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HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENTS THAT LED TO THE .

REORGANIZATION FOR TEACHER EDUCATION AND THE REQUEST FOR

AN INSTITUTIONAL GRANT FROM THE BUREAU OF EDUCATIONAL

PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT

In the early 1950's, the School of Education began to

experience a rapid growth period: the undergraduate program

was beginning to grow in size, the requirement that teachers

have the masters degree as part of their teaching license

(professional certification) necessitated that teachers

return to the campus for additional instruction, and the

demand for doctoral programs in different areas was artic-

ulated. In 1954 the elementary faculty was organized and

evolved a program to prepare elementary teachers, a program

that proposed a single basic pattern for all students. The

student body increased to a point that at one time the

School of Education graduated almost 800 students a year

with a degree in Elementary Education.

With increased enrollments came larger sections of

classes. In a sense, a kind of specialization occurred

that took the preparation of the elementary teacher out of

the hands of the elementary faculty and into the hands of a

specialized faculty which, in essence, consisted of one

faculty member and a cadre of graduate assistants (i.e., the

educational psychology component, initially offered by the
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Elementary Education faculty, was moved to the Department

of Educational Psychology, not only another department but

a 'department in another division). As enrollments in-

creased, so did the employment of graduate students. This

resulted in the lowering of instructional costs and thereby

released faculty for development activities at the doctoral

level; however, not all faculty were satisfied with this

program compartmentalization and lack of articulation

between programs,and several proposed the creation of an

alternative, Project INSITE, Instructional Systems in

Teacher Education. Commencing in 1963 and financed pri-

marily by a grant from the Ford Foundation, the project

was characterized by an accelerated program, one which was

highly articulated for both elementary and secondary majors

and could be achieved (including the completion of the

Baccalaureate and Master's degree) in four years and three

summers on the campus or in an internship. The two high-

lights of the project Were the Acroclinical. Semester which'

integrated the psychology of learning, methods instruction,

and student teaching, and a one-semester resident teaching

internship. In 1969, AACTE selected this project to receive

recognition fcr distinguished achievement.

During the 60's the number of doctoral programs in
the School of Education expanded rapidly. This activity
represented the specialized interests of faculty in both
elementary education and secondary education and new
programs in Art Education, Science Education, etc.
materialized. Priorities for this period were clear-cut.
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Although the INSITE project provided an alternative

to the existing training program, the results of these

special efforts were not institutionalized. Perhaps this

was due to the nature of the faculty, who, for the most

part, had never experienced a concerted effort to change

training patterns on a complete program basis within the

School or who were concerned primarily for specialized

doctoral programs. In an effort to maintain the momentum

during the last year of the INSITE project, which was

1968-1969, the administration of the School established

the Center for Innovation in Teacher Education (CITE).

Its purpose, broadly speaking, was to encourage the

development, trial, evaluation, and dissemination of a

broad range of innovative programs, projects, materials,

and practices in teacher education. It assumed the major

responsibility for the students participating in the

internship phase of Project INSITE, and it also sponsored

the Teacher Education through Applied Methods Program

(TEAM), which consisted of a professional semester followed

by student teaching. The TEAM project then represented the

second major effort to combine various programmatic elements

in a more articulated manner.

CITE also stimulated the development of Project

Simulation, a joint venture with the Audio-Visual Center at

Indiana University and the Vigo County Public Schools (Terre
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Haute), which developed a set of protocol materials in the

human relations area.

When the INSITE funds were no longer available, a

proposal was submitted to the Bureau of Educational Personnel

Development (BEPD). from CITE for a Trainers of Teacher

Trainers Project (TTT Project), and when it was granted,

most of the TEAM faculty phased into this Project.

Three other developments were taking place during the

year 1969-1970 that were to have a long-range impact on the

activities of the School of Education. First, in addition

to the proposal for a TTT Project, seven other proposals to,

be housed within the School of Education were submitted and

funded from the Bureau of Educational Personnel Development.

Then the year 1969-1970 saw the influx of a group of faculty

trained in a discipline and very concerned with teacher

training as it related to development and research. A third

major development occurred in February of 1970 when the

faculty established the Commission on Teacher Education (COTE),

a representative body of faculty, administrators, graduate,

and undergraduate students of the School of Education mandated

to reformulate the undergraduate teacher training programs of

the School. Essentially, COTE was conceived as a policy-

making body that would stimulate, coordinate, and facilitate

efforts at program formulation which would be initiated by
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faculty-student groups. RepvPsentatives from COTE studied

the issues, talked about them, and created a climate, but

they did not have the authority to implement programs.

People were needed who could make decisions and who had

resources available for reallocation, and who would take

the opportunity to develop programs. What was needed was

a structure in which these changes could take place, one

which could combine all the varied interests in teacher

education program and product development into one single

major thrust.

By the Spring of 1971, the BEPD recognized the need

for restructuring its grant pattern as the arrangements of

separate grants did not meet their essential objectives

which were shared by the School of Education:

a. making the educational system more responsive

to those to whom it has been least responsive.

b. reforming the basic structure of the educational

system to serve all groups better.

The result was the suggestion by BEPD that the School of

Education apply for an Institutional Grant that would bring

all monies together for a concentrated thrust. The insti-

tution would support the objectives proposed by USOE but the

School of Education would have major input, and the actual

allocation of resources would be in the hands of the Insti-
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tutional Grant personnel at Indiana University.

Thus, in each of these developments, first the

dissatisfaction, the desire to do something else, the Ford

Grant, CITE, COTE, the growing realization that this was a

School of Education in a university, a new type of faculty

interested in research and development (products as well

as programs), and the planning for an institutional grant --

all these forces came together to create a situation where

a structure could be established within which change could

take place.

In June, 1971, The Committee on Reorganization for

Teacher Education was authorized by the faculty of the

School of Education with the explicit task to "examine the

question of reorganization for teacher education in terms

of both the regularized department and divisional programs

and the special programs such as COTE and CITE."

The fall semester of 1971 witnessed two concurrent

activities, the Committee on Reorganization, which was

setting about the task of defining the parameters for the

Division of Teacher Education, and the Institutional Grant

Planning Team, which was preparing the Institutional Grant

Proposal and establishing mechanisms for achieving change..

INSTITUTIONAL GRANT PROPOSAL (for more complete description,
see Appendix A)

From the point of view of the Bureau of Educational



Personnel Development, the goal of the Institutional Grant

was to test and demonstrate the proposition that a site

concentration of funds could produce greater impact than

have other methods so far tried both in terms of reaching

"least well served" populations and in terms of developing

and installing more effective ways for the educational

system to change.

From the point of view of both BEPD and Indiana

University, the goal was to produce externally generalizable

solutions (programs and products) for operational problems

in teacher education.

From the point of view of Indiana University, another

goal was to design and to operationalize a total system that

would result in better serving

in producing techniques and materials that would have an

its training clientele,

impact on its own training programs as well as on those of

other teacher training institutions, and in establishing

alternative operational prototypes of new approaches to

teacher education.

Both BEPD and Indiana University, in their-commitment

to the training of quality teachers, were interested in the

development of an overall system that would accomplish the

above objectives and that would add impetus to several

thrusts that ,seemed useful to pursue at that particular

time in history, serving better those populations
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that have been least well served by the.system; accomplishing

parity in educational power and decision-making among a

variety of relevant groups and including especially those

groups that the system is designed to serve; achieving

discernible impact on the job on the part of those that are

trained; setting up a Research and Development delivery system

that would get innovat..ve ideas into practice; reforming

accreditation, certification, and credentialing processes;

and reforming the training institutions and the programs

themselves.

To facilitate the development of such a system, the

entire process of education, both the institutions used to

provide it and the personnel used to man those institutions,

had to be reconceptualized. Concerned groups and client

groups would have to be actively involved in the process.

