DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 036 678 24 AA 000 516

AUTHOR Kean, John M., Ed.

TITLE Wisconsin Elementary Teacher Education Project.
Volumes I-IV.

INSTITUTION Wisconsin Univ., Madison. School of Education.

SPONS AGENCY Office of Education (DHEW), Washington, D.C. Bureau
of Researchs

REPORT NO OE-58025

BUREAU NO BR-9-0421

PUE DATE Feb 69

CONTRACT OEC~0-9-590421-4046

NOTE 718p.

AVAILABLE FROM Superintendent cf Documents, U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, D.C. (Catalog WNo.
FS54 258: 58025, $5.75)

EDRS PRICE EDRS Price MF-$2.75 HC=-$36.00

DESCRIPTORS *Cybernetics, *Educational Specifications,
Educational Technology, Elementary Education,
%*Tndividualized Instruction, *Models, Student
Teacher Relationship, Systems Analysis, *Teacher
Education Curriculum, Teacher Role

ABSTRACT

This four-volume report includes position papers and
specifications for the elementary teacher education program of the
University of Wisconsin in the year 1975 and beyond. Volume 1
includes a series of 12 position papers which cover topics ranging
from teacher roles and systems approaches to instruction +to control
and management procedures for the continuing development and
implementation of WETEP. An index to all four volumes is also
included in Volume 1. Volumes 2 and 3 contain descriptions of
specifications for the various elements which make up the teacher
education program. Volume 4 describes the University facilities which
are available or are to be made available for WETEP implementation on
the campus of the University. The essential purposes of the model are
(1) to improve instruction and learzing through procedures which
emphasize individualization; (2) to improve the quantity and quality
of meaningful personal contact between faculty and students; and (3)
to utilize modern technology in the accomplishment of these ends. A
major feature of the project is the cybernetic systems model designed
to interrelate specified behavioral objectives with effective methods
of achieving them and to enable continuing refinement and development
of the program specifications during the process of implementation.
(ED 035 610 is a summary of this report. (Author/JES)

|
|
|




| AR G-0¥2/
Pocah
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN

AR 00O 576

é* WISCONSIN
- ELEMENTARY TEACHER
EDUCATION PROJECT

;, Co Volumes I-iV
l & February 1969
3
| 2




ot L

ELEMENTARY TEACHER EDUCATION MODELS
The following publications of teacher education models mgy be
purchased from the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C. 20402:

Columbia Univexsity, Teachers College

The Teacher-Innovator: A Program to Prepare Teachers. 559 pp.
(0OE-58021) $4.50

Florida State University

A Model for the Preparation of Elementary School Teachers.
161 pp. (Volume I only). (OE-58018) $2.00

Georgia, University of

Georgia Educational Model Specifications for the Preparation of
Elementary Teachers. 290 pp. (OE-58019) $3.50

Massachusetts, University of

Model Elementary Teacher Education Program. 527 pp.
(0E-58022) $4.50

Michigan State University

Behavioral Science Elementary Teacher Education Program.
Volume I, 601 pp., (OE-58024) $5.00; Volume II, 749 pp.,
(0E-58024) $5.50; Volume III, 583 pp. (OE-58024) $5.00

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory

A Competency Based, Field Centered, Systems Approach to Elementary
Education. 645 pp. (OE-58020) $6.50

Pittsburgh, University of

A Model of Teacher Training for the Individualization of Instruction.
201 pp. (OE-58017) $2.50

Syracuse University

Specifications for a Comprehensive Undergraduate and Inservice

Teacher Education Program for Elementary Teachers. 550 pp.
(OE-58016) $4.50

Toledo, University of

Educational Specifications for a Comprehensive Elementary Teacher
Education Program. 967 pp. (OE-58023) $7.00




s

e PR

oot s st ot ot e s et i
.

mNg

0E-58025

WISCONSIN

ELEMENTARY TEACHER EDUCATION PROJECT

3

]

|

2

|

|

A teacher education program model developed by the %

School of Education of the University of Wisconsin,

\ tacluding specifications for the undergraduate and -
|
!
!

