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2 EVALVATING A PRESERVICE METHODS COURSE
For those vho seck the answer to evaluation problems, I
suggest you may wish to leave now; for 1 certainly will disappoint
you. To those of you who remain, I can hope that some of the
thoughts that follow may give us some idezs that might not othere
. E,D - wise have occurred. At best, we may spark some thoughtful reasscsse
LW ment of our own approaches to evaluating our particular preservice
N |

reading course.

Some Problems in Course Evaluation

The problems involved in evaluating a course of any kind

are hardly simple onses. The issuze before us in assessing the
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. effectiveness of a methods course are even more bewildering

. than those in evaluating a content course. With a content course,

the instructor may judge how effectively students have learned

the subject mattér and perhaps how thelr thinking has been affected,
But because a professional methods course must educate for
application of what is learned to the classroom situation, the

instructoxr must include an evaluztion of this latter ability as

‘well as the factors content instructors must consider. What

must. we take into account within this constellation of diverse
factors?

First, it is important to acknowledge that evaluating a

" single preservice mathods course outside the framework of a

total preservice program is in i&3elf questionable, How does

one measure a part without knowing how thé total program is opere
ating? Perhaps it's analogous to checking cnly the blood pressure

of a patient without looking at his age, physical size, sex and

other pertinent details., 1In the business of teacher-education,

we are turning out a "whole" teacher, and we ﬁust‘keep this concept

in mind. Any evaluation must be made, then, in terms of the objectives
of a total preservice program, And any course must keep in mind

the objectives of the program and should bulld experiences designed

to accomplish those objectives. This assumezs that there is a total

{deational framework to which a department adheres and that some
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qver-all conceptualization of what kind of teacher thercollege
wlshes to turn out has been formulatéd. Each instructor of each
professional course would then insure that his specific objectives
are in accord withciﬁgiéupplément the larger design,

That we can mske a difference in at least one dimension of

-the preservice teacher is stated by Gage, who says, "We know that

we can markedly influence prospective teachers' conceptions of
their roles, beczuse teachers from one college differ markedly
in such conceptions from those trained at another college with

: i
a different orientation toward the teacher's role.” The point

1

Nathanicl Gage. "Psychological Theory and Empirical Reseaich
for Teacher Education," in Frezdom With Responsibility in Teacher
Education., Secventeanth Yearboor = 1264 Annuval lMezting, The Amzarican
Assoclation of Colleges for Teacher Education. Chicago: AACIE, 1964;
94"1050 ’ i ‘

is thét part of any evaluation of a‘presarvice professional
course of any kind is £inding out in soma way 1) whether its
objectives are compatible with those of the gver-all program and
2) how and if it contributes appropriately t§ the total teacher
preparation progran. '

In a cohesive, welledefined program, it would be difficult to

isolate the speclfic contribution of a single coursae to the

Ateachexs's total growth, Ideally, when teaching reading, the
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good classroom teacﬁ;r is incorporating principles cf child
growth and develcpment, learning theory and curriculum develop~
ment, ZXdeally, too, the instructor for the presexvice course
ig pointing out how principles from allied fields apply to the
teaching of reading,

A sz2cond problem cé be conzidergd in evalpa;ing methods

2 .
couzrses has been raised by Spalding awong others. He polnted

2 ,
Willard B, Spalding. "Evaluation of Propocals for Change im
Peacher Education," in Chz2noes in Teocher Education: A Anpraisal,
National Comnission on Teacher Education and Professional Standards,
Washington, D.C.: National Educatlion Association of the United States,
19643 37-49, '

out the nzcessity for distingulshing ﬁetwecn ;he training factoxr
and the sclection factor. Some high Fchools point with prides to
the number ;f their students who rank high on nerit scholarship
awards of various linds. They intexpret this achlevement as
meaning that thelzr program is a highly effective ons. 1In actuality,
the program may be superior, mediocre, or inferior, It may be that
vhat is outstanding about the school is the ability of the student
population, Similarly, in colleges preparing teachers the quﬁlity
of the product turned out by the program reflects to a large

extent ths qualit& of the student attracted to the program. Any

evaluation must, therefofe, be made in the light of the capabllities
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as well as the lim;tétions of the college's population. In general,
better teachers of reading do come, sﬁould come and will contfnue '
to come from institutions where the screening procedures 2re such
that they have a selact group.of students to work wvith, Because

of this factor of selection, as well as the many other variables
interacting in a given situation, the college instructor of a pre=
‘service reading methods course can naither take complete pralse

nor completie blame for tha product. The fact that graduztes

ef & particulay institution‘aré dé@ng a poor job of reading
Ilnstruction cannot ba linﬁea io tha quality of the ﬁfeaervfﬁe

reéding methods course alona.' The relationship is nodvohe-co~ona.

