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I ntroducti on

In spite of almost a decade of concern over the quality and preparation of our
nation’s teachers and a spate of reports and papers produced by awide array of
commissionsand groups, Roth and Pipho (1990) report littleresearch hasbeen done
on the standards used by state certification agencies and national accreditation
agencies to evaluate teacher education programs. Their review of the literature
reveal ssubstantial interest by statelicensureagenciesinimproving such standards

asameansof improving the public schools, but much

| of the reform efforts were based on purely political
DennisS. Tierneyisa considerations rather than research data. What little
professor of secondary research that has been done has not looked at the
educationwiththe impact of external reform efforts on the individuals
Department of Teacher charged with the preparation of teachers. If these
Education, School of statelevel effortstoimprovethestandardsfor teacher
Education, SanJose State  education are to succeed, evaluating the impact of
University, San Jose, such change on the institutions and peopl e charged
California. with teacher preparation seems important.
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All change efforts have unanticipated outcomes, and those that are animated
by political expedience or affordable costs are likely to have higher levels of
unanticipated outcomes. Roth and Pipho note that California’'s 1986-88 effort to
ater itspedagogical standardsfor basic credential programswasunusual initslevel
of consensus-building and culling of opinions from practitioners and university
faculty. This sensitivity to the views of practitioners and university faculty alike
extended, by the fall of 1990, to a willingness by the California Commission on
Teacher Credentialing (CTC) to examine the training provided to individuals who
conducted the external reviews under the new standards. As an element of the
revision of team member training, the need for more detailed information about the
institutional reaction to these new standards prompted a formal evaluation. This
evaluation reveal ed unanticipated outcomes that countered the intended improve-
ment effortsand suggested that reform of teacher preparation programsthrough re-
writing credential standardsal onemay well beinsufficient unlesschangesare made
within theinstitutions themselves.

Backgr ound

In California the CTC conducts external reviews of all educator credential
programs on asix year cycle. Institutions of higher education must meet minimum
standards in order to continue preparing teachers and other educators. The CTC,
created in 1970 as an independent body with a constituent based board appointed
by the governor, has engaged in these on-site reviews of teacher credentialing
programs by selecting and training classroom teachers, administrators, university
teacher education faculty members, and other stakeholdersin educator preparation
toserveasitsevaluators. Theseindividualsread an institutionally prepared report
on how the credential program meets all relevant state regulations, including CTC
standardsand guidelines, and then visit the campusfor two daysof interviewswith
the program administrators, program faculty, students, graduates, involved school
personnel, and employers of graduates. On the basis of these interviews and the
analysisof theinstitutional report and other documentsand materialsrelated tothe
program, the team makesits determination about program quality. It writesaformal
report of its findings relative to the standards for that program and makes a
recommendation about program continuance to the CTC.

Inthe early yearsof thisexternal review process, the teamswere given minimal
training (often on the eve of thevisit), but the review processwaslargely based on
a discrepancy model and compliance with existing regul ations was sufficient. By
1983, the Commission, in response to the spate of nationa reports on flaws in
teacher education,! revamped, over afive-year period, the minimum regulationsfor
the basi c teaching credential s (elementary and secondary) by convertingthemtoa
set of 32 standards (1988). These standards, devel oped through alengthy process
of public hearings and expert panel reviews, attempted to capture the emergent
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research baseongenericpedagogical principlesandthechanged student popul ation
of the state (1986). The standards also identified attributes of organization and
institutional support such assufficient financial support, faculty qualificationsand
development, program evaluation and development, and student admission and
support systems. Therewassignificant overlap with thekindsof institutional input
standardsassociated with accreditati on agenciessuch asthe Western Association
of Schools and Colleges and the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher
Education NCATE).

The implementation of these revised expectations placed a greater burden on
the institution to demonstrate that it was effectively meeting the standards and
placed greater pressure on the visiting team to identify program strengths and
weaknesses based on the preponderance of the evidence examined. Institutional
reports required extensive narrative responses plus support documentation. Team
members conducted numerous interviews with members of various stakeholder
groups and prepared a qualitative report before leaving the campus.

Inaneffort to address concernsfrom theteacher education community that the
teams were not well prepared and that credential programs were not being well
served by this process, the CTC invited the Far West Laboratory for Educational
Research and Devel opment (FWL) to conduct an external evaluation of the process
and to make recommendations to the CTC regarding team training and program
evaluation procedures. Part of those efforts involved conducting in-depth inter-
viewswith involved faculty at selected institutionsthat had recent experiencewith
the CTC’ sevaluation process. The purpose of the interviews wasto give voice to
concerns that might not be written in questionnaires and to tap the intensity of
concernsfelt by faculty.

Thisqualitative study was designed to complement the other part of the CTC-
FWL contract, a larger-scale questionnaire study which went to all programs
evaluated by the CTC in 1990-91 (12 institutions) and used a questionnaire
originally designed by the CTC. The questionnaire (Appendix A) generated
descriptive statistical information about faculty perceptions of the program evalu-
ation process and provided options for narrative responses on potential improve-
ments to the existing process. The datafrom the two related studies are presented
serialy in this paper, with the quantitative study reported first.

Met hodol ogy

Quest i onnai re Secti on

The program evaluation questionnaire had been used by the CTC to obtain
institutional reaction to externa review for several years on an irregular basis.
Although noformal effortsto determineitsreliability or validity had been made, the
CTC staff indicated the questionnaire had produced useful information regarding
external review procedures and practices. The questionnaire was sent to the Dean
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or Director of Teacher Education at each of the 12 institutions of higher education
scheduled for a CTC visit in 1990-91. The number of institutions evaluated each
year is fixed by the six-year evaluation cycle set by the CTC. In 1990-91, five
campuses of the California State University (CSU), one campus of the University
of California (UC), and six private university campuses were evaluated and, thus,
included in this study. This “chunk” sample of institutions included two urban
campuses with a commuter student population and significant minority student
enrollment, four rural campuses with primarily residential student populations and
low minority student enrollment, and six suburban campuses with a mix of
residential and commuter students and a moderate minority student enrollment.

