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Notes from Advanced Program Directors’ Meeting on Dispositions 

October 4, 2011 

 

Present: Heejung An, Rochelle Kaplan, Salika Lawrence, Gerri Mongillo, Janis Strasser,  

Kevin Walsh, Hilary Wilder  

 

The Advanced Program Directors and Coordinators met to review the results of the dispositions 

data collected within and across programs from 2009-2011. 

 

It was agreed that the data we have suggests that there are no consistent trends in ratings by 

supervisors and candidates over time both in terms of changes from ratings taken during 2009 

and 2011 semesters nor were there indicators that dispositions improved from the first to the 

third transition point of data collection within programs. 

 

Reasons for these findings were discussed and the following were generally concluded: 

 

1. Reliability for the rating form measures we are using has not been established. Different 

raters may have different approaches to the rating of the 10 items.  

 

2. The validity of the measure as a representative sample of candidates’ professional 

dispositions was also questioned. For example, some of the items could not be observed 

by supervisor raters in terms of performance in the field and could only be rated for 

performance at the university in classes.  

 

3. The time of the transition points for the data collection may not reflect the best times for 

assessing dispositions. For example, since many of our candidates begin as non-degree 

students and our first dispositions rating occurs at the point of matriculation into a 

program, some candidates are being rated for the first time after they have completed 3 

courses, others after 2 courses, etc. This inconsistency needs to be considered in 

interpreting the data. 

 

4. Using a 10-item rating form does not reflect actual performance outcomes, but is more a 

rating of opinion about candidates rather than an evidence-based assessment. 

 

Ways of modifying our dispositions assessment instrument and data collection and aggregation 

methods were then discussed. Some of the suggestions were as follows: 

 

1. Provide candidates with “scenarios” of actual classroom situations that could evoke 

issues regarding “dispositional variables” in dealing with them. For example, a classroom 

management scenario involving diversity, assessment, reflective practices, etc. could be 

constructed. Candidates would then be asked to respond to a series of questions about the 

scenario and how they would deal with the situation. The written responses could then be 

rated on the 10-item dispositions form currently in use, or perhaps utilize a somewhat 

modified form. The ratings could be done by 2-3 program directors to establish 

reliability. 
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2. Administer the dispositions rating instrument on a program-by-program basis, including 

setting different key points in each program where the ratings should be collected rather 

than focusing only on entry, mid-point, and exit transition times. For example, some 

programs might have key courses that reflect some dispositional elements most clearly 

and would make a better point of data collection for those elements, rather than rating all 

elements at the same time.  

 

3. Individualize the dispositions data collection methods on a program-by-program basis, 

including different forms of data for each programs. This approach would work better 

with some programs more than others as some programs (e.g., EDLP M.ED.) already 

have a strong dispositions component embedded in the program. This approach, however, 

would be difficult to use as a unit-wide approach to data collection for advanced 

programs. 

 

4. Change the rating from to that the range of possible responses is increased to about 15 

instead of 5 levels. 