The Noad to Fvaluate s -

To this point we might feel justifled In asking ourselves
whether there 1s any way in which a course can be evaluated
and, indacd, vhether one should even bother. Presumably,

and with some evidance to back the notion, professional courses

: 3
do make a difference in teaching ability. Why then bother to

evaluate?

3
John R. Barry, "Does Professional Preparation Make a Difference?"
Journal of Teacher Education, 13 (Dzcember, 1962), 386+95,

In & survey of asttitudes toward education courses and acadeade
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4
courses, Preston found educatiocn courses coning out seczond best

for a number of reasons. IXIncluded among the reasons glven for
disliking cducation courses were undesirable repetition; thin,
inadequate contént} too much theory; and lack of interest and

inspiration,

4 A
- Ralph €. Precton, "Education Graduates View Bdacation and
Academic Courses.”" School and Society, 94 (Sunmer, 1964), 233-37.

Methods caﬁrscs-~éll.courshs~~nced to be evaluated if
they are to be nost: effectivaly Jmproved., Evaluation can serve
to keop the college instructor alext to the neaeds and interests
- of his student:s and to-hia efﬁectivenega in meeting these, Xt
can algo help hia develop s&ne objective ncasura of how well
he 1is ﬁeeting the aims 6f his'éourse.- As such, eﬁaluation
serves a feedback fuhctioﬁ. Addiﬁionally, it can'geﬁerata change
by éaking the teachér aware of arcas of stréhgths and weaknesses
in his course. The evaluation of instruction wéuld help him
detcrminé what he is contributing to the studént's learning., It
vould alfo help him differentiate between technidﬁes and practices
which are effective and those wiiich are inadequate or lnappropriate.
For the rest of thls paper, I should like to offer some possible

ways of evaluating preservice reading methods courses. The strengths

and weaknesses of each approach will be considered.

.
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fmmediote Evaluation of the Course

PR

Let us consider first the immediate evaluation of the course
lts21f,

Although séudéni evaluationsg of a course are frowmed on
by many wiiters, they can, nevertheless, offer us congidsrable

insight. Gustad pointed out that students are "probsbly ressonably

3. . :

John W, Gustad, "Evaluaticn of Teaching Performance: Issues

and Possibilitics," in Calvin B.T. Lee (8d.), Improvins Colleca

ggaching. Washington, D.C.: Arewican Councll of Education, 1967;
5«81, :

good sources of information when they are asked the rioht questions,”

(ps 276) He roted that they usually ere the only direct obaervers

of the ingtructor, other evaluation belng secend~hand or based

on information obtained other éhan thﬁough observation., One
criterion of effcctivé teaching is whether or not tha emperience

has been an'enjoyable one: Gustad felt that students ought to enjoy
the experisnce., Inm uddition, Gustad sugnested étudants could report
on 1) thelr own degrez of interest, 2) whethef they were motivated

to do more than was required, and 3) whether the instructor interested
them ih talilng additional work in the field,

Critics of student evaluation contend that students glve too

ot :h velght to personality of the instructor and that, because
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they are not knowledéeable vithin a given area, thev cannot
be critical evaluators of thelr instructor's scholarship within
his field. Others would tend to refute some of these arguments
as doees Gustad;'

A discussion of one attempt to have students evaluate methods
courses polntied up some of the procedural problems encountered in

6
& particular situation, While the purpose of the article was

- A+ F. Blackman, J. L, Fletcher, and S, M. Yanofsly, "Students
Rate thelr Profs and Courses," Bhi Delts Xapvan, 48 (February, 19267),
266-69,

different from our puzpose and while a moxre sophisticated approach
than is'suggested here was follewed, séveral é;eful ideas wersa
presented, Tha suggesfién that the evaluation céncentrate on
instxuitional technlques and over-all ratlonale mafits careful
thought, In additiongto the focuses suggested in the article, therve
should be gone focus oﬁ the actual content éf the course and on