An index of the four volumes included here may be

]
3 i i inservice education of elementary school feachers.
| } : found on page 167 of the first volume.

l

= Points of view or opinions stated in this reprint
represent the professional judgment of the authors
and do not necessarily represent official Office of
Education position or policy.

| g
1
! U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
f ' HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
; .
' QOffice of Education '
Bureau of Research
|
zyg_‘




Superintendent of Documents Catalog No. FS 5.258:58025

1 U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON: 1969

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S.Government Printing Office
Washington, D,C. 20402 -- Price $5.75

R




OE-58025-Vol. I

-

WISCONSIN

ELEMENTARY
TEACEER
EDUCATION
PROJECT

R
|

Volume I: Position Papers

John M. Kean, Editor

School of Education
University of Wisconsin
Madison, Wisconsin




ot
ﬁ' ‘i

i
i
il
i
l

SRR 2 B it A Lo i - ALt B AN s A I W NI VN ¥ 0P e o e

PREFACE

The Wisconsin Elementary Teacher Education Project (WETEP) was
initiated in November, 1967. The present report is the result of
extensive efforts during the fifteen-month period between that date
and March 3, 1969. Undertaken by faculty members who share the
responsibility for the continuing elementary teacher education program
on the campus of the University of Wisconsin, this four -volume report
includes position papers and specifications for the elementary teacher
education program on this campus in the year 1975 and beyond.

Volume I includes a series of twelve position papers which
cover topics ranging from teacher roles and systems approaches to
instruction to control and management procedures for the continuing
development and implementation of WETEP. An index to all four volumes
is also included in Volume I. Volumes II and III contain descriptions
of specifications for the various elements which make up the teacher
education program. The purpose of WETEP as a project is to further
refine, develop and implement the program specifications as they are
presented in these volumes and to serve as a continuing exploration
and dissemination center in teacher education. Volume IV describes
the University facilities which are available or are to be made
available for WETEP implementation on the campus of the University.
A fifth volume, titled Wisconsin Elementary Teacher Education Pro ject
Proposal has been prepared for submission to the U. S. Office of
Education March 3, 1969. That proposal briefly describes WETEP and
requests funds for a management and cost analysis study to be under-
taken from May 1, 1969, to January 1, 1970.

The Wisconsin Elementary Teacher Edycation Project is an
inclusive.undertaking designed to create/new patterns for teacher
education and to assemble "The pieces of the educational revolution
(which) are lying around unassembled," as John Gardner has said in
No Easy Victories. Those pieces include new curricula for the schools,
rapidly altering procedures in higher education, continually improving
technological resources, innovative approaches which improve the
quality of the relationship batween student and teacher, and emphases
which give continuing hope for effective individualization of

instruction.

The successful development of WETEP has required and will continue
to require support from a large segment of the University faculty and
administration. Other resources beyond those available from within
the University structure have been organized to give leadership and
supoort to various aspects of the project. One such resource is
represented by the State Department of Public Instruction and the
school systems which have become a part of the enlarged cooperative
WETEP effort. Radio Corporation of America and Educational Testing
Service are committed to continuing support in the development and
implementation of WETEP beyond these planning stages to which they
have contributed in a variety of significant ways.
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Ultimately the success of WETEP is dependent upon the quality
of scholarship characteristic of the faculty responsible for its
implementation. The University's Central Administration, the Graduate
School, and the School of Education have provided support for the
planning of WETEP and faculty members have contributed substantial
amounts of time and effort to prepare this report as a first step
toward the development of WETEP on this campus. It is on the basis
of this first step that our colleagues on campus and in the schools,
our partners in RCA and ETS, the administration of the University
of Wisconsin, and representatives of various funding agencies will
be able to make those judgments which it is hoped will provide for
the continued improvement of teacher education through the Wisconsin
Elementary Teacher Education Pro ject.