To transform the conceptualizations into realities, the new

institutional and role models would have to be rendered

into a form in which they could be articulated and utilized.

The maintenance of a system in which didactic instruction

was divorced from the world of reality would no longer be

acceptable. What was needed was a new kind of arrangement

involving school systems, communities, and universities --

an arrangement typified by such concepts as training centers,

clinic schools, portal schools, community laboratories, and

the like. The responsibility for teacher training was to
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become increasingly a joint responsibility of the variety

of groups concerned with it -- the university, teacher

groups, the public school, community agencies, client

groups, taxpayers, and others with legitimate inputs into

the training system.

To achieve the overarching goal of the institutional

grant, that is the establishment of synergistic relation-

ships involving school systems, communities, and universities,

the productlye capabilities of the faculty of the School of
a

Education had to be enhanced. The Institutional Grant

Planning Team recommended an organizational strategy that

would overcome organizational impediments and at the same

time would minimize the personal constraints of the faculty

and interested groups.

The new system was to consist of four centers of

activity, two service oriented teams, an Executive Director,

and a Policy Board.

The Conceptualization Center would have as its major

function the responsibility to devise new role models

compatible with a variety of existing, reformed, or emergent

schools and school-related settings, and to project training

programs to prepare these role functionaries.

The Center for Invention and Development would have as

its major function the responsibility to produce instructional

materials and devices necessary and sufficient to support the
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conceptual and performance development of trainees in the

education professions.

The major function of the Personal and Organizational

Change Center would be to invent and develop new institu-

tional strategies and tactics to facilitate change in

training for the educational professions.

The major function of the Field Implementation Center

would be to establish and test organizational schemes which

relate concerned partners in the training of educational

pro/fessionals to the preservice and inservice trainee in

real life settings.

Administration of the Institutional Grant would be in

the hands of an Executive Director and the four Center

Directors. The former would derive his policy directions from

a Policy Board. The Board would be composed of representatives

of six bodies, including the Indiana University School of

Education, other University departments (e.g., the College

of Arts and Sciences), a variety of communities (e.g., those

involved in the joint or independent training centers described

below), other cooperating teacher training institutions (e.g.,

other state supported and private colleges in Indiana), a

variety of public and private schools (e.g., training center

partners or schools housing student teachers), and the State

Department of Public Instruction. The executive director and

the center directors would be the only permanent administrators

of the Institutional Grant.



Two service oriented teams would be, established to

provide assistance to the four centers and the School of

Education as a whole. The Dissemination Team would have,

as its major function, the responsibility to foster the

widespread adoption and institutionalization of innovations

in teacher education both at Indiana University and else-

where through creation of awareness, provision of oppor-

tunities for evidential assessment, training activities,

installation activities, and support activities.

The Evaluation Team would have as its major function

the responsibility to design and mount an evaluation system.

The system defines evaluation as the process of delineating,

obtaining, and providing information useful for judging

decision alternatives, i.e., the model links evaluation to

the decision-making process. Four kinds of decisions

postulated by the model are: planning decisions, struc-

turing decisions, implementing decisions, and recycling

decisions. This system would service all levels of decision-

making with a continuous flow of relevant information to

various audiences including potential outside adopters and

the Policy Board.

COMMITTEE ON REORGANIZATION FOR TEACHER EDUCATION

The reorganization effort was mounted in an effort to

overcome a variety of organizational impediments: the
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insularity of departmental structures which prevented

effective communication and cooperation; multiple-track

decision mechanisms which placed responsibility for

program decisions with the faculty but responsibility for

implementation decisions with the administrators; account-

ability could not be firmly fixed since neither the

responsibility for existing programs nor the responsibility

for projecting new programs could be exclusively assigned

to a single department or group of faculty; and, the School

of Education lacked the support agencies and mechanisms

necessary to buttress faculty efforts toward innovation --

the developmental, training, communication, diffusion, and

similar operations without which ideas cannot be engineered

or implemented.

The essential element in the reorganization effort was

the establishment of a formless organization consisting of

ad hoc temporary work groups to be formed and reformed at

will, and as the interest and concerns of the faculty required.

This development paralleled the ad-hocracy notion of the

grant.

The report of the Reorganization Committee was accepted

by the Faculty of the School of Education and resulted in

the establishment of a Division of Teacher Education (DTE)

effective July 1, 1972. (see final report Appendix B)
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Prior to its formal operation, the'Institutional Grant

Planning Team was concerned with a set of planning functions:

a) to structure detailed organizational and operational plans

.for each of,the centers and service units; b) to phase over

existing BEPD projects; c) to enter into preliminary nego

tiations and arrangements with related groups such as public

schools, communities, state departments of education,

cooperating teacher training institutions, and others; and

d) to disseminate information that elaborated upon the goals

and objectives of the Division, which represented the

interrelated goals of the Institutional Grant and the

Reorganization effort. (see Appendix C, Part II) In addition

they had the task of-implementing a thorough review of all

projects that had been proposed up to that time.

In July of 1972, with the establishment of the Division

of Teacher Education and the receipt of the Institutional

Grant, interdisciplinary teams of faculty, school personnel,

and community representatives, structured around the task

of assuring superior teacher education at Indiana University,

took on the responsibility, assisted by Institutional Grant

resources, to provide all the training necessary for a

teacher to attain the professional teaching certificate and

to dc it in a way that meets the educational needs of today's

society.



THE OBJECTIVES AND EXPECTED OUTCOMES

The long-range objective of the Institutional Grant

program is to design, operationalize, test, and demonstrate

a model system for the preservice and inservice education

of teachers, a system based upon the development of alter-

native programs rather than a single monolithic program.

In order to attain this objective, the following sub-

objectives and outcomes must be attained.

1. A mason modification of the structural and

programmatic elements of the professional training

sequence in the Indiana University School of

Education. The future plan for this School

envisions a non - departmentalized set of ad hoc

task troups (or training teams) each of which

has responsibility for the education of a group

of prospective teachers or inservice teachers.

The distinguishing feature of the revitalized

curricula will be an array of alternative programs

leading to professional preparation which reflects

the diverse backgrounds of the trainees and the

diverse settings and roles in which they will

function as teachers.

2. Increased direct participation of Arts and

Sciences and other university personnel in
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professional training progrars, and modification

of course experiences in Arts and Sciences to

reflect 'professional training needs.

The proposed training teams envision a

pattern of interdisciplinary design and staffing

which has not been characteristic of university

involvement in teacher education in the past.

Professors from a variety of departments at

Indiana University are being solicited to assume

instructional and design responsibilities as

training team members. Increased direct involvement

of this type will be fostered on a continuing basis

by providing released time to these personnel to work

on development (pre-training programs). This

involvement will be in addition to the more conven-

tional objective of modifying experiences in Arts

and Sciences and other units where trainees receive

their liberal education and cognate backgrounds.

Some departments, E.g.. mathematics, are already

involved in modifying their courses for teachers and

integrating them with specific professional experiences;

others, e.g., chemistry, are already engaged in training

programs to raise the level of teaching effectiveness

of undergraduate instructors. These moves will be

extended across the full range of university departments.
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3. Reconceptualizing the role of the local education

authority (L.E.A.) and the local educational association

in the education of teachers.

The practice that reinforces the notion that

student teaching is the cornerstone for the involvement

of the local education authority in teacher education

must be abandoned. A new set of joint contractual

arrangements with L.E.A.'s will be devised based on the

assumption that a quid pro quo exists which can be

employed to breathe life into a moribund relationship.

The new patterns will assume from the university's

point of view that the trainee needs early, frequent,

and diversified ...contacts with operating public schpols.

From the L.E.A.'s point of view it will assume that

direct involvement with the university and student

trainees can be an important vehicle for accomplishing

change in the L.E.A. through inserve teacher development

and curriculum improvement programs. A variety of

contractual relationships will be explored attuned to

the objectives of alternative training programs. L.E.A.

personnel will become participating members of training

teams and, in turn, professors and trainees will become

directly involved in local school improvement efforts.

