ASSESSMENT OF OUTCOMES FOR MIT GRADUATES

Introduction. A key principle of education at The Evergreen State College is the on-going attention of faculty and staff to “review, assess and modify programs and services to fit changing needs of students and society” (retrieved from http://www.evergreen.edu/about/mission.htm on 8/13/07). 

Assessment in the MIT program begins with a review of potential candidates through the collection and analysis of their college transcripts and endorsement worksheets, two written essays, WEST B and WEST E scores, and letters of recommendation.  The Admissions Committee analyzes each application using a standard review sheet to ensure that decisions are equitable.  Once applicants enter the program, assessment becomes an on-going part of their educational experiences.

The MIT program has, from its inception, used formative and summative assessments to support candidates’ work and to make decisions about continuation in, and graduation from, the program.  Formative assessments are used to evaluate candidates’ work in order to identify areas that faculty may need to re-visit or strengthen and to help candidates set goals for their own growth and development. Formative assessments include rubric and narrative feedback from faculty and peers and candidates’ self-assessments on a variety of program work, including in-progress seminar and master’s papers, lesson and unit plans, and teacher knowledge and skills.  The MIT Student Teaching Rubric is used during practicum and student teaching experiences to provide candidates with clear and specific language through which to identify areas of strength and ways to improve their planning, instruction, classroom management, and professional development. Summative assessments in the form of quarterly faculty narrative evaluations, end-of-student-teaching rubrics, the Pedagogy Assessment, mentor teacher feedback and candidates’ self-assessments provide information about knowledge and skills that have been attained.  

One of the conceptual frameworks of the MIT program is titled, Developmentally Appropriate Teaching and Learning.  The MIT faculty understand that research in this domain applies as much to the development of teacher candidates as to the development of children and youth.  Thus, the assessment system is intended to provide many opportunities for candidates to explore, develop, and try out new knowledge and skills; receive feedback from faculty, their colleagues, and P-12 teachers; and then try new or modified strategies with previous experiences and feedback to inform their choices. It is also intended to help candidates set and articulate professional development goals for themselves. 

Based on a wide range of assessment data, successful candidates are recommended for Residency Certification and for the MIT degree. However, because faculty in the MIT program have a serious responsibility to the children and youth in our public schools, candidates who are unable to meet the stated criteria for program completion receive neither the master’s degree nor recommendation for certification.

The MIT program has also, from its inceptions, sought feedback from the Professional Educators Advisory Board (PEAB), candidates, alumni, and P-12 teachers and principals about strengths of the program and ways the program can be improved.  Information gathered while program cohorts are in progress, from new program completers, from mentor teachers and principals, from alumni who have taught for three or more years, and from EBI data are used to evaluate program strengths and areas that need attention.

Data from MIT surveys, Educational Benchmark Inventory (EBI) surveys distributed by the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI), the MIT Student Teaching Rubric, and the Pedagogy Assessment are electronically stored, aggregated, and analyzed and discussed with MIT faculty and PEAB members.  Narrative evaluations of candidates’ work, faculty assessments of their own work, and candidates’ evaluations of faculty work are kept in faculty portfolios.  EALR projects (positive impact on student learning) are archived by MIT administrative staff.

Assessment is, and has always been, an integral part of the program, and data is used to inform faculty and program decisions. Continued efforts are underway to further improve the assessment system and uses of data.

Use of Data for Program Improvement: Please see http://www.evergreen.edu/mit/accred2007/account/datatochange.doc for data sources and their impact as well as the relationship of changes to the MIT Conceptual Framework and to WAC 181-78A-270.

In the past five years, four categories of program content or procedures have been affected by assessment information.