M. Vere DeVault
Director

February, 1969
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FOREWORD

BEE sy

Volume I of the Wisconsin Elementary Teacher Education Project
(WETEP) provides background information concerning basic features,
philosophy, assumptions, and procedures that underlie the total
program. This introduction briefly describes what WETEP is,
summarizes some of the basic positions which are developed in the
papers which follow, and provides a guide to the use of the papers
included in this volume.

The chart presented on the next page suggests the contents
of each of the four volumes in the report. A comprehensive
knowledge of WETEP as it is presently planned requires a knowledge
of the content in all volumes.

The position papers in this volume provide the basic rationale
and foundation statements for many of the major areas of concern
in the program. Twelve position papers, a paper titled "Twenty-
five Questions About WETEP," a bibliography, and an index to all
four volumes comprise the content of this volume. Immediately
following this introduction, abstracts of the twelve papers are
provided for the reader who wishes an overview prior to perusal
of the individual papers. Those who have specific questions about
the program may wish to turn to "Twenty-five Questions About WETEP."
The abstracts and the answers to the specific questions should
not be regarded as substitutes for the reading of the papers
themselves. For cross reference work on any particular aspect
of WETEP, the index in this volume should be particularly helpful.

The editor of this volume and the committee who worked toward
its development are deeply indebted to Miss Deanne Olsen and
Miss Jan Jones who provided editorial and secretarial assistance
essential to the completion of this task.

John M. Kean

February 3, 1969
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INTRODUCTTION

WETEP is designed to improve instruction and learning through pro-
cedures which emphasize individualization. First, WETEP is intended
to improve the quantity and quality of meaningful personal contact
between faculty and students. The essence of the program is ewbedded
in the small seminars and in the instructional conferences faculty have
with individual students. Second, WETEP is designed to utilize modern
technology (a) to provide ready transmission of information to individual
students, (b) to provide improved liaison between campus instructional
activities and laboratory/clinical activities in the schools, (c¢) to
make available to students a greater variety of learning experiences
than has been previously possible, and (d) to provide for an instructional
management system which organizes and transmits data relative to
student progress. A major feature of the project is the cybernetic
systems model designed to interrelate specified behavioral objectives
with effective methods of achieving them. Finally, the project is
planned to involve faculty effectively in program development, and
in maintaining and in improving the WETEP system.

The planning of WETEP began in November, 1967. As the project
developed, the staff realized the need for basic written statements
concerning the assumptions, purposes, and working hypotheses through
which they could articulate and coordinate their own efforts and
explain them to others. The basic assumptions and purposes of WETEP
have been developed during a year of planning, after many hours of
individual study, rumerous committee meetings, and three off-campus
work conferences. The basic assumptions and purposes include those
positions from which each individual staff member operated as he
developed his contribution to the project. These statements represent
a tentative consensus among staff members even though for those most
intimately involved, the meanings and implications are still shifting.
What will develop remains perforce partially obscure and unpredictable.
This is necessary in a system which is not only open but protective
of individual development. The statements, obviously preliminary and
for the most part untested, have enabled the project staff to provide
the direction for the future of elementary teacher education at the
University of Wisconsin. The assumptions for WETEP are statements of
need, belief and value. 1In a sense, such global views could be looked
at independently of this project. Yet, it was from discussions about
such statements that many of the purposes of WETEP were developed.

The list of purposes then summarizes the various prototypic functions
for which WETEP was developed.

Statement of Basic Assumptions for WETEP

1. The major need in higher education is the development and maintenance
of a humanistic environmment for learning® for all students.

*The expression "humanistic environment for learning' is meant to connote
a personalized environment which requires a close relationship between
learners and faculty. It is not meant to imply humanism in the classical

sense. 1

'



2. The quality of the humanistic environment for learning is dependent
upon the nature of faculty-student contacts involved in learning
activities.

3. Traditional lecture methods of instruction in higher education
are not sufficient to create and maintain a humanistic learning
environment in part because faculty~student contacts are rare
except in large group instruction.

4. Individualization of instruction and learning can enhance the
humanistic quality of educational experiences when personal faculty-
student contacts are frequent, comfortable, znd meaningful.

