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ABSTRACT
WHAT COUNTS AND WHY? ASSESSMENT IN TEACHER EDUCATION
By
Rebecca Ellis

In this dissertation I consider the ways that pre-service teachers are assessed n the middle of their
program. I conducted my research at Galaxy University, a large, Midwestern university that had
jJust completed its CAEP accreditation. Here, I collected syllabi, core assignment task descriptions
and rubrics, and de-identified pre-service data submissions, as well as interviewed course
mstructors. I then analyzed my data to look for trends and themes, as well as with the goal to better
understand the choices made around assessment decisions. Throughout my research, I paid
special attention to 1ssues of fairness and how this led to tensions in the decision making process.
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION



Chapter 1: Introduction

Preparing teachers 1s a complicated and involved business. Search the Michigan State
University online library for “preparing teachers” and you get over 1,500,000 results. In my
research, I wanted to know how teacher educators know that a pre-service teacher (PST) knows
what they need to know. Depending on how one defines and operationalizes “know”, however, the
question changes. What a PST needs to “know” can refer to understanding content, to having
pedagogical skills, dispositions, and more. To “know” that a PST has this knowledge, can be
assessed and understood in many different ways.

What PSTs need to know to be successful 1s an important question, but not the one on
which I decided to focus my research. Instead, I wanted to center my study not on merely what
they need to know, but presuming we already have a goal for what the PST needs to know, how do
we know that they know 1t? I am an “assessment person” who wonders about measurement issues.
I care that if we are assessing, that we are assessing what we actually want to assess, and that if we
use a proxy, this proxy holds. I want to know how we are assessing PST's, with respect to what we
want to know about what they are learning. Furthermore, I want to know that the assessment
decisions we choose are fair, and that no PST is unfairly disadvantaged by the assessment choice.

While assessment 1s a broad topic, in this study I investigated how PSTs are measured and
assessed within a teacher education program. In choosing this particular slice of assessment, I
aimed to focus on a critical area where effective assessment 1s desired, as demonstrated by the
national focus on improving teachers as a way to bolster student learning. As Ginsberg and
Kingston (2014) note, “teacher preparation programs have been undergoing change for years and
have embraced the idea of accountability” and give the mission statement of American Association

of Colleges of Teacher Education (AACTE) and the merger of National Council for Accreditation



of Teacher Education (NCATE) and Teacher Education Accreditation Council (TEAC) to form
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) as examples (p. 7). Even in 2010,
Darling-Hammond spoke of the importance of bolstering performance assessments, as they could
fill the gap when “current measures for evaluating teachers are not often linked to their capacity to
teach” (p. 2). And it 1s not just performance assessments that came to the forefront. Written tests,
like the Praxis Professional Knowledge Test or the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and
Support Consortium’s (INTASC) Test for Teacher Knowledge (National Research Council, 2001)
have also been flourishing. Nevertheless, there does not appear to exist a clear framework for
which assessments to use where, when, and why at different points in a PST’s development,
especially one that responds to the trade-offs mvolved when deciding among assessment strategies.
Questions arise about equity and fairness whenever a test 1s implemented, and yet the answers are
scarcer. As I worked on this dissertation, I sought to understand how teacher educators choose
and use assessments.

It was not just about choosing the right test, however. I sought to understand what claims
mstructors wanted to make about their PST's, how they articulated these claims, and how they were
able to determine whether the PST's had learned enough to continue with their education and
preparation. I chose to look at syllabi, core assignments and rubrics, and interview data to better
understand what the instructors cared about and how they were able to decide if the PST's were
ready to move onto the next course or stage in their program. Passing must mean you know
enough, right?

Motivation
I cannot remember a time when I did not care about teaching and learning. When I was in

middle school, I proposed a plan to my parents (as I was too shy to actually tell the school) where



the school would be designed around different learning styles and students could choose to take
courses based on the design of those courses. Students who learned better from group projects
would take the group project classes and students who learned better from listening and writing
would take those classes. Even then, however, I doubted the viability of my plan. What would
prevent students from choosing the classes with their friends or the ones that sounded the most
fun, mstead of the ones that helped them learn the most? As a middle school student, I was
already questioning both how to better design schools and how to ensure that learning was a top
priority.

This dedication to questioning the best way to teach and learn did not fade as I grew older.
In AmeriCorps as a teaching fellow, I questioned the school’s use of a pre-test. I worked under
one supervisor who wanted the results from a pre-test to be used only as a baseline measure to
which the post-test could be compared to measure growth, mstead of to use the information from
the pre-test to help tailor the curriculum to the students’ individual needs. I also encountered
students whose results from their test scores led to people drawing the wrong conclusions about the
students’ knowledge. I worked with students who seemingly struggled to understand genetics, as
demonstrated by their scores on a genetics test, but I then found that the problem was not genetics
at all. My students had never learned to mix colors, and thus could not explain what color the
offspring would be in an incomplete dominant cross of red and white flowers, even though they
could give a perfect answer using just the genotype.

As a graduate instructor, I had fears about grading within my own sections of teacher
preparation courses. And it was not just about a single test, but also about how I graded and

assessed my students using many different forms of assessment. These fears included those



focused on the grade output, as well as on the differential learning that might be occurring as a
result of being a different instructor, which I discuss in more detail over the next few paragraphs.

In terms of actual grade giving, I feared that the students in my course might have gotten a
different grade if they had had a different instructor. When sections of a course are not aligned 1n
terms of curriculum or assessment, it is highly likely that in a different section, with a different
assessment or rubric, a student could get a different final score. Unless the student is on the cut-
point of passing or failing, this difference was probably not significant in the long run, but in the
moment, it felt like a big deal.

Beyond a difference in score, however, if there was a different assessment or rubric, it was
also quite possible that different components of the student’s ability to teach were being measured.
I know that when I taught TE250, a teacher education course at MSU aiming to expand future
teachers’ view of the world and the effects of power and oppression in society, for example, I
focused on assessing my students’ ability to reason through arguments and defend claims with
evidence. My reasoning was that TE250 was about helping PSTs become more aware of the world
around them and the mequalities, and to help them question the status quo. I did not think I could
actually measure their desire to question the world, because of two very different 1ssues that
presented threats to this measurement. One 1ssue was that it 1s hard to see desire in the context of
one course. I did not think I had the skills to be able to assess desire since I could only use
responses to writing prompts and in-class behavior as proxies. The other 1ssue was that it could be
easy to fake desire if the students knew it was being graded. Students have learned how to doctor
responses to make a grade, and thus it 1s not always clear if motivations are genuine. Because of
these two barriers, instead focused on grading their ability to make coherent, supported arguments.

Another possible way to grade, however, would have been to grade based on the substance, or



content, of the argument and the degree of alignment with the ideology of the course. I chose
against this method because I did not feel that I would be able to accurately measure dispositions'.
If there were a change in what was written from the beginning to the end of the semester, I would
not have known if it was because the student’s beliefs had changed or if the student finally figured
out what they needed to say to make me happy and get the better grade. Regardless, if T was
grading on reasoning skills or if I was grading on content, both the grades and the claims made
about the students would be very different. If there were not a standardized way to grade this across
sections, the claims made about students n the different sections would consequently be not just
different, but also mean very different things. Getting a B in the course, for example, would not
mean the same thing across sections.

I wondered, and spent hours agonizing about this. Was one way of grading, by reasoning
skills or content knowledge, more fair than the other? Was I punishing students who “got it” but
could not articulate themselves well? By focusing on the ability to create supported arguments, I
was privileging a particular type of knowledge. At the same time, would grading dispositions be
fair? While there are arguments that certain dispositions might be better for teachers, they take a
while to change and maybe 1t cannot be expected that one course meeting twice a week would be
enough, and so grading based on disposition might have privileged those with more prior
experience with the course material (Villegas, 2007). With every choice n assessment, it seemed
that someone benefitted and someone suffered. This complicated my understanding of fairness,
since each choice was fairer for someone and less fair for someone else. I needed to understand

what it meant to be fair. Did fair mean that everyone was held to the same standard? Did fair mean

'Dispositions, according to Taylor and Wasicsko (2000), are “the personal qualities or characteristics that are
possessed by individuals, including attitudes, beliefs, interests, appreciations, values, and modes of adjustment” (p. 2).
Assessing dispositions often includes assessment or professionalism and rule-following, and also includes assessment of
attitudes and beliefs.



that everyone was able to show that they learned something in the manner that best demonstrated
their understanding? Could I balance consistency from a common standard with allowing all my
students to demonstrate their knowledge? Was I even capable to imagine all the ways that
something might be unfair for someone? Fairness in teacher education was getting complicated,
and the consequences were even further reaching.

I needed to spend more time formally understanding the choices made about assessment,
especially for PSTs. I needed to know what we claim about PST's in a given class and how we know
if the PST's meet these goals. It was too lofty to answer this broadly, so I decided to focus in on a
few cases and study what happens in some classes. I decided that I would spend my dissertation
looking at how select instructors for pre-services teachers in the middle of their program make
their decisions. What do they want to be able to know about their students and how do they verify
1t?

Background of the Problem

Choosing an assessment in teacher education 1s a large responsibility. This 1s especially
challenging in a teacher preparation program when the end goal 1s for the students to become
excellent teachers, and yet in many of the earlier courses, the instructors are not given an
opportunity to observe them actually teaching children. Instead, teacher educators have to decide
which proxies or behind-the-scenes skills they think they can pinpoint, augment, and then assess.
There 1s only so much to learn about students by reading a paper or reflection. Nevertheless, it 1s
the mstructors’ job to ascertain how prepared these students are to become teachers in the future.
Furthermore, most instructors are not trained psychometricians and do not have a strong

background i assessment decision-making or design, yet are still required to make responsible



assessment decisions. Choosing an assessment in teacher education is not only a large
responsibility, but also one full of tension and controversy.

Tensions and controversy in testing.

Since practically the birth of standardized testing, there have been controversies and
tensions. Sometimes the controversies make it to headline news, while other times they stay local
(e.g. when students in Syracuse, NY confused newswoman Jackie Robinson with the famous
baseball player’). Sometimes the debates are between test developers and political columnists (e.g.
Lippmann versus Terman in the 1920s) and other times the debates are between other
stakeholders, such as parents versus the schools (e.g. Daniel Lowen in 1980) (Haney, 1981)).
Almost always, these debates fall back to the same underlying issue: how fair is the measure?

Assessment, while intended to be a fair and equitable way to determine who knows what, 1s
still a human concept influenced by human beliefs and biases. As Haney (1981) puts 1t, “it seems
safe to say that [assessments] ultimately are determined by social and political values” (p. 1981).
Like Kincheloe (2008) argues about language, despite what some people would like to believe,
assessments are not “neutral” (p. 55). Assessments measure whatever the dominant idea of
knowledge 1s at the time and relegate people into boxes based on their results from these tests. As
such, assessment 1s a social justice 1ssue. Nevertheless, testing persists because as much as it 1s
controversial, as a country, the belief continues to exist that tests provide important data and help
stakeholders to make critical decisions. As Linn (2001) puts it, “the combination of enthusiastic

support and strong disapproval has a long history” (p. 29).

Z In the late 1990s, there was a question on the statewide history examination that asked students about Jackie
Robinson. The question developers intended to make this question about the first black baseball player, as he was part
of the curriculum. However, Jackie Robinson is also the name of a black, female newscaster in the Upstate New York
region. As a result, many of the students instead wrote about her. After some consideration, the state decided to award
credit to either answer, since deducting points seemed to unfairly punish some students. However, either decision was
controversial and led to some heated debates about fairness and education.



Tensions and controversy in teacher education.

This history of controversy related to assessment has a more recent aspect as accreditation
for teacher preparation has come to the forefront of the national discussion around education.
Norris (2013) notes that as part of the discussion around high-stakes accountability in K-12 public
schooling, teacher education has also received “a heightened sense of accountability assessment”
(p. 554). He argues that this 1s partly a response to the No Child Left Behind act that put teachers
under greater scrutiny and consequently has an impact on what 1s expected from teacher education
programs. Accordingly, more attention has been placed on what makes someone a good teacher
and how 1t can be known that a teacher 1s qualified and successful. Different organizations have
responded in different ways to this call. For example, the American Council on the Teaching of
Foreign Languages created guidelines and assessments to better measure that PSTs were
developing appropriate language proficiency before being credentialed (p. 554). As another
example, in 2013, the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation adopted new
standards to increase the rigor and criteria for teacher education programs (Heafner, McIntyre, &
Spooner, 2014, p. 516). INTASC, NCATE’, and National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards (NBPTS) have also answered the call and put forth standards for how teachers, future
educators, and teacher educator programs should be assessed (Kraft, 2001). Thus, it 1s no surprise
that assessment in teacher education 1s a popular topic and deserves more analysis. With so many
new and differing options, it can be a challenge to know which assessment to choose when and
why, and the trade-offs associated with each decision may become convoluted. As stated by
Cochran-Smith and Villegas (2014), “We need much more research about aspects of teacher

preparation and certification—conducted with many different kinds of research designs—that deeply

3 Since the publication of this source, NCATE has since merged with TEAC to become CAEP.



acknowledges the impact of social, cultural, and institutional factors, particularly the impact of
poverty, on teaching, learning, and teacher education” (p. 391). As this scholar points out,
measuring teacher preparation i1s complex, and 1s influenced by the social structures present in our
society. If we expect to be able to create fair and equitable measures, we need to also consider
content and background.
Statement of Research Problem
In my dissertation, I explore the different ways that PSTs are assessed within the middle
stages of their program. I look at core assignments and rubrics, as well as interviews with
professors. Before a PST enters the K-12 classroom, I want to know how teacher educators
determine that the PST knows “enough.”
Research Questions.
1. What are PSTs expected to learn, do, and know in the middle years of their
teacher preparation programs?
2. How do teacher educators assess these middle-program PST's?
3. What are the tensions involved in these expectations and assessment decisions?
Definition of Terms
Assessment 1s any measurement of knowledge, beliefs, abilities, or practices that 1s
conducted in such a way that the results are intended to be meaningful to someone. Assessments
can be instructional, evaluative, and/or predictive, although Perie, Marion, and Gong (2009)
caution that trying to meet too many goals for an assessment tends to lead to less effective

assessments.
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Course is the term I use to describe the overarching idea behind a class on a subject. For
example, Algebra I could be a course, and so could Theories of Teaching and Learning. Courses
can be taught by different instructors and in different sections, but share a common goal.

A Section is a subset of a course and can be taught by the same or different instructor. A
section has a different set of students in the course.

Standardizing is used in this paper to show that there 1s uniformity within and across
something. Standardizing a test means giving the same test to all students. Standardizing sections
can come from aligning curriculum, matching class activities and assignments, or having the same
final. Depending on what 1s standardized, there are different types of alignment.

Tension is “a relationship between ideas or qualities with conflicting demands or
mmplications” (Google Dictionary). In this dissertation, I use tension to refer to the competing goals
in a course and how these competing goals translate to assessment strategies and types.

Equitable 1s a type of fairness that 1s measured by equal outcomes.

Validity means that a test score properly represents the underlying construct that it 1s
trying to measure (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011).

Construct-irrelevant variance (CIV) is when something other than the intended
construct to be measured conflates with the construct, giving a student a score other than what it
should be, had the rrelevant construct not been present.

Pre-service teacher (PST) is used in this paper to describe college students who are
currently taking courses to become a teacher, or are in a student teaching program.

Rule-following is when a PST demonstrates that they can follow instructions. Rule-

following 1s often assessed on an inclusion-exclusion scale. For example, a rubric may assess a PST
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on their rule-following when it assesses PSTs for including 3 sources in their assignment, or using
specific formatting.
Professionalism is assessed when PSTs are graded on their behavior and mannerisms.
Dispositions, according to Taylor and Wasicsko (2000), are “the personal qualities or
characteristics that are possessed by individuals, including attitudes, beliefs, interests, appreciations,
values, and modes of adjustment” (p. 2). Assessing dispositions often includes assessment of

professionalism and rule-following, and also includes assessment of attitudes and beliefs.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
As background to my dissertation, I researched literature in a number of different areas. I

used the below framework in order to arrange and design my search.

R

What 1s Knowledge? Definitions over Time

Measuring Knowledge in the U.S. via Testing

Measuring Knowledge in
T'eacher Education

Faimess and Bias in Testing

/

Myth of Objectivity in
Educational Test

- Assessing PSTs in
Defining Teacher Teacher Fducation

Knowledge I
Assessing Teacher

Preparation Programs

Adding Dispositions

Vanation within
Programs

Figure 2.1 Complete Literature Framework

My theory was that while my goal 1s to learn about measurement in teacher education (light orange
box), there 1s considerable lead up and mputting categories that must be addressed in order to
properly situate my research within the broader field. This chapter 1s arranged by starting with the
broadest topic, defining knowledge, and then moving down the left side of the model. Once I have
covered all the components that feed mnto assessment in teacher education, I tackle that topic
directly. Under assessment in teacher education, I follow a similar pattern from the macrocosm.
First, I look at definitions of knowledge in teaching, focusing first on specific types of knowledge

and then looking at behaviors and dispositions. Then, I look at how PSTs are assessed, and
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entertain issues of fairness and bias. Finally, to look at fairness more directly, I consider both how
teacher preparation programs are assessed, and how there exists variation both within and among
programs. More simplistically, the pyramid below shows the direction of my research, starting from

the bottom and working its way to the top, or pinnacle, of my review.

Measuring
Knowledge in
Teacher

Myth of Objectivity
(there is no fairness)

Fairness and Bias in Testing

Measuring Knowledge in the U.S. via Testing

What is Knowledge? Definitions over Time

Figure 2.2 Simplified Literature Framework

Overview of literature collection

I first spent time researching specifically about knowledge. I chose this entry point for a
number of reasons. First, much of the research on standardized testing surrounds mntelligence
testing, and looking further into what counts as intelligent or knowledgeable was an important first
step because 1t would allowed me to have some background on what it meant to assess knowledge.
Second, I wanted to research different conceptions of knowledge because I believed that they may
foreground many of the values I would see in my cases, based on the assumption that beliefs about

knowledge can influence how knowledge 1s assessed. Third, looking at definitions of knowledge
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connected to one of the ways that I planned to analyze my collected data, which focused on how
knowledge changes as the context changes.

After researching definitions of knowledge, I transitioned to researching the history of
standardized assessment in the United States. Even though I am looking at standardizing on a
much smaller scale, actually focusing on just assessment in teacher education, I decided that
learning about how standardized testing became prominent in American society would be an
important backdrop to my research. As I read, I looked specifically for tensions and for how
debates around assessment persisted mn different ways throughout the past century and a half (for a
more complete history, see my compiled table in the Appendix). What I found was that most of
the tensions presented in the timelines related to the tensions about knowledge. Questions
surrounded what counts, who gets to decide, and what claims could be made.

From there, I transitioned to considering fairness and bias in testing. As testing became
more prominent, so did arguments and concerns about the tests being unfair or biased.
Consequently, I looked into literature about decision-making and controversies around whose
knowledge counted as valuable. This shift into a more social justice stance both reflects my
personal opinions about assessment and aimed to uncover the reasons for why so many people
complain about tests being unfair. Furthermore, focusing on what makes tests fair or unfair was an
important background to considering the tensions I found in my data.

Next, I considered the myth of objectivity. This topic built off the previous one, as it
looked specifically at one reason why people find assessment to be unfair or unjust. This topic also
has been prevalent in my graduate career, having been a topic of discussion in many of my teacher
education courses. Because this trend was so prevalent in my teacher education experience, it

seemed that focusing on this particular aspect of unfairness in educational assessment was leading
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me closer to assessment in teacher education. This particular myth seemed to demonstrate why
tensions were arising in assessment, especially when it came to standardizing. These tensions
ended up showing themselves when I considered how the instructors I interviewed understood
academic freedom.

Finally, I considered how knowledge is defined and assessed within teacher education.
Since my cases all are of teacher preparation courses, 1t matters not just what it means to know or
to assess, but what it means for PST to know and how they can be assessed. Under this heading, 1
looked how we compare teacher education programs, how we consider (or do not consider)
teacher dispositions, and how courses can vary between instructors and formats.

Literature was found primarily using Google Scholar. I then used the MSU library to access
any documents not easily freely available through Google. Some literature was found through
snowballing using earlier found material. I additionally bolstered my own search terms by
consulting readings that were assigned in many of my graduate classes.

To recap, in the first section below, I look at briefly at some of the different philosophical
1deas around defining knowledge. In the second, I give an overview of assessment from the mid-
1800s until modern day. From there, I transition into the third section where I consider literature
on fairness and bias in testing. In the fourth section, I bring under consideration the 1dea of
objectivity and how 1t has influenced ideas about education. Finally, I look at how knowledge 1s

measured and assessed within teacher education.
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Defining knowledge

Assessments are often given because someone wants to know about another’s knowledge,
skills, and abilities. While skills and abilities can be more directly assessed (e.g. give a task' that
requires doing the action), measuring knowledge 1s much more complicated (T. Raykov, personal
communication, September, 2013). The classical definition of “justified true belief” dates back to
Plato (Ryan et. al, 2002). By justified true belief, philosophers mean that to know something, one
must think it is true, must think it for logical reasons, and the thing must in fact be true. This
conception of knowledge, however, 1s widely debated and each of the major philosophical scholars
has mputted their own defimtions. Locke, for instance, says humans need to trust their senses since
they have no other real options. Descartes (1984), however, says that humans can only have limited
knowledge of absolute truth, but can reach the foundations of their knowledge by using logical
inferences. Like Locke, he does contend that humans at least have to trust their reasoning, if not
their senses. Empiricist Berkeley (1972), on the other hand, argues that the entire physical world 1s
a facade, and then we cannot really know anything.

With all these competing ideas about knowledge, what does this mean for assessment in a
teacher preparation program? Without a concrete definition of knowledge, assessment of
knowledge 1s confusing and complex. My understanding, then, 1s that there 1s no best way to assess
knowledge, since knowledge 1s so nebulous, and that measurements of knowledge are always

dependent on what counts as knowledge at the given time, what type of knowledge we want to

''This is more easily assessed when the skill or ability is something like “solve single-digit
multiplication problems” or “be able to hop on one foot.” Skills or abilities that are more nuanced,
such as reacting properly in a high-pressure environment, are less easy to assess since the number
of variables increases and it may be difficult to ascertain which variables impacted the examinees
ability to perform as expected. In any case, measuring knowledge 1s still more challenging since
knowledge 1s internal and choosing the appropriate proxy for the knowledge can introduce new
complications.
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measure, and the beliefs of those in charge of making the decisions. In the next section, I will build
on this idea as I analyze consider the history of testing in the United States. Once I have covered a
bit more background on assessment, I will reconnect back to this idea of defining knowledge when
I conclude in the final section about knowledge and assessment in teacher education.
History of testing in the United States

While my dissertation looks at assessment in education, I begin with a history of testing in
general. Some of the earliest recordings of large-scale assessment date to the mid-1800s, when
Edouard Séguin used foam boards to measure the mntelligence of what he considered to be
cognitively impaired children (Boake, 2002). The foam board test was a test that asked children to
complete a puzzle (Tulsky, Saklofske, & Ricker, 2003, p. 9). Around this time, the Digit Span Test
was also used to measure memory, but the term “mental test” was not coined until 1890 by Cattell
(Boake, p. 384). Also in 1890, Rice administered spelling surveys to students, and according to
Haney (1981), this is often marked as the beginning of standardized testing in the United States.

In 1905, Binet and Simon published their intelligence test, and by 1908, they had
modified it to include age levels (Boake, 2002, p. 386). In the 1910s, psychologists on Ellis Island
developed and used mental testing on immigrants to the United States. These psychologists made
their own assessments because they did not feel it was appropriate to use the Binet-Simon test
booklet since that had been developed with French schoolchildren in mind (p. 388). (This concern
aligns with a tension I found in my data about what sort of knowledge 1s being assessed in teacher
education and for what purpose. Just like the Ellis Island psychologists wanted to use different
items to measure the knowledge they cared about, so I assumed that current teacher educators
make similar choices.) Over the next few years, additional scholars added test items and tasks to

assess other areas, such as mathematics and hearing impairments. By 1916, Terman had expanded
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the Binet-Simon assessment to measure adult intelligence, as well, which changed the results from
being an age score to an mntelligence quotient (Haney, 1981, p. 1022).

Large-scale standardized testing became first used in the United States with the Alpha and
Beta Examinations for the military before World War I (Boake, 2002). These mtelligence tests
were administered to over 1.7 million soldiers (p. 390). Pinter (1923) found that these military tests
suggested that the mental age of American adults was between ages 13 and 14. Yet, Wechsler, a
psychologist working on scoring the examinations, found that the tests were often leading to
soldiers who had low English proficiency receiving low mental scores despite being fully functional
members of their communities (Boake, p. 394). It turned out that the test was maccurately
conflating English knowledge with mental ability (and again the tension of what knowledge 1s being
assessed was present). Wechsler was so mspired that he went on 1n his career to later develop the
Wechsler-Bellevue intelligence test. Thus, from the onset of standardizing tests in America,
questions of fairness and the proper implementation of examinations to understand and sort
people did not go unchallenged.

Tyler, a curriculum scholar, remarked that the time period from 1897 through 1927 was
full of criticisms for the various assessments (Haney, 1981), although the critiques were not limited
to this time period. One of the more famous debates about the assessments was between Walter
Lippmann and Lewis Terman (p. 1023). The two debated publicly through their publications, with
Lippmann arguing that even attempting to measure mntelligence through testing was misguided, and
with Terman arguing that it was foolhardy for a non-psychologist to attempt to explain things he
clearly did not understand.

Despite some of the negative response to these assessments, it was not just the army

administering them. News articles began suggesting that the tests be used in trade schools for
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sorting purposes. In 1921, Education Review published an article suggesting that the intelligence
tests should be used for college admissions (Haney, 1981, p. 1022). That same year, School and
Society published an article on using the intelligence tests in high schools (ibid). At the same time
that articles were advocating for the expansion of testing, others called for caution. Breed and
Breslich (1922) published an article in The School Review concerned about the accuracy with
which these mtelligence tests could correctly place students. As evidence, they presented the
difference in scores that were calculated when different intelligence tests were used. They further
argued that 18 percent of students were misplaced when these assessments were implemented.
Mursell (1939) was less judicious in his arguments against the testing, arguing that it was “on the
level of palm-reading, bump feeling, and the casting of horoscopes” (p. 526). He further went on to
argue that there 1s a noticeable absence of proof that the intelligence tests might actually measure
what they purport to measure. Worcester and Corey (1936) also argued that the assessments are
poorly supported. They gave a review of the Detroit Tests of Learning Aptitude and remarked
with extreme shock (evidenced by the use of the phrase “Very likely so!”) that the test was
calibrated using only 50 students and was standardized against its own measures (p. 260).
Nevertheless, at the same time, testing companies were working to increase their efforts to ensure
that their assessments met stricter validity and reliability measures, and Tyler believed that these
changes were n response to the criticisms (Haney, 1981, p. 1024).

Fast forward to the 1950s, and testing was focused on tracking and selection (Linn, 2000).
With the space race and Sputnik launched in 1957, the United States was focused on being a
global player and wanted to develop in science and mathematics. The National Defense Education

Act, 1n fact, provided financial assistance to schools to admiister testing (Haney, 1981). It was this
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push to become a global player and to know that students were meeting the needs of this global
market that led to much of the support for testing in this era (Clarke et al., 2000).

The 1960s, however, presented more backlash against testing. According to Linn (2000),
this was a period of using testing for program accountability. His theory 1s that with compulsory
education laws, policy makers wanted more oversight into what was happening in schools. ESEA,
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, enacted in 1965, included in it “demands for
evaluation and accountability (p. 5). As a result, testing companies flourished. Exams were given
multiple times per year in order to demonstrate gains in student achievement (p. 5). Linn also
argues that testing cycles were manipulated to show the most gains. During this period, however,
testing was also used for personality testing, and this drew much public attention (Haney, 1981).
People became concerned about assessment result security and feared what conclusions might be
made about themselves if their test scores were visible to others, especially employers. Here, the
claims that could be made from testing came under scrutiny; again suggesting that what counts as
useful knowledge might unfairly discriminate against some. In 1962, Banesh published The
Tyranny of Testing, although he was not the only one who was opposed (Haney, 1981). A quick
search of Google Scholar filtered for the 1960s with the words “tyranny” and “testing” leads to
several pages of results. The New York Times posted an article in 1960 entitled “What the tests do
not test” (Haney, 1981). While the contents of this article are hard to track down, the title parallels
a similar article posted by the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics from 1925, written by
Walker. In all of these there exists tension around what may happen to the curriculum (or even
society) as tests become more pervasive, with concerns that the test could become the only real

focus 1n education.
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The distrust of standardized assessment continued mnto the 1970s (Haney, 1981) despite
the use of tests now focused on minimum competency testing (Linn, 2000). As the tests were now
used to make sure everyone was learning enough, others were worried that the tests were racist and
classist. This period was marked by some heated debates between test developers and opponents
about whether the tests were successful at measuring true differences between races and classes or
if the tests were wreaking havoc. Truth-in-testing legislation came into effect and there were
numerous court cases against testing systems and implementations out of concerns that students
were being unfairly punished by biased tests. SAT scores dropped, and the College Board and
ETS worked together to analyze the problem. They came up with multiple possibilities, none (of
course) being the possibility that maybe the test needed revision (Haney, 1981). Instead, they
blamed society, motivation, and family structure for why scores were dropping. In 1979, Lerner,
the director of the National Academy of Sciences Committee on Ability Testing, lamented that
there was a “War on Testing” and that this war was a cover-up for the poor teaching done by
teachers and teacher preparation programs. This sentiment was echoed m 1980 by the president of
College Board (Haney, 1981).

More recently, tensions surrounding assessment have been more focused on what the
assessments can do and are expected to do. Haertel and Calfee (1983) worried that tests were not
aligning to the school curricula, causing a disconnect. Archbald (1988) argues that tests are
supposed to meet three purposes, to measure how schools and students are improving, to suggest
areas of improvement, and to select which students are expected to succeed in the future. Perie,
Marion, and Gong (2007) refer to these three purposes as evaluative, instructive, and predictive.
Unlike Archbald who states these purposes matter-of-factly, these scholars caution, “when an

assessment system purports to fulfill too many purposes—especially disparate purposes—it rarely
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tulfills any purpose well” (p. 11). Perie, Marion, and Gong believe that part of the challenge of
creating successful assessment 1s focusing on what goal or purpose 1s to be met and not trying to
meet them all. Otherwise, the test 1s bound to be unsuccessful. This tension, the purpose of
assessment, was one that I looked for in my data, but did not appear too often.

Despite the rocky history of testing in America, testing has managed to persist, grow, and
change. Common Core State Standards, No Child Left Behind, and the Every Student Succeeds
Act are all more modern implementations of curriculum and testing requirements. Because of this
tumultuous history and continued existence 1s why I felt it was important to look more closely at
the tensions present in today’s teacher education environment and work to make sense of the
chaos. In the next section, I transition to looking more specifically 1ssues of fairness and bias in
testing.

Fairness and bias in testing and what counts as knowledge

A major tension in assessment surrounds social justice and fairness. While tests are
supposed to be objective and tell the administrator about the knowledge of the test-taker, time and
time again researchers and community members argue that a test has made claims about a student
that are not entirely true. Some of the best examples come from looking at gender. Whether the
assessment 1s of a person’s knowledge of mathematics, their violin playing, or their teaching,
women and girls have systematically scored lower than men and boys throughout modern history
(Ball, Cribbie, & Steele, 2013; Beidleman & Cole, 1991; Benbow & Wolins, 1996; Faber, 2008;
Gallanger, Levin, & Calahan, 2002; Goldin & Rouse, 1997; Greenberg, 2010; Halpern, 1997;
Loewen, Rosser, & Katzman, 1988; Navarro, 1989; O’Connor, 1992; Rosser, 1989; Sharp, 1989).

Goldin and Rouse (1997) found that when symphonies conducted blind auditions, women

were more likely to be hired than when the musicians were visible to those making the selection
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process during the audition. As a result, they realized that part of what made people think that a
musical performance was good was attributed to the gender of the player. While my paper 1s not
about musical testing, this case highlights the idea that what counts as knowledge, skill, or ability 1s
sometimes attributed to features beyond what 1s supposedly being tested. In more technical terms,
test scores are often skewed by construct-irrelevant variance, where the score is measuring
something other than the intended construct (Haladyna & Downing, 2004,).

According to Loewen, Rosser, and Katzman (1988) women used to score higher than men
on the verbal section of the SAT and men scored higher than women on the mathematics section.
Unhappy with these results and assuming that something must be wrong, the SA'T" verbal section
was altered to include more readings on math and science, and the men’s scores increased and
they scored higher on both sections than women. This demonstrates that if all that was needed to
show that men had higher verbal skills was to change the context, then perhaps context, and not
content, was 1n fact influencing everybody’s score. The verbal section may have been biased against
men since the measurement of their verbal skills quickly changed as the passages were changed.
This “quick fix” calls into question the validity of the assessment. If the scores could be so easily
changed by changing the context, then how do we know that the verbal section measures verbal
ability? Perhaps the verbal section i1s more about what one knows contextually, and this knowledge,
and not one’s ability to parse passages, 1s what the assessment 1s measuring. Why did no one go
back and change the math section to have more word problems about material better known to
women to see 1f that was why they were scoring lower than the men?

The controversies mentioned above highlight many of the tensions connected to testing.
First, they highlight that construct-irrelevant variance can have a huge impact on a person’s score.

The contextual base of a problem has the ability to boost and lower scores independent of the
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knowledge intended to be assessed. Second, they underline that how a test is written (by whom, for
whom, with whose understanding of what it means to “know” the subject) has a huge impact on
who scores well and on who we think 1s knowledgeable in a subject. Because the verbal section was
now implicitly testing science (which was pushed more heavily on male students), men were able to
score higher and the test score could be used to claim than men were better at verbal itelligence.
Thus, by designing the SAT in this way, it inherently boosted male scores and supported the claim
that the test-writers believed, that men had better verbal skills than women. The test was adjusted
until it acted as confirmation bias.

O’Connor (1992) discusses how the success of tests, and the implementation thereof, 1s
dependent on the goals of the assessment. Because there are many desired outcomes (such as
program evaluation or student placement), what one decides to use as the examination or chooses
to do with the results can vary widely. Thus, for tests to be “fair,” one needs to keep the purpose of
the test in mind and make this purpose known and believed by all parties. O’Connor quotes
McLaughlin (1987) saying, “policy at best can enable outcomes, but in the final analysis cannot
mandate what matters” (p. 9). The overarching idea 1s that assessments can be designed and
created to give a score, but the future of education 1s more than a test score. Consequently, fairness
will reside not in the score, but in how the people involved make sense of it. This then leads us to
the myth of objectivity.

The Myth of Objectivity

A topic that I have encountered throughout my graduate career is the concept of neutrality
and how it is often looked at as being objective and correct. This idea that schooling can be
removed from personal views 1s often a way to avoid thinking about issues of power, oppression,

and bias. Applebaum (2009) discusses that the assumption that teachers can be neutral ignores the
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fact that teachers and schools exist in a society and that unless the teacher actively acts to make
changes, and mstead maintains the status quo, the teacher 1s complicit in continuing a society of
imbalance and unjustness. Thus, to be neutral 1s not to be objective and fair, but to perpetuate the
systems of power in American society.

Colbert (2009) addresses this idea of neutrality in his comedic clip called “The Neutral
Man’s Burden.” While not an academic source, he highlights the irony of white males being
allowed to use their background to make decisions and still being neutral, while women or people
of color doing the same thing raises the concern of bias. Similar to Applebaum (2009), his
argument reminds viewers that what counts as objective is a subjective decision. Furthermore, there
1s no way to be truly objective, and to claim so brings in cultural ignorance or elitism.

Bringing these 1deas to assessment, assessments also will not be neutral or objective, no
matter how hard the assessment writers try. Questions, especially those set in a context, will include
some degree of bias. A good example 1s the problem used by Wiest (2008) in her article on how to
adapt lessons for English Language Learners. The problem mvolves counting 18 animals and 52
legs and then determining the numbers of pigs and chickens counted. This question, however,
requires that students know that chickens have two legs and pigs have four in order to answer.
Thus, this question 1s biased against students without this prior knowledge.

O’Connor (1992) addresses a slightly different understanding of context when she says that
“judgments of test fairness are wide ranging and dependent upon context in ways that are difficult
to generalize” (p. 12). By this, she explains that how “good” we claim a test to be 1s often
dependent on how good the test results are. People are more willing to claim that a test properly
measured their knowledge when they score well, and more likely claim that there was something

wrong with the test when they score poorly. As such, the interpretation one takes from a grade 1s
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influenced by what the grade actually 1s. This then leads to challenges when trying to come to
conclusions based off a test score.

These two examples relate to construct-irrelevant variance (CIV), which I studied in my
comprehensive examination. It 1s not just context that leads to bias, for “CIV can present itself in
many ways, from measuring reading on a science item, to judging handwriting, to reflecting student
motivation at the time of the test” (Ellis, 2017). CIV can also be present when those taking the test
have access to different resources (Anyon, 1980). If a test score 1s dependent on resource access,
then it 1s not so much measuring student knowledge but what students have had opportunities to
learn. This nuance 1s crucial because it makes the difference between an aptitude and achievement
test.

Finally, these biases often contribute to the systems of power and oppression in modern
society. The system of power perpetuates because of cultural capital. Bourdieu (1973) states
“Cultural wealth...only really belongs...to those endowed with the means of appropriating it for
themselves” (p. 57). This means that those who get ahead in society are those who already have an
advantage. As such, testing 1s designed m such a way that the test developers can choose who
succeeds by how the test 1s designed (and what they determine counts as knowledge) and this keeps
certain groups succeeding and in power. When the tests do not maintain the status quo, like the
SAT verbal section mentioned earlier, people object and the test 1s changed. Perpetuating the
status quo 1s seen as normal and objective, and challenges are called out as destabilizing and wrong.
Knowledge and Assessment in Teacher Education

Defining and measuring knowledge becomes extra complicated when considered through
the lens of PSTs, as in my cases. In this final section of my literature review, I look at assessment

within teacher education from four different lenses. First, I look at understanding types of
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knowledge that are associated with teaching, as in order to know what will be assessed, one first
must consider what one wants to know. Under that heading, I also look at teacher dispositions and
behaviors, as these are also often assessed in teacher education. Second, I look at the many
different ways PST's are assessed, both historically and currently. Third, I expand my
understanding to look at how teacher education programs are assessed, not just PSTs. Finally, 1
look at the variation within the programs as a way to forefront some of the tensions I found in my
data.

Specific types of teacher knowledge.

Teachers need to know not just the content knowledge that they will be teaching, but must
also develop pedagogical content knowledge (PCK), which 1s the knowledge of how to break down
a topic and explain it to others (Shulman, 1986, p. 11). As part of PCK, teachers also need to have
knowledge of learning and learning trajectories. Additionally, teachers need curricular knowledge,
which means that the teachers know alternative ways of teaching material and what resources are
available (p. 12).

Ball and colleagues (2008) build upon Shulman’s framework and add some development
to unpacking what teachers need to know. While their work started in analyzing mathematics, it 1s
also fairly generalizable to all content areas. The first domain 1s Common Content Knowledge
(CCK), which is the general knowledge of the content being taught (e.g. what is twenty times thirty,
or in what year was the Emancipation Proclamation signed) (p. 399). The scholars clarify that this
knowledge 1s not common to all people, but that it 1s what you would expect a teacher or other
professionals in the subject matter to be able to know. The second domain 1s Specialized Content
Knowledge (SCK), which 1s a knowledge special to teaching, including key components like the

ability to diagnose the source of a student’s error or to pay attention to nuances in the content that
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Domains of Mathematical Knowledge for Teaching
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Figure 2.3 Domains of Mathematical Knowledge for
Teaching (Ball et al., 2008, p. 403)

will lead to more effective teaching, such as knowing the correct next problem to give a student to
help them on trajectory of learning (p. 400). The third domain 1s Knowledge of Content and
Students (KCS), which involves being able to anticipate where students might struggle or become
engaged, and to be aware of common misconceptions (p. 401). The fourth domain 1s Knowledge
of Content and Teaching (KCT), which is what teachers know about instructional strategies and
resources that will maximize their ability to help their students learn (p. 401). Together these
domains (plus Horizon Content Knowledge and Knowledge of Content and Curriculum) make up
what these scholars call Mathematical Knowledge for Teaching (MK'T). To see how they overlap,
see Figure 2.3 copied directly from the source.

Behaviors, not just knowledge.

There 1s a tension in assessing teachers, and that involves measuring or assessing behaviors
(often mcluded as a component in dispositions), in addition to knowledge. For example, Lee
(2005) argues that teachers need to know how to be successtul reflective thinkers. The 1dea 1s that

teachers need to be able to reason through why certain strategies are working or not in order to
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make successful decisions about their students and future teaching. Thus, in addition to MKT,
successful educators know how to effectively reflect.

There 1s a portion of the teacher education field that focuses on teacher dispositions and
how or if to measure them. According to Taylor and Wasicsko (2000), dispositions are “the
personal qualities or characteristics that are possessed by individuals, including attitudes, beliefs,
mterests, appreciations, values, and modes of adjustment” (p. 2). As such, dispositions include who
the teacher is, what they think, and how they behave. Thus, in addition to the areas of knowledge
that a teacher must learn in order to become a teacher that I mentioned earlier in this review,
many scholars argue that dispositions are also critical to good teaching. Furthermore, “scholars
have emphasized that [teacher preparation programs| must do what they can to develop
dispositions in teacher candidates” (Al-Rawashdeh, Ivory, & Writer, 2017, p. 751). Borko, Liston,
and Whitcomb (2007) detail some of the key debates on including dispositions in teacher
education programs. One of the key arguments for including dispositions 1s that dispositions are
what transforms knowledge of teaching into action. This argument hinges on the belief that for a
teacher to teach in a particular way, they must have an inclination to do so. One of the key
arguments against including dispositions 1s that “dispositions cannot be measured reliably and
validly” and as such there has not been empirical evidence sufficiently collected to claim that
requiring particular dispositions 1s correct (p. 362). This debate 1s complex and mvolves many
additional scholars. While I focused on PST assessments, dispositions were presented in my data,
but were not the focus. Therefore, as measuring dispositions 1s tangential to the research I

collected, this 1s all I will mention for now.
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Assessing PSTs.

If we want teachers to know in all these different ways (and I did not even cover that some
believe that we need teachers to believe certain ways (e.g. Villegas, 2007)), then it is a safe
assumption that there 1s not one way to assess PSTs, and that different teacher educators have
different approaches. I first summarize some of the ways PST's have been assessed over time, and
then look at how PST's are assessed in the modern era.

Assessing PSTs throughout history.

According to Forzani (2011), normal schools in the early 1800s, which were designed to
prepare teachers, did not have formal assessments for how they knew that PST's were ready to
teach. This was likely a result of the fact that early normal schools did not have codified
understanding of what PST's needed to be able to know or do. Instead, the schools were
“concerned primarily with the moral and disciplinary aspects of school-keeping” and thus did not
place an emphasis on how they would assess teacher skills as we think of them today (p. 25). In the
early 1900s, Henry Holmes, dean of the Harvard Graduate School of Education, advocated for a
written examination as the capstone of the teacher preparation program (p. 60). However, this
assessment never was very successful as the faculty could not come to a consensus about the
curriculum, and thus the examination remained quite broad and neffective.

After World War II and with the start of the Cold War, emphasis shifted to strengthening
education and the Masters of Arts in Teaching quickly developed (Forzani, 2011, p. 72). Programs
expanded their chinical work and aimed to help PSTs develop by filming and reviewing their
student teaching practice. Furthermore, attention was placed on how and what a PST should

know in order to properly measure readiness. As articulated by Scates (1950),
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The defining of good teaching 1s not impossible; it 1s difficult because of the psychological

subtleties and because of the interplay of many factors. It cannot be accomplished in terms

of any single pattern of characteristics unless these are made very general; for purposes of

teacher education the objectives may have to remain on a rather general level inasmuch as

we prepare teachers for many diverse situations. To assess teacher performance, however,

the standards need to be more specific so as to be more observable; and they must be

varied to suit the variation in local needs. (p. 141)
Thus, there was a clear focus on looking to understand what teachers needed to be able know and
do and to look for ways to be able to assess this. Conclusions for how actually assess, however,
were less common.

In the 1960s and 1970s, microteaching became a key way to assess PST's (Forzani, 2011, p.
78). In microteaching, PSTs practiced and demonstrated particular teaching skills, such as
questioning students or calling on students without their hands being raised. One might consider
microteaching an early form of performance assessment. Additionally, some teacher preparation
programs had a focus on developing portfolios that would list the competencies that a PST had
achieved prior to graduation (p. 80).

Assessing PSTs in the modern era.

In recent years, there has continued to be a myriad of ways that PST's are assessed. In
2009, Suzuka and colleagues wrote an article suggesting tasks for teacher educators to help PSTs
develop MKT (although they did not include how to assess the success of their tasks). When 1
worked with Barbara Weren and Heather Howell at the Educational Testing Service (E'TS), the
goal was to write an assessment that would measure SCK and KCS for secondary mathematics

teachers as part of the National Observation Teaching Exam. When I worked with Courtney Bell
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at ETS, the project was to assess how well elementary PSTs could lead classroom discussions
around topics in mathematics and English language arts using a simulated classroom’. In the field,
teachers are assessed with various rubrics such as Marzano and Danielson. With all these
assessments, I sometimes feel like Simon (of the Binet-Simon intelligence test) says it best with his
quote, “It matters very hittle what the tests are so long as they are numerous” (as cited in Boake,
2002). While the quote 1s meant jokingly, the point remains that multiple measures are often the
best way to fully understand the underlying knowledge. Assessing is hard, and there is likely no
best way to do it succinctly. This becomes especially true when deciding how to measure PSTs.