4. Direct involvement of community agents and agencies

in the education of teachers.
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Community involvement in teacher training programs

has, at best, involved sporadic consultation. This

program will extend beyond consultation and policy

making to involve community personnel as training team

members with adjunct university status. An Office of

Experiential Education has been established for trainees.

to work with community personnel on a systemmatic basis

as a part of their regular educational experience. To

whatever extent possible, the concept of quid pro Rua

involvement will be employed in fostering this relation-

ship, i.e., attempts will be made to identify community

development programs in which university professor-

trainee participation will facilitate the achievement

of community ends.

5. Develo ment of strate les tactics and materials

which are usable in multiple settings for the improvement

of teacher education.

As important as it may be for the university to work

toward the end of providing an optional training exper-

ience for its students, this is not the full extent of

the university's responsibility. The university must be

concerned with the development of new knowledge and new

applications of existing knowledge in any field in which

it functions. Explicit attention will be paid to the

invention and development of new programs and materials
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which can be diffused widely in tea,cher education and

the demonstration and dissemination of new models for

organizing and carrying out a revitalized program of

teacher education in the university setting.

6. The institutionalization of the ro osed new

model for teacher education as a permanent feature

of the training of educational personnel at Indiana

University.

This effort is not a project in which Indiana

University is becoming involved on a short term

basis. The merger of two interests, those of the

Reorganization Committee and the Institutional

Grant resulted in the initial step, the formation

of the Division of Teacher Education.
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EVALUATION DESIGN AND POLICY

The Division of Teacher Education is committed to a

comprehensive evaluation program. This was one of the

primary goals that the Division was directed to address

when it was approved by the School of Education faculty.

The concept of evaluation endorsed by the Division

of Teacher Education is that evaluation is the process of

providing information for making decisions. decisions that

will assist in the development of better teacher education

programs which in turn will produce better teachers. The

overall evaluation program will provide information for

making decisions regarding needs, alternative approaches

to meeting those needs, and the effectiveness of programs

in reaching their goals. To facilitate the decision-making

process, the task of evaluation is viewed in terms of three

levels.

The first level is that of developing programs, courses,

and activities to produce better teachers. The decision-

makers at Level I would be the program developers and the

faculty members teaching the courses.

At Level II, information would be provided to the

administrative and service organizations of the Division of

Teacher Education to enhance the development of the adminis-

trative organization for fostering program/s and projects.
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At Level III, information is provided to those

developers who give the thrust to the Division of Teacher

Education, the School of Education, the University, and

outside funding sources.

There are two aspects to the concept of evaluation

that have been endorsed. The first is that evaluation is

a service to those who are making decisions. In order for

people to make use of evaluation, they must start by asking

"what are the decisions I need and what information do I

need to make those decisions." Thus evaluation plans are

designed to provide information for project and program

decision making.

The second aspect is that evaluation is to be viewed

as an integral part of every program, and thus evaluation

plans are developed and implemented for all phases of the

Division of Teacher Education (programs, courses. admin-

istrative units, etc.). To achieve this aspect at the

program level, it is essential that the evaluator for a

particular program or project be a member of that program

team, a person who knows the program very well and then is

trained in the technical skills to carry out the evaluation

effort.

The evaluation effort has, by its very design, rejected

two traditional concepts held by many teacher education

departments. First, that faculty in teacher education do not



-21-

view their task as collecting data about, their program.

Secondly, there are those who do not view evaluation as

very worthwhile; they would propose the collection of

data only as it relates to basic research questions.

Other considerations which support a comprehensive

evaluation program are explicit:

1. Evaluation is the responsibility of all Division

of Teacher Education faculty.

2. The evaluation 'effort is concerned with assessing

the appropriateness of the goals and objectives of

the entire division as well as of projects, programs,

and courses. This would involve needs assessments as

.well as projection regarding the future of teacher

education.

3. Evaluation plans are designed to provide

information regarding the accomplishment of the

major objectives of the Division of Teacher Education.

4. The Division of Teacher Education provides

guidance and assistance to all faculty members as they

develop and implement their evaluation plans.

5. While evaluation is continuous for all programs,

the level of intensity of evaluation is greater for

tryout and experimental programs and courses.

6. The Division of Teacher Education is committed to

increase the knowledge of evaluation methodology,
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particularly as it applies to teacber education.

7. In that evaluation is considered an integral part

of instruction and program implementation, a budget

allowance for the evaluation effort is strongly

recommended. The lack of budget allocations, however,

cannot be interpreted as justification for, lack of an

evaluation effort.



PHASE I: JULY 1, 1972- JUNE 309 1973

On July 1, 1972, the Division of Teacher Education

became operational within the School of Education. Organ-

ized by function not by department, it absumed responsibility

during this transitional year, for:

1. The Instructional Services Center

2. The Office of Professional Experiences

(formerly the Student Teaching Office)

3. The Institutional Grant Structure including:

an evaluation team, a dissemination team, and

four support centers: Conceptualization, Field

Implementation, Invention and Development, and

Change.

4. Selected programs, projects, and individual

courses relating to the above.

THE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF PROGRAMS

Under the Division of Teacher Education, twenty-one

options were implemented during the first phase. Some

*
were full fledged, well articulated programs. Other

*A program is a sequence of professional courses or
activities planned and supervised by a faculty team to
prepare teachers for provisional or professional certi-
fication (e.g., The Multicultural Educational Devefopment
Program; The Communication Skills Program\).



innovative efforts we're aimed at project
*

development.

Figure 1 illustrates the relationship between the two.

Descriptions of these options can be found in Options

In Teacher Education (Appendix D) or in the Division of

Teacher Education Directory (Appendix E).

Nine options were supported by Institutional Grant

funds. Six of these programs and/or projects are

described in detail herein to exemplify the efforts of

ad hoc teams of faculty, community agents, etc., to

achieve one or more of the six Institutional Grant goals.

The Educational Alternatives Teacher Education Pro ram.

This program for secondary teachers has three distinctive

features that represent a fundamental change from the "usual"

teacher education program. All three features also char-

acterize many alternative schools. First, the proposed

program attempts to move away from an arbitrary compart-

mentalization of learning into courses by substituting an

ongoing seminar for coursework. Second, all facets of the

program are open to a high degree of individualization.

Each student designs his on program in conjunction with

the faculty. Third, the program includes extensive field

experiences in several public school districts that operate

*A project is a professional activity which includes
courses, field experiences, and/or seminars, all of which
are in thestate of development or testing and may be used
in a program but which does not in itself lead to certi-
fication (e.g., The Site Cluster. Project).
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a wide variety of nonconventional alternative schools (i.e.,

open schools, schools-without-walls, drop-out schools,

educational parks, etc.); students learn from alternative

schools as well as about them.

During this first year of its operation, the program

attracted 45 students and consisted of a staff of 8 (I.U.

faculty, adjunct professors, and school personnel). This

program utilizetS a flow chart evaluation design to collect

information, implement, evaluate, and feed back information

to make decisions. The student competencies dealing with

placement of interns, employer satisfaction, student eval-

uation, staff judgments, and on-site evaluation by staff on

location were contained in the evaluation design. The

process evaluation utilized data from field sites, student

evaluations, and staff insights. Based on the information

provided by the evaluation efforts, several modifications

in the program were recommended and built into the second

year's operation of the program. (For a complete evaluation

report, see Appendix F, p. 3)

The Early Childhood Education Program. This two year

program is designed for students wishing preparation to

teach at any age level of early childhood education in a

variety of educational settings. During their professional

sequence of courses, students have experiences with children,

primarily between ages three and eight. This professional
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sequence includes: professional study through coursework,

laboratory/field experiences, and seminars to interrelate

the two. The faculty who teach and supervise in the program

represent four schools (Education; Health, Physical Education,

and Recreation; Music; and Arts and Sciences).

