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Chapter 1

Introduction

The California State University Education Deans regularly reflect together on the
conflicting views regarding the value of teacher preparation programs. They take
seriously the skepticism and stronger demands for accountability in teacher
education. They recognize that campuses throughout the nation have been
under increasing pressure to demonstrate that their graduates are well prepared
for the challenging job of teaching and are having an impact on learning in P-12
schools. Since the publication of A Nation at Risk in 1983 American schools,
teachers, and those who prepare teachers have experienced much public
attention and criticism. This continuing critique is driven in large part by the
underachievement of students in public schools, including California, where the
level of overall underachievement and dramatic differences in achievement by

group represent an undeclared state of emergency.

Some accusations that teacher preparation does not make a difference have
been backed by both research and rhetoric. Summarizing their findings on 12th-
grade students of teachers with probationary certification, emergency

certification, private school certification, or no certification in their subject area,

for exampl e, Gol dhaber and Brewer (2000, p .

conventional wisdom, mathematics and science students who have teachers with
emergency credentials do no worse than students whose teachers have standard
teachi ng cr lmadkednRod Raige, while Secretary of Education, argued
in his 2002 report on teacher quality for the dismantling of teacher certification
systems and the redefinition of teacher qualifications to include little preparation
for teaching (U.S. Department of Education, 2002). Stating that current teacher
certification systems i mpose Aburd
coursework that make up At he builnke soof

the report argued that certification should be redefined to emphasize higher

ensome

(cpu.r r8e)n,t



standards for verbal ability and content knowledge and to de-emphasize
education training, making student teaching and most education coursework

optional (p. 19).

Conversely, despite challenges and widespread questioning to the contrary, the
last decade of assessment and accountability has documented that well-
prepared teachers have had large and lasting positive impacts on student
achievement in California and the nation. However, the mounting evidence of
significant successes that highly qualified teachers are having with students does
not seem to be well understood by the public. While the research on teacher
preparation is certainly not large or consistent, the evidence suggests that both
subject matter knowledge and pedagogical knowledge are positively related to
student achievement. Similarly, pedagogical preparation and/or certification
appear to be positively associated with teaching behaviors that are thought to be
effective. In addition, the majority of studies suggest that teacher experience is
positively associated with student achievement. Finally, a small handful of
studies have found that students taught by certified teachers have greater levels
and gains in achievement than their peers taught by uncertified teachers.
Examples of studies which demonstrate the powerful effects that teachers can
have on increasing student achievement are as follows:
1 In Using Data from Prospects: The Congressionally Mandated Study of
Educational Growth and Opportunity 1991-1994, Rowan, Corletti, and
Miller (2002) concluded that teacher effects on elementary school
studentsé growth in reading and mat hemat.
Various characteristics of teachers and their teaching account for these
effects, including variation among teachers in professional preparation and
content knowledge, use of teaching routines, and patterns of content
coverage.
1 Darling-Hammond (2000) found that the percentage of teachers with both
a subject matter major and full state certification is positively associated

with a statebds reading and mathematics s



found that a stateb6s aver ageenbpAtlzdl/ scor es
associated with (a) the percentage of teachers less than fully certified, (b)
the percentage of beginning teachers less than fully certified, and (c) the
percentage of all newly hired teachers not certified.

1 Goldhaber and Brewer (2000) found students taught by fully certified
mathematics and science teachers had greater gains in student scores
than students taught by teachers with emergency, probationary, or no
certification. The results for mathematics were stronger than for science.

1 Laczko-Kerr and Berliner (2002) created 109 matched pairs of certified
and uncertified teachers and found that students in classrooms of
undercertified teachers would have made 20% more growth had they
been assigned to certified teacherso classrooms. Indeed, they asserted
their findings support the contentionthat fiuni ver sity prepared
of higher quality than those prepared without an approved program of
preparationo (p. 39).

To complement such studies as these, th e D e a n SyétenovidenEvaluation of
Teacher Preparation concluded that the CSU, preparer of more teachers than
any other institution in the country, should continue to establish an even stronger
foundation grounded in evidence to ensure the best possible preparation of every
new teacher. Actually, the foundation in evidence is and has been well underway
on most CSU campuses; the challenges are pulling the data together in timely
meaningful ways with useful reporting functionality for faculty and administrators
to make the most of it. The second challenge is coordinating data sets, as

appropriate, across the CSU for systemwide utilization.

Individually and collectively, the California State University (CSU) campuses
have been making strides in their efforts to be assessment driven to improve
teacher preparation. Significant among these are the annual CSU Teacher
Preparation Evaluation, the CSU Teacher Preparation Candidate Exit Survey,

teacher candidate performance assessments, the annual CSU Teacher



Education Accountability Report, and the Deans' Teacher Preparation Project. A
value-added study is underway that will provide information about K-12 student
achievement. The Deans also engaged in a comprehensive, year long
discussion of the underlying issues involved in teacher preparation in the context
of todayo6s schoolCSUas a 8ystenahasrieamadmuch abouh e
gathering evidence and how to apply those data to revise and improve teacher
preparation programs. However, not much has been known or shared among
campuses about these efforts. Nor is it clear that all of the evidence gathered is
used systemically to improve teacher education programs.

The CSU is now at an opportune point to fully envision the reform of teacher
preparation through the lens of a culture of evidence: research, successful
practice, teacher education candidate assessment, K-12 pupil learning and the
value added by our programs. Therefore, at their summer retreat in 2006, the
CSU Education Deans approved a project designed to identify approaches,
timelines, and essential resources needed to develop a more comprehensive
culture of evidence to inform and improve all of the CSU's teacher preparation

programs.

The Study Team

This effort was led by a team of six CSU faculty selected for their expertise in
teacher preparation and/or assessment. The team was assisted by a project
facilitator from CSUN, a representative fr
representatives of the CSU Deans. A broader committee made up of one faculty
representative from each of the CSU campuses supported the project team by
providing information from their respective campuses and attending two project
team meetings. This project was supported primarily by the Teachers for a New
Era Project at California State University, Northridge and the CSU Office of the

Chancellor.



The Study Team began their work by reviewing the literature related to teacher
education and its impacts. The project team also agreed that they needed to
define what i s rmeanft Bwi de nicGudviddwork gndi de sy s

the work on individual campuses.

We define a Aculture of evidenceo to be an e
preparation programs are reflective of educational policy and foundations of
education, directed toward the improvement of teacher preparation programs and
K-12 student achievement, and informed by direct and indirect evidence (data
and facts) derived from the following data sources:

1 assessment of CSU teacher education candidates, graduates, faculty, and
programs (with respect to both pedagogy and content knowledge, skills,
and dispositions);

1 K-12 pupil learning and the value CSU program completers bring to that
learning;
effective K-12 classroom and school practices; and

educational research.

It is important to note that the framework developed and presented here is

centered on the notion of culture. Two elements of conventional definitions of

Acul tureo ar e Whefirdtibthatd caltore peameadtes all of the

actions of its members, and the second is that a culture reflects the values,

goals, and practices of a group. These tenets are important to consider because

the ficulture of evidenceo that is envisioned
of the unique contexts of the different CSU campuses, building on the expertise,

skills, values, principles, and goals of its individual members, and eventually

becomes common sense practice.



Organization of This Report

We begin this report with a study perspective on the current status of the
accountability movement for teacher quality. Our examination of the literature led
to four critical questions: Why should we promote accountability in teacher
preparation? What should it look like? What are the barriers? And, where does
California and the CSU System stand in comparison to the rest of the nation?

We next present a summary of the current status of teacher preparation program
assessment practices in the CSU system, including campus and systemwide
efforts for data collection, analysis, and reporting. We also provide snapshots of
effective assessment practices at each of the 22 CSU campuses and CalState

TEACH that offer teacher preparation programs.

We follow the above with recommendations for campus and systemwide action
and offer suggestions for developing a culture of evidence on each campus. In
this section, we include excerpts from the CSU Center for Teacher Quality report,
California State University Faculty and the CSU Systemwide Evaluation of

Teacher Preparation (2007).

Finally, we close with recommendations for developing a systemwide, long-term

research agenda for the future.



Chapter 2
Study Perspective

Teacher quality is now the focus of unprecedented policy analysis.
To achieve its goals, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) requires
a fAhighly qualified teacher o in
teacher quality has been driven by a growing recognition, fueled by
accumulating research evidence, of how critical teachers are to

student learning. (Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 2003)

Two studies provide the perspective for the approach of the Study Team. The
first is an ongoing study by the National Research Council. The second is a
recently published monograph by the American Association of State Colleges

and Universities.

The National Research Council (NRC) is currently conducting a $1.5 million
study of teacher preparation programs in the United States. The study will
include a review of existing research and analyzing data - both existing data and
any new data that may have to be collected - to prepare a final consensus report
that articulates its conclusions and recommendations. The work will be
conducted over a two-and-a-half-year period beginning in June 2005, with

release of the final report given to Congress during the winter of 2007.

The (NRC) study addresses the following questions:

1 Who enters teacher preparation programs (pre-service, graduate, and
alternative)? What is their academic preparation? What is their
educational background?

1 What type of instruction and experiences do participants receive in the
preparation program? Who delivers it? To what extent is there

commonality in content and experiences?

al



1 To what extent is the required course work and experiences in reading
and mathematics across teacher preparation programs consistent with
converging scientific evidence?

1 What model for data collection would provide valid and reliable information
about the content knowledge, pedagogical competence, and effectiveness
of graduates from the various kinds of teacher preparation programs?

Already concluded is the American Association of State Colleges and
Universities (AASCU) study, Developing Evidence and Gathering Data,
Delivering the Promise: Teaching Excellence in America. (2007). This
monograph presents a different perspective and emphasizes the use of new
technologies to gather, codify and analyze significant amounts of data that can
close the evidence gap on the preparation of quality teachers. The report
describes collaborations among state departments of education, universities and
university systems, teacher preparation programs, and state and local school
districts focused on the development of systems to gather data to improve
teaching and learning. Although each of the state efforts is unique, there are
three major commonalities:
1 they are all structured as partnerships;
1 they propose to gather data to inform teacher preparation and promote
improvement in P-12 student performance; and
1 they are supported by funds dedicated to studying the preparation and
effectiveness of teachers.
Highlighted in this study is the CSU system, which is reported elsewhere in this

document.

As part of this study, AASCU surveyed institutions about the ways they
demonstrate the effectiveness of their programs. This survey revealed that
campuses are fall over the map on the issue of evidence. They collect all kinds of
data, often in response to outside mandates, much of it of dubious value and with

little sense of how it might be used.

The



gat hering evidenceéthey were, by the
Most campuses were acting alone, wit hout any gui d&ASCH

(2007) Delivering the Promise: Teaching Excellence in America. Retrieved.

As a result of their findings, AACSU makes the following recommendations:

or

Universities should work to develop evidence-based -cultures that

demonstrate the quality of teacher education program graduates and be

valuable to institutions as well as to the public at large. Consensus needs

to be reached about what data are useful, at what levels, and for what

purposes. Evidence of teacher preparation program effectiveness needs

to be communicated to a variety of relevant constituencies, including

regents or boards of education, higher education agencies, legislators who

allocate resources, local communities, and parents. Evidence also is

needed for licensure to determine whether a teacher possesses a

sufficient level of knowledge and skill to perform effectively and

responsibly. Finally, and perhaps most important, evidence informs

institutions as they evaluate their work and modify or redesign programs

based on the data gathered. All of these different purposes cannot be
served by the same data. AASCU (2007) Delivering the Promise:

Teaching Excellence in America. Retrieved.

AASCU is planning a new project to assist teacher preparation programs to

improve by encouraging movement towards realizable evaluation objectives. This

project will encourage institutions to gather and use comparable data to assess

their teacher education programs, and to develop sustainable data systems that

will enable them to use evidence as the driving force for improvement. This

project will identify numerous existing strategies for gathering persuasive and

credible evidence of program effectiveness, as well as identify the specific data

challenges confronting preparation programs within the states. As a starting

point, however, AASCU encourages universities to create working groups that

bushel

suppo



include representatives from education, arts and sciences, and institutional
research to:

A identify the data needed by various constituencies to provide evidence of
quality and areas for improvement (e.g., regents/boards of education,
higher education agencies, legislators, local communities, and parents),
and

A work together with K-12 partners and state agencies to gain access to
student data so that teacher preparation programs are able to use K-12

student learning as a component of their accountability systems.

The studies by the NRC and the AASCU resonate with the charge of the Deans
to the Study Team. Aligned with, but also extending and contextualizing these
two studies, the Study Team identified four questions to explore in the existing
literature:

1 Why should we promote accountability in teacher preparation?

1 What should it look like?

1 What are the barriers?

1 Where does California and the CSU System stand in comparison to

the rest of the nation?

Why Should We Promote Accountability in Teacher Preparation?

There are two major reasons to promote accountability in teacher preparation in
the CSU system. First are the external demands facing teacher preparation
programs. We must respond to state and federal accountability mandates. We
also need to disseminate information about our programs and recruit students.
We want to assure mandating agencies, the education profession, and the public
that teachers who are prepared in the California State University system meet
the highest professional standards and are able to positively impact the learning
of their preK-12 students. Currently, the CSU system disseminates information

about our teacher preparation programs through the following reports:

10



1 The Systemwide Evaluation of Professional Teacher Preparation is a
systemwide reporting and ranking system which provides information on
all CSU teacher preparation programs. This report is posted on the Web at
CSU Teacher Education Reports of Interest.
(www.calstate.edu/TeacherEd/ted reports.shtml)

1 The Systemwide Exit Evaluation of Professional Teacher Preparation
study is now done annually. This report is posted on the Web at CSU
Teacher Education Reports of Interest.
(www.calstate.edu/TeacherEd/ted_reports.shtml)

1 The California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC) requires
specific documentation of the quality of all aspects of teacher education
programs.

1 The Title Il Higher Education Act requires reporting and ranking the quality
of all teacher education programs in each state. These reports are posted
on the Title Il State Reports Website. (http://www.title2.org)

1 The National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE)

requires specific documentation of the quality of all aspects of teacher

education programs.
1 K-12 student test scores are reported and compared at the local, state,

national, and international levels.

Each year, it seems that additional data are required to be reported. Federal
accountability now requires reporting of data on highly qualified teachers.
However, universities, state departments of education, higher education
agencies, professional standards commissions, and retirement boards have built
most of the current teacher data systems separately and for specific purposes.
As a result, many of these systems function as discrete and isolated silos of
information and exist only to make sure teachers have met minimal licensing
standards and have completed thatwogkarti cul a

The lack of a comprehensive accountability system compromises our ability to

11
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effectively respond to external demands for information and demonstrate the
value added of teacher preparation programs.