TheDean of Education or Director of Teacher Education at eachinstitutionwas
asked to make copies of the questionnaire and circulate it to each approved
credential program on campus. In thismanner, variationsacross programs could be
recorded. In anumber of Californiainstitutions, credential programs are housed in
academic unitsoutside the School or Department of Education (e.g., School Nurse,
Library Media Specialist, Pupil Personnel Services/School Social Work, Agricul-
tural Specialist). Had all the respondents el ected to submit questionnairesfor each
approved credential program on campus, the total number of possible question-
naires would have been 54. Some respondents, however, elected to make an
institution-wide assessment of the processand combined theopinionsof all faculty
intoonedocument. For thepurposesof thisstudy, thequestionnaireresponseswere
given equal weight regardlessof theactual number of faculty involvedinthechoice
of answers. The questionnaires were returned directly to the FWL. Statistical
tabul ationsof the questionnairesusing aspreadsheet program (Excel 2.2), however,
were performed by clerical staff at the CTC.

The questionnaire contains three sections of questions composed on afive-
point Likert scale with afew open-ended questions regarding suggested improve-
ments. The first section deals with preparation for this evaluation visit, document
development, and interview schedules. The second section asks for opinions on
team member qualifications, team use of data provided, team performance during
the required meetings and intermediate decision points of the visit, and team
adherencetothestandards/guidelines. Thethird section asksfor faculty opinionon
the validity of the process for determining whether the program meets the CTC
Standards and guidelines and for determining general program effectiveness. A
parallel set of questions was asked about the efficiency of the process from the
perspective of theinstitution.

I ntervi enSecti on

The six institutions selected for follow-up interviews represented a range of
institutions with approved preparation programs drawn from the larger pool of
institutions already scheduled for a CTC evaluation visit in 1990-91. Three of the
institutions are part of the CSU system, which isthe largest preparer of credential
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holdersin California, and include one rural, one suburban, and one urban campus;
two of the institutions are part of the private and independent colleges and
universities of California, which have more programs but smaller enrollments than
the CSU system and include one suburban and one rural campus; and, finally, one
campusis part of the UC system, which featuresrelatively few and small programs
in educator preparation, and isin asuburban location. The sampling plan ensured
that four of the institutions in the sample had at least four credential programsin
operation.

L ettersof invitation were sent to the Dean or Director explaining the study and
requesting approval for their institution’ s participation. All six institutionsinvited
to participate elected to do so and dates were set for the actual on-siteinterviews.
Anonymity for the institutions was assured by promising that all data would be
reported in the aggregate.

Aninterview protocol was devel oped to insure equivalency of data collected.
The questions were based on the type of activitiesinstitutions normally complete
inpreparationfor aCTC visit. Thefirst section of theinterview focused on pre-visit
activities and preparation, with particular attention paid to personnel and material
coststotheinstitution. Their perceptionof thequantity and quality of hel pprovided
by the CTC was probed and recommendationsfor improving the preparatory phase
of the credential program evaluation process were solicited.

The second section of the interview protocol looked at theimpact of the CTC
procedures on the campus during the time the eval uation teams were actually on
campus. Specific examples of disruption of teaching, advising, supervision, and
research were sought and evidence of logistical issues relating to room usage,
computer and telephone requirements, parking arrangements, and other physical
demands on the campus were reguested.

Inaddition, questionswere posed about the performance of theteam members.
Evaluative comments were sought on the professionalism of the teams, their
knowledge of the CTC standards/guidelines, their ability to properly solicit infor-
mation, their absence of bias, and their knowledge of the program being evaluated.
Interviewees were invited to propose alternative means of obtaining information
about credential programs or to make general suggestions for improving the
information seeking portion of the CTC process.

Thethird section of theinterview asked for their assessmentsof thepreliminary
status session? in terms of its usefulness to them and the performance of the team
during it. Other questionsin this section dealt with the final status report session®
and the perceptions of theinstitution asto the accuracy and appropriatenessof the
final recommendation. Again, team member behavior during this important meet-
ing was asked about and the hel pfulness of the elements of the written report was
queried.

In some cases, senior administrators and program directors were interviewed
individually, while in others the interview was a group discussion. It appears that
. _________________________________________________________________________________________]
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thedataderived fromindividual interviewsdoesnot differ fromthat gainedin group
interviews. On several occasions, comments by one person in the group triggered
additional comments regarding the topic at hand, and they were as often contrary
as complementary. Nonetheless, it should be noted that the bulk of the data was
gathered in group interviews of institutional faculty and staff.

The interview responses were recorded on the protocol forms along with
ancillary notes on related topics. These field notes were transcribed by the author
with aslittle editing as possible. | n those cases where the opinions expressed were
overtly those of the speaker only, that notation was made. In cases where the
comment seemed to have the approval of the entire group, no modifying notation
was made. Asis always the case with interview data, the comments and observa-
tionsareall self-reportedinformation and, therefore, the datasuffer from the normal
biasinherent inindividual perceptionsof situations. All claims made about actions
of team membersor incidentsthat occurred during theteam visit stand asdescribed
by theinterviewees. No attempt hasbeen madeto verify those claimsor assertions.
Care should betaken in assuming that such claimsrepresent accurate depictions of
the actual events. Nonetheless, it is useful to note what individuals at visited
institutions believeto betrue about their experience and how particular eventsand
interactions are interpreted by affected individuals.

H nd ngs

The completed questionnaires received represented 83 percent of the total
sample. Fifty percent of the responses came from CSU credential programs, four
percent of the responses came from the UC credential programs, and 46 percent of
the responses came from private and independent university credential programs.
(Note: The statistics shown do not always equal 100 percent due to some respon-
dents leaving answers blank.)