1. Program Application Review Form:  The committee members who review applications for admission to the program use a common review form to assist in a consistent and equitable examination of candidate qualifications. The admissions committee members, composed of the Director, Associate Director, and MIT faculty, read each application with the intention to select applicants who are qualified to complete graduate-level work, who are interested in MIT’s conceptual framework, who have experiences with diverse populations, who are well prepared in their endorsement areas, and who have a commitment to help all children and youth learn.  However, the review form has evolved over the years as program and state expectations have changed (http://www2.evergreen.edu/wikis/teacheraccred/index.php?title=Standard_II_Criteria_B%281b%29) 

Faculty evaluations of the MIT program based on candidate performance and feedback from candidates strongly indicated that solid professional dispositions such as timeliness, an inclination toward inquiry, breadth and depth in undergraduate studies, inclusive approaches to diversity, and above average writing and reading skills were essential to candidate success. In winter of 2007, after a formal review of candidates who left or were asked to leave the program in the previous five years, the most recent application review form was adjusted to allow committee members to flag and discuss particular strengths and particular areas of concern in candidates’ files.  Based on information about the newly admitted candidates from this review, the first year faculty team for 2007 decided to create specific learning opportunities within the program to help candidates develop stronger skills in writing thesis-based papers, and to provide more extensive advising support for candidates whose first language is not English.  The content of the review form will be re-evaluated in winter of 2008, taking into account the performance of candidates in the 2007-09 cohort.

2. Master’s Paper:  Alumni surveys, candidate feedback, and faculty member’s discussions raised questions about the content, structure, and timing of the master’s paper. What faculty and candidates have come to call the “long form” of the master’s paper has been in place since the early 1990s.  Clear expectations for the content are provided to candidates and rubrics are used to provide formative and summative assessments. In addition, applicants are advised of time commitments in the MIT catalog. Three years ago one faculty member requested and received support from the MIT core faculty to try out a conference paper version of the master’s paper, which also provided clear expectations for candidates. To see rubrics and expectations for both forms of the paper, please Standard II Criteria A (1a) under Masters Paper/Conference Paper at http://www2.evergreen.edu/wikis/teacheraccred/index.php?title=Standard_II_Criteria_A%281a%29#Masters_Paper.2FConference_Paper
The faculty member was concerned that the “long form” was unfair in its expectations that candidates work on it over the summer, that the faculty workload was too heavy, and that the “long form” did not represent the type of writing that teachers might become involved in during their professional lives. The faculty and candidates involved were pleased with the pilot, but other faculty concluded that they preferred the “long form” because they felt it required candidates to delve more deeply and more objectively into a particular question.  Candidates have since questioned the practice of requiring different types of papers for different cohorts and of expecting them to work on the “long form” papers over the summer.  The PEAB was consulted and concluded that both forms helped candidates develop crucial skills related to accessing and evaluating education research. Since 2004, two cohorts have used the conference paper form, one used the long form, and the up-coming faculty team is working on a modified long-form.  Survey data and verbal information are inconclusive regarding which form should be used.  Alumni advocates for each form make clear statements about the value of the particular form they completed and reveal (mis)perceptions about the form they didn’t write.  Faculty members are continuing to explore formats that serve to develop thoughtful, critical, and active consumers of educational research, while taking into account candidates’ time and energy, faculty workload, and other program content.