, . :
ptudznts® reactions to various aspects, ,

The use of some form of classroom bchavior analysis schedules

way be helpful tools for evaluating certain typeé of ¢lass activities.
The instructoxr may wiéhﬁéo train the class in using one of the

analysis schadulas and then ask a different student to appraise

each of various class sessions.
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Audio tape-recpéding of class sessions can be useful, Of
speqifil interest to the instructor might bz the number of
questions asked, the amount of talking dene by the instructer and
his receptivity.to'comments from students,

Listening to oneself is often a painful rut revealing process.,
An Iinstructor may wish to use the the taps reocrder for numerous
other purposes than for sclf-evaluation. The recorder chould be
used often enough to “take the chill off" its use. The teacher
becomes accustered to hearing himself and can move past the initial
etage of cmbarrassmant that besets most of us., Perhaps one cculd
start with recording a session for which he felt particularly
vell=preperad and about which he wae pavticularly enthusiastic,

A similar taplng right be done ab a tiwa when his interast in the
session was not especially high, Thuo some evidance of both
the best and the poorest lessons might be available for comparison,

Althouzh the tape recorder has obvious limitatfons, its

vse may “elue us in".on cettain strengths and wéaknesscs in our

\ ¢
cAlse presentation, Vhen video~taping bacomes less expeusive,

. we may be able to add visual data to our auditory rvecords, thoreby

. ,Ar
giving v8 direct feedback on some of our pecuéirities that mlght

be inappropriate for our purpose and others which might be interfering

with the operation of our classroom.
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Anotlier means'of evaluatino'the instructor'é élassroch
ref;ectivenavs might be the usé of colleaoues as observers in one's
classroom. - An exchang 3¢ of visits with colleagues teaching similar.
téourses on the Samé or even different campuses night result
in an exchange of ideas that would improve one's teaching. The
initial emphasis, however, must be on tne coTluge reservice
1nsL«uct0 as.his own evaluator. Provzdedee are reasonaﬁly
'open~m$nded and honest with ourselves in selfoavaluaLion, this
vay ‘is both rore comfo&tab*e for noat of us and probably more
-effective. Whes we have ex periencad the self-evaluation procaess,
: ﬁ@ ﬁayfv Leh to involve otners in tha procedgre.v'
Areas in which thA colleﬁa iastrubtov peeds to examine his

conrsa incluae his use df aud*o~w; ual Qiﬁs and wnétne: thosn

- - are warrunted and effective, hvs appreach to ﬂtuden“ participation
and his .choice and vériation of presenfation nethod Regérding
the leqtare nethod, there have basen many appraisals, both negative
and positive. The qpe of' any one technlique can; of course, be

”! ot
overdona, Howevor, 1 doubt Jve will di <'c.ard the lecture. In cortain

instances it may well be the most useful and effective taechnique,
As for studant participation, there is ample evidence that active
involvement makes for better learniag than doss passive non-invo’vao

ment. However, it is the quality and kind of participation that

is important, The propensity of Instructors some years ago to
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to permif the sharing of {gnorance in the name of involvenment

did noé always lead to high quality of studént participation

and result§din'litt1e,desirable change in behavior. On the

cther hand, there are those améng us; who discourage our

etuden’s from asking questions or vho are loath to permlt anyone
to speak exncept ourselves. On this point, too, each instructor
needs. to analyze.his oy perfirmance.

7

- Simpson preseﬁted a list of tools vhich the college or

7 . .
Ray H. Simpcon, "Use of Teacher SelfeBvaluative Tools for the
Improvement of Instruction," in Ymprovement of Iastruction in Hicher

Ecucation, AACTE Study Serlies Number 6, Washington, D.C.: AACTE
1962; 49-52,

rd

un;versity instrucﬁof ﬁight use in ééifnavaluatiSn. Sonzz of thesz2
have already been mentionad, Others, reported as.usefﬁl by
college instructors, ircluds the followings
1. Voluntary and continuing collzague discussions or saminars
by instru-tors of a particular‘coursa.
: .

