
Introduction 
Education Faculty members were asked to review and analyze program evaluation survey data with their 
program colleagues. Program evaluation survey data is routinely collected for both Initial and Advanced 
programs and is shared with Education faculty at the annual Assessment Retreat in August. Due to time 
constraints at the 2011 Assessment Retreat, survey data was instead distributed to faculty and discussed in 
program meetings at the beginning of the Fall 2011 semester. Program Coordinators have summarized their 
faculty’s findings, as well as any changes they anticipate making based on the survey data. 
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Initial Elementary Education 
Faculty members:  Sheena Choi, Jonathon Hilpert, Zeynep Isik-Ercan, Leah Johnson, Il-Hee Kim, Cheu-jey 
Lee, Alice Merz, and Terri Swim 
 
We approached the work by looking for any patterns or key findings in the feedback provided by graduates.  
We examined the data in the same categories as it was collected from candidates: strengths, weaknesses, and 
suggestions for improvement.  Then, we discussed ways to address and/or respond to their feedback. 
 
Strengths 
 
Advising from faculty 
Field experiences (schools, diversity) 
Communication among faculty 
Coherency among courses/content 
Relationships with faculty members 
Relationships with fellow students in team (cohort) format 
Excellent faculty members 
Hands-on experiences in classes that can be used later 
 
Weaknesses 
 
Advising from faculty 
Quality (urban), depth, and organization of field experiences 
Portfolio assessment – misinformation, lack of support, and lack of feedback at checkpoints and at the end of 
the program (not in balance with amount of work put into portfolio) 
 
Suggestions for improvements 
 
Technology: modeling integration of technology, faculty using technology to support learning (e.g., e-
learning/blackboard), current technology for teaching and learning 
Field experiences: more, longer, different, earlier 
One candidate suggested a need for a course that deals with student behavioral issues.  
 
Our analysis of their feedback is that it confirms recent changes and new directions: 

1. We recently increased our technology course from 1-credit to 3-credits in both our elementary and 
secondary programs.  While this will not address all of their concerns, the expansion of the course 
allows for the incorporation of content to address them.  Faculty members plan to devote time to 
conversations about how programs can better integrate technology into courses and provide specific 
experiences during fields so candidates can apply their new knowledge and skills. 

2. We added a course entitled Classroom and Community Leadership to our elementary education (k-6) 
program. 

3. We are working to improve our field experiences.  We plan to create, in partnership with local school 
districts, field experiences of greater depth, intensity, and in more diverse sites based on a residency 
model.  There will not be enough placements in the residency schools for all of our candidates, so we 
will need to create systems that improve field experiences for all of our candidates.  This involves, in 
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part, being more clear in setting our expectations (e.g., moving quickly beyond observations to teaching, 
explaining how scholarship and practice work together instead of being an either/or), finding ways to 
support and supervise students while in the field, and highlighting what experiences are expected for 
candidates in each placement. 

4. In regards to our graduation portfolio, we have started conversations about how to move from a 
reflective portfolio to course-based, key assessments for each program.  In November 2011, we had a 
consultant work with us on how to begin the process.  We have continued the conversations in small 
groups, but need to be more intentional in focusing our work in this arena.  We plan to devote time to 
this process and have the consultant return in spring 2012. 
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Initial Secondary Education 
Remarks with References to Students’ Anecdotal (Qualitative) Program Evaluation Comments 

Comments Relative to Perceived Strengths of the Program 

Students expressed satisfaction with several interrelated aspects of the program.  First and foremost, students 
indicated their appreciation of the faculty with whom they had worked, noting that their instructors were 
experienced classroom educators who were approachable; excellent professional role models (i.e., mentors); 
intent on providing practical experiences; and flexible in the using various approaches as they worked with pre-
service teachers. Such comments as “Great professors/mentors,” “… instructors are superb,” and “Excellent 
faculty …” attest to student satisfaction with the faculty. 

Students also noted that the faculty did an excellent job of focusing on the many challenging issues facing pre-
service and in service teachers today while setting a context for entry into the profession. They also appreciated 
the fact that current issues facing teachers (e.g., evolving state requirements) were examined during course 
work. Emphasis placed on literacy as a function of all courses (not just English and reading) was highly 
appreciated by students, as was faculty understanding that “… your strength is your students. This program 
allows the student to expand on their [sic.] problem-solving and inquiry skills. … You teach each student to 
question their [sic.] understanding of themselves.” 

Comments Relative to Perceived Weaknesses of the Program 

Concerns regarding academic advising were identified. For example, one science student commented about 
advising on his/her major. This problem may be due (at least in part) to an unusual university structure in which 
some education programs (e.g., English, social studies) are Indiana University programs (and, therefore, housed 
within the School of Education), while others (e.g., math, science) are Purdue University programs in which all 
content area matters are handled within respective academic departments while education matters are handled 
within the SOE. Moreover, methods courses in math, foreign language, and science are typically taught by 
faculty from outside the SOE; as such, program alignment and coordination is often elusive. This structure also 
affects consistency regarding such matters as portfolio requirements. 