Section |-A of the questionnaire asked respondentsto comment on the quality
of the assistance provided by the CTC to institutions of higher educationto aidin
the development of documents and interview schedules prior to the visit. Specific
guestions were asked about the overview session with the CTC staff consultant,
materials sent by the CTC to help institutions prepare, general assistance from the
CTC consultant, and other information or assistance needed but not provided.

Al — Overview session?

Excellent=19%; Good=41%; Fair=26%; Poor=7%; Unacceptable=4%
A2 — Materials sent?
Excellent=7%; Good=48%; Fair=22%; Poor=11%; Unacceptable=0%
A3 — CTC assistance?
Excellent=44%; Good=22%; Fair=11%; Poor=0%; Unacceptable=0%
A4 — Materials needed?
Yes=33%; No=63%; No Answer=4%
Comments: Most of the comments about additional materials and information
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focused ontheneed for morespecificassistancein creatinginterview schedulesand
amount of dataand level of detail needed to respond adequately to each standard.
Those programs writing to the new Common Standards expressed concerns about
not knowing how to integrate standards and guidelineswhere credential programs
used both. More detailed information on this type of concern is found in the
interview data discussed later.

Section |-B asked about additional informationthat should havebeen provided
to the teams and whether the team members appeared to have an adequate
understanding of the institution’s programs as a result of the documents and
materials prepared.

B1 — Team understanding of program?

Yes=89%; No=7%; No Answer=4%

Comments. Even though most respondents said yes, several noted that the
decision of what toincludein the packet sent to team membersbeforethevisit and
what to placein adocument review room on campuswasadifficult question without
clear guidelines from the CTC. Those campuses that experienced late changesin
team membership were quick to note that such changes reduce the amount of time
a team member has to prepare for the visit.

B2 — Additional information to the team?

This question elicited awide array of responses ranging from one institution
that felt it was up to the campus to decide how much and what kind of information
should be provided to several campuseswhofelt the CTC should prepare aspecific
list of documents and materials. The issue of what to send to team members and
when turns on matters of timing, of burdening team members with enormous|oads
of paper, and the burden of preparing multiple setsof largeand complex documents.

Section 1-C dealt with issues of interview schedul es and the use of such data
in evaluation procedures.

C1— Interview instructions okay?

Excellent=19%; Good=41%; Fair=11%; Poor=19%; Unacceptable=7%

C2 — Interviews fair way to get data?

Excellent=44%; Good=26%; Fair=19%; Poor=11%; Unacceptable=0%

C3 — Interview concerns addressed by CTC?

Excellent=15%; Good=11%; Fair=4%; Poor=4%; No Answer=67%

Section | 1-A addressed the qualificationsand performance of theteamsasthey
conducted their interviews and devel oped their report.

A1l — Rating team members?

Excellent=67%; Good=22%; Fair=11%; Poor=0%; Unacceptable=0%

A2 — Proper team representation?

Excellent=41%; Good=48%; Fair=4%; Poor=4%; Unacceptable=0%

A3 — Team understands process?

Excellent=70%; Good=30%; Fair=0%; Poor=0%,; Unacceptable=0%

A4 — Datautilization?

Excellent=52%; Good=33%; Fair=11%; Poor=0%; Unacceptable=0%

11



“Why Do | Feel So Bad?”
__________________________________________________________________________________________________|

A5 — Team assessment of program?

Excellent=59%; Good=37%; Fair=0%; Poor=0%; Unacceptable=0%

A6 — Team use of quality indicators?

Excellent=63%; Good=15%; No Answer=22%

A7 — What general suggestions do you have to improve the program evaluation

process and procedures to ensure greater reliability, validity, and efficiency?

This last question invoked a substantial number of written comments that
ranged from requesting longer visits so that teams and faculty are not asrushed to
replacing the six year cycle of visitswith annual reportswhich would trigger ateam
visitfor thoseinstitutionsdeemed “ at risk.” M ost of the suggestionscouldfairly be
grouped as calling for greater attention to training team membersin the nuances of
qualitativeeval uationor suggestionsthat focused onproviding greater trainingand
support for thefaculty whoactually put together thereview material sand schedul es.

Section |1B asked about institutional reaction to the preliminary status report
segment of the CTC program evaluation process.

B1 — Preliminary oral report helpful ?

Yes=81%; Somewhat=15%; No=4%
B2 — P.O.R. gave faculty time for additional data?
Yes=81%; Somewhat=15%; No=4%

B3 — Recommend retaining P.O.R.?

Yes=70%; With revisions=11%; No=11%
Section |1-C dealt with the oral presentation of the final status recommenda-
tion which is the final meeting between the team and the program faculty.
C1 — Ora summary comprehensive?
Yes=93%; Somewhat=7%; No=0%

C2 — Oral summary maximizes understanding team’s recommendations?
Yes=85%; Somewhat=11%; No=0%; No Answer=4%

C3 — Positive contribution to the institution?
Yes=81%; Somewhat=11%; No=4%; No Answer=4%

Section |1-D focused oninstitutional reactionstothewrittenfinal statusreport
that is prepared for the institution and left with them at the end of the visit.

D1 — Written rationale useful ?

Yes=74%; Somewhat="7%; No=0%; No Answer=19%

D2 — Conclusions supported by the findings?

Yes=89%; Somewhat=4%; No=0%; No Answer=7%

D3 — Final report identified strengths and weaknesses?

Yes=89%; Somewhat="7%; No=0%; No Answer=4%

D4 — Retain this format?

Yes=74%; Revisions=11%; No=4%; No Answer=11%

D5 — What suggestions do you have for improving the report?