2. A comparative check on efficiency using two different

7}

teaching appreoaches.
3. Yearly written "recap" on one's own activities and an
assescement of thelr strengths and weabknesses..

Wa have nct touched on evaluative discussions either with the

total clzss or with concurrent small subegroups. These sessions
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could be either teacher-led or studeni-led. Reports night
be made to the whole class verbally or to the teacher in
writing. Many other techniques of evaluation exist, Only

& small number have been presented here,

Bvaluating the Effect of'In§truction
| At this point I wish to consider the aéproach éo the
effectiveness of instruction in terms of changing behavior
-or making betcex‘teaéheré of feading; To achieve this change
is the heart of the problem. We may be suparb college instructors
from the standpoint of technique end me thodology, but 1f we do
not somzhow alid the baginnino teacher to become a bettar teicher &
reading, vz have in reality fallad, This facet of our effective=
ness is probnoly most difficult to evaluate for reasons mentioned
earlier. It is, n&vertheless, our pwramount interust--or should be.
Again, the question of the function o?Apreservice mathods
‘course neads to be raised, If we saz2k to turn out a finished
product who 18 an excellent teachar of readinz and who is knove
1edaeab1e and skillful in all areas of reading, we will evaluate
certain a2spects. 1If, on the other hand, our course is intended
to make a start towééds building in the young téacher somz basic
understandings about'reading instruction, we dirsct evalua;ion
to chsr mitters. And again evaluation must be mads in the 1light

. of the quality of student who began the program.
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It seems needless to point out that the purpose of education
£s to change behavior and that the behavior‘change through any
preservice reéding course must bs directed toward turning out
teachers vho know vhat they are about when they teach reading.,
However, I am unavare of any one course, or even several courses
in reading that turns out a finished product. Even though there
are fifty hours of iastruction Br'morg a' preservice reading
course can ba only a beginning towards creaging an effective
reading teacher. |

It may be unnecessary to polnt out that é course ought to
be evaluated in texms of its objectives. It is doubtful that
we can or should address ourselves to specific behavioral objectivas
for él&_reading nethods courses, Thes; objecéives may vary
markedly with the particular school and the unique student population.
There are probably some rather general goals toward which all
ingtruztors of undergraduate professional reading courses are
striving. All of us, I think, have sone simllar bodies of knowe
ledoe which we would like our students to understand. Mrst of
us, too, would agra on certain dasirable behaviors as outcomes.
We w;uld hope when the terms phoaics, structural analysis and
_eyllabication were heard, the student would know'what these meant

and have gsome ability in teaching the skills involved. We would

probably iike to see dedicated, professionally-minded individuals
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who keep abreast of current trends in réading by subscribing
‘to and studying pe?iodical li;erature: We would like all students
to be members of IRA and to be actively involved in local councils.
Already you can see that there are several points at which
we may evaluate the attainment of our goals for a preservice
course as well as several kinds of objectives., In some instances
it may be relatively easy to determine whether a particular aim
has been achieved, Objectives wilchk measure specific knowledge
can be rather eésily tested through some sort of exanination,
It is readily possible to discover whether students can verbalize
or recéré.factual information. | ; B O
It may be feasible, too, to detergine by means of probleme
" orlented tests whether Qe have helpeé-college students understand
the iﬁtricacies of certain teaching=~learning situations in reading.
Suéh tests call for more skill ful develoémeng and analysis on the
part of the insturctor than those which requlre factual recall,
They may glve us ins}ght into the students! abiiity to apply skills
rather than restate facts; : g
Perhaps.another evaluation of whether we have attained our
objectives 1s to query our étudents directly. This we mizht do in
two ways: £irst, through an open~cnded guestion, students might
be asked to tell what they belleve the objectives of a gilven course

are; second, where objectives have been explicitly stated, these
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might be listed and étudents agked whether they think the dims
have been achieved and to what degree: These procedures yield
information only on what students think relative to the objcctives
of a coursa. Tﬁey'do not reveal whether the objectives have
actually been attained. Nevertheless, 1f students feel they've

’

been helped toward the adhievement,oﬁ some goal or have not
been helped toward it, this information ia'revéaling to the
instructor, - ,» \