5. Personal contact between faculty and students can be focused on
more significant aspects of the total learning task when technology
is used to provide instructional materials in sequences and
strategies appropriate to the readiness and learning style of
individual learners.

6. A wide variety of learning experiences should be made readily
available to learners in a manner which places major responsibility
for an individual's curriculum with that learner.
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7. The nature of instructional activities experienced by prospective
teachers in professional education has decided impact on the nature
of the instructional activities these teachers provide elementary
school children.

Statement of Purposes of WETEP

1. The major purpose of WETEP is to develop a center for teacher
education which will demonstrate continually the best possible
individually oriented elementary teacher education program.

2. WETEP is designed to investigate the ways in which increased
teacher-student individual relationships can be enhanced by time
made available through an appropriate and effective utilization
of the new technology.

3. WETEP is designed to continually prepare teachers for varied roles
in schools of various kinds and with children of varied cultural
backgrounds.

4. WETEP is designed to facilitate closer working relationships between
schools and universities both in teacher education responsibilities
and in public school curriculum development activities.

5. WETEP is designed to provide a university environment in which
college and university faculty re-education facilities may be developed
and utilized by teacher education faculties throughout the country.
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6. WETEP is designed to provide a center for the development and
evaluation of teacher education materials and facilities.

7. WETEP is designed to provide a research facility oriented to
the study of a wide spectrum of problems in teacher education.

8. WETEP is designed to provide a center for graduate studies in
teacher education.

Staff Commitment

These assumptions and purposes have been explicitly developed in
one fashion or another in the papers of this volume. Each paper was
first developed by an individual or small group of faculty and students.
Draft copies were then circulated to other staff members for comment,
criticism, suggestions and, as the project grew, guidance in philosophical
and procedural aspects. Ultimately each paper was revised and refined
to speak for a commitment on the part of the WETEP staff as a whole.

. ¢ ~
, .

In order to ascertain what one might project for teacher education
in the 70's and 80's, it was first necessary to make some projections
for schools in the next decade. 'Schooling for 1975," the first paper
in this volume, attempts to do this. The paper, developed initially |
by a small group of faculty members, underwent changes as the entire f
staff began to realize the parameters of the task. It is the product
of the whole staff rather than of any individual. The paper continues
to prompt discussion among staff members and provides an initial )
description of one kind of school for which future teacher education B
programs must prepare teachers.
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"Communication: A Curriculum Focus," the second paper, attempts A
to project a potential focus for schooling that can provide a framework '
for the curricular and instructional tasks which teachers will be asked
to perform in the school of the future. '"Teacher Roles for 1975"
provides a focus for teacher education by recasting the role of the
teacher in schools in light of the individualized learning environment
detailed in the first two papers.

The remaining papers in the volume then discuss various factors .
which the staff has accepted as central to the development of a viable !
teacher education program given the schools, the possible curriculum,
and the teacher roles specified. The fourth paper in the volume, "A ' v
Cybernetic System for WETEP: A Model Design for the Preparation of
Teachers,'" describes a systems approach to instruction that has enabled
the staff to organize, classify, and sequence the educational processes
in WETEP. This is followed by ''Cognitive and Affective Levels in
Teacher Education,'" which postulates a conceptual framework for organizing e
various WETEP objectives along hierarchical thinking structures.




"reacher Education and Curriculum Development,' the sixth paper
in the series, describes the characteristics of a fully implemented
partnership between teacher education and school personnel organized
to improve curriculum through in-service education. The seventh paper,
"New Roles for University Faculty," identifies new patterns of staff
relationships and suggests new roles for university faculty. '"The
WETEP Media and Telecommunications System' details a communications
system which places primary emphasis on person-to-person contact
between students and faculty and makes ready communication among many
WETEP locations possible.

P"WETEP as a Research Facility" and "Assessment Procedures for
WETEP" discuss unique features of the project which provide creative
assessment potentials and systematic research approaches to teacher
education.

Finally, "WETEP as an All-University Function' emphasizes the
role of the total university in teacher education, while "The Role
of the School" describes the nature of the involvement of elementary
schools in various aspects of the WETEP project.

