The Evaluation of CPD - Draft
It is increasingly recognised that self-evaluation is central to any claim that teachers have in relation to having expertise in education; in addition to having sufficient knowledge and expertise in the areas of the curriculum that they teach, they should be highly knowledgeable about their own practice.  Teachers who take the view that the assessment of practice is the responsibility of others – senior managers or inspectors – take a substantial part of the basis of their claim to have a professional approach to, and expertise in, education, and confer it elsewhere.  Schools and education authorities are similarly diminished if they are not highly knowledgeable about their own practice – where it can be developed, how it can be improved.  Where the interest of the individual and the needs of the organisation coincide in this way, there is a real opportunity to build a culture, a situation where the attitudes and actions of individuals, and the ethos and aims of the organisation, are mutually reinforcing and supportive.  For self evaluation to be at its most effective, such a culture is necessary, as it requires a shared commitment to professional reflection and enquiry, trust and confidence between colleagues in the organisation, and a commitment to improvement and development.
The evaluation of Continuous Professional Development (CPD), therefore, should not be conceived of as a self-contained exercise, parallel to and separate from the process of self-evaluation which is essential to good practice in any school or local authority; were it to be thought of in this way, there would inevitably be a great deal of duplication of work, and major implications for workload and morale. Indeed, were such a separation possible in an organisation which had an ethos of self evaluation, it would not be desirable.  Instead, this paper will argue that the evaluation of CPD should be an integral part of that self-evaluation already being undertaken by the school, local authority or the individual teacher, which is essential to reflection on professional practice at any level.  Where this is the case, however, it should be an explicit and planned part of the self-evaluation process, as it will often be the case that a rigorous evaluation of the value of CPD will have elements which require to be consciously built in to the evaluation process from the very outset.  In doing this, this paper will follow the model for the evaluation of CPD in education developed by Thomas Guskey, and set out in his book Evaluating Professional Development (Guskey, 2000). 

In his book, Guskey defines CPD as '... those processes and activities designed to enhance the professional knowledge, skills and attitudes of educators, so that they might, in turn, improve the learning of students.'  (Guskey, Evaluating Professional Development, 2000). Day (Developing Teachers: The Challenges of Lifelong Learning, 1999) adopts a slightly broader definition - 'professional development consists of all natural learning experiences and those conscious and planned activities which are intended to be of direct or indirect benefit to the individual, group or school, which contribute, through these, to the quality of education in the classroom.’  In Scotland, the view that has developed is broader still, encompassing the quality of educational experience of pupils in the broader life of the school, and as experienced through the ' hidden curriculum'.  There has been, for example, a conscious drive to tackle equality issues in relation to disability and race in this way, supported by professional development for teachers.  In taking the position that CPD can apply to the widest possible range of professional attributes and abilities, Guskey and Day are adopting a position which is very closely aligned to that which has developed in Scotland - and the same is true when they discuss the kinds of processes and activities that can deliver CPD for teachers.  For them, as for the view which has developed in Scotland, CPD can be delivered through a very wide range of activities and processes, with those involving collegiate, workplace based activity making a highly significant contribution; CPD is not limited to attendance at courses for a specified number of hours.  Such a view, Guskey argues, leads to a view of CPD as something done to teachers, which they accept simply has to be endured - a view which at best encourages passivity, and at worst hostility and resistance. 

A second point in these definitions of CPD which is worthy of note in the Scottish context, is the emphasis on improving the learning of students.  CPD which does not have this as a conscious aim or outcome is, Guskey argues, an irrelevance; CPD which does not achieve this, a failure. There is therefore, in the definition, an implicit emphasis on change, on developments and improvements which will in turn it lead to improved student learning.  This change involves teachers in a fundamental way, as it arises from the enhancements in skills, knowledge and attitudes that have been secured through CPD; to achieve this, teachers must reflect on their professional practice, and then change that practice in some material way.  The centrality of learning and teaching, the idea of the reflective practitioner, and the focus on development and improvement, are also central themes in thinking in Scotland. 

Turning to the activity of evaluation itself, Guskey's thinking is also of relevance in the Scottish context.  Evaluation is, he says, the 'systematic investigation of merit and worth'. (Guskey Evaluating Professional Development 2000 p.41)  Merit he describes as the judgment made when any activity is measured against what are deemed to be the characteristics of excellence for that activity; worth is the judgment made when the activity is viewed in terms of its value and contribution in furthering the aims of the organisation - school or local authority - or the individual teacher.  The idea that a given CPD activity or event may be excellent in itself, but not relevant to the aims of the school, local authority, or individual teacher, is not new in Scotland. 