Suggestions for improvement ranged from asking that the team only make
suggestions that the program faculty can accomplish to further clarification of the
purpose and content of the meeting wherethereportisdelivered. Two respondents
noted that they like the new report format much more than the old form.
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Section |11 dealt with the overall perceptions of the institutions of higher
education regarding the effectiveness and efficiency of the current CTC program
review process.

1 — Process vaid?

Excellent=48%; Good=44%; Fair=4%; Poor=0%; Unacceptable=0%

2 — Process valid for determining effectiveness?

Excellent=33%; Good=41%; Fair=15%; Poor=0%; No Answer=11%

3 — Please comment on specific ideas to make the process more effective.

Ten comments were received. Two were laudatory and contained no sugges-
tions. Oneinstitution suggested that reviewersshould befrom successful programs
highly rated in prior CTC reviews and that paperwork should be reduced. Two
institutions requested more time and more interviews to ensure good data collec-
tion. Two other institutions suggested that more information about the process
would help in institutional preparation. Other suggestions included specific re-
questsfor specialized documents(aspecialist credential program) and periodic spot
visitsinstead of six-year cycle reviews.

4 — Process efficient for Standards?

Excellent=33%; Good=44%:; Fair=15%; Poor=0%; No Answer="7%

5 — Process efficient for determining effectiveness?

Excellent=30%; Good=44%; Fair=19%; Poor=0%; No Answer=7%

6 — Please comment on specific suggestions for making the process more

efficient.

Twelve comments were received, of which two were complimentary of the
process. Fivecommentsdealt with greater training for teamsandinstitution faculty.
One suggested asocial event to begin the visit while another suggested that each
program respond to each quality indicator.

7 — Process benefit faculty?

Yes=78%; Somewhat=19%; No=0%; No Answer=4%
8 — What suggestionsdo you have for improving any aspect of the CTC Program
Evaluation process?

Twelve commentswerereceived for thisitem and ranged from one suggestion
to pay team members to eight suggestions that revolved around additional team
member training and additional assistance in preparing the documents and inter-
view schedulesforthe CTCvisit. Onerespondent spoketothetoneof theevaluation
process, which he characterized as “curt, aggressive, and fraught with hidden
agendas.”

| nt er vi ewSubsanpl e Responses

|. Preparationfor aCICM sit | ssues and Goncer ns

Although the CTC has called annual meetings of institutions of higher
education undergoing program eval uation reviewsfor the purpose of explainingits
program eval uation process, it isclear fromthese six campusinterviewsthat faculty
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knowledgeabout the CT C processand proceduresvarieswidely. Thosefaculty who
have served on CTC program evaluation teams tend to have more specific
understanding and tend to be more* savvy” about theintricacies of preparing for a
CTCvisit. Given that CTC standards have changed a great deal during the last six
years, those faculty that only get involved in CTC matters when a visit to their
campusisimminent appear to be not always prepared. Moreover, many new faculty
members have come into California institutions in the last six years and many of
them are new to CTC procedures. It amost seems that ho program coordinator or
director really getsinvolvedinmorethan one CTC visit beforeleaving that position.
Thus, every timethe CTC schedulesavisit, the program director/coordinator isnew
and uncertain about how to proceed. While one might expect a certain amount of
“craft knowledge” to remain at theinstitutionfromvisit tovisit, that seemsto bethe
case in aminority of institutions.

The difficulties in preparing for a CTC visit seem to fall into two distinct
categories. Thefirstisthe preparation of theinstitutional report. Herefaculty noted
uncertainty over what to include in the report mailed to team members and what is
better left to a “document room” on campus. This is exacerbated by the ongoing
transitionfromguidelinesto standardsasthoseprogramswritingto standardsfound
they had to do more narrative writing than before and had to make decisions about
whether to write to each of the “factorsto consider.” This debate has been fueled
by perceptions among some faculty that teamswill treat the “factors to consider”
as “mini-standards’ rather than as examples of how a program might meet a
standard. Thus, the institutional report can become an enormous document. A
second aspect of report writing i sdeciding whether aseparate documentisrequired
for each credential program or whether the institution could argue that two related
credential programs could be explained through one document. Some institutions
are organized so that faculty governance, curriculum development, teaching
schedules, and supervisory assignments are made through one department or
division. In such an instance, the faculty see one program, not two, whilethe CTC
seestwo or moreprograms. Theinstitutionspolledinthisstudy had varying degrees
of success in getting clear direction from CTC staff on how the number of
documents is determined.

The other major problem for institutions preparing for a CTC visit is the
interview schedule. It appearsthat college and university faculty are more comfort-
able with writing reports than arranging interviews. Most of the institutions
reported problems in figuring out the interview schedule, knowing if they should
beindividual or group, contacting the individual s, finding ways of getting them to
campus, organizing room space and time schedul es, and other technical aspects of
this critical portion of the preparatory work. Delays in getting lists of approved
interviewsal so hei ghtened the concernsof thosefaculty charged with settingupthe
interviews.

One concern that came up in several of the interviews was the relative lack of

14



Tierney
__________________________________________________________________________________________________|
knowledge about who would serve on the CTC teams and the last minute changes
that occur inthe composition of theteams. The absence of biographical information
about team members and the uncertainty induced by changesin team composition
inthe daysand, on oneoccasion, hours beforethe schedul ed visit adds significant
anxiety to faculty who are prone to worry anyway.

