A" will hopefully influence at "time BJ by tempering : ZL—M’/
~and c]arifying the ‘studeht or program profi1e._ '

13
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" 6. SIS must have cross-group validity. '
) , 7. SIS must stress simplicity and manageability. Its findings must be

o understandable and‘interpretable by college instructersg public

-

'school teachers, teacher candidates,‘counselors,iand legislators.

8. SIS must provide for maximum student input.

- 9. SIS must be held to be 1ega11y responsible Its design and usage .
! ¥ o L
should insure that our students receive c]ear direction on their T

_ right to participate in\the system feedback on the handling and -
processing of the data, and know]edge of the f1na]‘dTSpOS1t10n of

-

the tindings:

System Purposes_ f ' _. L ; | ¢ ‘\ S
-'; ”1! SIS has the fo]]oWing four basic purposes: | |
1. To coi]ect data about our students and programs ‘for use in the

evaluation of both graduates and programs

2.‘,'To prov1de'data for use in student advising, counseling, and _
remediation;

X ' ~ 3. To provide a data souree for research on the nature and the devé]op- T

- ment of teacher education students and programs as well as other ‘

professional education personne] programs )

4, To document student,experiences for accountabi]ity’and accreditation

N : . purposes. -

System Description

SfS assumes a multi-dimensional,'oumulative view of the data to be
‘collected. fhe co]]ection of data takes place at mult¥pie points in the
professiona] education program using multiple data co]]ection»vehicles.

_Participants/data sources_ in this system include students, facuity members,

- o' - - - ’ ' ! ' i -
cooperating teachers in field sites as well as academic and career counselors.




-y

‘The data will be collected at Yarious "feye1s" as follows: basic demographic
data about students and program; academic data such as transcript information

~and test scores, performance data as co]]ected through qualitative and quant1—'
tative measures, 1nc]ud1n3’standard1zed measures self-reported data; data
co]]ected in various campus'and field iettings through ethnographic techniques;
and program history and development data. VT g |

This»system requires the entry of data at varfous,ooints in'the;teacher’ .

-

education program, from admission to the university, throogh the first years

of the cand1date s teach1ng‘Bos1t1on These points are referred to asvthe
' "Prof11e Progress1on There are four component areas and each data entry
point is exp11cated by,certa1n types of data described befow and is 111ustrated

in the attached Data Matr1x

H

~ The data 1nc1uded in omEonent I (Descr1ptors) of SIS are at the most

quant1tat1ve and descr1pt1ve level.: Th1s component presents dat9 typically

« recorded on official student transcr1pts a-record of the student's.fie]d and (ﬁbp

clinical experiences, 10 include the number OE contact hours in. f1e1d and
clinical sett1ngs, a demograph1eq curr1cu1ar escription of field sites
(urban/suburban open—spaced/trad1t1ona1 mastery 1earn1ng/1nf0rma1 education,
%gc ); career décision data; and\PsychoTog1ca1 data. )
Other data included in Component I might be the student's test history,
from ear]y adm1n¥strat1on of ACT/SAT tests, to university math and English |
placement tests, and College administration of the National Teacher’ Exam1na—
t1on or another standard1zed test. Particularly in regard to the d1sp1ay Df
standard1zed test scores, such records will a]ways be d1sp1ayed in 11ght of -
other academic measures such as grades and class stand1ng, and also in rela-

. \? - .
tion to more tr1angu1ated and qualitative data generated in Components II = e

III, and IV described,below. In summary, Component I includes demograph1c,

achievement, experience, career decision, and psychological data.




A;om;S;;ntII (Assessment) contains all the assessment instruments. ¢ They
are designed to give a longitudinal picture of §e1ected‘perf0rmance capabilities
for each teacher candidate. That'is,\certain kinds of questions are asked at

-

~the freshman, sophomore, junjor, senior and pOstgraduate.IeVe1 in order to
determine,when aAetudent acqutred,a certain skill. All assessments are gathered
' thnough the following method: only situations where at least thrée persons

can assess~a‘performance are used; further, onIy persons who are intimately’

associated with the teacher candidate completesan assessment.. Finally, all

the'comp1eted aésessments are trjangulated after assessment. The fnterested-
parties gather together to discuis t ir ratings. Ratings are not changed as
a result of th1s)conference but rather the outcome of the conference is
' documented for 1nc1us1on in the system s Component III. ‘Thus, a]though eachy
instrument ‘looks s1mp11st1c the accumu]at1on of sets of judgments over a
‘teacher cand1date s career will g1ve an accurate p1cture of hls/her perfor=-
mance. | | ™ N

| Component II1 (Narrative) cons1sts of descr1pt1ve and ana]yt1ca1 materials

/
wr1tten by the teacher cand1date the adv1ser co]]ege 1nstructors/superv1sors

and cooperat1ng teachers These data w111 be gathered at appropr1ate points -
throughout the teacher cand1date S part1c1pat1on 1n the program. These

narrat1ve mater1a1s complement the data available 1n,Components~I and II. As,
descriptive, analytical and reflective accounts, these,materda]s should be a

_rich source of information about the nature of the teacher candidate's.eXperi-

enceg ‘and developing pedagogical style. =~
' ‘ 1

In Component IV (Context),.teacher candidates' eXperiences and develop-

ment are to be interpreted with due consideration givén to the experiential-

Y . . . . ¢ ) .
. * < ' . )

environment. Therefore, as part of the assessment procedure, teacher candi-

i I

dates, college dnstructors,‘and5cooperating teachers and others involved with

10
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teacher'cahdidates provide describtive statements about the context_ih which
the experiehceihakes place. The "experientia].environment“:inc;ydes h
.in;ormation abeut the settings in hhich‘the teacher edUcetipn program.0ccurs,
both on campus and in.the "laboratory" of. local schools and agencies used as o,
field s1tes | | | ‘ |

The data accumu]ated as a result of this document1ng system will be .

. assembled into portraits or profiles of the students, 1nd1v1dua11y or as a

sample, and the program.ﬁ Multiple faorms of-qua]itative and quantitative
techniques for analysis of these data will be uti]ized. \Ahalysis»and
presentatwn of f1nd1n£ will be directly related to the pur‘poses for pr‘oducmg

the ana]ys1s (i.e.,. use for progyam eva]uat1on is s1gn1f1cant1y dxfferent from ' -
| t::ﬁk Lo

use for student advisement or for accreditation do&Zhentat1on)

[

-

Summary ‘ ' _
.A description. of SIS would nbt'be compIete"withoutfqhteprAnation of the.
process and issues related to the 1mp1ementat1on of the system AIsb we. -
_offer in th1s presentat1on specific data gather1ng efforts, along with an |
ana]ys1s of those measures and their subsequent revision. Illustrations w111vv
- be offered for Components II and III ‘of -the system We_w111 conclude by

ref]ect1ng op the future of SIS at our 1nst1tut1on and its contribution to the

natioha]_effort to improve teacher preparation.
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III. Implementat™n of the Student Information System

. : _ William E. Loadman . o
” .- Coord1nator Measurement and Evaluation Serv1ces .
‘ Collage of Education

~ The Ohio State University "

Introduction. '
The sthdent informatibn system (SIS) at The Ohio ‘State University's$

College of }ducat1on has been formulated over the past three years Durinb'

v
i

that time efforts have been 1n1t1ated to implement var1ous p1eces of the
-~ system. This paper will: a) 1dent1fy what the current Titerature suggests
about 1mp1ementat1on of such a system b) describe what has been done to date

w1th.th1s system, and c) attempt to examine 1ssues concerns and status of the

o~
»

1mp1ementat1on ' v/?gﬂ - : 4 .
. \ v

When one searches the 11terature for 1nformat1on regard1ng the 1mp1emen-

tation f an evaluation sys¢em severa] 1mportant conc]us1ons can be drawn .
. , rather rap1d1y:~ F1rst the literature is rep]ete with d1scuss1ons regard1ng~£> \
the implementation process.' However there is 11m1ted emp1r1ca1 research L .
\ . conducted on the process. vThe second maJor-f1ndThg in the 11teraturg is that
g the discussadns on imp1ementatioa tehd to fall into, two broad\categoriesJ"The
- E first cat gory can be character1zed as methodo]og1ca1 or techn1ca1 concerns._,
.v_ \There are extensive d1scuss1ons on top1cs such as samp11ng, var1ab1e seﬂect1on
1nstrument coﬁstruct1on, eva1uat1on ees1gns, data ana]yses, etc. The secong.
categon can be characterlzed as 1nterpersona1 or 1ntefact1ona1 concerns.
Here the. 11te;ature is surpr1s1ngly devoid of 1nformat1on except for an
occasional admon1shment that the eva]uator needs to be- aware of contextua]
c1rcumstances or local po11t1ca1 s1tuat10ns There are sources which . ’E
se1ect1ve1y 1dent1fy important elements whnch fa]]'under the 1nterpersohal

- . A

dimehsion, ‘Some of these elememts would include such things as: securing

;} | '..-i ,_i_._ | » _ v_- ;_._ -  i; _ iu;. ij 20 U."(/{*.

U
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admﬁnistrative support, identifying and 1nteract1ng w1th key actors, broad- ,

IS

-

~ening the base of system owgersh1p, devis1ng and using funct1ona1 feedback

m]oops, understanding and c]ar‘1fy1ng va]ues, under‘stand1ng and wor‘k1ng with the
local politica] circumstances, and obtaﬂping\input on system deve]opment from

¢ ' persons 11ke1y to be affected by the(system to name a.few. However the
11terature ref]ects a paJc1ty of sources dea11ng w1th the processes andﬁ
procepures one would use to address.and/on\Jmp1ement act1\1t1es associated
with these important elements. There isﬁno para}]e1ism‘between th .vast
'1iterature‘sources sbecifying procedures, .downito the minutest detailifor ..

“
methodo]oglgiﬂ procedures (e g., samp11ng), and procedures or processes needed _ ://

or required to build 1n the 1nterpersona1 d1mens1on, e. g R system ownersh1p or

<t s .

1dent1f1cat1on and 1nteract1on w1th key gctors I L v %

0ccas1dna11y someone suggests that«more reaearch needs to be initiated 1n.
this area. It is qu1te clear from an 1mp1ementat1on standpo1nt that the "how
'to“ aspects are we]] covered.for m=thodo1og1ca1 concerns but sore1y lacking %
fdm intehpefsona]lconcehns:’_Each kust’be resent in substant1aJ amounts if 1

!
- are m1ss1ng, the 1m9}ementat1on w111 meet with substant1a1

the'imp1emehtationlis to be successfu] If one or both of thegse character1st1cs'
. d{if1cu1ty apd the'é oo gQ
probability of u1t1mate success or adapt1on of the system is drast1c§J1y " A
reduced. I -
% _ - Why is it that such 11tt1e attent1on‘has been g1ven to th1s top1c in
the’ 11terature7 Is 1t because we assume that the evaluator w111 know how to
dea]ﬂin the interpersona] arena and further will be sens1t1ve to the nuances. e
of the local situatiqn? Is it because it is an extreme]y d1ff1cu1t arena in
"Q% - “which to work and generalized pr1nc1p1es are d1ff1cu1t to 1dent1fy andbeach

prob]em is s1tuat1on spec1f1c7 -Is it because good rigdrous research in th1s

arena 1s d1ff1cu1t and no one wants to get swa]]oWed 1n a morass of comp]ex and

-

.,l {

“©
v
-

-
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s \
constant]y sh1ft1ng prob]em focus'founded on a bed of 1oose theory’ Pe haps, - j\
the top1c is not e;treme]y 1mportant More than Tikely each of the above
N o1nts contr1butes to* some exte/t to the current Situation. What‘1s 1mportant

is not that we clearly 1solate the causes but rathen that we beg1n to examine ,
-~ »
the 1mp1ementat1on process 1n more deta11 Fo1]ow1ng those ynqu1r1es we have '

-
-

'a stfong need to discuss, debate and write about the: 1nterpersona1 processes ‘ -
“involved™in the 1mplementat1on of an- eva]uat1on system This paper. i35 an

effort in this regard. . | | ' T . - J

Literg&ure Review
M z

’ - A substant1a1 amoﬁht of evaluat1on act1v1ty has 6ccurred in the context

of education. The effect1veness of eva]uat1on efforts w1th1n the more
spec1a11zed context of h1gher educat1on has at best been mixXeéd. Stuff1ebéan ‘

‘ )'7 ' ) (1982)mca0t1ons on the d1ff1cu1ty in do1ng eva]uat1on in h1gher educat1on He

- LN

is not_ a1one in 1ssuang h1s warn1ng as the results of ‘many eva]qulonsggnd

L

hd . S

: eva1uators will read11y attest. Some of the poss1b1e reasons fo

B re]at1ve1y 11m1ted success can be attr1buted to the 11m1ted soph1stLCat1on and

! . S
.

v deve]opment.oﬁ eva]uatvon theory and}methodo]ogy Substant1a1 prdgress has” ™% - A
"~ been made 1n th1s reaavz during the 1ast decade Th1s is part1cu1ar1y true if
one-exam1nes the 11tzra ure for methodo]og1ca1 deve]opments However ohe

partncu]ar aspect of eva]uat1on.ha§'/:ceTVed 11m1ted attentwon ' That aspect

- Yo

is the implementation of'anfevaluat1on system. Guba and Stuff]ebeam (1970)

1dent1f1ed the need for research on the‘1mp1ementataon process and more

pointedly on the weak understand;ng and Timited kngw]edge we possess on th T
1ntergersona1 aspects of - eva]uéiaon Dur1ng the decade of ‘the sevent1es ‘
Tittle conceptual writing - and Almost no emp1r1ca1 research were conducte and
pub1rshed'1n this area. Stoff]ebeam?et al. (1981) repeat- these concerns | .

- : . ¥
-regarding the need to address- the impIementatJon of” eva]uat1on, This topic

remains an unresolved issue,




- ’ ’ i ‘o

Z'During theﬂsame.t\me;;rame; other writers were busy coneeptua1izing v
eva]uation'tnggry, ad specific ngthodo1o§y. In addition there was a eubstan-
tial bérrowing of methodology from traditional inquiry'orientatiens. As a
.resu]t there;are substantia1 numbers of references dea]fng-wjth.seme.ef the
more . mechanical aspects of éVa]uation Textbooké and other'writings'offer
conceptua] and app11ed\d1scu551ons of such topics as samp11ng, evaluation .
~des1gn EVa1uat1on theory, evaluation mode]s methods of data ana1ys1s:&sourdes'
. of, data se]ect1on of var1ab1es, 1nstrument construct1on and neporting-of
data. Mast references pub11shed during this per1od deal w;th one or more of -
these topics.. However, there are few references wh1ch dea1 in any deta1? w1th

¥ . : )
the issue of impTementat1on‘of_these top‘és. This »is pant1cu1ar1y true when

-

* one considers the interpersonal dimension necessary to successfully implement » =\

- . . . 2 . > . o L3

" an evaluation. "Those references which d¥ address these issues are presented

below. W | : : o ' - ; ,;
F Ly

Weiss (1972) devotes a sma]] sect1on of her book (approx1mate1y eight

pages) to interpersona] aspects- of eva]uat1on and even of fars a_few”sugges--
' [ ] .

tions on how to deal with these issues. She follows this line of thoughtfas.

’

she counsels on the political dimengions df program evaluation (Weiss, 1975).