Analyzing how PST's are measured and assessed 1s particularly imely given the current
climate around accreditation of teacher preparation programs. According to Heafner and
colleagues (2014) the new standards set forth by the Council for the Accreditation of Educator
Preparation (CAEP) on August 29, 2013, were designed to increase the rigor in how PST's were
admitted, trained, and graduated. Heafner suggested that a result of the CAEP changes would be
that some programs would even close as a result of not meeting the new and more challenging
standards.

According to the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (2016), these new
standards are as follows:

1) Content and Pedagogical Knowledge

2) Clinical Partnerships and Practice

3) Candidate Quality, Recruitment, and Selection

4) Program Impact

5) Provider Quality Assurance and Continuous Improvement.

5 The test 1s its final form can be found here: https://www.ets.org/note/test-taker/about/elementary-
education/lgd
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All of these standards help to increase the rigor in teacher education programs, and are
currently shaping the field of teacher education, and as such, provide a meaningful arena for my
project. It 1s even more pressing that we know how teacher education programs are assessing their
PSTs as this affects not only who becomes a teacher and how well school children are taught, but
also because there 1s an implication for a teacher preparation program’s future depending on the
success of their assessments.

Assessing teacher education programs.

Additionally, there 1s literature on assessing teacher education programs and considering
the myriad ways that variation exists both between programs and within. Darling-Hammond,
Chung, and Frelow (2002) conducted a study that looked at how early service teachers (with 3 or
fewer years of experience) rated their preparedness to teach. Interestingly, while there was much
variation between preparation programs, responses from teachers who had taken the same path
were relatively stable. This suggests that the experiences provided within a teacher preparation
program likely make a difference in how a PST 1s prepared and how confident the teacher will feel
in the first few years of teaching. This assumes, however, that there 1s not a selection bias by the
program, and that it 1s not just that each program selects from a certain niche of people. This
finding contrasts with the findings by Goldhaber and colleagues (2013), which found that there was
more variation within programs than across. This, however, might be due to the fact that many
programs offer several paths within their program.

Because there 1s so much variation between programs, there 1s not just CAEP looking to
understand and come to conclusions. Wineburg (2006) suggested that we need to develop a
“national framework for evidence” that would help teacher preparation programs collect the

necessary data to present effectiveness. I would be interested to know if Wineberg thinks that
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CAEP is the solution, or if something else is still needed. Also from 2006, Darling-Hammond
mtroduces the TTK, or the Test of Teaching Knowledge developed by INTASC as a method for
reviewing and assessing teacher education programs. Brabeck and colleagues (2016) advocate for
using multiple sources of data for evaluating teacher education programs. As they say, we need
“multiple sources of reliable and valid data” if we want to come to any conclusions (p. 165). In the
style of Brabeck and colleagues, I also used multiple sources of data and attempted to ensure their
validity and rehability. Furthermore, Huang and Oga-Baldwin (2015) have pointed out that much
of the research on how to evaluate teacher preparation programs has come from Western
countries. These scholars suggest that perhaps adding more countries could help us better learn
about teacher preparation more globally. Interestingly, many of the studies of teacher education
programs have looked at the use of surveys of teacher preparation program graduates to come to
conclusions about how well prepared the graduates feel as a result of the program. Huange and
Oga-Baldwin follow this method of using surveys. In my research, however, I did not use surveys.
This suggests that my dissertation 1s adding to the body of research in a different way. While
CAEP recommends using both survey data and other sources in Standard 4, most of the research I
found used only surveys. Thus, if most of the research into teacher education has been based on
surveys and self-reporting, then my analysis, which focuses on looking at the assessments
themselves, should bring a fresh look at an already important field of research. What might we
learn when we change the data source?

Variation within teacher education programs.

Research has not looked only at variations between and among programs, but also between
and among sections of the same course at the same university. Much of the research I found

looked at the differences between online and -person versions of the same course. Interestingly,
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the results determining if the presentation method influenced learning were mixed. Kock, Verville,
and Garza (2007) found that although there were differences in student scores and perceptions of
the course in the middle of the semester, by the end of the course, it made no difference if the
student had taken the online or m-person version. They collected their data from 70
undergraduate students at a university taking an information technology course. Carrol and Burke
(2010) found simuilar results, that the overall perceptions of the course and student scores showed
little to no variability depending on presentation format, and their study looked at MBA students
studying organizational theory. Thompson and colleagues (2012) also found that online versus n-
person led to similar results, and they looked at undergraduate PSTs learning about special
education. “Data showed similar outcomes in both sections, suggesting that both mstructional
formats provide a credible means to teach content in knowledge-based courses with sections that
have a large student enrollment” (p. 240). Thus, from just these three sources, which used very
different data sets and collected research from different years, one might conclude that the
modality of course presentation has no real effect on learning.

However, I also found several studies that found that it did make a difference if the course
was taught online or face-to-face. Keramidas (2012) looked at 30 PSTs studying special education.
This research looked at two sections of the same course, taught by the same instructor using a
similar style for teaching. Keramidas found that the students in the online course struggled more
than the m-person students. Conversely, Lancaster, Wong, and Roberts (2012), who looked at 52
nursing students enrolled in the same practitioner course, found that including an online portion to
the class helped students. “Overall, students enrolled within the blended lecture delivery section
performed at a level that was statistically higher than their counterparts enrolled within the

traditional lecture delivery section” (p. €17). Here, modality did matter.

36



If modality sometimes matters, and sometimes does not, I find that it is likely not just
modality that 1s making the difference. I would assume that how the course was taught using the
modality would likely be influential. An, Shin, and Lim (2009) found that different instructor
strategies with online course discussion forums changed how students act and learn. This suggests
that mstructor strategy then plays a part, as well. It appears that modality might be able to influence
how a student learns, but that also other factors might exacerbate or mediate these changes. All in
all, course variability looks like it 1s a topic that still has space for more research.

Summary

In conclusion, while only a brief summary of assessment and its challenges, I aimed to
highlight some of the key ideas behind assessment. Assessment depends on what counts as
knowledge, and that choice is subjective. There is no true objectivity or neutrality in testing, and as
such, we need to be judicious in how and when we appropriate assessments. Because of the
mmplicit bias and power considerations, deciding how to use an assessment should require a deeper
look at what 1s trying to be achieved and why. With every decision, knowledge will be assessed
from a perspective, and as such, some will benefit and some will lose. This does not mean that
assessment ought to be abandoned, but rather that we need to be more conscientious of how our
choices lead to consequences, and to ensure that claims made from a test score represent only
what can truly be claimed. When it comes to teacher education, as teachers are so important to the
future of this country, special care must be taken with how we determine who 1s qualified to teach.

As such, I looked at the myriad of ways we measure and PSTs.
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Chapter 3: Methods

In this chapter, I outline how I conducted my dissertation. I explain my methodology, my
sample justification, my role as a researcher, the context of my study, my data sources, and my data
analysis.

I conducted my research as a collective case study, where each case was a different course
in the middle portion of a teacher preparation program. I analyzed each case individually and then
analyzed across my cases to look for common themes and potential areas of tension.
Methodology

I always thought of myself as a quantitative researcher. I have a penchant for numbers and
analytical thinking that has always drawn me to looking at data quantitatively. I love building
spreadsheets, running calculations, and attempting to make conclusions based on the numbers.
However, something was missing when I was purely quantitative. As much as I wanted to know the
p-value and the likelihood of an occurrence, I also wanted to know about the nuance and the
individual numbers that made up the whole. I cared about assessment, but I also wanted to know
the “why” and “in what way” as I looked at and analyzed my data. I soon realized that what I
needed was qualitative research.

Au (2007) claims that “qualitative research ...focus[es] on human interaction and attention
to the day-to-day functioning of schools and classrooms” (p. 259). To best answer my research
question, I needed to look beyond the numbers and get to know the people mvolved in making
decisions about assessment. I wanted to know why each professor graded the way they did and
know how the grade translated into meaningful claims. It was not that quantitative research was

wrong or lacking, but that it was not the best means for answering my particular questions.
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Researching my dissertation qualitatively afforded me the opportunity to pay attention to the
nuances surrounding my topic.

Collective case study.

Because I wanted to look closely at the nuances in the tensions within and around
assessment, I chose to conduct a collective case study of courses within one teacher education
program. According to Patton (2015), a collective case study required me to select key cases that
would hopefully provide nsight into my problem or question.

Purposeful sampling 1s a strategic method to identify and select information-rich cases,
maximizing the most effective use of limited resources (Patton, 2015). For my project, I used a
typical criteria case: a four-year teaching program, a medium-sized university, and a selective
teacher education program as identified by average SAT and/or ACT scores. Within this case 1
focused on three courses, which allowed for the courses to serve as cases within the wider program.

According to Patton (2015), a collective case study involves selecting key cases that should
provide nsight into my problem or question. By looking across courses, instead of delving deeply
mto one and instead of finding specifically conflicting or typical cases, my collection had the
potential to "yield the most information and have the greatest impact on the development of
knowledge” (p. 236). As Stake (1995) puts it, “opportunity to learn is of most importance” (p. 6).
In this way, I chose cases not based on “balance or variety” but based on what they would likely
contribute to what I wanted to learn (ibid). Thus, this dissertation was a deliberate survey of the
field with a focus on the question of tensions.

A benefit to using case studies 1s that they can be used to disprove generalizations, using
Popper’s method of “falsification” (Flyvbjerg, 2006, p. 11). In falsification, a single case 1s used to

show that something does not work i all cases. While I was not looking to disprove something per
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se, I was looking to understand the role and presence of variation and how tensions may show up
when assessment decisions are made. Using the case study method also allowed me to highlight
how the context mattered in each of my cases, which helped me to demonstrate that standardizing
assessments may be valid only under particular circumstances. As I found that each instructor
made mstruction decisions that were particular to their courses, this emphasized that standardizing
across a teacher preparation program may lead to incompatibilities with individual courses.
Flyvbjerg emphasizes that case studies are advantageous because they “can ‘close in’ on real life
situations and test views directly in relation to phenomena as they unfold in practice” (p. 19). As I
was aiming to look at nuance, case study methodology was ideal.

I chose three critical courses in my data set, each covering different content in a teacher
preparation program. All took place in the middle of the teacher preparation program, which
allowed for some stability among the cases, while also allowing the difference of course content and
goals to be foregrounded. I hoped that choosing courses with a mix of similarities and differences
would aid me to see how PST knowledge 1s measured and assessed. I also hoped that by choosing
these cases, I would be able to see particular tensions that might arise when making assessment
decisions. Once I analyzed each course individually, I also looked across courses to determine
themes and trends. The details of how this was done are described later in this chapter.

Sample Justification and Access

In order to understand how assessment is used and understood within teacher education, I
chose to look closely at three courses at my target university. I met and interviewed four instructors
about three core courses that all PST's at that university needed to take in the middle of their

program. In addition to the interviews, I also collected syllabi, core assignment descriptions and
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rubrics, and de-1dentified student work. The specifics of why I chose each course are detailed in
the “Sample Context” section.

While at first focusing on the middle years was the result of how my recruitment worked
out (these professors were the most willing to meet with me), I soon decided that focusing on the
middle years would allow me to better focus my research, minimize variables, and find
generalizable data. What it means to be a PST - and to assess a PST - changes as an individual gets
closer to becoming a certified teacher. In the beginning of my site’s teacher preparation program,
PSTs take content-focused classes from those departments, as well as education courses on human
development and child psychology. My understanding 1s that at this point, idea of teaching 1s still
abstract and the courses focus more on developing theory and understanding. In the middle of the
program, there 1s a shift to developing particular skills and techniques, as the PSTs learn the how’s
and what’s of teaching, such as how to develop a lesson plan or student assessment. Near the end
of the program, the PST’s start interacting more with students and get a hands-on understanding of
the profession though student teaching. Once in this third phase, assessment of progress often
comes from multiple different sources (mentors, field mstructors, university professors) and the
picture of what it means to succeed 1s quite variable depending on the source. Therefore, by
focusing my research on the middle years I was able to:

1. Focus tightly on how university professors determine adequate progress,

2. Be less worried about varied background experiences that may influence progress
(in the first year of a program, background experience may more play a part in what
the PST knows, but by the middle, the PST's have developed a foundation of
shared experiences and knowledge),

3. Look at written assessment, rather than contend with performance assessment, and
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4. Consider courses that all PSTs take or knowledge that we expect all PST's to have
before entering the classroom regardless of subject area or grade level.

This fourth point 1s perhaps the most compelling reason for my dataset. As I looked at courses in
curriculum development, assessment design, and use of technology, I noticed that all three were
courses that cover critical skills for teachers. Whether someone plans to teach high school biology
or third grade social studies, they are expected to do what 1s taught in these middle courses. Thus,
I found that using this dataset, that of mid-program courses, afforded me the opportunity to look at
a subset of teacher education that all PST's experience in some fashion. How PST's were assessed
in these courses would be indicative of how all PSTs are assessed in the middle of their program.
Therefore, I felt that my initial recruitment responses lead to perhaps the best dataset I could
analyze to answer the questions I had about teacher education, and would lead to the most
generalizable findings.

I oniginally anticipated that decisions around assessment would be mainly tied to course
aims, but I quickly discovered that it was much more involved. By adding in analyses of the syllabi,
core task descriptions and rubrics, and sample work to what I could learn from the interviews, I
was able to get a broader understanding of what was really being assessed and how. The interviews
provided a good overview, but only ended up being one component.

I also wanted to separate out my experiences from those of these cases. Because I have
experience teaching in a teacher preparation program, I wanted to be extremely clear about what 1t
was I was learning versus what ideas I already had with me. Thus, before I collected my data, I
wrote about my personal experiences in teaching (using an auto-ethnographic style) to separate out
what I knew and believed coming in. I then had these journals to use as reference in case I needed

them.
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Getting IRB approval for this project was fairly straightforward. The professors I
mterviewed were all adults, and thus only needed a basic consent form to participate. The work 1
had from students was all de-identified or publicly posted on the Internet, so I did not need extra
consent for that.

Researcher’s Role and Positionality

I conducted my research as an interviewer with some nsider knowledge. Although I have
never taught at my target university, I have taught in a teacher preparation program, so I have some
1dea about the structure and expectations for PSTs in the middle of their program. This msider
knowledge allowed me to focus more explicitly on how assessment occurred i my sub-cases and
to spend less time learning the ins and outs of a teacher preparation program. This 1s not to say
that I did not spend any time learning about the particulars at this university, but merely that
developing the sense of how the program worked took less time and effort.

As I conducted my research, I had to remember that just because I care about assessment
and alignment, that 1s not necessarily the focus of all university course instructors. Part of why I
wrote my auto-ethnographies was so that I could leave my own feelings about assessment aside as I
mterviewed and analyzed, knowing that I could come back to my own opinions later. With this
separation, I was able to be a better active listener and learner as I gathered the data.

I have a number of personal beliefs about assessment. I start with a quantitative position,
and from there I believe that results need to be not just quantifiable, but generalizable and
informative. For me, if students get a B in the course, I should be able to translate that B into some
sort of meaningful conclusion about their learning during the course. I also want to be able to
break down grades and assessments into components, because I believe that a portfolio 1s

oftentimes more meaningful than a straight score. I believe strongly in using grades from
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assessments as diagnostics (or “instructive” as Perie, Marion, and Gong (2009) would call it).
Rather than being focused on evaluating a student or predicting what they can do, I want to use my
assessments to determine what the student knows and what the student still needs to work on. In
fact, when I teach, almost every assignment can be revised and resubmitted because I care more
about the learning than knowing that the student could do it right the first ime. As I interviewed
my participants and reviewed my collected materials, I was mindful that I take this approach with
my own assessments, that this approach may not be commonly shared, and attempted to clarify
with my participants how they expect to use assessments. I needed to look at how their assessments
align with their own goals for the assessments, not just with my own.

I also believe that assessments need to be both culturally relevant to the students and
consistent with what the course 1s trying to teach. My comprehensive examination was centered on
validity and construct-irrelevant variance, and thus I am particularly sensitive to ensuring that scores
from assessment truly reflect the underlying knowledge of the student. When I assess, I try to look
for potential biases in my assessments and worry about the potential for a student getting a question
wrong because the context of the problem was unfamiliar. When I taught a multicultural teacher
preparation course, I left space in my curriculum and i my assignments for students to bring in
and examine their own beliefs. For me, this met the goal of meeting the students at their level,
being culturally relevant to their experiences, and also keeping with the purpose of the course to
get students to stretch their understanding of the world and inquire about the injustices that
surround them and their future students. The challenge, however, was how to grade these
assignments. Should I have been grading the PSTs on understanding the content, or should I have
included the PSTs beliefs that what I taught was true and that they had an inclination to work

toward change. This question was especially difficult because there 1s a debate currently brewing in
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MSU’s teacher education program about whether that course should be measuring dispositions,
which mirrors the broader question about measuring dispositions across teacher education as a
whole.

As mentioned in the introductory chapter, I personally gave credit if students analyzed and
used data to support and question their assumptions, but I know that other mstructors felt
compelled to grade based on what was said and concluded, rather than how the argument was
framed and supported. Here 1s where a tension about knowledge came into the limelight, as even
within the course instructor group there were disagreements about what counted as knowing the
course material. A tension of alignment and standardization was also present because had we
standardized our rubrics across the sections, these rubrics would have come into conflict with the
differing 1deas of what the course was meant to do. As a teacher educator, I encountered specific
tensions that led me to consider the purpose of tramning teachers.

I understand that not every instructor will come to the same conclusions that I did when I
was teaching, and as such, I used my interviews strategically to understand how and why my
research participants came to their conclusions. As I interviewed the course instructors, I looked
for areas of tension and questioned my participants about how they made assessment decisions
based on how they viewed these tensions.

Context

I collected my data from a medium-sized university in the Midwest of the United States. 1
reached out to a number of Teacher Education Programs, and it was from this university
(pseudonym: Galaxy University) that I received the most replies. A benefit of working with this
program was that it had recently gone through CAEP accreditation, so the professors in the

program were already thinking about assessment, alignment, and quality education (not that
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mstructors at other universities do not think about these concepts, but here, it was at the forefront
of everyone’s minds).

The education department at Galaxy University (GU) 1s located 1n the old library of the
university, and maintains the feel of studiousness. Next to the education building 1s the building for
the College of Health and Human Services, which feels appropriate, as both education and health
are necessary for human development and success. Located on a hill, the windows in the
Education Building look out to a marvelous and expansive view.

I used three courses in the program as my cases. Each took place, as mentioned previously,
in the middle years of the teacher preparation program. All took place after the foundational
education courses, but before disciplinary methods courses and student teaching. I provide a brief
each course below. The specifics of each course will be described in more detail in Chapters 4-7 of
this dissertation.

Case 1: Course C.

Course C 1s a curriculum course for PSTs in the middle of their program. In this course,
PSTs learn how to develop both individual lesson plans and full unit plans. This course 1s
mteresting since it focuses on the mechanics of how to plan, but since it comes before disciplinary
methods courses, the PSTs do not yet have the specialized content knowledge or knowledge of
content and students needed to build their lessons. As such, the focus of the course is more
structural, by which I mean that the courses focus on what is a course objective or what should be
the format of a jigsaw lesson. Additionally, there 1s some attention to general practicality, by which
I mean that PSTs are taught to consider how these structural components should fit into a larger
curriculum. Dr. Aldebaran, course instructor, discussed how it was beneficial to have this course

prior to the disciplinary methods courses because the disciplinary instructors could expect that the
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PSTs had the foundations developed and then could focus more on content. This course was
mteresting to study because it focused on lesson planning without the PST's actually having to teach
the unit, and thus what made the unit “quality” was dependent on the mstructor, and not on
students who might one day learn from this unit.

Case 2: Course A.

Course A 1s an assessment course for PST's in the middle of their program. In this course,
PST's learn about the basics of traditional tests, collect exam data and analyze 1t, and write their
own summative assessment. This course also focuses on the structural component of exam writing,
as PSTs do not yet have disciplinary methods knowledge. This course was interesting to study
because PST's were assessed on their ability to design summative assessments and measure student
knowledge before they had the skills and experience to know how to teach the content at a
developmentally appropriate level.

Case 3: Course BD.

Course BD 1s a technology course for PST's in the middle of their program. In this course,
PSTs learn how to use technology to enhance student learning, as well as learn when and how it is
appropriate to use technology. This course afforded me extra opportunities to learn about
assessment choices as it was the only course in my set that had more than one course instructor
teaching the sections, and had a section that was entire online. With this additional course
structure, I was able to learn even more about the decisions around assessment.
Data Sources

To answer my research questions, I used several types of data. When I scheduled my
mterviews, I also asked my participants to give me copies of their course syllabi, core assignment

task descriptions and rubrics, and de-identified PST submissions to these assignments. The
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reasoning for my choices of data sources can be found in the next chapter. Some of this data was
provided to me in advance, and I was able to review it before interviewing the mstructors. Other
material was given to me during the interviews, and the professors described them to me as they
handed them over. Other instructors did not have the materials in advance or at the time, and sent
them to me much later.

I also interviewed instructors i all three courses, using a self-designed interview protocol.
Before my iterviews, my advisor reviewed my protocol and approved it. Then, on the day of my
mterviews, I used the protocol as a guide for the conversation, taking notes on the protocol and
audio recording the conversation for future transcription. A copy of the protocol can be found in
the appendix. The interviews were semi-structured, and as such, the instructors and I followed the
protocol fairly closely, but also deviated when the conversation dictated. As I interviewed, 1
realized that I needed an additional question that explicitly asked about fairness i assessment, and
added it to the protocol.

After I conducted my mterviews and collected the data, one of my committee members
suggested that I get one more set of additional data sources to make my understanding of the
courses more robust. An initial idea was to get some classroom observations to help develop a
more ethnographic understanding of my contexts. On further review, however, my advisor and I
decided that the best additional data source would be a graded assignment that was not the core
assignment. The reasoning for this was that it would provide a more concrete understanding of
what 1s included in the course grade, in addition to what I learned from the interviews and syllabi.
Furthermore, as this assignment would be personalized to the mstructor, it would allow me to see
how the course was individualized by the mstructors. I then reached out to my participants and

asked them to provide me with a task description of an additional graded assignment, the
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corresponding rubric (if they had one), and a de-identified PST submission of this assignment.
Based on how their courses were designed, I received different types of responses. The exact
details of these sources are explained n the following chapters.

Data Analysis and Rigor

I completed three types of analysis for this dissertation: document analysis, interview
analysis, and cross-case analysis.

Document analysis.

As I reviewed all the submitted documents, I spent time analyzing and consolidating what I
was learning. All the documents came directly from the course instructors that I interviewed, and
as such, I reviewed the documents both with and without the lens of the interview.

‘While reading the documents several times, I used grounded coding to look for what I
could learn about expectations, grading, and claims. I detail the questions I was looking to answer
below.

Expectations:

*  What directions are explicitly given to PST's for how to complete assignments?

*  What comments or corrections are written on the submitted documents that
indicate what was good or missing in a submission? What can be inferred from
these comments about what 1s expected of PST's?

Grading:

¢  What is said in the rubrics and in the syllabi about how PSTs will be assessed?

*  What is being assessed? Content? Structure? Something else?

*  What does it mean to get an A on an assignment? A C?

*  What does one need to be able to do to pass this course?
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Claims:

*  What is the purpose of the course according to the syllabus? The assignments?
*  What can we know about a PST once they complete the course? What can we
expect them to be able to do?

While the above questions were what I was looking to understand, I spent time also
understanding in general what was given and stated in the documents. As I read each document, 1
used topical coding and took notes on what stood out to me. I took notes both on the documents
themselves, highlighting key components, marking thoughts and interests, as well as creating
separate annotated documents for some of the submitted work, where I went paragraph by
paragraph and noted both what was included in the document and what I could infer from it. I
worked iteratively through the different courses, and as I found something new, I would look back
at the previous courses to see 1f there was evidence for it there, too. For the syllabi, I both
highlighted components, as well as did word count checks to determine what was important and at
what worth.

As I built my chapter overviews, I combined the grounded and topical coding together,
building a template to describe and explain what I had found.

Determining reliability.

As I coded my individual cases, I wanted to be sure that my coding was reliable. In this
section, I explain how I determined reliability for measuring word counts and for analyzing the
Course C syllabus.

Reliability of the word counts.
As mentioned above, I highlighted the syllabi to determine relative word count. I wanted to

know how strongly 1ssues of professionalism, rule following, and use of general mechanics came up
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in the syllabus with respect to the total syllabus. To ensure that I was highhighting correctly, I asked
a trusted colleague, Katie Cook, to help me run a reliability test. To do this, I gave her one of my
four syllabi and asked her to highlight it, looking for the same concepts as I did. Once completed,
I counted how many words she highlighted and calculated it as a percentage of the total syllabus.
Katie highlighted 41% of the total text. When I had completed the same task, I highlighted 42% of
the text. We did not highlight the exact same things, but it was quite similar. Thus, I was able to
determine with confidence that I was measuring the quantity of professionalism correctly.
Reliability of analyzing the Course C syllabus.

I also asked for Katie’s help with determining that I had grouped Course C’s rubric
elements correctly. In the Course C syllabus, there are fifteen course objectives divided into five
themes. As I read the objectives, however, I felt that there was another way that they could be
grouped that might provide some insight into what matters in the course. I particularly wanted to
find objectives that aligned to designing and creating curriculum, since that is in the course
description, but was not listed as a separate theme. Thus, I tried to create a group for curriculum,
and then used open coding to sort the rest.

To check that I had grouped these bullets correctly, I created a matching chart for Katie
with the fifteen objectives down the side and my category names across the top. I briefly explained
to Katie what my category names meant, and then I asked her to fill in the chart. She put a 1
whenever there was a match and left the cell empty for no match. Once she was done, we reviewed
the document together to look for comparisons and discuss any disagreements.

For this chart, there were 71 cells to compare. When considering all 71 cells, we agreed
93% of the ime. When only considering agreement in the cells where I had originally marked yes

i my document, we had 83% agreement. Where we differed was with what we included as being
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included in designing curriculum. Katie was stricter in what she felt should be included, while I had
been a bit more lenient, as I figured a course on curriculum should be able to connect many
objective bullets to it on principal. What this meant for my research, then, was that the Iinks I
found about how the course connected to curriculum were even more tenuous than I had
originally claimed. Using Katie’s matching scheme, the course objectives are actually 279% about
curriculum designing not 40%. As a trade-off, Katie found the course to be 33% about considering
students, not 20% like I found, and 13% about engaging in controversial issues, not 7%.

Interview analysis.

In addition to reviewing the documents, I wanted to see what the mstructors said about the
course 1n their own words. Using my notes on my interview protocol and from the transcripts, 1
reviewed each mterview to see what stood out as important to each course instructor. I wanted to
know answers to the following questions and coded using grounded coding:

*  How did the instructor describe the purpose of the course?

* How did the instructor describe the different grade bands in the course?

*  How did the instructor make decisions of what to teach and assess 1n this course?

*  How did this instructor’s course match or differ from other sections (in their own

words)?

In March, right after my interviews, I wrote a memo on what I had learned in the interviews
and to keep track of my mitial thoughts and understanding, which was based off of the topical
codes I discovered through early readings of my notes and the transcripts. I arranged this
document around a few categories, namely, who I interviewed, general trends, and notable

differences between the interviews.
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Cross-data analysis.

In addition to looking at and analyzing my data individually, I also looked across my data to
conduct a deeper meta-analysis. I conducted analyses both within each case and across cases.

Within each case.

Using the data I collected and my analysis, I attempted to build matrices of what was being
assessed, how, and with what weight. Individually with each document, I was able to see how
components were assessed, but I wanted to develop a full picture of assessment and claims. With
each matrix, I looked at what the rubrics stated was being assessed, and then matched it to the
claims of the course. Together, I was able to get a better sense of how the components of the
course came together to make a grade. Additionally, I mathematically calculated in the weights of
each rubric element relative to the total course, and included that in my chart. I then used the
results of this matching, combined with the relative weight, and was able to calculate approximately
how much weight each course objective earned during the course of the semester (or within a core
assignment).

I also looked substantively within each sub-case to determine major themes and trends. 1
wrote course overviews combining the data from my collected documents and from the interviews.
I started by considering only two categories, what the course was about and how the course was
assessed. I soon realized, however, that I needed to break these categories down even smaller.

About the course:

*  What are the course’s pre-requisites?

*  What is the content of the course?

*  What is the general structure of how the course 1s designed?

Grading and Assignments
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*  What is the core assignment?

*  What else, besides the core assignment, is included in the course grade?

*  What constitutes an A in the course?

*  What constitutes a sufficient grade for passing the course?

Thus, I then used the information I had gathered from all my sources to consolidate them
mto these categories and to answer these overarching questions. Looking to understand this helped
to guide my cross-case analyses.

Determining reliability.

In order to determine reliability for my matrices, I asked my colleague, Katie Cook, to
review my process. In preparation, I took random samples from my matching tables and recreated
them 1n a separate file for Katie to review. The theory was that a random sample should be
representative of the full tables, and should be sufficient. I created one table for matching a
random sample of rubric elements Course A’s core assignment with the course objectives listed
the syllabus. I created another table matching a random sample of Course C’s core assignment
rubric with the fifteen course outcomes listed in the syllabus.

Before Katie completed each matching chart, I gave her a brief overview of the course and
the core assignment. I also provided Katie with the task descriptions to use as reference. A few
times, Katie asked me clarifying questions, as using a random sample removed some of the rubric
elements from necessary context. After Katie completed all the matching charts, we worked
together to compare results and come to a consensus.

For the Course A document, there were 91 cells to compare. We agreed on 95% of all the
cells with respect to matching. As an additional check, I looked to see how many of the cells that I

marked as “yes” Katie did, too. Using this calculation, we agreed 86% of the time. The major place
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we differed was with how we considered what it meant to meet the objective of being able to
explain the basic principles of assessment. Katie included, and I did not, PST written work about
designing tests. I had thought of these descriptions as either being rule-following answering
questions or about constructing a test. Other than that, we had near perfect agreement.

In the Course C document, our reliability was not as strong. When considering all the cells,
we agreed 92% of the time, but when considering only my yesses, it was down to 68% of the time.
As we discussed, 1t looked like that for one row I had actually made an error in which cell T had
selected (it was completely unrelated so I had likely read my rows wrong), and as a result, I went
back and updated my document. Another area we differed was in how many cells we would select
when a rubric element was about considering students. Because there were so many syllabus
bullets for that, I had often chose the one I felt most related, but Katie was more relaxed and chose
multiple. The other major difference was with our understanding of curricular content and learning
outcomes. Katie matched course concepts with content and measuring skills with outcomes. I had
linked concepts with outcomes. As a result of this discussion, I reviewed my coding for this
document and updated my findings accordingly. The analysis chapters that come later will reflect
the changes made from this discussion.

Overall, I found that my reliability was sufficient enough to ensure that the claims I made
in this dissertation had merit. With most of our matching being in the 90%-range (and only lower
when I looked for specifics), I felt confident with my coding choices.

Across cases.

To look across my cases, I based my template on Au (2007). Like Au, I used “thematic
metasynthesis” that developed as I read across my analyses of the individual cases (p. 259). As part

of the analysis, I created codes in multiple iterations. The first iteration was developed using the
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literature and my nitial read through (using grounded coding). I listed, with the help of my advisor,
what questions I expected to be able to find and we worked together to develop these questions
mto broader ideas. These questions were:
1. What can we learn about a course when looking at only one data source (e.g. just
the syllabus or just the interview)?
2. What can we learn about a course when we look at data sources together as a set?
3. How might 1ssues of personal relationships influence assessment scores?
4. What 1s the role of content and content-specific ideas when assessing non-content
practices?

How does professionalism factor into the assessments? Why might professionalism

“n

or rule following be graded?
6. Do assessments focus on measuring the type of educator the PST 1s becoming or
do they focus on how PST's educate?
As I coded my full data set, I looked for how I might be able to answer these questions.
Additionally, I used open and emergent coding to find themes and then added these new themes
to the schema. I read each of my paragraphs looking to understand what major category was

covered. I made a spreadsheet with the following headers:

Table 3.1 Coding Scheme
Major Theme Minor Theme Instructor/Course ’ Page Evidence

I started with filling in the instructor or course code and then with the page number of the chapter
where I was looking. Then, under the evidence column, I wrote a brief description of what was
being described in the paragraph. If the topic lasted for more than one paragraph, I combined
them together for one code, but if the paragraph covered more than one piece of content, I split it

mto two rows. Then, I went to the minor theme column and gave my evidence a name that
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summarized what I was finding, such as “instructor choice” or “variability.” Once I had a full
course chapter with these columns filled in, I read back through and gave each minor theme a
major theme. I then repeated the process with the next course chapter. Once I had established all
my themes, I then went back through all my data and made adjustments, as necessary, as well.
Once my data was fully coded, I sorted my rows alphabetically first by major theme and then by
minor.

Using the spreadsheet of my open codes (themes), as well as the list of my grounded
questions, I built a few matrices in Excel of what I knew and could find from my data. One matrix
had major themes down one side and the course instructors across the top. A second had collected
materials down one side and the course mstructors across the top, with a title of “what can we learn
from...»” My third matrix had a similar format as the second matrix, but the cells were answered
with the focus question “what 1s the purpose of the class according to...?” As I combined the lists
or coding and questions and as I used them to fill in my matrices, I also went back into my source
material to find what else was needed to fill any empty cells.

Before I started my analysis, I had expected to be looking at three specific tensions, namely
questions about what counted as knowledge, how assessment influences curriculum choices, and
areas for alignment. However, when I actually encountered my data, I found that starting with open
coding was more reflective of the data I collected and thus adjusted accordingly. The themes that
stood out became:

*  What can we learn about a course from different course materials?
*  What is the purpose or objective of the course, according to the individual
documents?

* How do teacher education courses vary by instructor and over time?
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*  How does the order of learning affect what is taught and graded?

*  What does a grade in the course tell us?

*  What is the purpose for assessing dispositions, especially professionalism and rule
following?

Once I had established that these were the questions I would be able to answer, and my
matrices were fully developed, I wrote my looking across chapter using the matrices as a blueprint.
Then, I realized that I also wanted to focus on tensions that arose, not just questions, so added a
final chapter to focus upon that. The tensions for this final chapter came from discussion I had
with my advisor, as well as themes that stood out to me from reviewing my data. This chapter 1s
more philosophical, and as such, uses the data I collected and analysis I conducted as a
springboard to talk about lasting impressions and 1deas for future research. The topics I use for the
tensions chapter area:

*  Fairness in Assessment

*  When and how should teacher education programs assess English language skills?
*  How does a core assignment influence the curriculum and fairness?

*  What happens when we require access to resources?

*  Does subject area matter in non-disciplinary courses?

*  How are dispositions factored into grading?

*  What is in a rubric and how does that shape the assessment?
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SECTION 2: DATA ANALYSIS
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Chapter 4: Overview of Cases

Determining what counts is a tricky process, and begins with delving into the definition of
“counts.” One common definition is “matters.” Thus, to ask what counts in a course is to ask what
matters and the purpose of the course. However, “counts” also has a more numerical definition,
and in this sense, it can be asking what will count toward the grade. In this section and dissertation,
I will be looking at both definitions.

There are several ways to determine what matters in a course, and where one looks for
answers may lead to different results. Therefore, in this section, I will be looking at four major
indicators of what matters in a teacher education course:

1. The syllabus,

2. Major course assignment descriptions and their rubrics,
3. Graded PST work, and

4. Interviews with one or more of the current professors.

Each course has a syllabus that 1s given to the PSTs to help them understand the purpose
of the course and how they will be assessed. In order to understand the first official impression
PSTs have of a course, and to understand the outline for a course, it is best to start the analysis of
this course with this document. My goal in analyzing syllabi was to review these documents to
understand what 1s expected of the PSTs both during and by the end of the course.

At Galaxy University’, all courses in the Teacher Education Program include at least one
major course assignment, often referred to as the “core” assignment. This assignment remains the
same across all sections of the course, and 1s designed by the department. I was not given an exact

understanding of how this was developed, nor who was mvolved in the writing process, but only

6 Fach course will be based upon a constellation, and have a number code attached to it. This fits
with the theme of the university code name: Galaxy University.
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learned that it was an agreed upon assignment and that each education course has one. This
assignment 1s meant to ensure some consistency across different sections and terms of a course,
and to maintain reliability about what the course 1s attempting to teach and assess. PST's are
required to pass this assignment with at least a C, in addition to passing the course itself. How the
core assignment 1s implemented, what exact instructions are, and how it 1s graded are still up to the
mstructor, but it nevertheless provides for some consistency. Thus, the core assignment acts to
create a common assignment across all sections of a course, while still allowing for a bit of
mstructor influence. For each course, I look closely at the core assignment task description and its
rubric.

For some courses, I also was able to gather additional information about other graded
assignments. When that was the case, I also analyzed this data.

In addition to looking at assignment task descriptions and rubrics, it 1s helpful and
mmportant to look at PST graded work. What an assignment looks like from a written description,
and how it 1s presented when turned in 1s not always the same. Some of this difference may be due
to how the task was discussed in class. Whatever the case, it 1s often helpful to look at sample work
to see how the rubrics were implemented and to better understand what the assignment looks like
in practice. As I reviewed PST submitted work, I looked with a lens to see what could be known
about PST knowledge as a result of the assessment.

Additionally, I had the opportunity to talk to instructors of the three courses that I studied.
For each iterview, I used an interview protocol that I developed ahead of time. These interviews
were helpful in bringing to life the syllabi and the other collected documents. I had the opportunity

to probe the professors about their thinking and reasoning behind their teaching and assessment
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choices. I include the analyses of my interview notes and transcripts to add to the understanding of
what 1s assessed in each course and why.

Finally, I conclude each case with a section looking across all four data sources. After
analyzing each source individually, I built a matrix of claims and assessments to construct a model
of what counts and how much.

As I coded and decoded across these data sources, I aimed to understand what was
mmportant for PSTs to learn in each course and how this learning was measured and assessed. My
analyses are not intended to be evaluative, but are mstead to gain a deeper understanding of what 1s
happening and why in relation to assessment of teacher candidates. Much of the current research
in teacher education focuses on student teaching and performance assessments, and so my goal
was to help expand the understanding of what comes before these final portions of teacher
education. Thus, I coded to understand what 1s happening in middle courses within a teacher
education program, and aimed to highlight how teacher knowledge 1s measured before a PST 1s
ready to perform.

In my descriptions of the courses and the assignments, I have renamed the tasks and
paraphrased some of the assignment directions. This was done deliberately to maintain the
confidentiality of my research participants and to keep their course materials secure.

As an overview of the next three chapters, I provide case summaries here. In the next
several chapters, I will go into detail about my analyses of the different documents that I gathered

for each course.
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Case 1: Course C

About the course.

Course C is a course for secondary education majors that focuses on curriculum and
methods. Course C (or the elementary equivalent) 1s a required course for all PSTs at GU. This
course happens in Phase 2, which takes place after the general education courses. PST's take this
course as a pre-requisite or co-requisite to the assessment course (Course A). While pre-service
elementary teachers have had some experience with curriculum design already, for secondary
PSTs, most of the matenial 1s new. As described by the professor, this 1s a “zero to sixty course.”

What are the pre-requisites?

The professor, Dr. Aldebaran, expects that the PST's will already have learned about
adolescent development and know about children. They need to know about learning theories and
motivation. These expectations come from the courses that are required before taking Course C.
Additionally, PSTs have also already taken a course that focuses on special education and
iclusion, so those topics are not really covered in Course C, either. By the time they take Course
C, PSTs also have already declared what subject(s) they intend to teach once they graduate.

What is in this course?

The course begins with an overview of the foundations of teaching. PST's discuss, but do
not write, their teaching philosophy. However, through journals and class participation, they are
encouraged to develop what they consider to be their philosophy. At the end of the semester, they
write this more formally. They also engage with their starting dispositions and decide where they
need to grow most. As Dr. Aldebaran described it, “all of that 1s happening in the first week

because you have to know yourself first.”
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From here, the course transitions to understanding the students, looking more specifically
at learning styles and learning preferences. Dr. Aldebaran only gave me a brief overview of the
curriculum, and thus I did not get specifics about what happens in this section of the course.

Then, the focus shifts to a major topic of the course: planning. Dr. Aldebaran commented
that the first thing the PST's will likely see in the field 1s a curriculum map. Therefore, in her
course, she brings in maps from all the subject areas for the PSTs to analyze. These are not
abstract maps, but actual curriculum maps used by teachers in the local schools. This analysis 1s
coupled with discussions about Twenty-First Century Skills and Bloom’s Hierarchy, since from
here the direction is to build learning objectives.

Dr. Aldebaran explained that by this point in the semester, she 1s not only teaching but also
modeling. For example, PSTs work in jigsaws and other student-centered methods so that they do
not only hear or read about these teaching methods, but are able to experience them first hand.
This method of hands-on learning continues into the next section of the course, in which the PSTs
learn about multiple mntelligences. As part of learning about inquiry, the professor has the PSTs do
a group mvestigation and then teach what they learned to their peers.

As the semester starts to near the end (and the work has been ramped up), Dr. Aldebaran
switches the class time to be more relaxed. She brings in a guest speaker to discuss connecting with
the culture and community of the schools. She also takes her PST's on a field trip to a local school
that exemplifies using Twenty-First Century Skills within the curriculum. The course also becomes
more of a hybrid course, with online discussions about the material. In class, the PST's are
reviewing each other’s lesson plans and curriculum (which 1s part of the core assignment).

Then, once their core assignment 1s turned in, the course winds down more with an open-

book online multiple-choice exam based on the course text. This 1s included because Dr.
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Aldebaran has found that it ensures that the PST's read the course material. At this time, the PSTs
also complete a number of reflections. One reflection 1s on the process of their major assignment,
and another 1s on their dispositions.

About the grading and assignments.

To receive a passing mark and earn credit for this course, PSTs must meet two goals. They
must receive a C or better in the entire course, and they must earn a 73% or better on both parts of
the curriculum major assignment, the Planning Project (PP). The PP 1s a departmentally designed
assignment that remains a constant requirement for this course no matter how the course 1s taught
and by whom. This dual passing mark 1s a way that the umiversity ensures that all PSTs passing
through this course meet the necessary requirements, and 1s part of their accreditation. While
there 1s much freedom in how the course is taught overall and how assignments are weighted, by
having this core assignment with a minimum passing score, the university maintains some
alignment and control.

What is the core assignment?

The PP, at least with the professor I interviewed, 1s completed in two phases, the Part 1
(PPp1) and Part 2 (PPp2). In our communication, Dr. Aldebaran commented that she
implemented the assignment in phases because she found that the PSTs performed better when
the large project was broken into more manageable pieces. She also found that providing a
template not only made the assignment easier for the PSTs to complete, but also made grading
more uniform and simpler. Thus, while she splits the project into two phases, not all instructors
teaching this course would split it in this way, or at all.

As part of PPpl, the PSTs have to choose a unit goal, find and list the corresponding

student standards, and propose an assessment plan. While this course 1s a pre-requisite or co-

65



requisite to the assessment course, Dr. Aldebaran does not expect a strong summative assessment,
but a more general understanding of how and what the PST hopes to assess.

In PPp2, the PST's set up a lesson sequence and plan, design at least three lessons in their
entirety, and develop an annotated bibliography. In our discussion, Dr. Aldebaran noted that
sometimes other mstructors require that the PSTs complete several more lesson plans, but she felt
that focusing on just a few achieved the same goal. She also required that one of the lessons be a
Jigsaw, but that was not a general course requirement.

Interestingly to me, while the general core assignment stays constant across all sections of
this course, the individual course instructors design the exact instructions and the rubrics for the
components. Each instructor has the freedom to adjust the core assignment (as long as they
maintain the essence of the assignment) and to weight the components of the project according to
their own interpretation of the assignment. However, Dr. Aldebaran did not think that these
changes would be major and that, overall, one could still make the same claims about the PST's
exiting each section.

What else 1s included in the course grade?

Because passing the core assignment with a C or better 1s necessary in order to receive
credit for the entire course, the Dr. Aldebaran weights this assignment heavily in her overall course
grade, with approximately 509% of the overall grade coming from this assignment. This 1s not,
however, required weighting. For the other 509, Dr. Aldebaran assesses classwork, group
presentations, field experience (and the related journals), a disposition reflection paper, a reflection
on the unit planning process, a final demonstration of learning, an exam based off the course text,
and professionalism. When asked why she grades in this way, the professor explained that she was

“heavy on reflection.” She also mentioned that she needed to keep professionalism n the grade,
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because otherwise she found that (from semesters when this was not included) PST's exhibited
behaviors that did not match her expectations. The one component that the Dr. Aldebaran does
not grade 1s the peer review.

What constitutes an AP

I asked Dr. Aldebaran what a student would need to do to get an A n the course. In
response, she described a PST who demonstrated they had “put the time in” (transcript). This
would be visible with a strong connection between the PPpl and the PPp2. An A student would
also demonstrate effort with a detailed annotated bibliography, as in here the PST demonstrates
that they have “really done their research” of how their chosen topic has been taught by other
mstructors (transcript). To the professor, this sort of detail would exhibit that the PST was putting
in the effort to think deeply about their lesson planning.

What 1s sufficient?

I also asked about the line between passing and failing in this course. Dr. Aldebaran
described the passing line as where the PSTs are meeting the minimum requirements. This looks
like a lesson sequence that holds together, with learning objectives, but not fully filled out. While
these PST's may have missed some learning here or there, they can “get by.” The professor also
told me that she allows for revisions and scatfolds support. She 1s available for appomntments
throughout the semester, and also has a peer review of the curricula in class before the due date.
PSTs who earn less than a C on their major assignment are afforded the chance to revise and
resubmit. This resubmission can earn up to a B. PSTs who do not get below the C may not

resubmit.
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Case 2: Course A

About the course.