The second reason for supporting the development of an accountability system is
the internal opportunities for program evaluation and improvement. A system of
accountability and a culture of evidence are important because there is
significant evidence that teacher preparation affects student outcomes. Thus,
careful collection and analysis of data about our programs of teacher preparation
could be used to identify areas of program improvement and, in turn, positively
influence preK-12 student achievement.

What Should It Look Like?

Scholars and policymakers have proposed several models for an accountability

system for the evaluation and improvement of teacher preparation programs.
Maintaining that a teaching quality data system should provide detailed evidence
about the preparation, retention, mobility, and effectiveness of teachers, Berry,
Fuller, and Reeves (2007) identified three critical characteristics of an ideal
system:

1 the inclusion of a common, unique, and consistent identifier for students,
teachers, teacher preparation programs, and schools so that all the
different data can be linked together;

1 assessment data that are based on tests that have been assessed by a
psychometrician for reliability and validity as well as for the ability to
compare scores across administrations and years; and

i data that are cleaned and validated on a regular basis.

Although creating a robust data system with the capacity to match teachers to
students is fundamental to school improvement and accountability, Berry, Fuller,
and Reeves (2007) identified other key elements of a comprehensive teacher
guality data system that include evidence about the preparation, induction,

retention, mobility, and effectiveness of teachers:

12



Pipeline Data. Even before they graduate from a teacher preparation

program, some student teachers leave. Being able to identify these

students and ascertain their reasons for leaving 8 as well as their initial

expectations of the program & will help programs modify the experiences

offered to teacher candidates and, ultimately, expand the pipeline of

student teachers.

Production Data. Education schools often produce enough new

teachers, overall, to meet current demand. However, the teachers they

produce may not be prepared to teach in the subjects, grades, or locations

with the most dire shortages. Better information about the discrepancy

between the supply of teachers and the demand of schools will empower

stakeholders to address teacher shortages.

Employment Data. A relatively large number of teacher education

graduates never enter teaching. Analyses of the graduates who choose to

enter or not enter the teaching field by specific characteristics and

certificate earned can assist programs in identifying trends. In addition,

surveys that ask graduates why they chose not to enter teaching could

help identify areas of weakness in the preparation program.

Working Conditions and Retention Data. Growing evidence suggests

that teachersdé working conditions influe
their effectiveness. There are st r ong relationships betw
reports on specific workingcondi ti ons and their school 6s
progress status. In particular, the quality of school leadership, professional

development, adequacy of resources, planning time during the day and

empowerment are strongly linked to student achievement and teacher

retention. In addition, research is showing that the quality of teacher

induction programs determines whether or not novices stay in teaching

long enough to learn to teach effectively (Parsons, Lupe, and Bosserman,

2000). Collecting data on the type and amount of supports teachers

receive can explain their relationship to improving student achievement.

13



1 Effectiveness Data. Matching teachers to students by classroom and
subject is critical to identifying which teachers with different types of
preparation, certification, etc. are teaching which students and courses.
More important, analyzing teacher effectiveness in conjunction with
student outcomes illuminates which forms of teacher preparation and
certification have the gr emgrewshtinthempact or
classroom. In a system for assessing teacher effectiveness, three
interlocking forms of evidence should be considered:

o0 contributions to growth in student learning (including classroom
assessments as well as standardized tests, when appropriate);

o performance on teaching assessments measuring standards known
to be associated with student learning; and

0 evaluation of teaching practices that are associated with desired

student outcomes and achievement of school goals.

Data need to be longitudinal, following individuals (students and teachers) over
time. The foundation of a comprehensive, longitudinal teacher quality data
system requires having unique student and teacher IDs and being able to
connect the two. Berry, Fuller, and Reeves (2007) identified 10 essential
elements of a longitudinal data system:
1 a unique statewide student identifier that connects student data across
key databases and across years;
1 student-level enrollment, demographic and program participation
information;
1 the abilitytomat ch i ndi vi dual studentsb6 test re
measure academic growth;
information on untested students and the reasons they were not tested,;
a teacher ID system with the ability to match teachers to students;
student-level transcript information, including information on courses
completed and grades earned;

1 student-level college readiness test scores;

14



student-level graduation and dropout data;
the ability to match student records between the Pi112 and higher
education systems; and

1 a state data audit system assessing data quality, validity, and reliability.

What are the Barriers?

There are many barriers and challenges to conducting the analysis of teacher
preparation. First is the development of policies and procedures that allow data
to be used by interested parties while protecting the privacy of teachers and
students. Second are technical issues, including procedures for regular data
collection, validation of data, linkage of data sets, validation of survey data
collection instruments, and development of processes for sharing data. A third
set of barriers is political in nature, and revolves around separate institutions

(including states) sharing data in ways they have not done in the past.

Finally, a fourth set of barriers is cultural, and requires the development of a
culture of data collection that supports and encourages reporting of accurate and
timely information. Such cultural barriers might include the use of data as a
mechanism for criticism and blame, rather than a constructive strategy for
school/program improvement; lack of professional development or technical
assistance for program leaders and practitioners to translate data into a realistic
action plan for improvement; insufficient capacity to develop evaluation strategies
that appropriately connect and measure the effectiveness of action plans;
change-resistant, less open organizational cultures that do not embrace
collaborative efforts to use data to improve practice; and competing and
conflicting demands that impede improvement initiatives from gaining traction

and reaching sustainability (Pathways to College, 2007).
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Where is California and the CSU System in Comparison to the Rest of the

Nation?

Many states collect data on teacher education and certification, but matching
teachers to students by classroom and subject is critical to understanding the
connection between teacher preparation and qualifications and student academic
growth. Only 15 states report being able to connect student and teacher data,
and the extent of the analyses that can be performed with this information varies
greatly, depending on the sophistication and breadth of the data on teachers and
courses taught (Government Accountability Office). Berry, Fuller, and Reeves
(2007) noted that seven states do not have unique statewide IDs for their
teachers, meaning that if teachers move to another district, their records do not
automatically follow, which results in incomplete and redundant information at the
state level. They identified several states with promising practices, including
Virginia and Delaware:

1 Virginia: Through the VITAL (Virginia Improves Teaching and Learning)
system, Virginia is collecting data provided by university-based
preparation programs and surveys of both teacher education students and
practicing teachers. While they are enrolled in teacher preparation
programs, future teachers take surveys and share information on their
preparation experiences. Once they are actually teaching, they are
surveyed not only on their perceptions of how well prepared they were, but
also on the mentoring, working conditions, compensation, and support
they received in their first, third, and fifth years. Institutions have direct
access to these surveys, which they can merge with program information
and analyze using custom data sets retrieved through the data set cutting
tool.

1 Delaware: Delaware assigns each teacher a unique ID through its state
personnel system. This ID provides the link to connect two important
databases, eSchoolPLUS (eSP) and the Delaware Educator Data System
(DEEDS), which are needed to focus school improvement and teacher

quality reporting efforts. By linking to the unique teacher ID, DEEDS
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provides Delaware public and charter school personnel officers and staff
with a secure environment to find and review educator information
relevant to the hiring, licensure/certification, license maintenance, and

NCLB compliance processes.

Recognition of CTO Accomplishments from Outside the CSU

The California State University is gaining recognition as a result of leadership by
the CSU Deans and t he C3ydsemwidelEVamatian®f Of f i ce on
Teacher Preparation.

National Research Council Recognition. The National Research Council, an

independent body of scholars who advise the federal government, appointed a

national committee of researchers and evaluators to examine American teacher

preparation and offer recommendations. The committee holds public meetings

in which scholars and reformers are invited to present their work and answer

guestions. Researchers from outside California recently informed the committee

about the CSU Systemwide Evaluation. The committee invited the Chancellor to

designate a representative to give the committee information about the

evaluation. The resulting presentation by the CTQ Director occurred in February

2007. Foll owing CTQ6s appearance, the comn
collaboration with other institutions on a national study of teacher preparation

features that are most effective in producing K-12 student learning gains.

External Funding. Wi t h Chancell or Reedbés encouragement

five grants from external organizations. From the United States Department of
Education, the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing, the Ford
Foundation, and the Carnegie Corporation of New York, CTQ has been awarded
four of the five requested grants. Each grant has been in support of a specific
portion of the Systemwide Evaluation as outlined in The CSU Mosaic. While the

grants have not been very large in magnitude, they represent a pattern of
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recognition by external organi zations of CTC
reliable evidence about the outcomes of CSU teacher preparation.

Stanford University Study. The Systemwide Evaluation recently came to the

attention of Professor Linda Darling-Hammond, a leading scholar in the fields of
teacher education and the reform of American schooling. Based on a series of
one-on-one conversations with the CTQ Director, Darling-Hammond invited CTQ
to collaborate with her in a major study of the effects of teacher education in
California institutions. A collaborative partnership is under active consideration
because one of the leading researchers in the field was explicitly impressed and
complimentary about CT QO s a c c o Amémorandumeoihagreement

between Stanford and CTQ is under review.

Use of Systemwide Evaluation by Independent Universities. Ten private

universities in California have examined the qualities and specifications of the

CSU Systemwide Evaluation of Teacher Preparation, and have asked CTQ to

provide professional services in the evaluation of their preparation programs.

After reviewing a produdtsftlelten oniversities@fe@@d s wor k

into formal contractstosec ur e eval uati on services relatin
completers, teaching graduates, and supervisors of teaching graduates. The

University of Southern California and Claremont Graduate University are among

the private institutions that renew their CTQ evaluation contracts annually.

A California Policy Issue: Responsibility for Evaluating Teacher

Preparation
In the California capital, elected officials and their appointed staffs occasionally

address a policy issue that directly impacts the CSU: Which organization is or
should be responsible for assessing the effectiveness of teacher preparation in
California? Until the late 1990s, such evaluations were a responsibility of the
California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC). As the 1990s drew to a

close, however, CTC6s reputation as an effective agen:t
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declined significantly. Also, because of budget difficulties, the CTC discontinued
their periodic reviews of California institutions that prepare teachers.

During recent years in which the CSU Deans and Chancellor have expanded the

CSU evaluationdés scope, several agencies of
interest in the Systemwide Evaluation. The California Department of Education,

the Legislative Analyst, members of the State Board of Education, and the

California State Auditor have met with CTQ representatives to inquire about the

Systemwide Evaluation. In each conversation, state officials asked why the

CTC was not conducting the annual evaluation. In response, CTQ

representatives pointed out that the Center is not responsible for any instructional

programs for university students, does not depend on campuses for funding, and

is not expected to produce particular evaluation results (i.e., either favorable or
otherwise)f or CSU campuses. CTQ personnel al so
ensure the validity, reliability, and objectivity of evaluation evidence. At the

conclusion of each discussion, the state agencies recognized they could count

on CTQ to provide evaluation evidence that is accurate, comprehensive, and

objective.

This year the CTC appointed a new Executive Director who met with CTQ

representatives in November 2006, showed strong interest in the Systemwide

Evaluation, and indicated that the evaluation should become a function of the

Commission. Again, CTQ representatives cited reasons why CTQ is an

appropriate agency for obtaining evaluation findings that are reliable in part

because of the Centerds fAdistanceo from the
Compared with other state agencies with whom CTQ has conferred, the CTC6 s

new Director revealed a strong preference that the responsibility for evaluating

teacher preparation programs be assigned to the Commission.

In the coming months and years, only the CSU will decide whether a CSU

evaluation continues and, if it does, what form it will take within the CSU. If CSU
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makes changes in relation to issues of evaluation objectivity, reliability, and

validity, however, campuses are likely to face the prospect of programs being

evaluated by the CTC, which would feel obligated to publicize the evaluation

results like the state publicizes the standardized K-12 test scores on a school-by-

school basis in the news media. Ownership and control of the evaluation by

those who are also responsible for preparation programs are likely to be seen in
Sacramento as a fAstep in the wrong direction

agencies.

Conclusion

The question of how the State of California and the CSU system rank among the

nation in terms of establishing a system of accountability and culture of evidence

for Colleges of Education guided the work of the study team as it sought to

examine the fistate of the arto of data gatht
teacher education in the California State University. The work was also informed

by the principles guiding the Teachers for a New Era Project sponsored by the

Carnegie Corporation of New York. One of the three key principles focuses on

the importance of accountability for teacher preparation programs:

A teacher education program should be evaluated against the most
credible evidence of best practice. Although the gqualitative, quantitative,
and experimental research base for teacher education can be
characterized as modest, it must nonetheless intelligently inform program
design. For each key element, responsible faculty should ask, what
evidence might be brought to bear upon a decision to include or exclude
this element? Adjustments to the program should be regularly anticipated
based upon reviews that confirm promising new findings.

(http://www.teachersforanewera.com).
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Chapter 3

Existing Assessment Practices at CSU Campuses

One primary objective of the Study Team was to determine the current status
and capacity of CSU Teacher Preparation Programs to collect, analyze, store,
and report data pertaining to the evaluation of teacher preparation programs for
Multiple Subject, Single Subject, and Education Specialist candidates.

There were two components to this analysis. The first part required the Study
Team to collect information about assessment and evaluation practices on
individual campuses. The second part focused on a review of the current work of
t he CSU De ans initiattve #éhtougla the €BU Center for Teacher
Quality. With these two sets of data, the Study Team then convened the campus
representatives to offer recommendations about data management and the more

comprehensive use of that data for program improvement.

Campus Survey

There is full participation of all

A survey instrument was utilized to collect | program faculty and superviso rs at

. . . . California State University,
information about existing practices on each | fresno in scoring performance

assessments. This high level of
campus. The CSU Survey of Teacher engagement in scoring tasks s

. . . essential to the success of Fresno
Preparation ~ Programs: Data  Collection, | st atess performance

. . . Factors promoting engagement are:
Analysis, Storage, and Reporting was designed P g endad
) 1 Strong encouragement

by the EPTI Study Team to determine the | § Participation by administrators in
. . scoring

capacity of CSU Teacher Preparation Programs | ¢ A meaningful task directly related
to coursework and fieldwork

Opportunities for individual

.. . reflection (AWhat
pertaining to the evaluation of teacher differently?o)

1  Opportunities for conversation

to collect, analyze, store, and report data | ¢

preparation programs for Multiple Subject,

Single Subject, and Education Specialist codizren [ y20)

with others (AWhat

ass-€g

s h o

do
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candidates.

Data were collected by Study Team

California State University,

Ful | er t miflabmgrams members through a comprehensive
(Elementary, Secondary, and Special ]
Education) developed a common 4 - process. The College of Education
point student teaching rubric to

assess candidate knowledge, skills, Deans at the 22 CSU campuses that
and dispositions as measured on the )

thirteen Californi a Teaching offer teacher preparation programs
Performance Expectations (TPES).