I'l. ProgramBval uationS af f and Facul ty Qost s

Itisvery clear from theseinterviews that there are significant hidden coststo
preparing for aCTC visit. Every institution in the sample made repeated statements
about thetimeinvolved in preparing for these reviews and few noted any financial
assistancefromthecentral administration. ThoseinstitutionscombininganNCATE
and CTC review seemed to get some financial support, but the others had to make
do from regular budget allocations. All the institutions reported added costs for
secretarial time ranging from hours of overtime to a special half-time secretary for
six months. Copying costs were substantial at most institutions and at least two
mentioned special costs for renting computers for the CTC teams and renting
additional telephone lines to accommodate CTC needs. The cost in faculty and
administrator timeisharder to calculate and al theinstitutions could give no better
than “ guesstimates.” Those estimates ranged from the equivalent of one full-time
faculty member for one year to 2.5 full-time faculty members for one year. These
may be generous and may also include activitiesthat might be considered anormal
part of operating a credential program. One program director stated she spent 30
working daysover the course of two semesters preparing for thevisit whileanother
program director indicated he spent 31 daysjust writing the document and setting
up initial interviews plus another 10 days assembling and organizing documents.
Thefinal caveat isthat someinstitutions appointed asingle person as coordinator
and gavethat personassignedtimetomonitor preparations. | nthesecases, thecosts
are clearer than in institutions where all tasks were delegated to the program level
and thus embedded in the normal workload of the program coordinator/director.

The time commitment required of faculty generated the loudest complaint in
these interviews. In probing the cause of such concerns, it seems that faculty feel
overburdened by the demands of writing new documents and assembling existing
documents for the review as well as finding graduates and arranging the logistics
of on-campusinterviews for upwards of 100 individuals. Were such efforts part of
the norma workload for faculty and program administrators, their complaints
might bemuted. It appears, however, that such activitiesareaboveand beyondtheir
standard work assignments and, therefore, cuts into time allotted for student
advising, research, or faculty development. Many faculty reported that they
accomplished their writing and organization tasks during evenings, weekends, and
term breaks as there was no other time available to them.
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[11. D sruptionof Rrograns
Relatively few disruptions were reported by faculty and administratorsin the
sample. Duringthe CTC visits, some classeswere physically moved to other rooms
and buildingsto make space for document rooms and group meeting rooms, but no
classeswere cancelled. Some classes had students pulled out for interviewsduring
the visits, but no faculty reported significant anger or distress at that requirement.
Many faculty had to vacate their offices so that team members could conduct
individual interviews or make telephone calls and some faculty appeared more
upset by that than any other inconvenience. A few campuses noted the complica-
tions on parking, office space, and general crowding with so many extra peoplein
their building or area, but the general tone seemed accepting of the team size once
they were on campus. Oneimportant cost mentioned by thosefaculty who actually
do field supervision of credential candidates was the inability to supervise during
the CTC visit as faculty needed to be around for interviews, travel service, and
general assistanceto theteams. Several faculty felt the CTC procedures prevented
them from doing what the Standards suggested they should be doing.

I V. TeamMenber Know edge and Pr of essi onal i sm
A total of 105 individuals served on the various program review teams at the
six ingtitutions in this study. In reviewing the concerns expressed by faculty,
administrators, and staff, there were only ten individuals who generated negative
comments. One individual was perceived to have a bias against institutions of
higher education doing the preparation of school administrators; one emphasized
the way her program did certain tasks and implied al institutions should emulate
hers; oneteam member was charged with unprofessional behavior in hisquestions
to staff and students; and one team leader was seen as not adequately conversant
with recent CTC regulations. Two team members were new to California teacher
education andtendedto ask questionsthat werenot germanetothestatesetting. The
other four memberswere seen aslesseffectiveinterviewersal though not perceived
asunacceptable. Other commentsabout biasappeared tobelow level and may have
beendifferencesinstyleor approachtotheeval uativeprocess. Eachinstitutionwas
asked whether team member biasled to an unfair recommendation, andin two cases
there seemed to be a belief on the part of the program director that the team did
recommend a status that was based on inappropriate analysis of the data. In one
instance, thebelief wasthat theteam did not perceiveanew organizational structure
asindicative of proper institutional support and, intheother, thebelief wasthat the
singlesubject (secondary level) team found the program rational einadequate while
the multiple subject (elementary level) team accepted the same rationale as
adeguate.
The other 90 percent of the team members were seen as very knowledgeable
and highly professional in their interactions. In general, most of the institutions
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would prefer to have team leaders drawn from the ranks of their system of higher
education, but most want team members to come from all stakeholders in the
education profession. Since the institution’s faculty, administration, and staff are
typically quite anxious about the outcome of a CTC visit, every word and gesture
by team members is examined with intense scrutiny. Thus, team members who
make jokes at the wrong moment or who make statements that are incautious can
quickly generate deep concerns and rampant worries. One pattern of team member
behavior that seems most upsetting from this sample is the “cop mentality” that
some faculty perceived in their teams. In half the sample, this was pointedly
mentioned as an irritant and a negative aspect of the CTC process. | nstitutions of
higher education clearly dislikeinvestigative, cynical, “weknow thereisaproblem
here and we intend to find it” attitudes. It appears to create an adversarial
relationship which diminishes the educative value of a CTC program review.

One additional concern emerged from these data which relates to the anxiety
of theinstitutions facing a CTC review. Last minute changes in team composition
and lack of knowledge about the backgrounds of the team members increases
anxiety levels. While the institutions were mindful of the complexitiesinvolvedin
creating teams for program review, those institutions that experienced changesin
team membership indicated a higher level of worry than those who had stable team
memberships that were known early.

V. TineA |l ocationDuri ngt heM si t

Inall six cases, all therelevant faculty wereinterviewed and adequate numbers
of students, graduates, and other stakeholders were interviewed. In fact, some
institutionsfelt that excessive numbersof interviewswere scheduled relativeto the
total number of graduates of the program. In a few instances, teams cancelled
interviewslateonthefinal interview day, which caused someannoyanceonthepart
of the ingtitution. Several faculty indicated that they would have preferred more
time for faculty interviews, particularly with the program coordinator. In general,
the institutions perceived the pace of a CTC visit as rushed, with little time for
relaxed conversationsor discussions. A few faculty noted the difficulty of structur-
ing theinterviewsin programs where all students are fully employed. This pushes
al theinterviewsintothelate afternoon and evening, which putsaheavy burden on
the team. One wondered if, in such cases, a longer visit would be better so that
interviewscould bedoneat convenient times. Another faculty member warned that
school districtsarelikely to becomelessand lesswilling to permit teachersto leave
for interviewsandthat the CTC might haveto pay for substitutesif itinsistsonday-
time interviews with cooperating teachers.