Course A 1s a required assessment course for all PSTs at Galaxy University. This course
happens i Phase 2, which takes place after the general education courses (which typically take two
years to complete). PSTs take this course after or concurrently with the curriculum course (Course
C). While the professor I interviewed, Dr. Polaris, acknowledges that assessment 1s a vast and
varied field, as this course 1s an introduction, he focuses primarily on academic tests. The course 1s
fairly technical, as PST's learn how to write a traditional test, how to execute alternative tests, how to
use these assessments for teaching and learning, and learn about current high-stakes policies
related to testing and assessment.

There are five main goals for this course:

1. Be able to explain basic principles of K-12 student evaluation and assessment

2. Be able to meaningfully critique tests and other assessments

3. Be able to construct quality tests and other assessments

4. Be able to analyze and use assessment data effectively

5. Advance their levels of professionalism (Syllabus, 2017).

What are the pre-requisites?

The professor expects that the PST's will already have developed their philosophy of
education. Before entering his classroom, the professor expects that the PSTs have already
considered and have views of what they expect their future classroom to look like. He also expects
that they understand the demands of teaching and are prepared to balance the various roles that
teachers often embody, like “mom, dad, grandma, grandpa, good cop, bad cop, social worker...”

(transcript).
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Why teach this course?

Because Dr. Polaris was my contact at GU, I ended up having a bit of a longer
conversation with him than I did with the other professors. In this time, he told me about his
personal connection to Course A. Dr. Polaris has been teaching this course for many years at the
university, and as the program has shrunk (as many education programs have shrunk), he 1s often
now the sole instructor for all sections of this course. His personal belief, which comes not only
from his experiences at GU, but also as a K-12 teacher and administrator beforehand, 1s that
“better approaches to classroom assessment can go a long way to promoting better teaching and
learning” (interview). As such, he aims to help his PSTs learn to use assessments to create mutual
respect between students and teachers, because good assessments can act as a positive conversation
between student and teacher. He 1s also motivated to teach this course because of the political
atmosphere, which places emphasis on high-stakes testing.

What is in this course?

The course begins with some broad ideas about assessment to help the PST's understand
what the course 1s about. These are concepts like what 1s assessment, what are definitions of
assessment, et cetera, which do not take long to cover.

Next, the course turns quickly technical, as the PSTs dive into the technicalities of a
“quality traditional test.” In this unit, PSTs learn both about what makes a good test, as well as
practice writing tests themselves. They learn both from critiquing, as well as learning a list of “do’s
and don’t’s” (interview). As Dr. Polaris puts it, writing a good test 1s a “skill,” and so PST's learn to
do 1t well by practicing.

In the next section, the course shifts to data analysis. The purpose here 1s for PSTs to know

not just how to write and give an assessment and to be able to grade it fairly, but also know how to
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make sense of the results and know what needs to change moving forward. The PSTs spend time
doing detailed item analysis. As part of this section, the PST's are tasked with finding a current
classroom teacher who will allow them to administer a test for them, and then grade and analyze
the results (this 1s the Analysis Project). To help them analyze, Dr. Polaris gives them a model to
follow. (This assignment will be detailed more in a later section).

Before the course fully shifts to the next major topic, there 1s a brief interlude to focus on
learning and development. There 1s some attention given to Bloom’s and other taxonomies, as well
as paying attention to cognitive load. While not explicitly stated, I inferred that this was to help the
PST's to not only write their own assessments, but to also help with the analysis of test items and
results.

From here the course shifts again, this time to alternative assessments, such as project and
performance. Not too much time 1s focused here (as those are more embedded in the curriculum
course), so the course quickly shifts back to high-stakes assessments. They consider what makes a
test standardized, and how tests can be norm-referenced to a bell curve or not.

Finally, the course concludes with a unit on grading. This section focuses on the variety of
ways that the PSTs may have to grade in their future classrooms. As the specifics of how to grade
will be dependent on where the PST 1s hired, Dr. Polaris keeps this unit more open to considering
multiple ways, istead of giving a particular method. Included in this unit, Dr. Polaris covers topics
such as weighting, grading homework, and considering classroom behavior in the grading scheme.

When Dr. Polaris teaches this course, he opts to work from a course pack mstead of a
textbook, because he finds that he often disagrees with some of the rules put forth by the authors
and spends too much time dealing with contradictions. Instead, he uses a course pack that he

updates regularly to meet the needs of the course and the changing scholarship.
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About the grading and assignments.

To receive a passing mark and earn credit for this course, students must meet two goals.
They must receive a C or better in the entire course, and they must earn a 70% or better on the
Assessment Development Plan (ADP). The ADP 1s a departmentally designed assignment that
remains a constant requirement for this course no matter how the course 1s taught and by whom.
This dual passing mark 1s a way that the university ensures that all students passing through this
course meet the necessary requirements, and 1s part of their accreditation. While there 1s much
freedom 1n how the course is taught overall and how assignments are weighted, by having this core
assignment with a minimum passing score, the university maintains some alignment and control.

What is the core assignment?

To help the PSTs complete their ADP, Dr. Polaris provides the PSTs with a detailed task
description that covers what needs to be included in each of the ADP sections, suggested page
lengths, as well as a description of the grading schema. The ADP 1s designed to go along with a real
(or pretend) unit that the student designs (or hypothetically designs). The PSTs must create an
assessment blueprint, design the assessment and provide an answer key, accommodate the test for
a student with a special need, create an alternative assessment to measure the same knowledge, and
reflect upon the process.

What else 1s included in the course grade?

While the ADP 1s a critical component of this course, it 1s not the only way that the PSTs
are assessed. The Analysis Project (AP) (mentioned earlier when discussing how they learn about
grading) 1s worth 15% of the grade. The AP 1s also a departmental requirement, although does not
have the same 70% pass requirement. There 1s also a midterm and a final. The professor also

reserves 109% of the grade as a “movement toward professionalism” (syllabus). While the professor
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acknowledges that this final aspect 1s a bit subjective, he finds that it 1s a necessary part of his
grading scheme.

What constitutes an AP

When asked what was required to earn an “A” in Course A, Dr. Polaris described a PST
who has received high marks on all components of this course. Dr. Polaris does not offer any extra
credit, because he believes that this would destroy the alignment between the assessment and the
curriculum. Nevertheless, the professor aims to have the course grade reflect mastery of the
material. Before due dates, PST's are encouraged to turn in drafts and meet with him to discuss
1deas before submitting a final assignment.

What is sufficient?

I also asked about the line between passing and failing in this course. The professor
described the passing line as getting the 70% on the CAP and in the course. He explained that 709%
would be that the student “learned enough.” In his 18 years of teaching, only two PSTs have ever
failed his course (which excludes those who dropped the course before failing). The PSTs are,
however, able to retake the course and their new grade would completely replace a previous fail.
Case 3: Course BD

About the course.

Course BD 1s a required technology course for all PSTs at Galaxy University. This course
happens i Phase 2, which takes place after the general education courses (which typically takes
two years to complete). This course typically comes after Course A and Course C, and before
disciplinary methods courses and student teaching. For this course, I interviewed two instructors,
Dr. Altair and Dr. Deneb. Dr. Altair teaches an online version of this course while Dr. Deneb

teaches a hybrid version.
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The purpose of this course 1s to help PSTs “critically and creatively” employ technological
techniques n their future classrooms (B1, p. 1).

There are seven main goals for this course:

—

. Become a lifelong learner of technology for teaching,

2. Become a leader for supporting student empowerment,

3. Be able to “inspire students to... responsibly participate in the digital world” (B2, p. 2),
4. Be able to collaborate with colleagues and students,

. Be able to design authentic learning experiences,

(]

6. Be able to facilitate learning through technology, and

7. Be able to use data to make decisions.

What are the pre-requisites?

The professors expects that PSTs will already have basic technology skills, such as how to
use a computer, search the internet, and create a text document. Essentially, they expect that the
PSTs know how to use technology for personal use, but do not know how to use it for teaching.
PSTs also need to have already taken Course C and Course A, and therefore need to know about
curriculum and assessment.

What is in this course?

This course 1s meant to give PSTs experience using technology to enhance student learning
and to improve student understanding of content. PST's participate in a number of modules and
activities that develop their understanding both of technological tools and how and when to use
them appropriately.

For the previous two courses, I detailed an overview of the order of the course. However,

for Course BD, which has multiple instructors, the structure varies from section to section. As
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such, mstead of giving a detailed overview of the two sections I studied, I instead here describe
what 1s common to both.

In both courses, the maternial covered includes creating a webpage, a WebQuest, and a
learning management system. PST's engage with ethical 1ssues surrounding technology and do a
group project on an issue of their choice. PSTs also research new and interesting technologies and
present them to their peers. They design lessons using different technological tools, and learn to
problem solve using spreadsheets. While the actual assignments vary from year to year and from
mstructor to mstructor, the general purpose 1s to get PST's thinking about how to infuse technology
mto their everyday teaching practice.

About the grading and assignments.

To receive a passing mark and earn credit for this course, students must meet two goals.
They must receive a C or better in the entire course, and they must earn a C or better on the
Summary Portfolio (SP). The SP 1s a departmentally designed assignment that remains a constant
requirement for this course no matter how the course 1s taught and by whom. This dual passing
mark 1s a way that the unmiversity ensures that all students passing through this course meet the
necessary requirements, and 1s part of their accreditation. While there 1s much freedom i how the
course 1s taught overall and how assignments are weighted, by having this core assignment with a
minimum passing score, the university maintains some alignment and control.

What is the core assignment?

The SP 1s web-based summary of how the PST has met the seven standards of the course.
A PST must create a multi-page website that not only explains in prose how they have met the
goals, but also provides examples of how and where 1n the semester they demonstrated the

standards. This 1s an experience of both being reflective on individual growth, but also showing the
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technological skills that have been covered. PSTs embed live hyperlinks to their other work they
have read or written to demonstrate how they understand and have met the standards.
Additionally, PSTs are expected to design their website to look professional, which 1s explained as
being free from spelling and grammar errors, and using a design that “is significant and contributes
to the overall communication of professionalism” (B10, p. 3). There 1s no further explanation of
the design on the rubric.

To help PSTs succeed with their submission of the SP, both instructors provide a detailed
template for the core assignment to help clarify the expectations. Additionally, Dr. Deneb allows
PST's to write a sample reflection and turn it in early for feedback, as this helps the PST's know 1f
they are on the right track for the SP.

What else 1s included in the course grade?

While the SP 1s a critical component of this course, it 1s not the only way that PSTs are
assessed. Instructors of this course assess the other assignments and provide feedback to help the
PSTs learn. Professionalism 1s also assessed, as late work loses points and PST's are expected to
work together in a collegiate manner. How these other assignments are chosen and weighted
depends on the instructor.

Dr. Altair has fourteen modules in her course, and each one has a graded activity that goes
along with 1t. All assignments are “project-based,” as she believes that using technology in
education cannot be adequately assessed with a test. Dr. Altair describes her grading requirements
as, “To recewve credit for an assignment, the artifact you create must be technically correct
AND have appropriate pedagogical content” [emphasis from original] (syllabus). Thus, she
requires that her PSTs submit work that 1s reflective, responds to the prompts, and uses materials

and content correctly.
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Dr. Deneb uses a point system for grading. Each assignment 1s worth a particular amount
of poits, and then at the end of the semester, these points are converted into a grade. Dr. Deneb
weights the Moodle task and the core assignment the most, while other assignments are worth less.
She also grades PSTs on their contributions to online discussions.

What constitutes an AP

What one needs to earn an A in this course depends on the mstructor. For Dr. Altair, an A
means doing what was expected. This means that they demonstrate understanding of course
material and complete assignments well. For Dr. Deneb, an A also depends on how professional
the PST has been and that the PST has shown a willingness to grow and learn more.

What is sufficient?

I also asked about the line between passing and failing in this course. To fail the SP, PST's
need to either get below 63% or 69% depending on the instructor. To fail the course, the PST
must not be able to demonstrate that they can do the material nor that they understand what they

should be doing.

76



Chapter 5: Course C

“It’s a zero-to-sixty course...It 1s general. It’s overwhelming... The project really becomes
kind of the core focus.” - Dr. Aldebaran (transcript)
Overview

Course C 1s a curriculum course for PSTs in the middle of their program. It comes after
the general education courses, but before subject-area methods courses and student teaching. It is
also the earliest course of the three I studied for this dissertation. Course C is a pre-requisite or co-
requisite course for Course A, and a pre-requisite course for Course BD. Thus, anything taught in
either of those two courses cannot be expected of the PSTs in Course C yet. Course C 1s taught by
Dr. Aldebaran most of the time, and Dr. Aldebaran was the sole mstructor in the semester when 1
collected my data.

For continuity, all documents related to this course are marked by the letter C and a
number. All people associated with this course have names attached to the Pleiades constellation,
with Dr. Aldebaran (the key star in finding this constellation) as the professor.

Syllabus

The syllabus for Dr. Aldebaran’s course begins with a “note” about field experience. All
PSTs enrolled in this course are expected to not only attend class and complete assignments, but
also have a field placement. This note does not mention how many hours’, merely that they exist.
That this note starts the syllabus appears to highlight that it 1s something worth considering early
on.

Next, there 1s the course objective for the course. It 1s that the PSTs be “caring professional

educators for a diverse and democratic society” (C3, p. 1). It 1s important to note the broad nature

7 I learned in the interview that the requirement is 30 field hours.
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of this course objective, and that it has nothing explicitly to do with developing (at least structurally)
a curriculum. Instead, the purpose of this course 1s more about the kind of teacher that the PST
becomes and the type of education they will be able to provide future generations of students.

Once the note and objective are stated, the rest of the first page 1s divided mnto five
“themes” (C3, p. 1). Each theme 1s numbered and bolded, and then followed by a bulleted list of
things the “T'eacher Candidate will be able to do” (ibid). All in all, there are 15 bulleted items that
the PST 1s expected to be able to do by the end of the semester. Fach item starts with a verb (such
as “demonstrate” or “accommodate”), showing that these claims are not about passive knowledge,
but about skills and abilities (ibid). There 1s no explicit description about how each bullet will be
assessed (although I will make connections in the Looking Across section later in this chapter).
EFach theme appears to be connected to being caring and/or professional.

It is notable that across the five themes, none of them use the word “curriculum” or “lesson
planning”. Instead, the focus 1s on general knowledge and dispositions needed for being a
successful teacher. Theme 1 i1s about being committed to all students learning, Theme 2 is about
being knowledgeable of “content, pedagogy, and educational technologies”, Theme 3 1s about
being reflective, Theme 4 1s about professional dispositions and communication, and Theme 5 1s
about diversity and democracy (C3, p. 1). This indicates that while the course may have curriculum
n its title, much more 1s important to this course. Dr. Aldebaran is looking to develop well-
rounded future teachers who care about compassion, diversity, and are student-centered in their
thinking. I categorized the bullets by their major 1dea, the method for which determining this and
being reliable with my choices 1s described in the methods chapter. I found that of the fifteen
bullets, only six mention anything about designing lessons, and one of these six is really more

about understanding student backgrounds and how to address them when planning. Four of the
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bullets discuss modes of communication (such as how to talk with parents or peers), three are
about considering students (plus the one mentioned above), one 1s about transitioning from being a
student to a teacher, and one 1s about a “willingness” to engage in controversial issues (C3, p. 1).
Thus, it appears that while curriculum 1s the name of the course, it 1s only explicitly covered mn
approximately one- third of the course content.

Next in the syllabus 1s the list of required course materials. PST's are to acquire two texts,
and have an online subscription to see other important readings. PSTs are also encouraged to
bring an electronic device to class, as the syllabus mentions that class time will occasionally be
allocated to doing work. However, in the policies section later in the syllabus, PST's are warned
that using their electronic devices in class in such a way that decreases their active participation in
class will lead to decreased professionalism points for their grade.

Dr. Aldebaran then includes a numbered list of “instructional methods and activities” that
will be used in the course over the duration of the semester (C3, p. 2). Separated from the
assessments, as described next, this section 1s about the methods Dr. Aldebaran will use to help the
PSTs learn the material. If there were more than one instructor for this course, it might be
mteresting to see 1f the different instructors were using different methods to achieve the same ends.

In the middle of page two of the syllabus, Dr. Aldebaran describes and explains the
assessments and the grading process for this course. While the types of assessments are listed,
point values and/or weights are not mentioned. Thus, PSTs can see that there will be a midterm,
course papers, draft submissions, participation grades, class discussions, smaller written
assignments, the Planning Project (PP), a presentation, a self-reflection, and a peer evaluation, but

it 1s not mentioned how the grades for these components will work together to make an overall
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course grade. They are, however, given a number to letter conversion chart, so that it is clear, for
example, that a 93 in the course would translate to an A- (C3, p. 2).

At the bottom of the page, there 1s a brief explanation about the core assignment in the
course, the Planning Project (PP). The explanation notes that the assignment will be composed of
two parts, PPpl and PPp2, worth 100 and 400 points respectively. There 1s no mention of how
many points there are total in the full course, although Dr. Aldebaran said in the interview that she
likes to weight the PP to be about half the course, so it 1s likely that the full course 1s worth about
1000 points. PST's are told that they must receive a 73% or better on both components of the core
assignment 1n order to pass the course. Both parts of the task may be resubmitted (by a certain
date) if the imitial target grade 1s not achieved. This indicates that the purpose of this task 1s not to
necessarily meet the goal on the first try, but through participation in this course and careful
revision, success may yet be possible. While it 1s not explicitly explained, it 1s mentioned that PST's
will need to get approval on PPp1 before being able to continue with PPp2, and that whatever 1s
approved in PPpl must be incorporated into PPp2. If the PST wants to alter the plan for PPp2,
they must first revise and resubmit PPpl.

There 1s a short list of bulleted points that accompany the PP overview. These bullets
pertain to the importance of following directions and doing what 1s expected in the PP. First, if
there are changes to the PPpl after it has been approved (and new approval has not been attained),
then the PST will receive a zero on the core assignment. Second, if a critical portion of the PP 1s
missing, then the PST will receive a zero on the core assignment. Third, if the project 1s not turned
in in a binder with “appropriate section dividers,” then the assignment will receive a zero (C3, p.
2). Thus, there are three ways to fail the core assignment (and, consequently, the course) for a

failure to properly follow the directions and complete the required components. While there are
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three ways to fail the assignment, however, the ways differ in how substantive they are. The first
way to fail looks at the big picture of the assignment, the second way depends on missing a critical
component of the assignment, and the third way 1s purely based on not following mstructions.
Therefore, all three ways depend on rule following, but emphasize different components and goals
of the course.

Page three of the syllabus 1s mainly dedicated to course policies. The first policy attends to
participation and attendance. Dr. Aldebaran tells students that coming to class every time 1s only
worth partial credit. To receive full credit for attendance, students must also exhibit “active
engagement” (C3, p. 3). Like as will be seen imn Course A, participation 1s critical to the course
grade, and the definition of what this looks like m practice 1s not fully explained. Second, there 1s a
note about general professionalism. PSTs are expected to be on time to class and remain the full
time, and this point 1s emphasized by underhning the note. In the interview, Dr. Aldebaran
mentioned that professionalism had been a problem in previous terms and that she had been
forced to add professionalism to the grading to get better classroom behavior. It 1s likely that this 1s
how she was trying to fix this problem. PST's should not be using electronic devices, as this will
detract from their participation (and the participation grade). Also, if they are to miss a class, 1t 1s
the PST’s responsibly to get missed work and notes and to make up any assignments. Thus, as in
all three of my cases, professionalism matters. Third, there 1s a note about assignment submissions.
The title of this note 1s underlined for emphasis, and then the entire note 1s in italics,
demonstrating its importance. This note discusses that all work, other than the PPp2, will be
submitted electronically. It also says that all work must be “written to professional standards” and
that “points will be deducted for mechanical errors” (ibid). This point again highlights the rule-

following component of the course and reinforces the 1dea that professionalism, and not just

81



development of content knowledge, will matter for this course. The fourth policy 1s about
plagiarism. Dr. Aldebaran tells her PSTs that citations must be used when taking work from other
sources, and that the university-wide policy will be applied if the PST's plagiarize. Interestingly,
despite the third policy on assignment submissions, there 1s an additional fifth policy on writing
standards. In this policy, in addition to discussing the rules for spacing (which are bolded and
underlined for emphasis), Dr. Aldebaran adds that assignments submitted with “many technical
errors” cannot receive any higher than a C, which, from the conversion chart, is a 73-75 (ibid). It is
not explained 1f the assignment will be graded and then lowered to a C if necessary, or if the C 1s
the starting maximum and then additional errors will be deducted from that. There are also not
any references for where to get outside help in improving writing skills, although she does provide
some strategies for how to edit one’s own work (such as being aware of commonly confused words,
and rereading an assignment “several hours after completing it” to be able to review it with fresh
eyes and find any errors (ibid)). Finally, there 1s a sixth policy on due dates. “Late assignments,”
which 1s bolded, will lose 50% of their grades, which 1s italicized, and influence the professionalism
grade (ibid). Thus, there 1s a grade attached to timeliness that influences not only the specific
assignment grade, but also another component of the course grade. It appears that imeliness with
assignments 1s highly valued.

In summary, as part of the syllabus, Dr. Aldebaran puts forth a number of things that will
be assessed in the course. There is the list of fifteen bullets that the PST's need to be able to do,
although how they will be assessed 1s not yet made explicit. She provides a list of assignments,
without weights or grades, preparing the PST's for what they will need to do and on what they will
be assessed during the semester. She also highlights areas where students will lose points for not

following directions or being unprofessional. And, she discusses the core assignment. Thus, the
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syllabus gives a starting point, but not many specifics, about how all the components will come
together to make a grade by the end of the semester.
Major course assignments descriptions and their rubrics

The major assignment for Course C 1s the Planning Project (PP) where PSTs need to
develop a full “problem-based or project-based” unit that could be taught in their future classroom
(C2, p. 1). It1s divided 1nto two parts, PPpl and PPp2. As stated above, PPp1 1s worth 100 points,
and PPp2 1s worth 400 points. While they are both components of the same major core
assignment, Dr. Aldebaran requires PST's to score at or above 73% on each part, and so I will
discuss them separately 1n this section. Before I divide them, however, it 1s important to note that
the rubrics for these core assignments are embedded nto the task descriptions. From what I was
given from the professor, it appears that students are to use the rubrics (and commentary) as a
guide for how to develop and format their submissions.

PPpl.

PPpl has PSTs come up with a plan for their unit. For this part of the core project, PSTs
are to complete a given template in order to describe and explain what they hope to accomplish in
their unit. However, when looking at the rubric on the next page, it becomes apparent that this
template 1s only part of what needs to be included in the PPpl. Thus, without the directions that
were likely given i class, how to use this template 1s a bit confusing. Nevertheless, one can expect
that PST's are encouraged to read through the entire task description document, including the
rubric, before beginning.

Before completing the template (at least according to rubric order), PSTs are told to justify
their choice for their unit plan. They need to explain why the project that will guide the lesson 1s

“meaningful and relevant” for the students (C2, p. 2). How this needs to be justified appears to be
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open ended, although it likely 1s related to what was discussed in class. Also, 1t 1s not just any
students for whom the lesson must be meaningful and relevant, but “today’s” students (ibid). This
suggests that there 1s a temporal importance for the authenticity, and that PSTs cannot just choose
a unit because 1t would have been meaningful for them when they were students. This focus
connects to the syllabus where there 1s an emphasis on understanding the students. This rationale
1s worth 15 points; however, how these points are allocated 1s not explained.

PSTs need to list both the grade level that they will be planning for, and a title for their
unit. It 1s not clear what the purpose 1s of creating a title, but it 1s necessary to include regardless.
Having a topic that matches the grade, however, 1s worth 5 points, so perhaps it 1s not so much
about how the title 1s written, but what it conveys about the unit and its appropriateness for the
students that matters. From there, PSTs need to give the goal for their unit. T'o understand what
needs to be mcluded in the goal description, it 1s necessary to reference the rubric. The rubric says
that the goal must be “written i global terms and links learning and Standard” (C2, p. 2).
Including the goal described in this way 1s worth 15 points, and 1s tied for the highest point value of
any individual component, so it suggests that this 1s critical to the course. Next, PSTs are to list the
appropriate Michigan standards that connect to the unit, and then to listing the knowledge and
skills that the students will learn in the unit. While these two elements are listed separately, when I
looked at how submissions were evaluated, it appeared that these two were graded together. Listing
Michigan standards 1s worth 5 points and histing the knowledge and skills 1s 10 points, but
essentially PSTs were graded on both together out of 15 possible points.

Once the PSTs have developed their rationale and filled out the template, they are asked
to develop an assessment plan. Since this course 1s a pre-requisite or co-requisite to the assessment

course, PSTs do not have much experience with developing assessments, and thus are likely
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graded with this in mind. It appears that the assessment 1s supposed to be a project, as describing,
“what students will do 1n project” 1s the first bullet in the rubric for this component. Seeing as the
opening line in the task description was about a project-based unit, it makes sense that the project
would be the assessment. That this description 1s “clear” seems to be what will be needed to get
the 10 points. There 1s not a component in the rubric dedicated to the quality of the project. PSTs
get another 10 points by listing the “content criteria” for the project and the alignment of the
project to the content goals. Thus, PSTs need to show how they will align the assessment to the
purpose of the unit. For another 10 points, PST's get credit for describing the “criteria for
product,” although from this document alone, it 1s not clear what differentiates these criteria from
the content criteria (but it does become clearer when looking at PST submissions). Then, for five
points, PSTs need to list any formative assessments they will be using in the unit, and for another
five points, how they will have students reflect upon the unit. Most of the points awarded n this
unit are for listing, and it appears that PSTs do not have to give much rationale for their choices.

Finally, PST's are required to include a bibliography, and this provides the last 10 points in
the project. To receive these points, PSTs need to use at least one textbook, one standards
webpage, and five other sources. Thus, there are seven necessary resources in order to get 10
points. It 1s not clear how these points will be divided.

PPp2.

PPp2, which comes after approval on the PPp1, has PSTs actually design the unit that they
described in PPpl. As a description, Dr. Aldebaran writes on the assignment sheet, “Lessons and
activities need to be structured to meet the Unit Goal and prepare students for success on the
performance assessment” (C1, p. 1). Thus, as PSTs work on transforming their unit into a reality,

they need to keep in mind both the original goal and the final assessment that they will administer.
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Dr. Aldebaran gives a detailed structure for PSTs to follow. It starts with an overview of
seven sections that need to be included mn their final product. The first section 1s a summary of the
PPpl. The second section 1s a “lesson sequence” of what will be included in the unit. Then, PSTs
need to create four detailed lesson plans, one lecture, one jigsaw, one group investigation, and one
guided discovery, each given their own section. Finally, PSTs need to submit an annotated
bibliography.

Like with the PPp1, the task description 1s mostly embedded in a detailed rubric. Other
than the general overview and the list of required sections, all other written instructions are
provided within the rubric itself. To analyze this document, I went through the rubric to ascertain
what 1s necessary to include and how much each component weighs (in points). The total PPp2 1s
worth 400 points, bringing the full core assignment, the PP, to 500 points.

As a general note about the rubric, each element in the rubric has a pont value, but not a
gradient or scale. There is a general comment at each mini-rubric that says, “Must minimally
address the following for a ‘C’ grade” (C1, p. 2). It 1s unclear then what must be done in order to
get full points, or how the points are allocated within each element. This gives Dr. Aldebaran
freedom for how to grade, but leaves it unclear to a reader of the rubric. There 1s also no
explanation of how weights or number of points have been selected for each element, although
presumably it 1s tied to the general importance of each piece.

At the top of the rubric, there 1s a yes/no check box for inclusion of a signed peer review.
This suggests that PSTs are required to get a peer to read through their project before submission,
and that they are likely supposed to address some of the concerns presented by their peers. This
component does not have a point value attached, however, so it seems to be more about the

process than the actual review.
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Also for zero points, but on the rubric, 1s an inclusion of a title page. PST's are expected to
have a title for their unit, list the grade for their unit, and write their name. While this title page,
and the peer review mentioned above, have no points associated with them, there 1s a
professionalism grade that 1s worth 2 points, which 1s 0.5% of the overall PPp2 grade. To get these
points, one must use dividers and follow the format. The point value 1s small, but the fact that it 1s
written near the beginning of the rubric indicates that while following these rules may not really
influence the content of the unit, 1t 1s still helpful, at least to Dr. Aldebaran, to have all the
submissions follow the same format. Furthermore, by following the format, PSTs will likely help
themselves score well, as it will likely help them to keep track of all the components and be sure
that they did not skip anything.

Next, there are 100 possible points for creating the lesson sequence. The elements for this
component are bulleted, but not weighted. These bullets include items like placing the lessons m a
logical order, using Bloom’s taxonomy, and paying attention to diverse learners. Since there 1s no
breakdown, I will assume that each element 1s worth the same. However, it 1s not clear that this 1s
the case, nor 1t 1s clear what it means to “minimally” address these bullets. And, if following the
directions in the list leads to a C, then what must be done to get the full 100 points?

After the lesson sequence, PSTs are also graded on what is called the “Four developed
lesson planning overview” (C1, p. 3). It 1s not entirely clear how this 1s graded, as it follows the
same C grade comment as the sequence. However, 1t appears that these 15 points, allocated across
twelve bullets, will serve as an umbrella grade for all the lessons, even though those lessons are also
graded mdividually. The bullets here seem to apply to general components of good lessons, such
as “hook and engage students” and “include assessments that match objectives” (ibid). There is

also a comment that is both bolded, in red text, and in title case that says “Substitute Teacher
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Ready” (ibid). Thus, it appears that the purpose of these 15 points 1s to provide Dr. Aldebaran a
place to note and comment on general successes or issues that are seen throughout the unit. To
emphasize this, it 1s the only place on the rubric where space 1s explicitly given to write comments.
Next there are the four lesson sections. Each mini-rubric follows essentially the same
pattern (C1, pp. 3-5). There 1s a “pre-instructional phase” that 1s dedicated to the objectives,
accommodations, and materials. Then there 1s a “set” which 1s about motivating, connecting
knowledge, and developing a purpose. After, there is an element dedicated to the particular lesson
format (e.g. lecture or jigsaw) with sub-elements describing what needs to be included for that
particular format. And finally, there 1s an element about the “closure.” Fach lesson format has
slightly different point values for the elements, as they all have slightly different explanations and

variations, but the direct lesson ends up being 60 points, and the other three are 65, so it 1s roughly

even.

Table 5.1 Point Allocation for the Four Detailed Lesson Plans

Lesson Component Lecture Jigsaw Gr<.)up. Cooperative

Investigation Lesson

Pre-instructional Phase S 3 8 7
Set S S S S5
Core element 20 25 25 25
Closure 15 15 20 20
Handouts 10 7 7 3
Other S ) - -
Total Points 60 65 65 65

For the Lecture lesson, Dr. Aldebaran writes that the lecture component (the core
element), worth 20 points, must be “clearly outlined in plan” and that “student involvement [1s]
included” (C1, p. 3). Thus, there 1s minimal guideline for how to design a lecture lesson, but the

rubric does provide some structure. Additionally, this lesson allocates 5 points for how the lesson

88



will be differentiated to accommodate student needs, and 10 points for the visual presentation and
student handouts. Therefore, there 1s some direction for how to set up this lesson.

For the Jigsaw lesson, the descriptions of the pre-instructional phase, set, and closure are
nearly identical to those 1n the direct lesson (minus minimal changes to the names, such as replace
“lecture” with “jigsaw”). It 1s not clear, then, why the point values change. For guidance on how to
attain the 25 Jigsaw points, Dr. Aldebaran provides a short list of sub-components to describe the
element. For example, PSTs must include directions and handouts. Packets and handouts are also
assessed as their own element in the rubric worth 7 points, separate from the Jigsaw points. it 1s not
made clear how or if these handouts are different. Finally there are 5 points for discussing how the
PST will facilitate the social aspect of the Jigsaw lesson. Again, there 1s not too much directive, but
there 1s some guidance for how to write this lesson.

For the Group Investigation lesson, the points almost mirror the Jigsaw lesson, but there
are now extra points in the closure. The reason for this difference 1s not explicit, but it 1s possible
that 1t will take more work to list the skills in all the investigation packets than it will to list the skills
n the jigsaw expert packets. For guidance on how to attain the 25 Group Investigation points, Dr.
Aldebaran provides a short list of sub-components to describe the element. These subcomponents
vary in cognitive demand, from “students given choice,” to writing directions, to ensuring “active
student participation” (C1, p. 5). Again, as with all the subcomponents in this rubric, weighting 1s
not provided. There are an additional 7 points allocated to this lesson for creating
“developmentally appropriate” handouts (ibid).

For the fourth lesson, the cooperative lesson, PST's are afforded a bit of choice. They stll
must have a pre-instructional phase that 1s worth 7 points, a set 1s worth 5 points, and a closure

worth 20 points. This time, however, the core element, the Cooperative Lesson, 1s not so much a
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specific lesson type but a category. PST's are allowed to choose between a “Jigsaw, Group
Investigation, Inquiry, or Guided Discovery” (C1, p. 5). Like in the Group Investigation, the
development of this Cooperative Lesson 1s again worth 25 points. This time, however, the
elements in the rubric tell the PST that the criteria will vary based on which lesson type they
choose, but still give some general comments (they must pay attention to group size, be clear with
the lesson plan, and have prepared questions for their students). This lesson also has the Handouts
element, which this time 1s worth 8 points.

Finally, the rubric concludes with 20 points allocated to the bibliography. These points are
divided into 10 points for including ten resources, and 10 points for annotating the bibliography.
This 1s the one time n the rubric where it appears to be quite clear how the points will be divided
up and how partial credit will be awarded.

Overall, this task description and rubric give a general overview to the PSTs of what must
be included in their PPp2 in order to get a C grade, and how points are allocated. It is not always
clear why points are divided up the way they are, nor 1s there an explanation for how partial credit
will be awarded. Nevertheless, it does provide an understanding of what Dr. Aldebaran expects her
PSTs to complete 1n order to pass this assessment.

Other assignments

Dr. Aldebaran also provided me with information about some of the other graded
assignments 1n her course. These assignments did not come with task descriptions or rubrics, nor
did they come with sample work, but I mention them here anyway because it 1s helpful to know
what else contributes to the course grade.

An example of a graded n-class activity 1s to create a lesson plan that contains a “tiered”

activity (personal communication, 5 September 2018). She did not describe what this lesson-type
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means to her in our e-mail communication, but she did note that the lesson will need to include
not just an activity, but also a lesson title and a list of learning objectives. This 1s the third time 1
have seen her mention that a “title” needs to be icluded.

Dr. Aldebaran also assigns graded online discussions. She says that the topics change from
semester to semester, presumably based on the students and their needs. Some topics that have
been covered in the past have been “classroom management,” “family interactions,” or
“maximizing learning through differentiation” (personal communication, 5 September 2018).
Without the task description, I cannot make any analyses on what must be included or how these
discussions are graded. Nor do I have any information on how much weight these discussions
hold.

A third way that Dr. Aldebaran grades her PSTs 1s through reflection papers. PSTs are
expected to reflect upon various components of the course. The list of topics that she gave me
includes “unit planning,” “field experiences” and “learning in the course” (personal
communication, 5 September 2018). Again, without the descriptions or rubrics, not much can be
analyzed, but it 1s important to note that PST's are graded not just on their core assignments, but
also in these other ways.

Graded PST submissions

Because of when it was in the semester that I interviewed Dr. Aldebaran, and because the
PPp2 1s turned 1n as a hard copy, I was only able to closely review and analyze PST submissions of
the PPpl. During the interview, Dr. Aldebaran allowed me to quickly skim a sample of a PPp2
from a previous term, but due to time constraints, I was not able to take any notes or make any

real observations. I was able to see that a PPp2 was presented in a binder with clear dividers, and
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was a hefty submission, but not much else. As I was not allowed to take the sample with me, that 1s
all T can say about that sample.

I have been given, however, two submissions for the PPpl. One 1s from Electra, who
designed a 10" grade English unit and the other is from Maia, who designed a 6" grade math unit.
Electra received a B- and Maia received an A-. Both samples are helpfully annotated with Dr.
Aldebaran’s comments.

The first thing I noticed when reviewing the two submissions 1s that Dr. Aldebaran remarks
on mechanical, grammatical, and lexical structures. She highlighted areas where Electra missed a
space between sentences and crossed out some words in Maia’s submission. While it 1s not clear
how much this influences the grade, it is at least noted.

Electra starts her submission with an explanation of her unit. She has chosen a dystopic
novel and will use it as a springboard to help students understand 1ssues of violence, forced labor,
and hunger in the world. She gives two paragraphs that include the importance of drawing these
themes from literature and how they relate to the real world, as well as quotes and statistics about
poverty and involuntary labor. At the bottom of the page, Dr. Aldebaran has written her own
paragraph seemingly to demonstrate to Electra how this introduction should have been written. In
comparison to Electra’s introduction, Dr. Aldebaran writes a more concise paragraph highlighting
the key mjustices in the book and how they mirror situations in modern society. Instead of starting
with describing the genre and the importance of using novels strategically in class, Dr. Aldebaran
demonstrates that Electra should focus on explaining that the book contains many themes that will
afford English students the chance to explore modern-day social injustices. She also leaves a side
comment asking Electra how she sees imvoluntary labor connecting to her students’ lives. Electra

explains the hunger connection, but not this. Dr. Aldebaran grants Electra a 12/15 on the
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rationale, so 1t appears that despite the rewrite and the missing pieces, Electra was on the right
track.

Maia sets up her rationale in a shghtly different format. Unlike Electra’s block paragraphs,
Maia splits hers into three sections. She begins with an introduction on the key math topics that
will be covered and with the social setting that she will use to teach these topics. Dr. Aldebaran
suggests a rewrite that starts instead with the social setting and then moves into the math. Next,
Maia has a section about relevance to the students. She writes several small paragraphs about
modern-day hunger and access to healthy foods. Dr. Aldebaran has added no comments, so 1
assume this means Maia has successfully defended the relevance. Finally, Maia writes a paragraph
on why her chosen topic 1s important to be covered in school. She explains that “statistics and data
are used throughout life” and therefore it is important to teach this to students (C4, p. 1). She also
talks about the value of teaching topics of social justice in school. Dr. Aldebaran comments that the
educational ink should be more explicit between her topics and the math. However, Maia does
score 15/15 on the rationale, and so despite the areas for improvement, she has demonstrated that
she meets the required criteria for excellence.

Next, both PSTs fill out the template. At the top, they both put the grade level, the unit
title, and an essential question. Maia has a “topical essential question,” to which Dr. Aldebaran
adds an “overarching essential question” (C4, p. 2). It 1s not explicitly clear why Maia needs two
types of questions or why Electra does not. Then, both PSTs have a unit goal that Dr. Aldebaran
has rewritten. For Electra, the change 1s to simplify the goal to focus on the interconnectedness
between the injustices and actions in the novel (instead of looking at each part individually). For
Maia, the change is to make the goal broader. Maia originally included a list of the mathematical

skills and objectives to be covered in the unit in her goal, and Dr. Aldebaran’s edit focused on the
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general 1dea of using data to understand a phenomenon, and suggested that the specifics be moved
to a later section. Interestingly, Flectra scores 11/15 and Maia scores 13/15. It appears that being
too detailed 1s less problematic than connecting the broad 1deas in the wrong way.

In the subsequent box in the template, the PST's need to list the standards that align with
the unit. Electra opts to focus primarily on the English standard around “comprehension and
collaboration” (C5, p. 2). Maia, however, uses math standards, social studies standards, and
language arts standards. Both PST's appear to copy the text directly from the standards. Looking at
the scores, however, it is a bit confusing. Both PST's score 5/5 in using the Michigan standards.
Electra scores 7/10 on listing out the concepts to be taught in the unit, with the comment that she
also needed to reference additional subject areas. Maia gets a 9/10 with no comment. Thus, it
appears that there may have been some changes in this rubric from how it 1s written and how it 1s
used, as mentioned earlier. While it appears that using the standards correctly 1s out of 5 points, it
appears that the grade 1s actually also tied to the content material.

The third component of PPpl is the assessment plan. Electra’s assessment 1s a presentation
about a “specific social injustice” presented n the novel (C), p. 3). She then gives a list of topics
from which students in her class would be able to choose. Dr. Aldebaran suggests a rewrite to the
task to make 1t more specific. Instead of just considering the mjustice, Dr. Aldebaran says that
students need to both explain the role of the mjustice and discuss how the characters used social
action to overcome it. She also adds details about how the final presentation would need to look.
Because Electra’s description was too broad and missing specifics, she scored 7/10 on describing
the assessment. Maia’s assessment 1s a multi-media presentation on food “price and availability in a
specific neighborhood in the community” (C4, p. 5). She then goes on to explain how the students

are to figure out the pricing and how to present the 1ssues of availability. She also wants her
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students to “propose solutions” to any food desert 1ssues they might encounter (ibid). The only
comment Dr. Aldebaran adds 1s that Maia needs to make the connection to the problem of hunger
more explicit. As a result, Maia scores 9/10 on her assessment.

The next part, listing the content criteria and how they relate to the unit goal, 1s where both
PSTs did the poorest. Electra scored 5/10 and Maia, 6/10. It appears that Electra’s problem was to
be much too general about what should be included in the final project. While she talks about
“research[ing] ...their selected topic” and “report statistics,” Dr. Aldebaran remarks that she needs
to be thinking about what specific knowledge will be assessed and how this relates to the unit. This
1s possibly an area of tension because PST's are expected to have this knowledge before they have
taken a disciplinary methods course. Maia’s entire section for her criteria has been crossed out by
Dr. Aldebaran. Her original submission was just a copied version of what she had put in her
section above, detailing the components included in the task and how the students are to go about
creating their final project. Dr. Aldebaran, in addition to crossing out her answer, gives suggestions
for what should be included instead. She suggests including “what math needs to be in the
Product,” and a list of the math that will be done explicitly by the students, such as “data presented
using Stem-n-Leaf table” (C4, pp. 5-6). However, despite the complete removal of Maia’s answer,
she still scored higher than Electra. Thus, her crossed out work must have still been on the right
track. In the interview, Dr. Aldebaran mentioned that she consciously works to not grade the math
PST's harshly for not teaching a lesson the way she would have, when she was a math teacher.

Following the content criteria, both Maia and Electra describe the product that will need to
be produced by their students. Both discuss how their students will work i groups to create a
presentation that will be about nine minutes long. Interestingly, when describing the project, they

both say essentially the same thing:
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Table 5.2 PST Description of Student Group Project

Electra

Maia

Students will work together in their assigned
teams to create an informative campaign
video with an approved topic from the
social injustice list. "The presentation should
include appropriate photographs, video,
music, graphs, and other visual aids. The
final project should be between 6 to 9
minutes long.

The video will be evaluated on quality of
understanding of the topic, production
(informative & persuasive), organization,
and creativity. Group must include a
process paper on how they developed their
project. They are to include an annotated
bibliography of their research.

(C5, p. )

Students will work together mn assigned
teams to create a PowerPoint or Prezzi on
their neighborhood. The presentation
should include appropriate photographs,
video, music, statistics, charts, graphs, and
other visual aids. The final project should
be between 6 to 9 minutes long and
narrated live.

The multimedia presentation will be
evaluated on understanding of the topic,
delivery, organization, and visual appeal of
presentation. Group must include a process
paper on how they developed their project.
They are to include an annotated
bibliography of their research.

(C4, p. 6)

10/10 on this section.

In the table, I have changed the color of the identical words to blue. This suggests that both PSTs
built their curriculum off the same model, or else worked together in the development. Both then
continue with a bulleted list of what will be assessed in the presentation (without points or weights),
with the only real difference being that Electra sorted her bullets into categories. Dr. Aldebaran

points out to Maia that a few of her bullets are unclear. However, both Electra and Maia score

Next, both PSTs list the formative assessments that will be used 1n the unit. Again, their

formative assessment strategies needs to be included.
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lists are quite similar, with Maia including every one of Electra’s assessments on her list, but also
adding two more. It appears once again, since they both receive 5/5, that this list is meant to be
created using a list that was covered in class or in a text. It 1s also notable that at this point (although

it likely changes in PPp2), that this list does not to be explained or defended, and that just a list of




For the last part of the assessment plan, the PSTs present how the students will reflect at

the end of the unit. Once again, their answers are nearly identical.

Table 5.3 PST Description of Student Reflection

Electra Maia
Class discussion: Will take place as an *  (lass discussion: Will take place as an
mtroduction to unit and also as a mtroduction to unit and also as a
culminating overview of what was learned culminating overview of what was learned
and how students learned it. and how students learned it.
Student-facilitated formal debrief - students | ®  Student-facilitated formal debrief - students
will lead the final discussion, which will be will lead the final discussion, which will be
based on visual presentations and questions based on visual presentations and questions
that arise from the summative projects. that arise from the summative projects.
Teacher-led formal debrief- teacher will *  Teacher-led formal debrief- teacher will
guide students through final culmiating guide students through final culminating
notes. (CH, p. 6) notes.
* Individual journal responses - focus what
was learned and how they processed
learning. (C), p. ))

The only difference is that Maia includes journals as a method for reflection. By way of
commentary, Dr. Aldebaran suggests to Electra that she include at least one more way to have her
students reflect (“Exit Tickets, Journals, or Blogs”) and gives suggestions for prompts (C5, p. 6). To
Maia, she suggests that she include the journal prompts in this submission. Interestingly, Electra
scores 4.8/5, while Maia, whose submission was more thorough, scores 4/5.