These evaluations are administered received a copy of the electronic
electronically through the College

of Education IT Department using survey in early November, 2006.
Active Server Pages Access

database. Master teachers and Study Team members then contacted
university supervisors access the

evaluation webform through a link Campus Representatives
provided on Department websites.

After the submission deadline, (electronically and by phone) to review
results are immediately generated

from the database and emailed to the survey and completion
the master teacher, university

supervisor, and the candidate. In requirements. This initial contact was
addition, for grading and

accountability pur poses, the cohort followed with additional
leader, program coordinator, or

other responsible facuilty receive a communications to clarify survey items.
chart of all candi date

R In early December 2006, most of the

Campus Representatives met as a group to learn more about the Excellence in
Teacher Preparation Initiative, share ideas, and address any final questions. The
final response to the survey was due in late December. In total, 16 of 22

campuses returned the survey.

Teacher credential candidates in the Secondary Education department at San
Francisco State University submit online Candida te Assessment Portfolios

(i - CAPs), which the department developed in response to SB2042. Students

upload reflections about their teaching, as well as artifacts, such as lesson

plans, student work, and coursework for each Teacher Performance Expectation

(T PE). University teacher supervisors and faculty from departments across

the university evaluate TPEs online. The Chair then conducts a review for

purposes of calibration among the scorers. Educational technology

specialists, within the College of Educati on, developed the iCAP software in

close collaboration with faculty. One of the strengths of this approach has

been that faculty evaluate TPEs related to their areas of specialization.

Reviewingi - CAPs has also helped faculty draw curricular connections across
the proaram. as thev view assianments from manv different courses.

The Survey consisted of two parts. Part 1: Short Answer/Narrative on Processes

included 36 open-ended questions organized in five categories: data collection,
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data analysis, data storage, data reporting and use, and other. Part | data were
analyzed by reviewing narrative responses for emergent themes. Although
guestions were grouped by category, these themes were evident across
categories. In all, seven themes were identified, and findings were reported
according to these themes. Quotes from responses were used to contextualize

and clarify findings.

In Part 2: Data Collected, Analyzed, and/or Reported, respondents identified
which of three teacher preparation programs (multiple subject, single subject,
and education specialist) collected, analyzed, and/or reported 46 pieces of data
in seven categories: candidate demographics and information; candidate
educational, professional, and personal history; admission check points; progress
monitoring and candidate readiness checkpoints; fieldwork experience and
placement; program completion check points and performance assessment
scores; program completer competence and retention (from exit to 3+ years
later). Respondents were also asked to identify the specific type of analysis
conducted according to the following categorization: Counts across all/any
categories; counts within categories; counts across and within categories; central
tendencies across all/any categories; central tendencies within categories;
central tendencies across and within categories; correlation; inferential statistics;

growth across periods; and qualitative/Individualized.

Table 1: Number of CSU Campuses Collecting, Analyzing,
and Using Data on Teacher Preparation Programs
Number of Campuses
Data Data Data Used/
Categor
gory Collected Analyzed Reported
1. Candidate Demographics and Information 11 6 4
2. Candidate Educational, Professional and
; 7 3 1
Personal History
3. Admission Check Points 11 9 3
4. Fieldwork Experience and Placement 8 5 2
5. Progress Monitoring and Candidate Readiness
) 10 7 3
Check Points
6. Program Completion Check Points and
8 5 3
Performance Assessment Scores
7. Program Completer Competence and Retention 3 2 2
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Part 2 data were analyzed as counts across and within the seven categories.

Findings were reported in two ways. First, data were summarized by category

and variable according to the percent of campuses that collected, aggregated,

and/or reported each piece of data. Second, each category of data is presented

in chart form to allow for better comparison of the percentages of collected,

analyzed, and reported data bits. The top ten areas of data utilized on each of

the 16 campuses are identified as follows:

Table 2: Top Ten Areas of Data Available on Reporting Campuses

Variable Number of _ % Campuses
Campuses Reporting| Collecting Data
Age 16 100
Gender 16 100
Ethnicity 16 100
Subject Matter 16 100
Quantity of Supervisor Observations 16 100
Final Assessment by Supervisor i TPE Based 16 100
Final Assessment by Master Teacher i TPE Based 16 100
CBEST/RICA Passage 14 88
SMPP verses CSET (for single subject only) 14 88
Midpoint Assessment by Master Teacher 13 8

Following are charts that summarize the data collected, analyzed, and reported.
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Program Completer Compentence and Retention

7 B Collected
M Analyzed
6 Reported

Number of Campuses

In preparation for full implementation of the California Teacher Performance

Assessment (CATPA), California State University, San Bernardino faculty

have integrated formative parts of the assessments throughou
program of study. The summative assessment of the CATPA is housed in self -
contained assessment seminars that provide guidance and coaching as students

prepare their final drafts of each task. These tasks are t hen scored and

evaluated by each of the programs using the methods prescribed by the

Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC). In an attempt to increase

credential programsé ability to utilize perforn
improvement, the scoring process was slightly amended to provide skill -
specific data. This has provided a plethora of information while

maintaining the required holistic scoring process.

Findings

In brief, the study determined that although many promising practices existed
related to the systematic collection and use of data for program improvement,
efforts tended to be isolated to certain programs or only were done college-wide

for accreditation purposes. Hence, the study found that: No college on its own
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appeared to be able to undertake systematic data collection and analysis
comparable to that now done by the CSU Syste

— 1 The CSU Colleges of Education
When California State

University, San Marcos surveyed are less likely to use their own
adopted the required TPEs and )

added three more, we agr eed data for the purpose of analysis and
to distribute the TPES _

throughout our programs. In reporting even though they collect a
a series of work sessions, o

the faculty discussed the significant amount of data.

distribution of

responsibilities for the TPEs 1 The colleges generally do not follow up
and agreed to shift some

course content and program completers for employment
assignments from one course

to another in order to record, retention, or evaluation of
addres s the TPEs. Common

"shell syllabi" were adopted classroom performance_

for all required courses in

T EIEgEe. (S Hilelins f A majority of the colleges do not

specifies which two or three
TPESs are assigned to that
course and which assignments
are associated with each TPE.
Regardless of who teaches
each sect ion of the course,

these assignments (“critical l
assessment tasks") are

investigate the impact of their program
completers on pupil learning.

The data collected and used by the

required. These assignments colle ges tend t o be rel ate
then serve as the evidence of . ..
achieving the TPEs when they requirements for program admission and
are uploaded into the leti
candidate's Task Stream completion.
portfolio.
The School of Education at Humboldt S tate University houses five teacher

credential programs each with a slightly different approach to assessment,

tailored to the specific concerns, issues, or priorities of the program

faculty. All of our programs utilize portfolio assessment for both format ive
and summative assessments involving credential candidates in reflection of

their work and growth as new teachers. The Portfolios are the basis for both

individual advising and program assessment/evaluation. Programs differ in the

degree to which stude nts select entries, are involved in the evaluation of

their work, and in the degree to which the portfolios are used as a measure of

individual progress. Traditional measures including mentor teacher and

supervisor evaluations augment the portfolios and ar e used holistically with
classroom data to evaluate the candidates.

The most commonly cited barriers to the use of data for program improvement

included:
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1 A lack of a formal, centralized system of data management and

appropriate staff

1 Lack of capacity to manipulate data (i.e., aggregation and disaggregation

of individual and multiple data sets and comparison within and across

other data sets) for decision-making and program improvement

purposes.

Although several campuses were making strides in this direction, no campus

San José State University's Elementary
Education Department has been piloting the

PACT Teaching Event within small program

options since 2003. In preparation for

large - scale implementat ion in Fall 08, our
monthly supervisors meetings have become
professional development aimed at building

a more rigorous assessment system aligned

with program outcomes. We have been
deconstructing the language within Teaching

Event tasks, and examining mat ches and gaps
with our curriculum and instruction.

Faculty analyze samples of student work,

share specific instructional strategies

used to orient student teachers to Teaching

Event tasks, and clarify connections with

field experiences and previous coursew ork.
Particular attention has been paid to

academic language development and the ways

in which student teachers design

instruction for and assess the learning of

English Language Learners

identified itself as having a formal,
fully operational effective,
centralized system of data
management. The biggest
challenge identified in this regard
was the lack of a centralized
system and dedicated staff
member to manage and maintain

it. Sample responses include:

Programs within the School of

Education have developed

independent, decentralized methods of data collection using a variety of

software, and too much data must be handled manually. We need a

centralized system that coordinates with PeopleSoft and third-party and

other data systems.

We have a

common dat albkkeseellbut it

Most campuses reported that significant effort is put into the collection of data,

but the data are not easily manipulated, and as a result, most data goes

unanalyzed and is not used for decision-making and program improvement.

doesnot
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Campuses that reported being successful with data collection and management
cited support from their IT departments and resources provided by their Provosts
as being part of the reasons for their success.

At our university, the data warehouse needed to be compatible with
PeopleSoft so that a single data warehouse could serve us well. The build
of the warehouse has extended over several years and required inordinate
time commitments from faculty and staff in the College of Education, staff
in Information Technology Resources, staff in Institutional Research, and
the Provost.

The Providers of Educational Technology Support (POETS) campus
center has worked closely with the administration in the School of
Education t o devel op a dat a storage sy
information. They have created a database for our NCATE accreditation
process, where they upload documents such as faculty vitas and course

syllabi to a central database.

Campuses that reported frustration with data collection and management

identified the lack of support from administration as part of the problem.

) At Sacramento State

Cultural shifts need to occur both | university, several

L departments make use data to
within the college and at the level of | improve programs. One

. . . department is piloting a

hi gher admi ni st r { prelpostsurvey of candidates
related to their knowledge of
understand the resources necessary | and skills base for working with

. English Learners. Initial

to support this venture. survey results yielded some
informative data about changes

in candidates' knowledge b ase
. . for working with English

[Barriers include] faculty | Learners as they progress

through the program. In another
under standing -i @& | department, regular data reports

on candidates' scores on
university administration interest | embedded signature assignments

_ _ associated with the PACT -TPA
and understanding, technical | help faculty better understand
candidate acquisitio n of the

skills and knowledge needed for
success on the PACT teaching
event.
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capacity and knowledge, and the fact that this represents a very different

way of approaching our programs.

The university has been very slow to understand the resource implications
of SB2042 and 1209 assessment requirements.

There is considerable variation in what data are collected and in the quality and

accuracy of the data collected.

Accuracy of data are a major concern, including CSU evaluation data.

CalState TEACH has piloted the California Teaching Performance Assessment

(CA TPA), since fall 2003. The tasks were fully embedded in a revised

curriculum with funding for asses sor training from our State Intern Grant.

They took advantage of the fact that the CA TPA was developed as a complete

assessment system  dtraining modules, materials (benchmark and independent

scoring cases) and a uniform system of administration and scoring . The full
implementation of the TPA has proved successful and assisted program faculty

through its inter - rater reliability. The data generated from the TPA, in

addition to candidate performance data, i s proving to be invaluable for

program improvement.

A major goal is to improve the linkage among our data systems so that

they interact and we can generate accurate data.

Most departments in the College of

Time and money are significant | Educationat  San Diego State i
University have developed fde

barriers to data collection. signature assignmentso a
measures of critical student

performance and several have also

converted field experience evaluations

We have no |nterna| or external to electronic form ats to facilitate
data aggregation and analysis. The

resources designated for data Department of Special Education has

pursued both of these assessment
collection. approaches, building signature
assignments for all courses into
electronic portfolios using the
TaskStream electronic portfolio syste m.

Student teaching evaluations were
We collect a lot of data but converted to TaskStream during the fall
semester, and are being deployed in
spring 2007. The expectation is that
the use of the electronic system,
though demanding a significant
investment of faculty time in
developme nt, will simplify the process
of analyzing student performance data
to support continuous program
improvement.

have not have the time or

resources to organize, analyze,
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summarize, and report on the aggregates of the data collected.

Many campuses noted that faculty members do not demonstrate ownership of

data and its management or use.

Faculty fear that reports will lead to the imposition of additional

requirements and work without additional resources.

The biggest challenge is some degree of faculty resistance. For some
there is resistance to the technology. For others there is perceived
encroachment on their academic freedom and objection to excessive
standardization of the curriculum through the incorporation of embedded
signature assignments into core courses. Other faculty welcome the
technology, and find the information gained through the assessment

processes to be useful.

We are piloting putting the final student teaching evaluation form up

electronically. We have met with some resistance from full-time faculty.

The College of Education and Allied
Studies at California State
University, East Bay have adopted
TaskStream - aweb - based toolset
for demonstr  ating learning
achievement. During the Summer of

2006 each of our programs

identified posted to TaskStream.
Throughout the 2006 - 2007 academic
year, candidates are uploading
assignments, and faculty are

assessing their progress.

Evaluation and necessary

nodifications will occur and

additional key assignments will be

added. This continual process will

allow our programs to cumulative

access to signature assignments

over time.

Very few campuses reported a systematic
approach to data analysis. What was done
and how often it was done seemed
dependent upon individual faculty or staff
members who are interested in and

capable of doing data analysis.

Problems include fadequate
in analysis and uses of databases.
Financial resources to manage the data
collection tasks. Time management on the

guarter system is also an
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Data analysis to

track candidate demographics,

information, or

performance over time is] not done. We do not perform any comparative

Last year, Cal Poly, San Luis Obispo
began developing a new integrated data
management system which would allow
Oracle software to work seamlessly

with PeopleSoft. Teacher Education
faculty partnered with a faculty member

in the College of Business who is an
expert in the management of information
systems (MIS). Undergraduate MIS

st udents received credit for their

Senior Project as they began to design
and develop this system. The first

year report outlined all aspects of our
business processes, recommendations for
change, and a series (over 25)

individual Data Flow Diagrams (DFDs)
that showed how data should flow
throughout the system. Another group

of students began working on a detailed
set of specifications for the data

system and all reports to be generated
from the system that will be used by
computer programming student to
actually built the system

analysis nor aggregate/disaggregate

any data.

Lack of personnel who have the
requisite skills to do data analysis
prevents many campuses from fully
utilizing collected data to inform
program decision-making. Very few
campuses have personnel dedicated
to the job of data analysis and data
reporting to the extent needed for

sophisticated, in-depth analysis.

| have to buy faculty members out to

analyze data. We hired a part-time faculty member to do all our data

analysis before our NCATE visit. We lost the funding for that position after

the visit.