Thoseinstitutionsthat had combined NCATE/CTC visits commented that the
social event preceding the onset of interviews, typical to the NCATE process, was
a welcome opportunity to “break the ice” and indicated that it helped with the
development of understandingsbetween theteam membersand theinstitution. One
. _________________________________________________________________________________________]
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other suggestion for time utilization wasto set aside time before the interviewsfor
document review so that the team members could begin interviews after having
reviewed all the relevant documents not sent to them in the institutional report.

M. RelimnarySatusandH nal SatusReports

Virtually every person participating in thisstudy saw thesetwo components of
the CTC processashighly valuable and worth retaining. Several people contrasted
the NCATE process unfavorably in thisregard asthat process has no “ mid-point”
formal discussion and there is no report given at the end of the visit. In several
instances, concernsraised in the preliminary status report meeting were addressed
by theinstitutionand teamsresponded by removingthoseconcernsfromthereport.
In other instances, there were no changesin team perceptions after the preliminary
status report but the institution’ s faculty appreciated knowing early on about the
team’s thinking.

There were, of course, suggestions and criticisms offered to improve this part
of the CTC process. In afew cases, teamsdid not conduct the meetingsin amanner
that hel ped facilitate communication and understanding. One program director was
offended at the degree of levity introduced into the preliminary status report
meeting and another program director felt the meeting was vague and unhel pful in
terms of knowing whether additional information was wanted or not. Several
faculty were unclear as to what their role was in such a meeting and expressed a
desireto haveclearer instructionsabout what responses are permissiblein both the
preliminary and final status report meetings. One set of faculty wondered if the
purpose of the preliminary status report meeting was solely to seek additional
information or was it a signal of how the team was thinking about the final
recommendation.

The final status report meeting came in for paralel criticism in two instances
wherethe institution’ sfaculty felt the team was not clear in its explanation of how
they arrived at the recommendation and did not reference specific data as they
discussedtheir decision. It wasal so unclear to thesefaculty memberswhat rolethey
could play at this meeting. Was this atime for lively debate about the findings or
was it merely apresentation without rebuttal? This concern may well speak to the
level of knowledge about the CTC process at this campus. In general, those
campuses where the team recommendations were positive had many fewer con-
cernsrai sed about these meetingsthan did those campuseswhere some recommen-
dations were less than full approval.

Goncl usi ons and Reconmendat i ons

Although these questionnaire data represent the responses from a sampl e of
institutions of higher education that prepare educatorsin California, the sampleis
reflective of the total teacher education of the state in size and composition. Four
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of the ten institutions responding are CSU campuses; five of the ten campuses
represent the private and independent institutions, while the remaining campus
represents the UC. While the sample sizein the interview segment of the study is
smaller and suggests caution in extrapolating results to all teacher education
institutions in California, the power of the datais significant and warrants careful
attention. Thefaculty werehonest andforthrightintheir responsesand spokeonthe
basis of recent experience with the current CTC program evaluation policies and
procedures.

TheQuesti onnai re

Thereismuchinformationtobeconsideredinthesequestionnaires, but thekey
questions of interest are those that focus on:

o Did the teams have adequate information to make their recommendations?

0 Were the team members knowledgeable and experienced enough to make such

recommendations?

o Did the teams understand the CTC process in making their recommendations?

0 Were team conclusions supported by evidence?

o Isthe CTC process perceived as valid?

o Isthe CTC process perceived as efficient?

o Arethere any campus benefitsto the CTC process?

The answer to these questions appearsto be yes with reservations expressed
regarding the efficiency of the process. The questions dealing with adequate
information (IB1 and IC2) clearly indicate that the teams were perceived by the
institutions as having understood their programs through the documents and
interviewscreated for them. Whiletherewere suggestionsfor improvement, it does
not appear from these data that any program felt it was judged on inadequate
information. Thelow responserateregardinglocal concernsbeing met when setting
uptheinterview schedulesmay suggest that thequestionwasnot understood or that
the issue of making modifications to interview schedules never came up.

Team members were overwhel mingly seen as knowledgeable and experienced
(I1A1) as 89 percent received arating of excellent or good with no onereceiving a
rating of poor or unacceptable. Additionally, all team members were perceived as
understanding the CTC Process (1A 3) at thelevel of excellent (70%) or good (30%)
and their appropriate use of the quality indicators for each standard was judged
favorably (63%=Excellent; 15%=Good). Finaly, the institutional assessment of
the team’s assessment (I11A5) was also either excellent or good (59%=Excellent;
37%=Good; 4%=No Answer). In this area of team knowledge and performance,
suggestions were made for improvement and afew problems noted, but the overall
satisfaction level was high.

Thequestionsthat focused onthewrittenfinal statussummary report revealed
that 89 percent of the respondentsthought theteams' conclusionswere supported
by theevidencepresented andthat an equal percentagethought theteamscaptured
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the strengths and weaknesses of the programs evaluated. Few changes were
recommended for this part of the evaluation process.

Two questions were asked about the validity of the process; one about the
validity in terms of CTC Standards and the second in terms of program effective-
ness. The evidence from this study suggeststhe respondents seethe CTC process
as valid for both determining whether CTC Standards are met (Excellent or
Go0od=96%) and for determining program effectiveness (Excellent or Good=78%)
although there appearsto less certainty about program effectiveness.