During this first year of its operation, the program

attracted 24 students and consisted of 8 staff. Process

evaluation utilized reports, lesson plans, comments from

teachers in the schools, comments from student teachers,

conferences, attitude scales, questionnaires, rating scales,

and interviews. Competency assessment utilized weekly logs,

student self-evaluation, evaluation of each student by three

professionals, course evaluations, and lesson plans. Based

on the information gathered, a new group of 30 students will

commence the first year of the program while the second year

phase is continued. (For a complete evaluation report, see

Appendix F, p. 16)

The ENCORE Project. In this one semester project for

elementary education majors, teams of faculty members

cooperated with adjunct faculty from selected public schools

to offer experiences and instruction to 46 students. The

experiences were graduated, sequenced, and integrated to

offer maximum professional growth in dealing with classroom

management and instruction.
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The Division of Teacher Education evaluation design

consisted of five main decisions relating to project goals,

entrance requirements, training experiences, utilization

of personnel, and portions of programs to be evaluated.

There were ten competencies dealing with the students'

ability to observe, organize, and evaluate students and

materials and to exhibit poise in the classroom. Assessment

of both competencies and processes was carried out by ques-

tionnaires, observations, meetings (with representative

groups of students), instructor ratings, video taping,

surveys, student rankings, and attitude surveys. The

evaluation information encouraged the team to extend its

project into a three semester program to encompass the

entire professional program of elementary teacher education

at the undergraduate level (the complete evaluation report

appears in Appendix F, p. 18).

Multicultural Educational Development Program. This

program enrolled 79 students interesteri in teaching elementary

school childrA who bear 4,4 he blight of urban and rural

poverty (i.e., Black Americans in inner-city schools, Black

Americans in rural communities, poor Whites in rural hollows,

poor Whites in urban ghettos, Spanish-speaking Americans,

and American Irdians). Guided by individuals from the.

University and the community, these students commenced a

four-semester program in which they were and would be
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involved in academic and community experiences which would

focus on the human dimension of the culture of poverty.

The evaluation instruments utilized for process eval-

uation included open-ended questionnaires, interviews with

students, conferences with the Student Advisory Board,

faculty conferences/meetings, and questionnaires designed

to evaluate field experiences. Competency assessment

utilized an open-ended questionnaire which elicited students'

insights gained from their experiences in various field and

community settings. The information collected underscored

the need to maintain this program as a high priority (the

complete evaluation of this program appears in Appendix F,

p. 29).

The RELATE Pro ect. This project was a year-long one

for juniors in elementary education which combined reading

and language arts methods courses with student teaching in

Bloomington schools. In addition to providing training for

prospective teachers, the project met the objective of de-

signing exportable training materials in reading and language

arts. The project was built around three major approaches:

1) a process approach to the teaching- learning situation,

2) a competency-based approach, and 3) a teacher as a

decision-maker approach. Twenty-five students were enrolled

in this project which was planned and implemented by five

Indiana University faculty, an elementary school principal,
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and representatives from his teaching staff.

The evaluation design submitted by this project had as

its main concern the attainment of a number of competencies

by students. In that the program staff vas successful in

getting students to master the competencies and in that the

formal development of the RELATE materials was completed by

June 30, the project was terminated with the RELATE materials

to be systematically utilized in different programs and

settings for purposes of additional evaluation (sample sets

of RELATE materials appear in Appendix G).

The Associate Instructor Teaching Skills Project. This

project was designed to help meet the graduate teacher

training needs of individual departments across all schools

at Indiana University. The staff of the project worked as a

consultant group with 23 graduate -students from five separate

departments to plan and implement courses for teacher training

within their own disciplines. The project had two major

components: seminars and teaching practica. The seminars

characteristically considered topics such as planning, test

construction, discussion and lecture techniques, problems in

motivation, etc. The teaching practicum sessions provided a

low-threat environment (micro-teaching) for practicing

particular skills and evaluating the effectiveness of

utilizing them in teaching situations.

The evaluation design for this program was an extensive
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decision making model divided into planning, implementing,

and recycling of decisions relevant to the project. The

competencies which related closely to the evaluation design

consisted of developing teaching skills, improving classroom

effectiveness, and developing confidence. Based on its

evaluation, it was recommended that this project should be

institutionalized and supported in some form by the University.

(For complete evaluation report, see Appendix F, p. 7)

The other programs and projects, all of which were

mounted in an effort to achieve the goals and objectives of

the Division of Teacher Education are described in Appendix

D and Appendix E.

SERVICE ACTIVITIES

The Evaluation Team. At Level I most of the activity

has been in terms of providing assistance and encouragIment

to program teams in conducting evaluations to make decisions

about improving their programs. Specific requirements were

not imposed on the teams; rather the evaluation team attempted

to foster an attitude of service, that is, encouraging teams

to think about what it was that they need to asses9. This

often resulted in difficulty in getting the kinds of infor-

mation needed by the Division of Teacher Education in terms

of its evaluation activities, but it was felt that that problem

was worth enduring in order to initiate the evaluation efforts
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within the programs themselves.

The evaluation team attempted to communicate evaluation

information among programs (i.e. needs assessments, data

gathering technique, etc.). They also helped programs define

their competencies and broad goals and distributed this

document among all of the programs (Appendix H).

At Level II, the evaluation team examined the role and

function of the Teams/Centers to ascertain the Program/

Project Directors' perceptions and rsflections as to the quantity

and quality of the services rendered. That report appears in

Appendix I. As a result of the data gathered and from the

Center/Team personnel self-analysis, a reorganization of the

service functions was proposed for Phase II of the Division of

Teacher Education. (See Phase II, July 1, 1973-June 30, 1974)

At Level III, product evaluation, the team initiated a

modification clarification of the goals ol the division. It

involved the continuous clarification of what appears in

written form, the perceptions of goals by people, the meaning

of goals to different people, and the importance attached to

these goals. Another aspect of evaluation was and is the

determination of the extent to which the goals of the division

are being achieved, by individual programs and across programs.

A..: this level, the evaluation team analyzed and reported infor-

mation in such a way as to describe activities and to present

evidence as to the quality of those efforts. One such activity
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was the questioning of a random sample of the DTE faculty

(25%) so as to ascertain whether the Institutional Grant had

created any changes in their teacher education activities.

This report appears in Appendix J.

The Dissemination Team. This team engaged in two kinds of

dissemination efforts: the preparation of descriptive infor-

mation for students, and the preparation of descriptive

information for faculty and instructional team members. The

products of the former included Options in Teacher Education

(Appendix D) and Are You Getting the Message (Appendix K).

The latter products included the preparation of the DTE

Directory (Appendix E) and the establishment of two serials,

For Your Information, a newsletter that contains short

descriptive articles (Appendix L), and the DTE Teacher Education

Forum, for somewhat longer papers (Appendix C, F, G). Both

possess wiaespread distribution to higher education institutions

and public schools.

PERSONNEL.

The instructional teams, center directors, service teams,

etc., are listed in the DTE Directory (Appendix E). Figure 2

depicts the organizational plan for the DTE for Phase I of its

operations.
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PHASE II: JULY 1, 1973 - JUNE 30, 1974

On July 1, 1973, the Division of Teacher Education

assumed responsibility for all teacher education activities

through the fifth year level.

The transfer of the remaining teacher education pro-

grams involved a variety of activities during the Spring

which focused primarily on the interests and needs of the

Faculty of the School. Faculty with expressed interest in

teacher education were encouraged to become involved actively

in the new Division and assignments were planned carefully.

By September, several major goals had been accomplished:

1. A second group of new programs, which had been

stimulated in part by the Conceptualization Center,

and had been planned during the Division's first

year, were now ready for implementation. Some of

these included a Communication Skills Program, a

Field Based Social Studies Program, an English Team

Program, a Training Program for Teachers of the

Severely Handicapped, a Science Teacher Preparation

Program, and several fifth year field based programs.