It 1s also interesting that in the bibliography section, both PST's score 10/10, even though
only Maia includes the required ten sources, while Electra includes only nine. It 1s also interesting
that Electra cites an example of a PPpl that was written by Dr. Aldebaran. It 1s possible that this 1s
the format that both she and Maia are copying in their submissions.

In summary, here 1s a breakdown of their scores on the components in the PPpl.
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Table 5.4 PPpl Grade Breakdown for Submissions
Rubric Element Possible Electra Maia

Rationale 15 12 15
Topic for grade level ) ) 5]
Unit goal linked to standard 15 11 13
Concepts/Knowledge list 10 7 9
MI Standards ) 5 5
Description of project 10 7 9
Content Criteria 10 ) 6
Criteria for Product 10 10 10
Formative Assessment 5 5 5
Student reflections ) 4.8 4
Bibliography 10 10 10
Total 100 81.8 91

Maia should have scored a 91 on this assignment (as calculated in the chart), but the given grade
was a 92. This difference 1s likely small, and comes from a mis-add of the italicized section. I have
also put in red the areas where one PST scored better than the other. All in all, the major
differences seem to come from the description of the course and the listing of the knowledge and
standards. Maia’s more robust submission earned her the higher grade. Both PSTs, however,
scored above the pass requirement for the PPp1.
Interview with Dr. Aldebaran

In this section, I take excerpts from my iterview with Dr. Aldebaran to better understand
what, according to her, 1s and should be assessed in this course. All quotes are from either my
notes and/or the transcript and are noted accordingly.

When asked to describe the purpose of her course, Dr. Aldebaran called 1t “a general
methods course” and a “zero to sixty course” (transcript). She explained that this course takes
PST's who have likely never written an objective before to be able to understand how to do that up

through designing a nearly full unit. As the core assignment in this course 1s planning the unit (the
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PP project), the whole course 1s pretty much designed around helping the PSTs to be able to do
that. She added that the “weakness is in classroom management” since the focus of the course is
more on instruction, and while classroom management 1s implicitly covered in the course, it does
not receive much focus or direct attention (ibid).

Up to this point, PSTs have taken general education requirements, such as about “learning
theories” and “motivation,” but especially for secondary PSTs, Dr. Aldebaran expects that they
have had very little exposure to creating learning objectives or planning lessons (transcript). Her
course then covers all the pieces she feels they will need in order to produce a successtul PP. She
covers “differentiation, writing objectives, writing goals” and other necessary components (ibid).

I asked Dr. Aldebaran about the pre-requisite or co-requisite with Course A, the
assessment course. She replied that while PSTs can take the two courses at the same time, she
often discourages it. She explained that even when she taught both courses in the same semester, it
was challenging to time the components to allow the students to build a curriculum (PP) and
assessment (ADP) for the same unit. She added that she has worked with some “very, very
motivated” PSTs for whom she did feel comfortable suggesting taking the courses concurrently,
but in general, this was not the case (transcript). For everyone else, she recommended that they
take her course first, build the full unit, and then take the assessment course at a pace where they
could easily write the ADP based on their fleshed out and completed PP. Since the PP does
include writing an assessment plan, however, she does talk a bit about assessment in her course.
She differentiated this from Course A, and said that she “definels] formative and summative” but
the focus 1s on the performance assessment in the PP, while the ADP in course A focuses mostly

on creating a “final exam” (transcript).
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I asked Dr. Aldebaran what she expects her PST's to be able to know and do by the end of
the course. She replied,
I expect that they know how to write a lesson plan, that they understand the difference
between student-centered plans and teacher-centered plans and that they know how to
differentiate for content, and process, and product. That they know how to identify
students n terms of culture and interest and learning styles, preferences, and multiple
mtelligences so that they can use this to differentiate (transcript).
Thus, she believes that her course prepares PSTs to be able to write quality lesson plans, be able to
distinguish between different goals and components, and be comfortable adjusting the plans to
meet diverse student needs. In summary, she said she would claim that PSTs who have passed
Course C “are ready to now look more in detail at planning within their content area” (ibid). As
Course C comes before content methods courses, she provides PST's with a structure to build
future units that the later courses fill in with specific disciplinary knowledge. Dr. Aldebaran added
that “it 1s very nice” to able to focus on the structure separately from the content, and that it helps
in the methods courses that the PSTs come 1n already knowing the basics of lesson planning.
When it comes to planning her course, she says she 1s “the type of teacher who changes up
things all the time” (transcript). She responds to challenges from the previous semester and uses
books. The course typically begins with looking the “big picture” and considering the foundations
of teaching (ibid). She has students consider their own dispositions, consider their personal
philosophies about teaching, and determine where they want to go from here. As she puts it, “you
have to know yourself first” (ibid). However, despite this introduction, she does not have them
write any formal statements about their dispositions until the end of the semester. From there, the

class looks at student and learning preferences. Next, she transitions to considering curriculum
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maps. For this, she brings in current curriculum maps from all subject areas and the PST's spend
time considering them. As she expects that a curriculum map will be one of the first things they see
when they get a job, she feels that starting with it in class important. After, the PSTs look at
Bloom’s Taxonomy, since Dr. Aldebaran recommends using it to build lesson objectives.

At this point in the semester, Dr. Aldebaran mentioned that she starts modeling the types
of lessons she will want to see her PST's include in their PP. As she teaches the rest of the course,
she implements formats like Jigsaws and Cooperative Learning. She covers assessment plans,
teacher-centered versus student-centered teaching models, and multiple intelligences. As the
semester begins to reach its end, she transitions to a focus on the students and their cultures and
how to embed this into lessons. At the same time, PST's are working on their reflections and peer
review.

One thing to note is that throughout this all, Dr. Aldebaran made several mentions of “21"
Century Skills” (Ananiadou & Claro, 2009). She said that she 1s a “big fan” of them and therefore
the “4Cs are embedded mto everything” (transcript). Thus, whatever else she 1s teaching in her
course, she keeps these 1deas at the forefront and wants to make sure that her PSTs are
considering them in all that they do.

At the very end of the semester, Dr. Aldebaran told me that she gives a reading exam. She
described 1t as “multiple-choice and it’s just to encourage them to use the text” (transcript). This
exam 1s open notes and online. While not difficult, she finds that including this exam 1s a way to
make sure the students engage with the printed materials in the course. She also places it at the end
of the course because it allows her time to read through all the PPs and give grades, since it takes

her about three hours to grade each submission.

101



I asked Dr. Aldebaran about the choices afforded to her as an instructor for this course.
She said that the course itself has a curriculum guide with objectives. All PST's going through the
course must complete the PP. There 1s also a requirement that all PST's taking this course write a
minimum of three fully developed lessons that include differentiation and assessment. Beyond
that, however, how she wants to teach and assess 1s up to her. She gave an example of one semester
when she added a requirement that all PST's use a field trip to a local museum 1in their lesson
planning. Another semester she required her PSTs to include a lesson on a community problem.
She makes the decisions to create these alterations based on a number of factors. Sometimes, she
said, 1t 1s “because I really see an interest” (transcript). Other changes she makes come from new
things she learns from conferences or when she picks up a new technology from a local school.
Essentially, she adapts her course to make it meaningful and relevant to her students.

As the focus of my dissertation 1s assessment, I asked Dr. Aldebaran specifically how she
grades and weights assignments in this course. She said that she makes the core assignment, the
PP, worth 50% of the grade because since the requirement 1s to get a C on it to pass the course,
she wants 1t to mathematically work out that not passing the PP will also directly lead to not passing
the course. The other 50% of the grade, however, 1s a mix of the other course components, and
she did not give me a breakdown. She did say that the mix consists of classwork, field experiences,
journal entries, reflections, professionalism, and participation. She mentioned that she 1s “really big
on reflection” and so there are a number of graded reflections during the course. She also said that
she had tried removing professionalism from the grade a while back, and it led to her seeing
behaviors that she would rather not see, and thus she felt forced to re-add professionalism to the

grade. Similarly, the weight attributed to participation changes based on how the previous semester
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went. It was not clear, however, how any of the components, other than the PP, were actually
scored or weighted.

Dr. Aldebaran also talked about the logistics of being an instructor for this course. As she
has to grade each unit written by all her PSTs (which in the term I interviewed was 48), she
requires that her PSTs follow specific templates and present their work in certain ways. She also
requires certain types of lesson plans (such as the jigsaw) to be included, as this helps with the
consistency of grading.

Interestingly, there were also components of the course that were not assessed. For
example, the PSTs are required to peer review each other’s PP and the peer review 1s handed in
with the final project. Dr. Aldebaran said that it 1s a “subtle way to find out how much of [the PP]
was last minute, but I don’t assess 1t” (transcript). Thus, Dr. Aldebaran includes checks in her
course to help her understand her students that will not influence their grade.

Dr. Aldebaran also referenced academic freedom i her description of the choices she
makes for the course. This freedom even extends to how the PP is assigned and assessed. For
example, she has split the PP into the two components, PPpl and PPp2 because she has found
that grading the first component first helped lead to better and stronger projects, but that it 1s not
common practice. She said that other instructors occasionally choose to focus on various
components of the PP, such as raising the emphasis on writing objectives. Some nstructors have
their PSTs write full plans for up to ten lessons, while she chooses to only require four full lessons.
When she has helped a colleague grade their PSTSs’ projects, she has used their rubrics, because
she felt 1t was only fair to grade the PST's based on expectations given to them. However, she says
that these differences are small in the big picture, and that it does not really change the claims that

can be made about the PST's once they pass, and if the grade 1s different, it will only be by a half
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grade (e.g. B versus B-).

Lastly, I asked Dr. Aldebaran about her conception of fairness when it comes to
assessment. Her answer? “Consistency is the biggest thing” (transcript). In order to ensure
consistency, she grades all PST's from the same subject areas together. She also keeps past
assignments and grading comments to help ensure continuity from year to year. She spends time
researching the subject areas used by her PST's in their projects so that her personal understanding
will not influence the grade. She also said that she works to grade evenly across the disciplinary
areas. As her background 1s in math, she tries to not penalize PSTs if they decide to teach a unit a
way that 1s different from how she would do it.

Overall, Dr. Aldebaran gave the impression of caring about fairness in her course. She
aims to “filter 1t all out” (her biases and opinions) and make sure that she 1s consistent across PST's
and semesters. She makes changes to the course, uses her academic freedom, and brings in new
technology - all with the goal to make the course relevant and meaningful for her PSTs. While it
was not always clear how she grades some of the assignments, it was clear that she keeps track of
her methods and aims to be a fair and equitable teacher for all her PSTs.

Looking across

As mformative as it 1s to look at the four indicators separately, much can be learned from
considering at them together. First, I was able to build a matrix that matched the core assignments
and the bulleted list of goals as stated in the syllabus. I went through each rubric element from the
PPpl and PPp2 and matched it with the bullet that was most closely linked. There was not always a
perfect match, but I did the best that I could, and had my colleague, Katie Cook, conduct a
rehability check (details for determining reliability can be found in Chapter 3). If it did not fit any

of the fifteen bullets, I then decided that the element was either about general mechanics and rule
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following, or not, in which I labeled it other. T also assigned weights to all the components based
on the point values presented in the rubrics. If an element was worth 15 points, I divided 1t by 500
and found that it was worth 3% of the full PP. If an element contained more than one sub-
component, I divided the weight equally. For example, the element “Planning explicitly articulates
how unit will help all students develop understanding” from PPp2 seemed to best fit both
“accommodate instruction to diverse learning styles, which are culturally based” and “demonstrate
a confidence 1n all children and their ability to learn,” I split the weight across both bullets.

From this chart (Table 5.5), I was able to make a number of conclusions. First of all, bullet
3 was the most assessed bullet in the PP. This bullet says, “write clearly stated learning outcomes
and apply principles of systematic instructional planning and decision making which lead to
student conceptual growth” (C3, p. 1). It 1s unsurprising that this bullet holds so much weight
because as the PP 1s about designing lessons, it makes sense that writing outcomes and planning
lessons would be strongly assessed. The next highest weight was general mechanics and rule
following. In a project with so many components, it 1s likely that meeting all the requirements
would be assessed. It can also be noted from the chart that many of the bullets are not assessed 1n
this course assignment. However, since the PP is only 50% of the PSTs’ course grade, one can

assume that the other 509% will come from the other bullets.
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Table 5.5 Matching PP Rubric Elements with Syllabus Objectives

Bullet Assessed

Rubric
Element

% Weight of
Full
Assignment

10

11

12

13

14

15

Other

Mechanics

3.0%

1.0%

3.0%

2.0%

1.0%

2.0%

2.0%

2.0%

1.0%

1.0%

2.0%

0.0%

0.4%

0.6%

2.9%

2.9%

2.9%

2.9%

2.9%

2.9%

2.9%

0.25%

0.5

g |<lald|e |=|o|=|lozlzrm~lEle=IElEl|=|

0.25%

0.5
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Table 5.5 (Continued)

Bullet Assessed
% Weight of .

Rubric Fall 3 5 6 7 8 10 |11 |12 |18 |14 |15 | Other Mechanics
Element Assignment
X 0.25% 1
Y 0.25% 1
Z 0.25% 1
AA 0.25% 1
BB 0.25%
CC 0.25% 1
DD 0.25%
EE 0.25%

0.3 0.3
FF 0.25% 3 3 0.38

03| 03 0.3

GG 0.25% 3 3 3

0.3 0.3
HH 1.0% 3 3 0.33
I 1.0% 1
JJ 1.0% 1
KK 1.0% 1
LL 2.0% 1
MM 3.0% 0.5

0.3 0.3
NN 1.6% 3 3 0.3333
00 1.4% 0.5
PP 1.0% 1
QQ 5.0%

0.7 0.2

RR 1.0% 5 5
SS 3.0% 1
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Table 5.5 (Continued)

Bullet Assessed
% Weight of .
Rubric Full 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 11 12 13 14 15 Other Mechanics
Element Assignment
0.3 0.3
TT 1.6% 3 3 0.33
UuU 1.0%
\A% 1.4% 0.5 0.50
WwW 5.0% 0.5 0.50
XX 4.0% 0.5
0.3 0.3
YY 1.4% 3 3 0.33
77 1.0%
AAA 1.6% 1
BBB 5.0%
CCC 4.0% 1
DDD 2.0% 1
EEE 2.0% 1
Total Weight (%) 24 13 4 1 11 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 11 18
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I next grouped the bullets to see what trends I could assess. I first started with the five

themes set forth i the syllabus, while still keeping other and mechanics.

Table 5.6 PP Element Weight by Syllabus Themes
Theme 1: Student learning 209%
Theme 2: PST Knowledge 449%
Theme 3: Reflection 0%
Theme 4: Professional Dispositions

and Communication 49%
Theme 5: Diversity and Democracy 19%
Other 119%
General Mechanics and Rule

Following 18%

From here, I could see that the PP weighted PST knowledge most highly, and despite Dr.
Aldebaran’s comment in the interview that she cares strongly about reflection, it was not assessed
in the core assignment.

I also grouped the bullets according to the themes that I found when I analyzed the bullets.

Table 5.7 PP Element Weight by My Themes

Designing Curriculum 5H2%
Modes of Communication 49%
Considering Students 149%
Transitioning from Student to Teacher 0%
Engaging in Controversial Topics 19%
Other 119%
Mechanics 18%

From this, I found that the bulk of the weight from the PP was centered on designing curriculum.
This made sense because the PP 1s a curriculum-planning project. Excluding “other,” the next
most amount of weight came from considering students, which also made sense seeing how
strongly the syllabus stressed being a caring teacher and considering the backgrounds and diversity

of the future students.
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Since I did not have rubrics for the non-core assignments in the course, I also aimed to

determine, based on my conversations with the professor, how all the bullets might be assessed mn

the course. This 1s what I found:

Table 5.8 Matching Syllabus Objectives with How Assessed in the Course

Bullet (C3, pp. 1-2)

How assessed

Select and analyze curricular content and goals as well as
adaptations to such within the diverse caring community of
the school

Class assignment of reading a
curriculum map

rp

Critical discuss various philosophies and trends n
curriculum

Class discussion
Teaching philosophy paper

Write clearly stated learning outcomes and apply principles
of systematic instructional planning and decision making
which lead to student conceptual growth

pp

Design and use varied lesson and learning strategies and e PP
analyze their effects
Accommodate mstruction to diverse learning styles, which | e PP
are culturally based
Explain special considerations educators should address e PP

when planning teaching and learning experiences with
Native American, African, Hispanic, and Asian American
children.

Reflectively describe ways which increase student attention,
motivation and learning given the school environment in
general and the classroom in particular

Journal entries
Reflection papers
Group presentations

Show respect for all children and the cultures they bringto | ¢ Reflections
school e PP
Demonstrate a confidence in all children and their ability to | ¢ Reflections
learn e PP

Make the transition from scholar/student to teacher-student | ¢  Professionalism

Show willingness to address controversial 1ssues

Class discussions
Journal entries
Reflection papers

Demonstrate success in using varied communication
strategies, including questioning and discussion

pp

Use technology to learn and communicate

Group Inquiry project
Course presentations
Online discussions

Describe ways to establish positive parent-teacher
communication

Journal

Demonstrate positive interactional skills during small group
discussion and tasks

Class work
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One thing I noticed while making this table was that the reading exam did not fit well into
any of the bullets. Also, even though I was able to guess about how the bullets were assessed, I still
could not determine weights or scoring. Nevertheless, I was able to find places where each bullet
was assessed In some way.

Summary

Course C 1s a complex course that guides PSTs through their learning about curriculum
and unit development. Dr. Aldebaran designs her course with the core assignment in mind, and
plans lessons and activities that prepare the PSTs for success on the PP. In addition to focusing
purely on curriculum structure, Dr. Aldebaran also focuses on the type of teacher that the PSTs
will become. The core assignment and the other components of the course grade come together to
assess how well the PSTs have mastered the beginning stages of curriculum development, as well

as on their ability to reflect upon their growth.
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Chapter 6: Course A
“Some things are indeed hard to assess, I'll give you that, which means sometimes we don’t do it,
even though we should.” -Dr. Polaris, interview
Overview

Course A 1s an assessment course for PST's in the middle of their program. This course
takes place after the general education courses, but before subject-area methods courses and
student teaching. Course A is taught by Dr. Polaris most of the time, and currently, he teaches all
the sections. In the semester when I collected data, he was teaching three sections of this course.
Two of the courses met twice a week, and one course met once per week.

For continuity, all documents related to this course are marked by the letter A and a
number. All people associated with this course have names attached to the Big Dipper
constellation, with Dr. Polaris (the North Star) being the central focus, as he 1s the professor.
Syllabus

The syllabus of Dr. Polaris’ course begins with a list of the “essential outcomes” of the
course (A9, p. 1). These are enumerated and bolded, which i addition to being at the top of the
syllabus, helps to emphasize their importance in the course. The terms are worded using student-
centered language, using a “Students will...” format that matches how PST's are often taught to
create objectives for their own lesson plans (ibid). Thus, this format here parallels this and even
models 1t (perhaps subconsciously) for the PSTs. All the outcomes are then listed as verbs, which
indicate that these outcomes are not just a passive list of knowledge to be acquired, but behaviors
that the PST will need to be able to do. This then indicates that they will be expected to perform in

some way.
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The first essential outcome talks about the principles of assessment. Interestingly, the verb
used for this outcome 1s “explain” (A9, p. 1). PSTs, after taking this course, are not expected to just
know or understand the principles, but to be able to explain them. This suggests that when this
outcome 1s assessed, even if assessed on a written exam, PST's will need to be able to describe how
the principles work. This also suggests an ownership of the knowledge. The second essential
outcome 1s about being able to “meaningfully criique” assessments (ibid). There 1s a bit of
subjectivity in this outcome. Does “meaningful” mean to “correctly” critique, or 1s any critique that
1s supported with evidence justifiable? The third outcome 1s to “construct quality tests” (ibid). As
an introduction to assessment, this outcome 1s expected. It also seems to build off the previous two
outcomes since to construct quality tests, one needs to know what quality looks like and anticipate
potential critiques. The fourth outcome 1s to analyze and use assessment data. Because assessment
scores are only useful if the scores mean something to the assessor, it makes sense that in an
assessment course, PSTs would learn how to take the results from an examination and use those
results to make decisions. The last outcome 1s to “advance... levels of professionalism” (ibid). This
outcome stands out from the other four because it is more about the person taking the course and
less about the knowledge to be developed through taking the course. While the other four
outcomes relate to how well the PST can understand, develop, and analyze assessments, this
outcome focuses on the behavior of the PST while learning and growing as a future teacher. It also
assumes that each PST will come in with a current level of professionalism, which will then be
enhanced through taking this course. Thus, while four of the outcomes relate to assessment, one 1s
focused on the person.

The syllabus then lists fifteen topics that will be covered during the course. These topics

include understanding intelligence, basics of evaluation, different test forms and rubrics, and
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reporting. For a course that only meets for fifteen weeks, and with an exam on two of the weeks, it
appears that this material will be covered quickly.

The next half page 1s dedicated to policy of the course, which 1s reinforced by another half
page about professionalism on page 3. Despite this essential outcome only being stated as 109% of
the grade, it definitely gets a lot of attention in the syllabus. After the initial mention, an additional
270 words are dedicated to explaining professional behavior in the course and the full syllabus 1s
only 870 words. (For comparison, outcome one has 72 words, and outcome two, three, and four
have no additional mention). Procedures for dealing with tardiness are described in detail and
methods for making up absences and personal responsibility are laid out. At least from a syllabus
point of view, it appears that personal behavior in this classroom matters. Dr. Polaris sets a tone of
professionalism and describes what it means to him and what he expects of his PSTs. Thus,
despite the 1096 number, it appears that this component 1s crucial for passing this course.

As part of the professionalism just mentioned, tardiness appears to matter strongly to Dr.
Polaris, as it 1s given its own paragraph. As stated, “excessive tardiness” can lead to a 09 in the
professionalism grade (A9, p. 3). However, one of the sections meets twice a week and the other
section meets for a longer period of time just once a week. It 1s not clear, then, if “excessive
tardiness” 1s the same for both classes. Does Dr. Polaris care about what percent of times one
comes in late? Is it a raw number? Is it how many minutes are missed? There seems to be a
potential for bias because a student who 1s late to class twice in one section might have a different
feel to being late twice in the other. The subjectivity of this professionalism grade 1s acknowledged
explicitly in the syllabus. The difference between a 90% and 100% in professionalism depends on
the “judgment” of the professor (ibid). This subjectivity continues in the explanation of the policy,

with words like “strong” used to describe the necessary engagement in class and in groups (ibid).
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Next 1s a description of all graded components in the course. There are two exams, a
midterm and a final, that are worth collectively 25% of the course grade. Dr. Polaris does provide
study guides, and mentions here that the bulk of the exam material will come from class lectures
and activities, and not course readings. This emphasizes the importance of regular attendance
class and active participation. This 1s not a course where doing the readings at home and showing
up for exams will lead to a passing grade. There are also two major assignments. These are not
described 1n the syllabus other than to be given course percentages, and to mention that while the
core assignment 1s worth 50% of the grade, since it 1s the required assignment for the department,
one needs to score 709% on this assignment alone to be allowed to pass (regardless of the overall
grade). This policy appears to be consistent across all required courses for the teaching major at
this university. Dr. Polaris also says that there will be non-graded assignments that are mandatory to
complete. Even though ungraded, they must be completed in order to receive a final grade n this
course.

In the remaining syllabus pages, there 1s a conversion chart from percentages to letter
grades, and a brief schedule of course dates. For the grades, Dr. Polaris states that there will be no
rounding. For the schedule, Dr. Polaris includes dates for the midterm and final, as well as due
dates for the major assignments. It appears that for sections that do not meet on the same day, due
dates and exams are due as close as possible for each section.

Thus, what 1s important to the professor for passing this course according to the syllabus?
It appears that PST's need to meet all five outcomes through actions, not just understanding; they
need especially to maintain high levels of professionalism as defined by Dr. Polaris (more than the

109% seemingly allocated); they need to complete all assignments, even if they are not for a specific
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grade; the core assignment 1s critical for passing this course; and PSTs will leave this course with a
foundation on the nature of assessment.
Major course assignment descriptions and their rubrics

In this next section, I review the task descriptions and corresponding rubrics for the two
major assignments in this course.

Analysis project (AP).

This assignment is worth 15% of the course grade; therefore, it holds significant weight in
the course and, while not the core department assignment (although from the interview, it seems to
be a constant assignment regardless of the professor or term), it 1s assigned by the professor each
semester he teaches the course. The AP 1s done in four stages, Planning, Administering,
Analyzing, and Reflecting.

In the Planning stage, the PST works with a classroom teacher (CT) to decide upon an
examination that 1s coming soon in class. There 1s some freedom in the choice of the exam, but it
must be one that the CT 1s willing to allow the PST to administer. Dr. Polaris provides the PST
with a blanket letter to give to the CT, explaining the purpose of this task.

In the Administering stage, the PST 1s present in the classroom on the day that the exam 1s
given and 1s in charge of administering the examination. This includes explaining the directions
and answering any student questions (if applicable) during the exam. Additionally, the PST needs
to take note of the student behaviors and reactions before, during, and just after the exam. If there
1s a template to help guide the PST, it 1s not included in the task description.

In the Analysis stage, the PST, under the guidance of the CT, is to grade the student exams
and create a test sheet. While this 1s not explained in the task itself, based on seeing sample

assignments and talking with Dr. Polaris, it 1s clear that this sheet 1s following a method that 1s
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discussed 1n class. Once the sheet 1s made, the PSTs are required to analyze the results and look
for possible reasons why students may be getting certain questions wrong.

In the Reflection stage, the PST needs to consider how the experience of the AP has
informed their development as a teacher. There are guiding questions that can be answered, but it
appears that the goal 1s to get the PST thinking in general about administering an examination.

The rubric for this assignment tells the PST what they need to do to get a 100%, but there
1s no given weighting scale or intermediary scoring information. The elements are:

1. You provide a clear and detailed explanation of classroom context.

2. You provide a detailed description and critique of administration.

3. You provide a clear, accurate and precise presentation, explanation and
mnterpretation of results.

4. You use proper tools in preparing data summaries.

“n

You provide appropriate and clear suggestions for use of results.
6. You provide a quality reflection.
7. You follow the guidelines provided and turn in an easy-to-follow report, cleanly
presented, on time, mostly free of mechanical errors (A2, p. 3).

The seven elements are listed as necessary for the 1009, followed by this comment: “As
these requirements are not met, the grade will be lowered accordingly” (A2, p. 3). Without the
commentary that likely accompanied this task description in class, it 1s unclear how to understand
this comment. Are all seven components equally important? Additionally, the vocabulary used 1n
the descriptions of each component 1s subjective, and without the additional commentary, can be
hard to decipher. Dr. Polaris uses terms like “clear and detailed” or “appropriate” or “quality,”

which may not invoke the same ideas in everyone. This subjectivity leaves room for possible
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misinterpretation, but also gives the instructor significant freedom to understand the goals of each
PST and not be boxed nto a specific point score. Overall, when reading just this task description,
it 1s hard to see what 1s most important. What 1s clear, though, 1s that following the instructions and
including all components is at least a minimum requirement for acing this assignment. This theme
of following mstructions continues to be present here, as it was in the syllabus.

Assessment development project (ADP).

The ADP is the core assignment of this course. As with all core assignments in this College
of Education, a score of 70% or better on this one assignment 1s required for passing this course, n
addition to passing the course itself. The general idea of this assignment 1s uniform across all
sections of this course, regardless of the term or the instructor, as it 1s a departmental assignment.
The exact components and rubric, however, are still under the jurisdiction of the individual course
mstructors.

According to the task description, this assignment 1s designed to measure three of the five
essential outcomes: demonstrating knowledge of testing principles, constructing assessments, and
professionalism. To do this, the PST 1s required to construct a “summative assessment plan” (A1,
p- D).

Like the AP, the ADP is composed of four stages, or as named in the task description,
“parts” (A1, p. 1). This time, however, the four Parts are given their own weight, which provides
some insight ito the relative importance of each. The four Parts are described next in detail. First,
though, there are several big picture aspects of the ADP that should be discussed. The second
page of the task description is allocated to giving general guidelines for the task. Most of this page 1s
dedicated to structural directions, such as what the title page should look like, how the assignment

should be formatted, and reminders about language and spellcheck. The additional mstructions
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remind students about the rules on plagiarism and the scoring requirement. It 1s not clear from the
description if this adherence to detail 1s for ease of grading or because 1t has some mherent
purpose within test development. In either case, it appears that these rules must be followed and 1t
points back to the importance of “professionalism” in this course.

Throughout the task description, clear instructions are given. Sub-components for each
Part are numbered, key elements are bolded, suggested word lengths are given, and as summary, a
rubric for what 1009 on each Part would require 1s provided. Like the AP, rubrics in the ADP do
not give relative weights to the sub-components, and descriptions use subjective terminology.

Part 1 1s worth 20% of the grade and 1s allocated toward describing the unit for which this
assessment would be used, and creating an assessment blueprint. First, PSTs need to determine
what hypothetical unit they want to be assessing. If PST's are currently enrolled in the curriculum
course, they may use that unit, but it 1s not required. PSTs are given the freedom to choose
whatever unit they want (within reason, and related to their major), and the choice of unit is not
really graded. Because this course 1s taken prior to a disciplinary methods course, it makes sense
that Dr. Polaris does not grade PST's on the appropriateness of their unit. As long as a generally
reasonable unit 1s described, has an introduction that 1s “clear and helpful,” and backed with
Standards, then it 1s sufficient (A1, p. 3). Second, PSTs need to build a test blueprint. In the
blueprint, PSTs need to incorporate outcomes for the students, three “cognitive complexity
columns,” assessment type, and relative weights for all (ibid). This will end up looking like a
matrix. Third, students need to write a paragraph or two defending their choice of weights. This
explanation 1s to be “general,” which may be because students are not yet expected to fully know
their content yet, and making a strong blueprint with real weights would require this knowledge

(ibid). Fourth, students need to describe and explain their choice for the length of the assessment.
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In the second part, PST's actually use their blueprint and hypothetical unit to create a
traditional assessment. This component 1s worth 40% of the grade. Dr. Polaris provides a list of
item types (and number of items for each type) for the PSTs to choose from. The completed
assessment must be formatted as it would be formatted for students. Then, PSTs need to create an
answer key for their assessment and provide rubrics for any essay tasks. Next, PSTs need to create
an additional item bank of supplemental items. These must be formatted like a test and include
directions, but an answer key need not be provided. Lastly, the PSTs need to imagine that one of
their students has a special need and must describe how the assessment would be modified to meet
this need. Inclusion of all these pieces, plus adhering to general assignment guidelines and being
neat and clear, 1s needed to receive 100% on this component.

In the third part, which 1s worth 30%, PSTs need to reimagine their assessment and design
an alternative assessment to assess the same unit. First, PSTs must describe the assessment,
including details about cognitive demand and purpose. Second, PSTs must create a task
description sheet and format it exactly as it would be given to students. This must include the
purpose, the procedures, a ime frame, a rubric, and a description of the final project. Additionally,
this description must anticipate student concerns and respond accordingly. While this addendum
1s not described in detail here, it likely refers to concerns like choosing partners or how to help
students develop additional background knowledge, as this 1s how Kochab completes this
component in his submission. Interestingly, in the summary rubric for this section, attending to
student concerns 1s not listed as part of the necessary components for receiving 1009%. It 1s possible
that this 1s wrapped into the description sheet component.

Finally, the fourth part is a reflection worth 109% of the grade. There are two required

reflections. In the first, PSTs are asked to reflect upon the full experience and describe how the
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overall process “measured [thelr] classroom assessment knowledge and skills” (A1, p. 7). This s a
meta-reflection where they are asked to consider if the ADP 1s a good tool for the course. For the
second reflection, PST's are given a list of several goals set forth by the Teacher Education
Department at their university and the PSTs are expected to explain how this assignment did or

did not help them reach these goals. These goals are:

[E—

Demonstrated knowledge of state and national standards

2. Learned how to establishes {sic} high level learning goals for your K-12 students
3. Learned how to use traditional and alternative forms of assessment

4. Learned how to adapt mstruction and assessment for a diverse population

Learned how to use technology and have become technologically literate

“n

6. Reflected on teaching and on K-12 student success (A1, p. 7).

Between both reflections, PST's are expected to write two to four pages. In the rubric, PSTs
are reminded to be thoughtful and to provide a critical analysis, as well as to reflect upon all the
components and to use examples.

Thinking about the AP and the ADP together.

Taking the two major assignments together, which comprise 65% of the total course grade,
we can understand a bit more about what 1s important in this course. First, the attention to rule
following and professionalism 1s highlighted. While the ADP makes the professionalism link
explicitly, both put considerable emphasis on the structure of the assignment. PST's are expected
to follow instructions, stick to the guidelines, and complete all components. While the
professionalism grade may be a separate course grade, it 1s not truly separate here. In fact, much of

the grade from both of these assessments adheres to it.
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Second, both assignments have rubrics to describe how the assignment will be graded, but
they are not rubrics in the traditional sense (with a matrix and score levels). Instead, Dr. Polaris’
rubrics are a list of components that must be included in order to get 100%. Using the wording of
“will earn a score of 1009 1f” suggests that 100% 1s the starting point and that points will be
deducted as necessary. This differs from how Dr. Aldebaran grades Course C, where her rubric
lists what 1s needed to get a C, and then PST's can get a higher grade if the expectations are
exceeded. Thus, the emphasis on the target grade 1s shifted depending on the model. With Dr.
Polaris’ model, it seems to appear that what 1s expected of PST's 1s 100%. It 1s not clear, then, how
likely 1t 1s for someone to get a low grade on this assignment if they include all the components.

Third, there seems to be a clear focus on structure, rather than substance. PST's are not
graded on their content of their examinations, nor on the accuracy of their claims about students
and the students’ learning of the particular units, as shown by the accommodations not being
graded on accuracy. In both assessments, the focus appears to be on the PSTs” ability to
demonstrate an adherence to a development and analysis format, even if the actual analysis 1s
faulty. For example, PST's need to provide a reasonable unit in the ADP, but it will not be assessed
for appropriateness for future students. Similarly, PSTs need to suggest reasons for why students
are scoring poorly on a particular test question for the AP, but they will not be graded on the
correctness of these hypotheses.

Graded PST submissions

As useful as 1t 1s to look at a syllabus and the task descriptions and rubrics to understand
how PST's are assessed in a course, what makes it real is also looking at graded assignments. I was
fortunate that Dr. Polaris gave me three graded assignments, two AP assignments and one ADP.

The AP samples include markings and comments by Dr. Polaris, while the ADP sample 1s a clean
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copy with no notations. All three were of PSTs who scored well, which afforded me the
opportunity to see what excellent work looked like, although not the opportunity to see the pass
line. In this section, I will summarize what I was able to learn about the assignments from these
samples. I read through each with lenses focused on what was being assessed, what mattered, and
what could be “wrong” without penalty.

Graded AP.

The two PSTs for whom I have sample work on the AP, Yildin and Anwar, scored within
one point of each other. Yildin scored a 979 and Anwar a 96%. It appears that Yildin lost his
points in his introduction of the examination he 1s analyzing. According to the task description, one
1s to “Clearly state the purpose of the assessment. List outcomes being assessed.” Yildin merely
states that the purpose of the examination 1s to “ensure that all students met the ... benchmarks for
... semester one” (A6, p. 2). Anwar, on the other hand, in addition to stating that the purpose was
to “evaluate student learning of the material in chapter 6,” lists the knowledge being assessed on
the examination, and receives the comment “nice clear intro” (A7, p. 2). When the task
description says that the PSTs need to state the purpose of the examination, merely stating that 1t
was to evaluate student knowledge 1s a sufficient explanation, and PSTs do not need to look
deeper. When I first read Yildin’s sample and comments, I thought that the fault was to not go mto
more detail about the purpose for this individual exam, as he had not talked about how 1t fit into
the term and why the test was designed the way it was. However, seeing that Anwar received full
marks, I can now see that Yildin’s error was to not also list the content objectives. Neither student
gives a deep purpose. Thus, I can conclude that Dr. Polaris wants PST's to understand that

examinations are given to assess specific knowledge.
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It appears that Anwar lost her points in her description of the administration of the
assessment 1n the classroom. This perplexes me because this information (about class size and
classroom set-up) 1s not included at all in Yildin’s assignment. This leads me to believe that it was
not that her description of the classroom was lacking, but that she was supposed to instead describe
the lead up to the examination in more detail. Yildin describes how he and his CT worked
together to develop the examination and prepare for this project, and Anwar only mentions that
she prepped by watching her CT administer the exam during earlier periods. Thus, while the
comment says that Anwar could “say more,” it appears that it 1s not just the lack of words, but
specific content that 1s missing (A7, p. 3). This then indicates that the write-up of the AP was meant
to reflect upon a more detailed interaction between the CT and the PST. In the task description,
PSTs are told to “discuss the project with [their] cooperating teacher” (A2, p. 1). Based on the
comments in the submissions, this discussion was intended to both prepare for the administration
and be noted 1n the report.

While not directly assessed, it appears that the relationship between the CT and the PST
can influence the performance on the AP. Yildin makes frequent references to what he has
learned from his CT, and it results in strong descriptions of the preparation, the administration,
and the reflection. Anwar, on the other hand, seems to be less connected with her CT, and while
she does note some collaboration, she describes her experience with a more helper-type
description, talking about how she helped her CT catch a student who was cheating. This
difference 1s also notable when Yildin talks about how he uses his CT’s strategies for getting
classroom attention, while Anwar talks about the struggles to get the attention n her class. It 1s
possible that these differences stem not from the relationship, but from the personalities of all

mvolved. Nevertheless, it indicates that success on the AP might be partially influenced by both
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personality factors and placement. PST's in placements with CTs who are more reserved and less
likely to share knowledge (or PSTs who are shy and less likely to communicate with their CT) will
likely struggle more on this project that PSTs who have strong relationships with their CT, and
could even possibly learn less from the assignment.

Both Yildin and Anwar mention that their examinations are multiple-choice. While it 1s not
required 1n the task description to use a multiple-choice exam for the analysis, I wonder if it makes
succeeding on this project easier. If nothing else, it likely makes the scoring of the examinations
faster, which will allow for more time for analysis before the assignment 1s due. Without seeing
samples from PSTs who struggled with this project, however, I cannot claim that this will make a
significant difference. I can only point out that it might be something to consider in future research.

Part of administering the examination requires the PST to observe the student behavior. It
mteresting that Yildin and Anwar come to very different conclusions from similar behavior. Yildin
mentions that several students during the examination seemed to relax and that this was
“deceiving” because these students ended up with low scores (A6, p. 3). Anwar, on the other hand,
mentions that “it [1s] pretty clear which students [know] the material” (A7, p. 4). I noticed that
while the task description requires the PST to take notes on student behavior and reactions, there
1s not a template provided nor 1s there a reference to observing in a similar manner as done in
class. Therefore, I am left to conclude (perhaps incorrectly) that the PSTs are given the freedom to
observe and note in the way that feels most comfortable to them. Yildin walks around with a
notebook and Anwar sits at the front of the room. Both PST's describe the behaviors that they
notice, but they are quite different and described differently (as shown above). It appears that it 1s
expected that PSTs know how to observe student behavior and that it 1s a skill that 1s expected for

this course but not taught.
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Both Yildin and Anwar provide a type of scatterplot to display the scoring distribution of
the examination that they administered and scored. Both have positive comments next to it from
Dr. Polaris, indicating that this 1s what expected to receive full points for this component.
However, Yildin has an interesting situation where his y-axis (number of students) has the number
2 written twice, and with no point actually landing on the lines that correspond with the labels.
Anwar does not have a y-axis at all. This indicates that the purpose of this component is to display
the work, but that the accuracy of this display does not factor into the grade. What does matter,
however, 1s that the data 1s displayed in this format and that there are also given the mean, median,
and mode.

Another teresting thing about the work 1s that Anwar writes how many tests she graded,
while Yildin does not. Anwar also gives reasons for why every single question on her examination
may have been gotten wrong, but Yildin only gives reasons for 11 questions. Part of this
discrepancy might be that Yildin’s test had 84 questions and Anwar’s had only 20. However,
because the task description does not say how many need to be analyzed and both these students
got full points here, 1t appears that what only matters 1s that analysis 1s done, and not quantity.

What also does not seem to be evaluated 1s how well these questions are analyzed. The
PSTs are expected to give reasons for questions that many students got wrong, but they are not
expected to look at the student data to determine why. Yildin often says things along the lines of
the students “likely needed to spend more time studying” (A6, p. 6), and Anwar refers to why she
found the questions challenging when she attempted the test (A7, p. 9). From my own analysis and
review of the PSTs” work, I also noticed that the grading did not depend on the correctness of
these analyses. Yildin even managed to analyze the wrong question compared to what he claimed

(he suggests that question 30 was challenging because the background knowledge mentioned
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climate, but question 30 1s about football), but Dr. Polaris does not deduct points for it. Thus, the
AP 1s checking that PSTs are looking at wrong questions and coming up with hypotheses, but 1s
not concerned with the accuracy of these claims.

However, both PSTs clearly spent time analyzing the data and looking for reasons. Anwar
took the test as a student to see where she found the test to be most challenging. As she took the
exam, 1t appears that she tried to find ways to get the wrong answer, and then 1if multiple students
got a question wrong, she attributed it to this error. For example, she found that she mistook 5"as
576 on one question, and assumed that the students might do the same (A7, p. 9). Yildin, in the
question mentioned previously, spent time looking at the wording of the questions and looking for
potential bias (e.g. with using climate as the context). Both PST's also looked beyond the test
questions and wanted to find external reasons for errors. Yildin researched one student who did
particularly poorly and checked with the CT to confirm his conjectures (A6, p. 6). This student
had put his head down during the test, and Yildin found out about home life issues that were
mterfering (potentially) with in-school behavior. Similarly, Anwar checked with her CT and found
that many students had either not been completing their homework or had transferred from
another teacher, and that this might be leading to lower test scores. Anwar did not confirm her
analysis by matching the students with low scores to these students, but she did show some initial
research mto her students’ backgrounds. This indicates that part of what made both PSTs’ projects
strong was that they looked for understanding both within the exam itself and with the classroom
behavior. Demonstrating both skills appears to be important for success on the AP, even if the task
description and rubric do not say this explcitly.

Interestingly enough, while the AP task description does not appear to be measuring or

developing classroom presence, both samples mention that this project helped with this skill.
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Yildin talks about using the C'T’s method for capturing attention (A6, p. 2) and about learning to
answer student questions without giving away the answer (p. 3). In his reflection, he even states that
as a result of this task, “I have a stronger sense of self-confidence in the classroom” (p. 23). Anwar
also stated that this task was “a great opportunity to practice being in front of students” (A7, p. 10).
While not an assessed portion of the AP, it does nevertheless appear to be an element of it.

Finally, when looking at both reflections, it appears that the PSTs have learned to
demonstrate what they know and feel comfortable discussing their success. I cannot tell if the task
itself was wonderful, or if the students know that being positive in a turned-in assignment is a good
strategy. Yildin calls the task “beneficial” (A6, p. 23) and Anwar calls 1t “very valuable” (A7, p. 10).
This may be written because it feels expected, but nevertheless, if nothing else, 1t 1s clear that the
PSTs have claimed the benefits of the AP.

In summary, from looking at two samples from PSTs who scored high on the AP, I have
learned that a number of things matter in this assignment. First, following directions matters. Yildin
lost points for not listing specific objectives of the examination, and this seemed to be the purpose
of describing the “purpose” of the examination. Directions also seemed to matter when Anwar
described her classroom set-up, when it appeared that the implied goal was to talk about the pre-
exam set-up. Thus, giving detailed descriptions was not enough - rules needed to be followed.
Second, there appeared to be an implicit value that was attached to the relationship between the
PST and the CT. Yildin, who seemed closer to his CT, was both more involved in the
examination process and was able to write more about it, and he received more positive comments
when he explained how he prepared with his CT for the administration. Third, while observation
of student behavior 1s a requirement for this assessment, how this ought to be done does not

appear to be covered in this course. It appears to be a pre-requisite that 1s expected. Fourth, there
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was a specific model for how to set up student test score analysis that was expected to be followed.
Both Yildin and Anwar were praised for their creation of the scatterplot. Fifth, existence of analysis
1s more important than accuracy of analysis. For this task, what seemed to matter was that the PST's
looked at the data and tried to make conclusions, but the veracity of their conclusions did not
factor in to the grade. Sixth, learning about classroom management appeared to be a side effect of
the AP. While not the stated purpose, or even assessed, both PSTs mentioned growing in this area
as a result of completing this task. Seventh and lastly, this task rewards positive reflection upon the
process.

In addition to the seven points above, there were a few additional things I learned from
looking across the two documents. This assignment strongly indicates that the course is a mid-
program course. The purpose of this task 1s to gain experience, and to practice giving, grading, and
analyzing an assessment. Using the data analyses as an example, practicing using a given structure
seems to be the goal. The implication 1s that getting used to the process now should translate to
successful analysis later once the PSTs have taken more content-focused methods courses and
gained more classroom experience. Poorly defending correlations or making potentially false
conclusions 1s not currently a concern. Another note 1s that, without seeing multiple samples, 1
cannot know 1f all PST's choose multiple-choice examinations to analyze, and if this choice makes
the AP easier or harder to do. It appears that the analysis format is straightforward for a multiple-
choice test, but there might also be a format provided for other test formats. Another concern 1s
that I am not able to ascertain if this task is easier or harder with certain grade levels and subject
areas. It 1s possible that this could change the difficulty level of this task. Lastly, I wish I could see a
pass-line sample, as I can learn much from seeing a sample that 1s excellent (because it allows me

to see what it looks like to enact the full purpose of the task), being able to see a pass-line could
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help me better understand what 1s weighted the highest and what can help a PST to just get the
necessary grade for completion. I recommend that future research analyze pass-line submissions.

Graded ADP.