3. Pedagogies and Teaching Strategies in Math, Literacy, Special Education, and ESL: Program content in MIT is developed based on Evergreen’s approach to inter-disciplinary, integrated curriculum.  All cohorts in the last five years have provided opportunities for candidates to develop a deep understanding of learning, of the diverse students in the K-12 public school system, and of the inter-relationships of learning, teaching, and schooling.  Subject-specific content has, historically, been approached in a variety of ways from full integration into an inter-disciplinary theme to providing subject-specific strands, called grade bands, that address particular content area pedagogies. Alumni surveys from 2003-2006 and data from the Elements of Effective Teaching Survey in fall of 2006 suggested that subject-specific pedagogies and differentiated teaching strategies needed more attention in some cohorts.  Since 2003, faculty have ensured that research-based teaching strategies for literacy instruction, special education, and English as a Second Language (K-12) were systematically included.  EBI data gathered from alumni and principals show a steady growth in satisfaction with first-year teachers’ knowledge and skills in all areas (see reports in Evidence Room). In fact, all EBI scores in the last two years fell in the “good” or “excellent” categories. Please see the next section of this overview for discussion of data related to candidate preparation in these areas.  The MIT program is in the process of hiring an additional literacy educator to enhance our abilities to prepare teachers who are skilled in helping students develop their reading. Our ability to systematically address math pedagogies was strengthened by hiring an additional, outstanding math educator in 2005.  The Director will request new hires from the college in ESL and math education.  She is also seeking, as did the previous director, to ensure that math and literacy educators are part of every MIT faculty team or that resources are available to hire public school teachers as adjunct faculty in these areas.
4. Involvement of Students’ Families and Communities:  Fundamental to all MIT cohorts is the understanding that children and youth are inextricably shaped by, and connected to, their families and communities.  Candidates read and discuss texts by people such as Banks, Dewey, Piaget, Tatum, Vygotsky, Rogoff, Delpit, and Cohen. Working with diverse students and teachers in a variety of field and intern placements provides candidates with opportunities to apply, test, and contextualize their theoretical understandings.  The MIT Student Teaching Rubric and the Pedagogy Assessment clearly indicate that candidates are expected to involve families and communities in learning opportunities for students.  Some of our candidates have been fortunate to be student teachers in schools or classrooms that value and engage families and communities.  For many others, this opportunity was not available in the schools where they taught.  Data from the Elements of Effective Teaching survey and some alumni surveys indicated that candidates either feel they have the knowledge but not the opportunities, or that they need more concrete strategies for including parents and communities OR more insight into how to effect changes in schools that discourage this involvement.  The 2005-07 and 2006-08 faculty teams included specific workshops to help candidates understand more about involving families and communities.  The 2007-09 cohort will continue this practice and also plans to implement a strand on the dynamics of systems, such as public schools, and strategies through which individuals can effect changes.  Despite candidates’ and alumni perceptions, EBI reports for 2006 and 2007 indicated that principals’ and alumni ratings for involvement of parents fell in the “good” or “excellent” categories.
The following discussion links results from self-report surveys generated by the MIT program, such as the Elements of Effective Teaching Survey and new program completer and alumni surveys, with data from instruments such as the MIT Student Teaching Rubric, mentor teacher surveys and EBI’s alumni and principal surveys.  Because self-report data may suffer from reliability and validity concerns, data from other sources are useful in challenging or corroborating self-assessments.  As the discussion below indicates, taken together, all the sources support the claim that MIT graduates have the knowledge and skills to effectively support student learning. Because all candidates must pass the Pedagogy Assessment to be recommended for certification, data from this instrument is not included in the following discussion.
Elements of Effective Teaching Survey: (http://www.evergreen.edu/mit/accred2007/account/sttchsurvey/surveysummary.doc)

Using a survey developed from OSPI’s Standard V Elements of Effective Teaching, MIT candidates in the 2005-07 cohort responded to a 4-point Likert Scale indicating their degree of preparedness (4-very prepared to 1-very unprepared) and actual application of their knowledge and skills in their student teaching placements (4–applied regularly to 1–never applied). They provided this information at the end of their fall and spring student teaching experiences. Though Standard V lists 13 elements, this survey divided some of the more complicated elements into subsets in order to gain a clearer understanding of how the program is affecting its participants.  Thus, the survey asked candidates to respond to 29 elements.

Eighty to 100 percent of the teacher candidates scored their preparation as a 4 or 3 and/or their application in the classroom as a 4 or 3 in 20 of the 29 elements in the survey.  That is, they indicated they were very or somewhat prepared and/or applied the knowledge/skill regularly or occasionally both quarters. The strongest areas of preparation and application in both fall and spring were:

· adapting learning experiences to include ethnic and racial diversity, and,

· using research and experience based principles of effective practice to encourage the intellectual development of students.