This conceptual article, however, offers‘1itt1e assistance on imp1ement§xion'

]

beyond sens1t1z1ng the&eva1uator to these key issues. Her major points include
the not1ons that evaluat1on is developed, implemented and reported in a
po]1t1ca1 env1ronment and further that eva]uat1on is u1t1mate1y a po11t1ca1,

-stance:

Dornbusch and Scott (1975) are sensitized to this issue’ and discuss at

-

T&ngth the re]ationshipvbetween eva]uation authority and productivity within

. &*
an organization; While the1r discussion ‘of 1nterpersona1 1nteract1ons is

pr1mar11y circumscribed within the context of adm1n1strat1ve control, they do

| e
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" the 1ssues of po11t1cs and ethics.

be successfully imp]ementedb Clearly the issue remains as, to how to effectively

activities. S1m11ar1t1es and dif erences in both purposes andkpract1ces are

“have obvious and sometimes very subtle ramifications with respect to imple-

' prob]ems of adm1n1strat1on utilization of resu]ts methodo]og1ca1 considera-

identify mapy of the)ﬁey concepts whioh transcend the interpersona] dimenstbns
of the eva]uat1on process s C . . ‘ ,' _ .
Most wr1ters pP%Yﬂde only pass1ng reference to the 1nterpersdna1 d1men-)
sions of 1mp1ement1ng eVa]uat1on systems and deyote an occas1ona1 paragraph+to

!
the 1nterpersona1 issues, e.g., Rossi andAFreeman (1982), Cronbach et al. :

(1980) Stuff]ebeam et al. (1971): Rossi and Freeman, for example, address

[ % .
The concept of ownersh1p (Barich, 1932) is key to the 1mp1ementat10n of

any evaluation system It is necessary for the. Key- actors and persons most
directly 1nvo1ved in the evaluation effort to feel 638} of 'and have a..sense of
belonging to the effort.~ Otherwise.the effort is 11ke1y to be met with

disinterest;‘passiye resistance or possibly even sabotage. ‘Certainly this

ownership must be felt at the utilization of'results stage‘fdr the process to
. 3 ‘

. €~ o & .
bu11d ownersh1p , S T ey, d

It is 1nterest1ng to -note that Stuff1ebeam and Webster (1989) character-
\
ize a]ternat1ve approaches to eva]uat1on as a) value or1ented'(accred1tat1on

cert1f1cat1en) b) management 1nformat1on systems and c) exper1menta1 research

identified in their writings. The ram1f1catJonscof these: d1fferent,approaches. -

ya . ' e >

mentation.
e N\more general and often methodo]og1ca1 or1entat1on to the 1mp1ementat1on
of se1ected elements of an eva]uat1on can be found in recent/11terature

Ud1nsky, Osterlind and Lynch (1981) d1scuss the 1mp1ementat1on of ‘an evalu-

ation system from the fo11ow1ng perspect1ves prob]ems of estab11shment

g




, tions and standards and ethics ) House (1980) introduces the notion of fairgy
ness and descr1bes at length seven maJor e]ements in this doctrine. Broskowski .

.

. e I . .and Dr1sco11 (1978) comment on the nged to understand and use pri nc1p1es qQf ~
( ‘organ1zat1ona1 structure when work1ng on\program evaluation. Th;k~perspect1ye.;‘
is highly reﬂ'ectwe of an adm1n1strat1ve 5c1ence d1sc1p11ne - 9’ v 'ﬁ
,_',.‘ If one goes slightly beyond the field ofceva1uat1on and. probes the genera1f'_ |

- -

area of 1mpTementat1on there is.a very 1nterest1ng d1scuss1on by Berman and

McLaugh11n (1978) on researth they condﬁcted on implementing and susta1n1ng . 'h’4 ' .
o

Ve 1nnovat1ons withln an educat1ona1 context A definite para]]e] can be drawn. - ‘/%z‘j
L" between the pr1nc1p1es and mechan15ms de11neated by these authors as 1mportant ‘

& ’ '
o for ach1ev1ng success in 1mp1emendyﬁg an 1nnovat1ve educational program and, o -

1

1mp1ement1ng an eva]uat1on system. A h1gh11ght1ng of these pr1nc1p1es stracﬁgx_;.

tegies and research findings are presented be]ow ‘cﬁ

/

KEY. IN\ﬂ'EDIENTS FOR succsss

T 1. organ1zat1ona1 po11cy 1nstruments need to be in p]ace or developed in

concert with the 1mp1ementat1on o : §
2. key actors are—critica1 to t e'process and'must be imvolved
’ , .?,3. strong 1eadersh1p 19\essent1a or success .
"4. amb1t1ous and demanding 1nnovat1ons promoted change and cont1nuat1on. i}
5. there is.a'definite need for c]ar1ty of goa]svand precepts - »

6. a step by step segquence qf'activjties is-ver}'important I - “

P

7. local ownership of effort needs to be developed
R 8. the environment needs to be support1ve of the effort

In concert with the eight kex ingredients, they also, 1dent1f1ed a number of
A

- strategies which were assoc1ated with "successfu]“ proJects A 11st1ng of i

¢

these™ strateg1es is presented below.
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3 i STRATEGIES ASSOCIATED WITH SUCCESS \\4!‘__,,/” ] .-7: . ".ﬁ
_1. : strateg1es must be pract1ca1-and applied in a cohes1ve.and organ1;ed
. fashion. .;; -]:”( S “_" j V'V' e N
‘:,;v" " 2.‘ ‘there needs to he cqngréte: spec1f1c and 0ngo1ng team1ng of. peop]e dQJng
) .'. ' the 1mp1ementat1on to- deve1op staffwﬁnvoTvement and mutua] adaptat1dnﬁ@g.
,_.Aé. there needs to be dTrect ass1stance ‘to users that 15 both re]evant and g

-

- pract1ca1 \\5'- . ) o o ; ". ' v

4. ‘there needs to be direct and ongo1ng observat1on of act1v1t1es~

N :

. .. 5. there needs to be. regu]ar meet1ngs of staff dea11ng with substant1ve
' v @ . _
rather thah adm1n1strat1ve or rout1ne matters _ . T ; RO

6. there is need for user part1c1pat1on 4in d_c1s1on mak1ng--there is a-
N . 0 N

strong're]at1onsh1p between part1c1pat1o‘ " and success

- 7.-3 there needs to be 1OCa1 involvement in ‘materials devé]opment Ty
8. there needs to be direct administratilbie part1c1pat1on in the effort
¢ ~ On the ather s1de of the coin, Berman and McLaughlin isolated several stra-

teg1es wh1ch cons1stent1y d1d not result in success on, 1mp1ementat1on These

3

unsuccessful strategies are presented be]ow. Lo

. UNSUCCESSFUL STRATEGIES =~ ' | _ ‘e

‘ 1.','use;of outside consultants ' : A. . o oy
2.  packaged management plans | T V
3. one shot preimplementati n.training
pay tor”narticipant tré§;§ng ._ ' . - L
’formal evaluations | .

_comprehensive projects | ) i , .

-

J Out of this extensive resear;hveffort and beyond the succegsjgjaend unsuccess-

ful strategies they'ideﬁttfied there were four generalized implications.

These implications are:




GENERAL IMPLICATIONS FOR SUCCESSFUL IMPLEMENTATION

- potentta]]y volatile

1.  be realistic in terms of time necessary to impiement and the potedtia1
effect of impact

2. attention is needed at'all stages of'{mdlementati0n>

!

3. ass1stance is .needed on- 1mp1ementat1on

‘_a. system focused '
b. continuity
c. practitioner based

d.. process oriented

4. efforts need to be made to 1mprove the sk111 1eve1 of actors to manage :

-

1mp1ementat1on

E

The overwhe1m1ng conc]us1on “that>one has as a result of both rev1ew1ng

\

the ava11ab1e 11terature as wet] ‘as 1n1t1at1ng the 1mp1ementat1on of an

evaluation system is that the future success of the system is constra1ned more
by the quality of the interp rsona1/1nteract1ona1 d1mens1on than by the metho-

do]og1ca]/techn1ca1 dimensions. At this Juncture there is suff1c1ent and

adequate methodo\ogy to/carry the. system - The more tenuous, fragile and

spects of "the system are the 1nterpersona1/1nteract1ona1.

_Unfortunately, this 11ab111ty is d1scussed in 1Jm1teq'deta11 in the literature..

'Ident1f1cat1on of /Key Imp]ementat1on Elements

[

G1ven the 1mformat1on ava11ab1e in the 11terature and the need to hzg1n'

'- >

'1mp1ement1ng an eva]uat1oh system an effort was made to Aidentify as many of

the impartant and re1evant elements as poss1b1e Fo]]ow1ng this identifica- .
t1on, the e1ements were arb1trar11y classified 1nto one of three categortes
Each jssue was placed in e1ther an adm1n1strat1ve methodo]og1ca1 or 1nter-

persona] category. A g1ven e1ement may ‘fall into more ‘than one category but

- for brevity it was 11sted in.only one. Aa can be readily se€en in Table 1,

3

v




T ow
1

there are substant1a1 numbers of e]ements 11sted under each category When'

D

-viewed from' this perspect1ve, the implementation task appears to be form1da—

‘ble. It is surpr1s1ng that S0 11tt1e 11teratUre is a]]ocated to such an

-~

important topic.

'HMel

P

_ Categorization of Issues Involved in Implementation
!J B : i .

Methodb]bgicaT/ -, Interpersonal

Procedural Interaction Administrative :
1) sampling ' 1) ownership and . 1) policy examination
‘ L - involvement ' development
-2) instrument 2) anxiety - : ~2) staffing
- construction: s : ' " _ -
3) evaluation deSign 3) organization support 3) administrative support
4) sources of data- 4) variable se]ect1on 4) fiscal support
5) audience 7 5) values 5) resource support
6) research : B) criteria setting (space, equipment)
7) data storage and . 7) feedback 1oop ~ 6) user guidelines
retrieval - 8) receptivity . , 7) use of data
: 9) leadership - 8) agreemen®s/contracts
, ~10) competence 9) roles and functions
N 11) visibility 10) allocation of resources
0 , 12) identification of 11) costs .
_ key actors - 12) standards : :
. - 13) politics - +13)-'concern.for d1srupt1on
- - | 14) turf - 14) planning
15) organizational - 15) management
awareness 16) practicality

- 16) appraising, judging
-17) goal clarity
18) task selection

L8 19) access to data soufces
: 20) ethics
7 " . 21). conflict of interest
22) design agreement
23) timing

24) utilization

25) communication : -
26) personality differences - .
27) interests - '

28) changes in status quo

29) status rivalry




- The writings in the literature reflect primary emphasis upon the metho-

do]ogica]/procedpral and secondary’emphasis upon the administrative. The
interpersonalidiménsion comes in a‘distant third. = However, Table 1 reflects

- more e]ements in the 1nterpersona1 category than the other two categor1es
comb1ned Realizing that the c]ass1f1cat1on system is very crude and while
one may quarre] with the c]ass1f1cat1on of an element the overall message is
clear. If we are to be successfu] in imp]ement1ng a program evaluation system '
we must begin to pay more focused attent1on to the 1nterpersona1 dimensions.
Further, One cou]d eas11y add e]ements to each of the three categor1es, i.e. ;
the categor1es are not exhaust1ve and on]y representat1ve of poss1b1e entries.
How has this ‘delineation been of ass1stance to this effort at. 1mp1ement1ng an
evaluation system? |

Imp]ementat1on of the SIS System i

This paper will attempt to identify a number of . spec1f1c activities and/or
strateg1es that have been 1n1t1ated at The Ohio State. University Co]]ege of
Education to beg1n the 1mp1ementat1on process of the Student Informat1on System
This system, as can be seen in 1ts original four purposes and reflected in the
original data cot]ection matrix;kis exceedingly domplex. The integration,
coord1nat1on and cooperat1on necessary for this system to funct1on is enormous.

If one begins to think about the magn1tude of the task 1t can very easily para- ’
lyze any potent1a1 movement. Therefore a decision was made to move “ahead
reaiizing the potential dangers of .this ‘decision.

‘The neit section will identify general procedures which will be followed"
by a thart on each of the three Categories identified in Table'l (methodological,
1nterpersona1, and adm1n1strat1ve) Each chart lists the e]ements, one or more

activities focused on the element, the status of the act1v1t1es and the strategy

or princip used_1n address1ng the element.




6.

11

-

Y

Element

"1. Sampling

2. Instrument'
construction or
selection :

3. Evaluation design

Sources of data

Audience

Research

Chart 1 .

the system and the data base while

~ maintaining professional ethics and

~

confidentiality.

Activity Status
SeTé;tioh of apprOpriate method for  In place
follow up studies, narrative data. - ‘
Create or select instruments with : In pTace
input from key actors for content. In process
Use ingtruments that are appropriate ' '
for tysk. Determine instrument -
quality. : g :

Work with key actors to generate In place

appropriate evaluation designs ~ In process

within general parameters of ~

overall system, ’

Identify logical sources of data .  In place '

and negotiate these with key actors. In process
. : . ) -

Identify logical as well.as direct In place-

“audience for feedback of data or data In process
reports. Negotiate audiences for data .
reports with actors affected by the
data. o : : o
Encourage research to be conducted on  In place

 Methodological Elements, Activities and Strategies

\",,
v

‘Strategy

‘Use technical skills to decide most .
. appropriate techniques to fit overall.

system; keep progedUrgs,realisti§~and
reasonable. - _ o

Get key. actor input intg instruments
which affect their functioning; use
methodological skills to design and
test ‘instrument; build in ownership

~of key actors.

Build key actors into decision process;.

use methodological skills to generate _ 5

_ process/procedures and negotiate with -
key actors;\tzep~system simple and -

useable.

- Keep data requests realistic and timely, -

be concerned about over-using data
sources; be sensitive to other users’
requests for data, '

Be sensitive to utilization of.data

-and using the data appropriately.

Make it known, in advance, how the -.
data is to be used and don't violate

" such agreements as may be negotiated.

Make- sure the data gets used and have
a plan for its use. Have a regular
pattern of/disseminatjng;data, .

Do personal research on pieces of the

system; encourage master and doctoral .

level students to conduct research on
the system; secure external support to

conduct research on various aspects of

the system; disseminate the research. .
‘findings. ’




7.

8.

Element '

Data storage .

and retrieval

).!

Dissemination

A

Activitz R -

.Have a systematlc plan developed to

collect, maintain and retrieve the
dath in useable, flexible fashion.

. Technical skills and resources need

to be allocated to this .endeavor.

Plan for systematlc and con51stent

.dissemination efforts to approprlate

audiences. Keep reports practic
useable and short with avallable
back up documentation.

Status-

'In p]aee'

. In process

~ short term .and long term plan.
* term plan.will be for simple data Yuns -

- mechanisms.

. memos , etc. 7
include classroom presentat1ons, senate o

" faculty interaction, etc.
‘needs to be regularly scheduled to-es-"
- tablish and maintain visibility and

‘Chart 1, p. 2

Strategz

Use’ conputer capabi}ltles, deve]op a
Short .

to be generated to produce immediate -
feedback. The long term plan is to
develop more sophisticated, methodq.‘

*  procedures and format of reporting

Show immediate pay off. of .system,

A plap for dlssemlnatlon needs to be -
“developed and in place:

"The plan needs
to include formal as well. as .informal -
Formal mechanisms include
reports’ to key actors, program heads,
college administration, iconference -

" presentations, journal articles,

monographs, theses, dissertations, e

Informal mechanisms

verbal reports, discussion: groups,.

credibility. Involve key actors and

all.affected by information in.dissemi- .

nations, decisions, and processes.
Give credlt to all-key actors. _

Dissemination




E]ement T

-1.

0wnersh1p and .
Involvement

-

~

Anxiety

Organization support .

Variable sélection’

te

. Values -

Criteria setting
l.:eedba_c}« loop

34

Chart 2 v
Interpersona] E]ements, Act1v1tges and Strateg1es : oL '(1 .
?‘ACt1V1tx | Status trategx,

- '
Working with each program group on

_ evaluation system components

which affect them ..

. Vi o
L]

Interpersona] 1nteract1on
and d1scuss1on

-~

-

Secure support of-key actors in
colleges by perSonal interaction
and demonstrated payoff of efforts.

o

" Work with key -actors and central -

‘administrators to identify, select
and operationalize var1ab1es of
interest and 1mportance

Ident1fy value or1entat1on of key
actors and central administration
with respect to content area, data

‘ systems and use of data

o
C
/
/
|

Work with each program group to
establish criteria on various
measures.

Provide immediate feedback on
co]]ected data.

Iﬁﬁt1ate one program at a t1me and
generate interest, 1nvo]vement and
~provide feedback; work on parts of
“system which affect them .