Another student commented that not enough specific instruction on social studies was provided in the middle 
school methods course. Given limited enrollment in the middle school only program (formerly early 
adolescence, now middle level), all students in that program enroll in a general methods course that must cover 
four (4) certification areas. This structure makes it difficult to focus intensively on any one content area. 

Some concerns about the timing of field experiences (e.g., getting started early in the semester, not the 
experiences themselves) were also noted. SOE faculty is currently working on a residency school model that 
would alleviate many of these problems and would provide comprehensive, in-depth, and extended pratica for 
secondary students. 
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Advanced Elementary & Secondary Education 
Qualitative survey data provided by program completers of the IPFW Elementary/Secondary Graduate Program 
was collected between Summer II, 2010 and Summer I, 2011. The survey was sent to 12 completers of a 
graduate degree in Elementary Education and to 4 completers of a graduate degree in Secondary Education. 
Responses were provided by 6 graduates in Elementary Education.   

Responses were grouped by Comments on Faculty, Comments on Courses, Strengths, Areas for Improvement, 
Suggestions for Improvement. On September 6, 2011, four faculty members examined the data in an effort to 
improve the current program and consider changes for the future. 

Strengths included the belief that faculty care about their student’s academic progress and well being, that 
faculty are well prepared for their assignments, and that the diverse faculty enhance the quality of the program.  

The range of responses varied greatly in most areas, with few comments being repeated. This may be due to the 
unique experiences of each of the survey completers, but more likely is due to the limited number of total 
responses. However, three key ideas appeared through the comments that were noted in the conversation by 
faculty members and that led to suggestions for program improvement. 

The first was an increasing interest on the part of the graduate students to align the content and experiences of 
the graduate program with the growing accountability mandated by local, state, and federal officials. Recent 
legislation in Indiana requires that teachers are evaluated according to state guidelines and that teacher 
continued employment and financial compensation are linked primarily to student achievement. Graduate 
students indicated they wanted their program components to be more directly reflective of the work they are 
required to complete. One student indicated that s/he learned more from peers than from the professor because 
peers were sharing the experiences of educational reform in ways unfamiliar to the professor. As a result of this 
discussion, faculty suggested that Educational Studies continue to focus on understanding and supporting the 
changing world of K-12 education. This could be accomplished through designated faculty roles in seeking and 
disseminating information and through professional conversations with K-12 practitioners. These ideas will be 
shared with the Faculty Affairs Committee. 

Discussion then moved to comments regarding the lack of program coordination experienced as students move 
through the research sequence and complete the Capstone project. Concern was raised that different professors 
approach research in different ways, leading to students’ concern that their research pathway is not straight and 
prescribed. Faculty felt that, while the concern was genuine, it is not desirable to limit research training and 
practice to one approach.  To provide better support for students in the program, it was felt that conversations 
about the work being completed in each research course could lead to better coordination within the program. 
The Graduate Program Director will see that such conversations occur. 

The last discussion thread wove together several perspectives on the use of technology. One student indicated 
that s/he was disappointed in the small amount of instructional technology used by professors while another 
student noted that students are not aware of technology opportunities provided on campus. Included in 
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statements about technology was the suggestion to utilize electronic portfolios as a way to reduce writing and 
replace it with videotaped documentation of actual practice and achievement.  

The topic of technology generated the most discussion among faculty, resulting in a suggestion that technology 
training be offered in smaller portions and more frequently (rather than single, full day sessions) so that faculty 
can expand their use of technology for teaching purposes. This recommendation will be forwarded to Faculty 
Affairs Committee. 

In summary, the responses from the 6 graduates who completed the survey were generally very positive about 
the value of the program. The limited number of responses makes it unwise to base substantial program changes 
on this source of data alone. However, comments received serve to focus the areas for additional examination 
and program modification.   
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Special Education 
Exit Survey Data 

The Graduate Student exit survey is composed of 11 questions: 10 questions are one each of the CEC standards 
for knowledge and skills and the 11th question is would the candidate recommend our program to others. For 
2010 and 2011, there were a total of 9 students who completed the MS program and the survey results are for 3 
students who completed the survey. For questions 1-10, the data content addresses how well the candidates 
demonstrated proficiency or believed they understood the CEC standards. For all 10 questions, all candidates 
agreed or strongly agreed.  This reflects the mastery level of the content knowledge and preparation of the 
candidates to be special education teachers. The course content addressed the standards. Additionally, in fall 
2009 candidates were required to pass the two special education praxis II tests. As of fall 2011, students have 
reported a 100% pass rate on the Praxis II tests. We feel this measure also validates that the content of the 
courses and the field experiences and practicum are preparing the candidates to be special education teachers. 