.Recruitment efforts were mounted and a variety of

field-based programs (i.e. in Social Studies), and

activities in Arts and Sciences (i.e; English Team

Program), were operationalized. The descriptions

of these efforts appear in a booklet entitled Teacher
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Education at Indiana University, June 1973 (Appendix M).

2. A thorough review of the Division's activities had

been completed. Some programs were thus modified (i.e.,

ENCORE), several were recycled (i.e. Professional Year),

several were terminated (i.e. RELATE). The original

structure of the Institutional Grant, consisting of

four service centers and two teams for evaluation and

dissemination, was found to be in need of simplifi-

cation; this resulted in a reorganization of center

staff and functions into three teams: Coordinating

Associates, Field Associates, and Instructional Services

Associates. Figure 3 summarizes the reorganization of

the Division.

In essence, the Coordinating Associates assumed

responsibility for: planning and implementing programs,

coordinating evaluation and research activities; pro-

viding logistical support, and dissemination and

diffusion services. The Field Associates assumed res-

ponsibility for servicing programs and projects in terms

of their needs for field activities. This included

student teaching programs and field experience develop-

ment and coordination. The Instructional Services

Associates assumed responsibility for: library services,

media services, instructional materials development, and

TV and Microteaching services. A more extensive
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Figure 3 .REORGANIZATION FOR

THE DIVISION OF TEACHER EDUCATION

Director, Division of Teacher Education

Professional
Component Y*

*
A professional component is a course or set of

experiences at iL,ay .serve a number of programs or
projects Student Teachin).
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description of the services provided by these three

teams appears in the Reorganization of the Division

of Teacher Education (Appendix C, Part I)

Four additional faculty teams were identified

to relate to program development activities. Referred

to as reference faculties, groups of individuals from

various disciplines interested in social foundations,

psychological foundations, language arts and reading,

and the principles of secondary education were asked

to serve in advisory capacities, on program teams.

3. A restatement of the goals and objectives of the

Division was proposed to reflect and incorporate the

thinking of the School of Education, the faculty of

which had expended considerable energy during 1972-73

in developing a Report on the Objectives, Goals, and

Missions of the School of Education, Indiana University

for the Period 1973-1978 (Appendix N). In addition to

the 6 goals specified in the Institutional Grant, the

following were specified:

a. To promote and facilitate high quality basic

research related to teacher education and educa-

tional change.

b. To prepare professional personnel who are

able to become active participants in educational

change.
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c. To develop collaborative relationships vith

agencies and institutions outside Indiana

University to enable positive response to the

need for educational change.

d. To develop products, practices, and procedures

aimed at promoting educational change.

e. To be involved in and cooperating with

doctoral programs in education.

f. To develop and test new instructional practices.

g. To encourage and support faculty to contin-

uously work on the conceptualization and design

of teacher education programs.

h. To focus responsibility, i.e., accountability,

in teacher educat5,on on the groups which are

planning and operat:Ing programs.

i. To enhance the interration and articulation of

undergraduate a%d fifth ycar programs.

To prof ot.c a :,:)mmittmcnt to meeting the needs

of inservice teachers and ether educational

professionals.

4. The establishment rpf a lissemination-communication-

reporting system, both internal and external, had been

initiated by the diszminatlon staff. A variety of

elements comprise this cystm: the monthly preparation

and distribution of the Division Newsletter (Appendix L);
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the identification of an Editor for the Teacher

Education Forum Series and the inclusion of these

materials in the ERIC system; and the establishment

of mini-retreats for purposes of sharing information

among programs.

5. The establishment of an Evaluation Systems

Operation had been initiated by the evaluation staff

(Appendix 0). The thrusts of this system include:

a. A series of seminars have been implemented to

increase the knowledge and awareness of the

faculty about such questions as; construction of

attitude inventories, the use of computers, judgmental

process of evaluation as contrasted with empirical

data gathering. (Appendix F)

b. An Information System has been designed for

use by program directors as well as the associate

teams to determine which students are in what

programs, which faculty are involved in which

programs, etc. Its major goal is to provide infor-

mation to the budget director and the division

director, about course scheduling, enrollment

patterns, etc. (Appendix Q)

c. A research effort along the lines of more

traditional research has been mounted. :Several

small grants have been designed to foster inquiry



oriented research that cut across programs or

projects, for example. In addition to the grants

for faculty, fellowships and assisttntships are

available for graduate students in the Division

for purposes of encouraging doctoral dissertations

and other inquiry based thrusts on the part of stu-

dents in the School. To monitor these efforts, a

research committee composed of faculty from all

divisions of the Cchool has been formed to review

proposals and recommend activities to foster

greater research efforts in teacher education.

d. To facilitate the Division in making decisions

about its activities. the Evaluation Tesm has mounted an

effort to gather data about meeds in the area of

teacher education. This s broader than just the

consideration :)f the reels that schools have. but

in fact consic,erin; ,!ot 4.portunities, the impact

of inicnization on the job market, etc. (Appendix 11)

e. A process eval-ation plan has been expanded

to further monitor the processes of the Division.

(Appendix S)

f. A product eval',atin effort has teen initiated

to review the products of cur efforts (the graduates)

and to implement intensive case studies of the

general programs to determine the extent to which

tte programs are In fact meeting their goals or whether



or not the faculty teams need to establish goals

that were mot intended outcomes. A proposed plan

to carry out a product evaluation appears in

Appendix T.

g. A con. rted effort to ensure the professional

development of the faculty vas expressed; in

response to this need, professional growth

seminars have been initiated which will assist

faculty in preparing dossiers, in constructing

evaluation techniques fcr assessing the effectiveness

of their teaching, etc.

6. An academic advisement and recruitment system has

been established.. Ctudents are selecting specific

prograns rather than namelessly going through a massive

general program. Fero,.nalized advisement is provided

by a staff nemter thorc,..etly cognizant of all the :ATE

programs. The need `fr. an inf,T)rmation sharing/recruitment

presentatf-% stout alternative teacher

trainir.g programs was expressed and a team from the

Instructional Services Associates Team and the Coordinating

Associates Team is in the 1.r.-_zers of preparing this.
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SUMMARY

The Division of Teacher Education is committed to the

quality training of teachers. 7-.) achieve this goal, the

process of decision making must reflect an environment for

experimentation in teacher education. Experimentation can

only be supported when goals and objectives are clearly

articulated, when training programs meet the needs of all

perselns involved in the education process, when process

and product evaluations are planned and implemented, and

when ideas are broadly disseminated.

Most teacher training institutions could be described

as having the above characteristics. However, the Division

of Teacher E%:cation in organizing itself on an ad hoci-acy

tasis, has es.tablishei a iont-ta.:oratic organization, one

which provides an envirohmcnt IL which a group of people

with similar interests tr.,t, trai:,t7i in a variety of disciplines

can :ome to,:ethr,r ani pltin an! test out their ideas, ideas

which are relate: to f74nction not restricted to a discipline

or department.
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TO: Faculty, School of Education FROM: David L. Clark

SUBJECT: Report of Committee on
Reorganization for Teacher
Education

DATE:

Attached is the report of the Committee on Reorganization for
Teacher Education to the Policy Council of the School of Education.
This report will be considered by the Council at a special meeting
scheduled for Wednesday, December 8, 1971 at 3:30 p.m., Room 131.

Each of you has seen this report in various draft forms over
the past three months. The CoMmittee hopes that you will read the
final form carefully and communicate your reactions to members of
the Council. The December 8 meeting is, of course, an open meeting
and many of you may wish to attend the session.

Because of the importance the Committee attaches to this re-
organization, we will ask the Council on December 8 to convene a
general meeting of the faculty in January to consider approval of the
recommendation from the Committee if the Council reaches concurrence
at its meeting on December 8.