The sample work I have from the ADP was done by Kochab. This sample 1s a bit different
from the ones for the AP because it 1s a copy of the original, and does not contain any of Dr.
Polaris’s markings. It also does not contain an exact grade, although Dr. Polaris informed me that
this work scored in the 95-1009% range. Thus, when I am analyzing the task I am going to assume
that whatever 1s present 1s indicative of what Dr. Polaris wished to see when he handed out the
assignment.

One of the things I had to constantly remind myself when analyzing this submission 1s that
this task was not assessing a PST’s content knowledge. As this course comes prior to any
disciplinary methods courses, the focus of this task 1s on structure development. Thus, as the
students are to create a fake unit to put a final assessment at the conclusion, they are not going to
be assessed on the plausibility of this unit actually working in a classroom setting, nor are they
assessed on how well a test would measure this knowledge. These two plausibilities require
knowledge that the PST's have yet to learn. Thus, I had to remember to not read with the lens I
would use to assess a unit and final exam of a current teacher. I had to suspend my disbelief when
Kochab’s unit included reading two full Shakespeare plays in one high school English unit.

Another notable thing about this submission 1s that 1t 1s 33 pages long, including the title
page. While it 1s double spaced and one-sided, the ADP 1s still a significant undertaking. With all
the components and the sheer length, from the outset it looks like a project that will take
considerable time to complete, and thus feels appropriate for a core assignment that will influence

the passing of this course.
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For Part 1 in the ADP, Kochab, as instructed, gives a general description of the unit he 1s
assessing and spends a page detailing the outline of the unit prior to the assessment. When asked
to “discuss any prior knowledge or skills” (A2, p. 3), Kochab mentions that in order to read the
two plays, his students will need to know how to read Shakespearean English and will want to have
some background on the “cultural and political situation in England at the time these two plays
were written and performed” and therefore he will start his unit with lessons on these topics (A3, p.
3). I find it interesting that the prior skills comment 1s taken to mean that he needs to mention
what he needs to teach in the unit. In other contexts, I have heard of prior skills as describing what
you expect the students to already know when entering the course. Based on this sample, however,
my understanding was not the intended one, or at least not enough of a difference to significantly
influence Kochab’s grade.

Part 1 also includes a blueprint, and Kochab’s has clearly followed the required format. He
has six student objectives, and they are all written with the “Students will be able to” stem. He
separates out his objectives for the traditional test and the alternative assessment. He includes three
cognitive levels, and he places his test components accurately between his objectives and his levels.
For example, he places a vocabulary matching section as a low cognitive demand task to assess the
objective about being able to “identify the meanings of common Elizabethan words” and an in-
class essay as a high cognitive way to assess the ability to “distinguish thematic and textual
differences” (A3, p. 4). Kochab also chooses points and percentages that appear to align with his
goals for this unit.

On the next page, however, when he 1s asked to verbally defend his point values and
weighting, his descriptions are vague. He can explain why some components weigh more than

others, but does not really talk about relative weight. He does say, “each outcome is given the
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weight equal to the amount of knowledge needed to generate a satisfactory response” which shows
that he 1s at least thinking about weighting (A3, p. 5). It might take more content knowledge,
however, to be able to really know how to create weight. Thus, this blueprint and the description
indicate that the goal of this assignment 1s to get PST's thinking about the processes behind
teaching, even if they have yet to really know how it works.

In many places, Kochab continues to highlight that he 1s still a PST, and has not yet had
classroom teaching experience. For example, he plans to assign a take-home essay with one night
to complete it, and also on the night before the written m-class exam. This shows that he 1s not
accounting for the real-life influences on his future students, and is not yet aware of how time
works for teenagers. Nevertheless, things like student time management come with experience, and
Kochab is not yet expected to have learned this. This time management again comes up in his
description of how long he expects his exam to take students. He gives them fifty minutes to
answer ten matching questions, ten multiple-choice questions, and 10 short answer questions, and
to write two essays. However, again, the ADP does not appear to be measuring Kochab’s
knowledge of student time, and therefore this conclusion, for now, is mostly irrelevant. All it does
1s highlight that the core of the assessment course 1s not rooted 1n the ability of the PSTs to yet be
able to accurately understand either the content or the students.

In the second part, Kochab attaches the traditional examination he has created to end his
unit, following the instructions from his blueprint. According to the task description, he must
include student-friendly directions and format the exam as a student would see it. Over the next
few paragraphs, I will take excerpts from this test and come to some conclusions about what we

can, and cannot, assess about Kochab from this submission.
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The first thing I notice when I look at the examination 1s the general directions. Kochab
writes, “Write a bit more on the back of each sheet if needed” (A3, p. 8). This direction 1s
informal for directions, and missing a comma. Nevertheless, it is clear that Kochab has given some
thought into how his students might want to interact with the test and has provided the requisite
space to do so. Thus, it suggests that while not yet an expert direction writer, he 1s taking into
consideration how he should format his spacing to allow for student thought, and suggesting that
his students take the time and space needed to consider their answers.

Next, there 1s the matching section, which from the blueprint, will be about understanding
Elizabethan English and be measured using low cognitive demand. The first section, however,
while low demand, is not necessarily age-appropriate for his target grade. Asking 11"-grade students
to match “didst” with “did” seems to be below grade level. Yet, as the ADP is not a content-
focused task, Kochab is not being assessed on how well he knows what content to include for his
hypothetical students, and he does have six options for five matching words, which means he has
considered how to eliminate guessing from his examination. Here, we can see that, structurally,
Kochab is doing as expected. His next matching section exhibits similar results. The word choices
might bring in some construct-irrelevance by asking words mn the definitions that might not be in
their common vocabulary (e.g. using the word “honorific” instead of title), and he might get some
calls from parents for using the words “cuckold” and “bastard,” but again, he uses six options for
five questions, so his knowledge of the structure of matching is sound (A3, p. 9).

In the multiple-choice section, we again see the same pattern. His questions are not
evaluated through the lens of a content expert, but regarded as practice writing multiple-choice
items. He experiments with different answer lengths, and avoids making the right answer always

they longest choice. These strategies fit the guidelines found by Haladyna and colleagues (2002) in
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their research about best practices for writing multiple-choice questions. From their research, 85%
of the textbooks i their sample recommend making “choice length equal” to avoid unnecessary
distractors, and the remaining 15% of the books said nothing (as opposed to being opposed) (p.
314). While, technically, Kochab does not make all his choices the exact same length, by avoiding
a pattern, he achieves a similar goal. Kochab puts no more than four items on a page, giving plenty
of space for students to think and draw out their ideas. He avoids cluing in his questions, and when
the next question 1s asking about whom Hero marries, the prior question refers to him only as “her
betrothed” (which might bring in some bias around vocabulary, but at least shows a concern about
clueing) (A2, p. 11). According to Hadalyna and colleages (2002), 95% of textbooks on multiple-
choice writing recommend avoiding clueing (and the other 5% said nothing (p. 314). Sull, there are
some concerns. For example, question 20 has no correct answer, although that 1s possibly a type-o.
The biggest issue 1s that the exam does not show a deep understanding of the content, but that 1s
not the purpose of the examination.

The other major 1ssue with this examination 1s the provided rubric for the essays. The
three essays each have rubrics that are provided to the students with the essay prompt. Providing
these rubrics indicates that Kochab understands the importance of being clear with expectations,
and understands that providing weights can help students know what needs to be included. The
rubrics, however, are very general. For example, Kochab has “Explanation of how the character’s
actions help shape the genre of the play 1s logical and robust” worth 5 points (out of 15) (A3, p.
16). What does it mean to be “robust”? Will students reading this rubric know what 1s expected of
them? Further, when Kochab uses this rubric later to assess his students, does he know what the
difference 1s between receiving 3 points or 4 points? Thus, while providing a rubric, with weights,

shows that Kochab has thought about how he would grade this essay, the generic breakdown with
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large point values indicates that he has not fully thought through how it would be graded 1n
practice. Of course, the trick here 1s that it might take reading several student responses until a
more completed rubric could be developed. To create a more fine-grained breakdown now would
likely lead to a rubric that does not reflect the material presented by the students and might end up
attributing points poorly. Thus, from the submission, we can learn that Kochab has a general
understanding for how he would grade student essays, but cannot know from the provided work
how his rubric would act in practice.

Additionally, the rubric for the Take-Home essay is even more generic than the in-class
essays. There are eight points (out of 30) allocated to “The writing 1s creative and uses new 1deas
while staying in the realm of realism in the play” (A3, p. 17). It 1s not clear how these points would
be allocated in practice. What Kochab does demonstrate, however, 1s that despite offering his
students two choices for the essay, he has managed to create a rubric that will be usable for both
essays. It would need further mspection to ensure that one essay choice 1s not significantly easier
than the other, and that the page restriction for the essay 1s reasonable, but it still demonstrates that
Kochab was able to come up with two options for his students that theoretically could be graded
on the same scale.

After the traditional assessment, Kochab adds, as directed, a Supplemental Item Bank
(SIB). I had assumed, from the task description, that these items would be additional questions
that could be substituted into the traditional examination. Seeing Kochab’s work, however, it
appears that instead these 1tems are alternative ways to assess the same material as in the traditional
test. For example, in the traditional test (A3, p. 12), Kochab asks a short-answer question about
how Shakespearean comedies always end, and in the SIB, students are given the statement “The

play ends with marriage or the promise of marriage” and are asked to select between comedy and
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tragedy (A3, p. 20). Thus, seeing that this was how the SIB was enacted, shows that a different skill
1s being assessed than I originally understood. The SIB 1s not for questions that were cut because it
would make the test too long, but instead 1s assessing that PSTs can think of multiple ways to assess
the same material. However, with only one sample work, I do not know if this was the same
interpretation for all PSTs.

The area where mitial thinking and format 1s prioritized over content knowledge and
knowing about students 1s most easily seen in the final component of Part 2, where the PST 1s
asked to 1magine a student with a special need in his class and adapt the examination as
appropriate. Kochab goes above and beyond by considering two students with different special
needs, mstead of just choosing one. As the task description states, this component will require
“Intelligent speculation” (A1, p. 4). This speculation 1s clear because to make accommodations
accurately, one would need knowledge of special education and proper adaptation techniques.
However, the PST at this point in his or progression (or perhaps ever, since it will likely be a
special education teacher who makes the actual accommodations for students) may not have the
necessary knowledge to know how to make assessment adaptations, since a special education
course 1s not a required pre-requisite to Course C. Therefore, the PST needs to just make their
best guess, and likely be judged on effort, not outcome. Ways that I can see that Kochab 1s making
logical guesses 1s in how he makes his adaptations. For example, he gives his student with ADHD
time and a half. When explaiing his thinking, Kochab explains that this 1s enough time for his
student to finish, but not so much time that it would be an unfair advantage. The explanation itself
shows care and concern, but the calculation appears to essentially be random, even if commonly

used in schools. Nevertheless, Kochab exercises thought, and is rewarded for it.
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Another example of privileging thought and effort over accuracy 1s when Kochab says he
will have his student take the exam in a room without other students and without a window (A3, p.
21). This might be helpful for the student, or it might not. Kochab demonstrates that he does not
yet know about accommodating examinations, but he is offering a suggestion. For his other
hypothetical student, he offers to give her the text one page at a time to minimize stress. While this
seems like 1t will be a good 1dea, one then quickly realizes that he 1s now having her take the test in
a quiet room, one page at a time, and then must come back to the main room to get each next
page. Would this really be less stressful? I do not know, but I am not confident it would work. I
would need to consult her special education teacher and read her IEP to be sure.

Finally, Kochab once again reveals that he 1s unaware of the potential time constraints of a
school. He says he will proctor his student with ADHD during his time and a half in a separate
room. While it would be great if all teachers could proctor extra exam time to offer support and
answer questions and keep students on task, the logistical constraints of doing so while also having
a full course load of other students may not be possible. Nevertheless, Kochab 1s showing that he 1s
thinking about his potential students and demonstrating a willingness to think about
accommodation, and for that, he receives the A.

In Part 3, Kochab designs an alternative assessment for his students. He decides to have
the students write and perform a skit based on the characters from both plays. It is an interesting
1dea, as it has the students consider both of the plays and their characters, and then find a way to
mix the two genres. It is likely, as Kochab claims, that the task uses a high level of cognitive
demand. Interestingly, in an attempt to focus on the content and not the performance aspect,
Kochab reiterates several times that the performance itself (other than length of ime and equal

participation) will not be graded. The purpose of this component appears to be to get the PST
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thinking, and, as such, it 1s not fully graded on what comes from that thinking. I also guess that part
of what sets Kochab’s submission apart from the other PSTs, 1s that he, unbidden, gives
adaptations to this alternative assessment for his two chosen students with special needs. This
adaptation 1s not a required element, yet Kochab does it anyway. This demonstrates that once in
the mindset of the classroom teacher, Kochab 1s thinking about all his pretend students.

The big takeaway from Part 4, the reflections, 1s that Kochab knows how to “talk the talk.”
He 1s able to express that he learned and grew and can point to specific components of what he
learned. For example, he states that he “understand|s] that no one assessment tool will be able to
cover a whole classroom without some type of adjustments being made” (A3, p. 30). Whether this
1s something that was actually learned through the experience or it was something mentioned n
class that sounded pertinent, Kochab’s inclusion of this statement at least highlights that he knows
that this point 1s important. Assessments are a great tool for teaching, but there 1s no magic
solution. Kochab also mentions other important teaching skills, such as revision and reaching out
to colleagues for help.

From his second reflection, where he talks about the College of Education goals, it
becomes apparent to me that class time was used to develop the ADP submission. Kochab
references justifications to his choices that do not appear to be present in the submission. I am left
to assume that as he developed his project, he worked with his peers in class and made
adjustments and defended his work where necessary. He talks about “realistically” mapping out his
test. From what I saw in his length description, it did not appear to be realistic, but if he claims it 1s,
then I am guessing he spent class time trying it out. Penultimate, he mentions that this project
made him pay attention to formatting, which leads me to believe that Dr. Polaris did pay close

attention to the format of the designed test, even if he did not read the content questions. Lastly,
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Kochab adds the final line describing what he learned from this experience: “instruction needs to
be aligned with assessment” (A3, p. 33). How exactly writing a test and adapting it leads to this
conclusion is not entirely clear, but he claims to have learned it.

Interview with Dr. Polaris

In this section, I take excerpts from my interview with Dr. Polaris to better understand
what, according to him, is and should be assessed in this course. All quotes are from either my
notes or the transcript and will be noted accordingly.

When asked to describe the course that he teaches, Dr. Polaris replied that it was a course
n assessment and evaluation that looks “mostly from an academic point of view.” By this he
clarified that the course was not looking at assessment designed specifically for “special education,
or motor skills, or affective tests,” but that the purpose was to get PST's thinking about how to
evaluate academic knowledge 1n the classroom (interview notes). He says that most of the course 1s
“technical.” By this he meant that there 1s a focus on writing traditional and alternative assessments
and how to use them in the classroom. Thus, the assessments in this course should align to this
purpose, and it 1s not surprising that the core assignment, the ADP, 1s assessing the PSTs’ ability to
write both.

Dr. Polaris expects that the PSTs who enter his classroom already understand what 1t
means to be a teacher and have a philosophy of education. Also, since the curriculum course
(Course C) 1s either a pre-requisite or a co-requisite course, he expects that by at least mid-semester
his students know how to write objectives, use standards, and create student outcomes. He also
expects that the PSTs in his classroom know how to be students and can demonstrate scholarly

behavior. They do not need to know anything about assessment, but they should know how to
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learn. Thus, his course covers assessment knowledge and writing, with only a minimal portion of
the course focusing on how to be a teacher.

I asked Dr. Polaris what he expects that his students will know and be able to do by the end
of the semester. Dr. Polaris picked up his syllabus and read me the five essential outcomes, and
then handed me a copy of the syllabus. It 1s interesting to note that he was the only professor
whom I interviewed who made this link as explicit. Thus, what he says he wants students to learn
and what he tells the students they will learn is wholly aligned. Essentially, he believes that in the
end, his students will “know assessment really well.” He backed this claim by stating that their
recent CAEP accreditation had mentioned how well the students at this College of Education knew
assessment. Interestingly, in addition to listing the outcomes, Dr. Polaris also added a bit of
commentary. What stood out to me, was that he added, when talking about traditional tests, that
there was “nothing wrong if done right.” This makes me think that in addition to teaching his PST's
how to write and analyze assessments, he will also share this view with his students that tests are not
bad, despite what the PSTs might hear on social media, in the news, or from other outside sources.

Dr. Polaris and I talked about the assessments he gives in this course and how PST's get
their grades. During our discussion, Dr. Polaris told me that the ADP was worth 409% of the grade.
The syllabus says 509. This discrepancy may be due to spoken error, or perhaps, because he has
taught this course so many times, 409 might be what the assignment used to be worth. Regardless,
the ADP is worth a considerable amount of the grade. Dr. Polaris also added that if students can
write a summative assignment, then he assumes that they can write minor assessments. This claim
influences how and what he grades. In terms of weighting, he attempts, to the best of his ability, to

align the weights in his course to what he finds most important.
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Speaking of grading, Dr. Polaris said that he does not give full rubrics, or as he says, he 1s a
“a rubric minimalist”. He believes that when rubrics are detailed, they may not only freak out
students, but they can limit both creative thinking and the teacher’s professional judgment. He
believes that rubrics are intended to show the students what the teacher 1s looking for, but should
not be overly prescriptive. He says that if you want to include details, only put the top requirements
and then say as those are not met, you will lose points, but he does not think that “richness” can be
captured 1n a rubric. This explains both why the rubrics on his task descriptions are so vague, and
why Kochab wrote general rubrics as well.

Dr. Polaris also says that he grades in a way that he hopes will reflect the mastery of the
goals in the course. PST's are given “ample opportunity” to review submissions with him before
submitting them. He encourages the PST's to meet with him early on and he will give feedback.
Major assignments do, however, have “drop dead dates” where after which no submission will be
accepted.

Both the ADP and the AP are departmental expectations, and thus Dr. Polaris assigns
them. The two tasks are not some surprise assignment that has been handed down from on high.
Instead, they are “agreed upon” by the department and its members. The weighting of these
assignments, however, 1s up to him. He has found, furthermore, that if the students can do well on
these two assignments, it 1s likely that they can also do well on the other components of the course,
like quizzes and tests. So, even if not much room is left in the rubric for the other components, it 1s
expected that the students can do them. And, while there are no official rules for the weighting of
the two departmental assignments, Dr. Polaris said that if you weighted it around 5%, “your

colleagues would be all over you.” Thus, there is academic freedom, but within reasonable limits.
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Looking across

As mformative as it 1s to look at the four indicators separately, much can be learned from
considering them together. Looking across, I was able to build a matrix that matched the course
assignments and the essential course outcomes as stated in the syllabus. To build this matrix, I
started by putting the objectives as the columns and the five graded elements (midterm, final, AP,
ADP, and professionalism) as the rows. Then, I broke down the AP and the ADP using the
rubrics. Because there was no weight assigned to the components of the AP and the ADP, I gave
each component equal weight. Then, using the information from all the four indicators, I filled in
my chart. Also, because I had no real information about the midterm and final other than what was
stated in the syllabus, I decided that it was likely that each would balance the three objectives most
easily assessed in paper-and-pencil format. Because I had no real information to help me support
this further, I divided the weight equally.

As I built my chart, I realized that I needed to add two columns n addition to the five
objectives. One column was for General Mechanics and rule following. Often in the rubrics there
was a space for following the format or including all the proper components. Also in here one
sometimes found references to spelling or grammatical errors. Because this was so prevalent, I felt
it was necessary to include grading weight specifically for this. T also found that there were elements
assessed 1n the projects that did not directly relate to any of the 5 essential outcomes. However,
because these were varied, I labeled this column as “other.” The chart 1s posted below (however,
all objective names and rubric elements have been replaced with letters and numbers for IRB

security. As with Course C, I had Katie Cook help me conduct rehability tests.
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Table 6.1 Matching Course Components with Course Objectives
Assignment Total Component |1 |2 34| 5| General | Other
Weight
following
Midterm 10%
Final Exam 15%
AP 15% a. 1
b. 1
C. 1 1
d. 1
c. 1
f. 1
g. 1
ADP 50% la. 1
1b. 1
lc. 1
1d. 1
le. 1
1f. 1
2a. 1
2b. 1
2c. 1
2d. 1
Ze. 1
of. 1
20, 1
3a. 1
3b. 1
3c. 0.5
3d. 1
3e. 1
Professionalism 10% a. 1
b. 1
C. 1
d. 1
Totals 100% 2111552 4 11 4

In this format, the chart, while iteresting, did not lead to any apparent conclusions because, using
the number 1, everything was weighted equally. I soon realized, however, that if I transposed my

matrix and added weighting, I could recreate the course as it was designed through assessment.

143



Table 6.2 Transposed Matching of Course Components and Course Objectives

‘Assignment With weight [Midterm | Final Exam AP ADP Professionalism
| Total Weight 0% 5% 15% 50% 10%
10 15]2.14]2.14]2.14[2.14[2.14[2.14[2.14 [2.78 [2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.78 [ 2.50 [ 2.50 [ 2.50 [ 2.50
Component a. b. c. d e. f. g. Ta. [Ib. [Ic. [Id. [le. [If. [2a. [2b. [2c. [2d. 2e |2 2o [3a. [3b. [3c. [3d. [3e. [a. b. e d.
1 13.9% 033 033 I T
2 10.5% 033 0.33 I
3 153% T I I I 05 I
4 12.6% 033 0.33 I 1
5 10.0% I T T T
General mechanics 293% I I I I I I I I I I I
& rule following
[Other 92% T T T T

Z.ooming in to what 1s important, one can see how the grade 1s calculated based on which elements

are assessed where:

Table 6.3 Weighting of
Essential Course Elements
Essential Weight in
Element Course
1 13.9%
2 10.5%
3 15.3%
4 12.6%
5 10.0%
General
mechanics &
rule following 29.3%
Other 9.2%

Nearly 309% of the course grade comes from General Mechanics and Rule Following. Thus, this
course, which does not put this as an essential objective, nevertheless gets the bulk of its grade
from this element. This weight comes from the sheer number of times this comes up on the
rubrics of the AP and the ADP. Each portion of both assignments has this in some form on its
rubric. It 1s possible that the actual weight each time 1s lower, but this still shows the point that
without following the rules or using general mechanics for the English language, one’s grade in this
course would suffer.

With the second highest weighting, after mechanics and rule following, 1s outcome 3. This
outcome, that students can construct quality assessments, 1s unsurprisingly highly assessed. From

my conversations with Dr. Polaris, this stood out as critical for the purpose of this course.

144




Furthermore, since the ADP 1s designed around this element, it 1s apparent that the department as
a whole sees this outcome as essential. It 1s interesting that this key outcome 1s histed third and not

first, 1f 1t 1s the most important. However, as hypothesized earlier, it might be that outcomes 1 and

2 are precursors to outcome 3, and thus the first three outcomes are listed in the order they will be
covered 1n the class.

Interestingly, with equal amounts of least weight, at 109% each, are professionalism and
being able to meaningfully critique assessments. Professionalism being 10% 1s not that surprising,
since 1t matches what was said in the syllabus. Critiquing also being only 10%, however, 1s
surprising because the AP, which 1s dedicated this essential outcome, 1s worth 15% of the grade.
However, this means that one third of this project does not actually assess the core of the
assessment. In fact, when considering just the rubric for the AP, only one of the 6 rubric elements
attends to critiquing. The rest of the weight attached to this element actually comes from the mid-
term and final exam.

Another major thing that stood out from looking across all the indicators was that this
course 1s not discipline or subject specific. This matters because 1t means that the assignments and
projects are not graded based on plausibility of being actually usable in a classroom. Because the
PSTs are still early in their program and have not yet taken any subject specific methods courses,
the purpose of this course 1s to understand the structure of assessment writing and analysis. This
leads to an interesting outcome, because it means that PST's can receive full marks for designing an
assessment or supposing why a student got a question wrong without being “right.” The purpose of
this course 1s not to ensure that PSTs can make actual usable tests, but that they know the structure
so that when they learn more in their methods course, they can apply what they learned from here

mto it. Similarly, the PSTs do not need to actually know why the students got questions wrong, but
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they need to know how to look for errors and have experience coming up with hypotheses. It
appears that the theory 1s that this knowledge will be transferable, and will improve with methods
course experience. In future projects, it would be interesting to see how this plays out in reality.
One way to do this would be to analyze tests written by these PST's once they have completed their
methods course, and to interview them about their philosophy and approaches toward assessment
once they have taken both courses.
Summary

Opverall, Course A prepares PSTs to be able to design and critique academic course
assessments. The assignments, both core and otherwise, prepare PSTs for this goal, providing
practice and guidance. Additionally, Dr. Polaris emphasizes professionalism and rule following,
requiring that the PSTs not only learn the course material, but also to act and present their work

specific ways. By the end of the course, PSTs should have a strong introduction to assessment and

be able to use what they learned in future courses.
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Chapter 7: Course BD
“Do I scale back or do you bump up?” - Dr. Altair (transcript)

“I think we have a good sense of what our students can do i our course, but overall as a
program, it 1s hard to say because we are all different.” - Dr. Deneb (transcript)
Overview

Course BD 1s a technology class for PST's in the middle of their program, although it 1s a
bit different from the other two courses I studied at Galaxy University. While it still takes place in
Phase 2, which is after general education courses and before method courses and student teaching,
this course 1s currently taught by multiple instructors and in different forms. In the semester when I
conducted my research, Dr. Altair was teaching a fully online version of the course, and Dr.
Deneb taught a hybrid version. There was a third mstructor, but he was not part of my study.

For continuity, all documents related to this course are marked by the letter B or D and a
number. All documents associated with Dr. Altair get the B, and have names from the Aquila
constellation. All documents associated with Dr. Deneb are denoted with a D, and have names
from the Cygnus constellation.

Because there are two separate mstructors, there are separate syllabi, assignment sheets,
and rubrics. However, because they are still connected to the same course, I analyze the
documents all in this same chapter. As I work through the sections, I highlight the key points from
each document and include a summary section comparing and contrasting when appropriate.

It 1s important to note that while the mterviews were conducted in one semester, the
professors for both versions of the course gave me their materials from a different semester. Thus,

unlike the other courses for which information is all contained in one semester, Course BD
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contains information from three. Nevertheless, since the course is still taught by the same
mstructors, the variation in the data should be minimal.
Syllabi

Dr. Altair’s syllabus.

Possibly because this is an online course, the syllabus for Dr. Altair’s section of Course BD
1s quite extensive. Her syllabus 1s posted on her course website, and 1s several website pages long,
which translates to even longer PDF pages. As I describe her syllabus, I will cite each page both by
website page (B1-B8) and by PDF page length within each website page (page number).
Combined, the name will follow the format of “BX, p. x.” There 1s some repetition in the syllabus
that 1s likely due to the website nature. Unlike a paper copy that 1s normally read from front to
back, websites are more fluid in their order and thus it may not be expected that PST's will read
every page in detail.

Before the syllabus begins, Dr. Altair starts her website with an introductory page
welcoming her PSTs to the course. After her general welcome, Dr. Altair gives a short written
mtroduction to the course. She explains that the course covers “teaching” and “learning” and both
words are bolded for emphasis (B8, p. 1). She also bolds the full sentence saying that the syllabus
may be “changed or altered” before the course begins (ibid). She then continues with a paragraph
about general expectations for an online course and recommends that PSTs who have never taken
an online course before follow a link to the university’s description of how the online system
works.

Next, Dr. Altair copies the description of the course as written in the course catalogue.
Presumably this 1s the same description regardless of which section the PST takes. She then lists

the courses that are pre-requisites for the course, which include Course C and admittance to the
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teacher education program, and then gives a short biography about herself. Her biography 1s
professional, mentioning her research nterests and experiences. She concludes this page with a
photograph of her face, which potentially 1s to give a human aspect to this online course.

The first page of the syllabus begins with a more thorough prose description of the course.
The adverbs used n the introductory paragraph are “critically and creatively,” suggesting that PST's
are expected to take an active role in their education for this course (B1, p. 1). In the next two
paragraphs, Dr. Altair emphasizes key words and 1deas with bolded text. She emphasizes “practical
examples” and “discussions of the pedagogical and ethical 1ssues” (ibid). Thus, this course 1s not
jJust about theory, but also has a strong focus on practice. Dr. Altair also emphasizes that this
course 1s “not” about merely learning how to use technology or about becoming prepared to teach
technology use to future students (ibid). Instead, the purpose of this course is to learn how to
mtegrate technology mnto the teaching practice.

The second page of the syllabus details the course standards. Dr. Altair explains that this
course 1s based on the International Society for Technology in Education’s (ISTE) National
Educational Standards for Educators, as well as the state’s professional standards for teachers. She
then lists the standards word for word, and concludes with a statement that PSTs will demonstrate
that they have met all these standards by submitting a web-based Summary Portfolio (SP). Dr.
Altair adds an extra comment at the bottom of the page warning PST's that this course 1s computer-
based, and that if they are not familiar with the computer or its programs, they “will need to allow
extra time” (B2, p. 3). In fact, her entire warning 1s bolded for emphasis. She also reminds PST's
that 1f they have not taken the pre-requisites, they will not be permitted to take the course.

The next web screen is allocated to detailing the resources that will be needed for the

course. As stated in bold at the top of the screen, there are “no required textbooks” for the course
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(B3, p. 1). Instead, PSTs should be prepared to use the course website and the Internet to find and
view all required readings. Dr. Altair offers an optional textbook if the PSTs want something more
concrete, but buying this book is not required. She also suggests that if the PST's are more
comfortable reading printed materials, they should acquire a binder to keep all printed versions of
the electronic text. She warns, however, that PSTs should not print out material too far in advance
because material is likely to change.

After the text information, Dr. Altair lists 16 bullets that contain information about
required electronic devices and software necessary for the course. Websites and plug-ins are listed
as hyperlinks with short descriptions of how or why they will be used. For example, one bullet says:
“Canvas Conference, Skype (http://skype.com/) or Google Hangout
(http://www.google.com/+/learnmore/hangouts/) for online Office Hours - your choice” (B3, p. 3).
Thus, PST's are informed that office hours will be held electronically, and that they have three
options for how to attend. Another bullet informs PSTs that they will need to create a twitter
handle and follow Dr. Altair. Interestingly, PST's are told that they will need also to have course
notifications sent to a smart phone. It 1s not clear if the notifications will contain the same or
different information from the tweets, and 1f having a smart phone will be a real requirement for
the course. Other than the smartphone, all the other bullets contain links to and descriptions of
materials that should be free, or at least relatively cheap, to acquire.

The subsequent web screen 1s dedicated to “Policies and Expectations” (B4, p. 1). The first
line states that all work “must” (bolded for emphasis) be completed using a computer (ibid). PST's
are informed that if they cannot get an application to run on their personal computer, they may use
the computer lab in the Education Building on campus or in the umiversity library, and hyperlinks

to both locations are included. She adds a bolded note that the people who work in the computer
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lab are there to help with “technical difficulties only” (ibid). They are not there to help with the
content of the course material nor are they there to teach the PST how to use the software. For
emphasis, she bolds that PST's should, “please not ask” the lab workers for this kind of help (ibid).

The next policies are about participation. In terms of online discussions, Dr. Altair
explains that the course discussions are to be “student-lead” [sic/ (bolded for emphasis), although
she will facilitate and clear up any misconceptions (B4, p. 1). Dr. Altair also explains that there will
be group projects that all PSTs will be required to complete. She acknowledges that group work in
an online setting may be challenging, but that to “participate fully and contribute” (also bolded) 1s
both expected and required (ibid). PSTs are expected to be professional in their collaboration, and
the syllabus states that learning to be collaborative 1s “critical” for future teachers (ibid). At this
point in the syllabus, how these discussions and projects are to be graded 1s not mentioned. She
does mention, however, that there will be no exams in the course. She also says that she will return
all work with feedback two weeks after it 1s due.

Web screen five of the syllabus 1s dedicated to general course requirements. Throughout
this screen, Dr. Altair bolds key words to help focus attention and highlight key points. First, Dr.
Altair calls attention to the course website and encourages her PSTs to pay regular attention to the
announcements posted there. She warns the PST's that as the course progresses, there will be more
information to wade through so they should be active in their scrolling and can use a service to
update them of new material. Second, Dr. Altair reminds PSTs once again that the syllabus may be
revised throughout the course, and that any changes will be announced. If the change 1s to a due
date, she will be sure to make the announcement with enough time to react. Third, Dr. Altair

mentions that as an online course, the PSTs will have considerable responsibility for staying on
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track. She warns the PST's that there will be a substantial workload for this course, and that they
will not want to find themselves falling behind.

After the general notes, Dr. Altair dedicates space to describing what it means to be a
successful online student. She provides two bulleted lists describing what “experts” believe to be
traits of successful online students (B5, p. 1). In addition to the lists, she includes a citation to the
experts, and a link to a readiness quiz that the PST's can take on their own time to see if they are
well positioned to take this version of the course.

There 1s next a list of ten bullets that describe the “learner requirements” (B, p. 2). Many
of these bullets include items that have already been mentioned in the syllabus (like backing up
files, working in teams, and checking the course website), but here these requirements are bunched
together and explaied i some more detail. For example, mstead of just telling students that they
need to check the course website, she says that it should be checked “daily” and daily 1s bolded
(ibid). There 1s some new information provided as well, such as information for PST's with
documented disabilities on how to get course accommodations, and notes for international
students.

Finally, the page concludes with a green box about academic dishonesty. Dr. Altair states
that all forms of academic dishonesty “including all forms of cheating, falsification, and/or
plagiarism” will “not be tolerated,” with the second quote being bolded (B), p. 3).

Web screen six details the assignments that will be part of Course BD. Dr. Altair begins
with a paragraph about iming and due dates. First, she reminds the PSTs again they should
reference the course website to find all their readings and that due dates can be found there. She
explains that despite this being an online course, which will offer a bit of flexibility, PSTs should

still plan on meeting assignment deadlines. She tells her PSTs to not plan on turning in the bulk of
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the assignments at the end of the course, and suggests they should instead budget their time
throughout the semester. She also explains that modules will be “released in groups” throughout
the semester (B6, p. 1). PSTs should not expect to be able to see everything about the course from
Day 1.

After these introductory warnings, Dr. Altair has a section on assignments. She begins by
informing PSTs that all assignments will be due at midnight on their due date. She also reminds
students that all assignments must be submitted into the correct dropboxes, and that she will not
accept emailed submissions. Additionally, she says that some assignments will be short and
technical, while there will also be “longer, more complex activities” that will allow the PSTs the
ability to show off their new skills (B6, p. 1).

Next, Dr. Altair lists all the assignments that will be included in the course with short
descriptions. The assignments are:

1. Designing “technology-infused” lessons. These lessons can be built off lessons
designed for other classes as long as they are adapted to meet the new requirements
and the PST has asked permission from Dr. Altair first (B6, p. 1).

2. Creating several lesson components that use technology. These components are
things like videos, handouts, and web pages.

3. Contributing to the online discussion forums. PSTs will be graded on both quantity
and quality of the contributions.

4. Researching technological tools that will likely be used in their future classrooms.

Participating in a virtual showcase.

“n

6. “Developing content to support student learning,” which will be done as a

collaborative group project (B6, p. 2).
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7. Creating an online lesson that will be used to teach peers, as well as completing
online lessons designed by peers.

8. Writing reflections in response to given prompts.

9. Creating an online, digital Summary Portfolio that encapsulates all that was learned
during the semester. This SP is the core assignment in this course, and as such,
requires a C grade in order to pass Course BD.

While the assignments are listed and enumerated, no point values or weights are given at
this point.

Grading 1s given a separate heading on this web screen. While there are no exact details
still about point values or weights, Dr. Altair does explain that these details will be provided on the
course website within the different modules. She explains, however, that some assignments will be
credit/no credit, while others will be graded more thoroughly. She says that, “to receive credit for
an assignment, the artifact must be technically correct AND have appropriate pedagogical
content (B6, p. 2, bolded as presented in the syllabus). Additionally, Dr. Altair comments that
PSTs should expect to turn their best work in from the start, as revisions are seldom accepted. For
credit/no credit assignments, Dr. Altair informs the PST's that despite the lack of numerical grade,
it 1s still expected that the assignments be completed. Lack of submission can cost a PST up to 2
points (although what these 2 points mean in practice 1s not explained). Also, assignments get a
“109% point deduction” for each day it is submitted late, up to three days late. After three days, the
assignment may not be accepted, although it 1s not stated that it will definitely not be accepted, so
there 1s some ambiguity left in this statement. Finally, Dr. Altair says that “the third late

assignment will receive 0 points” (B6, p. 3). Thus, it 1s clear that Dr. Altair expects that
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PST's turn in their work on time and failure to stay on track will lead to a significant decrease in
grade.

At the bottom of the screen, there 1s a green conversion chart from numerical to letter
grades. While similar to Course A and Course C, the chart is not identical. What is notable about
this chart 1s that it stops at 70%. Anything below a 70 counts as an F for this section of Course BD.
This makes sense since one needs 70% in this course to get College of Education credit for it.
There 1s no explanation of how rounding will work n this course. Academic honesty 1s again
mentioned and PSTs are warned that not submitting original work will be dealt with accordingly.

The last page in the syllabus 1s mostly about communication. Dr. Altair provides methods
for reaching her directly, through email, phone numbers, office hours (both in person and digital),
and twitter. She reminds the PST's, however, that they are expected to communicate professionally.
In terms of professionalism, Dr. Altair writes two paragraphs on how PSTs should communicate
professionally with each other, as the course will include many PST-PST conversations. She
reminds them that written words are often harder to convey meaning through, and thus they will
need to be careful in what they say. She also says that professionalism means working evenly in
their groups and “carrying your own weight” (B7, p. 2). Most importantly, however, she bolds that,
“All are entitled to respect” (ibid). Thus, professionalism, even if not one of the course standards,
still holds an important role in this course.

Dr. Deneb’s syllabus.

Dr. Deneb starts her syllabus with a short description of Course BD. She also includes a
bolded and red-text sentence emphasizing that PSTs must score a C in this course i order to get
credit for the College of Education. She states that failure to attain this grade will lead to the PST

needing to repeat the course.

155



After the introduction, Dr. Deneb lists the course objectives. These objectives are the same
I'TSE Standards as used i Dr. Altair’s section, excluding the added state standard. She provides a
hyperlink to the standards so that PSTs can read the standards in more details.

In the next section, Dr. Deneb provides a conversion chart from numerical to alphabetical
grades. Unlike Dr. Altair, Dr. Deneb gives percentages for the D range, as well as all the other
letters. Dr. Deneb also tells PSTs to look at the course calendar (elsewhere in the document) to
see the list of assignments and their due dates. If they want more details, they can consult the
course website. She adds a note that work cannot be resubmitted for a new grade unless they have
previously asked her for permission.

In the subsequent section, Dr. Deneb covers her course policies. The first policy she
discusses 1s about academic dishonesty. She writes in bold that Galaxy University has a “zero
tolerance policy” for this behavior and hyperlinks to a site (D1, p. 2). The hyperlink is no longer
active, but it is likely because the syllabus I am analyzing 1s not for a current term. She then states
that she will be using “plagiarism detecting software” and gives a list of the various ways a person
may commit academic fraud (ibid). As consequence for academic dishonesty, she says that PSTs
will receive a failing grade n the course, in accordance with university policy.

Her next policy 1s written both in bold and in green text for emphasis. This policy 1s that all
work must be submitted by the start of class on the day it 1s due. Unbolded, she adds that it 1s the
PSTs’ responsibility to use the course website to stay up-to-date about deadlines. Both sections
reference the same platform for accessing the course website, but it seems to be individualized per
section. Dr. Deneb then rebolds and uses green text again to state that any work submitted more
than twelve hours late may not be graded, or if it 1s graded, points will be deducted. This rule,

while emphasized, appears to give Dr. Deneb a bit of flexibility with how it will be enforced.
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The third policy 1s also bolded and written in green text. It 1s that PSTs should “schedule
about 6-9 hours per week for this course on the computer” (D1, p. 2). In plain text, she adds that
handwritten work will not be accepted.

While not given its own heading, the syllabus then transitions to talking about course
assignments. Dr. Deneb explains that PSTs should plan on completing one or two modules most
weeks. She states that modules will be released a bit in advance of the week so that PST's can get a
head start on the work, but not so far in advance that it interferes with their ability to learn at a
reasonable pace. Additionally, she adds that some assignments will be due at 11pm on Tuesdays,
while others will not. All due dates and times are listed in the calendar section of the syllabus. Dr.
Deneb also includes a short note about keeping materials. She tells her PST's that they need to
have access to the materials they wrote all semester long, and therefore recommends using a flash
drive or Google Drive.

The next section 1s dedicated to course materials. PSTs are to have access to a computer
that can access the Internet. They need to activate a special account that will allow them to submit
their SP. A hyperlink to the activation site 1s provided. PST's also need to have access to Microsoft
Suite or its equivalents, including a document builder, a presentation builder, and a spreadsheet
application. A hyperlink 1s provided to reach OpenOffice. Lastly, PSTs need to have Adobe
Acrobat Reader and Dr. Deneb provides a link to download the free desktop version, and she
mentions that there are also phone and tablet applications that they can download 1f they want.

The syllabus concludes with a detailed calendar for the semester. Dr. Deneb lists class
times, when to start modules, and when assignments are due (both date and time). From this
calendar one can see that the assignments will be 14 modules, a tech survey, several online

discussions, a telecollaboration, a WebQuest, a proposal, a lesson plan, a Moodle, a showcase, and
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a portfolio. Unlike Dr. Altair’s syllabus, however, summaries of the assignments are not provided
here.

Looking across the syllaba.

Dr. Altair has a considerably longer syllabus than Dr. Deneb. It 1s likely that this difference
1s due to the fact that Dr. Altair’s course 1s taught entirely online, while Dr. Deneb teaches a hybrid
course. With the additional face time, Dr. Deneb likely can describe her course verbally to her
PSTs. Also, with this course being the first online course for many PST's, Dr. Altair has to add
additional information about how to take and participate in an online course that Dr. Deneb 1s
able to skip.

Drs. Altair and Deneb give very similar descriptions of their courses with only two
differences. Dr. Altair says the course will “help” PST's to “critically and creatively apply the
concepts, principles, hardware and software associated with the infusion of technology in solving
educational problems and meeting challenges” while Dr. Deneb instead says the course will
“ouide” the PSTs (B1, p. 1 & D1, p. 1). Also, Dr. Altair says that the PST's will have the “roles as a
classroom teacher” while Dr. Deneb calls these the “roles as facilitators of learning” (ibid). This
suggests that they are describing the same course, but attempting to use their own words. It 1s
mteresting that Dr. Altair uses more traditional wording (“help” and “classroom teacher” while Dr.
Deneb uses more inquiry-based vocabulary.

Both instructors put a heavy emphasis on academic honesty. Both provide links to the
university policy and say that PSTs who plagiarize may fail the course. Only Dr. Deneb, however,
says she will be using detection software.

In terms of deadlines, both professors tell their PST's when assignments will be due and put

the responsibility on the PST for getting work i on time. Dr. Altair will allow her PSTs to turn in
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two assignments up to three days late, while Dr. Deneb will only accept work up to twelve hours
late, but does not give a cap on how many times this can happen. Both inform PST's that they
should plan on submitting their best work the first time, as revisions are likely not accepted.

Unsurprisingly, Dr. Altair’s class has a much larger list of required digital matenials. As a
fully online class, there needs to be software and hardware that will allow for this course to replace
the face-to-face meetings of Dr. Deneb’s course. Both professors, however, appear to have put
thought into how to keep costs low for students. Only Dr. Altair provides written instructions for
how to access computers, but again, her syllabus needs to be longer since she does not have the in-
class time to explain her policies. They both, however, strongly recommend acquisition of a flash
drive (or equivalent) to keep copies of all submitted work.

A final difference 1s that Dr. Deneb lists the full semester’s worth of assignments and their
due dates in the syllabus and Dr. Altair does not. Instead, Dr. Altair sends PSTs to the course
website to see this information. This difference may relate to Dr. Altair’s comments about how the
course may change throughout, while Dr. Deneb does not provide this caveat.

Major course assignment descriptions and their rubrics

For both sections of Course BD, the core assignment 1s the Summary Portfolio (SP). This
assignment 1s departmentally designed and given to all PST's taking Course BD. The exact
directions, however, are adjusted at the discretion of the individual course mstructors. To pass the
course, PSTs must score a C on the SP, but what counts as a C also may vary by instructor.

In general, the SP 1s a web-based project where the PST must summarize what they have
learned about technology and learning with respect to the course standards. From looking at both
task descriptions, it appears that the PST's design a website with webpages dedicated to each of the

standards. On each page, the PSTs must describe and explain how they have met the standard,
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and provide examples (often with live hyperlinks) of how they have demonstrated their learning.

The website 1s to be professional and well-made, and grading depends on both the quality of the

content as well as the presentation.

Dr. Deneb and Dr. Altair give their PST's 1dentical rubrics for the project, even though

their directions differ. There are 23 possible points for this project. Twenty-one of the points are

divided evenly among the seven technology standards. For each standard, a PST can score

Unacceptable (1 point), Acceptable (2 points), or Target (3 points). In general, Unacceptable 1s

described as having a basic awareness or understanding of the standard, Acceptable 1s

demonstrating some knowledge of the standard and how to use it, and Target 1s using the standard

in a meaningful way. Each standard, however, 1s given its own description with levels pertaining

more specifically to the point of the standard. In Figure 7.1, one can see (from left to right)

descriptions of the standard, unacceptable, acceptable, and target. I have highlighted the key

differences using color and underlining.

Il. Leader: Educators seek out
opportunities for leadership to
support student empowerment
and success and to improve
teaching and leaming.