Probl ems i ncl

ARadequate staff

databases. Financial resources to manage the data collection tasks.

[There is] no dedicated staff for analysis of data and impact on program

design and implementation. At this point, a handful of faculty have taken

this on because of personal interest.

At times there has been

compensation via release time; at times not.

Many of the required program documents exist only in paper form. The

percentage of data collected electronically ranges from less than 5% to 75%.

Wi
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Most of our data is in hard copy.
system of all student outcome data.

Too much data must be handled manually.

Supervision and TPA data are stored on paper.

Documents and other data are scattered throughout a variety of storage

systems on many campuses.

Our biggest challenge right now is our database. It was developed at a
time when our campus was smaller and there were few reporting needs.
With the increase in reporting at the federal, state, and local level, we
need to redesign the system to make data retrieval more efficient and

accurate.

Barrier/ challenge is #Areporting i
not integrated and cannot answer even simple inquiries without a fair
amount of work. We need to set up a well-integrated database that will
automatically update al records for a student when changes are made to

one part of the record.

We are looking for ways to (1) centralize our data collection across
programs (2) to create more efficient access to data in PeopleSoft, and (3)

to develop online application and field evaluation processes.

o

naccur a

Our credential program systems do not currently

systems. This complicates efforts to track students from undergraduate

programs to the credential program on our same campus.
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California State University, Dominguez Hills uses a performance - based
model of evaluation, incorporating both formative and summative assessments to

ensure that students meet each of the TPEs. Faculty have adopted PACT

(Performan ce Assessment of California Teachers) as our summative assessment

tool. Embedded signature assignments, which link coursework with field

experiences in each phase of our program, serve as formative assessments.

These assignments are aligned with TPEs and link coursework with field
experiences. Students must complete each signature assignment at a

satisfactory level of performance in order to progress to the following phase

of the program. We are making plans to implement Task Stream as a tool for
adminis tering PACT, tracking signature assignments, and analyzing PACT data.

Most campuses are using third-party vendors, such as LiveText® or
TaskStream®, and depend on external vendors to supply some of their data
storage needs, including Zoomerang® and Survey Monkey®.

The college is in the process of fully operationalizing their work with
TaskStream®. This will allow for data analysis and reporting on a range of
indicators.

[We are] really looking forward to TaskStream® as a vehicle to advancing

data collection.
Exit survey is managed through Survey Monkey® and assisted via our
university office of institutional research. COE survey is done through

Zoomerang®.

[Data storage} is done with TaskStream®.

The teacher education program at California State University, Los Angeles

is a developmental program designed to prepare future teachers to critically

reflect on their practice. Califor nia Teacher Performance Expectations (TPE)

are embedded in the program and are the critical elements of the assessment

system. Candidatesdé knowledge, skills, and dispof{
assessed by means of an electronic portfolio. Signature assign ments for

specific methodology courses have been identified and are assessed. The

assignments reflect the candidatesd knowl edge, sl
are analyzed to inform practice in the college. The final student teaching

experience is assessed using a rubric based upon the TPEs. The rubrics used in

the teacher preparation programs are currently under review.
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At California State Polytechnic

University, Pomona, embedded anchor
assignments were developed to assure
that all candidates meet the Cal

Teacher Performance Expectations (TPE).
The purpose of the anchor assignments is
to set the standard for the

accountability of Teacher Education
course content and to provide a
consistent way to evaluate student
progress in meeting the standards.

Each course coordinator and instructor
assembled components of an assignment
that would validate course outcomes as
well as the TPEs. These anchor
assignments are generally included all
course s for all teacher candidates.
Faculty in s elected courses wi
anchor assignments are piloting the
Teacher Performance Assessment (TPA)
Tasks1l - 4.

ifornia

th no

system began in fall 2006.

We have subscribed to TaskStream®
and are completing embedded signature
assignments  through that system.
Evaluations of student performance in
the student teaching experience are also
being completed through TaskStream in
the departments of Teacher Education
and Special Education.

Third-party vendors do not
accommodate many credential-related
documents in their electronic storage

systems.

There are problems related to security,
risk of identity theft or disclosure of

private personal information (e.g.,

Implementation of the PACT
Teaching Event will present a
major challenge. At the
moment, we are hopeful that
TaskStream® will serve as the
vehicle for data collection but
that will partly depend on
successful implementation of

the current

Full-scale implementation of a

web-based electronic portfolio

In the Assessment and Improvement
Management System  (AIMS) at
California State University,
Chico, every pathway to a
credential or advanced degree in

the CSU, Chic o School of Education
submits a Program Assessment
Report to the Unit Assessment
Committee (UAC). The first section
of the report provides information
about candidate admission,
advancement and completion, as
well as candidate demographic
information. The second section
provides data on
performance on program key
assessments. The final section of
the report addresses program
improvement plans based on the
data analyzed, including key
assessments results, data from
follow - up surveys such as the
California State University

System - wide Evaluation and Exit
Survey, candidate and P - 12 partner
feedback and other sources. Each
program develops the action plan

for program improvement,

identifies the data to be

collected and analyzed to evaluate

the action plan, and the next

steps to be taken.

candi

Certificate of Clearances) when

campuses rely on external storage mechanisms.

37




Weodve had no osk@diomerangd and TaskStream® This
passes some of the cost on to students, but it is scary to think of how

much data is being stored elsewhere and not under our own control.

Whatever advantages there may be to use of TaskStream®, there is no
simple way to link information from that system, which is built on individual

student subscriptions, to existing databases in the College and University.

Our biggest barrier is linking data from independent systems.

The wide range of data generated by programs and the large variety of
audiences indicate that data are generated in response to many diverse
mandates and requests. However, so much time is devoted to just collecting the
data for reporting purposes, that little time and attention is given to its use for
research or program improvement. Data reports most frequently cited were: The
Annual Report, Chancel |l or 6s Oof fice R €pQ Program
documents, Institutional Review for NCATE, Title Il, NCATE updates, Internship
Program report, Office of Special Education Programs report, Enrollment
Reporting System Teacher Credential (ERST) report, and WASC. Audiences for
the data reporting cited were: faculty and administration (school and university),
advisory boards, coordinators, accreditation teams, unit committee, assessment
committee, graduate program review committee, grant applications, and all

university responsibility for teacher education (AURTEC) committee.

Program
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California State University, Bakersfield has a quarterly unit operation
assessment administered by sampling program candidates to determine the

effective operation of credential programs. A staff member prepares co urse

sets of a standardized assessment form that is delivered to the coordinator of

each credential and masterdés degree program. On
campus receives a packet of surveys to be administered during the eighth week

of the quarter. The course packets are returned to the

program operation surveys are tallied and provide quarterly responses by

students to determine program effectiveness. Since this is conducted on a

quarterly basis, it provides immediate response t 0 monitor and evaluate program
changes and program improvement. The results are aggregated by program and an

overall unit score is available.

Approximately one third of the campuses responding to the survey indicated that
they generate reports in response to external demands but may not use them to

inform program improvements, recruitment, or to obtain resources.

[Barriers include] finding and [ california State University,

Channel | s IMaitipledSsbfect
students participate in a culminating
mock inte rview with panels composed
of principals, district

administrators and university

faculty. Students arrive

professionally outfitted to answer a

series of questions from the
Superintendent of Schoo
submit a cover letter, teaching

philosophy state ment, resumé and
completed application. The

. . interviews require students to
newsletter and with advisory | refiecton. integrate and synthesize

i | h theories and best practices learned
councils. In general, we have not | i, professional preparation courses

and through their experiences in
made good use of data for classrooms, and describe their own

.. . fut ure practice. They demonstrate
publicity and recruitment. ability to verbally respond to a
professional panel of evaluators as
well as developing interviewing
skills. Students receive immediate
We have not made good use of | oraland written evaluation and

feedback on performance and the

paying the people who have the
expertise and time to analyze and
use the abundant data we collect

for program improvement efforts.

We 6 v e shared dat

data for requesting resources, | documents for their pr ofessional
portfolios. Students and school
except for some grant proposals. district members have rated this

practice as highly effective.
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California State University, Monterey Bay uses an outcomes - based
system of candidate performance in which the professional knowledge,

skills, and dis positions of the emerging teacher are assessed in a

culminating professional portfolio and Capstone experience. Candidates

begin the preparation of their portfolio dguided by an advisor ain the first
semester of their program as they organize their work in r elation to the
Teacher Performance Expectations (TPEs). Candidates write reflective

narratives on their learning and support their self - assessment with
artifacts that demonstrate mastery of proficiencies for each TPE. These

reflective narratives and artifa cts are assembled and reviewed by the
candidate, advisor, and one additional faculty in the department. Based on

these evaluation sources, advisors determine whether program outcomes have

been met. At a public Capstone event -- similar to presentation and/or

poster sessions at a professional conference -- candidates present their

portfolios and a sample teaching event repres

in teaching.

Campuses reported that there is wide and robust variation in the kind of data

programs used for decision-making and the processes that are used to

implement data-driven decision-making. Several campuses did not identify even

one way in which data were used to make decisions.

California State University, Northridge
We are just beginning to | recognized the need for a more
sophisticated, integrated data
systematically use data for | warehouse to meet the ambitious
program im provement. of Teachers for a New Era. They wanted

a system to store, summarize, and
[Using data for decision analyze information about the
characteristics of and progress made by
making iS] not done. our candidates as they moved through

the various transition points on their
[Questions in this section are] | way to professional prac _ tice. They
loaded biographic, demographic, and
academic data from the PeopleSoft
Campus Solutions student information
system into a newly constructed data
warehouse structure. Next, they then

We have no examples of how converted hard copy forms of
evaluations into electronic forma

data is used to make used this on - line internet - based
evaluation system. The conversion

decisions. but we are Working process has taken several years, but is
' now operational and is yielding rich

on improving our performance _data that alloyvg. us them make better
informed decisions.

not applicable.

across all of these categories.

research agenda establish ed as a part

We are in processd nowher e near wher e

resources, we are doing the best we can.
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P — Time, especially for analysis and
California State University, Long

Beach has implemented a project to feeding into program improvement, is
assess our student teach

K- 12 student learning. During the the biggest barrier. Technical
student teaching phase, candidates

Bl 0T T SOEs £ Ui @ Sl el expertise and comfort with data
Prior to teaching the unit, candidates

create and implement a pre ~EEis collection, analysis, and reporting are
unit learning outcomes. After

teaching the unit of study, candidates also challenges Lack of an
assess their K - 12 students with a '

post -test. Students analyze the Assessment Center where
re§ults and use this assessment data

to identify and plan for subsequent assessment and evaluation activities

learning needs of individual students.

They write a reflection of their

teaching of the unit emphasizing

assessment of student learning and

di scussing what theyodve
the project. Candidates discuss their

project results with their cooperating

teacher, their student teaching

supervisor, and the ir student teaching
seminar instructor. The program goals

of the project are threefold: (1) to

have candidates learn the importance

of utilizing systematically collected

data on student achievement, (2) to

give candidates practical experience

with the pr e- assessment/teach/post -

can be centralized coordinated,
supported, facilitated, etc. is a
hindrance. Money can help overcome
some barriers, e.g., an Assessment
Center is costly. We have no
dedicated staff or faculty for

assessment. Assigned time has been

assessment/re - teach cycle, and (3) to given to faculty, but this is irregular. It
ascertain the extent to which .
candidates affect student achievement seemed obvious to the Study Team

during student teaching.

that campuses, working alone, have

great difficulty in mounting a meaningful, coherent, useful approach to

program evaluation and improvement.

Teacher education candidates at Sonoma State University submit a portfolio twice

while in the program: Candidate Work Samples 1 & 2 (CWS1 & CWS2). Each

collection contains items selected by the candidate as evidence for Performance

Expectations (PEs), which are based on the CA - TPEs. Each item must have a

rationale attached. They often include addi tional evidence of the
knowledge and skill, such as student work, a variety of assessments, or a video

of the candi dateds teaching. Department faculty
end of each term. The results of the e - portfolio assessment system provide

candidates with an authentic opportunity to synthesize their knowledge and
demonstrate depth and breadth of knowledge. Maintaining assessment of the

entire CWS1 or CWS2 within the department allows faculty to view products from
many courses  strengthening the program and enhancing connections between field
and university experiences.
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Chapter 4

Current Status of the CSU Systemwide Evaluation

An important objective of the Study Team was to describe the current status of
the CSU Systemwide Evaluation which holds great promise for improvement of
teacher preparation on individual or groups of CSU campuses. The CSU
Systemwide evaluation is administered by the Center for Teacher Quality. The
Center for Teacher Quality summarizes the history of the evaluation, the CSU
Mosaic, and evaluation methodologies in California State University Faculty and
the CSU Systemwide Evaluation of Teacher Preparation (2007). Excerpts are
provided below.

Origins and Purposes

In 2001 the Deans of Education in the California State University proposed to

Chancellor Reed that a system-wide evaluation of teacher preparation be

established for the purposes of fostering and tracking improvements.  The

Deansdé6 concept i ncluded an ongoing assessme
new evidence for primary use by the 22 CSU campuses and CalState TEACH

that offer teaching credential programs. CSU colleges of education needed

evidence of the impact of recent changes in multiple-subject, single-subject and
education-specialist credential programs. The Deans needed evidence right

away, in 2001, and periodically thereafter, so colleges of education could

undertake further program changes and trace their effects. A related purpose of

t he evaluation was t o pr oithcratible eh evideBdeanc el | o
pertaining to lingering public issues about the overall quality of teacher education

in the CSU.

Chancell or Reed accepted the D-emfandséforpr opos a

it. Assistant Vice-Chancellor Wilson hired a professional evaluator with
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experience in teacher education. In six months, campus and system leaders
received the requested evidence. Additional sets of evidence were delivered in
each successive year. With considerable validity but mixed levels of reliability,
the successive sets of delivered evidence related to this question: how effective
are CSU teaching credential programs in their outcomes?

The CSU Mosaic

When CSU academic leaders decided to initiate a systemwide evaluation of
teacher preparation, several alternative scenarios were available to them.
Teacher education has many outcomes that interact with each other over time.
Teacher performance, teacher effectiveness, teacher development and the
retention of teachers in classroom teaching are influenced by teacher preparation
and by many other factors. Should the CSU focus on one or two outcomes or
envision a more comprehensive approach? The Deans and the Chancellor
discussed this question and expressed a strong preference for a broad
evaluation that would incorporate several outcomes in an integrated design.
CSU leaders also discussed alternative methods for compiling evidence about
teacher education programs. The strengths and weaknesses of surveys, focus
groups, examinations, interviews and performance assessments were explored,
particularly by a committee of six CSU Deans, who recommended that the Deans
pursue a multi-method design in which evidence produced by specific methods
would complement evidence produced by other methods, yielding a strong fabric
of evidence for each campus. From these conversations there emerged a visual

image that participants called The CSU Mosaic (see following page).