Other areas of particular strength across the two quarters were:

· adapting learning experiences to address cultural diversity (100% felt very or somewhat prepared in the fall; 97% in the spring felt very or somewhat prepared)

· reflecting on one’s teaching and setting goals for improving instruction and student learning (100% felt very or somewhat prepared both quarters)

· using instructional strategies to develop students’ abilities in problem solving (97% felt very or somewhat prepared in the fall; 100% felt very or somewhat prepared in the spring)

· using knowledge of subject and content to plan and implement instruction (96% felt very or somewhat prepared in the fall; 100% felt very or somewhat prepared in the spring)

· using knowledge of curriculum goals to plan and implement instruction (96% felt very or somewhat prepared in the fall; 100% felt very or somewhat prepared in the spring)

· using instructional strategies to develop students’ abilities in reading (93% in fall felt very or somewhat prepared; 100% in spring felt very or somewhat prepared)

· diagnosing reading difficulties and use research-based intervention strategies (97% felt very or somewhat prepared in both fall and spring)

· using individual and group motivation for encouraging active engagement in learning (97% felt very or somewhat prepared in the fall; 100% felt very or somewhat prepared in the spring)

· using instructional strategies to develop students’ abilities in critical thinking (93% in fall felt very or somewhat prepared; 100% in spring felt very or somewhat prepared)

· using individual and group motivation for encouraging positive social interaction (93% in fall felt very or somewhat prepared; 100% in spring felt very or somewhat prepared)

The patterns in these categories mirrored those in the first two. A greater percentage of students in spring quarter rated themselves as very prepared and as regularly applying their knowledge and skills in their classrooms.

Overall, it is clear from the data that the predominant trend was improvement in candidates’ perceptions of readiness/preparation and their ability to apply knowledge and skills in spring quarter as compared to fall quarter.  Part of the improvement could be attributed to a foundation of experience developed during fall quarter.  In addition, the program deliberately spent concentrated time in winter quarter encouraging candidates to reflect on their work and to seek ways to improve their approaches to diverse learners, technology, and working with parents and communities. Given the focus in the MIT program on teaching all people’s children, and the cohorts’ attention to social justice, issues of diversity, developmentally appropriate education, democracy, research-based practices, collaborative learning, and the relationship of these factors to Washington’s Essential Academic Learning Requirements, these numbers reinforce that the program is doing quite well attending to main conceptual frameworks as well as state standards.  Further, faculty’s evaluations of candidates’ work using the MIT Student Teaching Rubric corroborated the candidates’ self-assessment on the Elements of Effective Teaching Surveys. While faculty ratings on the MIT rubric were somewhat more conservative than the candidates’, the high percentage of candidates who scored as developing or skilled in important areas of teaching was impressive.

New Graduate and MIT Alumni Surveys: (http://www.evergreen.edu/mit/accred2007/account/alumsurvey/gradsurvey.doc
http://www.evergreen.edu/mit/accred2007/account/alumsurvey/3yrsummary.doc), 

Program completers are surveyed each year to gather information about program strengths and areas that need improvement. MIT faculty have reviewed the information and discussed ways to improve the program.  The following aggregated data, which represents a 66% return rate, was gathered from alumni who graduated in 2003 through 2007. One hundred ten out of a possible 167 individuals completed the survey. 

In 2007, MIT also instituted a survey to solicit information from alumni who had been teaching for at least three years.  This first survey was sent to 102 alumni; 44 alumni submitted surveys for a 43% return rate.  In both surveys, program completers were asked questions about program content and structure and their feelings of preparedness to teach, and then asked whether or not they would recommend the program to others. 

Ninety percent of new completers stated that they intended to teach; after three to five years, 91% of respondents were still involved in teaching.  Ninety percent of new completers and 98% of the experienced alumni agreed that the program helped prepare them to be effective teachers.  Ninety percent of new completers and 89% of the alumni who responded said they would recommend the program to others.