Two similar questions were asked about the efficiency of the current process.
While the comments section of the questionnaire section and the data collected in
theinterview portion suggest persistent feelingsof inefficiency, thenumerical data
arenot supportive. Most of the respondents (77%) indicated the efficiency level as
excellent or good for determining CTC Standards and 74 percent marked excellent
or good for determining program effectiveness.

Finally, aquestionwasasked about benefitsto the program or faculty resulting
from the CTC program review process. Seventy-eight percent (78%) of the
respondentsindicated therewerebenefitstotheprogram and faculty and 19 percent
indicated there were some benefits derived. The comments might be best captured
by one campus's response, “Much as we hate it during the process, we value it
afterward.” Even the most critical respondent indicated, “ Provided an opportunity
for recognition of the quality of the program. Benefits were in terms of theinternal
efforts to organize for the visit.”

Thel ntervi ens

Althoughthequestionnairedatawerepositiveabout theprocess, theinterviews
did bring forth new voices and did tap the intensity of faculty feeling about the
CTC's program evaluation process. It appears that the primary objection to the
process of evaluating individual credential programs is the amount of work
involved for the faculty and the relative absence of reward for successfully
completing the process. Embedded in this general concern about how their
professional lives are impacted is a perception that some of the work involved is
duplicative and not critical to the team recommendation. Thus, a number of
commentsfocused onwork duplicated across programsand the belief that hours of
work by thefaculty werereviewed in minutes by theteams. Whileitisunlikely that
teams could or should be required to make more vocal comments about materials
assembled by program faculty, itisvery clear that the Commission could streamline
afair amount of information through combining the 12 Common Standards* into an
institutional level report.

The reward element isno less real an issue but more difficult for the Commis-
sion to address. Faculty appear to weigh the value of any professional activity in
terms of institutional and personal reward. It was abundantly clear during the
interviewsthat faculty care deeply about the outcome of aCTC visit and doing well
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(defined largely asreceiving Approval for all credential programs) iscritical to both
individual faculty and the education unit withintheinstitution. What islessclear is
whether institutions of higher education truly value the preparatory work that
precedesasuccessful CTCvisit. Few institutionsreported special fiscal support for
a CTC visit and most faculty had little or no assigned time to write their program
reports. What littletimewas provided seemed to befor NCATE activitiesor for one
personto monitor thetotal institutional preparation. In sum, thefaculty appearedto
feel that the amount of work necessary to do well in a CTC visit was substantially
out of proportion to the meager reward they felt the institution granted them for
getting approved. This “avoidance of disaster” attitude left a number of faculty
feeling tired but cheated at the end of the visit. As one faculty member said
wonderingly, “If we did so good, why do | feel so bad?’

Inprobingthisissuefurther, it becameapparent that, for most faculty, theissue
of preparation could be addressed through modification of current practice rather
than whol esal e replacement of the process. While some faculty felt the standards
could bereduced in number and that thefaculty should not haveto prepare so much
in the way of materials and documents, the mgjority of the faculty and administra-
tors interviewed wanted more direction from the CTC on how much information
was needed for teams to make fair decisions. A number noted that the preparation
phase was exacerbated by the changesin CTC regulations and that, barring further
changes, the next visit would be easier to preparefor. thus, it appearsthat the CTC,
through amorethoroughinstructional processfor institutionsgearingupforaCTC
visit, could alleviate much of the uncertainty and anxiety that undermines confi-
dence in the program evaluation process.

Recommendat i ons

Specific policy recommendations to bolster the confidence of the teacher

education community in the current CTC process are as follows:

o Development of avideotapethat would givean overview of theprogram
evaluation processand explainitsoriginsand purposesto new faculty
members and potential team members;

0 Send biographical information on team members and team leadersto the
institution so they understand the background and skills of the team
members;

o Create the role of “Chief of Party” or some similar term for a highly
experienced team |eader who would lead all theteams at the sight and
be prepared to represent the combined teams at pre-visit planning
meetings, social activitiesat thebeginning of thevisit, and during the
visititself. This person would have stature equivalent to the Dean or
Academic Vice-President of the visited institution.

0A social event theevening beforetheinterviewsbegin can easetensions
and provide opportunities for making connections between team

. _________________________________________________________________________________________]

21



“Why Do | Feel So Bad?”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________|
members and faculty. It should focus on institutional mission and/or
local context issues that al team members should know;

0 Enhanced training for team leaders focused on making the preliminary
andfinal statusmeetingspositive and productiveand morework with
team members on avoiding counter-productive behavior that creates
an adversarial relationship;

0 Review of the observations for institutional consideration section of
CTC report format to clarify the origins of these comments and their
relationship to other parts of the report;

o Early formal notification to the President of animpending CTC visit with
statement of implications of the visit and,perhaps, a statement on
ways of supporting teacher education programs;

0 Provide an option for including a nationally recognized scholar in
education as an observer/evaluator who would focus on institution-
ally selected issues or serve on one of the teams. This might be paid
for by CTC or by the institution of higher education.

0 Assign a small team to verify the 12 Common Standards while other
teams would focus on the specific competencies mandated for each
credential. There would be two-way communication regarding any
variances in how the 12 Common Standards were applied across
credential programs, but the primary work on the 12 Standardswould
be done by a specific team.

o Provide an option whereby the NCATE team might take responsibility
for the 12 Common Standards during ajoint visit thus providing an
additional streamlining for those institutions seeking national ac-
creditation.

The modificationsto existing policy involve streamlining the process through
removing duplication of effort acrosscredential programs, clarifying the processby
which the number of teams and programs are defined, specifying number and type
of documents needed, providing options for institutions within the evaluation
system to address internal needs of the institution, reviewing the existing proce-
dures on interviewing with attention to fine-tuning numbers required or simply
providing optionsfor collecting information on graduate perceptions, and increas-
ing theinvolvement of senior administrationinthe CTC process. Noneof thesealter
the fundamental orientation to individual credential program review, but they do
provide® buy-in” by theinstitutionsof higher educati onthroughincreased attention
to their particular needs and goals.