Detailed Performance Indicators

Exhibits awareness of digital
tools and their uses in a global
and digital society.

Exhibits the knowledge and skills
to participate as an engaged
professional in a global and digital
society.

Exhibits the knowledge, skills, and
attitudes of an innovative
professional in ways that embrace
empowered leaming with
technology, advocacy for equitable
access, and serves as a model for
colleagues

Figure 7.1 SP Rubric Excerpt

The remaining two points in the rubric are for professionalism, defined as having correct

spelling and grammar, as well as using a layout and design that enhances the project. Despite the

identical rubrics, however, the cut-point for passing differs. Dr. Altair states that PSTs must earn

14.5 points to pass the SP (B10, p. 1). Dr. Deneb, on the other hand, requires that PST's earn 16

points to pass.

It appears that both instructors provide a template for their PSTs to follow while

completing the project, although only Dr. Deneb gave me a copy of hers. Both mstructors gave me
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sample works, and from a quick overview of the samples, it appears that their templates were likely
quite similar, although it seemed that Dr. Deneb separated out the description of the standards
from the examples, while Dr. Altair asked her PSTs to weave the two together.

One difference in the task descriptions 1s that Dr. Deneb offers her PST's the chance to
write a sample reflection narrative before starting the project. She tells her PSTs in the task
description that if they write a sample, they can give it to her for feedback. Another difference 1s
that 1t appears that Dr. Deneb releases the task description much earlier in the semester than Dr.
Altair does. These opportunities for starting early and getting feedback might contribute to why Dr.
Deneb has a higher cut-pomt for passing.

Dr. Deneb’s template.

At the top of the document, Dr. Deneb tells her PST's to save this document as a copy in
their drive. Next, she gives instructions in blue font, and tells her PST's that wherever they see blue
in the text, it will be for directions only. It appears that what the PST's write in this template will be
the text to copy mnto their website when they get to that point in the project.

The portfolio 1s to start with a cover page that talks about who the PST 1s. They are to put
their name, their major, and their desired grade level. Then, they are supposed to talk a bit about
themselves, focusing on their teaching philosophy. Also, they are to give a brief overview of their
portfolio and what it contains. Dr. Deneb explains that the PSTs do not need to fill a page, and
should only write what needs to be included. She also tells the PSTs to include a professional
photo in their cover page. This can either be a headshot or a cited graphic.

Next, the PSTs are to dedicate a page to each of the technology standards. For ease, Dr.
Deneb includes the standards with all the sub-standards in the template. She tells the PST's that

they can copy the standards directly; although they will need to bold which sub-standards they will
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talk about with their artifacts. Additionally, although it is only written once, PST's are to talk about
the standards in their own words, as well as copy the exact wording.

Then, for each standard, the PST's need to have two sections. One section 1s about what
they learned about the standard and how they have grown. Dr. Deneb suggests labeling this section
“What I did to accomplish this” (D3, p. 3). In the second section, the PSTs are to include
hyperlinks to examples of work they have done this semester that highlights these new skills.
Alternatively, Dr. Deneb tells her PSTs that they can integrate these two sections, weaving the
examples into the prose.

After listing all the standards and providing place to develop the standards, reflections and
narratives, Dr. Deneb provides her PSTs with a table of nearly all the assignments covered i class
during the semester. She does mention that this 1s the same template for all her sections, so some
assignments may be extra or missing, and they should modify the list accordingly. In the table, next
to each assignment name, Dr. Deneb provides columns to help the PSTs organize their work. One
column is for which standard they want to connect to, one is for whether they have included it in
their narrative already, and one 1s for the document name as saved on the PST’s personal device.
The stated purpose of this table 1s so that PST's can stay organized throughout the semester and
more easily complete their SP at the end of the semester. Dr. Deneb does add that many of the
assignments 1n the course will meet more than one standard, and thus it 1s up to them to decide
how to best make the matches, and this will depend on how they wish to talk about what they
learned from any given task.

Finally, Dr. Deneb gives a brief overview of how the PSTs should write their final
reflection. She suggests including three headings, “What I've learned,” “What I still need to

accomplish & 1deas for doing so,” and “What 1s important if I am going to integrate technology
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successfully” (D3, p. 10). She then states that this reflection 1s a “key element” of the SP and that 1t
should be kept brief. Thus, while PST's should think hard and carefully about how to answer these
three prompts, brevity 1s still important.

As a last note, Dr. Deneb warns her PSTs about copying from the template into the
website. She recommends de-formatting all the text first, because otherwise the coding may transfer
strangely. She also suggests that it may be easier to copy the standards from the actual standards
website, instead of from this template, but the choice 1s up to them. As the professional look of the
SP will be graded, this tip should help PST's with the presentation.

Other Assignments

In addition to collecting information on the core assignment, I also asked the professors for
additional minor assignments that were assessed throughout the course. The purpose was to get a
better sense of what else mattered in the course, in addition to the departmental requirements.

Dr. Altair did not provide me with any specific assignment sheets or rubrics, but the way
her portfolio was designed, I was able to see some of the assignments as the PSTs made references
and links to them in their submissions. As PST's gave examples for meeting standards, I was able to
see that, for example, PST's were asked to make a concept web for their students, create a
WebQuest, and make a video PowerPoint to teach a concept.

Dr. Deneb, on the other hand, gave me information about a Fake News assignment she
gave her PSTs. For this task, she provided me with both the task description and the rubric, as well
as a sample submission by her student, Rukh. The submission does not have a grade, but I can
assume that since she chose to give me this one, it embodies what 1s expected from this task. I will

describe the task and the rubric over the next several paragraphs.
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Fake News task description and rubric.

Dr. Deneb has a module for her class on Fake News. The module begins with a short
introduction, and then contains definitions of what it means to be fake news. As this is a
technology-based class, in addition to the prose, Dr. Deneb links to a video about fake news, as
well as a virtual training on how to spot it and how to help future students be aware of when the
news they are consuming may not be entirely true. I was unable to view the links because they had
expired.

Next, Dr. Deneb created a short video and a virtual book about being critical consumers of
media and provided two headlines that could be suspect. She tasks her PST's with using three
sources to confirm or contradict the headlines. She also tasks her PSTs with creating their own
short videos or virtual book to teach their students about spotting fake news. She includes a red
text note that in their work, they need to be creative and use their own images, not just the ones
she provided. Dr. Deneb also models citing her sources.

The task has two rubrics, and it is not clear which one is used to assess the PSTs. In both,
there are three elements that are the same, that the video or virtual book is age-appropriate for
learners (out of two points), that the PST created two or more activities for their students to try
spotting fake news (out of two points), and that the artifact created has clear images, as well as
correct spelling and grammar (out of one point). In one of the rubrics, however, there 1s an
additional element about correctly determining if the given headlines were real or fake (out of two
points). It 1s possible that I was given two different versions of the task in one, which would explain

the double rubric.
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Graded PST submissions

In this section, I analyze the PST submissions for the course assignments. Analyzing what 1s

submitted adds to the understanding of what is being assessed in a course and how. Dr. Altair

provided me with six submissions and Dr. Deneb gave me two. Looking across all eight

submissions, they all appeared to be relatively similar, although they are from different years.

Thus, I decided to not analyze in detail the two submissions from 2015, and only looked at the

more recent submissions. I chose to analyze one submission (Okab’s) in detail to provide a picture

of what the core assessment looks like. For the remaining five submissions, I provide more concise

descriptions of my analyses that highlight any major differences from Okab’s submission.

As a general overview, I have created this chart (Table 7.1) to keep the submissions and

their key similarities and differences clear. I have color coded two of the major trends that I

noticed. First, Dr. Deneb’s PSTs had a section for their description and understanding of the

standard and a section for the artifacts that was kept separate for each standard. Dr. Altair’s PSTs,

in contrast, embedded the artifacts into the descriptions. Second, I found that secondary PST's

included only one or two artifacts to demonstrate their understanding for each the standards, while

the elementary PST's used any number, varying depending on what they felt represented their

understanding.

Table 7.1 Summary of Key Components in PST SP Submissions

Instruct # of W?)\r/en Types of | Summary | Header or Grade
-or Artifact Artifacts Page Dropdown level
Separate
Okab Altair 2 Woven Own work Yes Header Secondary
Alshain Altair Any Woven Own work Yes Header Elementary
Tarazed Altair Any Woven Own work Yes Dropdown | Elementary
. Wi
Cyg Altair Any Woven 1at Yes Header EFlementary
learned
Sadr Deneb 1 Separate | Own work Yes Dropdown Secondary
] What
Farawis | Deneb Any Separate No Header Elementary
learned
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Dr. Altair’s SP.

I group my analyses here by instructor, because there are some differences between the two
sections. I have chosen Okab’s submission as the one to give the full detail, because it was one of
the most recent submissions. My theory 1s that the more recent submissions will be more closely
tied to the current task description, and thus more telling about how this task 1s completed in its
current form.

Okab’s SP.

Okab 1s a PST who 1s hoping to become a math teacher. His SP opens to a cover page that
has a large 1image of a chalkboard with the word “Portfolio” written on it with fancy handwriting
(B11, p. 1). He does not include an image of himself. His first paragraph gives a brief introduction
about him and his thoughts on school. From this introduction, we can learn that Okab believes
that teachers can be positive influences on students’ lives, and 1t was his own teachers that inspired
him to become a teacher.

In his second paragraph, he explains the purpose of the portfolio. He acknowledges that
the standards have many sub-standards, but that he will only be addressing some of them. He
provides a hyperlink to the full set of standards. This indicates that he has read the task description
and can explain the purpose in his own words.

In his third paragraph he mtroduces his artifacts and explains the grade level and subject
area. He also explains why he chose this range for his artifacts, both from a personal and
professional standpoint. This demonstrates that he understands the purpose of the task and can
explain it in his own words.

Across the top of his website, Okab has a clickable header for the standards. For simplicity,

I will go across them from left to right. While some of the other samples numbered the standards
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one through seven, Okab instead gives them the names as written in the standards (i.e. Since
Standard 1 1s about the learner, Okab calls this tab “Learner”) (B11, p. 2). As one flips from tab to
tab, the header remains at the top. Okab’s name also remains at the top, written in black font on a
dark wooden background. Each page 1s designed as a stack of papers sitting on a wooden
background.

On each standard’s page, Okab puts the number and key word in large font and
underhined, justified left. For example, on Standard 1’s webpage, Okab starts with “1. Learner”
(B11, p. 2). He then copies the standard language directly, although only includes some of the sub-
standards, presumably the ones he 1s going to connect to. Below the standard, he includes an
mmage (for Standard 1 the 1image 1s of a corkboard with the word “knowledge” pinned up), and a
link connecting to the source of the image (ibid). Under the image, he uses a paragraph to describe
the standard m his own words. For Standard 1, he explains that technology 1s always changing, and
that there 1s a lot to know, so working together with colleagues 1s a good way to keep new
technology in the classroom. After his description, he then describes and links to two artifacts that
demonstrate how he has met the standard.

As every tab starts with the standard copied directly, a cited 1mage, and then the standard
written mn his own words, I will not mention it for each page. I may only describe the photo to help
give a visual for what Okab 1s attempting to portray.

For Standard 1, Okab provides two examples of how he has demonstrated that he has met
it. As his first example, Okab discusses a class task about finding examples of activities that are
either good or bad at integrating technology. He links to two images of the discussion post he made
about the activities he found. He seems to imply that this discussion forum was a model for

collaborating to learn about technology, as required in the standard. As his second example, Okab
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talks about when the course started and everyone introduced themselves on the discussion board.
He shares a link to a screenshot of his introductory post. He claims that by introducing themselves
to each other, the PST's in this course created a learning network, which 1s also part of the
standard.

Standard 2 1s about leadership and empowering students through the use of technology. As
his first artifact, Okab links to a position paper that he and his peers wrote in class about Internet
filtering. In addition to linking the full paper, he summarizes the main points in a paragraph and
explains that too much censorship limits the flow of information, and thus for students to learn
properly, they need better Internet access. For his second artifact, he links to his discussion post
about an activity he found about launching bottle rockets using a simulator site from NASA and
discusses how one can find and share technological resources. He uses an image of a red king in
front of a long line of white pawns. I presume the image 1s about the role of the leader, although
his rationale for choosing the 1mage 1s not given.

The third standard 1s about digital citizenship. His image 1s a Wordle including various
words about citizenship, society, and rights. As his first example, he included three artifacts from
his Moodle Project (which is the course assignment to create an online activity for a class of
students, and then to take and review a peer’s activity). He first includes the report he wrote about
his experience creating and grading the lesson. He then includes the report he gave to a peer about
her Moodle project. Third, he includes the report he was given about his project. By showing these
three documents, he claims that he had been part of a community of critical friends. For his
second example, he includes a link to the class page that he made for class. This page

demonstrates an attempt at making a website for students with links to activities for understanding
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b1

bivariate data. He claims that the website will help develop his students’ “digital literacy” (B11, p.
4).

Standard 4 1s about collaboration, and Okab describes this standard as about accepting
feedback from peers and students and taking criticism with humility, while the standard talks more
about working together to find resources and to consult with experts. As his first example, he
shows a sample assignment that he created and explains that since it 1s challenging for students who
are unfamihar with using the requisite technology, he would have to design a lesson before this task
on figuring out the challenges of the technology. His second example 1s the prep work that went
mto writing his paper on Internet filters. He shows that by working together in GoogleDocs, his
team was able to share 1deas and prepare for their paper.

Standard 5 1s about using technology to design authentic learning experiences for students.
As an 1mage, Okab shows a man sitting at a computer while also writing in a paper notebook. For
his first artifact, Okab links to a detalled Webquest that he made for his students about playing
with data to measure correlation. The Webquest 1s filled with comics for entertainment, as well as
links and activities for learning to understand how to use data. It also includes a detailed rubric for
how students will be graded. The second artifact 1s an example of another activity he designed
where students can choose two types of sports data and then run correlations to find if there are
any connections. Both examples use sports as the “authentic” data, which indicates that he 1s
thinking about how to connect math to real life, but also that he still learning about how to expand
his connections into multiple different contexts.

Standard 6 1s about facilitation and helping students learn to design their own problem-
solving process and to “nurture creativity” (B11, p. 7). As his first example, Okab shares the

screencast to introduce and handouts to direct students in an interactive activity about using data to
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create graphs. The screencast 1s a six-minute long YouTube video that appears to be a recording of
a mini-lecture on data that was taken during a class (as he asks questions and pauses for answers)
while the 1mage seems to be what was on the screen during the lecture. The handout then explains
the roles and the task for the students. It appears that the creativity component comes from
allowing the students to choose between two data sets as they see fit. The second artifact 1s a very
detailed concept web that Okab made to model a lesson. He claims that this web models how to
present ideas, provides students with expectations from the lesson, and teaches students about
concept webs.

The final standard is about being an “analyst,” and suggests that a teacher must be able to
make sense of data to make decisions. Okab claims that this 1s “one of the most important
standards” (B11, p. 8). Along with formative and summative assessment data, which 1s mentioned
in the standard description, Okab adds student feedback to the list of data that teachers should be
using. His first artifact 1s excerpts from the Moodle lesson that he created, because as a web-based
project that students were to complete at home on their own pace, Okab embedded quizzes that
would give mstantaneous feedback, as well as methods for students to reach out for help as they
needed it. It 1s not entirely clear how this represents him using data to make decisions. However,
as his second artifact, Okab adds that as students progress through the activity, he can see how they
are doing and what they have left still to complete. He then used this data to email students to ask
how they were doing and offer support. In this way, he 1s able to use the technology of the Moodle
to help him monitor and aid his students.

Okab ends his SP with a conclusion page where he reflects upon his learning in Course
BD. He says that he has learned how to use webpages and websites to enhance his learning. He

feels like he is confident in his ability to use the technology to enhance his lessons, and his biggest
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challenge will be to avoid getting stuck using more traditional teaching methods. To prevent this,
he says he will actively work to stay “up-to-date with current technologies” and will work with his
future colleagues to share ideas (B11, p. 9).

From this portfolio, one can see that Okab has had experience using many different types
of technology, from websites, to screencasts, to Excel. He has had opportunities to give and get
feedback from his classmates and has developed a community of learning. He also has reflected
upon his experiences, has noted potential weaknesses, and has a plan for continuing to be a
technology-infused classroom teacher. From this submission, it is clear that Okab feels comfortable
using technology and knows how to use 1t enhance his future teacher. As there are no teacher
comments on this submission, but it 1s used as one of the samples for other PSTs to follow, it 1s
likely that this portfolio represents what Dr. Altair 1s looking for in the SP.

Alshain’s SP submission.

On her homepage, Alshain gives two photos. One 1s a headshot, and the other 1s a picture
of her sitting at a table with a young student. This difference highlights the feel of the portfolio,
which 1s very kid-focused. Her description on her homepage focuses more on her teaching
philosophy and her teaching goals, and she does not explain why she wanted to become a teacher.

For each standard page, unlike Okab, her labels are simply, “Standard 1,” Standard 2,” etc.
and does not include a word as a descriptor. Alshain starts with writing the standard in bold, and
then including the sub-components as a bulleted, unbolded list. She does not highlight which
components of the standard she will address. She then includes an image (with a citation at the
bottom of the screen), although there 1s no explanation for her photo choice. She describes the
standard in her own words, using about a paragraph of space. At the bottom of each page, she also

includes a list of state student technology standards, both with codes and descriptions.
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As Alshain describes and explains how she has met each standard, she uses a variety of
hyperlinks and examples. For Standard 3, for instance, she provides six artifacts to demonstrate
how she has met the standard (B12, p. 4). For Standard 5, however, she only uses one artifact
(B12, p. 6). For her other evidence, she just names course assignments that demonstrated her
skills. Thus, 1t appears that Alshain has chosen to pick artifacts based on how well she feels they
link to the standard, rather than choosing a preset number of artifacts each time.

In general, while her portfolio holds a similar external structure to Okab’s, she 1s more
fluid 1n her choices. She 1s less rigid in how many artifacts she presents each time, and adds student
standards to the bottom of the page. From her portfolio, however, one can still see that she has had
numerous experiences in learning to use technology in the classroom and has spent time reflecting
upon her professional growth.

Tarazed’s SP submission.

Tarazed hopes to teach upper elementary. She has only the one photo on her cover page, a
headshot, but she uses light colors and fun pictures to accentuate her standards, which
demonstrates her ability to accentuate a website with colors and 1mages. When she writes the
standards at the top of each webpage, she increases the font and italicizes the sub-components.
Like Okab and unlike Alshain, she does not add the extra state standards at the bottom of each
page.

For her header, Tarazed uses a more condensed tab. Instead of creating a tab for each
standard, she has a dropdown menu for all the standards. She also includes Iinks at the bottom of
each page that allows the reader to advance or retreat one standard as they read. This makes the

portfolio read more like a webpage.
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Like Alshain, Tarazed does not provide a set number of artifacts for each standard, and
mstead opts to include as many as she feels are necessary. Fach page contains numerous
hyperlinks to examples, as well as descriptions for how these artifacts demonstrate her meeting of
the standard. As she gives her descriptions, she points explicitly to which substandard she 1s
addressing. This explicitness was not seen in Alshain’s nor Okab’s submission.

Opverall, Tarazed demonstrates that she has had many opportunities to develop the
required standards, and has spent time reflecting upon her growth. She indicates that she has
learned a lot and wants to show it off. From looking at her content, one can learn that Tarazed
understands the I'TSE standards and knows how to design technology-infused lessons.

Cyg’s SP submission.

There are only a few major differences between Cyg’s submission and that of Okab’s. First,
like Tarazed, Cyg 1s explicit about which substandard she 1s elaborating on i her description. She
makes clear connections between her artifacts and how 1t has helped her meet the standard
components. Second, like Alshain and Tarazed, Cyg 1s not bound by a certain number of artifacts
for each standard. She appears to use as many or as few as she feels exemplify her learning. Third,
Cyg presents her data a bit differently from the others. Many of the times, she embeds the material
directly into the webpage itself as a screenshot. Instead of hyperlinking to photos, she just includes
the photos with the description. When she does use hyperlinks, while they sometimes are to
course artifacts, like her WebQuest, many of her links are actually to resources she has found or
learned about. For example, she links to PicMonkey, a site she used to learn to adjust images
(B14, p. 1).

Overall, the content of her portfolio 1s quite similar to the others, but she does show a bit

of difference both in how she presents her arguments and how she chooses to link to other sites.
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Still, she demonstrates the various ways she has grown over the semester and describes how she
plans to be a lifelong learner. Overall, it 1s apparent that Cyg knows how to create technology-
infused lessons and 1s prepared to use technology in her future teaching career.

Dr. Deneb’s SP.

Dr. Deneb provided me with two PST submissions of the SP. These submissions are
provided to the current PSTs when they are preparing to write their SP, and thus they are likely
good models of what she expects from the project. One of the samples 1s for an elementary PST
and the other is for secondary. As I have already given full details about Okab’s submission and
the projects are still similar, for Sadr and Farawis, I will be more concise, as I was with the other
Altair submissions. I will primarily note where there are similarities and notable differences.

Sadr’s SP Submission (with respect to Okab).

Sadr 1s a PST who 1s focusing on secondary education. His portfolio has a black header bar
and a cave wall backdrop. At the top of every page, in large white font (on the back bar) says, in all
capital letters, “SADR’S COURSE BD SP” (names adapted for anonymity). Then, also in the back
header are links to the different pages in the website, with “home” as the cover page, Standards 1-
7, exhibits, and reflection. Not all the links fit across the top, so there 1s a “More...” button that 1s a
dropdown for the remaining links.

On Sadr’s introductory page, there 1s a spot that appears like it normally has a photo, but it
1s currently missing. This might be because the sample 1s not current, or because it was taken down
in response to becoming the model submission. He starts with a few sentences about himself,
mainly mentioning the grade, subject area, and region in which he would like to teach. He then
gives a three-paragraph description of his teaching philosophy, going into more detail than Okab

did. To strengthen his philosophy, Sadr cites academic scholars, and then includes a reference list
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at the bottom of the screen. He then introduces his SP, explaining how it connects to his teaching
philosophy and will demonstrate how he has grown to meet the current technology standards.

Unlike Okab, Sadr lists the entire standard and sub-standards on each slide. He also does
not dedicate a paragraph to explaining what the standard means to him, and instead weaves it into
his description of his artifacts. Furthermore, Sadr uses only one artifact for each standard, although
he describes it in more detail and with extra commentary. He separates his links from the
commentary, opting for an “exhibit” section at the bottom of each page, instead of hyperlinking in
as Okab did.

It seems that the differences in submissions may stem from the models and templates
provided. The samples for Dr. Altair’s class had the hyperlinks woven in, in a more website-style
design, while Dr. Deneb provided the paper template that had the components separate.
Interestingly, despite Dr. Deneb saying that that PSTs must bold the sub-standards, neither Okab’s
nor Farawis’s submission does this. It 1s possible that this requirement was added to the task
description in a later year from the submissions. Interestingly, while neither task description says
how many artifacts are needed, Dr. Altair’s PST's include at least two on every slide, while Okab’s
includes only one, but in more detail. It 1s likely that this stems from how the SP was described in
Dr. Deneb’s class.

Farawis’ SP Submission.

Farawis has a slightly different type of SP submission. She still uses a web format that 1s
divided into pages based on the standards, but she gives her submission a creative theme that aligns
with the lessons she created during the semester. Her cover page has numerous photos of her

chosen theme, and the header on each page also contains matching images.

175



One thing that stands out in her submission is her language and grammar. Farawis’s
comma usage often interferes with a clear understanding of what she is trying to say, and I found
that I needed to reread some sentences to understand the meaning. For example, she writes
“When I as the teacher, have an understanding for each individual student, and strive to be a
caring, loving individual my classroom feels complete” (D7, p. 1). While once parsed this sentence
conveys meaning, it demonstrates that either grammar 1s not her strongest skill, or that she did not
spend time editing this submission. Misplaced commas, run-on sentences, and/or strange phrasing
are common in her SP submission.

Another thing that stands out 1s the set-up of the standard web pages. Like Sadr, she copies
the full standard with all the sub-standards onto the top of the screen. She then describes i prose
what the standard means to her, and then spends a few paragraphs talking about how she grew and
developed this semester to meet the standard. When she includes hyperlinks, they are often to
sources, not her own work (similar to how Cyg made links). Some of the artifacts she posts are of
things she learned, not things she developed. As an example, she embeds a video that she watched
in class (D7, p. 1). When she does include her own work, it 1s normally at the bottom of the
screen.

Overall, Farawis’s submission 1s much more explanatory and less demonstrative. To claim
she has met the standard, she tends to discuss different modules from the semester and how they
relate. When she wants to re-use a model, she includes a hyperlink to the standard where she
already discussed it. She also does not include a final page that most of the other submissions had,
with a summative reflection.

At first, 1t 1s a bit confusing why Farawis’s portfolio 1s used as a sample submission when it

does seem so different from the others. Perhaps the purpose 1s to show that being reflective 1s as,
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or more, important than being able to link to documents created during the semester. What she
misses 1n artifacts, she makes up for in dedication. It 1s also clear that she used the template,
although she did not bold her sub-standards or include many artifacts. Her use of technology is
clear and she shows what she learned 1 a slightly different way. She 1s descriptive and uses many
mmages. It 1s, however, quite a contrast.

Rukh’s Fake News submission.

Rukh submitted a word document in response to the task. She first wrote about the two
headlines and found three sources for each to verify their veracity. Interestingly, she also added her
mitial thoughts about one of the headlines, but explained that she double-checked with sources
anyway.

She also included a link to a short video that she built. Her video 1s 2 minutes and 16
seconds long. It 1s a Mission Impossible themed video about spotting Fake News. There 1s the
Mission Impossible theme song playing throughout and the letters appear on the screen as if they
are being typed. The video introduces the students to the definition and provides a list of five
strategies for checking the truthfulness of the headline. She then tasks her students with working to
determine 1if two headlines are true, and then provides a group task for figuring out how to spot
fake news. Without Dr. Deneb’s comments or knowing the target age group for this activity, it 1s
hard to determine how Rukh scored, but since it was given as an example submission, I am
assuming that this represents what Dr. Deneb was expecting.

From this submission, one can see that Dr. Deneb values citing sources, as Rukh uses at
least six. Dr. Deneb also values creative presentations, as using a theme and adding music was not
explicitly asked for in the task description, yet this submission was the sample I was given. It

appears that, if this 1s a representative sample of tasks in Dr. Deneb’s class, then Dr. Deneb
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frequently asks her PSTs to both demonstrate that they understand the concept themselves (as in
the word document) and knows how to use technology to reach students (from the video).
Interviews with Dr. Altair and Dr. Deneb

Dr. Altair’s interview.

Dr. Altair describes her course as the “methods course for technology for all pre-service
teachers” (transcript). In the semester when I collected my data, there were three professors in the
department that taught the course. Dr. Altair was teaching the fully online course, and the other
two were teaching hybrid classes.

Dr. Altair expects that the PSTs have already taken the curriculum course and assessment
course, and now the focus 1s on integrating technology into the classroom. She expects that the
PSTs know how to lesson plan and are ready to apply this process in her course. She also expects
that they have already taken an assessment course. She strongly recommends that PSTs do not
take Course BD in the same semester that they are doing their student teaching, although it
happens occasionally, and those PSTs tend to struggle.

Dr. Altair finds that PST's often come into the course feeling quite confident about their
technology skills. They know how to do the “twittering and the facebooking” but quickly find that
knowing how to use technology is the not the same as knowing how to use it as a teacher to
enhance learning (transcript). Thus, Dr. Altair teaches them to be reflective about what they know
and what they do not know, and expects that by the end of the course her PST's are confident that
they can figure out what they need to know in order to teach with technology.

This class 1s designed around the ISTE technology standards. PSTs need to know about
being digital citizens, understand copyright law, be able to teach their students about digital

citizenship, assessing students with technology, and more. When asked what she expects from the
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PSTs after taking the course, Dr. Altair said that she expects that the PSTs know “how to routinely
mtegrate” technology into the classroom when it makes sense to teach the content (transcript). She
emphasized that technology 1s to be used to teach the content. In fact, Galaxy University 1s
considering dropping this technology class and integrating the concepts into all the courses, as they
would expect the PSTs to do in their own classroom.

The standards for this course come from the department. There 1s a common assessment,
the SP, and it has a common rubric. Other than that, however, it is up to the mstructor how to
teach the course. Dr. Altair gives an assessment at the beginning of the semester that helps her
gauge her class’s knowledge and she uses this information to adjust her course. She changes the
focus and the level depending on the results. She also makes changes based on the feedback and
comments she receives from previous iterations of teaching the course, as well as the notes she
takes during the course about how certain activities and rubrics panned out in practice. How she
implements the course 1s fully her choice.

Dr. Altair grades students typically with rubrics, although not always for the written
assignments, like the discussions on the forum. She does not have any tests, and instead, PST's
typically demonstrate their skills through projects. The course 1s designed using a module format,
and then throughout, PSTs complete projects to practice the new skills. In her course, PST's write
a “technology infused lesson,” design a web-based lesson, create a WebQuest, work in teams to
learn about a technology and present it to the class through a video, and more. In the SP, PSTs are
required to look across the entire course, reviewing everything they have written and designed, to
bring it together in a final portfolio. While I was told about each of these assignment in general, 1
did not get specific information on grading, point values, or weighting for anything other than the

SP. She did say that the tasks and rubrics are the same for each assignment given in the different
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sections taught by her, but there is no guarantee that sections taught by other instructors are
include the same tasks.

I asked Dr. Altair to qualitatively describe the different grade levels (A, B, and C) for this
course. Dr. Altair thought about 1s briefly, and then said that if a PST meets all the expectations
and standards, she gives them an A. If one goes beyond and exceeds expectations, they can get the
A+. This indicates that the target grade, the A, 1s about doing what was expected. PSTs who receive
a B 1n the course are just not quite “getting 1it” and have some things missing or incomplete or
unclear (transcript). PSTs who receive a C have done the bare minimum. In this class, PSTs need
a C to pass, and so PST's who receive a C demonstrate that they know what 1s happening, but just
are not quite showing it or doing it at a level that she thinks they should. She feels confident that
the PSTs who receive As and Bs can enact what they learned in the classroom, but with a C, she is
not sure there is the transfer from knowing to doing. A student fails the course if they get below a C
in either the course or the SP. For the SP, to get a C, one needs to be meeting acceptable in all
areas and target in a few. To get a B, most areas are at target. It was not clear if a PST could get a C
if they were on target for half the standards and unacceptable for the other half, such that they still
had the necessary 14 points, but it was clear that they needed to meet target at least somewhere.

Dr. Altair said that this concept of the rubric and points 1s fairly consistent across all her
assignments. She tries to describe clearly in the rubric what target looks like as well as the lower
levels, and then the PSTs who get the full points get the A, and it descends from there. We had
discussed her giving me a de-1dentified sample of a C work, but that never happened.

I asked Dr. Altair about potential alignment between her sections and others, and she
responded that lack of alignment 1s a current issue. She said there have been discussions about

how to balance professional academic freedom with ensuring that all PSTs get the same quality
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experience (transcript). She said that she talks quite a bit with one of the other two instructors, and
the hope 1s that by discussing, the sections become more similar. Even the SP, however, which has
the same task and rubric for all sections, is still graded by the individual course instructors. She said
that for the “most part” using the same rubric unifies the SP across the sections, but Dr. Altair also
said that there 1s subjectivity involved and that she knows that at least she has added some
components to the SP and grades for them, and that is not the same in the all the sections. Some
of the differences in the SP stem from the different assignments that occur during the course of the
semester, since the SP 1s a culminating project. In the end, Dr. Altair thinks it 1s likely that a PST
taking a different section may get a different letter grade than if they had taken her course, and she
feels that this 1s problematic. However, despite the variation in grades, she feels that the course still
teaches the same general material regardless of the instructor and that the claims from the course
can still be made.

Dr. Deneb’s interview.

According to Dr. Deneb, the purpose of Course BD i1s to prepare PSTs to use technology
to support teaching and learning. She wants PST's leaving her course to know about technology
and to know when it may be appropriate to use technology for enhancing student learning. She
wants them to inquire about the applicability of a technology before using it, and to examine it
before implementing. She also wants PSTs to act professionally and collaboratively. When they
leave the course, she wants them to be able to do all of the above. She acknowledges that they may
be lacking the confidence and time to actually use the technology, but at least they will have the
requisite knowledge. As she said, when leaving the course, she hopes that the PSTs will have a

“treasure box” of lessons that they can do, and will not stick to only one type (interview notes).
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The PSTs in Dr. Deneb’s section are generally juniors and seniors who have been
admutted to the College of Education. The PST's range in age from 20-60, and are primarily white
and female. They have already taken a curriculum course, and are expected to have a basic
knowledge of technology, such as how to turn on a computer, use a search engine, and have
famiharity with the Office Suite or equivalent. She then takes this basic knowledge of technology
and transforms it into how to teach using technology.

Dr. Deneb designs her course in an order that builds around what she expects a teacher to
need to know first when starting a school year and to align to the ISTE standards. She begins with
ethics about technology, how to communicate with parents and students, and then moves on. She
also builds up the complexity of the technology, starting with building a website, and then a
WebQuest, and then a Moodle. There are two assignments that she must assign, the SP and the
moodle project, as they are both commonly agreed upon by the department. The moodle task 1s to
design an online learning management system. Interestingly, while Dr. Altair also mentioned the
moodle task, she did not say that it was a required task. Other than the required two tasks, Dr.
Deneb uses her own discretion on what to teach and what to include. As she explained, “as long
we help them achieve the standards, we’re good” (interview notes). To help her decide what to
include, Dr. Deneb attends an annual conference attended by current classroom teachers. She sees
what they are doing in the classroom and then decides what needs to be included in her course. In
the semester than I collected data, Dr. Deneb was having her students do several assignments,
including making a teacher webpage, creating an online poll, completing an “hour of code,” solving
a problem using a spreadsheet software, and designing a lesson on spotting fake news.

In our discussion, we talked a bit about the grading for this course. Dr. Deneb uses a point

system, and each assignment has a rubric with the points attached. Dr. Deneb said that the moodle
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and the SP are weighted the most, as they are required assignments, and because 1f you do not pass
the SP, you cannot pass the course (as it 1s the core assignment). The other assignments are worth
up to fifteen points each, with 151 points possible (interview notes). Because she uses a course site,
PSTs are able to see their grades throughout the semester, and are able to see what they have
earned so far and what they can still earn. Dr. Deneb uses rubrics for all her assignments because
she finds it to be “objective”; PSTs are able to see “the points they will be awarded along with the
criteria that will be assessed” (ibid).

I asked Dr. Deneb if any course components were not assessed. She said that online
discussions used to not be assessed, but she had to change that because otherwise the PSTs would
not participate. Now, she requires that they do things like mitiate a thread, respond to two
classmates, or find a resource that aligns to their thinking and they earn points for doing so. In-class
discussions are still not graded, but they stem from the online discussions.

To get an A in Dr. Deneb’s section one must meet several criteria. First, they must earn a
majority of the points on all the assignments. Second, they must act professional. This imncludes
coming to class prepared, being engaged n the discussion, turning in assignments on time, and
taking the lead in class when appropriate. Third, to get an A, a PST must show a willingness to
develop their professional self as a teacher who can integrate technology n the classroom. One
way to do this 1s to be “willing to participate in conferences” (interview notes).

PSTs lose points 1f they turn in work late. If they do poorly on an assignment, as in less
than a C, they may ask for permission to redo it. PSTs can fail the course for various reasons.
Because of the point values, doing well on everything, but not doing the moodle, for example, can

still lead to failing.
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I asked Dr. Deneb about the alignment between her sections with other instructors
teaching the same course with respect to grading. She said that she has spent time talking with Dr.
Altair, so she feels that their courses are pretty similar. Otherwise, however, she says, “people are
pretty private about it” (interview notes). Dr. Deneb spoke about academic freedom, and stated
that as long as the professors were doing what they needed to do, alignment did not need to be
perfect. She explained that the SP rubric is very general since all the instructors use it. Dr. Deneb
also said that the moodle project may be required in all sections, but professors use individual
rubrics to grade it. Essentially, the mstructors are all looking for similar things, but the exact grading
will vary. She said she was unconcerned about small grading differences because that it not what
matters, and while 1t 1s possible that a PST could fail one section and pass had they been 1n
another, 1t 1s not probable. Essentially, Dr. Deneb said that she did not want to be a “robot” and
mstead preferred teaching a course that was “representing me and what I feel my students need”
(ibid). Thus, her course is her own, but she still adheres to the standards and ensures that her
PSTs learn what they need to learn.

Looking Across

I spent time analyzing across the different indicators to try to get a sense of what really
matters in this course. Unlike for Course A, I only really have rubrics and weighting for the core
assignment, but as it i1s worth about 50% of the grade in both sections, it still allows me to get a
sense of what 1s graded and how. I built matrices for both instructors, looking at what 1s claimed n
the syllabus as course objectives and matching it with the core assignment. These charts do not

include the standards that were discussed in the interview, but only from the syllabus.
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Table 7.2 Matching SP Rubric Elements with Dr. Altair’s Syllabus Objectives

Course Objectives/Standards
Weight 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
o
£ |A 0.13| 1
=
A B 0.13 i
58 |C 0.13 1
g 9 .
o E D 0.13 1
% = |E 0.13 1
e F 0.13 1
e G 0.13 1
8 Professionalism 0.09
Totals 13% | 13% | 13% | 13% | 13% | 13% | 13% | 0%
Table 7.3 Matching SP Rubric Elements with Dr. Deneb's Syllabus Objectives
Course Objectives/Standards
Weight 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- A 0.13 1
g E B O.lfﬂ 1
88 |C 0.13 1
g |D 0.13 1
Z f) E 0.13 1
v & |F 0.13 1
S& |G 0.13 1
Professionalism 0.09
Totals 13% | 13% | 13% | 13% | 13% | 13% | 13%

Looking across the two charts, it seems that the course 1s fairly balanced n assessing all the
standards listed in the syllabus. This 1s in part because the SP rubric 1s designed specifically to
assess each of the standards. Dr. Altair has an additional standard in her syllabus, but it 1s not
assessed 1n the core assignment. In terms of alignment, it appears that both mstructors grade the
core assignment along the exact same standards. What it means to score well within each standard,

however, may be more subjective, but that cannot be ascertained at this time.
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If one adds up the total percentages across the bottom on the chart, one will see that it only
adds to 91%. This 1s because there 1s an additional 9% of the SP rubric that pertains to
professionalism. Professionalism 1s not one of the course’s explicit standards, but it still retains a
portion of the overall grade. This professionalism grade was also seen in how late assignments got
points deducted, as that demonstrated that turning in assignments on time was worth part of the
grade.

Interestingly, the two professors appear to have different qualitative descriptions of what it
means to get an A in the course. While Dr. Altair said that meeting the expectations was an A, Dr.
Deneb added the professionalism and willingness to learn more as components of an A. While 1t
might seem like this would lead to students scoring higher in Dr. Altair’s class, the opposite might
actually be true. According to Dr. Altair, Dr. Deneb once looked at her rubrics and remarked that
Dr. Altair was holding the PSTs to a higher standard than she was for everyday assignments. Thus,
while Dr. Altair’s qualitative description is less imnvolved, her rubrics may require PST's to be more
rigorous in their assignments.

As I did not receive information on how the rest of the course was broken down
specifically, I am unable to make any claims about how the full course 1s weighted with respect to
the rubrics. The only rubric I did see (for the Fake News assignment) was worth only 7 points, so it
was not enough from which to build any conjectures.

There was a bit of tension between the sections of the courses. Dr. Altair seemed to be
mterested in increasing alignment and making sure that how PSTs were graded 1n her sections was
the same as the in the courses taught by other instructors. Dr. Deneb, however, believed more in

academic freedom and expressed trust in both her and her colleagues experience to be able to
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teach the PST's well without conforming to a single curriculum. They both cared about the
experiences of their PSTs, but in different ways.
Summary

All in all, it appears that in this course PST's get several opportunities to learn about new
technologies and to try writing lessons in ways that incorporate these technologies into the
classroom. Both professors mentioned that it was important that PSTs learned not just about
technology, but when it was appropriate to use it for a lesson. They explained that the purpose of
teaching was still the content, and that technology was to be a means to make this content more
accessible. By the end of the course, Drs. Altair and Deneb want the PST's to feel comfortable not
only using what they learned, but also in looking into new and changing technologies and be

curious learners about what comes out next. This course 1s not the end, but a beginning.

“I want you to be confident when you are in a classroom, that even if you don’t know what

to do, you know how to find it and figure 1t out.” - Dr. Altair (transcript)
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SECTION 3: ANALYSIS AND IMPLICATIONS
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Chapter 8: Looking Across the Cases, an Analysis

By collecting the syllabi, the core assignments and rubrics, and the PST submussions, as
well as by interviewing the instructors, I was able to learn about each of my cases. Looking at the
data within each course afforded me the opportunity to learn what was being taught and how it was
assessed, as well as start to form an understanding about the claims that can be inferred about a
PST passing each course. I was able to get an understanding of each course individually and 1
shared those findings in the prior chapters.

In the concluding chapters of my dissertation, I look both at what one can learn about GU
from the collected data and about what tensions arose about assessment as I analyzed. In the next
chapter I will look closer at the tensions, but in this chapter, I look at the broad questions for
understanding what happens in the middle of a teacher preparation program like GU.

I collected and analyzed my data not only to know what was happening within individual
cases, but also to get a broader understanding of how PSTs are taught, what they are taught, and
how they are assessed in the middle of their teacher education program. This 1s a qualitative
project, so my results and findings will not be generalizable to all teacher preparation programs, or
even all similar teacher preparation programs, yet my hope is that by looking across the three
courses, I will be able to understand the tensions and questions that arise when considering
middle-program courses which may be broadly relevant to all teacher preparation programs, and
not just the one at GU. I make the claims in this chapter with the caveat that in order to make
claims about all teacher preparation programs, much more research would need to be conducted,
and the sample size would need to be considerably larger. However, because I chose a typical case
with specific core courses, I hope that this research will set a foundation for how one can look and

determine how we are preparing teachers on a larger scale, and about what themes exist. As
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discussed 1n the literature review, assessment 1s a big category with a long and complicated history,
and how we assess n teacher education 1s not uniform or constant. Nevertheless, by looking
closely at these few cases I aim to highlight what can be learned about a specific university when the
methods I used were completed.

I arrange this chapter around questions. Some of the questions were those I had before
collecting the data and was fortunate to be able to answer with the information I gathered. Other
questions emerged from the data itself, as I spent time reading and rereading my sources, coding
the information, and talking with my advisor. These questions (and answers) presented themselves,
and so I include them, as well. Some of the material presented in this chapter cannot be found in
the course chapters. This 1s because as I considered the questions, I referred not just to my own
course analyses, but also to the original documents and some of the interview data.

The questions discussed in this chapter are:

*  What can we learn about a course from different course materials?

*  What is the purpose or objective of a course, according to the individual
documents?

* How do teacher education courses vary by instructor and over time?

* How does the order of learning affect what is taught and graded?

*  What does a grade in the course tell us?

*  What the purpose for assessing dispositions, especially professionalism and rule
following?

What can we learn about a course from different course materials?
As I reviewed my data, it was clear that what one understands about a course changes based

on which document or source is consulted. The National Council on Teacher Quality conducted a
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study in 2006 looking at course syllabi and required texts to understand what PSTs were learning
in their courses. While their sample size was substantial and their findings were intriguing, this
study lead to questions about if one could really understand what 1s happening in a course by
looking only at these two sources.

Gorski (2009) attempted to understand what was happening in teacher preparation
multicultural education courses by looking at course syllabi. He acknowledged, however, that what
1s put on paper does not necessarily translate to what 1s really happening in the classroom. I was
able to verify this hypothesis as I compared the different claims presented 1n the different source
documents and interviews.

What can we learn from a syllabus?

Looking at the four syllabi, I wondered what I could learn about what mattered in a course
from considering only a syllabus. I found that each syllabus listed the official objectives for the
course. In Course C, this was presented as a general concept about what it means to be a teacher.
It was then accentuated with a bulleted list of fifteen items that were divided into five major themes.
In Course A, these objectives were listed m bold as “essential outcomes” (A9, p. 1). In Course BD,
the objectives were copied from the ISTE standards, and for Dr. Altair, there was an additional
state standard. Thus, as each syllabus presented the objectives, albeit in different forms, 1t was still
clear that if one wanted to know the official objectives for a course, one could find this from the
syllabus.

Each syllabus also provided a bit of information about the assignments that would be
completed during the course. For Course C, Dr. Aldebaran did not give specifics about the
assignments, but listed the various ways that the PSTs would learn. She described these methods in

her syllabus as “Instructional Methods and Activities” (C3, p. 2). There were no weights or due
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dates, but PSTs could get a sense of how they were going to develop their knowledge. For Course
C, Dr. Polaris included a short note about required, non-graded assignments (such as “readings,
short written assignments”), as well as providing a weight breakdown of all graded assignments
(midterms, projects, etc.) (A9, pp. 2-3). For Course BD, Dr. Altair listed the general 1deas about
each of the assignments in the course, and Dr. Deneb provided a calendar for each of the module
assignments. Thus, how the assignments were presented and described varied in detail and style,
but each syllabus did indicate the myriad ways the PST's could be expected to develop and
demonstrate their learning.

The syllabi also all included something about the core assignment. A core assignment 1is
something that GU requires i all its teacher education courses, so it made sense that reference to
it would be included in the syllabus. The specifics of the core assignment were not necessarily
given, but enough was presented to get the general 1dea. Dr. Aldebaran explained how the core
assignment was divided into two projects and listed the many ways a PST could fail it. Dr. Polaris
did not give any specifics about his core assignment, but stated that it would be worth 509% of the
course grade (A9, p. 3). Interestingly, Dr. Altair described the portfolio at least twice, but did not
mention that it was the core assignment. Dr. Deneb also did not explicitly make mention of the
core assignment, but did include it in the list of due dates. Course BD had an online course site,
however, where the PST's were directed for more assignment information, so the core assignment
was likely described in detail there. Thus, from the syllabus, PST's learned a bit of information
about their core, required project.