X MWork initiated
swith FEEP and
PI Programs

Underway . ‘D1rect ‘work w1th actors to reassure
them and to provide a good work1ng -
re]at1onsh1p .
",Bemonstrate use. of data in v1s1b1e

Ongoing ‘
: fashion; interact with key actors in
system; disseminate products of
: : system; get visible central adminis-
< N trative support ‘for effort 1n front
’ of other key’ actors

$

.‘Ongoing _' Prov1de suggested 11st of var1ab1es,
“Some build_key actor involvement through -
p1ace -disc®¥sion about which variables to-

(FEEP, PI) ﬂ;/use work with one program at a t1me, -

Work with key actors and gentral
administration on personal bases to
learn what their frame of references
and valyes are. Be cogn1zant of ‘'value
conflicts and bring this to awareness.
‘of group in order to move group for-
_ward. : ,

‘ 6ngo1ng

Invo]vement of key actors in estab— '
~ lishing’criteria to help build
. ownership and to keep criteria
~ realistic; suggest criteria for . °
.their review and comments. )

Ongoing

Show use of'data to actors and
provide them with useable and. timely
information; request 1nput from them
on when and what format to prov1de
most appropr1ate 1nformat1on.

~"4'.yji';.,'.” . :,gf,vfis

FEEP in
place
PI in place




) Elemefit -
#7 8. Recepti vity N
9. Leadership
10. Competepee
| | y‘- | @'
“11. VisibMity
@ B )
12. Identification
of key-actors
. I
=

' Act1v1tx

through forma] and 1nforma1 channels. - . s

Keep the system and its products in
- front of

in system and initiate ongoina dialogue

Status,:
Bu11d suppﬁrt for use of, data system  Ongoing

- Y

\

Get visibility and reasonab]e ; Ongoing
direction fpr the system established- .
in college and on‘larger 3ca1e, es- . '
tablish sound conceptual positions

for system and its various p1eces

Interact w1th key actors 1n

e
Ongoing
professiona]{helpful manner. :

Ongoing
actors on,a regular basis E
through memosy, study products, user

feedback, collgge dissemination organs
and externa] activities such as propo-

- sals, proaects, conferences, presenta—

tions .

Through formal and informal means
identify key actors .and power brokers  Ongoing
with these people; e.g., department

chairs, program heads, wel] respected -

facu]tYi_if*h1on 1eaders ‘ -

- semination of data in: college and . 5
hthrough other 1nterpersona1 1nteract1ons.gj

“various pieces 0

" In place-

.~key actors.
informal power structure, use informa-

| Chart 2, p.o2j;

Strategy

. Get data‘from.system into formal

channels for action, e.q., back to. '

program, on senate agendas,_on college =~

. administrative agenda; build informal

support for use of data through dis-

Healthy and sound management style; |

delineate sound conceptuahbpasis for
system and make
sure they fit together; have sound

“and workable, v1s1ble plan of attack

Select qua11ty staff with skills to
address necessary functions; have

all staff interface with actors in a
professional manner through the dem- ,
onstration of theéir skills in operatlng

3

the system.  ° o .

Provide feedback to users on a regu-
lar, .timely basis; get system on

administration; use 1n-house dissemina-

e

‘tion organs for v1s1b111ty,.d1ssem1nate T
© information to actors on a regular.. '

P

“

‘agenda of various programs and college 37

basis, e.g., §hqmary of stude t foﬂ]ow-up

Forma141dent1f1cat1on through table of

" organization--informal identification

through dialogye with people in forma]
structure as well as discussion w1th
‘1dentify formal and

tion to fac111tate implementation by

“ . P‘
u/ "__v

N

o seek1ng adv1ce and counse] of key actors. .




»r

- Element
13. Politics
R
14.  Turf
~"15." Organizational
awareness
- o
16. - Appraising, judging

17.

187

»

L4
i

Goal clarity

Task selection

N\

Act1v1tx , s Status

Identify nuances,' confllcts, S e
strengths,. weaknesses and agendas of
each program through discussions with
var1ous program persenneT Coe T

- .
Identify areas- where key actors
assume proprietary rights or log1ca1
domains through the formal organ1zatlon
structure and informal discussions.
Identify degree of persona] posses-

,siveness.
Ident1fy the parameters, constraints; Ongoing
programs- and act1v1t1es within. the
co]]ege T
0\
'u/.
-

Appra1s1ng and judging must be done
when one -interprets data. Efforts ,
have been made to -involve key actors

in assisting with data 1nterpretat1m§§"\ -

p
De11neat1ng and c]arlfyﬁng the major . Ongoing
. directions of the system, interacting -
w1th key decision makers and program

 heads to bring the system from papér

to reality. .

Interactﬁng-with key decision makers  .Ongoing

to identify high priority tasks to
be implemented.

Qngoing

"Ongoino'

Ongoing .

. awareness and v1s1b111ty S

Lo 4 . L
~ A . . - AR

. Chart 2, p. 3

).' C

Strategx

Use information to heTp gulde dec1s1on ; =
making in implementation; use awarene g
data to help overcome. resistance by
anticipating the posture of varlous

: ‘actors to proposed changes

3 Be-sens1t1ve to»variouS‘domainS'and

use this information to assist in

'.gu1ding:imp1ementation effort.

R

uKnow1ng how the organlzation functions
can be an asset when’decisions need
to be made; the. information provides
a context and a series of exis#ing

"mechanisims to.assist with implementation.

Involve key actdrs and ;nistratorse "
in the interpretation of ddta. This .
helps to build in ownersh1p as well asi.
prov1d1ng a strong rea]lty base to the W
outcomes _

Invo]ve key actors and admlnlstrators :
in the development and 1mp1ementatlon '
of the system to build in ownership,

_ V-

. R
Start w1th a sma]] task where there 5

~ i$ good chance of 1mmed1ate Success .
“in order to gain_credence and visibi=

lity; move systematically through.
tasks.as each becomes operational or . ‘
routinized. - Work on ene task at a
time being sens1t1ve to 1mpend1ng
needs, politics and other pressures.: N
Involve key actors iif decision. process,.
_ e

e 3fj

T T




" Element

19.' Access to
data sources

v

20. Ethics .

21. Conflict of interest

22. Design agreement

23. Timing

" 24, Utilization

91

4y

Activitx?

. of data, maintain confidentiality of
- data; guard against unethical use of

- ‘Status
Develop working relationships with - -,Ongoing
key actors who control_access to

various-kinds and levels of data. ~

Establish procedures and/or mecha-

nisms to access needed data.

Identify ethical and unethical uses Ongoing

data; convey this information to key
actors, sources of data, etc.

Be alert to possible conflict of

interest activities and situations;

avoid_such.situations and qpprise
key decision makers of potential
problems when situation arises.

Involve key adtor§ in various aspects Ongqing

of the system design; seek consensual
agreement before implementation,

—

Identify major time frame and various Ongoing
activities in general plan. Discuss
and negotiate timing of activities

 with key actors in light ef constraints,

Work with key actors to provide Ongoing

 feedback on data and: develop with

them mechanisms for use of data. -

Ongoing

e

' Chart 2, p. 4

~ “Strategy

Identify data sources, needs,.and
time frames for data; negotiate
access to data with key actors.

~ Involve these actors in the decision

process. Share results immediately -

‘with key actors, give credit to data -
“.sources -and key actors,

Establish and maintain ethical posture
and integrity of operation. Convey
picture of competéht and responsible

. professional behavior,

professional and ethical

‘Maingai
.- posture. \Enhance credibility, avoid
conflicts ¥ interest through’sensi-

tivity and/awareness of actions,

-

‘Generate wor vplan and share with kéy 2

actors for review, input and revision

ithrough ongoing working. relationship; o

encourage participation and involve-
ment with all actors to be affected
by design, —

Share thinking with, key actors and
involve them in deciding on when
activities will occur within general .
time frame; allow sufficient time to
accomplish tasks and -maintain 1limited

_numbers of concommittant activities.

Establish a plan with each key'actor
for use of the data (before data is
collected). Utilization must.be part -
of system for the system to have in-
tended impact; turn data around rapid-
ly, efficiently and in useable fashion. ",

4
/




25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

. E]ement'

Communication -
3

Personality
differences.

Interests

| Changes in

status quo

Status rivalry

42

1

. Identify perSOnaiity differences

Activity .
| N

Establish and maintain open lines of

communication with all levels of

\

actors in the system.-

between key actors. Be -sensitive
to these differences and attempt to

- take these factors into account during

the planning and operat1ng stages.

Identify and be aware of interests
of key actors as they may be in line
or in opposition to proposed direction

“of system,

2

Be sensitive to reactions about pro-
posed changes in the status quo to a
different set of operat1ons Plan for
dea]1ng with these reactions through
sensitizing the actors and data sources
to the proposed change before it occurs.

Be aware .and sensitive to potential

reactions to the visibility of the

system as it reflects upon the leader.
Colleagues will not always react posi-
tively to efforts.or success.

Status

Ongoing °

- Ongoing

- Ongoing _

1

[

0ngoing

0ngoing

 J

dwrf?,p.S' By Cos
A
Strategx'

Communication is a necessary but not
sufficient elemgnt for successful
1mp1ementat1on Without consistent

and ongoing communication through
formal written and verbal presentat1ons
‘as well as informal interaction the
system will have d1ff1cu1ty in fUnéA

-«

. t1on1ng

0

" Being sensitive to and aware of .

%

- status.

- personality differences can be help--

ful; for example, by not scheduling
the conflicting parties to .directly »
interact unléss absolutely necessary
or by othegﬁétidg1ng techn1ques

Use information on interestsrof~key‘

-actors to increase their involvement

in the system if the interest is in
line with system; or to be cautious
about a direction or reaction to a

' proposed 1dea if the interests are in

opposition to the system. Such sensi-

" tivity can help avoid potential con-:

f11cts and confrontat1ons

" . Develop and use plans to systemat1ca11y

jntroduce changes in the status quo.- - .
Involve key actors in the decision pro—"
cess and keep them apprised of current
Desensitize-actors by intro-
ducing changes gradually over time and
with the1r knowledge before it occurs.

Share credit for the system w1th all
actors. Build in as much ownership as
possible. Maintain personal low profile
on sharing credit. Use key actors to
present findings as appropriate. '

434{*
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Element

1. Policy examination/
development

2. Fiscd] support

Administrative
support

Staffing

A

5. Resource supportv

6. User guidelines

7. Use of data.

8. Agreements/contkacts

9. Roles and functions

Chart 3

Administrative Elements, Activities and Strategy

‘Activitx

Col]egé‘Senate adopts bo]icy
governiqg and authotizing system,

Secure money from central
administration.to operate system’,

Involve central administration in .t

decision making, public communications
of system and ongoing activities.

Hire staff with interpersonal,
methodologigal and teacher education
skills (staff skill must complefient
each other), : ) _

Secure necessary space, equipment

from central adminispration to

operate system.

Generate draft guidelines im line
with policies on system users

‘a(confidentiality) for debate, revision

and adoption through College Senate.

' Get draft guidelines developed' for

review, revision and adoption by
College Senate.

Geherate and secure working agreements
and/pr contracts with agencies, ..
offices, programs, individuals,

Clearly delineate roles and functions
to all persons participating and/or -

~affected by system,

‘In‘pk8§s§f

“Some in p]aéé Set up agreeménts'as part of working

Y
,Statusi Strategy—
In place Work with central administration and’
’ key senate members to draft policies,
build support and get policies adopted.
. In place . gegotidte'fOr necessary fiscal. support
efore you commit to task; obtain
- , budget control,
Continual Get visible, consistent commitment
of time, interest and activity from
~central administration, - - '
Staff in Delineate roles and, functions neces-
pHace sary to achieve reasonable outcome
and secure those skills in staff, -
In place Negotiate for centralized space ahd
' ’ adequate reSources to complete job,
In process -Work with key senate memberg'and cen-

‘tral administration to develop user
guidelines; get guidelines supported
% by key actors through peer input,

“Work with key senate members and
central administration to develop,
_revise, and adopt data use guidelines,

relationship but in advance of

Some in process :
actual evaluation activity; work

Some yet to be

developed collabovratively with key actors;
» get infEE@ation in writing,
In process Set up job. descriptions, roles and

functjions that are visible, known -
and sinctioned by all persons N
involved in systg?;_ :

. - - B ‘_“

Some in place




Element f Act1v1ty ' L Status
10. Allocation . select tasks on which to work and - {(In place
'of resources : begin allocation of resources to task. Continual
li. Costs ent1fy major Yosts and dec1de In place”
' 1ch alternatjves to select among. Continual
12. Standards Identify and delineate standards In process
of operation. Make standards visihle - :
and public. L
~13. Concern for Collection of data at 'various po1nts “Continual
disruption - in the egracational program resu1t1ng ' t
' in potential disruption of ‘ongoing - :
process. ' ‘ -
14. Plannihg Have a reasonable and systematic Ongoing
- ,( . ‘plan to implement the effort. '
‘A -~
- 15. Management Orchestrate and ceordinate many 0ngo1ng
p1eces of action, people, and resources.
16. Practita]ity Keep system reasonable, manageable - Ongoing
. ' so as .to not-overwhelm actor. ' :
o | . _
/ N . . o o1
. . P

Work collaboratively with staff td
_ work load reasonable, forward
‘and on target.

Chart 3, p. 2 . .

7

. Strategy

Utilize staff skiTl
hrough delegation and cooperation.
ontifiually reinforce pos1t1ve staff_;

‘$ehavior.

Involve staffftnsdecision makin
through alternatives identified and
actual input into decisions. ‘ Keep
costs reasonable and within budgetary
11m1ts ’ '

CTearly identi fy. frame of reference

for all actors and what standards -

will be accepted; use- ex1st1ng ,
standards, document as reSéurce - g
support T LT

Awareness of regular process and
establish working relationship with’
each actor so that timing ofidata
collection can be appropriate'and
meaningful with minimum disruption.

- Make data useable by and available

to actor.
Invo]ve key actors in parts which
affect them; have staff input into

“plan; move one step at a timesrget

pi€ces into place.

Operate oy sound and cons1stent

“management principles, involve key

actors, have staff participate in

~decisions; maintain f1evlb111ty

Maintainvperspect1ve, get external.
advice, involve many 1eve1s of -
people and obtain 1nput Took for

~ important. -elements in system and
- focus attention on them
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GF' The overarching strategy 1s to begin implementation before the conceptuaiized

IS

. system has been finalized (the system has been under ‘development for three years)

s Pl

o

Indiv1dua1 pieces are being initiated while the qvera]] system is being comp]eted
and/or modified. A second generai strategy is that the systemgis an open‘system‘
_ and therefore capabie of being modified, expanded or contracted” A third genéraT
:'h.} ;' strategy is to move the system fonward one—stepqat a time by p]an, rather than

tryintho\TmpTement the entire system at once. These indiuiduai steps may be '
occurring in rapid success10n or even s1mu1taneous1y if the c1rcums Lances per-
mit. On the other hand, some steps are’ exceedingiy p]odding and s]ow '

- The reader should reaiize that the elements presented in Tabie 1 are not \é/ﬂ;;;_ v

in‘any.order of priority or other mpora] c]asSifica}\on. 0bVious1y certain -

4

"~ of the e1ements » st'occuribefore others can be cons1dered A second obvious o
note is that very ew of the e1ements 1isted under each of the three categories
is pure Each e1ement typica11y has some re]ationship w1th the other cate-

i
gories. What is patnfuiiy clear is the tremendous amount of interpersona1

interaction invo]ved in the entire imp1ementation process )

\\. " The three charts (Chart 1 Methodo]ogicaI Chart 2 Interpersona] and Chart
3 Administrative) have been useful to :: in guiding our imp1ementationlefforts.
We realize that there are many other strategies and actiVities which we could
'use.and perhaps individuals may suggest that oge or more of our actiOns were
i11 advised. What we have done is not perfect but we are willing to_share our
experiences, successes and frustrations. we-beiieve'that dialogue and debate .
on these topics'is essential ii wa are going to productively move forward.