Program Completers Not Yet Teachers

 2003-07

1) Teaching Plans? 90% plan to teach full time 
2) Structure and content of the program? 90% of the respondents felt MIT prepared them to meet state and national standards and 94% of respondents strongly agreed or somewhat agreed that the two quarters of student teaching and interim quarter were a valuable part of their student teaching experience.

3) Recommend to Others? 91% of the respondents would recommend or highly recommend the program to others.

4) Intend to address biased attitudes and actions? 98% of respondents intend to always or sometimes address biased attitudes and actions.

5) Intend to include collaborative learning and student-inclusive decision-making in their classrooms? 99% of respondents strongly agreed or agreed somewhat.

6) Intend to incorporate student-centered, constructivist pedagogy into teaching? 99% of respondents agreed.

7) See yourself as leader or advocate for democracy in schooling, anti-bias and multicultural education, and developmentally appropriate pedagogy? 96% of respondents strongly agreed or somewhat agreed.

MIT Alumni

3 – 5 Years of Teaching Experience

2002-04

1) Persistence in Teaching?  91% of respondents are involved in teaching: 77% teach full-time; 10% teach part-time; 4% substitute.

2) Do you agree that the structure and content of the MIT program helped prepare you for a successful teaching career?  98% of respondents strongly agreed or somewhat agreed that the structure and content of the program helped prepare them for a successful teaching career.

3) Recommend to Others? 89% of the respondents would recommend or highly recommend the program to others.

4) MIT prepared you to create a positive learning environment for students? 95% of respondents strongly agreed or agreed.
5) MIT prepared you to use the EALRs? 93% agreed.

6) Do you address equity for students? 93% of respondents always or sometimes address equity. 
7) MIT helped prepare you to use assessment to inform planning and teaching? 93% of respondents strongly agreed or agreed somewhat.
8) Is it important to be leaders or advocates for democracy in schooling, anti-bias and multicultural education, and developmentally appropriate pedagogy? 89% of respondents said very important or important. 

9) Are collaborative learning and student-inclusive decision-making very important or important in your classrooms? 86% agreed.

10) Do you incorporate constructivist pedagogy into your teaching? 84% agreed.

11) MIT helped you learn how to develop appropriate learning experiences for students with disabilities? 84% of respondents agreed.

12) MIT helped prepare you to use technology to enhance student learning? 73% of respondents strongly agreed or somewhat agreed.
13) MIT helped prepare you to help your students develop reading skills? 59% strongly agreed or agreed somewhat.

As the information above indicates, responses from new program completers and from alumni strongly support data from the Elements of Effective Teaching Survey, and are supported by data from the MIT Student Teaching Rubric, the Pedagogy Assessment, information from the mentor teacher surveys, and data from EBI that follow.  All these sources confirm that MIT has been successful in helping candidates develop the knowledge and skills related to MIT’s conceptual framework and to state and national standards that support them as teachers and that helps them have a positive impact on student learning. 

MIT Student Teaching Rubric: The Master in Teaching Student Teaching Rubric was derived, with her permission, from Charlotte Danielson’s research on effective teaching (Enhancing Professional Practice: A Framework for Teaching,1996; Teacher Evaluation to Enhance Professional Practice, 2000).  Student teachers are rated on a four-step rubric (unacceptable, emerging, developing, skilled) in four domains – Planning and Preparation, The Classroom Environment, Instruction, and Showing Professionalism.  Each domain is divided into several subsets.  Descriptors in each subset provide formative information for student teachers as they are honing their skills and summative assessment at the end of each student teaching quarter.