Each tile in the Mosaic represents a set of results that should be viewed
interactively with the Mo s a iothdy sutcomes. If we measure and assess the
fruits of teacher preparation appropriately, each one will contribute to a
comprehensive, accurate understanding of our accomplishments as well as our

areas of ongoing concern in teacher education. The diagram's shape and
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structure emphasize that teacher preparation has multiple out-comes forming a
woven quilt in which the elements cohere if we conceptualize them thoughtfully

and if we measure them in conjunction with each other.

The CSU Mosaic:
Multiple Significant Outcomes of Teacher Education Programs
Being Measured, Assessed and Improved Across Multiple Years

Center for Teacher Quality
Office of the Chancellor
The California State University System

2

Outcome Two:
Effects of a
Program on Its
Graduates'
Teaching as
Reported by
Them After 1-3
Teaching Years

1

Outcome One:
Intrinsic Qualities
of a Program as
Reported by Its
Graduates When
They Complete
the Program

Outcome Six: Teacher Outcome Three:
K-12 Student Learning Education Effects of a Program on
Outcomes that Can Graduates' Teaching as
Validly be Traced to Prog ram Reported by Their
Teacher Education Outcomes Job Supervisors

4

Outcome Four:
Effects of a
Program on

Its Graduates'
Teaching as
Measured by

Valid, Reliable

Assessments of

Performance

5

Outcome Five:
Participation and
Persistence in the
Profession of
Teaching by a
Program's Recent
Graduates

In 2001 and 2002, the CSU Conceived and Developed the
CSU Mosaic. From 2002 Until 2006, the University Relied on the CSU
Mosaic as a Roadmap for Planning, Expanding and Implementing the
CSU Systemwide Evaluation of Teacher Preparation Outcomes.

Copyright: Office of the CSU Chancellor
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The CSU Portfolio

Given budget constraints, the Deans decided to first pursue Outcomes One

through Three initially, and that work on Outcomes Four through Six would phase
into the CSU design as time and resources became available. With the
realization that establishing expectations for reporting and using evaluation
results were at least as critical as establishing a comprehensive plan to
incorporate more and more outcomes over time, the CSU Portfolio of Evidence
about Teacher Preparation Outcomes (following page) was created as an initial
plan for how the CSU might, over time, develop a package of evidence for review
and use by academic faculties on CSU campuses and in system positions.
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The CSU Portfolio:
An Ongoing System for Reporting Evidence about Preparation Outcomes
for Use in Program Improvement and Institutional Accountability

Center for Teacher Quality
Office of the Chancellor
The California State University System

CSU Presidents,
Provosts, Deans and
Academic Senate

CSU Chancellor and
Board of Trustees

Annual
Reports

Annual
Reports

Program
Qutcome
Data
Element 2

Program
Outcome
Data
Element 1

A Portfolio of
Reliable Information
About the Inter-Related
Outcomes of Teacher
Preparation

Program
Qutcome
Data
Element 6

Program
Qutcome
Data
Element 3

Program
Outcome
Data
Element 5

Program
Outcome
Data
Element 4

From 2002 through 2006, the CSU Relied on
the CSU Portfolio as a Roadmap for
Disseminating and Utilizing the Results of
Teacher Education Outcome Evaluations.

Copyright: Office of the CSU Chancellor

Current Status

The CSU Systemwide Evaluation of Teacher Preparation has continued to
implement this initial vision to the present day. CTQ is gradually making
progress in adding pieces of the Mosaic to our Portfolio over time, and the
diagram that follows shows recent developments toward the goal of assessing

several outcomes of each program on each campus.
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CSU designed and implemented an online Exit Evaluation that includes all
graduates of CSU credential programs, compiles evidence of program
quality before graduates begin certificated teaching, electronically
produces summary statistics on an ongoing basis, and enables each
campus to download and track its early outcomes in real time.

CSU invited seven consecutive cohorts of first-year teachers to assess the
value, quality and effectiveness of credential preparation holistically and in
relation to its constituent elements.

CTQ annually taps the judgments of our first-year teachers' job
supervisors by obtaining the judgments of seasoned school leaders and
managers who observe our graduates and confer with them about their
teaching.

Faculty members at a CSU campus recently pilot-studied classroom
observations by a small group of education professors in order to view the
teaching practices of our graduates as outcomes of preparation.

CSU met three times with the California Employment Development
Department to establish a partnership leading to a comprehensive
analysis of employment patterns by all teachers who constitute the
population of certified CSU graduates since 1999. This analysis will show
how many graduates became teachers, how long they remained in
teaching, and how long they continued to teach in high-poverty, low-
performing districts.

CTQ has made progress toward the challenging goal of assessing teacher
preparation in relation to K-12 achievement by collaborating with large

urban districts that hire large numbers of our graduates each year.
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Implementing the CSU Mosaic and Portfolio in Practice: 2007 Update

/1 CSU operates an online\ 2

Exit Evaluation that (a) in-
cludes all program comple-
ters, (b) electronically
produces summary statistics
on an ongoing basis, and (c)
enables each campus to
download and track its

Starting in 2001, CSU annually invites
its first-year teaching graduates to assess
the value and effectiveness of their CSU
credential programs in relation to the
demands of teaching. Third-year teaching
graduates made similar assessments in

2005 and 2(@

/ 3 Starting in 2001, cs}

annually invites the job
supervisors of first-year
teaching graduates to assess
the graduates' readiness for
classroom responsibilities.
Each year, CTQ reports to CSU

campuses the composite and

outcomes in real time.
-

1 2

Outcome One:
Intrinsic Qualities
of a Program as
Reported by Its
Graduates When
They Complete
the Program

6

Outcome Six: Teacher
K-12 Student Learning Education
Outcomes that Can
Validly be Traced to Program
Teacher Education Outcomes

4

5

Outcome Two:
Effects of a
Program on Its
Graduates'
Teaching as
Reported by
Them After 1-3
Teaching Years

Graduates' Teaching as

Outcome Four:

1 \Graduates
6 CSUreceived a grant from

Carnegie Corporation to support

Outcome Five: Effects on
Participation and Graduates'
Persistence in the Teaching as

Profession of Measured by Valid,

Teaching by a Reliable
Program's Recent Assessments of

Performance

item-specific responsey

A

y

Outcome Three:
Effects of a Program on

Observed by Their
Job Supervisors

the costs of assessing Outcome -
Six in six large urban school \

districts that hire large numbers S csu s forming a partnership
of CSU graduates. To date, with the California Department of
seven such districts have Employment, leading to an analysis
agreed to provide data in which and assessment of retention and
the demographics and attrition patterns in the teaching
accomplishments of individual profession by

pupils will be linked to the CSU graduates since 1999.

%ords of their teachers. /

N
4 csu Campuses are
preparing for funded
implementation of Teaching
Performance Assessments
(TPASs) as part of state
reforms in teacher
certification under SB 2042.

48



Evaluation Methodologies
The Center for Teacher Quality summarizes evaluation methodologies in
California State University Faculty and the CSU Systemwide Evaluation of

Teacher Preparation (2007). Excerpts are provided below.

Evaluation Population/Sample

Each year, the CSU campuses define the population of CSU credential program
graduates by uploading their Lists of Program Completers to a Chancellor's
Office website, which creates a systemwide list of graduates. The Chan
Office uses electronic matching with state and local databases to locate
members of the population and to determine their employment status one year
after they complete CSU credential programs. The Chancel |l or o
information about the numbers of CSU credential graduates who serve as K-12
teachers in the initial school year following their completion of CSU teaching
credential programs. The Chancellor's Office invites the teaching graduates of all
CSU campuses to participate in the evaluation, including the teaching graduates

of Multiple Subject, Single Subject and Education Specialist Programs.

Evaluation Questions and Validity

The Deans Committee and the TEKR Committee developed extensive sets of
evaluation questions after re-viewing questions used by other colleges and by
independent research centers in California and elsewhere. The evaluation
guestions address important issues pertaining to (1) the effectiveness, (2) the
intrinsic quality and (3) the professional value of CSU programs of professional
teacher preparation. The Deans and TEKR Committees developed questions for
CSU teaching graduates and a set of matching questions for the employment
supervisors of teaching graduates during the first year of school employment.
Teaching graduates and their employment supervisors answer the CSU
guestions about preparation effectiveness. Graduates answer the evaluation

guestions about the quality and value of CSU preparation. The Deans and TEKR

S

Oof fi
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Committees aligned many of the evaluation questions with the Teaching Perfor-
mance Expectations (TPEs) of the State of California, which contributes to the
validity of the evaluation. For greater validity, the CSU aligned several evaluation
guestions with the Professional Accreditation Standards of the State of California
and the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education. Each year the
CSU re-uses most of the evaluation questions that were asked the prior year. As
a result, the CSU longitudinally tracks campus results and systemwide results in
relation to most of the questions. In 2006, the Deans initiated a review of the
evaluation's validity for Education Specialist Programs.  Resulting changes to
increase the evaluationdés validity are going

Evaluation Participants

To each CSU teacher whom the Chancellor's Office (CO) locates, the CO mails a

letter signed by the Dean of Education at the teacher's CSU campus, inviting the

teacher to participate in the CSU Evaluation. The CO mails a second letter from the

Dean to the principal of each CSU graduate's school, who gives this second

invitation to the school leader who is responsible for evaluating the teacher's
professional progress. The CSU Dean's second letter asks the K-12 supervisor to

assess the prior pedagogical preparation of a specified teacher who teaches under

the administrator's supervision and is named in the evaluation packet. The
requestedassessment of each teaching graduateos
site-administrator (often the school principal) who is responsible for district-level

evaluation of that teacher's work. Each year the Deans ask the K-12 supervisors to

answer most of the same questions that are also posed to the teaching graduates.
Campuses receive summaries of t he graduat e

responses.

Each year the CSU invites teachers and supervisors to answer the CSU questions
online so participation in the evaluation is as convenient as possible, and to
minimize the need for data-entry operations by the CSU. The CSU website presents

program-specific questions to graduates of Multiple Subject, Single Subject, and
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Education Specialist Teaching Credential Programs. All graduates also answer a
set of common questions. The CSU website also assists the campuses and the CO
as they complete extensive follow-up phone calls and e-mail messages in which

they encourage many graduates and supervisors to answer the CSU questions.

Evaluation Response Rates

Each year the CSU has achieved a systemwide evaluation response rate of 50
percent or higher for teaching graduates and 45 percent or higher for K-12
employment supervisors. Several campuses have higher rates. Each campus
report includes 95 percent confidence intervals for all statistics. Systemwide
findings usually have very high levels of reliability because very large numbers of

graduates and supervisors respond.

Minimizing Measurement Error

To measure the effects of CSU preparation programs, data are collected one

year after each teacher finishes a program. Interns and emergency teachers are

included after they finish preparing for teaching credentials. The CO verifies that
each participant is working in an instructional capacity. Graduates who serve in
other capacities such as school counseling or administration are not included in
the analysis of evaluation results. The CO compares the responses of graduates
whose teaching assignments match their CSU preparation with those who have
inappropriate or illegal assignments, to minimize the effects of misassignments.

The CO checks how long each administrator has supervised the CSU graduate,
and how many times s/he has observed and conferenced with the graduate.

Evaluation data analysis does not include inactive supervisors.

Evaluation Evidence Provided to Deans of Education.

Each year the campus-specific work-product for each Dean includes the same
data elements as it did the prior year. Faculty and leaders can track the
progress of their teaching credential programs over time. To facilitate longitudinal

tracking by the campuses, each evaluation work-product specifies where the



campus can find particular data elements in the work-products of prior evaluation
years. Each year's evaluation work-product displays systemwide findings beside
each set of campus findings. A campus can check how well campus programs
compare with similar programs throughout the CSU. Each year the evaluation
work-product disaggregates the evaluation findings on the basis of credential
programs so a Dean can compare the relative effectiveness of these programs

on her or his own campus.

Systematic Enhancements

After a pilot-study in 2003, the Deans decided to give greater emphasis to
composite indexes to increase the reliability of their findings. They also decided
to report composite findings to CSU Presidents and Provosts. After the pilot-
study in 2003, the Deans decided in 2004 to continue reporting item statistics so
Deans could consider teacher and supervisor responses to individual items as
sources of their composite findings. After thorough discussion in 2004, the Deans
decided to participate in an accountability process in which each Dean reports
and discusses the campus' longitudinal findings with a representative of the

Chancellor.

Recent Expansions

In 2004 the Deans decided that all CSU campuses will participate in an end-of-
program exit evaluation for the purpose of establishing baseline data describing
teachers' judgments at the time of program completion. The Deans decided to
complete subject-matter evaluations on a time-available basis. The CSU
Evaluation assesses the subject-matter preparation of teachers with English,
math, science and history credentials. In2007 t he Chancel |l orés Offic
a large-scale survey and case-study of professional retention, attrition and
transfer with a focus on teachers who work in low-performing, hard-to-staff

schools.
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At the Deans' request, in 2005 the CO initiated a survey of CSU teachers in the
third year of certificated teaching for the purpose of tracking CSU credential
program outcomes beyond the initial year of teaching. At the Deans' request, in
2006 the CO is reporting an exploratory analysis of statistical relationships
among teacher preparation factors, characteristics of CSU teachers, and multiple
indexes of K-12 student learning.

CSU campuses receive distinct work-products about these recent supplementary
evaluation studies. A loose leaf notebook enables each Dean to compile and

organize new evaluation evidence conveniently.
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Chapter 5

Recommendations

In formulating recommendations to the Deans, the Study Team drew from a
number of resources, including our review of the literature, data and findings from
the CSU Survey of Teacher Preparation Programs: Data Collection, Analysis,
Storage, and Reporting, and input from Campus Representatives for the
Excellence in Teacher Preparation Initiative. We also received input from the
CSU Center for Teacher Quality, The Chancel |l or 6s Of fi ce, Teach
Era Project, and the Carnegie Corporation of New York and the Academy for

Educational Development.