As a general statement, we have moved rather cautious1y in a step by step

faghion attempting to imp1ement the data matrix presented by Dr. Zimpher. - In

summary form the fo]]oWing pieces, or items Rresented be]ow in Table 2 have been

imp]emented‘ ‘We will <ontinue to move forward and try to make the system come
alive. ° *§\7 o o

. _ N B ' 20 -
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Table 2
A% Iinp'l'em ntation Status Matrix of SIS
escriptive & Assessment ‘Narrative Context
Preprofessional | Demographic and High School Data °
Data Historical Data ACT/SAT
-~ _GPA
‘Professional ! Cours_é" _ Teacher Candidate | Personal
. ’ 3 descriptions Profile (@ Growth
Freshman: + Myers Briggs -{ Grades Plan:
(FEEP) : Personality E ' i
: Inventory o
i Commitment L
. ‘ > Requgst | o .
- Sophomore . Cfurse ', v | Teacher Candi date"! Critical.
(PI) 1 Vdescriptions - | Profile @ @ . | Event
Field Placement | Grades - 1 Form (3)
'_Requests ! '
Special Methods ! Course Grades E
<Lourses ' descriptions ' 1
- ' 5
- Content Specialty Course | Grades
Courses | descriptions ‘
T o
%pundati‘ons » Course | Grades
Courses ! descriptions [
_ . S .
Student -~ Course cod Grades b
Teaching descriptions i ;
. Field Placement |- ,
‘Postgraduation” | Course :
i descriptions : i
g I Follow Up i l ,
o Demographics ’ l
Observations ‘ ;
“Interviews - — |
fo Schreck paper ‘
Q%= Reighart paper
3= Lemish paper .
- / 21
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Note the numbers 1, 2, and 3 listed in the Status Matrix Thé@e numbers 

-1dent1fy the areas of the matrix from wh1ch we have extracted three examp]es
. of stud1e§~conductedvon the system These numbers ref]ect the presentations
to follow by (1) Ann schreck (2) Penny Rerghart, and L3) Peter Lem1sh

_-Over and above the 1tems on the matr1x, a number of other 1mportant
activities have been initiated or completed. These activities are listed

f

below along with their status.

»

‘ . ” -". : .
.Activitz S R “ ' o Status
~1. SIS Policy - (‘ C v -
. a. Development . - , ' completed .
b. Process‘for College Senate Approval _ 'comp1eted A~

2. User Guidelinesws ' - (’\\ .h '
a. Develgpment ' g ‘ comp]eted
' b. Procéss for Co]]ege Senate Approval " in. process

-

3. Access Guidelines to Data Base- Informatipn;

a. Development - o - . compTeted
b. Process for Co]]ege Senate Approva] % in process- - .
4. Invo]ve key actorjk : ' - in process
5. ‘Involve College A3m1n1strators‘ l ' completed-on-going -
. . ) . . . S .
6. Develop Feedback Mechanism to Report o '
TCP Data to Feep and PI _ ' - completed -
) » ) .
7. Plan for Computer Storagé and Retrieval : o
of Data . ‘ . . in prd@ess
8. Identify Documentat1on of Ind1v1dua1 'v
Program Requirements completed-
*9. Conduct Research on Components of ‘the
System . . ‘ , , - '
a. Four stud1es : _ completed
b. Two studies : in process
| 10. Egonduct Annual Follow-up of Students '
- . 1981 follow-up . completed
b. 1982 follow-up : . - in process
11. Pilot Test National Teachers Exam . ' 'comp]eted
T~




L} , | ’ / °
o ‘ ) ' V : ; ) \ ) “
Activity , R 4' Status

- 12: Acqui;g Staff and Space for the System ~ completed : .

3. Develop Documentation for Accreditation Visits in process

The system continues to be well received and is moi;ing‘forward. ' The'cha]]enge

is to continue to move forward.
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IV.- A Focused'Eva1uation of the Student Information System;.‘
Ahn L: Schreck | |
Graduate Research Associate
College of Education
The Qhio State University‘
Introductiohv, .-v : - . | .

An evaluation of the Student Information System (SIS) was condyqted a%ter
‘the systém had beéﬁ uhder development for.two years. 'The cohceptua] baéis:and»
,dé§ign o} SIS had evoTved from the deyelopers' awareness of teacher education‘

| evaluation issues and concerns and their deéire to create aﬁ‘eva1uétion ap-
proach which provides extensive ihformétion about many key:aspects of teacher
candidates;“and their educationaT program for the improvement of both.  The
‘pukpose‘of this evajuqtiop was to cO]Tect, analyze'énd present information
about the imp]ementation of SIS. Specifically, t?e evaluation focused:oh'a ‘
teacher candidate profile questionhaire administered to students enroi]ed in a
sophbmore'1eve1 Professional Introduction course Winter quarter, 1982( Thé_ .
instrﬁctor and'pooperating‘teaéher for the field experience part of the course
completed the‘questiOnnaire for each sfudent as well. -

In terms of data matrix of SIS (Zimpher, 1983), ‘the block formed by the
intersection of the Professional Introduction (sophomore level students) and
Aséessment categories pinpoints the area on which this eva]uation.focuged.
Professioné] Introdugtion Questionﬂaireb | |

i L

The questionnaire‘studied in this evaluation was called the Professional

Sz

Introduction (PI) Teacher Candidate Profile (TCP). It was an eleven item \\;//«,

instrumént divided into four sections: l) generic skills (four items), 2)

-

skills relating to the PI curriculum (two jtems), 3) skills specific to a.

particular lesson or lessons (three items) and 4) setting of the studeq} '
. R 4

54 . S




.
teaching experience (one item). The items alloyed a rating on @ five point
scale, from 1nadequate or low quality to outstanding or high quality. | The
sett1ng item sca]e ranged from except1ona11y d1ff1cu1t to except1ona11y easy
.One hundred twenty- two students were rated each by themse]ves, their 1nstruc-
tor and cooperat1ng teacher. Thus a total of 366 questionnaires were com-
p1etee. ‘

Descriptive ste?tsitics competed fr‘om\resu1t§ of the questionnaire showed
an oi&ra]] h1gh averag (X 2 3.9) for each item. No significant differences
between the three groups of raters (students instructore and cooperating
teachers) were found. “for any item except one; student's execution of a teach-
1ng unit. For th1s 1tem the ‘'scale had been reversed h1gh to low 1nstead of
the oppos1te as ‘were the rest of the 1tems Th1s reversal in the rat1ng sca]e
" may have gone unnoticed by some respondents and accounted for the d1fference
detected between raters. .

The high uniform nature of the responses for each group ra1sed questions .
about the cqnstruct19n of the 1tems in the instrument. It was found that the
items were very general and pfyvided no criteria'by which judgments were to be
hade about'student behavior. IndiVidua1'raters may have used different standards
to make decisions about ratings. This type of sjtuation may also have allowed
"a halo effect to occur as the lack of a standard may.have resulted in a variety
of self-imposed and non-equa1 standards heing used by the vahious raters.

Since the raters were to sign their names to the questionnaire, fear of
the consequences of the results may have prompted high, favorable retings.

When unsure of the item or its subsequent interpretations and use, it';ay haVe
~ seemed safer to give favorable rather than unfavorable results. Aesurancevof

confidentiality and hofest dﬁscussion'of how the results will be'used and why

might alleviate this problem in’ the future. | : o




The question of va11d1ty of the 1nstrument and its results were ra1sed as
Y g

no c]ear documentat1on was ev1dent to describe exact]y what the qﬁe9t1onna1re
was. supposed to measure or how the resulte were to be used. An item spec1-“'
ficatfon'matrix and/or review and approval by an expert panel consisting of
the instrument developers and potential use;s might have provided eVidence of
content va]idity, i.e., the instrument was a representat%Ve sample of all
possible iéems that could have been asked about the PI' course and contained a
reasonable broQ$rtion of items for each area df concern.

The uneerly1ng constructs the quest1onna1re was- attempt1ng to assess were‘

vague]y described to be generic teach1ng sk1115 or competencies and sk1115

.'spec1f1c to the coursevfor which it.was administered. . Controversyvhas Toomed

over what competenc1es a teacher must have in order to function adequately in

her or h1s career. The 1tems concern1ng rat1ngs of clarity, enthus1asm.and

t1me management 1nc1uded in the quest1onna1re appeared to be measuring some

proposed constructs of teacher competency. The reason for the se]ect1on of
these darticu]ar items was not documented. fIn<order t0'ya1idate inferences
drawn from the questiennaire in terms of constructs,‘the constructs themselves

must be clearly articulated. This would provide the groundwork for further

study of the construct validity of the questionnaire's results.

Beyond the descriptive va]idity (content and corfétruct) isSUes described
above, the decision-making validity of the results was questioned. First,
were any deciejons to be made based on the results of the questionnaire? One
of the specified purposes of SIS is to diagnose sthdent progress in order to
counsel and advise students. Afe results of the questionnaire to serve as
predictors of future‘pehformance?' Will these predi tiens be considered when

counseling students? Are only descriptive inferenges to be drawn from the PI

instrument? No clear plan or guide was set as to how the results would be
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interpreted or used. If the results are to be predictive of future behaviors,
those behaviors need to be specified. After a reasonable 1ength of time has
e]apsed studies can be undertaken'to determine if the ratings received by
students are a suitable base upon which to predict performance in future
‘courses or performance as.teachers in the field.

Validity is an important concern in the area of assessment. Due to the
‘identified.probiems with the construction of the questionnaire and the lack of
documentation as to what it is supposed supposed :to be measuring,'the validity .
of the instrument and' its resu]ts‘were.questioned. This issue-ofivaiidity is
in need of constant monitoring and eva]uation~in order for the instruments to
be proven accurg%? Lmefu] indicators of students' educational development.

The reiiability of the instrument was evaluated in terms of its internal
consistency. The reliability coeffiCient computed for the instrument was
relatively 1ow (A]pha = .511, p < .05). This may haVe been due to the diversity
of the items and their few number. A lengthier instrument with specific
sections might permit the interna11consistency of individual sections of
similar items to be ana]yzed ! |

Inter-rater reiiabiiity was assessed by comparing ratings for a particu]ar
student by the student him or herse]f his or her instructor and cooperating
teacher. This process was referred to as triangulation. Corre]ation coef—
ficients'computed for the responses of each trio showed some to have signi-
‘ficant positive resu]ts ‘while others had insignificant-posi%ive or negative
corre]ations. It was. found that for some trios all three raters were in |
agreement. In others twd or a]] three indiViduais differed on the averages
of their ﬁép%ﬁas by one or more points. This analysis provided some evidence
of discrepancies among raters which was lost in‘ghsﬁaverali group anaiysis
The i!!k of consistency among raters might have been caused by their indiVi—

- | _ ),
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3 o
- students may have a]so accounted for some of the d1fferences Clarifying the

dua] 1nterpretat1ons of the items. Varying implicit standards for rating the

items and spec1fy1ng the criteria for ratlngs may serve to provide af{common

understand1ng among all raters. If the ratings show true differences in

opinion, ®nferences between raters may be useful to understand the differ- o _
ences and to work toward a common standard so students will know-;hat is | -
expected of them and what particular areas are in need'of improvement.

As with theuva1idity issues.of the questionnaire, the reliability of the

inethument must continue to,be monitored and efforts made to.improve and then

maintain it.

- C , ' , '
A final concern about the TCP instrument was the feedback and use of the

information gathered.with it. At the time of this evaluation study, little

J
could be seen in terms of the plans by which the information would get to

~individuals it is supposed to serve. //tudents wou]d gain access eventually

- whether through manual files or a computerized system of data storage and

retr1eva1 Feedback of information was to begin once SIS has been adopted
formally . as po]1cy of the co]]ege
A]though ear]y in its deve]opment,_1tswou1d be of benef1t to make the
1nformatﬂon collected about students available to them. This could indicate
two th1ngs, (1) do tWe student% bother to 1ookvat the 1nformatton?. And,
(2) what do they do onee they have seen it? If students‘fail to use the
information or make no appareht attempts to chagge or seek help once they haveﬁEKi' -
seen it, this may indicate the.system'is not working and should be modified to
instrgct and encourage students of its use. » |
Similarly, instructors and administrators did not demonstrate their use

of the information. No evidenge was found to indicate that either instructors,

program developers or coordinators had studied results of the quest1onna1re

used or made changes because of it.




This 1ack of feedback will underm1ne the accomp11shment of two important
purposes of SIS: to d1agnose student progress for counseling and adv1s1ng
funct1ons and to eva]uate students for their 1mprovement as we]] as that of
thevent1re program. There appeared to be an emphas1s on data collection but
not its use. While the formervmust be completed before the latter is carried
out, it is probably important to p]an-some measure of whether or not the in-

‘ .formation is used.. When students are adv1sed to do certain th1ngs or program
modifications are made bas:d on the 1nformat1on gathered these two 1mportant
goals of SIS can be better eva]uated. : - : S ‘ -

“Summary - ‘ §

t the'time of this study,SfS and the TCP instrument had bEenbunder
deve opment for well dver a year and were sti]] in need of refinement. ; ‘ ry
Assumptions and theories uhder]ying the assessment approaches had not been ‘ ‘

’gmade explicit in the documentation of the‘systemf: The SIS lacked a focus on | N
any particular evaluation questions. Likewise, the plans for the use of
information gathered with an instrument within SIS was lacking. The system
stressed-descrjption, but, failed to ihdicate how infpfﬁatiOn-was to be ‘used.
Setting gu1de11nes such as: students rated below avérage on three or more ' ;A

' skills shou]d be. recycled, may help those who receive the 1nformat1on know |
/ what to do with it. | |

Projected users of the information may become better aware of its purpose'

and possible uses if they are invo]ved in developing the items to appear on ' ‘
the instrument. The assessment 1nstrument was constructed by the developers
of SIS. It 15 understood that 1nstrument deve]opment hls to begin som*where, |
but the 1nstruments might hﬁ of more use if students, instructors or coun- . }
- selors were involved in the deveiopment process. Theico]]ectibn of data which 1

serves no apparent- purpose may annoy or burden program participants to the
. ' . : ‘ . .

N
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point where iﬁé} resist the entire SIS effort. Theﬂhuestionnaires have now
beén‘reviéed and. instructor input has beeﬁ sbught. This process should
continue and include input from students anq édministrﬁtors as well.

Plans for the fe dback‘of information to users was a weak area in'SIS:
ThigiProblem-may be alleviated by designatihg a person 6r team of peop]é l
responsible for-getting‘information to users. These coordinators or
facilitators ‘should be able to interpret or cond;nse findings iﬁ a Qay to make -

it most useful to decision makers. Until the use of SIS data becomeS-an

autonomous- and voluntary act these individuals can see that information is

presented to potentjal users and its purposes understood. Efforts which

contribute to the understanding of SIS and each of its components should be
developed and imb]eménted.
Accuracy of) information is as important as its feedback and must be

assured before ‘users receive it. The instruments have not been proven to be

valid, reliable indicators of studerit performance. Validity has been Timited

cover and the constructs they are sai

to the developers' subjective judgmér'he content the i'rl\sfr‘l]ments are to

be measuring should be specified.
Without knowing the préposed content and under{ying'constfu¢ts it is difficult
to,determine if the instrumgnts‘are va]jd} —~

The reliability of the gquestionnaire studied was found to be weak.
Raters did not a]ways agree on rétings they had given sfudents. "To enhance‘-’
interrater reliability it is.suggested that items be better defined or examp?es ;

provided to assure‘accurate inferpfetations. Standards for evaluating students,

should be set for each item to allow a common understanding of what is the

-

‘expected behavior of a competent individual at that point in the curriculum.

s




Biased responses may have resu]ted from students perceiVing the assessmentA
’fas a threat or exposure of their weaknesses Confidentiality sh?uid be assured
and maintained, .Less abprehenslon about who sees the resu]ts and what. is donew
- with them may aldow a person to give honest, accurate responses |

~ Once the validity and reliability of information have been demonstrated
-careful analysis of the data must be carried out to assure_accurate inter-
~pretation of results. Analysis of group data.may mask individual differences.'
Group data may be appropriate for high ]eveT'decision’makers, but;anaiysis of
each individua]'s responses are necessary for students who mgrst make decisions

about their careers, or counselors-and instructors responsible for guiding

individua]lstudents. A | . ’
hOnce valid, reiiabie data and accurate appropriatezstatistics have been
~secured one would be better abje to assess the impaCt of the TCP-as an integral
eiement of SIS. IndiFators should be developed to determine'if changes ior
improvement are,resuiting from the use of the TCP. These might be regu]ar_
surveys or ‘interviews asking if SIS data has caused users to ¢hange in their
attitudes or behavior These resu]ts may also provide 1nformation about
weaknesses in SIS and collect ideas on how 1t might be improved
SIS is an ambitious effort to improve and ensure the qua]ity of teachers
graduated-from the College of Education. Some. of the strengths and weaknesses
of one instrument used within SIS have been 1dent1fied in thi report as well
lﬂas recommendations for imbrovement. If efforts are continued'to refine and,
improve the assessment'instruments there is a better chance that SIS will be
able to prove . 1ts effectiveness §s @ documentation system Serious '
reconsiderations should be given to the purposes of SIS and the p]ans for

- feedback and decision-making if the system is to prove,itseif to be an

effective evaluation system. .
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V. Improvede Use of the Student Information System Teacher
Cand1date Prof11e Jnstrument ‘

Pene]ope A. Re1ghart and Zelda J. Holcomb
- Graduate Research Associates >
% College of Education '
~ The Ohio State University

The Teacher Candidate Profile (TCP) 1nstrument is designed to provide
assessments of preserv1ce teacher performance during several stages of the
undergraduate program. This paper describes the.continued development and use
" of the TCP instrument in two field-based professional preparat1on corelcourses.