You have been generous in sharing your reactions with the
Committee during the development of the report.. We hope you will
continue this process over the next few weeks.
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IIntroduction

The Committee on Reorganization for Teacher Education was authorized by the
Policy Council of the School of Education in June, 1971. The membership of the
Committee was designated as three Policy Council members, three members to be
selected by the Administrative Council (including the Dean, a division director,
and a department chairman), and one member of the Institutional Planning Grant
Team. The charge formulated for the Committee by the Council was:

"... to examine the question of reorganization for teacher
education in terms of both the regularized department and
divisional programs and the special programs such as COTE
and CITE."

The Council instructed the Committee to proceed expeditiously and to report to
the Council, if possible, by the end of the first semester of the 1971-72 academic
year

With the time constraint in mind, and with the priority to coordinate the
work of the Committee with progress on program planning and development being made
by the Institutional Planning Grant Team, the Committee decided to interpret the
charge from the Policy Council literally. The proposal which follows concentrates
almost exclusively on a new organizational design for the teacher education func-
tion in the School of Education at Indiana University. The only explicit refer-
ence to other divisions, departments, and agencies in the School concerns transfer
of teacher education responsibilities from these units to e proposed Division for
Teacher Education. This should not be construed to mean that the Committee feels
that no other reorganization is needed in the School. As a matter of fact, if the
proposal of the Committee is adopted by the faculty this may well cause other
divisions to wish to examine their own sub-divisional structures -- a process which
may be further encouraged by the review of graduate program areas scheduled for
1971-72 and 1972-73.

The major ideas to be found in the report have already been shared with the
faculty of the School of Education. The three basic recommendations, i.e., (1)
that a single responsible agency be established to carry out the teacher education
function in the School; (2) that this agency organize itself and carry out its
work through ed hoc working groups; and (3) that the base for involvement in re-
search, development, and training in teacher education be broadened substantially,
were released by the Committee to the faculty for discussion as early as Septem-
ber, 1971. The ten open hearings scheduled by the Committee indicated support for
these t.!eas but altered substantially the implementing steps to achieve that end.
Throughout its brief tenure, the Committee has attempted to release documents as
soon as the members felt they had an idea which could be expressed coherently in
the hope that immediate feedback would aid their deliberations. This has proved

to be the case. The document now reflects input from many faculty members who
took the time to attend the open hearings and communicate with members of the Com-
mittee orally or in writing.

The Committee has now'reached a point where it believes that a final reaction
to its work can be solicited. This document represents, then, the report from the

Committee to the Policy Council. For the purpose of effecting action, the Com-
mittee wishes to enter the following motion for consideration by the Council:



The Committee on Reorganization for Teacher Education
recommends that the Policy Council of the School of Educa-
tion create a Division for Teacher Education to become oper-
ative July 1, 1972. The director of this Division should
serve with the other four division directors on the Adminis-
trative Council of the School of Education.

The Committee recommends that the Policy Council
accept and approve the statement attached to this motion
which addresses itself to a number of issues associated
with the establishment of the new Division; and recommends
further that this document be transmitted by the Policy
Council to the individual to be appointed as acting
division director for the guidance of the newly formed
faculty of the Division for Teacher Education.

1

Background Assumptions

As the Committee on Reorganization for Teacher Education proceeded with
the task assigned to it by the Policy Council it became evident that several un-
spoken assumptions permeated its deliberations. The Committee decided that these
assumptions should bre stated so that all who read the report will be aware of the
spirit of the document and of the general climate of opinion in which the Commit-
tee operated.

1. The School of Education at Indiana University ought to have teacher edu-
cation as a central, high priority mission.

2. The confluence of many factors (e.g., the work of COTE, experimental pro-
grams operated through CITE, modified teacher education programs and
courses initiated through departments and divisions) has created a cli-
mate favorable to rapid (even revolutionary) progress in teacher educa-
tion at I.U.

3. While considerable attention has been given in this report to the antici-
pated instituting grant, the Committee acrumed that the formation of the
Division for Teacher Education will not depend upon a favorable outcome
for the grant proposal.

4. The development of excellent programs of teacher education will take
place in a school of education that continues to improve its national
reputation for excellence in graduate study. Indeed, it is anticipated
that many of the new teacher education programs will be of a kind that
simply could not be developed in an institution not having the broad
reservoir of talent available at I.U.

5. While the emphasis in this report has been placed upon major forms of
change in teacher education, nothing in the report should be construed
as demeaning or discouraging less dramatic increments of improvement.
Such incremental change will be essential to the "fine tuning" of the
various programs as they mature.



5. One of the most productive 010401 for engaging a rich variety of talents
is the task oriented team project. This mechanism should be used in
teacher education.

7. The responsibility for preparing educational personnel today has such
important ramifications for society and for the role of the university
in society that the best available talent ought to be recruited and
engaged regardless of traditional role and boundary lines of departments,
schools, university, and community.

S. While it is recognized that the conditions and mechanisms that make
possible dramatic improvements also make possible dramatic failures,
the Committee believes that under our present circumstances. to sake no
chan:es would be a very high risk alternative.

j

Objectives of Reorganization for Teacher Education
I

1. To elevate the function of the education of teachers to high priority level
among the responsibilities of Indiana University's School of Education.

2. To facilitate an increased involvement of the faculty of the School of Educa-
tion and other relevant faculties at the University in teaching, research,
and development activities in teacher education.

3. To create an organizational environment for teacher education in which
faculty have the opportunity to create and invent eed are supported in and
rewarded for such efforts.

4. To increase the options available to students and faculty for productive
involvement in teacher education.

S. To increase the diversity in types of individuals involved in teacher educa-
tion including appropriate involvement of public and private school personnel
and the. community.

6. To focus responsibility. i.e.. accountability. in teacher education on the
groups which are planning and operating the programs.

7. To encourage concerned faculty who are working in the teacher education pro -
grams to respond to needed and receignized improvements in the teacher educa-
tion program as a regularized characteristic of their assignment in teacher
education, i.e., to provide for improvement as well as maintenance assign-
meats in teacher education.

O. To facilitate movement in programs of teacher education toward the reality of
school experience and the educational needs of society.

9. To provide integrated programs of experiences responsive to the multiple
roles and interests of individuals rather than single air of experiences
throughi which individuals move.



10. To provide a eettiag for teacher education is which self- renewal sad
growth will be characteristic of the organizations and the individual.

11. To provide onlortunity sod eacouragement for continuous work on cosceptuall-
tattoos in teacher education and future planning that will Valid programs
for tomor7ow's seeds.

12. To provide within the various teacher training progress opportunitlea for
systematic training experiences as part of the Colversitys advanced de-
gree programs for a variety of educational specialists.

Guidelines for the Orgaalgstion
of the

Division for Teacher Education

1. A sew Division for Teacher Education should be established in the School
of Education. This division would be responsible and accountable for the
School's programs is teacher education.

2. The faculty in the Division for Teacher Education should be drawn from
the existing departments and program areas in the School of Education
and should include participants from other departments In the Volversity,
the schools, and the community.

3. The Division should provide opportunities for graduate students to ngwte
In instructional, research, and development programa related to teacher edu-
cation when such involvement is appropriate to tks goals of tails. ad-
vanced study.

4. Appointments to the nevi Division sho..14 be sufficiently flexible to allow
Dart -tine as well as full -tier faculty assignment for varying lengths of
time.

S. The Division for Teacher Education should have the same degree of autonomy
as any other division in the School is such antes as budget sad personnel.

6. The teacher education fuactioss of other agencies presently operating in
the School of Education, e.g., CITE, the institutional Planning Grant
Group, and departments in existing divisions of the School, should be Incor-
porated in the new division.

T. The Division, as it assumes responsibility for teacher education in the
School, should retain a unit im which faculty are encouraged sad supported
to work continuously on the conceptualization of teacher education awl the
design of programs in teacher education.