The narrative comments from the 3 candidates offered a few suggestions for improvement. One suggestion was 
to offer courses more frequently. We offer each course either fall or spring and then alternating summer 
sessions. We are in the process of investigating ways to offer the courses more frequently so candidates can 
complete the course of study more quickly. Another comment was in regards to courses delivered on-line. We 
are in the process of determining which course content could possibly be modified and enhanced to be offered 
in a variety of formats, on-line and hybrid. To address this issue, we offered the first course K505 (Introduction 
to Special Education) this summer for the first time on-line and had 24 students enrolled. The faculty felt the 
course was successful and the student evaluations were positive from the course. We will continue to vary the 
format of course offerings to met student needs. 

Overall, the program evaluation results obtained using the likert scale information and the narrative comments 
were positive in regards to the MS program. There were very constructive comments and we will continue to 
work with the candidates and the community and school personnel to better prepare the candidates to be special 
education teachers.  

Special Education Faculty Meetings 

Since the fall of 2007, the special education faculty meet at least bi-monthly during the fall and spring to discuss 
the courses/curriculum, student performance and feedback, and the status of the program. The chart below 
highlights major events and changes in the graduate special education graduate program. At our program 
meetings, we discussed individual course objectives and requirements and assignments, and continually 
monitored that the objectives of the courses match the CEC standards and the national trends in the field of 
special education.   

Utilization of Reflection Paper Data 

To asses our student performance, we have used data stored in the data management system with average scores 
of reflections on the CEC standards and the Conceptual Framework for the College of Education. Overall, the 
data from the reflections informs us that the content for the courses is appropriate and that candidates 
demonstrate proficiency in all the CEC standards and the Conceptual Framework.  
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Additionally, beginning in the fall of 2009, we made changes to two courses and the practicum course. 
Previously, the candidate’s reflection papers addressed their own learning; the change incorporated the 
candidates’ reflections on the P-12 students learning in their lesson plans. The data shows that candidates 
demonstrate proficiency in their teaching and are able to articulate what the P-12 students learned through the 
assignments in the two courses with the field experience/service learning for diversity and the practicum course. 

IPFW Special Education Program and Course Development Timeline 

 

Semester 

 

Significant Events/Changes to Graduate Programs in Special Education 

Fall 2006 

 

• Master of Science in Education with a major in Special Education approved by 
the IU Board of Trustees in November, 2006 

  

Spring 2007 • Continued to develop courses required for MS in Special Ed 
• Offered approved graduate level courses in special education  
• Developed UAS system based on NCATE Requirements at the time and in line 

with the Elementary and Secondary MS Programs, and Educational Leadership 
MS Program. 

  

Fall 2007 

 

• Offered approved courses at the graduate level in special education  

  

Spring 2008 

 

 

• Held multiple program faculty meetings to discuss course objectives and 
curriculum in alignment with the CEC standards and College of Education 
Conceptual Framework 

• Discussions with IPFW/IUSB about the Intense Intervention Graduate Program  
• Refine policies and procedures for special education programs- made changes 

based on individual course evaluations and national trends. 
• Community Advisory Meeting (May, 2008) with directors of special education 

and principals from area schools (14 people in attendance). They requested more 
courses/in-service for teachers on Autism and Behavior management 

  

Fall 2008 

 

• Began IPFW/IUSB Intense Intervention Graduate Licensure Program  
• Program Faculty meetings- Began development of summer workshop on Autism 

Spectrum Disorders (based on request from advisory meeting, candidate 
feedback in courses, and national trends) 

• 1 candidate ready for 2 course sequence to complete thesis for MS degree- 
course development and refinement of K500 and K599 

Spring 2009   

 

• Graduate Certificate in Special Ed approved (24 of 36 credit hours from MS 
degree)- Developed in response to teacher needs in the area 
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Summer 
2009 

• Developed and implemented a summer workshop on Autism Spectrum 
Disorders (First night open to public with 100 people in attendance) 

  

Fall 2009 • Continue IPFW/IUSB Intense Intervention Program; 8 students enrolled 
• Co-sponsored a “Summit on Students with Special Needs” (Nov. 12th)  in 

attendance 75 parents, school personnel, local agency representatives to discuss 
what we need in the area to meet needs of students and families with special 
needs.- one area school personnel (especially teachers need more knowledge of 
available resources for students and families in the area) 

• Required candidates to take and pass Praxis II  tests in special education  
(Purpose was for external validation of effectiveness of program)  

• Special Ed faculty made course changes (to start in spring 2010) based on the 
content of the Praxis II tests.  Added more Assistive Technology (AT) content 
and experience to K370/K525 courses; more opportunities for differentiated 
instruction and assessment in 2 courses with field experiences (K325/K536 and 
K371/K535):  3 courses now have candidates write CEC reflection based on P-
12 students’ analysis on learning from the assignments in the courses with field 
experience and practicum. 