We are probably agreed that the true measure of the.
effectivencss of a preservice course is to be found only in
what occurs in the students' classrooms, latex,

Information about the effectiveness of former students
in teaching reading might be sought in various ways. Although
follow-up visits to classrooms are time :onsqming, they can
glve fcedback unobtainable by any other ﬁaans. Through observation
and follow=up inéerview, the Iinstructor may glean patterns of
behavior that suggest genéral strengths and shortcomings. These
pay be atiiibutabls to the coursz, although ohne must be cautious
in reaching that conclusion,

Interviews with principals, reading consultants and
supervisory personncl relative to the linmitations they obscrve
in your students may be helpful, Particularly is this true 1f

there is a pattern of strengths oxr weaknesses identified by

sevaral obsorvers.
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If follow-up visits to all students are not possible,
séheduled obsarvations of some within a convenlent distance

may be arranged,

A .

. Follow=up questionnaires to former students agkiry theam to

name areas in which they feel espacially well~ or especilally ill=-

A

preparad may also be of valua. Similar questions to thelr

gupervisors ot consultants may supplement this information.

In practicé, observations of ieading 1escoﬁs during
the student—ueqchinn experience ara uaually wors, feasible, If
thoe 1nstrucco” of the prcgervica courze also suparvises studente
tuachars, he has a ready and conctant source of feadback, If he
does not suparvis directly, a clooe liaison with the sup°rvisor
of studant-tezchexrs would be most beneficlal, Occasional
discussion in studanteteachling sgﬂinarq 12d by the mathods class
instructor could focus on the problems baing encountered in
teaching reading. However, it 15 sy oplnion that feedback from
studont=teachers is neither as ascurate nor as reliable as that

1]

obtained after the student has left the colleze eand is teaching

on hiz ovn., A primazry reason is that the studenteteacher is often
required to follow through with the mathods of the classroom teacher.
Thus the collegz inatructor does not always observe vhat the student

would do on nis;zvh but only how ke follows the example of the

cooperating teachay,
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Rasearch cn REfectiveness of Various Techniaues.

For the college instructor who is interested in welghing
vhether one approach to teaching the reading course is more
effective than another, a more xigorous type of data collecticn
appeare essentlal. The gigor of the procedvres for data collection
depends upon how generalizable the Instructor wiches his vesults
to be, Perhaps one wight begin by locking closely at cne toplc
covexed in the course and determining vhich way of tcaching that
particulayr topic i3 mere efficiént in achicving the objectives
for that segment of the course. Tor euauple, the college
teacher may wish to dnvestigate whether progremming phordce skills
for his egtudents i3 o more effective meons of getting that lnoi-
ledge acress than scue other method he hze been uveing, The undeze
stendings and factual vecall for beth‘prccedqres could be meacured
through some crlterlon test,

A ecncvhat mere rigorous idnvestigation might begin with the
vandon assgignrent of students into one of two céurses in each
of which a2 diffexent approach to the area of reading instruction
was to be used, Varlous criterlon measures would be essential
to get at cognltive and affectiva learning,

We muat e cautlous in interproting findings from any such
study. Ve must be wvary of falling iuto the trap of thinking that

there will bz one method, one technlque, or one approach best for

~z
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all students inm our class, While individual differences in
learning ability and learning style are greal ét the six year

old level, they ara far more so at the college level,

Sunmazy

This paper has attempted to look at some of‘the problems
involved in evaluating a presarvic@ nethods courée and at some
of the means by which the instruction in the coﬁrse itsélfvmight
be evaluated for the iﬁstructor's owm. growth.. Severél sugsestions
for judging vhether the}objeceiv&s of the course have been achleved,
an approach to evaluating the course through classroom pezrformance,
end two suggestions for research studies followed, A final word
of caution-=all of these proceduzes ﬁ;ve dravbacks, Evaluation can
be disconforting. There are trade offs in tim2 and energy. Even
g0 it I8 essential that college Instructors utilize one or more
evaluation procedures in order to obtain feadback which will enabdle
them to improve thelr courses. In this manner we can do what we
ask our students to do~-cngage in selfecvaluation and develop an

abllity to change.