-The first course is the Freshman Early Exper1enc1ng Program (FEEP) and
involves 160 hours of fie]d observat1on and participation and 30 hours of
sma]]’groop seminars during a ten week quarter. EmphaSis is p]aced on student

exp]orat1on of the teaching profess1on and of self 1n the teaching-role.

-

The second course, generally taken in the sophomore year is the seconq
‘.part of a two course sequence titled Profess1ona1 Introduct1on (PI) 451. Thi®
six credit hour course includes numergps laboratory teaching experiences and a
two meek intensive field experience near the end of the quarter: The Teacher
vCandidate Profile instrument is completed at the end of thegfie1d experience

- :

component in both FEEP. and PI 451.

Description of the TCP Irstrument °

The Adtumn 1982 version of the FEEP TCP imEtrumept contains 18 items
dealing with five areas g: performance. The first area/&] items) includes
behaviors identified as important course outcomes, e.g., exploratory behavior,
initiative in completing tasks, and participation in'teacher'ro1es. Thé
second area (3 items) inc]Udes/the basic commdpication‘skills of reading,

writing, and speaking. The third~areap(6 items) includes genera1,teaching‘

skills such as .clarity, enthusiasm, professioha] relatjonships, and self-

\j\




.
éva]uation. The fourth and fifth aféas include one item each on difficulty o¥
setting and overall performance. | K . |

A Thevfive-poiat aséesshént scale rangeé from a 10Q rating of‘needs
substantial deve]dpment to a high rating of,greatly exceeds expectations. An
overall standard for comparing student perform;nce geads, "Relative .to the
level éxpected of a first year teacher edutation exploration student." .A

»triangulated comparison of ratings is achieved by having three”raters (fhe
foursg 1gétructor, the.co?perating teacher, anq,tﬁé!ﬁfﬁdéﬁfjgbompiete |
individua]xassessmenfé of the student's perfobmance. L

The Autumn 1982 versiqn of the Pl 451 TCP 1nstrument_c§ﬁta1ns 16 items:‘
dealing with three areas of performance;; The first area (7 items) assesses‘
the basic cdmmunication skills of@ﬂ'Wﬂing, writing, and éheaking. The second

area (7 items) asse;ses general teaching skills and outcomes of importance to

" the Professional Introduction course. The third section inc]udes'two 1tems‘on_

difffcu]ty of setting and overall performance. A.five-point assessment scale-

ranges from a low seoFe of inadequate to a high score of outstanding. Again

~

- three raters (the course instructor, the cooperating teacher, and the student)
complete the assessment on each sfudent}

In the Stdﬂént Information System- (SIS) Matrix presented by iimpher
(1983), these two forms of the Teacher Candidate,Profi]g'instrument are found
‘ %

¥

in the second column, assessment, and in the first two rows of the professional

e . ] . o = .o
preparation section. . :

Recommendations and Tasks for Improving and Using the TCP Instrument

g Schreck (1983) evaluated the Winter 1982 version of the PI 451 TCP
instrument and made the following recommendé%ions: (1) dewelop specific

criteria and standards in,order to increase the cohsistency of judgments,

(2) document ‘more C]ear]y the content and construct validity, (3) estabtish é




guide of intended predictions-and interpretations of the TCP data, (4) raise -
the level-of internal consistency, possibly through a Tengthier instrument,
(5) develop a feedback system in order to provide information'about the data

to instructors and students, and (6) involve users in“instrument construction

Aand deveiopment of a feedback system.

(“Based on these recdﬁheﬁdations and on’the observations and. 3Pdgments of

the Student Information System staff, ipe/rev151ons and processes which have

-y .
been conducted can be organized under three main ‘tasks and an overaii goai

The three tasks are: (1) -continue to improve,the TCP 1nsbggment,,(2) organize' -

procedures for efficient data coiiection and data analysis, and (3) deveiop'a

feedback system of TCP data ana1y51s to course instructors and students. The

major goai has been to invoive users in the decisions and processes 1nvoived/

in improving andvu51ng the TCP 1nstrument,

TCP Instrument Improvement

Criteria and standards. To provide for greater consistency in the:

L

judgments of the three groups of raters two changes have been made in the

'Tnstrument.‘ First specific ‘criteria or defining attributes have been

specified to focus the interpretations of the concepts and skills listed in

the items. For example, the iten, "Demonistrated expressive speaking abiiity:"

inciudes‘the criteria: was7audible appropriate t0'setting, appropriate pace.

To provide a standard and leyels of performance which are more explicit

in meaning than t scale, 1nadequate to outstanding, the following

standards and levels of performance have been considered and used.
(1) For the earNg‘fieid experience course (FEEP) the foiioWing standard and‘\
levels of perfqrmance have been deveioped.
Standard: Relative to the level expected of a first year teacher
education exploration student, the student, e.g., exhibited

professional behaviors, i.e., was punctual, responsible; observed
confidentiality; used appropriate language. - o




-
1

Levels of Performance: (1) needs substantial dgve]opment ' !
(2) needs development, (3) meets basic expectations, (4) exceeds
basic expectat)ons and (5) greatly exceeds expectat1ons

(2) For the sophomore level course (PI 451) other standards are be1ng L
cons1dered

-Standard: Re]at1Ve to the 1eve1 expecfed of a student whom I
would recommend  without reservat1on to~ cont1nue in teacher
educat1on S

A . 3 -
Standard: Relative to the level of an average student teacher .

¢ ’ : o ' _
. Standard: - Relative to the level of an excellent student'tgangg;%.

. a .
R r
i . . N 4 .

Standard: Relative to the level of an expegienced teacher .

h Content and construct validity.  Two procesoes were conducted to inorease i
the content va1idity; One is thé previously described'procoss of aoding' ’
defining attributes to each item These focuséd and more clearly de]ioeated
‘}dnceptual meanings. Second, a review by eight FEEP facu]ty members and

fifteen PIlgraduq}e teach]ng agéociates provided suggestions on item c]ar1ty

andjrg]evance to preservice tea ment. _Theée sUggestions were used
as basesvfor.itemrrévision, addition, or deTetion.

Construct va]idaﬁion is difficult to achieve. A reviewvof tho process-
product teacher effect1veness research’ by Med]ey (1977) included over 260
behav1or items grouped under 38 teacher process elements. These behav1ors

~ N

pertain to teacoing in the elementary classroom and for the most part are

B re]atod to'achiovement scores in reading and arithmetic.. Effectfve behavior;
differ for low and high SES pupils. Powell (1978) explained that not oingle

. bghaviors but certain cTosters or pa%terns of teachipg behaviors are related
fo different typeg of 1earning; K&{ »

The performance behaviors included in the TCPninstrument fit neithef the

specific oehavior items listed by Medley nor the patterns of behaviors de-

L4




e scribed by\POWe1i. The TCP perﬁprmance behav1ors are. probabTy best descr1bed -
as high inference behaviors accomPan1ed/!y severa] 1dentﬂfy1ng attr1butes T
in'EEE@\and PT 451, two core\teacher preparation courses-enro]11ng teacher
‘candidates from all program ]eve]s; it would be jnappropriatelto;have a11‘
students 1earn_schific behaviors or patterns of behaviors shoWn to be primari]y
related to-achievement 1earning outcomes at the elementary 1eye1 with low or ;, .

high SES,pupils. And, breaking concepts down into operations can increase’

preciseness, but can also fragment concepts beyond pacognition (Berliner,
[ . Qe

N | N

N ' At this early state of teacher preparat1on in field settings of 1imited
student respdh51b111ty, and w1th some naive ang>most1y untra1ned observers
1engthy and comp]ex eva]uat1on 1nstruments are 1mpract1ca1 AQ\a1ternat1ve
suggested By Berliner is to use mu1t1p1e methods of measurement from d1fferent
perspegééyes. The TCP tr1angu1ated rat1ngs prov1de for one e1ement of th1s

d1fferent pexspect1ves Other assess ent procedures in the Student Informat1on

i
System w111 prov1de mu1t1p1e methods oF measuring student performance and

L,

deve]opment _ , i ‘
- . . <4
[ T
The cho1ce of items to assess basic commun1cat1on skills is to promote , .
the continued evaluation of these recognized prerequ1the'teach1ng_sk111s. ’ ' 5&

»

The choice of such tea hing behaviors as c]ariti} enthusiasmf and time

management was inf]uenced by the ear]y effectiveness Titgrature (Rosenshine &

Y

Furst 1971) and’ by the need to use general rather than s1tuat1on spec1f1c |

> behav1ors Relevance to course outcomes was another 1mportant Se1ect1on el

" ’ % s ’ - 4
~ criterion. '

)
R

Internal consistency. The number of 1nstrument items has been increased -

- from eleven on the vers1on eva]uated by Schreck (1983) to sixteen on the PI

451 instrument and eighteen on the FEEP_instrument. “This perm1tted the anaﬁys1s

T
» . : + .:'§~

\‘1‘ R‘ . .'. . o ' _ -- ;\”6'7




A : A
= .of internal cons1stency on subsets of items grouped under the head1ngs basic

communication skills, general taeching: skills, and for FEEP, outcomes basic to

-the course. .’ .

A

The addition of criteria and standards, referred to eaflier, should also

”

contribute to the internal consistency of the instrument.

: . Procedures for Data Coliection and Analysis : - F
The organization of procedures was done'in consideration of the end-of- ¥

quarter evaluation and feedback time constra1nts Aiming for a one week
feedback time frame the 1nstrument was reformated and d;rect1one written so
that ratings would be subm1tted 1n.mach1ne readable form . A time frame anq
procedures for instrument dispersal, comp]et1on of rat1ngs data analysis, and'A

feedback to instructors were established.

The Feedback System

Iq'order for course instructors to use the TCP aﬁa]ysis to advise and cqunse1
‘._students; the feedbatk of information musf‘be.bqth're1evant and efficient. |
Individual student sfatistics ALre needed as well as gfeup siatistics for
comparative ana]ysis;

The~f611owing types of individual student stat{stics from the threeA
raters (student., instructor, and cooperating teacﬁer) were provided-

(1) d1screpanc1es--1tem ratings showing a two point or greater d1screpancy

between the three pairs of raters (2) means of item subsets by each rater

and (3) means 'of each- item across all raters prov1d1ng easy 1ocat1on of” the

student‘s strengths and needs.

&

,Groupﬁstatietics included: (1) means and standard deviations for each-

item across all raters, (2) means for subsets of items, across each group of

-~

.raters, (3) correlations of item subeets, and (4) internal consistency of item
. S : : _

subsets. -, ' . -

) , T K ‘ 65 . 6
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' -/J> ‘ Written reports of data analyses and information on daté'interptgpations‘
ST and useé were'provided-for”each instructor. A future-goal is to provide.
ahaJyses to enable pfedictions 6f stqdent needs for deve]opmenf and future
- performance in teaching situation;.‘ ' ' e

Involvement of Course- Instruyctors

Throughout the activities‘iqvolved in-improving the instrumenf; organizing
instrumentkadmiﬁis%rationAand data analysis, and establishing the feedﬁack "
systém; the'céoperation and participaQion of course instructors were sought.
Both Qroup meetings:and individual conferences'were held. Instructors' concerns
and judgménts were solicited and their suggestions used‘as gases for fhstrument
fevision. A number of insfructors expressed concerns abo;t appropriate uses
of data and prbtéction of student privacy. In éonductiﬁé the instrument
revision different forms of leadership occurred in the~th groups of instrucpors.
One group préfgrréH to‘havevSIS‘gtaff take leadership; while the other>gtpup
preferred that leadership come from among.their members.

Instructors responded to feedback with intérestv Those who had
Aparticipated in previous instrument piloting v{ewed our report of data ana]ysjs
and interprefa%ion as a sign that SIS is becoming fun;tiona]?

ﬂ%su]ts of Data Analysis and Comparison to Previous Data

The TCP data for Autumn 19@2'cbnsisted of the three separate ratgpgs on
177 FEEP studénts and 99 students from PI 451. Thus fpe-ana]ysis was conducted
‘on a total of 531 FEEP ratings and 297 ratings from PIl451. "Individual |
statistics (for ;ounse]%ng,andvadvising studenf&)‘inc1uded!giscrepancy analysis
of’the’three bairs of rétersﬁ means o%_item subsé;s by each rater, and means
for each item across the three raters. . - | .
Group statistics inc]udéd descriptive sfatisticq’of means ahd‘standard | i
deviations, means qf‘item'subsets by each group of raterg, cor;e1étioné o?
itemAsUbSets, and reliability (intggna] consistency) of item subsets. .. . ~
. 69 ' - R
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- Descriptive statistics. From the grgup statistics (summariéed in Table *

g and overall performance rating,

~

1), the overall mean, excluding the setti
for all items across all raters is 4. 16 on the f1ve point scale for FEEP and
4.26 for PI 451. These compared w1th an overall mean of 4.14 from Schreck's

" Winter 1982 PI 451 data. Standard dev1at1ons of ratings ranged from .43 to
.63 for FEEP and .41 to .76 for PI 451 From Schreck's data the range of
standard deviations was-slight1y larger, .65 to 1.16. -

The means of ratings by groups,of'raters vary more in FEEP (overa11 item
meanscby students = 4.10, instructors = 4.20, and cooperating teachers = 4,18)
‘than-in Pf*251 (overa11 1tem means by students l4.26, instructors = 4.21,Aandv
cooperat1ng teachers 4, 29) In FEEP students rated themselves lower than
the other two raters; while in PI the 1nstrgctors gave the lowest rat1ngs‘

Variations by 1tem,subsets (basic communication skills, general teach1ng
skills, and for FEEP, basic FE@P outcomes) showed ratings which‘were.s1ight1y
lower for/EBEP student ratings on gehera]-teaching skills than on basic-

. communication ski]]s‘and basic FEEP outcomes. L1t/}e var1at1on occurred .
between the two item subsets (bas1c communication skills and general teaching
skills) for PI 451 student ratings. '

'fhe overall item and item subset means are high. The issue of the standard
of expected performance is'thought to he.a‘contribdting factor. :If a standard .
were established representing thg final level of performance expected of a

-well qualified beg1nn1ng teacher one might expect to see re]ative]y 1ow

rat1ngs of beg1nn1ng preserv1ce teachers and progress1ve1y h]gher rat1ngs
through successive stages of preservice teacher preparation. ’
The FEEP instiructors judged this type of standard to be inappropriate.

They chose a standary _set at a level of performance expected of a beginning
. A . ‘

teacher education exploration student, When they compared item subset means




*

between1£ourse sections, particularly high means were evident tor»some sections.
Sincé the data was reported to inﬁtructors for thejfirst timé on the Autumn

1982 data, their attention was drawn to this problem. The problem seems to be
in the lack of différenfiatifn between students Qho only meet basic expectations
and those who exceed expectations; for the ratings did show differentiation of

a few students who it wa§ agreed were below the basic level of expectation.

A factor whicH would contribute to this low level of différentia;ion
amegg'mid to high levels of student performance is the ind%vidué]istic nature
g’of eva]ﬁatfng each student in a differgnt f%e]d seitingh There may be_a-tenr‘

'dency to rate each student relative to the potential.of that student.in thét

setting. When a setting is judged to be difficult (by such criteria as number

“* of students, degree of culture-change, and complexity and difficulty of teachinq

load), it may be,that less is expected of the student in order to exceed basf&
exbectations. ‘

Annovéra11 standard fogqthe PI 4Si instrument has.not yet been esfab]ished.
For some items on the Autumn 1982 instrument a standard of what one wouid
exqett of a potential teacher was used. o <! .AA

Correlations. Item subset corre]étions for basic communication skills”
ranged from,;58 to .77 for the FEEP instrument (3 items) and .17 to .69 for
the PI 451 instrument (7 items). The general teaching skills éorre]atiops for
the.FEEPifnstrument (7‘items)cranged from .46 to .71 and for -the ﬁI 451
instrument (7 items) from..24 to .76.  The subset of seven basic FEEP outcome.
items had a correlation rahge of .51 to .71.