The need for continued team member and team leader training is clear. While
the vast majority of team members were perceived as highly professional and well
preparedto conduct theeval uation, problemsdo persi st and theneedfor thoughtful,
well trained team members will increase as the CTC adopts standards in all
credential areas. Theneedfor enhancedtrainingfor institutionsshould helpaddress
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the difficulties experienced by campuses and help them work smarter rather than
harder. The training should also increase the fairness element as moreinstitutions
will haveaccesstothecraft knowledgeabout CTC visitsthat only someinstitutions
Now appear to possess.

Finally, theimportance of maintaining arigorous program of evaluation by the
CTC about itsown process should be self-evident. Thefaculty who participatedin
this study seemed very pleased to have their perceptionsincluded into the policy
review processand provided aweal th of thoughtful, articulate commentary ontheir
experience. Suchinput not only improvesthework of the CTC, but al so sendsaclear
signal that the CTC is committed to improving its activities and welcomes
constructive criticism.

Insum, it appearsthat theconcernsand compl aintsregistered by thefaculty and
administration as a part of this study raise serious concerns about the benefits of
increasing external scrutiny of teacher education programs in the absence of
programmeatic and faculty rewards. Moreover, much of the focus of thisevaluation
system revolves around input variablesto the teacher education program and little
attention seemsto be paid to the output variables. It may bethat therising interest
in candidate-centered assessment acrossthe United Statesis, in part, areaction to
the inability to affect teacher competence through modification of program and
institution support. As an interim effort, several modifications to the policies and
procedures currently in place for program evaluation seem sensible.

Nbt es

1. For areview of those reports, see Sikula, J. (1990).

2. A preliminary statusreportisameeting between theeval uationteam|eader and key faculty
in the program being evaluated, typically held during early afternoon of the second day
of interviews, to review what problems or concerns the team has and to provide
opportunity for the program faculty to provide additional information on those topics
of concern. Such discussionsto not bind the team in any way, but the meeting givesthe
program faculty a chance to address information gaps or errors.

3. Since the team writesits final report before leaving campus, the report is delivered orally
totheprogramfaculty at the end of thevisit. Thereistimefor questionsand discussion,
although teams typically do not alter their reports as aresult of the conversations.

4. The CTC developed aset of 12 Standardsthat would govern all credential programsinthe
state. These 12 standards focvus on institutional inputs such as budgetary support,
programrational e, faculty qualifications, student stpport services, admission practices,
and program and faculty eval uation and devel opment. They became operativeinthefall
of 1991.
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Appendi x A—Facul ty Reacti onQuestionnai reltens

IA1. Was the overview session by the CTC staff consultant adequate and appropriate in
helping you prepare for the visit?

1A2. Did the material s distributed by the CTC provide sufficient information to enable you
to prepare for program evaluation?

1A3. Did the CTC consultant provide sufficient assistance through the eval uation process?

1A4. Was there any other information or material needed that the CTC did not provide?

IB1. Did the team members appear to have an adequate understanding of your program(s)
as aresult of the document and materials you prepared for them?

IB2. What additional information should have been provided to the team(s) prior to their
visit?

IC1. Werethewritten and oral instructions for scheduling interviews given clearly and with
sufficient emphasis to enable your faculty to set up acceptable interview schedules?

1C2. Did the selection of interviewees and the scheduling of interviews provide a fair and
appropriate means for team members to gain meaningful information?

1C3. How well were thelocal concerns about setting up theseinterview schedules addressed
by the CTC Consultant and/or team leaders?

1AL, What rating would you give the knowledge and experience of the team members?

I1A2. Wasthere appropriate constituency representation on the team(s)?

I11A3. Inyour judgment, how well did the team members understand the program evaluation
process and their rolein it?

I1A4. How well did the team utilize all the data sources you provided?

IIA5. How would you assess the team’s assessment of your program according to CTC
Standards/Guidelines?

I1A6. How appropriately did the team use the quality indicators to determine program
effectiveness for each standard?

I1A7. What general suggestionsdo you haveto improve the program eval uation process and
procedures to ensure greater reliability, validity, and efficiency?
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11B1. Was the preliminary oral report helpful to you in providing early feedback from the
team?

11B2. Did the preliminary oral report provide an opportunity for the program faculty to
identify additional data and sources needed by the team?

11B3. Do you recommend retaining the preliminary oral report?

IIC1. Was the oral summary of the final status report a comprehensive summary of the
evaluation findings?

11C2. Did the oral summary of thefinal status report conducted by the team leader provide
maximum understanding of the team’s recommendation to your faculty?

11C3. Did the oral summary of the final status report provide a positive contribution to the
institution in its recommendations?

1ID1. Was the written rationale of the final status report that you received before the final
session useful ?

11D2. Werethe conclusionsin the report supported by findingsfrom interviewsor review of
the relevant materials?

11D3. Did the final written status report clearly identify strengths and weaknesses?

11D4. Do you recommend retaining this reporting format?

11D5. What suggestions do you have for improving the report?

111 1. Wasthe CTC Program Evaluation visit avalid processfor determining if your program
met the standards/guidelines?

111.2. Was the CTC Program Evauation process a valid method for determining the
effectiveness of your program?

111.3. Please comment on specific ideas to make the process more effective.

111.4. Was the CTC Program Eval uation process an efficient method for determining if your
program met the CTC Standards/Guidelines?

111.5. Was the CTC Program Evaluation process an efficient method for determining the
effectiveness of your program?

111.6. Please comment on specific suggestions for making the process more efficient.

111.7. Did the CTC Program Evaluation process benefit your program and/or faculty?

111.8. What suggestions do you have for improving any aspect of the CTC Program
Evaluation process?

25