Our recommendations are organized under five main headings:
Campus Action for Creating cultures of evidence
Campus Action for Data Management

System-Wide Action

Collaboration with the Center for Teacher Quality

= =2 4 -4 -2

Recommendations for a Long-Term Research Agenda

Recommendations for Campus Action for Creating Cultures of Evidence

The team recommends that the California State University campuses continue
their efforts to establish cultures of evidence through faculty involvement, data
collection, data management, data analysis, and data-based decision making on
program improvements. We encourage campuses to consider the following
specific recommendations. We encourage campuses to build consensus through
a process of eight steps and with the support of materials provided by the

Excellence in Teacher Preparation Initiative.
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Developing Cultures of Evidence

Each campus should cultivate a culture of evidence as it meets their campus
mission. Campus cul tures should rest on strong
include the collection, analysis, storage, reporting, and use of meaningful data of
multiple types that facilitate decision-making and program improvement. The
development of cultures of evidence should use collaborative processes with

preK-14 partners, the CSU system, and other stakeholders.

The development of any culture must attend to four factors: a) the constitution

and characteristics of its members, tools used to accomplish key activities (e.g.,

the collection, organization, and analysis of evidence), organizational processes

that support new activities, and policies that support the values, goals and

practices of a newly emerging culture. Getting faculty and staff (the cultural

members) to buy into new cultural norms is not easy, especially when faculty

may feel hostile to mandates imposed from the outside. One key to getting buy-

in would be to engage faculty and staff in dialogue about what the #dAcul

evidenceo would Il ook Iike in that context ar
evidenceo would further the wunit and campus
mi ssion and vVvision statemeentasf éhied epnactehowatyh
outlined here uses a series of stages that begin with dialogue and recursively

move through collection of, consideration of and action on evidence. The first

involves dialogue.

Following extensive dialogue, members of the unit would then identify key
research and program evaluation questions that they have about the
effectiveness and impact of their programs. It is important to emphasize that the
Acul ture of evidenceo is rooted irfdaour fund
educational professionals and researchers 1 about the nature, effectiveness and
effects of our efforts to prepare school personnel. Once these questions are

identified, members would then identify the range of data sources that would be
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required to respond to these fundamental questions. In some cases, data will be
readily available. In other cases, data collection tools and protocols will need to
be developed. The selection of appropriate tools for data collection and analysis
needs to be accompanied by appropriate and adequate professional
development of staff and faculty in the use of such tools. Without specialized
training in the use of new tools, faculty and staff are likely to abandon the
process if the new tools present more problems than they solve.

These data questions T while inherent to the research process i are also key
resource questions. The capacity and willingness of the campus and system will,
for better or worse, shape the extent to which all data envisioned for this process

are actually ultimately collected.

As with any research effort or inquiry, identifying the data to be collected must go
hand in hand with systematic projections about how the data will ultimately be
analyzed and the audiences with whom the data will be shared. And, in fact, this
may require of us in higher education one of the greatest shifts in our existing
culture. Our survey reveals that significant amounts of data actually are collected
by our units for a wide range of purposes. But, currently we expend more effort
collecting these data than we do in using these data to help us understand what
we are doing and to identify both strengths and weaknesses. Thinking carefully
from the outset about how the data might be analyzed and to whom the analysis
will be communicated will help us close this important loop in our research/inquiry

process.

Finally, cultures of evidence must be sustained by periods of critical reflection
andbypol i cies that support the faculty and st
Cultural change is by its very nature a recursive process, where activity and
reflection interact to produce new activity and further reflection. Intense
workloads and the many demands of university life often short-circuit this

recursive process, interfering with our desires to work consciously and in ways
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that connect our values with our practices. Critical reflection on our cultures of

evi

denceo

wi | | ensur e

t hat

the era

furthers our individual and collective missions for quality public higher education.

The following tool for discussion and planning may assist campuses in

developing their own culture of evidence.

of

Excellence in Teacher Preparation Initiative (EPTI)
STEPS TOWARD DEVELOPING A CULTURE OF EVIDENCE

Recommended Resources

SHEY B X& QUEsiEns to be Available on Website
Consensus How could a culture of evidence contribute to
1 I~ your campus mission? What would a culture EPTI Presentation
Building ; ;
of evidence look like on your campus?
Identification What are our questions about program quality | Research Agenda Built on
2 . and candidate performance? What do we Transition Points in Teacher
of Questions . . :
want to know? Education in California
Analysis of What data do we already have and what EPTI Survey Summary and
3 Current additional data do we need? How can we Recommendations
Status and better use what we already have? What data | CSU System-Wide Data on
Needs have the highest priority? Teacher Preparation
Identification What tools, technologies, aﬂd human Models of Data Collection,
4 resources are currently available? What !
of Resources Analysis, Storage, and Use
others do you need?
Routines and
5 Procedures What routines and procedures are currently Models of Data Collection,
for Data used and what needs to be developed? Analysis, Storage, and Use
Analysis
How do we integrate these routines and
6 Using the procedures into faculty culture so that they Case Studies of Successful
Results become a part of program/department Integration
decision-making processes?
. o Who should we tell and what should we tell Models of Data Collection,
7 Dissemination . .
them? With what purpose and goal? Analysis, Storage, and Use
Evaluation of What things went well? What things need Campus Reports on
the Process . 5 5 . )
8 (Feedback improvement? What do we do next? Whatis | Innovations and Lessons
Loop) our next priority? Learned

accou
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Recommendations for Campus Action for Data Management

AData managemento involves the collection,
of meaningful data that facilitates decision-making and program improvement.
Based on the findings of existing practices as measured against the needs and
demands, the team developed a set of recommendations for action at the

campus level as well as at the system-level.

Recommendations for campus action are designed to help each campus move
toward a more evidence-based culture within the context of their own setting
while utilizing system-wide resources. These recommendations are collected
under five major headings: data management, data collection, data analysis,
data storage, data reporting and use, and data-based decision making. We see
these categories as iterative, as actions in each category may prompt actions in

other categories.

Data
Management

CULTURE Data Use
d
OF Re::rting

EVIDENCE

Data
Collection

Data Management

1. Each campus should engage in COE-wide conversations to identify what
data are needed at each program level, and what kind of data should be in
the centralized database, and why.

2. Each campus should organize its own data management system. This

should include: an administrator who is in overall charge, a faculty or staff
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member who can manipulate multiple databases, formal identification of
those involved in program data collection and reporting, specific
commonalties of data collection, and a process for reporting data from the
program level to the central level as well as a process for flow in the
opposite direction.

3. Data collection and storage should be organized to facilitate comparisons
between data sets.

4. Provosts, Institutional Research, and IT units on each campus need to
work closely with Colleges of Education to provide them with support in
personnel, technology, and training in the use of data management
systems that are fully integrated with campus-wide data systems.

5. Data management systems should be organized to reduce burden on
faculty while improving utility of data for program and other decision

making processes.

Data Collection

6. Data collection should include multiple sources of data.

7. Data collection and record keeping should be polished to improve the
quality of records and to account for outliers. Data should be reliable and
valid.

8. The system should support the development of reliable and valid
disposition assessment tools.

9. There should be a system-wide minimal set of fields for data collection.
There should be capability at the system level to integrate campus-based
data.

10.Each campus should move toward electronic data collection.

11.Each campus should have a system for maintaining contact with
credential program alumni.

12.The system should support the development of reliable and valid ways to
assess program impact on a range of important indicators including

teacher development and preK-12 student performance.



13.Professional development should be offered to introduce new data
collection tools that might aid in collecting data about research questions

and program effectiveness.

Data Analysis

14.Protocols need to be established at each campus for the analysis of data
collected by programs. The establishment of these protocols would
ensure that data analysis is a sustainable and regular component of each
campusb6s routines and procedures.

15.Each campus should determine a set of analyses that are routinely done
that are |linked to the institutio
well as to the TPEs and TPAs.

16.Comparative analyses should be done on a regular basis so that program
coordinators, department chairs, and deans can determine their success
in recruiting, retaining, and graduating their candidates. The type and
level for comparison should be determined by each campus based upon
their vision and mission.

17.Campuses should consider how analysis of data collected on the campus
could be integrated with the data reports from external sources, such as

the system-wide evaluation.

Data Storage
18.Colleges of Education need dedicated secure servers that are maintained

by the IT unit on campus. A server managed by the IT unit would ensure

continuity in data management and security in the handling of student

personal records (e.g., SSN) that are required by the state and CTC.
19.Campuses need resources to develop the physical infrastructure to move

towards all electronic data collection.

Data Reporting and Use

(@}
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20.Resources and technical assistance should be made available to units to
generate a core set of research questions about their programs.

21.Resources and technical assistance should be provided to units to assess
the effectiveness of existing data and data collection tools for responding
to research questions and program evaluation and planning. Technical
assistance should be provided to improve existing data tools and/or how
data collected is actually analyzed where appropriate.

22.Resources and technical assistance should be made available for the
creation of data analysis and reporting processes that occur in a timely
way so that they are incorporated into the decision-making process of
units. Secondarily, additional resources could be provided to use data to
hel p craft particular Omessagesod about pr

23.Efforts across campus should be bolstered such that faculty across units
regularly engage in a reflective consideration of evidence about campus
programs.

24.Campuses should make effective use of the Systemwide Evaluation data
and encourage individual faculty to make use of this data for research and
grant purposes.

25.Though data reporting and use are a required part of running state
programs, more should be done to promote the use of data as a means of
conducting inquiry into practice T at multiple program levels. The purpose
of inquiry is deeper understanding of complex phenomena i rather than
satisfying compliance, rankings or other stratifying, authoritative
objectives.

26.Data collection, analysis and reporting systems must be created that
provide robust findings about our complex efforts, even if these incur
significant costs.

27.While these mandates must be met, creating cultures of evidence will
require some level of autonomous inquiry into questions of practice and

outcome that faculty truly care about. Sometimes these will be the same,
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other times they will not. The system must allow for both to be genuinely
explored.

28.An inventory of tools and their most appropriate applications could help
units make better choices about data they collect, reports they generate,
and the audiences they address.

Data-Driven Decision Making

29.Forums should be created that will allow units to share their practices with
data driven decision-making.

30.Units would benefit from networking and cross-pollination within and
across campuses.

31.Data about system and campus successes should be utilized to attract
students and bolster partnerships with induction programs and districts.

32.Professional development should be provided to those who are interested
in better understanding how internal budgets and requests for external
support are constructed such that compelling portraits of needs for
program development and/or expansion can be offered.

33.Incentives and support should be offered such that participation in the Exit
Survey is higher 1 this will improve the reliability and validity of this data
source and encourage its use in program planning and development. In
addition to receiving general analyses, campuses should be able to
request analyses of the survey data that reflect their research and
evaluation priorities.

34.Efforts should be made to coordinate and align i as best as is possible T
the multiple data streams that directly and indirectly relate to teacher

preparation efforts on campuses.

Recommendations for System-Wide Action

In order to support the development of cultures of evidence on each campus,

system-wide support will be needed. We recommend that the California State
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University System work with the administration, faculty, and staff of the Colleges

of Education to develop cultures of evidence through faculty involvement, data

collection, data management, and data analysis; and to institutionalize cultures of

evidence through system-wide and collaborative evaluation and systemic

funding.

1. Promote faculty involvement by

a.
b.

fostering faculty ownership of the culture of evidence;

facilitating faculty leadership in the creation of cultures of evidence for
program improvement.

promoting educational innovation by creating system-wide feedback
loops (e.g., host an annual system-wide Excellence in Teacher
Preparation Conference for program coordinators and other
stakeholders which focuses on teacher education assessment and
data analysis); and

promoting faculty involvement in using Systemwide Evaluation data for
purposes of teaching, scholarly and creativity activity, and service.
facilitating CSU faculty participation in state and national conversations
about and research on teacher preparation (e.g. establish an ongoing

Excellence in Teacher Preparation Institute).

2. Support development of data collection by

a.

establishing a core set of program evaluation and candidate
performance data that are needed for system-wide research on the
impact of teacher preparation on student achievement;

ensuring electronic systems for data gathering (e.g., student teaching
performance to allow for an easy interface between local data
collecting systems to a common system; and

push for California policy to create teacher identifier that can follow the
candidate from program admissions through their career, and means

of protecting the privacy of the candidates.
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3. Support data management by

a.

b.

providing a set of options to advocate for an information system (data
collection, data warehousing, and analytical and reporting tools) that
serves the needs of teacher preparation programs; and

exploring the feasibility of creating a customized module within People-

Soft for teacher preparation program data.

4. Support data analysis by

a.

Continuing and expanding the use of valid and consistent measures
(and multiple data sources) to connect candidate/teacher performance
data to preK-12 pupil achievement and other educational outcomes. In
that analysis, taking into account between and within campus
comparisons, address candidate background, experiences, and
characteristics; undergraduate preparation; subject matter preparation;
pathways into credential programs; credential pathways, including
internships, cohort, and blended programs; student teaching and
teaching assignments; candidate performance measures (i.e., PACT,

TPA); and induction pathways.

5. Support systemwide and collaborative evaluation by

a.

b.

continuing to support and expand the system-wide evaluation
conducted by the CSU Chancellor
Quality for the CSU Education Deans; and

expanding collaborations with preK-12 districts and community

colleges to develop cultures of evidence that embrace all stakeholders.

6. Provide systemic funding through

a.

providing necessary funding for the assessment of teacher education
programs;
advocating for state funding of system-wide and campus-based

assessments of teachers; and

0OS
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c. providing incentives and rewards to enable institutions to act on

evidence-based program improvements.

Recommendations for Collaboration with the Center for Teacher Quality

The Center for Teacher Quality recommends that the Excellence in Teacher
Preparation Initiative pursue a multi-faceted strategy to realize the objective of
transforming colleges of education so teacher preparation becomes more
evidence-based. CTQ and the Study Team agree that one such strategy is to
increase faculty involvement in and use of the Systemwide Evaluation for
teaching, scholarly and creativity, and service. The following recommendations
are excerpted from the CTQ 2007 report, California State University Faculty and
the CSU Systemwide Evaluation of Teacher Preparation.

Presented first are examples of faculty involvement between 2001 and 2006,
followed by recommendations for research opportunities and recommendations
for how the Center for Teacher Quality could support a systemwide culture of

evidence.

Faculty Involvement in the Evaluation: 2001 Through 2006

The following paragraphs describe a few of the occasions when CSU faculty
were involved in the Systemwide Evaluation of Teacher Preparation. Involvement
and contributions of CSU faculty members occur in three major areas: policy
review and recommendations, revisions to the systemwide evaluation, and use of

data generated by the systemwide evaluation.

Policy Review and Recommendations

1. CTQ has met annually with the Systemwide Academic Senate Committee
on Teacher Education and K-12 Education (TEKR), which is selected and
appointed by the Systemwide Academic Senate. These conferences have

beenwide-r angi ng and i nsightful as Senate | ea
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and practices in the evaluation of CSU teacher preparation. Each year

CTQ has delivered reports to T&&R

adopted and implemented TEKR recommendations.