. | In-general both instrumenﬁs contain subsets of %tems whisEEere C]ése]y

related. The higher level of correlations among item s:bsets on the FEEP

instrument may “indicate that it has a closekr match of items to intended course

outcomes than}doés'the PI 451 instrument.
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Reliability. Internal consistency statis}ics for item subsets in both
‘instruments.showed high levels of interna}’toneiStency. The'Crohback coef-

. ficient a]bharfor the three item subsets for the FEEP:instrument were: basic’
~ )L_thmonication skf]]sH=;QéS, general teaching ski]]é = .39, and~hasjc FEEP
o outcomes = 191. "For the PI 451 instrument they were: basic cohmunication
skills = .87 and general teachihg skills = ..86.~

" Compared to the Spring 1982 PI 451hinsthument, coefft;ient alpha = .51, *
the Autumn 1982 TCP instruments have been considerab1y’?mproyed on internal
consistenCy. R

Summary of Instrument Improvement and Use r

The Autumn 1982 Teacher Candidate ‘Profile instruments used in freshman and
sophomore field-based teacher preparation courses have Jean *improved in a |
‘ L. number of ways. ‘. . . .Qg |
‘ The FEEP instrument: uay has more c]ear]y defined cr1ter1a and overa]] ; -
standard. Both instruments ‘more closely match the oufcomes of each course fo
thoh they were designed. The 1nstruments have been.1ncreased in 1ength from
11 items to 16 and 18 items. - | . 5 | . |
- Procedures for data- co]]ect1on and ana]ys1s have been organ1zed to provide ﬁ!i _
for eff7c1ent end-of-quarter ana]ys1s of data A feedback/system to report
individual student and group.data to course 1nstructors hes beeh esthb]isﬁed.
Throughout the above “activities instructors' judgments were solicited and

,

used. o - c ‘

} The rather highgagerali item and item subset means remain & concern. The

-
»

problem of raters differentiating between mid and high levels of teather.

/

candidate performance will continue to be pursued.

AN




Table 1

.

"Grbup Descriptive Statistics on the Autumn Teacher.Candidate Prefilé Rétings

PI 451

FEEP FEEP
Autumn 1982 Autumn 1982 Winter/Spring 1982
Overall Statistics | ‘ (Schreck)
N = Students X 3 ratings 531 297 366
Overall X ' 4.16 4.26 - 4.14
Range of Standard Deviation .43-.63 41-.76 .65-1.16
Overall X by students . 4.10 4.26
Overall X by instructors 4.20 4.21
Overall X by cooperating. 4.18 4.29
teachers - ‘ :
S
Item Subsets o
"Means -, - ) -
* Basic Communication Skills : - , . o
by students 4.17 4.25 , '
by instructors 4.24 4.20 . :
by cooperating 4.28 4.23 - S
teachers ' :
General] Teaching Skills
by students 4.09% ,4355
by instructors 4.20 4.23
by cooperating 4.09 4.36
teachers v
Basic FEEP Outcomes R ﬁh
by students . 4.17 ‘
by instructors 4,24
by cooperating 4.28-
- teachers
Correlatioys (Range of item r r
relatgm to every other . =
item) R w
: , B |
Basic Comglinication Skills  .58-.77 .17-.69 B
General JRaching Skills .46-.71 N . 24-.76 )
Basic FEEP Outcomes . .51-.71 - _




Internal Consistency -

Basic Communication Skills

. General Teaching Skills

Basic FEEP Outcomes

alpha

.85 -

.89

.91

alpha-

.87
.86

-

Fn

alpha

/
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VI. "What They Bring With Them" - Formative Dimensions of the
- Student_Information System

v : Peter Lemish : -
' Graduatg_Research Associate - S
‘ ' College of Education o
! - The Ohio State University .

This presentation will describe a study of a set of teacher edu;ation

- students using qua]itative data techniques apbropriéte to Component I11

vv(Narrat1ve data) of the 0SU Student Information System The purpose of this

study was. to ga1n an understand1ng of the qua11tat1ve forms of teacher candi-

X
‘date data available'at the entry level of profess1ona1 preparat1on It 15

" based on the fundamenta] assumpt1on that our teacher educat1on pregrams shou]d '

d1rect ‘attention to and be affected by the knowledge, skil{s, att1tudes, per-

ceptions, and genera],backgrounds that students bring with them at the beg1n-

ning of, .as well as throughout, their professional studies. The ways in which
students experience the te3cher preparatioh program, in'light of their own’

batkgrohnd and experience, represents the formative dimension of the SIS j)

L 4

" documentation and assessment process. - : T .

Research Methodology , . ~

Naturalistic inquiry was applied in this study. On]y-oﬁe intervehtion,
in the form of a written exercise, was introduced. The course selected for
this inquiry was the first of a two quarter sequehte khpwn as the Professional

Introduction to Education. This cqurse,ie the first course taken by the

teacher candidates in their professional studies. .Thi's course was selected
' ¢

because it enabled study of how the “initial etages of the teacher education

' program relate to the background of the teacher candidates. Fuyrther, the

~
,

} *'This study was conducted as part of the author's more extensive inquiry into

the nature of social processes and axperiences in classroom settings.-

/
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course curr1cﬂ1um séited that a pr1mary funct1on of this 1ntroductory profes-

“ sional sequence was to enab]e teacher candidates to exp] re, deve]op, and ’
relate their own persona] and profesq1ona1 3!Vé]opment~to educational theories
and methodologies. Aside from know]gdge and‘ski11 Tearningg in the latter
domains, the major outcome'expéCteo throqgh»this personalization was the
identification and development by the teacher candidates of their‘:;n peda—
gogica1 style. While the curriculum delineated in rather exp11c1t fashion the
educational and psycho]og1ca1 theor1es as we]] ‘as the pedagog1ca1 methodo]—

_og1es to be included in the course, few gu1de11nes or directives were prov1déd
‘to assist instructers to‘péréonaTize the courso to the teacher candidates or
to relate to the.backgrounds they brought with them. As a result, each
instructorrhod the Eatitude to facilitate this.emphosiS'ithhé course. .My '

_ familiarity with the staff suggesfs that the instr:&&gr chosen‘for this Study

 -was one of the most active in addressing both tQF persona]ization.of the

r N

- : ' 'course and the personal and profess1ona1 deve]opment of her students.

On the first day of class, I explained to the 19 teacher candidates that

I would be functioning as a participaﬁt—observer in all c]ass-sessions. I
A o \ Co - ‘ . ~
explained that the purpose of this/study was to tell the story of the class ’

from the students' viewpoints. Therefore additjona] data-gaﬁhering-measubeé
wouid be employod such as ing;rviewing, audio- and Videoltaping, and
photocopying of all written materials. Pahficipants were guaranteed_anonymity
. and all signed human subJects felease forms |
T Four methods of de}a—gather1ng ;ioducéd the fo]]ow1ng research mater1a1s

1) Participant-observation by the researcher in 90% of the class sessions -

produced extensive field notes. : _ vy
)

- 2) Taping of class sessions resulted in audio tapes of all class sessions

, '(approximately 60 hours) and video tapes of all Thursday class

\

" sessions (20 hours):




" .

3} * Semi-structured interviews‘with.students were conducted By the

instructor and the researcher at theibeginning_of the quarfer; the
instructor at the end of the quarter; and the researcher_ét the end ’ py
of the qﬁarter. In addition, ‘the instructor and.the reséarcher met.
on an average of two hours per week to discuss class sessions. All
’intefviews and discussions with the instructor were audio taped.
- 4) Unobtrusive meagures iné]uded collection and photocopying of hearly
all written materials génerated by the teacher candidates and the
instructor. " These materia]é‘constituted the,primary; thpugh an
indiréct,'source.of data about the backgrounds of teacher gandidétes
ahd included assignments such as summaries‘of.chaptéh readings, ,
reborts on weék]y fie]d bbservations,.midterm gn@ffina] projects,
a - | iWeek]y course_reattionlﬂapers, summaries of c]iEica] experiences, ',aﬁffﬂ
Statements;of personal and professioqal.deve1opmeht dﬁring,the .
- _ quarter, and final instructor-course eva]udfions. N
Data anaiysis was begun with a thorough eﬁamination of all materfa1s,
" collected. As natural;categories'emerge;, data re]ate& to the.formative
d%méns{bns 6% the téachgr candidaﬁes Qe?e transcribed for each participant.
The categories which‘emerggd jnciuded personal background and career thoughté; -
views.of teaching, teachers, educafion, and(the educati?g process; critical (:/&
educationanexperiences and»inf]uences;‘aﬁd se1f-descript{bﬁ analysis as =
N '1earne_r‘s,/as &e_a”"chers, and a-'s persons. - Summaries of each teacher candidate
were written and the findings of this study were deve]opéd,through analysis of
patterns found in these‘gtmmary statements. A similar prbcedure was applied

to the analysis of processes e@?]oyed by the program and course ipstructor to

re]ate‘to the backgrounds of the course participants. -
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+ Findings N

~ The foi]owing.section summarizes findings about the formal and informal

processes used in the class studies, the findings relating to the backgrounds
‘broughtlby'theiteacher candidates to their professional studies, and findings :

abdut the interaction df students to the course experience

Findings on the forma] processes. No background data on teacher-.candidates,

\

such as is co]]ected in admissions procedures, was distributed to the instructor.

No pretesting or inquiries into students' knowiedge of content to be presented
_or their C&p&b]]ity level in the pedagogica1 skills to be practiced in the
course were undertakenror required 0ne assignment was d1rected specifically

at eliciting information about the teacher candidates' backgrounds. In an

4

initial "Letter to the Instructor," students were asked to provide basic \\_////bl

demographic information (i.e., name, age, marital status,_major and work
experience) as«weil as short-statements about themseiVes describing strengths
and weaknesses, sometbing'they would like theiinstructor to know about them,

and theqfactors~whicb infiuenced their se]ection of education as a major/career.
As part oftheir final eva]uation,istudents wrote about their persona1 and' |
- professional deve]opment durigg the course. No request uas mad:’in this.

bassignment to relate deve1opment during the quarter with the background which
The students brought with them to this coures In class activities‘and
assignments students were encouraged to personalize and to prov1de their own
'personal reactiOns to the readings; teachers, -students, and schools observed
in the fie]d settings;_c]inicaT experiences; and events in their own class.
No inforpation about students was requested or transmitted to the program

office, next instructor, or the students' files at the end of the course

except the grade.
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Findings on the informal processes. In her informal discussions with the

a

. X . 'Y . . .
students (e.g., befOre and after class or during a break), the instructor

v .

-'often related to or probed for 1nformat1onsabout ‘the teacher cand1dates

»
background and present activities. As1de from deve]op1ng a fr1end1y

relationship with. each of the stUdents, this techn1que enabled the instructor
to add to.her'knowledge of'eachateacher candidate. Based upon'her knowledge

of each of ‘the part1c1pants backgrounds the. 1nstructor('asevera1 occasions

did suggest read1ngs or meet1ngs with teachers in the field w1th similar

¢

'educat1ona1 interests. She: also demonstrated a broad knowledge and

understanding of'the backgrounds that:the teacher candjdates had brought with
them, as well 3s extensive knowledge about the students‘“deve1opment during
the quarter and their current status both persona]]y and profess1onaf‘§

F1nd1ngs on the backgrounds of teacher cand1dates Each. teacher. eand1date

brought a r1ch and extens1ve background to h1s/her profe5510na1 stud1es The
fo]]ow1ng is a summar1zed synops1s of this background (
r
1) Knowledge - Teacher cand1dates possessed a rather extensive, though
: genera] stock of knowledge about life in educational settings which
they were able to'relate to many topics.discussed in the class. Y
Students used this knowledge, for example, to extend a point made by
an author/co]]eague to teaching situations or to explain how a
.particular opinion they had was r;,;%ant to educational pract1ce
y Jo .
2) Skills - Well over a maJor1t T the students had exper1ence ‘using
some of the pedagogical skifs designated for practice in this
course (e.g., developing and coordinating activities; working with .
groups or individuals; human relations skills). Because of these
experiences, many students were able to 1dent1f& skill areas which
they were interested in improving or exploring.

3) Attitudes, Opinions, and Comm1tments - Throughout the course,
part1c1pants stated freely their attitudes, opinions, dnd comm1tments
about such varied educational. topics as the role of the teacher,

. open versus traditional schools, types of appropriate d1sc1p11ne,
‘suitable environmental arrangements in classrooms, and effective
teaching strateg1es Furthermore these students were dble to defend
their opinions with reasoned arguments based upon knowledge and
appropr1ate examp]es from field observations or from their own
previous experiences.

’
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4) Values - Through, advancement of the1r attitudes, op1n1ons and
commitments, teacher capdidates were seen to have expressed va1ue '

P positions regard1ng educational and career topics. Among the 19

/(ﬁ/ : students, a. very w1de range of value como1tments was present ’

- 5) Interests .- Though expressed in genera] terms these teacher :
candidates -indicated that they have ‘thought’. about why they wanted
to be teachers, the age group and content areas they preferred,

. the level of social status ahd financial reimbursément irWo?ved in
teaching careers, and what they must do to become/be effect1ve
teachers. ' :

e

-

6) Views of Self-as Teacher-and as Learner - Students were able to
' discuss their strengths apd weaknesses as learners as well as the-
instructional strategies that worked most effectively with them.
"Similarly, they applied.their self- understanding to project/reflect
upon how they might did function as teachers, their possible
“strengths and weaknesses, and areas in their profess1ona1 deve]opment
‘which they were 1nterested in improving. . : .

7) Personal Background - As1de from data that can be Fe]ated to the
teacher candidates, professional background, participants shared
. many aspects of the1r personal lives and.backgrounds. Thus, much of
u the personal dynamics, character-personality, life-style and world
: ' view sthat the students had been developing throughout their Tifetime
were shared and came to be understood by the other part1c1pants
Similarly, interests and activities outside of the two hours .a day
* that they spent in c]ass became . part of our understand1ng of one
another. y o . . . < !
. ~ o : .
The three main sources of the teacher candidates' exténsive professional ‘

baceroUnd were a) their 12 years plus experience as participants in'botn ) -

3 .
formal and informal educational settings; b) previous studies; c) critical

educationa]'experiences. In short, these teacner candidates were.not strangers
to educational settings and few things .that hapgehed there seemed to surprise
‘them. furthermor@‘ they activated‘their exper{ence and background when o ;“ .
exp1a1n1ng, for examp]e why they 1nterpreted a teacher or students' actions |
in a particular manner or 1n d1scuss1ng the characterqst1cs of good
foor teaching. F1na11y,\the background of each teacher candidate was

, idiosyncratic and very personal. Further, there was a great amount of variance. )i(

between individuals in most every'dimension of their backgnounds.

o4
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Most of the informationleliéited‘seened-tojexist»at the implicit,
preconscious 1eye1a3 Though most of the students'»backgrounds emgrged indirect]y.
and slowly throughout the“quarter;_the teachertcandidates wi]]ing]y introduced |
kf and discussed this'information; Further;'the_students thémseTves were not
able to elucidate in'a complete or‘ho1istic manner'their,own:personal.and
professional backgrounds It shou1d be noted that the knowTedge, ski]]s and - -
views expressed were very genera} and 1t did not appear that most students had C ' W
ref]ected upan or even attached 1mportance to th1s 1nformat1on.' In short ! |
this background appeared to be s1mp1y taken for granted |
| In the1r wr1t1ng of persona] react1ons the teacher cand1dates admitted ‘ - ‘
- to themse]ves the presence.of gaps) spec1f1c‘fnterests; needs, and Weaknesses" 1
in their present deyé]opment{ pérsonally'and professionally. While requests

“for e]aboration may have indicated those areas that the students felt were

- N R ¢

v . N : . . . %
strong or reasong. for the gaps, weaknesses, etc., these admissions in and of
* themselves are indications at least implicitly, of a basic recognition of‘the‘

,background wh1ch they brought w1th them to, the1r profess1ona1 studies.

