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Professional Development Design Process
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First Steps In Initiating an
Evaluation
Finding an evaluator
External/internal
Independent/within program
Cost for evaluation
Scope for evaluation
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NoO causation without
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Experimental and Quasi-
Experimental Designs
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Pre-Post Test with a Control Group
Post Test Only
Post Test with a Control Group
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Multiple Levels
Teacher — Student
School — Student
Trend Analysis—Baseline, Periodic Assessments
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Figure 2. Elements of Teachers’ Professional Growth
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Logic Model Framework for
Listing Program Activities
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Program Implementation
and Evaluation



Guskey’s Five Critical Levels of
Evaluating Professional

Development

1. Participants’ Reactions,

2. Participants’ Learning,

3. Organization Support for Change,

4. Participants’ Use of New Knowledge and

D.

Skills
Student Learning Outcomes.

Guskey, T. R. (2000). Evaluating professional development. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
As reported by Monsaas and McGee-Brown, Evaluating Professional Learning Communities
Using Mixed, Quantitative and Qualitative Methodology, MSP Evaluation Summit, September
2005. CD available from Consortium for Building Evaluation Capacity, Utah State University.



Some Issues Related to Evaluating

the Implementation of Professional
Development

Time Frame

Proof-of-Concept Studies

Breadth vs. Depth

Formative Studies

Aligned Measurement Instruments
Living with Imperfection

Analytic Horizon Mismatch with Funding



Frequently Used Methods In
Evaluation of Professional
Development Programs

Case Studies
Experimental Designs
Multi-Variant Designs
Trend Analyses



Freguently Used Tools in Evaluating
Professional Development Programs

Surveys

Observations

Interviews

Focus Groups

Teacher Logs

Content Knowledge Tests



Web Sites with Evaluation
Instruments

WwW.consortium-chicago.org
http://ed.uwn.edu/CAREIl/cetp
http://www.horizon-research.com
ptambe@inverness-research.org
http://www.addingvalue.org/



Less Frequently Used Tools

Content Coverage Maps
Concept Maps
Student Work Samples



Program Impact



Value-Added Effect on Mathematics Scores

from Grade 4 to Grade 5, 2003-2005
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Value-Added Effect on Spanish Scores from
Grade 4 to Grade 5, 2004-2005
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Value Added Effect of AlAciMa
Schools for Grade 5 by Content Area
for Cohort 1 2004-2005

Grade 5 AlACiMa Standard Error | t Value Pr> | t |
Subject Matter Parameter

Estimate
Mathematics 1.26 0.68 1.86 0.06

Spanish -0.07 0.58 -0.12 0.90




MMSD Mean Math Scale Scores for
Grades 4, 8, and 10 2000-2005
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MMSD Math Mean, First and Third
quartile, and 5" and 95t Percentile
Scores for Grade 8 2000-2005
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Normalized Scale Score Effect Size
Between MMSD and WI for Math
Grade 8 2000-2005
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Evaluators Need to be Realistic

Program design will change
(27 of 40 evaluators, 68%)

Collecting student data is challenging

Access to school, teachers, and students can
be difficult

There iIs a trade off between collecting data
and writing about results

Qualitative and gquantitative data collections
requires a balance



What Has Worked for MSP
Evaluators

Continual Communication with
Stakeholders

Conducting Case Studies

Analysis of Teacher-Learning Logs a
Value to Stakeholders



Final Thoughts

It IS not the direction of the wind,
but the set of the salils that guides
the boat.