Guskey  identified five different levels of evaluation, and what is being measured or assessed in each, as set out below:

	EVALUATION LEVEL
	MEASURING

	
	
	

	1.
	Participant Reaction
	Initial satisfaction with the experience

	2.
	Participant Learning
	Knowledge, skills, attitudes acquired or developed

	3.
	Organisation Support and Change
	Extent to which participants’ organisation promotes, and supports CPD, and recognises and facilitates the resultant change

	4.
	Participants' Use of New
Knowledge, Skills, Attitudes
	Degree and quality of change following from CPD 

	5.
	Student Learning Outcomes:

Cognitive, Affective, Psychomotor
	Impact of change following CPD on  educational experience, attainment and achievement of students


While the providers of CPD may well wish to evaluate all of these levels explicitly so that they can identify where, how, and to what extent the activities they offer can be developed and improved, the end users of CPD may well take a different view.  A school, for example, may decide to evaluate at levels 4 and 5, taking the view that participant learning and organisational support can fairly be inferred from improvements and developments identified there.  Only where no improvement or development is identified, would the questions at levels 2 and 3 be prompted - did the participants learn nothing? Were they resistant or hostile - or was the fault in the quality of the CPD activity itself? Alternatively, was it that the organisation to which the participant returned failed to recognise, or even actively discouraged, the potential for change resulting from the CPD activity?  In the intensely busy life of a school or education authority, such an approach may be both efficient, and effective.  Where, however, the CPD activity is focused intensely on the interpersonal skills and attitudes of the individual, as in coaching or mentoring, then it may be necessary to reflect this in the way its effects are evaluated, with direct evaluation of participant learning – evaluation, that is, at Level 2.   

This leads naturally on to issues surrounding the evaluation of CPD in practice - where, when, to what extent and in what manner evaluation should take place. Guskey is emphatic that evaluation should be built in from the very beginning.  Evaluation should be focused where a significant investment is made, or where significant changes in outcomes are sought – although it should be borne in mind that what is deemed to be a ‘significant’ level of investment or change will differ for those conducting the evaluation, whether that be the individual teacher, school, or local authority.

Above all, the burden of the evaluation of CPD should be shared between the various interested partners - the individual teacher, the department, the school, the local authority - with each contributing, and communicating that contribution to the others.  It is worth noting that there is much that is already in place - a major example is the STACS analysis of SQA examination results - and, while there may be work to be done in developing instruments and strategies for use by teachers, schools and local authorities in areas such as the evaluation of cognitive outcomes for younger pupils, or affective outcomes for pupils and teachers, the main effort required may be in the systematisation, collation and analysis of the processes and  different forms of information that already exist.  The training of CPD coordinators at school and authority level to carry out these tasks, and to offer guidance in relation to the amount, nature and focus of evaluation to be undertaken is likely to be essential to the success and efficacy of this project. 
Evaluating Level 1: Participant Reaction 

(focus on merit)

Evidence 

· Questionnaire at end of session* 

· Focus groups 

· CPD interview* 

· Personal Learning logs 

· CPD portfolio*

· Feedback to school/LA CPD Coordinator* 

· Feedback to colleagues: department meeting* 

Indicating quality of 

· Administrative arrangements 

· Materials used 

· Delivery of contributions 

· Approachability, support of tutors 

· Accommodation, catering  

CPD user - is this activity worth repeating? 

CPD provider - do the basic arrangements require to be improved? 

Evaluating Level 4: Application of New Skills, Knowledge, Attitudes

 (focus on worth)

Evidence of developments 

· New courses/ materials/ teaching techniques in place* 

· Demonstration/ feedback to colleagues 

· CPD interview* 

· CPD portfolio*

· Classroom observation 

· Questionnaire 

Evidence of improvements 

(From the point of view of the user of CPD this could include increased job satisfaction; confidence; sense of efficacy; contribution to school and department; improved interaction with pupils, colleagues and others; levels of knowledge, understanding, skill) 

· Questionnaire 

· CPD interview* 

· CPD portfolio* 

· Peer observation 

· Inference: staff absence, turnover 

· Staff morale, job satisfaction

CPD user - has CPD changed what the participant actually does? 

CPD provider - can CPD demonstrate its worth in terms of improvements in teacher practice?

Evaluating Level 5: Pupil Learning Outcomes 

(focus on worth)

Evidence 

· Examination results analysis* 

· Pre test/ post test assessments 

· Formative assessment *
· Pupil exclusion analysis* 

· Pupil attendance analysis* 

· Disciplinary referrals analysis

· Pupil participation in extra-curricular activities* 

· Questionnaire 

· Structured interview 

· Direct observation of pupil behaviour/ interactions 

CPD user - has CPD resulted in benefits to pupils? 

CPD provider - can CPD demonstrate its worth in terms of benefits to pupils? 

*
indicates strategies already in place 

Publishing Results of Evaluation of CPD 

· School/LA co-ordinators to collate and analyse information 

· Explicit statement on improvements/ developments supported by CPD to be included in school /LA annual Improvement Plan 

Recommendation to Network
The paper above should be presented to LA Coordinators as a basis for the     theory and practice of the evaluation of CPD. 
Further recommendations have been made if this paper is accepted.