Aggregated data is provided for every fall and spring quarter between spring 2004 and spring 2007 (http://www.evergreen.edu/mit/accred2007/account/sttchsurvey/evals_summary.xls), Typically, fall quarter evaluations (candidates’ first quarter of student teaching) included a substantial number of ratings in the emerging categories. By the spring student teaching quarter, however, college supervisors rated the majority of student teachers in the developing and skilled categories in each domain. College supervisors’ ratings were cross-checked with the ratings that mentor teachers and student teachers provided for the student teachers’ work to check dependability. College supervisors’ and candidates’ ratings of the candidates’ work tended to be somewhat lower than those of the mentor teachers.  However, the triangulated data points confirm that candidates who successfully completed their student teaching between spring 2004 and spring 2007 demonstrated solid skills in:

· planning relevant lessons connected to the essential academic learning requirements; 

· creating safe learning environments that supported student learning; 

· providing instruction that engaged students and helped them learn; and,

· fulfilling professional responsibilities such as reflecting on teaching, communicating with parents, and contributing to the school.

A sample of the aggregated information from the MIT Student Teaching Rubric scores for the 2006-07 cohort who also completed the Elements of Effective Teaching Survey include: 

· 83% of candidates demonstrated developing and skilled knowledge of content in fall quarter while 100% demonstrated developing and skilled knowledge of content in spring quarter

· 67% demonstrated developing and skilled knowledge of content-related pedagogy in the fall compared to 89% in the spring

· 69% demonstrated knowledge of multicultural, anti-bias planning in the fall as compared to 78% in the spring

· 92% showed developing and skilled abilities to apply the EALRs to selecting instructional goals in the fall, 100% demonstrated these abilities in the spring

· 64% selected appropriate goals for diverse learners in fall quarter, while 92% accomplished this in the spring.  

As in the Elements of Effective Teaching Survey, assessment ratings increased considerably from the fall to the spring.  The scores on the MIT Student Teaching Rubric suggest that candidates’ self-assessments on the Elements survey were realistic.
Mentor Teacher Surveys: The MIT program collected feedback from mentor teachers between 2002 and 2007. The rate of return was a very consistent 50-60%. The survey was implemented to provide an easy way for mentor teachers to share their overall impressions and any concerns or problems they encountered during the experience to help us identify any problems that need to be addressed at the program level with the student teaching experience. 

We asked our mentor teachers if they were interested in having another student teacher in the future, a question which gives us an overall sense of their satisfaction with our program and helps us in finding future student teaching placements. Over five years, 80% of the cooperating teachers returning the survey said that they are interested in having another Evergreen MIT student teacher. 

In fall 2006, we began asking cooperating teachers to comment on the planning, instruction, and classroom management skills of their student teachers. Of the 22 teachers who completed the survey, four commented that classroom management is the one area in most need of attention or improvement but they stated that they were not concerned about their student teacher’s level of performance in this area. One comment was made that classroom management was a strength of their student teacher. One comment was made about the need for better preparation in reading instruction. Nine comments specifically mentioned exemplary planning. Five comments specifically mentioned good instruction and one comment suggested some difficulty with large group instruction. 

Given the high percentage of mentor teachers who wanted another MIT student teacher, and the relatively few areas of concern, together with candidates’ scores on the MIT Student Teaching Rubric and the Pedagogy Assessment, we conclude that practicing K-12 teachers believe that our student teachers have developed the knowledge and skills needed by teachers newly entering the profession.

Educational Benchmark Inventory (EBI) Survey Results:  Information from the EBI surveys distributed, aggregated, and interpreted by the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction for Washington must be interpreted cautiously because of fairly small response rates. This review begins with the 2004 report because it is the first one to provide information about alumni who graduated after our last re-accreditation in 2003.

The response rate for alumni increased steadily between 2004 and 2007, moving from 8 responses in 2004 to 14 responses each in 2006 and 2007.  Still, these numbers represent less than half the alumni from each cohort.  The response rates for principals also increased from 3 responses in 2004 to 8 responses in 2007. 

Alumni: The five main factors addressed by EBI are Develop Instructional Strategies, Develop Reading Skills Strategies, Develop Student Learning, Manage Learning Context and Environment, and Overall Program Effectiveness.  Each of these main factors is assessed through responses to a variety of questions within each category.