Certainly this group of papers, indeed the papers in all four
volumes, needs to be viewed as a tentative step in defining an area
of higher education that has received only fragmented attention.
Obviously, there are omissions in this volume. Colleagues on the
University of Wiscomsin campus, as well as those from around the country,
will raise appropriate questions for which some answers are provided,
but certainly not answers for all questions. The task has been so
large as to appear overwhelming, a point oft noted by consultants to
the project and colleagues on this campus. It is overwhelming! But
what are the alternatives? Fragmented innovative efforts have failed
to solve the essential problems in teacher education in this country.
A comprehensive restructuring of teacher education as represented in
WETEP provides one hope for a viable teacher education program that
is meaningful for the next decade.
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SCHOOLING FOR 1975

3 Abstract. The dynamic character of the WETEP school of 1975 will result E

in part from the context of rapidly evolving societal problems in which !
it exists. These problems of society point emphatically toward the need '% :
for personalization of education. To prepare teachers competent to pro- '
; vide such an education is the major purpose of WETEP.

g To achieve this purpose, WETEP is designed not only as a vehicle
; for invention, but also as a means of implementing innovations created {
3 to develop an intellectually challenging and a mentally healthy climate ]
; for the growth of elementary pupils. Education in the school of 1
; 1975 will be value-oriented to increase the pupil's sensitivity and §
|
)
I
4

¥ reaction to social problems, to improve his skills in group relations,
L and to enhance his ctreative use of leisure.

Certainly the most vital element of the elementary school of tomor-

row is the teacher. A shifting, but major, role for the teacher in the
WETEP school will be to act as a small-group instructor, offering the bene- 1
fits of mature, experienced leadership. 1In this role he will serve to i
|

~

T

focus upon problems, stimulate, and help to establish criteria for tenta-

tive solutions. Since machines can respond more easily than teachers to i
the great range of individual differences found in groups of increasing b
size, it is likely that the teacher's role in working with large groups
may be limited to such activities as television teaching or tele-writing. |
o A second major role for the teacher is that of tutor-challenger. 1In o
; this role a teacher works with one or twc individuals, helping them to Ce
5 discover their interests and strengths, and their weaknesses. The teacher ]
; also encourages individuals to probe more deeply into subjects that

” intrigue them and to sharpen their thinking about important ideas., A

o third, and probably the most uniquely powerful, role which a teacher can

i A play in this school is that of learner. 1In this role he provides for

i children a model of the human being struggling to know what he does not
know. The teacher is a learner about learning as he tries to make in-

| creasingly successful decisions about how to present material to children
i or how to encourage children to inquire.
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= e - o 3

R, i A L S A

The ability of computers to store and utilize large quantities
of information about individuals provides a potential for individual-
ized instruction. The task will be to develop a system in which three K
elements--teachers, materials and computers--are orchestrated so that -
each may make its optimum contribution to the learning process. The
goal remains individualization of instruction and technology is one tool
to assist in the accomplishment of this objective. One function of the
computer will be to compile a diagnostic appraisal of the relevant back-
grounds, abilities, interests and learning styles of each child. From
these data it will be possible to propose tentative goals for each student
and a program of learning experiences designed to achieve them. Another
function of the computer will be instructional in nature--to facilitate
information retrieval and to simulate exercises or games in practice
activities.,

L
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The schools of tommorow will be media centered and computer facilitated.
But it must not be forgotten that it is only in full concert with the human
dimension of the classroom environment that the effectiveness of technology
can be fully realized.
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COMMUNICATION: A CURRICULUM FOCUS

Abstract. Teday's schools no longer need to teach literacy, but even with
changes in buildings, equipment, and teachers, the curriculum has re-
mained unchanged, focusing on mastery of academic subjects. Books and
course syllabuses affect most learning behavior, the operational goals

of the school being those of producing academicians at earlier and earlier
ages.,

Curriculum is defined as an educational plan with objectives,
exemplary learning situations, and exemplary evaluation techniques.
Instruction is an interaction between teachers and pupils to help the
learner achieve specified objectives, which are purposeful statements
describing desired student bhehavior in various contexts. Communications
is delineated as an inter- and intra-personal process of transfer of
meaning, and evaluation is description of an individual's progress toward
one or more goals,

Since man is a rational, social being, knowledge should be a deaply
personal means by which he can make real decisions in society as it exists
for him; thus learning should be an interralized behavior change.
Possessing information does not guarantee behavior change; academic
matter must be justified in terms of its contribution to the ability to
communicate.