F1nd1ngs about course’ 1mpact Students 1nd1cated that a maJor factor in

o

~ their w1111ngness to share 1nformat1on about themselves or_ their openness in

. ¥

. -_‘express1ng their: oan1ons was “the support1ve environment created and fac111-
" tated by the 1nstructor The emphas1s upon perybna11zat1on of ‘the course and

the opportun1ty to exp1a1n the1r persona] react1ons created opportun1t1es for -

<

students to relate the1r backgrounds to their 1n1t1a1 profess1ona1 stud1es

.

Deve]opment or extens1on of the teacher candidate's backgrounds occurred as a

’
-

" resuit of 1nd1v1dua1 efforts the studehts in the course Fo& examp]e,
Jﬂ:' evera] students. noted that/:iywr1t1ng summar1es qf f1e1d observatﬁons they -
strengthened the1r comm1tment to- act1v1ty orqented te.ch1ng strateg1es, over
1ecture sty]e approaches after see1ng the 1mpact these approaches had on -

R B RS e , . \ . S
students.obserVed. - L Coe

.
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Conclusions ¢

J .
There appears to be a major d1s]ocat1on in the re]at1onsh1p between the

teacher cand1dates and the teacher educat1on progran/) The findings demon-
strate that teacher candidates brought with them to their professiona1 stﬁdies
rjch and extensive backgrounds. These backgnande*inc1ude;'at vqrious!]eve]s
for indiVidual‘etudents, knowledge about educational practices, capabi]ities
' in some pedagogicah'ski1ts, as well as definite attjtudes, opinions; and.
commitments about many asnects of the educating process. -Yet, in terms of the
formal program, these'bachgrounds we;e not addressed or related to in a sig-'
'niffCant‘manner. To the degree that she was able, the instructor attempted to
personalize the course by sanctioning the'sharing of persona],reactions.‘
Whi1e not directed Sbecifica1Ty-at dete]oping the backgrounds teachenvcandi-'
dates brought with them, these efforts do 1nd1cate an attempt to re]ate to
these students in an 1nd1v1dua1 manner " »

‘One major outcome of this dislocation is that, .at the forma] program
1eve1, the teacher edaeation program related to ‘the teacher candidates .as 1t b
they began their professional studies "tabula rosa." The findings in this |
study'clear]&Ldemonetrate.that‘this is npt the case. The.backgrounds that the
teacher candidates brought With"them were raw in professiona]lterms, highly
jdiosyncratic, and limited by dependence upon persona]oexperience.h Nonetheless,
this backgreund servgd a critica] rolews the orgadizational framewonk within '
which experiences and knoQ]edge from their initi 1‘professiona1 studies were
fit. In my'experience teacher'candidates and instructors who?ane aided in
' documenting and ana]yz1ng th1s background ar' able to- proceed to a broader and
‘, often cha]]eng1ng cons1derat1on of educat1onal_&ﬂe€§yand pract1ces .

A second 1nportant outcome of this study is that datagabout the background
dimens1ons'of teacher cand1dates is elicitable and documentab]e. In the open

L




* - and supportive environment facilitated by the course instructor, the students

studied demonstrated that they werewilling to share infprmation about
themselves. Thus, given the pportunity to share and to eXp]ain the}r
persona]-professienal reactidﬁs, these studentsldrew}actively uponh and -
exhib}ted the batkgrounds they breught withvthem. This indirect-apphdach‘ %( |
applied by the 1nstructor could be a gy usefu] strategy for eliciting in'a
deliberate manner 1nformat1on that may ‘be unobtainable using moyé’d1rect
approaches (n.b., g1ven 1ts implicit, taken-fdr-granted status, students may ’
" not be able to’fully elaborate this background when respond1ng to a d1rect
o ' reqeest). Th1s conc1u51on suggests that careful consideration should be
" directed at the processes applied in e11c1t1ng'and‘reJat1ng to the backgrounds
that teacher candidates br1ng with them. |
F1na11y, though the 1nstructor dev@loped duh1ng the quarter an extens1ve
'understand1ng of each teacher candidate, th1s 1nformat1on will not be ava11ab1e
.to future instructors. More importantly, the studepts themse]ves are unaware

" of the richness of knowledge and ski]]s that they bring w1th them to the1r

professional studies. As a result, the “tabula rosa" dislocation will be

"likely to continue cyclically with each new course and quarter. On the other '

’ ' : : : . ‘ ' A
hand, in the final instructor-researcher interview, the instructor was able to

summarize rather succinct]y the background, professional status, and issues¥
topics of concern for each teacher candidate. It would seem that the instructor

might Just as eas11y have transmitted this
g , N

nformation 1n some fash1on,for use
'by future instructors as well as by the tegfher candidate. Th1s is the ro]e

that may be played by Componént III of

»

ImE11caQ1on . i ' ‘ ' ' .
= One pbvious'imp]icatidn from this study is as follows: if programs

'direéée attention'to:and related to the backgrounds brought by teacher

..
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- candidates to their professional studies, ,they would most 1ikely need to ,

cons1der changes in the1r present- conf*gulat1on and activities. Such changes

would correct the present dislocation in the teacher candwdate program

‘re1at1onsh1p. One expected result of such changes should be more effect1ve

"facilitation bf‘instr%ption and learning. A»major role of SIS should be to -

make this background information available to programs,'instructors,,and‘

“

. teacher candidates. . B T .

Second, in terms.of the design and use of SIS, this study suggests that
without Component'III - Natrative Data, 6omponents‘I-and I1 provide a 1imited;
perhaps 111us1onary, view of the development of the. te:sher cand1date The
qua11tat1ve 1nformat1on to be included as narrat1ve data in Component III is
likely to provide the necessary ground1ng and perspect1ve needed for under-
standing the descr1pt1ve and statistical data of Components I and 11. - Wh11e
genera1izations or statistical analyses might he able to be made on very |
specific aspects of the teacher sandidates' backgnodnds, comparisbns or geneFa]

statements about the backgrodlds, as a who]e,vwou1d likely be. too general to

' 99 of- va]ue For example, comparisons of: career thoughts s such as desire to

- AN

be an e]ementary teacher because a teacher cand1date Tikes work1ng w1th‘¥oung
children, would have to be understood,1n relation to a holistic view of each

5 . . “ >
teacher candidate's background.

Therefore, it would be useful to develop a basic set of, guidelines,to be
: i » .
used by instructors in transmitting data far inclusion in Component III of
r¥ N
SIS. Such gu1de11nes shou]d outline broad categor1es re]ated to the personal

.and: profess1ona1 deve]opment of teacher cand1dates The categor1es pr0v1ded

in the findings sect1on of this study could be used as an 1n1t1a1 bas1s for

deve]op1ng such gu1de11nés.-/As we]], atten 1qn.of des1gners should be d1rect€d

to instructional prdcess and approathes to be used in eliciting these data.

-~ -
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VII. Peering into the Future of the Student Information System

William E. Loadman :
Coord1nator, Measurement and Evaluation Servicés
College of Education
The Ohio State University o S

As one‘re-examines the four'basic’purposes of the SIS system and the
projected data matrix the enormi ty of the‘imp]ementation task becomes readily
apparent. ,Substantia\ progress'has'beehfmade but the installation and func-
tioning'of the entire system is far from complete. Substantia1 amounts of
energies need tp be a11ocated to the interpersonal as we11 as to the methodo-
logical and administrative d1mens1ons As we ‘move through the. 1mp1ementat1on
we are discovering that some aspects of the basic purposes may not he comp]etefy

0mpatib1e with each other and may. under certa1n c1rcumstances be conf11ct1ng.
Therefore our pr1mary strategy for 1mp1ementat1on will remain the basic one
step at a time approach, building in small and successfu] mod1f1cat1ons to

the puggoses and procedures in the s;stem as these become apparent.

~To date the' system has received exce]]ent support from a11 Tevels within

the co11ege (1nc1ud1ng ﬁ?sca], organi zational and programmat1c and co11eagea1

. We are diligently WOrk1ng,from our end to secure the cont1nued~support neces-

sary for success. All indications are that this 'support will be continued.

However, the ominous.cioud of fiscal retrenchment facing higher‘education in

genera1 and the state of Ohio and the College of Education at The Ohio State% l' K

University fn particular, is eve: present At this time and projected into’
the short term our operation hég not been s1gn1f1cant1y constra1neq\and w111 :
not be so constrained because qf the 1ntegrat1on of these efforts into the
total operat1on of the co11ege S funct1on1ng Conceptua11y the 1ong term ..
proaect1ons are very pos1t1ve, but’ on1y time will. tell what will occur

»
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- operationa11&. . As resources continue to shrink, the competition and.pressure .,
for allocation of internal resources will continue to/grow; This, fact, coupled

with dec1in1ng enrol lments creates circumstances which;makeS'predicting wi&il'

- : Y
R ’

any degrée of certainty very perilous. Our position is notﬁi'11ke any othen
@ actiVity currently occurring ‘in colleges of education around the country.

,Our challenge is tolcontinue te prodoce_in the face of adversity and become an

,indispensab1e and well integrated element in the functioning of the college.
Our resources, while not extensive or ‘to the’1eve1 we would desire are adequate.
We can continue to move the system forward with our current level of allocation.
However, to get the system comb]ete1y_operationa1 will require an increaséd

level of Support | . - - ‘«\\\) .

!

Iﬁ;p1ght be we11 to 1dent1fy a number of spec1f1c act1ons which have been *

planned for the near future The data matrix has-severa] cells in the descr1p- ,
/

-

. tive and/or assessment co1umn where there -are 1og1ca1 data entries. We.w111

’

begin to systemat1ca11y move beyond the sophomore: level data (PI) and into .

.

special methods courses, foundation courses, and u1t1mate1y into student,teach-
ing. Each of these effects‘w111 require additional instrumentation, content _

area input, and feedback loop mechan}sps.* Wh11e th1s may be' time consum1ng
. . “\N

and somewhat s1ow,-it_is the oniy reasonable way~to proceed. A second ared. -

of inyoTvement will 1ike1y come frgm an extension of current -follow-up efforts.

<

A fo11ow~uo of students’from graduate programs,wii] be introduced this year as

well as seeking responses from current employers of our recent graduates re-

+

gard1ng the1r capabilities.

. 1 - .
] L Y [

.~ - _ Ex1st1ng 1nstruments will cont1nue tonbe refined and tested for qua11tya

» The-qua11ty of a]]-new 1nstruments will need to be ascerta1ned and where they-
are found to be at an’ unacceptab]e Tevel the 1nstrument w1ll need" ‘to be rev1sed o

)
accord1ng1y W1th each step forward on the 1mp1ementat1on process itwill be

- necessary to dev:se an appropr1ate and reasonab]e feedback 1oop for use of data‘.; o

g7




This crucial and time consuming'process will need to be.in-piace‘at each"levei
of the system before we can moye the system forward ‘ | B
We have only begun to scratch the surface on the data potentia1 Tisted in

the narrative section of the matrix. This rich data source will continuekto
“receive Timited attention un]ess additionairresources can be obtained. Imple- ,
| mentation of this aspect of the system is Tikely to proceed very. slowly. ‘ ﬂ/i

Additiona1 research efforts are currently uriderway uti]iZing existing

information in the data bank.‘.Two studies, one inv01v1ng information on’ the

: & . H ‘ ) .
Matienal Teachers Exam (NTE) and another examining the relationship between

- i . - { -

characteristics of entering‘freshmen and:whifher'or not they stay in teaching

are turrent}y-underway. Additiona] résearch needs to be,initiated in this area

and we will be attempting toystimuiate such research. Efforts are'Currently.g |

underway‘to purSue'externai funding to'pursue these and other efforts

An area that is criticai to the u1t1m§te success of the student information |

system is the 1nformation storage ‘and retrieva1 capabilities of the system

The computer system is current1y in its infancy and unless the system matures

rapidiy, the “"parents in the neighborhood" may not let the infant grow to

maturity A 1ong term and short term strategy has been developed to- heTp get
e _ the system developed The tong term~strategy is dESig: d to create and ut1-

lize a se1f contained mini computer to stdre, retrieve, aRg yze and prpduce ) \\

' reports from data co]]ected through SIS in a very flexible fashion ;The v
'short term strategy is to co]]ect the data and crudeﬂy store it while the 1ong -
term programs are being deveToped In the short term, ali.data ana]yses, mani-
‘pulation and reporting will be done via other: mechanisms e.q., batch process1ng _
I - on-a 1arge main frame computer).. Th1S mechanism, whi]e not high1y effic1ent, ‘ ¢

-

. . \ . -‘ “
~is functional. .

By far the largest concern for the system lies in the areaLpf utilization

of information. ~The data generated by and through the system“needs.to°be .

P




provided in a timely, approprfate and useable fashion The fnformation a]so )
needs to be used in cons1stent and appropr1ate fash1on by dec1s1on makers ._;:
within ;he co]lege As the system is re]atlvbt//new 1t 1s d1ff1cu1t to deter-

mine the extent’ of current ut111zat1on However, there are a few pos1t1ve

1nd1cat10ns of use of 1nformat}on generated through ‘the systems  We w111 be

_9._

- spending cons1derab1e energies in th1s area inm the next year for th1s, more

e
than anyth1ng else, w111 s1gna1 the degree of success in implementing the *

system. Ut111zat1on 1s clearly 11nked to the adm1n1strat1ve elements, the :

‘ 1nterpersona1 e1ements, anqﬁthe methodo]og1ca1 elements. ' o

.

*

As d1scussed in an ear11er paper, the 1nterpersona1 aspects of 1mp1ement1ng

.- ~an, eva]uat1on system need to be carefully and cons1stent1y addressed Therefore

another maJor blockfof t1me w111 be a110cated to 1nteract1ng w1th differept - ::A' 't: -

IS

1evels of key actors 1n a w1de var1ety of contexts. This t1me consum1ng e fort

will be susta1ned and perhaps: 1ncreased because w1thout th1s effort the pr a-
L] | - ' o '
b111ty of success is 11m1ted

+

: .
It wou]d seem that after the d1scu551on of speC1f1cs, a return to the more

- o

genera] status may be appropr1ate As one reflects’ on the four basic purposes

of the system, ame]y
, g _
1. “to. co]]ect data about our students and programs for use in the b
» eva]uat1on of both graduates and programs; . y

~»2.+ to provide data for use in student adv1s1ng, counse11ng, ‘and ) .
remed1at1on, ) _ _ .
. N
3. . to provide a data source for research on the nature and- the
- " development of’ teacher education students and programs as well

‘ N as ‘other profess1ona1 educat1on perSonne] programs; “
- \

to document student expervences for accountab111ty and
accred1tat1on purposesJ e

3 _
Of the 1n1t1a1 four purposes, none: have been comp1ete1y met Numbers

T N ey

one and four have met w1th some success as we have moved forward w1th 1mp1e-

mentat1on However, success in’ each of these can only be determ1ned after more

of the’ systém has been put in p]ace With respect to purpose number three, . SR

v -
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the seeds of research are beginning tp germinate and_sprouts of research
activity are beginn4n§ tb bud. It js far tdo.early to see the products of
any research efforts. ana]]y; progress on, purpose number two has been quite
1imi ted. Given the current resour;es'énd the present’direction of the system;'
vﬁrogress in this area will continue to move at a snail's paﬁgL The reader
N Should not interprgf this §tatus picture,of tﬁe pufposes as heﬁative. Rathe;
it should be interpreted a§ hobefulfgnd’ppsitive. Good progréss is being-madg
> 'and-positivé things are happening. It is early in the life of thié sysfem and
wé are excited abbut_ité future. ktﬁth.continued‘attentfon"and_supportlthe SIS
will be a highly functioné]-and success ful é]ement»iﬁtegrated into the regular
dpératibns of the_Co]iege of Education. Only time will tell’if we have the.
R . energy, capability and 1eadership.nifessa¥y to make thése ideés into reé]ity.
We will continue to move fonwafd, one step at a time. Ourximplementation‘
! process will be planned -and deliberate. We realize that Bﬁis process will.
take'éime, bﬁ% if\current Status is any indication of future success;ltﬁen

-

our future will be quite successful.