In each report year from 2004 through 2006, alumni mean scores placed Overall Program Effectiveness first in this set of five factors with means far above or moderately above expectations.  Standard deviations were smaller than ~ .9, indicating, according to EBI, “high cohesion among respondents.”  In the 2007 report, Overall Program Effectiveness ranked second in the set of five factors, again with a mean score between moderately above and far above expectations.  The lowest ranked area each year was Develop Reading Skills Strategies with mean scores classified as moderately prepared in 2004 and 2005 but shifting to above-moderately prepared in 2006 and 2007.  As indicated earlier in this report, the MIT faculty will continue to develop candidates’ knowledge and skills in teaching reading and using assessment in ways that help all children and youth learn.  On the other three factors, the majority of alumni mean scores from the 2004 through the 2007 reports approached the extremely prepared category with standard deviations that EBI asserts indicate acceptable to high cohesion among respondents. In both 2006 and 2007, the mean scores on all five main factors, including Develop Reading Skill Strategies, were higher than the mean score of the six comparison institutions.  When each question under the five main factors was examined, the lowest mean score in 2006 exceeded moderately prepared and the highest mean score approached extremely prepared.  In 2007, the lowest mean score indicated above moderate preparation and the highest mean score closely approached extremely prepared. 

Principals: In the 2007 report, principals’ rated MIT alumni as strongest in Developing Student Learning with a mean score approaching extremely prepared.  The other four main factor means fell well above the moderately prepared category with standard deviations indicating cohesion among respondents. The mean scores on all five main factors were higher than the mean score of the six comparison institutions.  When each question under the five main factors was examined, the lowest mean score still exceeded the moderately prepared category and the highest mean approached extremely prepared. The standard deviations of scores in the 2006 report exceeded the range of acceptable cohesion, according to EBI, and the number of respondents in 2005 (5) and 2004 (3) render any conclusions highly suspect.

Conclusions:

Results from the 2004-2007 EBI Surveys suggest that the MIT program is doing an excellent job of preparing teachers to work with the diverse children and youth in our public schools.  Further, the 2007 report corroborates the results of the MIT program Alumni and/or Mentor Teacher Surveys in several important ways:

· 93% of EBI alumni respondents reported that the program prepared them to be teachers; 98% of respondents to the MIT survey reported that the program structure and content prepared them for teaching

· 75% of the EBI principal respondents indicated that MIT alumni were exceptionally or excellently well-prepared to take on teaching responsibilities and another 25% indicated that the alumni were well prepared, reflecting information from MIT’s mentor teacher surveys that indicated satisfaction with our student teachers and the high rate at which our graduates secure teaching positions

· approximately 85% of EBI alumni respondents indicated that they are very likely to continue teaching; 90% of our respondents indicated that they were still teaching

· 92% of EBI alumni respondents indicated that they would recommend the program to others; 89%-91% of respondents to the MIT Alumni Survey said they would recommend the program

In both the 2006 and 2007 EBI surveys, responses to questions about persisting in teaching, satisfaction with the program, and willingness to recommend the program all fell within descriptors that indicated above average or excellent responses.  Shifts in these areas between 2006 and 2007 were negligible and did not move the overall scores out of very acceptable ranges.  Mean scores in both these years on the lowest and highest mean questions ranged from moderately prepared on two of the lowest mean questions to approaching extremely prepared on the remainder of questions in both the lowest and highest mean categories.  In both 2006 and 2007, MIT alumni and principal mean scores for the five main factors were higher than the mean scores of the six comparison institutions.  

EBI data alone is not sufficient to conclude that the MIT program is highly effective in preparing candidates to become knowledgeable and skilled teachers of all people’s children.  Taken together with the other assessments discussed, however, the conclusion IS clear. Candidates’ responses to the Elements of Effective Teaching Survey, instituted in fall 2006, scores on the MIT Student Teaching Rubric and the Pedagogy Assessment, and alumni and mentor teacher surveys distributed, collected, and analyzed by the program from 2002-2007, support the assertion that MIT candidates have acquired the skills necessary to successfully teach the diverse students in Washington’s schools. 