The goal of communication is to direct the child in acquiring
attitudes and skills in interpreting his world, and in clarifying to
himself what the implications are :or him and what decisions he can
make. Communication is a process in applicationm. The academic disci~
plines can be functional with communication as a core. The child should
experience real communication with peers and representatives of the
disciplines, and participate in activities where communication is essen-
tial. He should explore a variety of ways to communicate and how these
ways can help him interpret 'messages’ from the disciplines to make deci-
sions about himself. Through communication, learning becomes an inde-
pendent means to cope with the world, an internal, personal affair.

Organized with the disciplines serving as tools, the learning
situation is a six-celled structure: verbal and non-verbal modes of
communication in the cognitive, affective, and psychomotor dimensions.
Fragmentation of learning is reduced by the broken lines and over-
lapping between the six cells. Ideas from child development and other
areas of study structure the sequence of the learning, and activities
stress student-teacher dialogue. Evaluation occurs through questioning
and personal judgment, and is concern :d with the child's progress in a
direction set by him; it is not a labeling process.

Instead of the child's being prepared, in the elementary years, to
master the academic disciplines as expected by the high school and
college, these schools should be prepared to meet him with a continuation
of the communication curriculum...a plan to teach self-acceptance and
effective coping with the world.
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TEACHER ROLES FOR 1975

Abstract. Innovations underway in curriculum development, in individuali-

zation of instruction, and in use of technology will be accompanied by
organizational change within the schools. With these organizational
changes will come potentially new roles for teachers.

Traditionally, the roles assumed by the teacher, listed in order
of priority on the teacher's time, have been 1) information transmission,
2) management and administration, 3) guidance, and 4) modeling. In
schools beyond 1975, it may be expected that this order of priorities
will be in precisely the opposite order from that in which they are
perceived in the traditiomal school.

Information transmission, instead of being handled almost exclusively
by the teacher, will be assumed by technological aids in the classroom.
The time-consuming managerial and administrative role will be increasingly
assumed by paraprofessionals and instructional secretaries, aided by
computers.

The guidance role will be strengthened by increasing amounts of
information available about the individual learner. Improved teacher
education programs as well as technology will develop in the teacher
a professional competence in assessment, evaluation, and guidance
procedures. As its goal, this guidance will help the student organize
information about himself and the world around him.

In his most important role as a model, the teacher is seen as
a learner, searching for information about learners and the learning
process, and searching with the children to add to their knowledge of
whatever they are studying. 1In the learning process by which the
individual strives for self-improvement and the betterment of his
environment, inquiry behaviors such as self-discipline, intellectual
risk, persistence, and imagination in seeking, interpreting, and
patterning data are essential. It is the teacher model who teaches by
demonstrating through his own behavior a commitment to the processes
of inquiry and learning.
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A CYBERNETIC SYSTEM FOR WETEP:
A MODEL DESIGN FOR THE PREPARATION OF TEACHERS

Abstract. The goal of American education is to prepare young pecple for
future effectiveness and self-realization as citizens. Providing multiple
and equalitarian learning opportunities, our schools focus upon the indi-
vidual learner. In contrast to other countries, American teachers bear
major responsibility for pupils' achievement. The preparation of teachers
is inadequate to teaching roles and dutiss; many weaknesses of today's
schools reflect it.

Analyses of teacher education programs show they are poorly planned.
A systematic analysis of teacher education can be developed by applying
cybernetic theory to social organizations. Stating learnings in behavior-
al terms when feasible, focusing on specific objectives, and developing
the means to gain them, we can postulate information systems to meet the
needs of organizing, classifying, and sequencing educational processes,
such as WETEP.