N
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. APPENDIX A -
Names and Addresses of Panel Presentersr
and Reactors _ . .
Presenters . ‘ . Addresses )
. Russell J. Spillman, Act1ng Dean 227 Arps Ha11 x
College of Education : 1945 North High Street
: The Ohio State University - Columbus, Omio 43210
| : o | . ‘ ‘ '
—~  Nancy L. Zimpher, Coardinator . . ... 118 Arps¥Hall
Program Development . . : . ’
College of Education v
The Ohio State Un1versity o ' \
.- . ) (r
1 William E. Loadman, Coordinator _ 202 Arps Hall
i # Measurement and Evaluation Serv1ces ‘
- College of Education
The Ohio State Un1vers1ty
"~ Ann L Schreck Graduate Research Associate Suite 250 v : .
College of Educat1on , 1250 Chambers Road )
The Ohio State Un1vers1ty* » . Colymbus,-Ohio 43212
t Penelope A. Reighart, Graduate Research 146 Arps Hall
‘Associate ' , ~
College of Educat1on
‘The Ohio State University
- Zelda J. Holcomp, Graduate Research Assoc1ate 146 Arps Hall
<«  College of Educjtion
The Ohio State n1vers1ty -
Peter S. Lemish, Graduate Student ' 255 North M1ch1gan Streqﬁp Apt. 106
College of Education o Lawrence, :
The Ohio State Univeristy Kansas 66044
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/
, Reactors =~ . : _ Addresses
Donald J. Freeman, Senior’Researcher Universt;y of-Mich%gan
Institute for’ Research on Teach1ng 261 Erikson Hall -
and Co-director, ‘ ' East Lansing, Michigan 48823

Office of Program Development . \ ~

/

Danial Stufflebeam,
Education and Di
Evaluation Cen

ofessor of , Western M1ch1gan University
tor of the ‘Ka1amozoo, M1ch1gan 49008

, ' -




‘s

X APPENDIX B .
‘ o 4
Freshman Early Experiencing Program
- Exploration Profile - ‘
" (FEEP Version of the TCP) ’
T N |
; # .
4 o
~ ,
B ] ! q
] .
. N 4
w . \, -
x .
A . A * )
. » . . : '
N \o/ » - .




KY

FRESHMAN EARLY EXPERIENCING PROGRAM - ~ Autuymn, 1982
THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY o

\SXPLORATION PROFILE / 4
Instructions for use: ) l - : e Qer/Yr-
. . i - o 4 's N
This form {s intended to point out strengths . . Student ame
and needs of potential teacher c:;"ldatesﬂn . . i : Signature -
order that they can plan for further deveiop- o ; . i
ment in later professional courses and R : (persan conp1e§ nd ,_form),
experiences. : . ey 8lue - Cooperating Teacher :
. : . - P 0 inar Leader.
i Comments will be useful to students and instructors, Lﬁug‘" - ;EEP é:ﬂ:;git rv'/Sem nar Leader
but will not be.accommodated on the computer sheets. N . - ) g
4 B ~
} ‘ ». 9 : 25
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! 4 o &8 ~
. - PR . & o i~ ’;“
A. Basic FEEP Qutcomes: The Student: ‘ : S&a - e
= _ o _ . £3589
1. Exhibited exploratory behavior directed toward discovering éﬁ‘é’}; o . 9&T
. . a wide variety of teacher roles and responsibilities, i.e., 3& 58 : gqq;;' _
’ sought out and took advantage of opportunities. - Fow9 . ' « LSy
‘ Comment:’ i
I ., 2 3 4 5
~ o
ko) N ”;
g . Y
‘ g8 R
. - g [ e fs“:‘
3 ' ‘ &y L3P 4
. &S§° 5
) I g . - SoL
2. Participated in 2 variety of teacher roles and . ~Naw o \ <
responsibilities; followed through on opportunities. . ¥ o .
Comment: _ . ' . I ' : '
S ) . s 1 K- 3 4 577
. ~ = :
. : : y s
‘ e : : vey & , g
- © Itéms 3-16 should be jassessed relative to the level expected of | * | L& L '.,’,‘;;5" é’-ﬁ’ q’f;'?
a first year teacher education exploration student. . .,?él ¢ ., Iz ©3 Az
: — ' ’ o5 g 28 g8 ye
' : ' &g - & g8 of g8
. . b é . < g [ g v o v S
. ' T z - . 7
. a N < 'S A
3." Displayed initiative in completing tasks once a responsi- R .
) bﬂ}ity had Ren aceepted, i.e., independent, responsible. - : v .
Comment: .- o ) » ' ' ? .
‘ ' 1 2 . 4 - 5
4. Displayed initiatiye in faking on routine tasks, i.e., tasks s . .
did not-have to be pointed out; had.no need to remind. .
, . . . . : .
~ . Comment: s ' ] . ‘ R P ’ ‘ |
NRE ~ - - 2 3 T . "5 |
5. Organized tasks in arder to ensure completion of all responsi- g ' v . |
bilities, i.e., divided and ordered tasks; prioritized . = S . : |
responsibilities. ‘ . ' ) . |
Comment : _ . Y . , | _ ‘
l j ‘ - - P L 1 . 2 3 4 5 L
—~ 6. Exhibited professional behaviors, 1.e., was punctual, respon- e
: . sible; observed confidentialjty; used appropriate language. : . . . ? i
Comment : ' ' K ' : i '
: » , i ' 1 2 3 4 5
' .. 7. Appearance was appropriate to the setting, i.e., was healthy, . voo. ‘
. clean, neat. : ; - - )
. \
.y Comment: - . ! :
/ : ' ‘ 7 N - v 1 2 3 . F / 5
-4 . A

El{fC o o 94. . 0",. . SR

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:




r P .
i : ' . » » "
' R - : '
3 &’ ' E h
. . '3 L
- de F & is §¥
§& gz SF 43
- o g & S 3 A - v
2 . b ‘5'.~ - 23
: $¥ .8 p& g F¢
. : U
: | &¢ & 5 §5 &8
8. Basic Communication Skills: The Student: 1 .2 S 7 5
: . o 7 .
. 8. Exhibited basic reading skills, f.e., wa3 fluent, - A
accurate, appropriate to ¥etting. - .
. > - -
f Comment: :
c . - —\ ~7 3, 4 5
9. Exhibited effective writing skills, i.e., was logical, - )
clear, appropriate to setting. . N
. . . - °
Comment: . i N
. . S : . ~ 1 2 3 . 4 5
10. Demonstrated expressive speaking ability, i.e., was audible, : Y N
’ appropri tte to setting, appropriate pace. - . L
Comment: ' . i -7
) _ S 1 2 3 4 5
C. General 'Teaching Skills: The Student: ) . .
. - . v . 'l . ! ‘ v
11. Exhibited clarity, i.e., ideas, thoughts, and activities Is .
were expressed in ways thvat_uere clearly understood by pupils. h )
. - : ' - 1 ’
Comment.: P .
- ’ ; : 1 "2 3 4 5
12. Exhibited enthusiasm, i.é., displayed personal commitment R
. to course content and excitement about teaching. . -
v ~ 'y
Comment: ‘ N - : ~
- : — T L 7 ) " 3
13. Established effective profession, interpersonpal relation- ~
ships, i.e., interacted openly, developed rapport with .
both teachers and pupils. ) K .
Comment: A : p L . .
’ ’ 1 2 3 4 5
- 14. Evaluated own performance and responded to advice, i.e., i C -
. made objective and rational criticism of own, performance @ -
and used advice to medify behavior. i e - ) v ’
Comment: * ' ﬁ . % ) S
j | . - . — T —— =5 -
| 15. Is able to describe differences among students’' character- ’ . . . ’, o .
; istics and needs and to explain reasons for individual .- ) . »
. studént's behavior. . - ’ 0 L
i A Comment: i
| L, : ' i 1 2 3 4. 5
| . 1§, Is abje to describe several ways in which two or more
| teachers’ styles are alike and different, i.e., directive . .
} vs. non-directive, view of learners, preferred strategies, . .
| ' preferred modes of control. ) . , ..
} ' Comment: ' ) :
| T T -7 73 7 5
| e R K -
’ ‘ J . \ . ) - 'SN .,Pg‘\ ™ N
| D. Setting ., . Sfe &8, . .o
: . . s o.8 « v
’ 17. Did extenuating circumstanced exist which influenced the ‘;:-;“: . - "’E - \.Q
L ¢ studgnt to perform at a lower level than would otherwise. 2EE @& oD o :
> have” been lilge‘ly? ) . : L . . )
. N .. . )

g

Comment :

0 B {




_ " E. Overall Performance °
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*,18. Relatiye to the’

-, i .
'1£ye1 expacted of an individual whom

you would recommerit with no reservations to continue -

" in teacher education,

the student's overall performance

’ in this field expprience.
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Professio;ul Introduction d}
ndidate Prof e

eacher

L

Instructions' for use:

This form is intended to be an overall appraisal of
the- teacher candidate's attitudes and abtlities re-
lated to teaching as observed duvng the P1 teaching
experience. .

The suiding°Ra_u'rks are intended to\upp\y further
{nterpretative information relating to each criterion
appraisal. . o

The Comments space s for recording details wﬁich
help specify a prblem area. You are encouraged to
make a comwent for all low ratings.. ’

-

A. BASIC SKILLS

- School/Field Plackment

»

TC displayed basic reading skills required for.a potentjial

Spring, 1982

?

. SSN
TC

cr. v

Blue - Cooperating Teacher (CT)
Yellow - PI Instructor (IN}
“hite - Teacher Candidate (TC).

Ab \ ) 4 ’

guiding Remarks _

.o
teacher. -
: ~ Qral reading to class was: o _ Fluent and expressive
: 1 2 3 4 5 . v .
t ] » outstanding
PR o S
- ] . - :
Comment: - . . . ..
. mlysis and comprehension of reading was: Verbal demonstrationpof
. , IR B 3 4 5 ’ accuracy of understanding
{nadequate outs'_cznding 'of what is read. -
e Qoo . )
. Comment: : - ’ 5
) . .,- R . - ™ .
2. TC displayed basic-writing skills required for a pd{entia'l ot . "
teacher., ) ’ . ; )
- Hrittin expression skills were: _lnc‘l'ude; ;Hdst::e::d
- l 2 3 & 5 ) prepare andgou ]
{nadequate outstanding .ogher public writings,
Bt I Y R o
Comment : ’ T : 1 T
- Handwriting skils were: . :i;b'llgowrr:ﬁ:g:do:t
{nadequate é é [3] f] f] ol;tstanding pu:‘i:l'sawo;-k ancoutss
Comment: ____ o ) ' )
3. TC displayed speaking skills required for a potential teacﬁer. ' o
- = Diction was: . _ | Manner of expresgion in
| {nadequats L2 3 EA] é out.s.'tanding words.
o weggQd |
’ Comment : ) ' .
- Audibility was: , i Loud senough to be heard
: 1 2 3 i s _ by all of class. -
inadequate ’ outstanding S
| oooorg c R .
Comment: (; ' " ' | .
- Expressiveness was: - . |L Use ofn varying pitch
' ' 1 2 3 & s and intensity of ex-
inadequate D D D [:l D odtstanding pression. ,
. . I 4
Comment: * '
) : 4’
¥ 2 . -
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. inadequate

‘8. GENERAL SKILLS

Clarity: -

-

inadequate

‘Comment:

c e

O

outstanding
1

» Y

Enthusiasm:

inadequate

u’:x

~ outstanding

,Tine mnagemlnt :

o

°

Comeni?

é 0

=

0

Oﬁtstlndipg

N

)

~
L

[ 1deas, . feel 1n§s~. _

thoughts and activities
expressed .in 3 way that
was clearly understood
by pupils. « .

S

Displayed personal
commitment to course
content and excitement
aboitt teaching.

Management of student
time to promote high
quality, on-task student
behavior.

A

~

v ¢ 7. 1¢ personal 1nteraction ski'l'ls- . Ability tolinterac; )
: roductively with both
‘o, nadequate m D D D D outstandmg - geachers anﬁ pupils.
- Corment: -
8. TC is self critical and respo_rids to advice: Does the student make ™
’ {nad b ¢ 1 2 3 4 S ‘ ndd objective and rational
) adequate . L= outstanding critiéism of own teaching
: : . E D D D D . and ‘modifies teaching
/ . . '  behavior following
, R Comment: - advice. * '
1}
. 9, TC planning skﬂ'ls were: N ¢ Ability to plan lessons
o 2 4 R which demonstrate both
R 1nad¢quate outstanding detail and logic in
- - ' ) D D D D D ) © 7/ 1 | content and organization.
-’ " . °
. Comment : ,
. .‘ . ) ‘
10. TC work adjusment was: . " s
3 -0 _ A . P .
' inadequate 2 3 3 outstanding Student was punctual,
D D D D : completed assignments -
: ‘ carefully and correctly
Comment: a d behaved and dressed
r i ropriate to the norms
- . . . of he school.
C. 'OVERALL JUDGMENTS » ) .
> .
- 11.. In tarms of iuching difficylty the setting was: Make a judgment on -
1 2 1 -4 5 : difficulty to teachs
- : ) very the class as it relates
,diffi_cult D . D D D easy to pupils-their behavior;
. ' ' -~ J . . 4 their attitude to learn-
Comment : ~ ’ . : : | ing; size of class;
> 'q : ability range.’
R 12. The overall teaching perfomance for the Tc in this A rating of '2° would
! unig was: ' be considered to be -
s . 1 2+ 3 o : ’w) 'at risk’. r.,\'
o 1nad=quat9 D D D D D: Z outstanding '
' Comment: 7 ). b' ‘
" : / . 5
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. .» . . B : C » ) R , . . . I - . , \ ". .
. v . The,Critical Event in PI . . - :
_ N\ ) . N P n’ : . “ . ) v . .
) ' , . Remember Tast ye@f)ﬁ;,FEEP"you completed experience report forms .- - . ,

* (ERF's) frequently throughout yout program?. Well the ERF's were a- type..
of critical incident record. The use of th ..CI technique in PI has:some.
‘similarities and some differegces to the ERF's you used in, FEEP. - ..

. H . - N
S Explanation , T ¥ o ¢ o,
- v A Critical Event “is an incident that has special meaﬁing to you. More ‘(7.
.specifically it refers to. your involvement in and reaction to a ‘professional s
‘ ¢ activity which had-a significant impact upon you.. Such events willfevo%g
v féelings and thoughts and often. learnings and/or insights. Through such ‘ ‘
. incidents. we begin to see purselves as persons and as edqutprs‘in a.dif--

- ferent Way. . o - : .

- -~ hs examples of Critical Events, consider the following:’ SR W o®

- - in your first peér teéaching activity you felt success ful | e,
* because you discovered that you can communfcate'and help L
persons, learn something new. : ., :

- an exchange with a group of eighth“grade#s made you fear- . -
ful about your ability to deal with peer pressures and -
- ~ adolescent gpoup activity. . S o
) - a class discussion has made you beconsider your oh\gion o © .
regarding the importance of basic skills in education . s

N *°  Understanding the Critical Events which take place during the education” .
. .of-teachers is especially important to us and also valugble for you in de- : '
veloping greater understanding,of your personal and teaching roles,

‘Each week during PI .we would like you to com lete'a Critical Event B
! Form. “Keep the.forms yourself and at the end of the term select the most _
: significant event and give your instructor a copy. This one Critical Event.
Form will thgp be filed with SIS. . .
- / -0 ‘ A ; E
. \§ o ' . ', ‘ . 7 . to o 3 4
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' A P.I. CRITICAL EVENT FORM |- :
.- . ‘. .. ‘ “ s ' - & R ]

Name: . o

hd 1 4 N
: . i ! : <
Social Security #% X 1 3
PR ‘. - S
- - L ' ’
Date: - - I

~

-

Place the event ha'.ppené_d;h <0 e ‘ | ..

LIRS
. i . . - o ;;; ; 'J
People who-were involved: - TP .
e i,‘ * N ’
. . i 1 ’
, 4 . - )
Date and Event: ! N e .
. H N i
- : . i
. * T
What Happened (keep.it short): 5
- ., ( ¢
/ a v - : ‘(‘"‘, Y -
L] ® f“ "_'
D d +
, ‘ K .
» : : - R

Why is this Event so important® d you? (Try to.identify an emotion or feeling
here, 1ike, "I was the proudest 1've ever been";:"I was scared to death".)

K4
- .
"’. vo.‘ -
c ’ -
L . & ~
I J A “
4
. .
A 1]
-t Co .,

'Rjéase.keep_a cgpy yourself and give a copy.to your P.I. instructor.
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