S. The Division should establish contlaWns working group on organization
and organizational evaluation (probably built on the foundation being es-
tablished in the "Change Center" of the Institutional Planning Grant Group).
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9. The Division should establish an evaluation snit to provide accessary in-
formatioo for decision asking is regard to its instructional programs and
other developmental activities.

10. The structure of the Division for Teacher Education should be based upon
post- bureaucratic organizational principles featuring, to whatever extent
feasible, ad hoc working groups.

11. The Division should develop aa integrated support and development agency
for the School of Education bridging field and laboratory experiences and
other areas of technological and instructional support.

12. The primary task of the Division for Teacher Education relates closely to
that of the divisions of education at the other campuses of Indiana Usi-
verelty, uutusl igtereats and concerns suggest the desirability of maim,*
is:icing a close liaison weans the various campuses. As a first step to this
end, a communications system should be developed to keep all campuses Wor-
sted of developments in teacher education anywhere within the system and to
provide a basis for cooperative effort In activities such as the development
and use of specialised instructional materials, alternative programs of
teacher education, and various types of field activities.

Establishing a Division for Teacher Education
eecommendations and 1m lamenting Guidelines 1

Basic Structural Recommendation

The faculty of the School of Education should create a Division for
Teacher Education to become operative July 1, 1972.

2. Responsibilities of the Division

The newly formed division should assume responsibility for the entire
program of teacher education (including at least all programs leading to
provisional and professional certification of teachers in Indiana) in
two steps -- one covering the period 1972 -73 and the second, July 1, 1973
and beY0714. These plisses ere specified as folloisf .Ne:t*

Phalle 1 (July 1, 1972 - June 30, 1973)

During the school year 1972-73, the faculty of the Division
for Teacher Education should:

Be responsible for operating a set of developing progress
that have been approved for Phase 1 by the Institutional
Planning Grant Team. These programs say be modifications
of existing programs as well as new programs generated by
fnculty groups.

During the current schoal year, the Institutional Planning Grant Teas will
seek approval for the new programme through the Course and Program Change
Committee and the Dean's Office. Once established, the Division for Tea-
cher Education will follow the regularized program approval procedures of
the School.



Assume responsibility for support and developmeat agencies
related to teacher education; i.e., Office of Professional Ex-
periences, the merging efforts is community amd laboratory
experiences, and the curricular related areas (CCTV, Zducatioo
Reading Room, Curriculum Laboratory, and A-V Services,)

work with all other departments and program areas in the
School which have responsibility for teacher education to
effect an orderly transfer of teacher education programs to
the Division for Teacher Education by July 1, 1973.

Initiate a process of individual consultation with faculty mem-
bers to determioe the relationship of faculty to the new divi-
sion in 1973 and beyond.

Complete the planning for the Division's substructure which
will be operative by July 1, 1973.

Phase 2 (July 1, 1973 and beyond)

Assume responsibility for all programs of teacher education
in the School 117 July 1, 1973 retaining, at a subdivisions'
level, an appropriate organizational structure to house:

(1) Large enrollment operating programs

(2) Developing or experimental programs

(3) Associated research, development, and professional for-
vice activities in teacher education.

Assume continuing responsibility for operating a set of
teacher education programs providing options for students
and faculty while pressing constantly for "growing edge"
programs in teacher education.

3. Appointments to the Division

There is oo wholly satisfactory method for creating a division de
novo. The scheduling problems of identifying leadership and faculty
personnel resolve themselves finally to "chicken and egg propositions.
The Connate recommends the following procedure as the best of the al-
ternatives:

These agencies have responsibilities for service to faculty in the School
of Education which extend beyond the Division for Teacher Education, It

a coordinated staff agency is to be formed, however, It must report to some
responsible lime agent in the School. The choice seen* to be either the
Dean's Office or the Director of the Division for Teacher Education, The

Committee chose the latter since (1) the demands for service, in a
quantitative sense, will be conceatrated in the new division; and (2)
this places the service closer to the point of effective action, 1.e., the
users. This choice should be Fiiviewed continuously to assure the ef-
festiveness of the delivery of optimum service to other divisions, depart
meats, end program areas.
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The Division Director

Since all the operating teacher education programa is 1972-73 in
the Division will be associated with the institutional grant, the Execu-
tive Director of the Institutional Grant Team will be designated as Acting
Director of the Division for Teacher Education by the Dean of the School
of Education effective July 1, 197:.

At such tine during the school year 1972-73 as the Dean, with the
concurrence of the Policy Council, dooms that the process of individual
consultation has resulted in representative faculty for the new divi-
sion, be will convene this group and set about the selection of permanent
division director in the usual manner outlined by the Policy Council.

The Faculty

Effective with the school year 1972-73, the faculty of the Divi-
sion for Teacher Education will be composed of:

a. The members of the Institutional Grant Team.

b. The faculty participating in any of the developing programs
or R and D projects operating in the Division in 1972-73.

c. The faculty and staff, or other individuals with stellar back-
grounds and interests, who are working in the suploort and develop-
ment agency Progress mentioned under -hesipooseibtlitles of the
Division - Phase 1, b".

d. Designated faculty from specialization areas. The success of the
new programs depends upon the interest and expertise of the variety
of subject specializations in the School of Education. Each
specialist area will be asked to designate a faculty member for a
joint appointment (1/4 to 3/4 tine) with the faculty of 060 Divi-
sion for Teacher Education. All obvious overlap areas will be in-

cluded, e.g., elementary education; secondary education; special sub-
ject areas (science, math, social studies, English, etc.). Other
less obvious areas and agencies will be encouraged to participate,
e.g., educational sduLaletrations international and comparative
education, etc.

The actual persons involved may vary from those currently comprising the
Institutional Planning Grant Team depending upon negotiations with those
individuals for future year.. A core team representing the interests and
competencies of those now involved in the I.P.O.T., however, will be
retained.
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During the school year 1972-73 the minimum tine allocation to the Divi-
sion for Teacher Education will be 25% for designated faculty, Their spec-
ial assignment will be to assist the Acting Director in planning for new
programs and effecting an orderly transfer of extant programs by July 1, 1973.
In subsequent years the percentage allocation of time to the Division will
undoubtedly increase since these faculty will become involved in teaching in
operating programs in the Division. These designated faculty obviously
have dual roles, Cm the coo hand they are expected to be representatives
of a field of specialisation in the sense that they bring their expertise
to bear upon the program planning and policy issues confronting the Division
for Teacher Education. Equally important, however, is their role as par -
ticipeting faculty in the research, development, teaching, and professional
service of the Division.

As was noted earlier, tbe Acting Division Director and the faculty
of the Division will be responsible, during 1972-73, for initiating a
process of individual consultation with other faculty in the School of Educa-
tion to determine the relationship of these faculty to the Division in 1973
and beyond. Since the planning, developmental activities, and training pro-
grams of the Division will also be dependent on the involvement of other
faculty in all departments .and on all campuses of the University and cos.
=unity and school system participants, this process of negotiation will be
extended well beyond the confines of the School of Education on the Bloom-
ington campus.

4. Assignments in the Division

The unique character of the proposed Division for Teacher Education
must be taken into account in defining the types of assignments or roles
which Division members will bold and gay. This will be the only divi-
sion is the School of Education that grammes responsibility for a schoolwide
function. It will be the only division organizing itself on task rather
than discipline basis. It will be the only division soliciting actively
and continuously the participation of non-Schocl of Education faculty in
the conduct of its programs.

Involvement of personnel in the Division for Teacher Education should,
then, provide for the widest latituel's in assignment, The form of appoint-
ment in relation to time and duration should be flexible, Joint appoint-
ments across all program lines in the School should be routine and across
departments and campuses in the University should be numerous.