The WETEP cybernetic model contains four basic components. The Input
component selects new candidates, the Teaching-Learning component effects
desired learning, and the Output component extends the learning process
by interrelating WETEP with the schools. The Feedback component supplies
vital control and guidance to the entire system.

Meaningful screening at the Input stage should be developed with
adequate information on student characteristics to begin a process of pre-
dicting future student success, as well as assessing the stucent's indivi-
dual interests and needs and orienting him to the program.

The Teaching-Learning component fulfills the many programmatic and
individual objectives through studies, diverse experiences, and carefully
sequenced patterns of learning. Multi-media and computerized programs
help provide individualized and actual learning experiences.

The WETEP system incorporates a taxonomy to organize, classify, and
define what objectives are to be learned and how they can be taught. The
taxonomy is a systematic arrangement of objectives-operations from basic
components to elements, through subelements and modules, to the level.
The level stage is the point where theoretically one objective (a 'micro-
criterion'") is developed, i.e., where actual teaching and learning occurs.
With such systematic planning, extensive flow-charting of objectives-
operations with standardized symbols have been found feasible.

At the Output component,, extensive clinical experiences are conducted
in a truly professional setting closely iuvolving the student, cooperating
teacher, and college supervisor. Candidates' smoother transition from train-
ing to school and closer working relationship between the schools and teacher
education center will be achieved through improved student-college-school
relationships in more realistic and practical clinical experiences.

Information flowing in the Intrasystem channels provide immediate feed-
back for students' learning, progress assessment, and component development
and improvement. The Intersystem channels provide reciprocal feedback
between training centers and schools.
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COGNITIVE AND AFFECTIVE LEVELS IN TEACHER EDUCATION

Abstract., The organization of WETEP components is patterned after the
taxonomies of Bloom and Krathwohl, et al., and built upon the concept
of six levels of cognitive objectives: 1. knowledge, 2. comprehension,
3. application, 4. analysis, 5. synthesis, 6. evaluation; and five
categories of affective objectives: 1. receiving, 2. responding,

3. valuing, 4. organization, 5. characterization by a value.

Another accepted assumption is that though cognitive and affective
behaviors are by fact inseparable, they must be treated separately for
purposes of emphasis and structuring learning. No one=-to-one correspon-
dence exists between these two types of learning, and they require
different learning opportunities. Since cognitive and affective
behaviors develop from simple to complex, learning opportunities
differ with the complexity of behavior sought.

The cognitive domain appears to be two dimensional, i.e.,
operative at each level in degrees of sophistication, while the
affective domain is unidimensional, i.e., not operative in degrees
of sophistication.

Generally, in pre-service education, it is expected that Level 3 L
(Application) of the cognitive skills will be reached. But WETEP
proposes an additional progression towards cognitive levels along a
continuum of sophistication. It is understood that it will not be
possible to move students to the most sophisticated point on the
continuum at all levels. One might be required to progress to Level 3
at a very sophisticated point, or as far as Level 6 at a naive point.

Within the affective domain, in order to structure learning,
the study of the way in which values are acquired is paramount.
Professional studies report verbalization of values without ensuing
behavioral change; affective behaviors cannot be achieved through
exhortation or admonishment. WETEP educators propose to create situations
for exposing students to their objectives or values. If students are
to identify with individuals who operate on "WETEP values," then
students must have opportunities to clarify and challenge the values
of the instructor as well as their owm.

A pattern of learning has been diagramed running from complete
contact of student with mechanical operations to complete student-
faculty contact. 1In all areas of teacher education, application of
this pattern will produce students characterized by being both "able
and willing."




12
TEACHER EDUCATION AND CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT

Abstract. The basic aspects of elementary education, i.e., pre-

emp loyment education of teachers, in-service education of teachers,

and curriculum improvement have been viewed as discrete ideas. The
results of this uncoordinated program have been insufficient preparation
of teachers for the employing schools, inadequate in-service education
to equip teachers to deal with new ideas in curriculum, and poor
utilization of technological innovations.