What I found interesting about all the syllabi was that there was no clear match between the
course objectives and the assignments and assessments. If a syllabus reader wanted to know how

the PSTs would be expected to demonstrate their learning in general, the details were all there, but

192



to get the specifics, additional information was needed. In none of the courses could I clearly
match the assignments with the course objectives. Thus, the syllabus was not the place to see how
PSTs would demonstrate their knowledge of the individual objectives, nor to understand how each
objective was meant to be assessed.

Lastly, the syllabus was replete with information about professionalism and rule following.
T'o measure this, I looked at word count. Whenever the syllabus talked about following directions,
using specific formatting, attending class on time, avoiding plagiarism, classroom behavior, 1
highlighted 1t and counted it. I then found the percentages of text relative to the full syllabus. Using
word count 1s not an exact measure, and thus I acknowledge that all the results of this method
presented here are approximations. Nevertheless, they make a point. 42% of the syllabus for
Course C focused on professionalism and rule following, 31% for Course A, 31% for Dr. Altair’s
section of Course BD, and 19% for Dr. Deneb’s section of Course BD . Therefore, across the
syllabi, approximately one-fifth to two-fifths of the syllabus was dedicated to this subject. Thus, the
syllab1 were clear places to learn about how PST's were expected to act in the course.

In summary, one can learn at least four things from the syllabus of a course in the middle
of a teacher education program. One can learn about the course objectives, basic information
about course assignments, information about the core assignment, and information about the
required professional behaviors for participating in the course. The exact details for these four
items will vary, especially in the degree of detail, but they are each mentioned in each syllabus,
especially professionalism. If one wants to know how the assessments align to the objectives,

however, one will need to look elsewhere.
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What can we learn from a core assignment task description and rubric?

Looking at my four courses, I also wanted to know what could be learned from looking
solely at the core assignment task description and rubric. As a core assignment 1s a key component
of every teacher education course at GU, I figured that looking to see what I could learn about the
course from just these documents would be interesting.

One thing that 1s unsurprising about the task descriptions and rubrics 1s that they tell the
PST what must be completed in order to complete the task. Thus, while the presentation of the
directions may vary, one can expect to find mstructions in the description. What does this teach us,
then? It teaches us that the task description and rubric are a source of information on what must
be included in the assignment. Interestingly, the purpose of the task is not always included in these
documents. Of the four task descriptions and rubrics that I collected, only one, that of Dr. Altair,
stated the purpose of the assignment. It can then be concluded that either the purpose 1s never
stated, or that it 1s mentioned in class and therefore dropped from the task description. If someone
were to conduct a study on the purpose of the core assignments, looking at the provided task
descriptions and rubrics would not be the source to consider.

All three task descriptions worked in different ways to describe what the PST needed to do
for the task. Course C embedded the task description with the rubric, which afforded the PST's the
opportunity to understand weighting and to make their components the appropriate lengths with
the necessary details. Also, the components were occasionally broken down into subcomponents
where even more detail was provided. Course A gave a very detailed prose description of what
should be included and where n the task. In addition to describing what needed to be done, Dr.
Polaris gave suggested page lengths to help guide the PSTs in the work. Course BD provided the

PST's with not only the task description, but also a link to a template and sample submissions to
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provide a working framework. Thus, looking at all three courses, I could clearly see what was
expected to be included 1n each task.

I was curious if looking at these documents would provide me with a clear understanding of
how the core assignment would be assessed. I found that there was a lot of variability and
subjectivity in the rubric that would make it challenging for someone else to grade the assignments
in the exact same way. Nevertheless, the rubrics were designed in such a way that suggested that the
course instructor did have a plan for grading and would know what they were looking for. In
Course C, Dr. Aldebaran used a rubric that gave a point breakdown of all the components, and
the comment that meeting these minimally would constitute a C in the class. A component that was
worth 7 points, however, did not provide any explanation of how those seven points would be
allotted for partial credit. It was also not clear that, if this was what one needed to get a C, if 7/7
would be a C or an A. (I will speak more about anchoring in the question “What does a grade in
the course tell us?”) Similarly, in Course A, Dr. Polaris listed the components that needed to be
completed for 100%, and then said that points would be deducted accordingly. How they would
actually be deducted, however, was not clear. There was also not a breakdown of weighting, and
when a component had multiple sub-components, it was not written how the sub-components
related to each other in terms of weight. For Course BD, the rubric was more filled out, with three
levels all with descriptors. The difference between the levels, however, still occasionally was
dependent on subjective measures, such as the difference between “exhibits and articulates an
understanding” for two points versus “exhibits broad understanding” for three points. For all three
courses, it was likely that the instructor understood the grading scheme and could enact it

systematically, but as an outsider, it was not clear how the task would actually be graded and
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awarded points. Thus, looking at these documents gave me a general, but not complete,
understanding of how PST's would be assessed.

In summary, I found that from looking at the task description and rubric, one could
ascertain what needed to be included in the assignment submission and a general understanding of
how it could be graded. It was not uniformly the case that the purpose for the task, nor an exact
grading scheme, would be mcluded, although it was possible to make some general inferences
based on the documents.

What can we learn from PST submissions?

One of the data sources that I really enjoyed was looking at the PS'T submissions to the
assignments. Having submissions, especially those that embodied what the instructor was looking
for, provided me the opportunity to really see what the task looked like i practice. When looking
at a task description, one can imagine what an A submission would look like, but without being in
the course, this understanding is hmited. As an example, I would not have fully realized how much
the order of learning mattered in what was expected and graded. I had not previously fully
understood what it would mean to create a unit assessment without taking a methods course, and
how 1t would be graded accordingly. Thus, having the sample helped to demonstrate what could be
expected of the PSTs at GU at this point in their learning trajectory.

The submissions also helped to explain the rubric. Especially for Course C, which had the
comment about mimimally meeting requirements, seeing a graded submission with the
corresponding rubric helped clarify the expectations. It turned out that a 7/7 would be an A, and
that mimimally demonstrating the components would be something like a 5/7. Looking at the
submissions also helped with understanding what it meant to need to use “intelligent speculation”

when making accommodations for the assessment in Course A, since the prose description of what
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needed to be included was highly dependent on having actually been in class when
accommodation was covered (A1, p. 4). Thus, looking at sample PST submissions helped to bring
the task description and rubric to life, by giving a good example of what success looked like in
practice. In future studies, I would recommend looking at submissions from just above and below
the pass line, as that would give even more information about what really matters and what counts
as “enough.”

What can we learn from interviewing instructors?

This question, what we can learn from interviewing the instructors, 1s not as clear as the
previous two questions. As an interview is dictated by the mnterview protocol and the conversations
between the researcher and the instructor, what one can learn 1s highly dependent upon what one
asks. Thus, the answer to this question will be influenced by the questions that I prepared for the
nterviews.

One thing I learned from all the instructors 1s how they qualitatively described what it
means to get an A or a C in the course. I chose these letters because an A represented the top
grade, and a C was the lowest one could get and still receive credit for the course. Fach professor
had a different understanding of these grades, but they did have an understanding that aligned to
how they graded. I will break down their grading in the grading question.

Another thing I learned was about their opinions on academic freedom versus alignment,
as well as how they made choices to include or exclude material from the curriculum or core
assignment. I wanted to know which components of the course were theirs to make and which
came from the department. I was able to learn that while the department provided the course
description and the core assignment, most everything else was individualized. How the daily

lessons went, what the texts or other assignments were, how the core assignment was explained and
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weighted, all of these were at the disposal of the individual instructor. Thus, what I learned was that
at GU, at least in the teacher preparation program, sections of the courses had common themes
but the implementations varied. More exact descriptions of the variation are discussed under the
variation question.

Overall, interviewing the instructors offered an insider look at the choices, decisions, and
opinions of those teaching these mid-program courses. They rounded out what I could learn about
the course by providing a human face to the course. Without the iterview, I also would not have
had the information in order to make the alignment matrices in the course chapters. It was these
conversations that provided me the missing link.

What is the purpose or objective of the course, according to the individual
documents?

While the previous section dealt with what could be learned 1n general from considering
the different artifacts, this question focuses more mtently on the purpose of a course. To answer
this question, I looked at the explicit and implied objectives as given from each artifact.

What is the purpose of the course according to the syllabus?

According to the syllabi, there were two purposes for each course. The first purpose was to
meet the course objectives. The objectives were always stated clearly and near the beginning. In
Course C, this objective was to become “caring professional educators for a diverse and
democratic society,” and this objective was divided into five more specific themes (C3, p. 1). In
Course A, there were five essential outcomes, which were to be able to understand principles of
assessment, critique and evaluate assessments, construct quality assessments, analyze and use data
effectively, and advance professionalism. In Course BD, there were the seven I'TSE. standards

given. In Dr. Altair’s section, there was also this added prose purpose, "to critically and creatively
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apply the concepts, principles, hardware and software associated with the infusion of technology in
solving educational problems and meeting challenges in your role as a classroom teacher" (B1, p.
1). Thus, the purpose of the course, according to the syllabus, was to meet the course objectives.

There was also a second purpose, which was to conduct oneself in a professional manner.
In Course C, this was explained n the sections of the syllabus that talked about using appropriate
vocabulary and grammar, how to engage with technology, and how to deal with late work. In
Course A, this was explained with a focus on in-class behavior and how to respond to being tardy.
In Course BD, this was explained with how to communicate with peers and how to submit work.
Thus, the purpose of the courses was not just to learn the course material and meet the objectives,
but also to be able to do so while engaging in professional behavior as described by the nstructors.

What is the purpose of the course according to the core assignment

description and rubric?

According to the core assignment task descriptions and rubrics, PSTs needed to be able to
demonstrate that they had met the course objectives while adhering to specific formats and styles.
Grades were awarded not only for the content, but also for the presentation.

In Course C, PSTs needed to design and develop a unit plan that would teach future
students about a chosen topic, while following a plan format that was provided in nearly template
form. Thus, PSTs needed to show that they could follow directions, as well as plan individual
units, use student standards, and assess student learning.

In Course A, PSTs needed to develop a summative assessment plan. On the task
description, it was stated that this assignment would measure the PSTs’ ability to meet three of the

five course objectives (understand assessment, construct quality tests, and advance
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professionalism). Here, rule following and professionalism was not only an implied purpose, it was
stated.

In Course BD, PSTs needed to create a digital, summary portfolio that demonstrated how
they met the course objectives. Both sections provided the PST's with rubrics to follow. With this
assignment, the purpose then was to be able to show both that they could use technology and that
they had mastered the standards.

Looking across the three courses, the common themes were to be able to demonstrate
mastery of course standards and to follow directions.

What is the purpose of the course according to the graded submissions?

From considering the graded submissions, it appeared that following the required format
and using clear and proper grammar was important. Also, PSTs were required to be reflective in
their writing.

In Course C, Dr. Aldebaran added comments to the PPp1 submissions for the PSTs to
use and change before submitting PPp2. These comments highlighted spelling and grammar
1ssues, pointed out places that PSTs could add to their submission to be clearer and more
cohesive, and added suggestions for how to strengthen and improve the submission. Thus, it
appeared that the grading, at least the points deducted, came from failing to properly adhere to the
mstructions or by not thinking enough about the project.

In Course A, comments on the submissions pointed out both when areas were good and
when they could be improved. For improvements, Dr. Polaris made comments encouraging the
PSTs to “say more” about something or provide more detail. Dr. Polaris made positive comments
when he found that a PST was giving a good description or provided a good chart. Thus, it

appeared that what mattered was to clearly and thoroughly adhere to all assignment questions.
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In Course BD, while I did not get to see any comments on the documents, I was still able
to see that what appeared to matter was that PSTs were reflective, that they used technology well,
and that they included all the required elements.

Looking across all three courses, I found that the purpose of the course, according to the
PST submissions, was to demonstrate mastery of the course standards and to follow directions
thoroughly. The purpose here was similar to what I found from the core assignment descriptions
and rubrics.

What is the purpose of the course according to the instructor interviews?

As I met with and interviewed the course mstructors, I asked them to tell me the purpose
of the course n their own words. Dr. Aldebaran spoke to me about teaching the PST's about
curriculum methods and instruction, and designing all course readings and activities around how to
complete the core assignment. Dr. Polaris said that his course was an introduction to classroom,
academic assessment and evaluation. He believed that assessment, if done right, was a good and
helpful thing and therefore wanted to help his PSTs know how to design and use assessments
effectively. Dr. Altair spoke about wanting the PST's to be able to effectively integrate technology
mto their future teaching. Lastly, Dr. Deneb stated that she wanted to prepare PSTs to use
technology to enhance teaching and learning.

‘What I understood from these four replies was that these were the motivations behind the
purposes for the courses. Each mstructor had a personal connection to the material and wanted to
provide a venue where the PST could learn, practice, and grow. Thus, the purpose of the courses,
according to the mstructors, was to get a chance to develop important skills that would be

mstrumental in guiding the PST's to becoming successful teachers.
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How do teacher education courses vary?

As I examined my data, I found that there were many ways in which the sections of the
courses I examined had space to vary and change. Going into my research, I held the following
philosophy:

Pre-service teachers and instructors are individuals and they should be able to express their

1deas 1n their own ways. Individuality gives PSTs and instructors the ability to construct

meaning together, and build knowledge based on shared experiences. It allows the PSTs to
express their learning in different ways, matching to their comfort and future plans.

Conformity ensures that everyone learns the same thing and makes sure that differences in

background won't act as a barrier to the future. It acts as a form of equity as it cares about

equal outcomes. Individuality pushes back, saying that this cookie-cutter form of education
doesn't allow for the kind of diversity that the future needs, and worries that instead of
preparing PSTs for their future, it prepares them for the status quo. Conformists counter
saying that unless you provide equal opportunities, you cannot ensure that the status quo
won't be so stratified. Thus, it 1s complicated to decide which is better and how to navigate

between the two. (Ellis, R., personal notes, September 19, 2017).

Thus, as I looked at my data, I wanted to look for areas of individuality and conformity to
see how the mstructors at GU reflected (or not) my conflicting philosophy. I found that variability
presented itself in a few forms, by instructor and by semester. Both of these forms of variability
were reflected n the instructors’ understanding of academic freedom.

All of the mstructors that I interviewed had conceptions of what it means to have academic
freedom. As Dr. Aldebaran put it, she was given a core assignment with which to assess her PSTs,

but the focus of this assignment was up to her. Also, she was given a curriculum guide, but how she
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chose to implement i1t was up to her. Dr. Polaris said that he had “freedom within the limit of the
course description” (interview). However, he said that if there were other mstructors teaching the
same course, he was expected to meet with them and collaborate to ensure that they did not have
“drastically different versions” of the same course (ibid). Thus, the course was technically his to
teach as he wished, as long as there was some sense of consistency. Dr. Deneb said, “as long as we
help [the PSTs| achieve the standard, we’re good” (transcript). She liked that the course reflected
who she was and that she had the freedom to meet her students’ needs. Other than the agreed
upon assignments, she enjoyed using her expertise to individualize her sections. Lastly, Dr. Altair
said that the standards come from the group and the implementation 1s individual choice
(interview notes). However, she felt that it would be better if all the sections were more aligned. Of
all the instructors that I interviewed, Dr. Altair was the only one who felt that academic freedom
might lead to drastically different courses and maternial learned, and this could be problematic both
for the program and for the PSTs. Overall, all instructors suggested that as long as they met the
course description and gave the core assignment, the rest was up to them. Thus, I was unsurprised
to find variability across sections and over time. In the next few pages, I will discuss the variations 1
found from my data.

How do courses vary by instructor?

In this question, I look at how the course instructors individualized their sections as
compared to other mstructors of the same course. As I did not interview other mstructors for
Course C and Course A, the information I have comes from what was stated by the instructors
during the interview, as well as from my own analyses.

For Course C, Dr. Aldebaran discussed with me some of the ways that she personalized

her course. While the PP 1s a departmental assignment, it was Dr. Aldebaran’s choice to split the
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project into two components. She found that by creating a PPp1l and PPp2, her PSTs were better
able to create a unit plan. Interestingly, this then also altered how she ended up grading the PP. Dr.
Aldebaran chose to make her students get a C or better on both parts individually, not as a
combined total. This then differed from how the assignment would be graded in another section.
Dr. Aldebaran’s PSTs could not have a high PPp1 grade carry them through a low PPp2 grade,
but in another section, with a combined grade, it 1s possible that this could happen. Additionally,
Dr. Aldebaran said that she got to control the weighting in her rubric for the core assignment. She
said that one semester she helped another instructor with grading their PP submissions, and she
had to use their rubric to score it, because otherwise the emphasis might not be in the right place.
Therefore, while it might be the same core assignment in theory, it definitely varied by instructor.

For Course A, I had less data to review because Dr. Polaris was the only instructor teaching
the course n the semester I collected data, and he tends to be the primary instructor. He did say,
however, that when there are others teaching the course, there are slight differences with both the
syllab1 and the grade weighting. He surmised that this might lead to a half-step grade difference
between sections (B versus B-), but nothing too serious. Dr. Polaris also said that because of his
expertise with this course, new instructors of the course tend to defer to him. Therefore, while
there might be some variability due to mstructor, this variability was minimal.

For Course BD, I had concrete evidence of variability between sections because I
interviewed two different instructors for the same course. The first major difference was that one
section was a fully online course and the other was a hybrid course. If this difference causes
variability 1s up for debate, as mentioned in the literature review, but it 1s nevertheless a difference
i implementation. Another difference was that the core assignment appeared to be implemented

and designed a bit differently. For example, Dr. Altair had her PST's weave their artifacts in with
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their descriptions of how they met each standard, while Dr. Deneb had the PST's create separate
sections for descriptions and artifacts. Perhaps the largest difference, however, was the cut score for
passing the core assignment. Dr. Altair required PSTs to get earn 14.5 points while Dr. Deneb
required 16 points. Interestingly, Dr. Altair said that the PSTs needed to get the 14.5 points on the
proficiencies and to equal the 709 as she states, it means that the professionalism grade on the
rubric does not actually factor in to the score. I did not have enough information to determine 1f
Dr. Deneb also skips the professionalism. Fither way, this shows that despite having a common
rubric, Course BD still determined the pass line for the core assignment individually.

How do courses by the same instructor vary over time?

As different as sections can be when they are taught by different instructors, maintaining the
same Instructor also does not guarantee that the course remains constant. In addition to asking the
mstructors about what makes their sections unique, I also looked into the data to determine what
changes an instructor might make when re-teaching the same course. Two general themes emerged
when I looked at how the courses could change when taught by the same instructor. The first
theme was about adapting the course to the PSTs enrolled and the second was about updating the
course as new research and 1deas come mto the field.

Dr. Altair was perhaps the most explicit in explaining how she adapted the course each
semester to her enrolled PSTs. She gives a pre-assessment at the beginning of each semester and
uses the results to mfluence how she runs the course. If PSTs are particularly strong or weak in a
certain area, she changes how she teaches to meet their needs. She also said that there have been
times when she finds that she gives a task or assignment and nearly everyone gets the task wrong.
She then uses this information to reteach the material and assign a new task. Thus, she uses how

the PSTs are learning to adjust her curriculum in real time. In addition to adapting to her current
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PSTs, Dr. Altair also mentioned that she has made deliberate changes from semester to semester.
She takes notes during the semester and adjusts the curriculum moving forward based on what
worked and what did not. She also uses the feedback that the PSTs provide at the end of the
semester to make changes. Thus, if once were to take Course BD with her two semesters in a row,
the course would not necessarily be the same. PST experience, previous results, and current
learning speed would all influence how she taught the course.

Slightly similar, but not quite, Dr. Aldebaran also changes up her course from semester to
semester. Sometimes these changes are the reaction to the enrolled PSTs and their interests, but
she also makes changes based on her own shifting interests. She acknowledged that teaching the
same course over and over could be boring, and so she makes small changes to keep the course
mteresting for her, as well as relevant for her students. One of the examples she gave was with the
focus of the core assignment. One semester she required that the unit be based on a local historic
site, and one semester it was based on a community action project. Such changes keep the core
assignment 1n tact, with the goal of writing a unit staying the same, but shift the focus of how the
unit 1s planned and designed. Thus, taking Dr. Aldebaran’s course two semesters in a row would
not feel quite the same, even though the same general structure would remain constant.
Interestingly, Dr. Aldebaran stated that consistency was the biggest thing when it comes to fairness
in assessment. Thus, she keeps copies of past graded assignments and uses them as a basis for how
she grades the next semester. She does this to maintain a level of consistency and fairness and to
ensure that similar units would get the same grade regardless of what semester they were written in.
So, while the course changes, the grading remains the same.

The second way courses change over time 1s the result of updates in research. Dr. Polaris

said that he looks at his course pack every year and changes a few readings to reflect what 1s new in
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the field. As he tweaks his course each year, some of the readings change and presumably the
assignments connected to the readings are updated as well. Similarly, Dr. Deneb said that she
updates her course as a result of what she learns from a yearly conference on technology. At the
conference she pays special attention to what technology teachers are currently using in the field,
and she works to incorporate these new ways (and presumably remove the old ways) into the new
semester. It was from this conference that Dr. Deneb decided to design the Fake News
assignment. Dr. Aldebaran also updates her course based on what 1s happening in the classroom.
As part of her job, she spends time 1n local schools and when there, looks for new and exciting
ways that teaches are teaching. She then works to incorporate these new ways when she has her
PSTs design their unit plan.

Just because the course 1s taught by the same person does not, then, guarantee that the
course will remain the same. Just as a course changes when it is taught by a different instructor,
over time, a course taught by the same instructor changes and adapts as well. These changes come
both from responding to the PSTs enrolled and to the ever-changing field of knowledge.

How does the order of learning affect what is taught and graded?

One thing that really stood out when looking at all my courses was how the order of
courses that a PST takes at GU influenced what could be expected, taught, and assessed n each
course. I was looking at courses i the middle years of the program, after the general education
requirements but before the disciplinary methods courses or student teaching, and this led to some
interesting effects.

First of all, the instructors all assumed that the PSTs had already started thinking about

their teaching philosophy and knew about the basic tenets of teaching. They believed that the PST's
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should already know that teaching 1s a big job and a great responsibility and were feeling prepared
to take on the task.

Second, as the courses were sequential, they also assumed that the PSTs would know the
material that came from the course before it. Course A expected that PSTs already knew how to
write lesson objectives and had 1deas about how to design lessons, and Course BD expected that
PSTs knew how to write lessons and could write assessments.

Course C typically came first, but the core assignment in that course required the PSTs to
think about how students would be assessed in the unit they designed, so Dr. Aldebaran had to
spend some time 1n her class going over the basics of assessment so that they could complete that
component. She could not, however, go into much detail and thus had to grade the students
accordingly. Determining content criteria for their assessment was one of the areas where Electra
and Maia scored lowest on their PPpl. This makes sense because they really had limited
experience learning about assessment. This component was, however, only 2% of the full PP, so
while it was assessed, it was not a huge influence on the overall grade.

One place 1t was apparent that the PSTs had not yet taken a disciplinary methods course
was when they struggled with defending the rationale for their PP unit. Both Maia and Electra were
given comments on how to fix their rationales (although only Electra lost points), and since they
had not yet taken a methods course, they did not have much experience in knowing how to
connect their desired unit to their future students. This component was worth 3% of the PP. The
PSTs also struggled to connect their unit goal with the standards (worth 39). It was not
immediately apparent if this was something they should have been learning in Course C or would
come later. As I did not get to analyze PST submissions of the PPp2, I was not able to find other

areas for where PSTs struggled, but from just the PPpl, I was able to determine that it was likely
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that at least 8% of the full grade came from knowledge that might actually be taught after Course C
was completed.

Perhaps because Course A can be a co-requisite with Course C, or because it was not the
focus of the course, or because the PST's do not yet have disciplinary methods knowledge, PST's
were not graded on the realism of their hypothetical course for which their summative assessment
was designed. The PSTs needed to create the frame of a unit just to base their assessment on
something, but how good the unit was or how well the test was aligned was of little to no
importance to the grade. In the rubric, they were only graded on how “clear” their introduction
was (A1, p. 3). Course A also clearly came prior to a course on special education, because when
the PSTs were asked to make hypothetical accommodations, it was made explicit that these
accommodations would rely on “intelligent speculation” (A1, p. 4). Thus, there were areas in the
core assignment where I could see that order of learning was taken nto account.

The fact that Course BD comes after Courses A and C but before the disciplinary methods
courses and student teaching courses was visible not just from knowing the order of courses, but
through looking at how the PST's were assessed. From the rubric I analyzed, as well as from the
portfolio and the assignments hyperlinked within, there appeared to be a general understanding
that PST's could and should be able to think about how to design a lesson (from Course C) and
that they would include assessment checks (from Course A), but that they were not being assessed
on knowing how to teach specific content material. PSTs were to create lessons and demonstrate
knowledge of how to use the technology, but the content of these lessons and assessments was not
evaluated. One example of this 1s Fake News submission. PST's were to design a task using a video,
but the content to include was given in the module. Looking at the grading criteria for this

assignment, it was graded on being age-appropriate (which would come from the developmental
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courses prior to the middle stage), including two activities that would allow students to demonstrate
their understanding (which was a mix of Course C and Course A), and using technology was clear
and appropriate (a Course BD requirement). Not assessed 1s the ability to coming up with material
to teach the students, which makes sense seeing as this has not been taught yet. This rubric does
however demonstrate that knowledge 1s cumulative i this program, so what comes before 1s not
only a pre-requisite for taking the course, but is also fair game for assessment.

Looking at the SP, it appeared that three major things mattered for success. One, the PST's
needed to properly understand the standards for the course. Two, PSTs needed to be reflective
about their learning and be able to demonstrate through their reflections how they have grown 1n
meeting the standards. Three, PSTs need to be able to use academic technology to present
material clearly. Thus, from the portfolio, the material learned prior to the course, and to be
learned after, was not really assessed. The prior material came in the semester assignments, but for
the core assignment, the focus was mostly on what was purely taught in this semester. In this way,
the order of learning was less important.

Focus on structure.

Looking across all the courses, however, what demonstrated the order of learning most of
all was the general focus on how something was done structurally. This structure included both the
format in which something was presented and demonstrating that time and effort were exerted.
There appeared to be a common theme of caring about what was done and in what manner, more
so than what was actually said. There were a few ways this was done, with rule following (to be
discussed as its own question later), and with an emphasis on format.

In each core assignment, PSTs were expected to demonstrate that they understood the

process for doing something. In Course C, this presented itself as following the procedure for
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developing a unit. That all the components were present and that the PSTs demonstrate that they
spent time thinking about the unit seemed to be what mattered most. In Course A, this presented
itself similarly. PSTs needed to analyze examination data and build a summative assessment, but
the focus of the grading was on spending time analyzing and following assessment blueprints, more
than if the hypotheses were correct or the assessment assessed the appropriate material. In Course
BD, PSTs developed a portfolio to demonstrate that they knew how to think about the standards
and promised to keep growing in how they used technology. From the interviews, I learned that
the focus was on thinking about which technology to use when and for what purpose. Thus, again,
the focus was not on what really PSTs claimed they would teach their future students, but that it
would be taught in the proper manner.

Across all the cases, the focus of the core assignments (and the course) appeared to be on
being able to go through the steps of behaving like a teacher. As long as the structure was there,
there seemed to be an implicit hope that when combined with the disciplinary methods courses
later, PSTs would be able to meld what they learned then and now together to become a successful
teacher. This hope 1s likely a result of where the courses are in the program and the expectations
for PSTs at this point in their career. In none of the courses were the PSTs ever watched n a
classroom as the teacher or asked to model teaching in some other form. While PST's in Course C
and Course A spent a bit of time n the classroom, for C there were field hours and for A it was the
AP, the purpose was not the same. As seen with the AP, even this minimal classroom time quickly
brought in variance based on the relationship between the PST and the CT. Thus, even if the
mstructors wanted to know what the PST would be like as teacher and how they would implement
a technique or strategy, the opportunity to assess it fairly was not there. Thus, 1t appeared that all

the mstructors instead relied on the proxy of developing the structure as the only useful indicator.
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What does a grade in the course tell us?

Most schools give grades, regardless the level. I remember my mother reading me my
report grade i my early years, when I earned grades of “E” for excellent and “VG” for very good.
I even have a report card from preschool where I was graded on my ability to alternate feet on the
staircase and to use scissors. In the teacher education program at GU, PSTs receive alphabetized
grades, with A being the top and F being a fail. What these grades actually mean, however, 1s a bit
more complicated.

I took some time looking at the conversion charts from all the syllabi of the courses 1

studied. I then used these charts to build the one below:

Table 8.1 Conversion Charts
C - Aldebaran | A - Polaris BD - Altair BD - Deneb

100
99
98
97
96
95
94
93
92
91
90
89
88
87
86
85 B
84 B
83 B

82 B- B B

81 B- B- B-

80 B- B B

79 C+ C+ C+ C+

78 C+ C+ C+ C+

77 C+ C+ C+ C+

76 C+ C C C

75 C C C C

74 C C C C

o~Mioclies)
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Table 8.1 (Continued)

C - Aldebaran | A - Polaris | BD - Altair | BD - Deneb
C C C-

C- C- C-

C- C- C-

C- C- C-

73
72
71
70
69
68
67
66
65
64
63
62
61
60
59

QOO A

The first thing I noticed was that it was not the same conversion chart for every section 1
studied. However, there was one area of consistency, which 1s that As were in the 90s, Bs were
the 80s, and Cs were in the 70s. Thus, no matter how the +/- changed for each grade, the letter was
covering the same range.

The second thing I noticed was that while earning the A in Aldebaran’s section was the
most challenging, her B+, C+, and D+ had larger ranges than all the other sections. Thus, even
though getting the A might be most limited, only an 86 in her class would lead to a B+, while all the
other sections would call this just a B.

Third, Dr. Altair did not have any way for the PSTs to get a D in her course. Once PSTs
were below the C line (which is the grade required for credit), PSTs failed. Interestingly, all the
sections I studied did require the PST to get a C in order to pass, but the other instructors still had
conversions for a D+, D, and D-. This left me wondering what the difference 1s between a D and
an F, and if perhaps PSTs ever would get in the sixties and not retake the class, but instead switch

majors. Answering this question will be saved for another project.
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Another way to think about these conversion charts is to consider which letter grades have
the largest ranges, which may indicate that these grades are given out most frequently. To consider

this, I looked at what percent of above 60% each letter grade represents. I came up with the

following chart:

Table 8.2 Grade Bands

C - Aldebaran | A - Polaris BD - Altair | BD - Deneb
A 15% i 17% 17%
A- 12% 7% 10% 10%
B+ 10% 7% 7% 7%
B 7% 10% 10% 7%
B- 7% 7% 7% 109%
C+ 10% 7% 7% 7%
C 7% 10% 10% 7%
C- 7% 7% 7% 109%
D+ 10% 7% 7%
D 7% 10% 10%
D- 7% 7% 7%

From here, I again color coded the cells with green being the highest and red being the
lowest. In Dr. Aldebaran’s course, 15% of students would get an A, 12% would get an A-, 10%
would get B+, C+, and D+ respectively, and then the remaining grades would have 7% of students
in each. In Dr. Polaris’s course, 20% of students would get an A, 10% would get a B, C, and D
respectively, and then the remaining grades would have 7% of students in each. In Dr. Altair’s
course, 179 would get an A, 109 would get an A-, B, and C respectively, 79 would each get B+,
B-, C+, and C-, and the remaining 249 would fail. In Dr. Deneb’s course, 17% would get an A,
1096 would get an A-, B, C-, and D each, and the remaining grades would had 7% of the students
in each. Essentially what this tells me 1s that all the courses are quite varied mn their conversions.
Grades are not normally evenly distributed, but this calculation helped to highlight the differences

In conversion charts.
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As helpful as conversion charts can be however, what matters more (at least to me) 1s how
these grades can be achieved. From my understanding, there are two major components for what
makes a grade, instructor expectations and deductions or the possibility for revision. In terms of
expectations, as discussed 1n the nterview sections of the course chapters, each professor had a
slightly different take on what it meant to be an A or C student in their course. Fach, in addition to
considering point values, had a qualitative description of what the grade letters meant. These
conceptual understandings likely influenced how they determined which letter or number grade to
give their students and influenced how they designed their rubrics.

‘When considering the rubrics themselves, it was interesting to note the differing anchoring
methods that each professor used. Dr. Polaris appeared to start with assuming that if PST's
included all the required components, they would receive 100%. Thus, it appeared that he started
with full marks and then deducted where necessary. It is interesting, then, that he also has the
largest A range. Dr. Aldebaran’s rubric, on the contrary, states that what is included on the rubric 1s
what 1s needed to get a C. This suggests that meeting the rubric will get a C, not meeting it will be
lower, and then when PST's go above and beyond expectations, their grades will rise. Her rubric,
then, starts at nearly the minimum, and then adds points when necessary. This difference in
anchoring leads to a different understanding of how each grade is assigned and how the instructor
thinks about grades. It appears that Dr. Aldebaran believes that meeting expectations means a C,
while meeting expectations for Dr. Polaris means an A. This understanding, however, 1s subjective
and not necessarily correct. It is not just the anchoring that matters, but how the rubrics are
described. It might be that Dr. Polaris 1s not writing his expectations in his rubric, but istead
describing what 1s above and beyond. It 1s also interesting that despite saying her rubric represents

a C, the submissions I saw were A and B submissions with points deducted. Thus, sometimes the
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1dea 1s not the same 1s what actually happens. Course BD has a three-tiered rubric with clear levels,
so anchoring does not apply in the same way when looking at that particular document. There 1s
still anchoring, however, in other parts of Course BD. For example, Dr. Altair mentioned that 1f a
PST is to “meet all course objectives” for an assignment, then they earn an A. This then anchors
the grade at the top.

Another way that grades can mean something different is if there are additional deductions
or allowing for revisions. When a course only allows a single submission, there 1s the expectation
that the work submitted at that time 1s as good as it will be. Almost all my syllabi had some
mention of expecting that work be turned in on time and n its best form. However, all the
mstructors had some mention of revisions or late work, as well. For revisions, sometimes PST's
were encouraged to submit drafts early for review by the instructor (like for Dr. Polaris or Dr.
Deneb). This would allow the PST to attempt a draft, get instructor feedback, and resubmit before
the deadline, with presumably a much stronger submission than would have been submitted
otherwise. In a different way, Dr. Aldebaran allowed PSTs to resubmit core assignments if they
scored lower than a C, providing the opportunity for a second chance of success. These allowances
to get feedback and make changes alters a bit what it means to get a grade in this course. Thus, a
grade 1s not purely dependent on how well the PST learned the first time, but also on how much
they could improve when given individualized help by the mstructor. It is possible, however, that
these differences in how the mstructors allow for revisions account for some of the differences i
the grade conversion. Since Dr. Deneb allowed her PSTs to get feedback on the SP before the
final submuission, it could explain why her cut score for passing 1s higher than Dr. Altair’s.

‘When points are deducted for something other than the quality of the content, this 1s also a

way that the meaning of the grade changes. For example, with deducting points for late work, the
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grade becomes fluenced not just by quality of the submission, but with the adherence to keeping
a good schedule and being able to turn something in on time. A PST can turn in A-quality work,
but if it 1s turned n late, it will not necessarily get an A. How many points are deducted varied by
mstructor, which also added some variance into what a grade means. All of the instructors also
allotted a portion of their grade to some sort of adherence to guidelines either spelling and
grammar, like Dr. Aldebaran, or font and spacing, like Dr. Polaris. This then meant that grades in
their courses were not just about how well the PST's learned the material and could demonstrate it,
but also were grading an additional skill.

In all these different ways, what it meant to get an A on an assignment or in the course
varied. Whether the actual grade matters or not is a different question, but what I can ascertain 1s
that an A- in one section or course does not always have the same meaning in another. Thus,
grades give a general idea, but cannot be translated into a concrete understanding of what the PST
knows and can do.

What the purpose for assessing dispositions, especially professionalism and rule
following?

‘What perhaps stood out the most to me as I looked through my cases and my source data
was the strong emphasis on measuring the PST's dispositions in the form of character and
behavior. In particular, there was a strong emphasis professionalism and rule following. When 1
went through my own chapter analyses, I made 230 notes about what was happening in the
chapters and on what was being discussed. Of these 230 notes, 9 of them were about
professionalism, 36 were about rule following, and 13 were about in-class behavior. Combined, this
means that at least 25% of my analysis was about how the PST should act, rather than what they

should know.
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There are a number of reasons why there might be such a high priority on these behavioral
skills. First, teaching 1s a profession, and as such, there are certain behaviors that will be expected
of the PST when they enter the field. It makes sense that the mnstructors in the middle of the
program would want to start instilling these behaviors n their classrooms as a way to prepare the
PSTs. Second, the instructors are teachers and want to be able to run their classes efficiently, so
some of these rules or guidelines are about helping the class run smoothly to maximize learning for
all. Third, assessing behaviors may be a proxy for the underlying skills that instructors wish to be
assessed. In a teacher education program, like in many fields, we cannot always see the skills we
want to measure, and thus we need to use something as a proxy. If a PST can follow a template for
designing a unit plan, for example, this may be a good indicator that they can write a unit plan.
Thus, the focus 1s seemingly on following the guidelines of the template, when the skill that wants
to be assessed 1s unit planning.

The above paragraph lists my hypotheses, built of the data and from prior experience and
research. This chapter, however, 1s about answering questions based on the data, so I will now look
at my coding more succinctly to guide you i how I came to these hypotheses. While I coded my
data, I acknowledged that the distinctions among professionalism, in-class behavior, and rule
following were fuzzy at best, although I tried my best to keep them separate. Therefore, I state
here formally that my categories are not fully distinct and mutually exclusive, which 1s partly why
they are all discussed under the same broader question.

To code for professionalism, I looked at expectations about PST behavior throughout the
course, although not necessarily about in-class behavior. In this category I found three major
components. The first was just about how professionalism would be graded. When the focus was

on general grading, I did not include it in this code, although I could have, and would have had an
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even higher weight in my count. Courses A and BD were explicit about grading professionalism, so
they were counted in this code, but Course C was more implied, and thus not included. The
second part of this code was about scheduling. PST's were advised on how to plan their time, either
explicitly, as in Dr. Deneb’s syllabus where she told PSTs how much time they should plan to
work per week, or more generally, as including a course calendar or recommending that PST's
should keep on top of the course website. The third part was about resources, when the mstructors
told the PSTs how and where to find the computer lab, and offered suggestions about how to stay
organized. Thus, under this code, it was clear that the course instructors not only cared about what
material would be turned i or how the PSTs acted in class, but had an interest in helping the
PSTs to maintain a degree of professionalism i all that they did with respect to the course.

I coded separately for in-class behavior and expectations. This category included what
PST's should plan on bringing to class (books, electronics) and at the same time, how to not use
these items 1n class as a distraction. There was information about how to work with peers, how to
participate, and how to engage respectfully in classroom discussion. Also 1n this category was how
to deal with absences and tardiness. Thus, in this category, the focus was on how to be an active
and contributing participant to the course, to enhance their own learning as well as to help and
respect their peers. From this I was able to see that the instructors valued how PSTs would behave
and nteract within their classroom.

The last code was about rule following. In here, I marked all the times I found that the
mstructor dictated or guided how the PST should submit an item. For example, in Course A,
PSTs needed to include a blueprint, a scatterplot, and analyze a number of items. In Courses C
and BD, PSTs were given a template to follow for their core assignment submissions. In this last

component, I was able to see how strong of an influence following rules influenced the success of a
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PST in one of these courses. From the core assignments, I was able to calculate the relative weight
of following rules. In the PP for Course C, rule following and mechanics were worth 16% of the
entire grade. For the ADP in Course A, 50% of the rubric elements mentioned rule following or
mechanics (assuming that all stated components are weighted equally, which I had to assume
because I had no information otherwise). For the SP in Course BD, 9% of the grade was from this.
While the exact percentage varied greatly, it was still clearly influential. At a minimum, following
rules and using correct mechanics was the difference between a letter grade, and at a maximum,
the difference between passing and failing.

In addition to coding my own analyses, I also looked at the syllabi descriptions themselves.
I wanted to know how much of the syllabus was dedicated to talking about these three
components. As a proxy for importance, I calculated percentage of the syllabus words dedicated to
describing, explaiing, or enforcing components of professionalism, as mentioned earlier in this
chapter. All estimates are approximate and dependent on verbosity, but they still provide a good
baseline. Course A spent 42% of the syllabus and Course C spent 319%. For Course BD, Dr.
Altair’s syllabus spent 25% and Dr. Deneb’s spent 199%. Additionally, Course C made 1t explicit
the ways that a PST would lose points on assignments for not following the rules.

So, what can be understood from all this? I cannot come to any conclusions, but I can
make a few conjectures. First of all, it 1s possible that the focus on professionalism in the syllabus 1s
less needed the farther into the program one looks. As can be seen from the percentages, there
was a decrease in syllabus wording relating to professionalism that corresponded with the order
that PST's take these courses. Perhaps frontloading professionalism in the earlier courses helps to
decrease the need for it later on. Another possibility 1s that as the numbers are all approximate, we

can say that on average, a syllabus in the middle years of the program spends about 20-40% of the
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words dedicated to describing professionalism. This range approximates the range of what I found,
and shows that professionalism does take up a considerable amount of space and importance. This
1s telling because no course explicitly claimed to assess professionalism more than 10% of the
overall grade, so this mismatch 1s noticeable. Thus, despite the mnitial claims n all of the syllabi
about grading, adherence to professionalism is paramount. Perhaps this i1s because the mstructors
believe that how PSTs behave influences how they learn, and thus they feel it 1s important to
include.

In conclusion, I repeat the quote from Dr. Polaris, “Some things are indeed hard to assess”
(transcript). In some respects, measuring dispositions, at least the internal and mental aspects of it,
are quite challenging. What 1s not hard to assess, however, 1s how well a PST follows a template or
uses proper grammar to express themselves. Thus, I find it unsurprising that when deciding to
assess PST progress, the rubrics rely heavily on following directions. If a PST does not follow the
directions, it may indicate that they did not understand the assignment or were not willing to put in
the effort to grow and change. While it may seem superficial to assess the professionalism, perhaps

it 1s the best proxy we have.
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Chapter 9: Tensions, Philosophy, and Implications

As mentioned in my Chapter 1, my interests lie broadly in assessment and fairness. I
conducted this study because I felt that teacher education was a context in which to study how
assessment was used, but I also felt that it would be a good springboard for a broader and deeper
conversation. Assessing teachers, especially in the middle of their program, is challenging and
important, and as such, it provides an appropriate setting for my philosophical questions.

As a result of the data that I collected, I was not able to study in depth many of the tensions
that I wanted to see, although they did show up mn places. To really understand a range of
assessment tensions, one would need to collect a myriad of additional data, including PST
mterviews and data from a larger sample size. In this chapter, I describe and explain the tensions
that were present in my findings, and suggest 1deas for future research to systematically examine
these tensions further. I present these tensions as sections, but as in the prior chapter, there exists
some overlap and the sections are not mutually exclusive. These tensions all relate to issues of
fairness, but from shghtly different perspectives.

Before I discuss the tensions explicitly, I begin with an overview of how I see fairness in
assessment. I then transition to discussing the tensions I found in my data. The first tension 1s
related to how the core assignment 1s related to the curriculum, and how this relationship
influences fairness. I start here because as the core assignment influences the curriculum, many of
the other tensions stem from this point. Second, I look at tension that develops from the order of
the courses at GU. Because these middle courses are not subject specific, I explore how subject-
area knowledge may be related to what 1s learned or taught in the courses. Third, I discuss how
dispositions are assessed in the three courses. In addition to assessing teacher knowledge, I found

that there was a strong emphasis on assessing dispositions. Fourth, I examine what, other than
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teacher knowledge and dispositions, 1s assessed in the three courses. From my data, I found that
English fluency and access to resources were assessed, as well. Lastly, I describe the number of
tensions that I found surrounding the rubric and its development.

Before concluding the chapter, I revisit my three research questions and concisely answer
them based on what I found from my data. I began my project wanting to know:

1. What are PSTs expected to learn, do, and know in the middle years of their
teacher preparation programs?
2. How do teacher educators assess these middle-program PST's?
3. What are the tensions involved in these expectations and assessment decisions?
I use this final space to share what I learned about my questions.
Fairness in Assessment

There are two common tropes 1n life. The first one 1s “life 1s not fair” and this 1s often used
as a reason to explain inequalities. The other one 1s that “life should be fair,” and this trope 1s used
by those who believe that things can be different. What it means to be fair, however, and how to
make things fair, changes based on perspective and experience.

To start more broadly, and outside of education, there 1s a national debate about the
Electoral College and its place in the American voting system. Proponents for the Electoral
College argue that this body helps maintain the balance of power between the larger and smaller
states, and ensures that the voices of those who live in less populated states still get heard in the
election. If voting were based on pure numbers, those who live in large cities would outnumber
those in rural areas, and would be able to vote for politicians or policies that support urban rights
at the expense of rural rights. Opponents of the Electoral College argue that its existence 1s unfair

to people who live in populated areas because their individual votes are worth less. Because of the
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weighting system in the Electoral College, a vote by a citizen in Montana 1s worth three times the
vote of a citizen i California. Proponents for the Electoral College argue that this 1s then unfair to
people who live in more populated areas, because the vote of the individual 1s worth less and
therefore this leads to their needs and voices being muffled. I find this debate interesting because
both sides are fighting for fairness. Both sides want their voices to get an equal space in the election
and worry about others getting an undue advantage. Thus, people often are fighting for fairness,
jJust with different conceptions of fairness.