. In 2003, CSU faculty finished writing Preparing Teachers to Teach
Reading Effectively, a powerful and important policy statement that
impacted K-12 literacy instruction in many California districts. Afterwards,
CTQ asked the CSU faculty authors of the policy statement to write a
coherent new set of reading-related items for the Systemwide Evaluation
of Teacher Preparation. As a result of involvement by CSU faculty,
evaluation questions pertaining to K-8 reading instruction are thoroughly
aligned with the vision of reading instruction that the policy document

articulates with great clarity.

Revisions to Systemwide Evaluation

. When faculties in Departments of Special Education at several CSU
campuses expressed concern about the validity of the Systemwide
Evaluation for assessing education specialist credential programs, the
Deans of Education appointed a systemwide faculty committee to review
the Systemwide Evaluation thoroughly. After a year of study and

deliberations, the committee submitted a report to the Deans, who

adopted the reportt CTQ qui ckl vy i ncorporated

recommendations into the Systemwide Evaluation, which was a major
addition to evaluation validity

. When Deans of Education express a need for more evidence or better
evidence about particular domains of teacher preparation, CTQ confers
with faculty specialists in the specific domains for the purpose of writing
new evaluation questions in those domains. Examples include preparing
K-12 teachers to be effective in the instructional uses of electronic
technologies and pedagogical preparation of secondary teachers of
science, math and English.

Clarification and Use of Data Generated by Systemwide Evaluation

at

al
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1. CTQ provides requested raw data files generated by the Systemwide
Evaluation to Deans and Department Chairs as well as to individual
members of CSU faculties. CTQ has not denied any faculty requests that
included confidentiality protections.

2. CTQ personnel have meet with faculty researchers about ways in which
campus-based studies could supplement and complement the
Systemwide Evaluation.

3. In a few instances, Deans of Education invited CTQ personnel to meet
and confer with faculty groups with interest in the Systemwide Evaluation,
each of which was accepted by CTQ.

Overall, there has been considerable faculty involvement in the CSU Systemwide
Evaluation. Faculty contributions enable the evaluation to deliver valid, reliable
evidence to 22 CSU campuses. CTQ, which manages the evaluation, supports

and welcomes additional faculty involvement in the future.

Options for Faculty Research in Conjunction with the Systemwide Evaluation

Faculty research, which extends the limits of human knowledge, is a core
function of the University. The CSU Center for Teacher Quality (CTQ) assumes
that faculty members who pursue any of the following options would have
independent opportunities and responsibilities to share their work with colleagues

at professional conferences and to publish their findings in appropriate journals.

Research on Teacher Subject-Matter Preparation. CSU faculty interested
in teacher subject-matter preparation and the evaluation of that preparation

would be welcome to design methodologies for such evaluations. Faculty could

conceive methodol ogies Afrom scratch¢c

CTQ. CTQ would be willing to collaborate with faculty researchers in select
random samples of CSU program completers to participate in faculty evaluations

of subject-matter preparation. Under this option, each CSU completer could be

invited t o participate EI THER i mmattérh e
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preparation OR the CTQ0s ongoi argionewita|l uat i on
this design, no completer would be expected to participate in two evaluations,
which is Ilikely to be too muchCSU faaultya new t
could pursue this option in assessing the preparation of multiple-subject
teachers, single-subject teachers and/or education specialists. Within these
populations, faculty could pursue their academic and scholarly interests (e.g. the
preparation of elementary teachers in the content of mathematics; the
preparation of secondary teachers of science; the preparation of mild/moderate
specialists in the content of literacy). If faculty were interested in relationships
between the subject-mat t er preparation of CSU teacher
subsequent learning of parallel subjects, CTQ could and would assist faculty in

assembling the required evidence.

Research on Professional Preparation of Teachers. CSU faculty interested
in evaluating the professional preparation of teachers would be welcome to
design methodologies, such as teacher interviews or focus groups that would
complement the CTQ surveys o f professional prepByrati ono s
design, the responsible faculty could then triangulate the results of the
complementary methods because CTQ would transfer to them all of the CTQ
datar ecords pertaining to the completers who
methodologies and CT Q6 s -bcale gvaluations. Faculty members could
pursue this option within a credential category (e.g. multiple-subject teachers),
within a set of K-12 schools (hard-to-staff urban middle schools), or among the
completers of a particular program (a cohort program a t the facultyods
campus). Al | di mensions of the facultyds met hodc
participating faculty (e.g. the scholarly problem to be addressed, the interview
guestions to be asked, the focus group dynamics, the use of audio or videotape,

etc.).

Research on Classroom Observation/Assessment of Teaching

Performance and Perspectives. CSU scholars with interest in classroom
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observation and/ or the assessment of teaching per
pedagogical perspectives are invited to address such interests on their own
terms, and in their own ways. Faculty could pursue this option in conjunction with
ongoing preparations by their campuses to implement the TPA, the PACT, or a
third performance assessment in fulfillment of SB 2042. CTQ would be pleased
to support such efforts while preserving the independence of the responsible
researchers and assessors. Under this option, CTQ could and would support
faculty efforts by transferring survey data and/or pupil gain-score data to the
researchers and assessors. The transferred data would relate to the preparation
of the same teachers whose performances or perspectives were assessed in the
faculty research, giving the scholars opportunities to compare, contrast and
triangulate multiple types of data, leading to rich and original perspectives on the
outcomes of teacher preparation. CTQ would welcome and support such
research studies in keeping with Outcome Four in The CSU Mosaic.

Research on Patterns of Teacher Retention, Transfer, and Attrition. CSU
professors could elect to investigate patterns of retention, transfer and attrition by
any group(s) of CSU credential-program completers. CTQ would support such
efforts by transferring to active scholars the employment data that CTQ routinely
compiles in the course of doing large-scale surveys annually. Usi ng CTQ®6s
employment records, researchers could elect to engage in telephone interviews,
online discussion groups, or school-site visits (which would probably require
external funding). Faculty could pursue such investigations to examine school
conditions that contribute to retention, transfer and attrition from teaching.
Alternatively, scholars could focus on employment changes in the careers of
teachers who completed a specific program at a CSU campus. Or they could
explore issues of equity and social justice among distinct groups of CSU-
prepared teachers who begin their careers serving advantaged and
disadvantaged populations of K-12 students. In addition to examining
empl oyment shifts in teachersé <careers, an

provided to the researchers by the teachers, these scholars could also obtain all
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of CTQOs d at a the preparaionnand effectivemess of the same

teachers.

Use of Qualitative Approaches. To compl i ment quaiti@ves pur el y
approach to evaluating K-12 student-learning data in the Systemwide Evaluation,
CSU faculty could pursue more qualitative approaches while having the benefit of
CTQ-assembled quantitative data about given groups of students. As an
example, CSU researchers could compile and assess portfolios of literacy-
related work by fourth-grade students taught by ten CSU teachers in three
particular schools. Other CSU faculty could conduct a series of interviews with 20
tenth-grade students while they are enrolled in Algebra | as taught by 10
teachers with CSU credentials in mathematics. Topics of such interviews could
be the sources of students 6 conf usi on about al gebr a, how
practices in the learning of challenging content, or ways in which teacher
practices affect student motivation to learn algebra. Regardless of the

methodologies designed by CSU faculties, they would recei ve al | of CTQ
guantitative data about learning gains realized by the interviewed students, along

with al/|l of CTQés survey data pertaining t
teachers.

Development of Alternative Assessments. A more ambitious option is
availabl e t o CSU faculty wh o despair abou
standardized tests in reading, math, science or history. Ar e t he Statebs t e:
narrow? Too focused on trivia? Too influential in perpetuating inequity or
injustice? CSU faculty could develop alternative assessments of learning in
specific subjects at particular levels. CTQ could and would assist faculty in
making local arrangements to administer the alternative assessments according
to a pre-post design in classrooms taught by CSU and non-CSU-prepared
teachers. CSU researchers could enrich the results of such an experiment by
triangulating them with CTQO06s data drawn f

Faculty who pursue this challenging option could receive from CTQ multiple sets
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of learning data based on several test batteries because California administers
norm-referenced tests and criterion-referenced tests in many grades and
subjects. Faculty would also receive survey data from the CSU teachers and
from the employment supervisors of those same teachers. This option provides
an opportunity for CSU faculty to demonstrate the oft-cited shortcomings of
standardized tests as measures of student learning and teacher effectiveness.

Grant Applications. With respect to these six options, and with respect to
additional options not suggested here, CTQ will support any CSU faculty who
prepare grant applications or proposals to obtain needed funds from external
sources to support the costs of research on teacher preparation. Unfortunately,
CTQ cannot initiate such applications or proposals. In all cases, CTQ support will
take the form of (a) promising to provide CTQ data directly to the researchers
and (b) writing and signing letters of CTQ support endorsing the grant

applications/proposals.

Developing Cultures of Evidence in CSU Teacher Preparation: Potential Roles

for CTO and the Systemwide Evaluation

As CSU campuses develop cultures of evidence in the preparation of teachers,
multiple visions of such cultures will inevitably emerge. Following are a few ways
in which CTQ could and would support campuses and faculties striving to create

cultures of evidence in their programs for prospective teachers.

Additions to the Exit Evaluation. CTQ pledges to add specific questions to
the Exit Evaluation, to the Teacher Evaluation and/or to the Supervisor
Evaluation in behalf of any campus or group of faculty who need unique evidence
about their own programs of teacher preparation. A few reasonable prerequisites
would apply. Specific questions would need to be delivered to CTQ by February
1 of the first year in which questions are to be asked. The campus would need to
define clearly the group(s) of completers, teachers and/or supervisors who are to

answer the questions. Once an evaluation was complete, CTQ would transfer to
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the sponsors the raw responses to their questions. Once a faculty group had
established a set of unique questions in the Systemwide Evaluation, those
guestions could be repeated for as many years as are needed by the faculty.

Evidence from School Districts. On request, CTQ will support CSU
faculties in obtaining evidence from school districts pertaining to the outcomes of
teacher preparation. CTQ personnel have extensive experience communicating
with local education agencies throughout California. We have personal and
professional acquaintances in most local offices that maintain evidence related to
teacher employment, student demographics and student achievement. The
Center is especially seasoned in identifying the counties, districts and schools
where CSU completers are teaching. CTQ is ready and willing to facilitate faculty
communications with local K-12 administrators, or to suggest ways in which
faculty could communicate directly with administrators, including administrators

with access to the specific kinds of evidence that faculty members may need.

Alternate Ways of Data Analysis. If the faculty at a CSU campus would
like to confer with CTQ about alternative ways to analyze, interpret and draw
implications from evidence related to teacher preparation, the faculty are
welcome to request a conference with CTQ for the purpose of exploring
alternative ways to make sense out of evi de
compile new evidence. In such consultations, which could occur by phone, e-mail
or a face-to-face meeting at the campus, CTQ would take direction from the
faculty in terms of questions to be addressed, options to be considered, and any

additional data that the faculty may need.

Use of Raw Evaluation Data. CTQ currently sends files of raw evaluation
data to CSU Deans of Education. The Center currently provides campuses with
files of employment data and files of responses to evaluation questions. The
employment files include routine information about the counties, districts and

schools where CSU completers are working. The evaluation files contain all of
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the raw data provided by first-year teachers and their employment supervisors.
CTQ normally provides the two kinds of files within 24 hours of receiving a
request fr om a De an ©ohe Cebterfplamseto continue the practice of
providing files to campuses. When CTQ is directed to provide such files directly
to faculty scholars, faculty evaluators, and faculty who work in teaching credential

programs, CTQ will do so promptly and without reservations.

Any CSU campus or academic department that needs external resources to
support the costs of establishing cultures of evidence in teacher preparation
could receive assistance from the CSU Center for Teacher Quality. CTQ would
be able to assist by suggesting potential sources of funds (foundations or
government agencies), contributing to grant applications, critiquing draft
proposals, and/or writing letters of support. In letters supporting grant
applications, CTQ would specify the kinds of existing evidence that CTQ would
provide to (or would obtain for) the applicants who are seeking external funds.

Developing a Long Term Research Agenda for the Future

The collection and analysis of relevant data for program improvement is only
useful if the data are collected for the purpose addressing long-range research
guestions. Perhaps the report should have begun with this section. What data
do we collect and why? What questions about program quality do we intend to

address? What research will be compelling to those who would question the
value and purpose of teacher education? What questions are important to
address so that we can learn more about how teaching develops over time and

how it has an impact on student learning?

Cultures of evidence will naturally lead to a research agenda for teacher
education, and we recommend the following transition points: 1) Entry to subject
matter programs; 2) Entry to professional programs; 3) Entry to clinical practice;

4) Recommendation for Level | Credential (Program completion); and 6)
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Recommendation for Level Il Credential (Induction). The model we provide on
the next page outlines some of the key areas of research that might be
addressed at the various natural transition points in teacher education. It takes a
broad approach to teacher development, beginning at entrance to undergraduate
subject matter programs and extending through the induction period.

With movement toward cultures of evidence, the CSU system is in position to
contribute significantly to the national discussion of the value added of teacher

preparation programs as suggested in the following chart.
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Excellence in Teacher Preparation Initiative
A RESEARCH AGENDA BUILT ON TRANSITION POINTS
IN TEACHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

Entry to Subject Matter
Programs

Entry to Professional
Programs

Entry to Clinical Practice
(Student Teaching)

Recommendation for
Level | Credential
(Program Completion)

Recommendation for
Level Il Credential
(Induction)

1 What are effective strategies |

for recruiting promising
candidates?
1 What are the characteristics

and dispositions of admitted i

candidates?
1 What are the qualifications of

admitted candidates? 1

1 What are the differences
between early and late
deciders?

1 What are the differences
between those who attend a
CSU for entire preparation
and those who begin at a

community college? 1

1 How are future teachers best
prepared to understand the
content of P-12 curriculum?

1 How are future teachers best
prepared to understand and
enact pedagogical content
knowledge?

What are the
characteristics and
dispositions of admitted
candidates?

What are the academic
qualifications of admitted
candidates?

What are the differences
in subject matter
understanding between
those who entered with
subject matter
preparation and those
who entered through the
exam-only option?

How are candidates best
prepared for professional
practice?

I What are the
characteristics,
dispositions, and
qualifications of
candidates admitted (or
not admitted) to student
teaching?

1 What aspects of the
student teaching
experience were most
beneficial to their
performance? To the
performance of their
students?

1 How do candidates
enact the practices
taught in their
coursework?

1 What is the relationship
between academic
performance and
success in clinical
practice?

9 What are the
characteristics,
dispositions, and
qualifications of
candidates
recommended (or not
recommended) for a
Level | credential?