The aim of WETEP is to foster joint and co-determined efforts by
university and public school personnel to relate pre-service and
in-service education znd curriculum improvement. The arrangement
has seven major characteristics:

1. A partnership for joint participation in programs for pre-
service, in-service and elementary education with personnel
roles redefined to yield the maximum contribution from all
involved. A commitment would be made by all parties to
develop cooperative experimental projects both on campus
and at public schools.

2. The university, the public school, and the student would
share responsibility for diagnosing and prescribing next
steps in the individual student's program. |

3. A regular, systematic, short-term exchange of teaching
opportunities between campus and public school personnel
would transmit new knowledge to pre- and in-service
education and elementary programs.

4, Adoption of specific programs in certain public schools,
such that interested candidates might have at least one
laboratory or clinical experience that would allow thorough

assessment of education programs.

5. Continuous dialogue between all education personnel would
provide similar information and background for all.

6. All acceptable students would be required to teach their
fivst full-time year in a WETEP associated school.

7. The recommendation for certification would be given to the
State Department of Public Tnstruction only after one year
of satisfactory teaching experience. A total commitment
to cooperative involvement by the public schools and the
university is the only assurance of progress in teacher
education and curriculum development.
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NEW ROLES FOR UNIVERSITY FACULTY !

Abstract. The university faculty must use its knowledge, skill,
and awareness more effectively to be consistent with modern systems
approaches to social organization. To individualize learning,

the faculty must utilize multiple technological resources.

The faculty must establish professional education programs
that augment the purpose of the entire university: developing
moral and social commitment, and technical competence. A student-
faculty partnership reached through mutual evaluation, the use
of new instructional resources and increased interaction with
and sensitivity to each other is essential. Each professor,
encouraging criticism, inter-class visiting, student interpretation
and integration of the area he has studied, exemplifies the
characteristics he expects his students to exhibit.

New patterns of staff relationships will result from new
roles cast for researcher~-teachers, teacher-programmer, supervisory
personnel, college-teaching interns, and program assistants.
The university is obligated to assist the faculty in engaging
in self~-assessment and in-service education to improve understanding
of adult learning behaviors, university teaching, and instructional
functions.

As part of his new role, the professor must view positively
the modern technology, conforming it to this mind-set, rather
than letting it shape his mind. Insofar as evaluation is concerned,
he must seek new ways to develop potential; it is not his function
to limit those who would learn.

The new role of the university professor lies in examining
his partnership with students and with the university and public
schools.
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THE WETEP MEDIA AND TELECOMMUNICATION SYSTEM

Abstract. WETEP's formula for achieving the objectives stated in its ;
various elements depends on the total involvement of the learner under
close instructional supervision and guidance. The major communication
emphasis is on person-to-person contact between students and faculty,
through individual and small group conferences. WETEP also makes
extensive utilization of technological facilities designed to increase
the effectiveness of information transmission to students, A critical
aspect in the development of such a system is the proper selection

of instructional media to fit different learning objectives while
meeting the individual needs of students.

e A

Media selections will be made only after specification of the types
of learning involved, the desired behavioral objectives to be attained,
and the particular instructional event to occur. Media options will
be examined in light of previous findings, and field-tested to verify
effectiveness, economy, and convenience. Written specifications
for the selection, preparation, production, and utilization of materials
are all part of the development and implementation procedure. In
the WETEP Program Development and Research Center, continuous study of
media choice related to the individual learning experience will be
maintained.
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All audio-visual material will be stored in an information
retrieval system on audio tape, video tape, sound film, slides, or
in computer memory banks. The WETEP faculty and staff will be directly
responsible for programming, development, and research associated
with these stored materials.

The Teletype-Audio-Video terminal (TAV) used by students in
individual carrels in the Learning Center, in participating schools,
and by instructors will feature a silent teletype keyboard, television and
computer video tube, headphones, and a selector switch for choosing
programs. A Flexible Terminal Base (FTB) situated at the<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>