Fights for fairness also exist in education, and including in teacher education. People want
things to be fair, but how, and for whom, 1s the question. When preparing teachers, what really 1s
the goal and how do we know it 1s being met? Is “teacher knowledge” what 1s important? If so, how
can we construct a test of teacher knowledge that does not privilege certain knowledge, and thereby
be fair from CIV? Every test format leads to decisions that must be made, and each decision may
influence who succeeds. For example, Dr. Aldebaran has strict rules in her course for use of
grammar and spelling, but what counts as proper grammar and spelling 1s dependent on
background. Is deducting points for not using Standard English disadvantaging those who come
from different backgrounds, or is knowing Standard English a necessary skill for being a successful
teacher in America? Depending on who you ask, the answer will vary. Different answers will lead
to different ideas of how fair Dr. Aldebaran’s grading system really is.

The debates go even further. There are many types of teacher knowledge, as described 1n
the hiterature review chapter. Specialized Content Knowledge 1s different from Knowledge of
Content and Curriculum. Deciding how to measure each and how to weight them 1s a choice that
must be made n a teacher education program. The results of this decision, however, may

influence who succeeds. What really 1s the right mix of the different types of knowledge and how
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do we know that this mix 1s right? Does fair mean the same standard for everyone, or does it mean
that every PST has an opportunity to succeed mn their own way?

As I proceed through this chapter, I describe many of the tensions that presented
themselves as I conducted my research. I do not have answers or solutions to the tensions, but I
present the 1deas and suggest methods for gaining further insight and understanding.

How are the core assignment and the curriculum related? How does this
relationship influence fairness?

In each of the three courses I studied at GU, there was a core assignment. To pass the
course, PST's needed to not only get a C in the course, but also get a C on the core assignment.
The core assignment was an agreed-upon assignment by the department, although I did not get any
details on how it was created. Nevertheless, I learned that this dual passing requirement was
intended to ensure consistency between sections. The goal was that the core assignment would
provide a common measure for all PST's taking the course, regardless of mstructor or term. Thus,
the PST would be assessed in the same way in every section and in every year.

I was also able to get a bit of information on how this core assignment related to the course.
In this section, I look first at when the core assignment influences curriculum and how this affects
fairness. Then, I look at how the curriculum influences the core assignment, and how that affects
fairness.

When the core assignment influences the curriculum.

Dr. Aldebaran said that she designed her course using the theory presented by
Understanding by Design (transcript). The purpose of Understanding by Design is to focus on the
required outcomes of the course, and then to plan the course accordingly. Thus, as the core

assignment 1s the one of the major assessments of the course, Dr. Aldebaran used it to design a
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curriculum that focuses on helping the PST's learn the required material to succeed on the PP. In
this way, the core assignment influences her curriculum decisions and modifies how and what she
teaches in order to align to the core assignment.

Additionally, having a core assignment can influence what material gets learned in the
course and can lead to other important content being permanently cut. When the core assignment
dictates the curriculum, it may narrow what is taught, as the instructor works to ensure PST
success. This phenomenon has been noted in K-12 education, as well (e.g. Au, 2007 & Berliner,
2011). If this narrowing means that the mstructor will only focus on skills that are essential to being
a teacher, this may not be problematic. It may lead to fewer tangential topics and more emphasis
on critical knowledge and skills for good teaching. However, narrowing does not necessarily mean
that the course 1s focused on the right material. The core assignment could influence the
curriculum to focus only on a narrow portion of the knowledge and practices that a PST needs to
learn (e.g. that a PST should only ever teach using Jigsaw lessons), and hinder the PST’s ability to
become a well-rounded teacher.

Nevertheless, when the core assignment influences how the curriculum is designed across
sections, then one can expect that PSTs taking any section of the course are learning the same
material. This then creates a degree of consistency and helps the program understand what 1s
taught and assessed in every course.

How does the core assignment influencing the curriculum affect fairness?

With this directionality of the core assignment affecting decisions about curriculum, I was
curious about how this core assignment could also influence fairness. On the one hand, having a
common assignment across all sections does provide a level of consistency. It allows the program

to make claims about the PSTs and to be able to show accreditors that they know what 1s being
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assessed in each course and section. By having the same assignment across sections and over time,
all PSTs are held to the same standard. The same standard can mean fairness.

On the other hand, just because there is consistency, it does not necessarily mean fairness.
If the core assignment 1s biased in any way, it remains biased i all sections and over time, and can
contribute to the course curriculum being biased. This bias could lead to certain PSTs leaving the
program due to “poor performance” which actually means a failure to comply with biased
standards. If the core assignment 1s discriminating based on a necessary teacher skill, then this
discrimination (in the mathematical sense) 1s appropriate. If this discrimination 1s based on
something else, however, like specific content knowledge that not all PSTs have learned yet, or on
personal characteristics that are separate from teaching (like how artistic a PST 1s), then this can be
problematic. Thus, having a core assignment 1s only fair if the core assignment 1s overall fair and
constructed to measure knowledge and skills that are important to becoming a teacher.

Additionally, fairness comes mto play when the core assignment influences how an
mstructor can respond to individual PST differences in the course. If the core assignment creates a
narrow and rigid curriculum, then mstructors may feel compelled to follow the curriculum
regardless of who 1s 1n the course. This would then eliminate the options like the pre-test
administered by Dr. Altair to adapt the curriculum to the needs and skills of the current PST's
enrolled in the course. Furthermore, this then means that the core assignment, which acts as an
assessment, 1s not aligned to the needs and growth of the given students. Depending on how it 1s
written and scored, it 1s vulnerable to issues like the ceiling or flooring effect, which caps PST
growth or truncates misunderstanding and does not show true levels of understanding (Baker et al.,

2010). When an assessment 1s not aligned with the PST understanding, the results that can be
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gleaned from the grades are lmited. Thus, both the assessment results lose meaning and the
mstructor cannot cater to PST needs.

Additionally, the core assignment influencing the curriculum can be an issue of fairness if,
for example, the core assignment requires PSTs to only use literature from a prescribed list. In this
example, the course mstructor would likely also teach mainly from this list, and other important
sources and authors could be 1ignored. Other equally important articles and readings would be then
eliminated from the curriculum and never taught.

For future research, I recommend looking more deeply into the core assignments and
determining how fair they really are. Ways to consider this would be to look at several years of
PST scores and run DIF calculations to determine if certain non-important teacher characteristics
are being screened. Maybe the assignment 1s especially challenging for PSTs who are from rural
areas, or who are focusing on secondary science education. Getting more numerical data can help
clarify this degree of fairness. Qualitatively, researchers might want to conduct focus group
mterviews to better understand how different groups of PSTs understand and interact with the core
assignment. Additionally, it would be useful to conduct research on the predictive validity of the
core assignment. How predictive 1s success on the assignment of future teaching ability?

When the curriculum influences the core assignment.

On the other hand, Dr. Altair said that she used her academic freedom to add components
to the Course BD core assignment, modifying the SP to better align to the focus she gave the
course that semester. Dr. Altair would adjust the directions of the core assignment to match how
she focused the course that semester. Then, as she made adjustments to the instructions, she made
sure to make corresponding adjustments to the rubric to reflect these changes. From this direction,

it was the course that influenced how the core assignment was graded. Thus, while at times the
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core assignment might influence what 1s taught, i this instance, what 1s taught might influence how
the SP is assigned and graded.

How does the curriculum influencing the core assignment affect fairness?

One may believe that modifying the core assignment toward what was taught and focused
upon 1n a course would make the core assignment more fair for the PST's in that particular section.
I agree that making a critical assignment aligned to the taught material 1s important. The tension
appears when considering what happens across the course when one section makes such a change.
As the core assignment changes from section to section, the claims that can be made about the
PST's passing the course change, as well. As the assignment and rubric are no longer the same,
comparisons cannot as easily be made between sections. What it means to pass the course also
changes. This becomes especially important if two sections make similar changes to the
curriculum, but only one section alters the core assignment to reflect these changes. Now, results
from the core assignment rubric are even more complicated. Presumably, the PST's who took the
altered curriculum with the altered core assignment will perform better than those who do not get
the altered core assignment, because the alignment should make the assignment easier. Now, the
claims that can be made from the grades are even more skewed. While adjusting the core
assignment to match the focus of the course leads to fairer assessment for the PST's in that section,
it leads to issues elsewhere.

To research how this alteration affects fairness, I recommend a study comparing the PSTs’
scores between sections that alter the core assignment and those that do not. I would recommend a
detailed task description analysis by experts, such as researchers who study knowledge in teacher

education, as well as psychometricians, to understand what 1s being taught and assessed mn each
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section and how this changes the difficulty and fairness of the assignment. I also recommend, if
possible, randomizing who gets what core assignment and seeing how this influences performance.

Considering both directions.

In both situations, when the core assignment influences the curriculum and when the
curriculum influences the core assignment, issues of fairness surface. Questions arise about what 1s
the fairest way to assess PST's and how to ensure that claims made about a course are reasonable
and important. This becomes especially critical if it leads to a narrowed curriculum or a biased
section of a course. Interestingly, Au (2007) found that “as teachers negotiate high-stakes testing
educational environments, the tests have the predominant effect of narrowing curricular content to
those subjects included n the tests” (p. 264). Berhiner (2013) found similar results. At GU, the
“high-stakes testing” was the core assignment, and while in some instances narrowed the
curriculum, like for Dr. Aldebaran, it did not narrow it in Course BD. Thus, it appeared that
either the core was not as high-stakes as can be found in K-12 environments, or that there 1s
something about academic freedom in higher education that prevents this phenomenon from
being the norm. My project only touches on this 1ssue of the effects of a standardized assessment
and 1its influence on the curriculum and fairness, but it brings up an important springboard for
future research.

Does subject area matter in non-disciplinary courses?

All three of the courses I studied were non-disciplinary courses and were taken by all PST's
at GU. There were two tensions that presented themselves as a result of the setup. The first
tension was discussed a bit in Chapter 8 when I discussed the focus on structure over substance. I
will say more about that tension 1n this section. The other tension relates to how different subject

areas might influence success in a course or on a specific assessment.
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Structure versus substance.

To begin, I discuss in more detail the tension of structure versus substance. I define
structure as the building blocks of teaching, such as how to write course objectives or format a
summative assessment. Structure in this case 1s somewhat removed from content knowledge or
age-level, although it cannot be completely devoid or else 1t loses meaning. On the other hand, I
define substance as what goes into the structure. Here, substance would be something like what the
learning goal actually 1s or the content being measured by the summative assessment. Because the
courses I studied all came before the disciplinary methods courses, there was a focus on assessing
structure, and necessarily, PSTs were seldom graded on the actual substance.

This structure versus substance situation is interesting because it assumes a number of
things. It first assumes that one can understand the structure without fully knowing the substance.
For example, it assumes that a PST can truly understand what it means to write a course objective
without thinking about what the course 1s or what it might mean in practice for a lesson to be
centered around a particular objective. Thus, when the structure 1s assessed, it 1s assessed
essentially in a void. The second assumption 1s that learning the structure without the substance
will lead to the ability to combine the two once the substance 1s learned. This assumption relies on
the hope that the substance can be inserted later. It 1s not all hope, as Dr. Aldebaran talked briefly
about how in the methods courses the instructors teach the PSTs how to insert the knowledge, but
how explicit this connection 1s might depend on the mstructor. Thus, essentially PST's are assessed
on knowing enough structure to indicate that, in the future, they might be able to meld it with
substance, while not actually assessing the second part.

This tension 1s particularly interesting when viewed through the lens of Ball and colleagues’

(2008) framework with respect to the different types of teacher knowledge. Knowledge of structure
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1s embedded in the component of Knowledge of Content and Teaching (KCT). As I explained in
Chapter 3, KCT refers to what teachers need know about instructional strategies and resources in
order to maximize their ability to help their students learn (p. 401). However, unlike how the skills
were taught at GU, according to Ball and colleagues, knowledge of structure and substance works
together. Despite this scholarly claim, in practice, it appears that KCT, at least in the middle of the
program, 1s really just K'T', with content coming in later.

The pattern of teaching structure courses first and then methods is not unique to GU. A
colleague of mine explained his teacher education program to me similarly. First, the PST's learned
content knowledge, along with human psychology and child development. Next, they took pure
structure courses. Then, they took methods courses, and finally, participated i student teaching.
Because there 1s only so much time n a course and a program has to be ordered in some way, it
appears that this pattern 1s common. However, I wonder about how common this pattern 1s and 1if
there are other or better ways to sequence the classes. Furthermore, I would be interested in
speaking with Ball and colleagues to hear their opimions on KCT being divided into two separate
components. For future research, I recommend reviewing the sequence of courses in different
programs and looking at the outcomes as a result of this sequencing. I also recommend looking for
programs that integrate this knowledge all together and seeing how that might make a difference.
As of where I am now, I do not have a hypothesis on how this might play out, but as it kept
showing up m my research as an issue, I think further study could be quite interesting.

Does the subject-area change the difficulty level?

Also under this question of course order was the 1ssue of how future teachers in different
subject areas might differentially succeed or experience difficulties in a course, and consequently

be assessed on the wrong construct. Supposedly, all three of the courses I studied were
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independent of subject-area knowledge and therefore should have been just as challenging and
meaningful for all PSTs. However, according to the instructors I interviewed, PSTs did not always
see the courses this way. For example, when talking to the Course BD instructors, it came up that
not all the PST's had as easy a time understanding how they might use technology in their future
classrooms. PSTs who focused on science tended to easily find areas where they might want to
icorporate technology, but secondary English teachers had to spend more time thinking about
how to use it. The instructors believed that all PST's would be able to effectively use technology to
enhance their future teaching, but the immediate link was not there for all subject areas. Therefore,
depending on the subject that the PST planned to teach, this course required more or less
creativity. It was not that the course itself was inherently harder or easier for certain subject areas,
but that previous experience with how the material was taught made 1t more or less challenging to
envision. Thus, while the course was intended to be fair and accessible to all PSTs, there was a bit
of a learning curve for some PSTs. The assessments then assessed some of the PST on not only
their ability to create technology-infused lessons, but also on their ability to stretch their
mmagination to think of ways to use technology, while other PST's were only assessed on their ability
to use technology in conventional ways.

I also wondered about the role of content when I considered the AP in Course A. This
project had PSTs administer a test in a current classroom and then review the results. I only had
the opportunity to look at submissions from two PSTs, and both administered multiple-choice
assessments to secondary students. From these two submissions, the difficultly level was fairly even,
although even here there were differences. Anwar only had to grade a 20-question test while Yildin
had to grade a test that had over 80 questions. If nothing else, test length changed how long it took

each to complete this project. Next, content knowledge came mto play in this project because the
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PSTs needed to analyze the results and hypothesize why certain questions were answered wrong
more frequently. While the actual hypotheses were not graded for accuracy, knowledge of the
content was important for even beginning to tackle the task. One might find that the better one
knew the subject material being tested, the better they could do on this project. I wondered if this
project would be harder or easier for a PST who chose an elementary assessment to analyze.
Would having simpler content knowledge make it easier to analyze, or would it not? And, if it 1s
easier, are the PSTs really all being assessed on the same skills?

I also wondered about the content-knowledge focus of the course instructor and how this
could potentially influence grading. Dr. Aldebaran mentioned that she tries hard to not penalize
PSTs for presenting a math lesson in a way that she would not. As a math person herself, she
found that without checks, she could become more invested in the math PSTs’” submissions, and
as such, worked to avoid this bias. She also found that it was challenging to grade some of the
science PPs because they used content knowledge that she did not have. In order to grade these
assignments, she spent time researching the content and consulting with colleagues. While Dr.
Aldebaran put in these checks to ensure consistency, did this really eliminate bias? I found that
there was a time when both Maia and Electra had similar comments on their submissions, but
Maia scored higher. Was this because Dr. Aldebaran was attempting to not be overly harsh on her
math students and accidentally graded Maia more leniently instead? This was only one instance,
but it brings up an important point about instructor knowledge influencing grading.

I recommend future research look into how content-knowledge background of the
mstructor influences grading decisions within a non-content-focused course. I would be interested
in seeing how the match or mismatch between the content focus of the mstructor and the PST

plays into how the PST 1s assessed.

234



How are dispositions factored into grading?

Another tension I noticed as I analyzed my data was the prevalence of dispositions,
particularly personal characteristics, and their implicit or explicit effects on grading. Explicitly,
dispositions were graded when it came to how professionalism was calculated. Implicitly, it
appeared m how the professors understood what it meant to be a successful student in the course.

Explicit grading of personal characteristics was visible 1n the grading of professionalism. In
Course C, PSTs were graded on how well they interacted with their peers during class discussion
and group work, and how they responded to being tardy to class. In Course A, PSTs were told,
“Attendance does not guarantee full credit, active engagement in the class does” (syllabus).
However, what it means to be actively engaged was not defined. In Course BD), one of the course
objectives was to be a “collaborator,” and this was seen in Dr. Deneb’s assignment of the group
project that 1s coordinated virtually. In each of the courses, although not in all the same way, PSTs
were graded on their behavior as a student in the course. I wonder, however, how well being a
good student correlates with being a good teacher. Is an outgoing student, someone who is ready
with a hand raised and an eager contributor, also the person who will best monitor their own
classroom discussions as a teacher? Is the person who 1s friendly and gets along easily with peers
someone who will understand all student needs? I am not suggesting that these people will not be
good teachers, but I am presenting the possibility that a shy and reserved student may also shine in
the classroom as a teacher. Someone who 1s uncomfortable talking with peers and instead 1s the
quiet listener might connect well with students and be able to keep student discussion flowing. For
some, teaching 1s akin to acting, and student persona and teacher persona do not always align.
Thus, I am curious if the dispositions exhibited as a student directly translate to teacher

dispositions.
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Nevertheless, the PST's are graded on their student behavior in a teacher preparation
program. I assume that they are graded 1n this way because at the time that they are taking courses,
they are being students. The instructors of Courses C, A, and BD never get to see the PST's in the
classroom and there 1s no performance assessment. Thus, they grade what they can see. What they
can see 1s in-class behavior, as well as the ability to follow rules and use specific mechanics in
assignment submissions. These three components make up how dispositions are often assessed in
the teacher education. My concern, however, is that these elements may not correlate with good
teacher performance in the classroom. As there 1s still a lack of empirical evidence for which
dispositions are most correlated with good teaching, there is the chance that PST's are assessed on
the wrong behaviors (Borko, Liston, & Whitcomb, 2007, p. 362).

For future research, I recommend looking into this correlation between dispositions and
good teaching and considering how to best weight student characteristics (and their ability to follow
rules) when assessing future teachers. Until we have concrete evidence for which dispositions best
lead to good teaching, we should be careful about how we assess them.

On the other hand, teaching 1s a profession and, as a profession, its members are held to a
certain standard. Being someone who completes work on time, gives advance notice about
absences, and communicates clearly are all skills that teachers use on regular basis. Assessing that a
PST can act professionally 1s not outside the realm of what we would expect from a teacher
preparation program. The question remains, though, of how and when it should be assessed.
What claims 1s each course trying to make, and how does measuring professionalism fit in?

To research this, it might be that the best method will be to consider early career teachers.
I recommend finding early career teachers who are deemed successful teachers, by the school, by

parents, and by their students, and then working backward to understand what kind of PST they
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were. These teachers can be interviewed or surveyed about their PST experiences and in-class
behaviors in their teacher education program. Then the researchers can reach out to these
teachers’ teacher education instructors and get their evaluation of their in-class behavior,
professionalism, and rule following. Using the surveys and instructor data, the researchers can look
for patterns and see if these behaviors are in fact correlated, and how strongly. The results from
this study can strengthen our understanding about how much weight we should attribute to these
“non-teaching” behaviors.

What factors, other than teacher knowledge or dispositions, get assessed?

In this section, I look at two non-teacher knowledge or disposition components that
seemed to be assessed in the teacher education program at GU. As I quoted in Chapter 1, “current
measures for evaluating teachers are not often linked to their capacity to teach” (Darling-
Hammond, 2010, p. 2). In this section, I submit two areas where this could be the case. The first 1s
fluency with the English language, especially Standard American English (SAE). The second 1s
access to resources.

When and how should teacher education programs assess English language

skills?

In all three courses, a portion of the grade for the core assignment was allocated to using
Standard American English (SAE) vocabulary and grammar. From the data I collected, I did not
learn much about the demographics of the PSTs who attend GU. One of the four professors did
mention that her course tends to be taken by predominately white females, which would indicate
that the program 1s predominately white and female, and possibly all native English speakers, but

this does not necessarily indicate that most of the PST's grew up in homes that spoke SAE or
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would be teachers in classroom with SAE speakers. It 1s possible, however, that this requirement n
the rubrics to use SAE may influence who succeeds in the teacher education program at GU.

Does knowledge of SAE make a teacher better, however? Does grading SAE privilege
PSTs who come from homes that speak SAE. regularly? As mentioned in Chapter 3, the military
tests that relied on knowledge of English found that it was misunderstanding the intelligence of
soldiers who were non-native English speakers (Boake, 2002). It is possible that this continued
reliance on SAE might also be similarly influencing how we assess PST. As we look to expand the
teacher workforce, and to prepare teachers to be able to empower all students to learn, what might
we be excluded by focusing only on one type of English? I recommend future studies to look
further into language usage and how this can help or harm students’ learning in school. There 1s
already a field of knowledge dedicated to code switching and validating student home language in
the classroom (e.g. Amorim, 2017; Craig, 2016; Lin, 2008; Wheeler, 2004). Perhaps building on
that field, and looking into how we prepare PSTs to speak and write in the classroom, can lead to
many interesting future studies. I would be particularly interested in reading studies that
demonstrate how expanding what it means to speak English correctly could benefit future
populations of students. If it 1s found, however, that speaking SAE does, in fact, make a teacher
better, I recommend researching to what degree it makes a difference. There 1s only so much time
to prepare PSTs 1n a teacher education program, and as such, it is important to focus on preparing
PST's with the skills that will most enhance their teaching. It would likely be problematic if teacher
education programs focused on teaching SAE at the exclusion of other skills, such as lesson
planning and assessment development.

While I was not able to come to any conclusions or deep analysis on language usage in the

PST classroom, it did come up enough to point out that it may be an issue moving forward. As
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grading language takes some weight away from content, it 1s possible that it can bring in CIV.
When we assess PSTs, we want to know that we are assessing critical skills and abilities, and that
our assessments are not skewed by unnecessary components. Therefore, I suggest more research
mto the benefits of SAE and how much it should be weighted n a teacher preparation program.

What happens when we require access to resources?

In all three courses that I analyzed, there appeared to be a general goal of keeping costs
low. Many required readings were available online through the course websites, and other books
were kept to a minimum. For the technology course, there were a few additional costs (like for
microphones or jump drive), but in many cases there were options for free workarounds, such as
Open Office instead of Microsoft Office or the use of the on-campus computer lab. As such, it
appeared that in most instances, care was taken to ensure that access to resources would not be a
problem.

However, despite the care to make the course accessible to all, there were still a few
barriers. According to Luo and colleagues (2011), people enroll in online courses for primarily
one of three reasons: level of control, independence, and/or satisfaction (p. 283). They define level
of control as the freedom the person has to manage their time and pace 1n the course,
independence as the feeling one gets from taking an online course, and satisfaction as having the
learning style match with personal preferences. For the purpose of considering accessibility, I focus
mainly on level of control.

If, as the scholars claims, a PST will enroll in an online section of a course because it allows
them more control over the timing and pacing of their lesson, then needing to come to campus to
use the computer lab, during the hours that the computer lab 1s open, may be antithetical to the

purpose of taking the online section. It could be possible that a PST chooses the online option of
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Course BD for the freedom to work at a time that 1s convenient for them (such as around a work
schedule) but then will find that this still 1s impossible if they need to be able to get to the computer
lab. The PST may then struggle to succeed in the course, not because the material is too
challenging, but because they cannot get to the necessary resources in order to succeed. If the
reason one needs the flexibility 1s because they need a full-time job to manage the college tuition,
then this lack of flexibility also becomes an economic hardship and may discriminate against
financially struggling PST's.

With my research, I did not look for evidence of this being a problem, but it still appeared
as a question as I reviewed my collected data. As discussed in Chapter 3, access to resources can
lead to CIV, as what 1s being assessed conflates PST knowledge with what they had the time and
money to access. Moving forward, I recommend research into how access to resources, particular
computer lab programs, may influence PST success in teacher education programs. As teacher
educators, we should be aware if PSTs do not know the course material because of a lack of
understanding or because of a lack of resources. We want the scores from the assessments to
reflect the former, and not the later. If teacher education 1s assessing PST's on their access to
resources, instead of on their teaching ability, then this is an issue of fairness. Interviews with PST's
about their experiences, as well as a DIF analysis on scores based on economic background, may
be good places to start to researching this issue.

What is in a rubric and how does that shape the assessment?

Something I noticed in my analysis was that each course used a very different type of rubric
for the core assignment. As a reminder, Course C used a rubric that gave point values per element,
but not a point breakdown within the elements. Course C also listed the rubric elements that

minimally were needed to pass the assignment. Course A used a rubric that listed what was needed
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to get 100% on the task. There was weighting between assignment sections, but no weights given
within each section. Course BD used a three-tiered rubric that matched the elements to the course
objectives, but was not as explicit about how the individual components of the task would be
assessed.

There were four defining features across the rubrics: the anchor, the weighting, the
descriptions, and the focus. The anchor 1s the target behavior, the weighting 1s the explanation of
how points would be broken down, the descriptions are the words used to indicate what needs to
be included for the credit, and the focus is the choice for what exactly is graded. Each rubric took a
different approach to each of these features, and consequently presented different 1deas for what 1t
means to be assessed in the course. I describe each of the four features individually over the next
few pages.

Anchoring.

What one sets as the target of an assignment can change how the assignment 1s approached
by PSTs. Dr. Aldebaran chose to describe the minimum needed for passing and Dr. Polaris
decided to describe the maximum. Both choices are valid, and yet they lead to a very different way
of using the rubric as a guideline when completing the assignment. (Course BD avoided this
debate by including three tiers 1n its rubric, thereby giving descriptions for both moderate and
excellent submissions.) For future research, I recommend interviewing istructors more closely
about their choice of target and their reasoning about this choice. Why did Dr. Aldebaran want
PSTs to know the minimum requirement when Dr. Polaris wanted PSTs to know the maximum?
How did this change how the assignment was assessed? Did one method of grading lead to

stronger submissions? What does it mean when a program is not consistent in anchoring? Are
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PSTs ever confused about which way they should be reading the rubric? Does this influence
fairness?

Since all three courses used different rubrics, the assumption was that each serves an
important purpose. Dr. Polaris said that he was itentional with his rubric and called himself a
“rubric mmimalist” (transcript). He explained that making a full rubric in the style of Course BD
would 1n fact imit creativity and freedom, both for himself and his PSTs. By stating only the top
objectives, he allowed his PSTs the space to be creative with their submissions, for instead of trying
to fit themselves into a particular box, they could consider the top goal and then design a
submission that allowed them to express their understanding in a unique and meaningful way. This
rubric style, of grading holistically from a top anchor, also allowed him the freedom to grade the
submissions based on overall quality, instead of being boxed mto a rigid rubric. If a PST really
excelled m one area of the rubric, or really did terribly in one part, he could grade this with a
relativity that would not be afforded to him in a more stringent rubric. It also allowed him to grade
new and different submissions for what they were, rather than how well they fit into prescribed
cells. Additionally, although less explicitly stated, this style of rubric suggested that excellence was
the goal. As the rubric only listed the top requirements, it suggested that doing everything was what
was expected.

Dr. Aldebaran defended her method for rubric design because she felt that the purpose of
the assignment was to know if the PST could design a curriculum unit sufficiently to continue on in
the program. For her, the focus appeared to be on the concept of “enough.” Thus, she designed
her rubric with “enough” as the critical area upon which to elaborate. Since she wanted to know if
a PST should be able to pass or needed to retake the course, the pass line was be clearly marked

and defined. Her approach suggested that the goal of the assignment was to meet competency
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requirements, not to determine excellence. Furthermore, Dr. Aldebaran had the teaching
approach that if one can do something a few times, that should be sufficient for demonstrating
knowledge. She believed that if a PST could write three or four lessons in detail, then that
demonstrated that they could write lesson plans. She said she had colleagues who graded up to ten
lesson plans, and she felt that was just excessive. Thus, Dr. Aldebaran set up her grading structure
with the pass line in mind, and figured that that was what really mattered (even though in practice
she appeared to be grading more with the top score in mind).

So what do we make of this tension? Is one way of writing a rubric better than the other?
Likely not, although more research might be needed to defend this empirically. What I take from
this tension 1s that rubric design stems from beliefs about the purpose of assessment, and from how
one wants a PST to use the rubric for guidance. If the purpose 1s to determine pass or fail, then
Dr. Aldebaran’s rubric is the one to use. If the purpose 1s to place PSTs into boxes along a
predetermined continuum, then Course BD’s rubric 1s the one to use. And, if the purpose is to
allow PSTs the freedom to express their understanding in a variety of meaningful ways, then Dr.
Polaris’s rubric 1s the one to use. Rubric choice, especially with regards to anchoring, should match
the purpose. There likely 1s no best overall rubric design, but there are best ways given the
particular purpose and goal for creating the rubric.

When should rubrics have weighting?

Each of the rubrics used a different weighting structure for point allocation. Course A gave
point values for each element in the rubric, but did not explain how those points would be broken
down. Course C gave weighting for sections of the core assignment, but did not allocate weight for
the given elements within each section. Course BD used a tiered system that described the

different behaviors necessary to make each point.
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While clear weighting 1s often desired, especially because it makes 1t apparent what matters
most In a submission, it 1s not necessarily the best method from a teaching standpoint. As I
wondered when I have taught courses, is giving too many directions turning the assignment into a
checklist? The more I tell my students about how I will grade an assignment, the fewer surprises
they should have when I return the graded assignments, and also the better they will understand
what I want from them. However, at what point does the rubric end up doing all the thinking for
the students? When I give detailed directions, I end up grading my students on how well they
follow a list of mstructions. A consequence 1s that I deduct points for not reading the directions
carefully and missing a piece, instead of deducting points for not knowing how to do something.
There seems to be a delicate balance between not giving enough information and being so clear
the assignment becomes similar to a color-by-number.

I found that looking at weighting highlighted this tension in balancing how much direction
to provide. In teacher education, we are preparing future teachers who will need to be active
thinkers and reflective problem solvers. What is too much oversight and what 1s too much
shadow? My dissertation did not provide any answers on the best way to consider writing rubrics or
providing the adequate amount of weighting, but it brought up the question. As each course
entertained weighting differently, they presented different theories on what 1s appropriate. 1
recommend that future research looks deeper into the balance between providing weights or point
allocation to avoid subjectivity and how being too explicit can eliminate the need for PST thinking.

Descriptions: Rule following or subjectivity.

Similarly, how rubric elements are described leads to tension of how much 1s too much
and how little is too little. In the rubrics I analyzed, there was a mix of rule following and subjective

descriptions for what needed to be mncluded. Objective descriptors are items like, “all handouts are
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attached” (C1, p. 4) or “assessment item choices are aligned® with outcomes” (A1, p. 3). Subjective
descriptions, on the other hand, are items like “exhibits evidence of ability to design, develop, and
evaluate authentic learning experiences and assessments” (B10, p. 2)), or “the introduction 1s clear
and helpful” (A1, p. 3).

‘When rubric elements are more objective, like those in binary inclusion/exclusion form,
they are easier to assess and lead to less ambiguity. Any instructor would be able to use a rubric of
this form and grade the assignment even if they had not been the acting structor in the course.
However, these more objective rubric elements say little about the actual thinking ability of the
PSTs and likely suggest the PSTs” ability to follow directions, rather than to be a future teacher.

On the other hand, when the rubric elements are more subjective and are less tied to
direction following, it 1s not as apparent how they will be assessed. What makes an introduction
“clear” or “helpful”? Helpful for whom? What needs to be included for it to be clear? Do we
mean format, enough information, the right information? What evidence is good evidence for
demonstrating an ability? These rubric elements can be hard to describe, and thus can lead to
confusion about the expected outcome. Sometimes these items are hard to articulate, but the
mstructor knows it when they see it, and sometimes it is described vaguely because there are many
different ways to do it, and the instructor does not want to limit or overly direct the PSTs.

Just as with weighting, the word choice within the rubric is subject to a delicate balance
between being too prescriptive or too vague. I recommend future research delves into sense
making around rubric language and studies how mstructors and PST's work together to construct
meaning from a rubric. How do both parties know what to expect in a submission with respect to

quality? This tension presented itself in my research, and thus I am curious to know more.

* Alignment can be objective when it is about matching the words and topics. It can also be
subjective when one considers alignment to a particular meaning.
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Focus on standards or components?

Lastly, I found a tension in what should be graded in a rubric. Courses C and A seemed to
focus more on grading the submitted components as described, such as looking at inclusion of a
required element and then grading it for quality. Conversely, Course BD graded the core
assignment from the lens of meeting the course objectives. Both methods are valid, but present a
different understanding about the purpose of the core assignment and what the grade means. It
appeared that in Courses C and A, there was an implied connection between meeting the core
assignment requirements and then being able to meet course standards. While there was no clear
link between the rubrics and the course objectives, as passing the core assignment was critical to
passing the class, there was the assumption that they were measuring the same 1deas. In Course
BD, however, it was the mstructor’s job to make the leap from what was presented in the SP and
then to grade based on the standards. Thus, the tension here was on where the leap was and who
made the jump. Was it the istructor’s job to see the standards over the course of the core
assignment and to grade it more holistically through this lens, or was it the job of the department to
create a core assignment that would lend itself to this leap when it came time for accreditation? 1
do not have too much to say about this tension, but that it may be worth exploring further. What
changes when who makes this leap changes? What does it mean for the course or for the PSTs’
understanding of what they have learned?
Synthesis

Before I conclude, I will take a few paragraphs to concisely explain what I learned with

respect to my research questions.
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Research question 1: What are PSTs expected to learn, do, and know in

the middle years of their teacher preparation programs?

Based on the three courses I researched at GU, I have some 1deas of what 1s expected of
PSTs in the middle of the program. While this 1s only one university and only three courses, this
list 1s not exhaustive nor necessarily generalizable, but it still provides a general framework. First,
there 1s structural content knowledge expected of PSTs. By this I mean that PST's are expected to
know how to write objectives, design lesson plans, and write assessments. Even though they do not
yet have methods knowledge, they still are expected to abstractly design lessons and create
assessments that will measure student knowledge. As part of knowing structure, PST's are expected
to develop famiharity with technological teaching tools and understand how and when they can be
used.

PSTs are also expected to be professional and exhibit teacher dispositions. They are
expected to come on time to class, submit work by the deadlines, and collaborate with peers. They
are expected to present their work using SAE, and to pay close attention to grammar and spelling.
They need to demonstrate that they can reflect upon their experiences and describe a willingness
to grow and change.

Research question 2: How do teacher educators assess these middle-

program PSTs?

PSTs are assessed using a dual requirement at GU, the course grade and the core
assignment. The core assignment 1s departmentally made and PSTs need to score a C or higher on
it. This assignment, however, can be adapted by individual course instructors and 1s graded by
these instructors. This means that the weighting and focus of the core assignment can change, even

though the general structure remains constant. From my analysis, it appeared that PSTs were
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assessed both on the content provided in the core assignment submission, as well as graded on
how well they adhered to the guidelines. The rubrics included elements that focused on
professionalism, rule following, and SAE grammar. Thus, for the core, PSTs needed to both
answer all the questions and present their material in a clear and prescribed manner.

The second requirement, the course grade, was determined using a myriad of components
that were at the discretion of the course mstructor. In general, the components of the grade
included written assignments and class behavior. For graded assignments, PSTs needed to
demonstrate that they could exhibit the taught skills (e.g. design a Jigsaw lesson, create a table to
analyze student test results, or build a WebQuest). These assignments varied in length and weight.
PSTs also needed to attend class regularly and turn in assignments on time, as points were
deducted for late submissions. Some of the courses also graded in-class participation, requiring
PSTs to be engaged in class and to mteract with peers. Additionally, while 1t was not universal,
some instructors also administered exams based on the taught knowledge. For this requirement,
PSTs were assessed on their demonstrated understanding of the course material, as well as on their
teacher dispositions.

Research question 3: What are the tensions involved in these expectations

and assessment decisions?

As grading and assessment are controversial topics, several tensions arose as I came to
understand how PSTs are assessed in the middle of the program. Much of these tensions
surrounded 1ssues of fairness, as grading necessarily discriminates (although 1deally only using the
mathematical defimtion). Dr. Polaris’s claim of, “If it’s important enough to teach, I would like to
know if they learned it” was not always possible (transcript). Because of the nature of middle

program courses, there were many proxies for assessing teacher knowledge. PST's were often
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graded on their degree of professionalism and rule-following, as these behaviors were easier to see.
Furthermore, as middle program courses focused more on structure than substance, there needed
to be a degree of leniency in how content was assessed. The PSTs had not yet taken methods
courses, and so they designed lesson plans, assessments, and technology activities without really
knowing how to conceptualize knowledge for students. Thus, the grading of these aspects focused
on what they did know so far, which was the set-up. The degree to which measuring structure had
predictively validity for use in the future classroom, however, was not made explicit. Issues of
fairness were also present when one considered the grading scheme and how it varied from course
to course and section to section. The target and the focus moved, and consequently what mattered
and was assessed changed. These tensions, described i more detail earlier in this chapter, all
contributed to the tenuous relationship between teaching and grading. As I mentioned in the
mtroduction, “the combination of enthusiastic support and strong disapproval [for assessment] has
a long history” (Linn, p. 29).
Concluding Thoughts

Through this dissertation, I was able to examine the ways that PST's are assessed 1n the
middle of their program. As my first foray into deeply qualitative research, I found the experience
meaningful. I maintained my roots as a quantitative researcher as I organized my data i excel and
ran some calculations. Together, these methods led me to develop myself as mixed-methods
researcher and gave me a myriad of experiences that I will bring with me into my future.

As I'looked closely at three cases within one university, I was able to consider the nuances
and reasons for the assessment decisions I encountered. I uncovered what could be learned about
a course when only certain materials were considered, and I was able to build matrices to look at

courses more concretely. Thus, I learned about what PST's at GU were expected to learn, know,
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and do. I learned how PSTs were assessed. Finally, I looked at tensions in assessment, both as the
explicitly showed themselves in the courses, as well as from a more philosophical standpoint.
Assessment 1s a big category, and assessing fairly 1s important. Thus, through my dissertation I have
contributed to the field of teacher preparation assessment. I am hopeful that what I wrote about
here can be used to further the understanding of what happens in the middle of a teacher

preparation program and why.
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Appendix A

Table A.1 Detailed timeline of testing from mid-1800s through 1990s

Year Fact Source
mid 1800s | Edouard Séguin used foam boards with cognitively impaired Boake (2002)
children
1880s | Galton and Joseph Jacobs uses Digit Span Test Boake (2002)
1897-1927 | Ralph Tyler says this period was full of many criticisms of testing | Haney (1981)
1884 | Galton's "anthropometric" measures administered at the Boake (2002)
International Health Exhibit in London
1887 | Jacobs details the origin of the test instructions for the Digit Span | Boake (2002)
Test
1887 | Jacob's coins "prehension" Boake (2002)
1890s | Cattell adapts Galton's tests Boake (2002)
1890 | James McKeen Cattell comed the term "mental test” Boake (2002)
1890 | Joseph Rice administers spelling surveys, which 1s sometimes seen | Haney (1981)
as the beginning of standardized testing in the United States
1895 | Binet and Victor Henri review "differential psychology" tests that Boake (2002)
later make it into the intelligence test battery
1900 | Creation of the Substitution Test Boake (2002)
1905 | Binet-Simon intelligence scale published (and developed for Paris | Boake (2002)
school children)
1908 | Simon and Binet update their test to have age levels Boake (2002)
1910s | Ells Island psychologists perform intelligence testing on Boake (2002)
mmigrants
1910 | Bosney develops arithmetic reasoning items Boake (2002)
1911 | Healy and Fernald develop form board items Boake (2002)
1911 | Using non-verbal tasks to measure intelligence is coined Boake (2002)
"performance" testing
1916 | Lewis Terman extends Binet-Simon into adulthood and turn Haney (1981)
"mental age" into "intelligence quotient”
1917 | Pintner-Paterson Performance Scale for assessing children with Boake (2002)

hearing impairments

Just before | Robert Yerkes and James Bridges change Binet-Simon scale from Boake
WWI | years to points. (2002)
WWI | United States uses Examinations Alpha and Beta to measure Boake

intelligence of military recruits. (2002)
WWI | Army Individual Examination developed for English-speaking military | Boake

recruits, but never administered because it failed the standardization (2002)

phase. However, it was majorly influential for the Wechsler

mtelligence and memory scales.
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Table A.1 (Continued)

WWI | Army Performance Scale designed for recruits who did poorly on the | Boake
Army group examinations or were not strong English speakers. (2002)
1917-1919 | Over 1.7 millions military recruits administered Alpha or Beta Boake
(2002)
1917 | Wechsler begins working to score Alpha examinations Boake
(2002)
1918-1922 | Wechsler studies with Charles Spearman, Karl Pearson, Henri1 Piéron | Boake
and others overseas (2002)
1919 | News article suggests that the Army Trade Tests should be used in Haney
vocational schools (1981)
1921 | Education Review publishes an article on using intelligence tests for Haney
college admissions (1981)
1921 | School and Society publishes article on using army intelligence tests In | Haney
high schools (1981)
1922 | Walter Lippmann and Terman begin long, published debate about Haney
testing and its worth (1981)
1926 | SAT 1s introduced as part of college admissions Haney
(1981)
1927-1938 | Ralph Tyler says this period responded to the criticism and extended | Haney
what was tested (1981)
WWII | Army still uses tests, but receives much less attention for it Haney
(1981)
1930s | Oscar Burros begins career as bibliographer of testing, starting the Haney
Mental Measurement Yearbook (1981)
1937 | Monroe notes three trends in testing: emphasis on validity, focus on Haney
direct (instead of indirect) measurement, increased attention on essay | (1981)
tests

1950s | Focus on tracking and selection Linn
(2000)
1957 | Sputnik 1s launched Haney
(1981)
1958 | National Defense Education Act (NDEA) provided financial assistance | Haney
for schools to administer testing (1981)

1960s | Tests used for program accountability Linn
(2000)

Table A.1 (Continued)

1960s | Public attention to personality testing Haney
(1981)
1960s | More privacy for testers regarding their personality tests Haney
(1981)
1960 | New York Times posts article on "What the tests do not test" Haney
(1981)

253




Table A.1 (Continued)

1962 | Banesh Hoffmann publishes The Tyranny of Testing Haney
(1981)
1970s | Tests used for minimum competency testing Linn
(2000)
1970s | Controversy about 1Q tests and many (racist and classist) arguments Haney
suggesting that IQ 1s genetic (1981)
1970s | Truth-in-testing legislation Haney
(1981)
1971 | Richard Herrnstein argues that because of the heritability of 1Q, the Haney
US will soon have a caste system. (1981)
Late 1970s | SAT scores drop and College Board and ETS study the problem, Haney
concluding that society and lack of motivation 1s the problem (ignoring | (1981)
that maybe the test 1s just no longer applicable n its current form)
1979 | Debra P. v. Turlington questions the legitimacy of standardized literacy | Haney
tests in Florida as requirement for high school diploma (1981)
1979 | Barbara Lerner, director of National Academy of Sciences Committee | Haney
on Ability Testing, declares that there is "war on testing." She claims (1981)
that the National Education Association is fighting tests because it
reveals what poor educating they have been doing
1976-1980 | States begin adopting "minimum competency testing' for awarding high | Haney
school diplomas (1981)
1980s | Tests used for district and school accountability Linn
(2000)
1980 | Ralph Nader goes on the Johnny Carson show to condemn ETS Haney
(1981)
1980 | New York's Truth-in-testing law required that test questions and Haney
answers be released within 30 days of score release (1981)
1980 | MCAT gets legal exemption from New York's law Haney
(1981)
1980 | George Hanford, President of College Board, declares there is a "war | Haney
on testing" (1981)
Tests used for standards accountability Linn
1990s (2000)
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Appendix B
Interview Protocol
1. How would you describe the purpose of your course? What is included/excluded in the
scope of this course?
2. What do you expect students to already know when they enter your course?
3. What do you expect your students to be able to do/know after they leave this course?
a.  What can you claim about your students after they finish this course?
4. How do you design your curriculum and lesson plans for the semester?
a.  What choices are yours to make and what comes from others?

b. How do you choose what to add or cut?

“n

How do you grade students in this course?
a. What is graded and how do you weight? Can you show me?
b. Are there any aspects of the course that you do not assess? What and why?
6. How do you decide to grade in this way? What influences your grading decisions?
a.  What ifluences your grading decisions? Do you have control over the assessments
In your course?
b. How is your curriculum affected by your assessment choices and vice versa?
7. What does 1t mean to be an A student in this course? What must a student do or know to
be an A student?
8. What would constitute a student failing your course? What is the minimum that they can
do and still pass?
9. How do you feel that the grading in your course matches what other mstructors do?

a. Do you think this difference/similarity is important?
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b. How do you decide how and when you will do to match/differ from other
mstructors?
10. Would an A in your section be the same as an A in another?
a. Does this matter?
1. To you?
1. To your students?
. To what the course claims to teach?
11. If you teach this course again:
a.  Will you want it to be more similar or different to the sections taught by your
colleagues?
b. Would you change any assessments? Which and why?
12. (Added during first interview) What 1s your conception of fairness when it comes to

assessment?
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