• Changes to candidates’ needs of more practical final project as culminating 
product for MS degree- discussion of offering option of Thesis or Special 
Project as final product 

  

Spring 2010 • Candidates given option to complete thesis or special project as culminating 
product for the MS degree. 

• Three students graduate with MS in Education with major in Special Education 
(all 3 passed Praxis II tests) 

• Course changes more AT and more differentiated instruction  
  

Summer 
2010 

• Offered course on Autism Spectrum Disorders (first night open to public with 93 
people in attendance) 

• Dr. Cho received a Summer Institute Grant to improve and refine the AT content 
and experiences for students in K370/K525 

  

Fall 2010  • Changes  to courses based on individual  course evaluations, student feedback 
and national trends 

  

Spring 2011  • Changes  to courses based on individual  course evaluations, student feedback 
and national trends 
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Counselor Education 
This analysis will consider the combined results of the 2011 Graduate and Employer Survey Data 

Strengths 

While the number of graduate respondents was low, the respondents indicated an overall high level of 
satisfaction with the quality of training and instruction they received in the program.  Similarly, the large 
majority of employers rated our graduates as either “excellent” or “very good” in terms of their training, 
competence, professionalism, and ability to meet licensing standards. All employer respondents indicated a high 
likelihood of hiring more graduates from our program.  

Areas for Improvement 

One suggestion mentioned by the graduate respondents was the need for better quality LTLs (limited-term 
lecturers) in the program.  This cohort of respondents did have two LTLs that were new instructors and that 
students did not respond well to.  However, with the hiring of two new full-time faculty this year, those courses 
are now being taught by full-time faculty and the overall number of LTLs in the program has been significantly 
reduced. 

In the employer data, items with the biggest spread were those that were written to assess both school 
counseling and MFT graduates, and thus used the word “therapist” and asked about mental health-related 
aspects of the role.  This appears to be more of a factor of the way the survey was constructed than an indicator 
of a problem with graduates. 

Both the graduate and employer qualitative comments mentioned the need for more emphasis on the practical 
aspects of the job of school counselor as it is currently defined in many schools. 

Specific Programmatic Changes or Goals Based on this Data 

The one consistent theme across both surveys is the need for more of a focus on the practical, nuts-and-bolts 
aspects of the current school counseling role in many schools, and perhaps less of a focus on the mental health 
aspects of counseling.  This theme is corroborated by feedback in students’ final program reflections.  Our 
program does place a heavy emphasis on the development of strong counseling skills through a two-semester 
counseling practicum sequence during the second year.  This practicum experience is a foundational aspect of 
our training and the school counseling content courses are intended to build on this foundation.  However, the 
feedback in these surveys suggests that as a program we are not providing enough of a link for students in 
understanding how the counseling skills developed in practicum are linked to the school counseling content 
courses.  Additionally, this data suggests that the course objectives of the school counseling content courses 
need to be carefully reviewed.   

This issue is something that the program will be considering in the coming year as we prepare for the CACREP 
accreditation process.  Specifically, the program faculty will do the following: 

• Conduct a curriculum map with the CACREP standards to ensure that all school counseling standards 
are being adequately addressed in the school counseling content courses. 
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• Hold a meeting with the program faculty and school counseling LTLs (limited-term lecturers) to review 
the school counseling content and discuss the links between practicum and school counseling content 
courses in our training, and make sure that all instructors are working to articulate these links to 
students.  
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Educational Leadership 
The students were generally very complimentary of the program and their resultant learning. They did make 
some suggestions which together with our own individual and department reflection indicate the following 
should be integrated into our program for refinement and modification: 

• Continue to increase field experiences in leadership courses. 
• Professors should be further involved in the schools. The desire to increase faculty involvement in the 

schools reflects the current College philosophy of civic engagement. 
• Increase consistency in the practicum instruction and supervision. 
• Evaluate the current diversity component. Department faculty discussed at the retreat reducing the 

number of sites for the diversity experience with more specific faculty guidance. 
• Incorporate special education into more of our courses (although only one course was mentioned). 
• Review the logistics of the program and provide cohort students with the schedule for as many semesters 

as possible. 
• Clarify the objectives for the program and of individual course objectives to avoid repetition and to 

encourage students in the integration of their leadership learning and away from trying to view courses 
as “stand alone” subjects. 

• Continue to encourage students to synthesize each standard with their learning, particularly ISLLC 
Standard 6: Politics, with which they historically struggle. 

• Continue to assess how to best coordinate the traditional and cohort programs. 
 