1 What aspects of their
preparation program
were most beneficial to
candidate
performance? To the
performance of their
students?

1 What
programs/pathways
prepare teachers for
effective practice?

What are the
characteristics,
dispositions, and
gualifications of
teachers recommended
(or not recommended)
for the Level Il
credential?

What aspects of their
induction program were
most beneficial to their
performance? To the
performance of their
students?

Issues for Clarification

1 How are pathways defined? Can we define a common understanding of and categorization schema for the primary pathways? (e.g. cohort vs. non

cohort; Intern vs. traditional, etc.)

E R ]

How are we going to measure candidate knowledge? (GPA, test scores, signature assignments)
How are we going to measure candidate performance? (TPA/PACT, student teaching evaluations)
How are we going to measure candidate dispositions? (self ratings; faculty ratings; supervisor ratings)
How are we going to measure P12 student performance? (standardized tests, work samples)
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APPENDIX A

Summary of the Part Two of the Survey of CSU Teacher Preparation

Programs
Collected | Analyzed | Reported
Category/Variable # |l w | # [ |#] %

Candidate Demographics and Information
Age 16 | 100 9 56 4 25
Gender 16 | 100 9 56 7 44
Ethnicity 16 | 100 11 69 6 38
SES 6 38 2 13 2 13
English Learner Level 4 25 1 6 1 6
Subject Matter 16 | 100 9 56 6 38
Other 2 13 2 13 2 13
Other 1 6 1 6 1 6
Candidate Educational, Professional and Personal
History
Undergraduate Degree 13 81 10 63 3 19
Undergraduate college/university 12 75 7 44 1 6
High school attended 5 31 2 13 1 6
Teacher in immediate family 0 0 0 0 0 0
Previous Careers 4 25 0 0 0 0
State/Country of Birth 5 31 1 6 1 6
Previous years/types of experiences in schools and with
children 11 69 4 25 2 13
Other 2 13 2 13 0 0
Admission Check Points
Assessment of Dispositions 11 69 8 50 2 13
GPA of last 60 Units 13 81 12 75 3 19
CBEST/RICA Passage 14 88 12 75 4 25
Prerequisite Course Completion 13 81 10 63 2 13
SMPP verses CSET (for single subject only) 14 88 10 63 2 13
Acceptance Rates, Reasons for Nonattendance and leaving
program 6 38 5 31 4 25
Other 3 19 3 19 1 6
Other 1 6 0 0 0 0
Fieldwork Experience and Placement
School Profile/Demographic Information 12 75 5 31 3 19
Demographics of Master Teachers 5 31 2 13 2 13
Types or actual hours in Field Experiences 11 69 7 44 3 19
Actual Hours Teaching 11 69 6 38 1 6
Quantity of Supervisor Observations 16 | 100 10 63 4 25
Hours Master Teacher Training Attended 2 13 1 6 1 6
Other 1 6 1 6 1 6
Progress Monitoring and Candidate Readiness Check
Points
Assessment of Dispositions 11 69 6 38 4 25
Midpoint Assessment by Supervisor 12 75 8 50 5 31
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Midpoint Assessment by Master Teacher 13 81 8 50 5 31
Midpoint Assessment by Program Coordinator 6 38 4 25 1 6
Signature Assignments 12 75 7 44 3 19
GPA 13 81 9 56 4 25
Other 4 25 3 19 1 6
Other 1 6 1 6 0 0
Program Completion Check Points and Performance

Assessment Scores

TPA 5 31 2 13 1 6
PACT 1 6 1 6 1 6
Other 4 25 4 25 1 6
Final Assessment by Supervisor - TPE Based 16 | 100 1 69 6 38
Final Assessment by Master Teacher - TPE Based 16 | 100 9 56 5 31
Final Assessment by Program Coordinator - TPE Based 8 50 4 25 5 31
Other 4 25 3 19 2 13
Other 1 6 1 6 1 6
Program Completer Competence and Retention

Employment Record 1 6 0 0 1 6
Graduate Education Attained 2 13 0 0 0 0
Recognitions/Awards Received 1 6 1 6 0 0
Attainment of National Board Certification 1 6 0 0 0 0
Program Evaluation by Program Completer - Exit Survey 7 44 5 31 7 44
Impact of Program Completers on PreK-12 Student

Learning 2 13 2 13 0 0
Perception of Program Completer Competence by Program

Completers 5 31 5 31 5 31
Perception of Program Completer Competence by Master

Teachers 6 38 4 25 3 19
Perception of Program Completer Competence by School

Administrators 3 19 3 19 3 19
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendix B:

Survey of Teacher Preparation Programs
Data Collection, Analysis, Storage, and Reporting

Survey of Teacher Preparation Programs

Data Collection, Analysis, Storage, and Reporting

California State University

DIRECTIONS: Please complete this form electronically with the assistance of your Team Member by clicking in the shaded box to type answers. As
appropriate, provide a single summary for all programs OR specific detail on differences between your Multiple Subject (MS), Single Subject (SS) and

Education Specialist (ES) programs.
Campus:

Team Member:

PART 1: SHORT ANSWER/NARRATIVE ON PROCESSES

1. What programs do you offer on your campus?

2. Who coordinates assessment of your teacher preparation programs? What percentage
of their job is this responsibility? What are their qualifications for this position?

DATA COLLECTION

3. What data do you collect (see list on page 3 of this questionnaire)?

4. What data would you like to have that you do not currently collect (see list on page 3)?

5

6

7

Campus Rep:

Approximately what percentage of the data is collected electronically?

What data would you like to have electronically that is not currently in that format?
Do you have a standard letter of recommendation form that is used by applicants? Is
there a rubric used to evaluate letters of recommendation or professional aptitude
interviews? (PAIs)

8. Describe efforts being made at your campus to increase the amount of data collected
electronically.

9. How many, and what are the transition points at which you collect data? How do you
ensure consistency in what, how, and when data is collected?

10. Do any of your programs use a third party data collection system (e.qg., Live Text or
Task Stream)? If so, which programs and which systems? If not, do you have plans to
use a third-party data collection system in the near future?

11. What changes are you planning this year in your data collection?

12. What are the most valuable internal (i.e., within department, program, or college) and
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external (i.e., university, grants, other) resources available to aid your data collection?

13. What are the most salient barriers/challenges to data collection? What do you need to
overcome these barriers?

14. Describe how the staff and faculty are involved in data collection efforts. Do you have
dedicated staff for data collection?

15. What are your most useful efforts at data collection? Of what are you most proud?
What data do people make most use of?

16. What data do you collect regarding K-12 pupil performance and the value added by

your program completers? How do you partner with districts to collect this data?

DATA ANALYSIS

17. How do you use data to track candidate demographics, information, or performance
over time?

18. Which of your data collection systems are linked or aligned? Do you have a unique
identifier that links the elements?

19. Do you aggregate/disaggregate any of your data (e.g., by programs, pathways, or
candidate characteristics)? If so, give us an example.

20. Do you perform any comparative analyses (e.g., among programs, pathways, or
candidate characteristics)? If so, give us an example.

21. What staff and faculty are charged with data analysis responsibilities, and for what

percentage of their time?

DATA STORAGE

22.

Where and in what forms are your data stored? Are there any data that are stored only
at the pathway, program, or department level?

23.

What technology/software programs are you using for data storage?

24,

What are your biggest barriers/challenges to data storage?

25.

What recent changes have been made in your data storage? What plans do you
have?

DATA REPORTING AND USE

26.

What are the data reports generated within your programs, departments, college, and
university that you use to evaluate your teacher education programs?

27.

What external data reports (i.e., intern data, district student achievement scores) do
you make use of to evaluate your teacher education programs?

28.

Who are the primary audiences for these reports? What are these audiences expected
to do with the reports they receive?

29.

What are your biggest fears/barriers/challenges to data reporting? What do you need
most?

30.

What changes are you planning in data reporting and/or use?

31.

What data is/would be the most difficulty to report?

32.

Explain how data is used to make decisions about the followingd and provide specific examples when possible:
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a. admission of candidates

b. program continuation

c. program completion/recommendation for credential

d. graduate impact on PK-12 student learning

€. program improvement

f. program publicity/candidate recruitment/community communications

g.request for resources

h. other

OTHER

33. What data do you collect that you feel
that you feel you donét need?

34. How do you administer the system-wide Exit Survey? How do you ensure that all
candidates complete this survey?

35. What other information should we know about your data collection, analysis, storage,
and reporting system?

36. What recommendations do you have for campus-based or CSU system-wide

collection, analysis, storage, and/or reporting of data? Which data should be collected
at the campus level and which at the system level?

Be prepared to share your best practice in data collection, analysis, storage, and/or reporting as part of our final report.

PART 2: DATA COLLECTED, ANALYZED, AND/OR REPORTED

DIRECTIONS: Please complete this electronically. Check all that apply. For the analysis type, click on CHOOSE and identify up to three types of
analysis from the drop down menu.

Analysis Type Codes Examples of Possible Statistics Involved

Counts across all/any categories Al Frequencies, Percentages, etc.
Counts within categories A2 Frequencies, Percentages, etc.
Counts across and within categories A Frequencies, Percentages, etc.
Central Tendencies across all/any categories Bl Mean, Median, Mode, Variance, etc.
Central Tendencies within categories B2 Mean, Median, Mode, Variance, etc.
g;r;tg;slr;:ndenmes across and within B Mean, Median, Mode, Variance, etc.

. Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Multiple Correlation Coefficient
Correlation C etc
Inferential Statistics D Analysis of Variance, etc.
Growth across periods E Change in means, median, mode, percentages, etc.
Qualitative/Individualized F Individualized analyses
None/Data collected but no analyses done None
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Candidate Demographics and Information

Age ] Ms [JES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Gender ] Ms [JES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Ethnicity ] Ms [JES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
SES ] Ms [JES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
English Learner Level JMs JES [ ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Subject Matter ] Ms [JES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Other ] Ms [JES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Other [ Ms JES [ ss [] Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Progress-Monitoring/Candidate Readiness Check Points
Assessment of Dispositions ] Ms [JES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
g&%%?\'/?;cﬁssessmem by O mMs JEs [ ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [J Reported
!\rﬂéggﬁgt Assessment by Master O mMs JEs [ ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [J Reported
E/Igc:)p;g:z;gs;sessment by Program O mMs JEs [ ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [J Reported
Signature Assignments [ Ms JES [ ss [] Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
GPA ] mMs [JES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Other ] mMs [JES []ss [] Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Other ] mMs [JES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Admission Check Points

Assessment of Dispositions ] mMs [JES []ss [] Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
GPA of last 60 units [1MS [1ES []ss [ Collected [ 1 Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported
CBEST/RICA Passage [1MS [1ES []ss [ Collected [ 1 Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported
Prerequisite Course Completion [1MS [1ES []ss [ Collected [ 1 Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported
EL':/tl)ljDeitvc?rrliSS CSET (for single RS [1ES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Acceptance Rates, Reasons for

Nonattendance and leaving RS [1ES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
program

Other [1MS [1ES []ss [ ] Collected [ 1 Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported
Other [1MS [1ES []ss [ ] Collected [ 1 Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported

Candidate Educational, Professional, and Personal History

Undergraduate degree [1MS [1ES []ss [ ] Collected [ 1 Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported
Undergraduate college/university | [ ] MS [1ES []ss [ ] Collected [ 1 Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported
High school attended [1MS [1ES []ss [ Collected [1 Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported
Teacher in immediate family [1MS [1ES []ss [ Collected [ 1 Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported
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Previous careers ] mMs [JES [ ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
State/Country of birth ] Ms [JES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Previous years/types of
experiences in schools and with O mMs JEs [ ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [J Reported
children
Other ] Ms [JES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Other [ Ms JES [ ss [] Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Fieldwork Experience and Placement
ﬁ]?grgrggtlir)?lﬂle/Demographlc O mMs JEs [ ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [J Reported
_[I_):;r::?]gerriphlcs of Master O mMs JEs [ ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [J Reported
gggﬁggc"’gum hours in Field O mMs JEs [ ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [J Reported
Actual Hours Teaching ] Ms [JES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Quantity of Supervisor O mMs JEs [ ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [J Reported
Observations
,Tﬁg;i,gd%mr Teacher Training O mMs JEs [ ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [J Reported
Other ] mMs [JES []ss [] Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Other ] mMs [JEsS [ ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported
Program Completion Check Points and Performance Assessment Scores
TPA JmMs JES ] ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose ] Reported
PACT ] mMs [JES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Other [1MS [1ES []ss [ Collected [ 1 Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported
.Fl.glél éa‘ ;;:c?sment by Supervisor i RS [1ES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Final Assessment by Master .
Teacher i TPE Based RS [1ES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Final Assessment by Program .
Coordinator i TPE Based RS [1ES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose ] Reported
Other [1MS [1ES []ss [ ] Collected [ 1 Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported
Other [1MS [1ES []ss [ Collected [1 Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported
Program Completer Competence and Retention (from Exit to 3+ Years Later)
DO NOT INCLUDE THE SYSTEM-WIDE EXIT OR PROGRAM COMPLETER SURVEYS
Employment Record [1MS [1ES []ss [ Collected [ 1 Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported
Graduate Education Attained [1MS [1ES []ss [ Collected [ 1 Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported
Recognitions/Awards Received [1MS [1ES []ss [ Collected [ 1 Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [ 1 Reported
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étéilirf]i?a?[irgn()f National Board O mMs JEs [ ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [J Reported
Er(‘)org;lgelr5¥allztlﬁ;rlgr;rt\a/)(/;rogram O ms JEs [ ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [J Reported
::r,rr] g;ﬂzo fszggrnat"zei?m%eters o I Owms JEs [ ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [J Reported
Perception of Program Completer

Competence by Program O mMs JEs [ ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [J Reported
Completers

Cpiirrﬁ?)zttlgr?cg E;Oa;iTe?_?;na%ﬁgg O mMs JEs [ ss [ Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [J Reported
Perception of Program Completer

Competence by Employers/ RS [1ES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
School Administrators

Other [ Ms JES [ ss [] Collected [J Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported
Other ] Ms [JES []ss [] Collected [] Analysis Type Choose Choose Choose [] Reported

This survey was developed to determine the capacity of CSU Teacher Preparation Programs to
collect, analyze, store, and report data pertaining to the evaluation of teacher preparation programs
for Multiple Subject, Single Subject, and Education Specialist candidates. This study is part of the
Teachers for a New Era Project, California State University Northridge. Direct questions to Victoria
Costa, Chair, System-Wide Study Team, vcosta@fullerton.edu.
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