Appointments designed to tie community and school personnel directly
to the Division's program's should be encouraged. The Faculty Affairs
Committee of the School of Education should initiate a recommendation for
the approval of the appointment of selected school and community personnel
as "Associate Faculty" with the tAtle of "Adjunct Professor," The privi-
leges and benefits accompanying such appointments should be negotiated
with'tho persons Involved ot.the time of :Ippointment.

There is no necessity to explicate all the forms of appointments which
night be used by the Division for Teacher Education; most are used occa-
sionally in all departments and divisions now, but the following ilkurtrs-
tions may clarify types of roles which will be performed:
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a. Designated Faculty - one unique form of involvement will

be the designated faculty from specialization areas in the
School whose dual responsibilities in the Division were des-
cribed earlier,

b. Project Faculty - some members of the faculty will become in-
volved In targeted projects (either of their own initiation
or of others) to develop and test a module or program or en-
gage in a piece of targeted research or evaluetion. Thee" may
be full or part time appointments with a definite time period
specified involving personnel inside and outside the School
and the University.

c. Program Faculty - the basic unit for program faculty will be
the training gr010, term responsible for the prcf=sue
atonal training of a particular subgroup of trainees. The per-
iod of appointment for a team member (fell or part time) would
be indefinite, but renegotiation would occur each time a group
for which the team is responsible completes its program. Team
members would be regular School of Education appointees (in
many cases a:so carrying an appointment in another department
in the School) , faculty from other units in the University
(carrying slue form of affiliate appointment in the Divi-
sion), and archco$ district and community personnel (carrying
adjunct appointments in tee Division and the School).

d. (hit Faculty - another form of program faculty will b
those involved is operating modules, units, courses, and
experiences employed by, but not necessarily a part of, train-
ing groups cr teams. Thee faculty will be involve% in of-
fering an experience targeted on specifiable outcome'. Sev-
eral training teams night wish to take advantage of a common
module which would be under the continuing direction of a
faculty umber who is not necessarily otherwise involved in
the work of the Division.

There are certainly other types of appointments that will be involved
in the work of the Division for Teacher Education. There will surely be
the need for some administrative personnel, for staff who are service arms
of the Division, special appointments for ad hoc purposes, consultants,
etc. The intent of this section is simply to emphasize the open nature of
appointments in and involvement with the Division.

5, Involvement of OroduateltHIEELEASsemity and School Personnel

In addition to the regular faculty at the Division, as described in
the preceding sections, there are hiehly productive possibilities of invol-
ving other categories of personnel in the division's work. Graduate student
appointees bring a range of experiences, developing expertise, and instruo-
tional potential which could prove invaluable to the Division. At the same
time, the Division represents a source of useful training experiences for
graduate student" Secluding supervised college Level toaching research,
development, and evaluation Internships.



Further mutually beneficial alliances most be established with com-
munity and school persomnel so that expertise not found commonly on uni-
versity faculties can be brought to bear on planning and operating train-
ing programs. Conversely, such arrangements should place the university
in position to relate itself mere meaningfully to the solution of school
and community problems.

6. Advisory Input to the Division Director

The objectives underlying the reorganization for teacher education
suggest that program development within the proposed Division for Teacher
Education be broadly based. A logically derived overview of the field of
teacher education includes: caporal education, subject matter preparation,
humanistic and behavioral studies, teaching-learning theory, and field in-
tern:alp sad practicum experiences. In planning alternative programs favel
ty teams are encouraged to consider and, if possible, develop, programs
that assume responsibility in all five areas.

In this context the division director will need various types of
advisory input to insure that the desired breadth of program becomes
reality, A variety of advisory sources, in addition to regular faculty
consultation, are available to the director including, but not restricted
to:

a. The designated faculty who represent all related and interested
areas within the School of Education who may be tapped individu-
ally or in groups to advise the director.

b. The Institutional Grant Policy Board which represents the var-
ious parity groups in teacher education serves directly as a pol-
icy group for the Director of the Institutional Grant for great
activities, This Board may be used by the division director as a
sounding board for general divisional activities.

7. Inter-School Programs

The nature and complexities of the current organizational arrange-
ments for the professional components of the inter-school programs, i.e.,
Home Economics, Business Hducation, Wale, and Health and Physical Educa-
tion, should be considered in developing appropriate relationships with the
Division of Teacher Education, In these tour cases it is essential that the
faculty in the subject area specializations consider the optimum misanis-
trative arrangements for developing improved teacher education programs.
Decisions regarding these matters should be the product of negotiations
between appropriate administrative officials in each school.
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The Forum series is basically a collection of papers. It is

intended to be a catalyst for idea exchange and interaction among
those interested in all areas of teacher education. Articles are
accepted on all phases of teacher education including in-service
training and graduate study. The reading audience includes
teachers, school administrators, governmental and community
administrators of educational agettcies, graduate students and
professors. The substance is open to various types of content.
Position papers, research or evaluation reports,, compendia, state-
of-the-art analyses, reactions/critiques of published materials,
case studies, bibliographies, conference or convention presen-
tations, guidelines, innovative course/prograM descriptions, and
scenarios are welcome. Manuscripts usually average five to twenty
double-spaced typewritten pages; two copies are required.
Bibliographical procedures may follow any accepted style; however,
all footnotes should be prepared in a consistent fashion.
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ington, a component of the School of
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Introduction

Included in this report are summaries of the final evaluation reports
for the projects, programs and centers of the 1972-73 Institutional Grant.
These summaries were written by members of the evaluation staff of the
Institutional Grant. The total evaluation for each of these centers,
programs, and projects is quite extensive. These more extensive evaluations
are available from the individual directors of each project, program, or
center; or from the office of the Evaluation Team of the Division of
Teacher Education.

Included in these total final evaluation reports for each program,
project, or center are:

I. A complete listing of student competencies and means
of assessing students' accomplishment of these.

2. Process evaluation reports on various aspects of
implementation.

3. A complete listing of all students including
pertinent demographic information.

4. A complete listing of all faculty including pertinent
demographic information.

5. Evaluation data related to the accomplishment of
goals.

6. A chart indicating how each project, program, or
center director felt his activity matched the
objectives of the Institutional Grant.

As stated above, these total evaluation reports were used as the basis
for the summaries included here. It would be useful at this point to
describe how these final evaluation reports came into being.

I. During the Summer of 1972 the Evaluation Team developed
guidelines to be used by each director of a project,
program, or center in developing evaluation plans.
These guidelines were distributed to each director
individually and were discussed with him.

2. The directors were asked to submit their evaluation
plans in the Fall of 1972. These plans were reviewed
by the Evaluation Team and suggestions for changes were
discussed with each director.

3. Every two weeks during the 1972-73 academic year, the
project director submitted an implementation note
which was to very briefly list any evaluation activities
which had taken place during the previous two weeks.

4. At the end of the academic year, the project director
was given a copy of all the evaluation Information he
had submitted and was asked to check the material for
accuracy and to add to this informaticn where it was
incomplete.
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All of the information collected as a result of these activities was
used to prepare the brief evaluation summaries included here.

The evaluation summaries begin with the name of the project, program,
or center and its director listed at the top of the page. This is followed
by a listing of full and part-time facully and professional staff and a
statement indicating the number by male and female students.

The remainder of the summary is divided into three sections as follows:

1. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

This section briefly describes the process and produce evaluation
activities that were conducted In addition, a brief summary of
the results of these evaluation activities are included. Where
evaluation information has been used to make decisions, these
have been noted.

In general, the statemen+s reporting the results of the process
and product evaluation are taken directly from the director's
report. Statements and adjectives concerning the quality of
the evaluation have been made by the evaluation team.

II. Dissemination Activities

This section merely lists the dissemination activities reported
by the project director.

III. Strengths and Weaknesses

This section summarizes the strengths and weaknesses reported
by the director.

IV. Project Future

This section briefly states the future of this project, program,
or center for the 1972-74 academic year or for the future of
Spring activities.
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Alternative Schools
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Robert Barr

Ray, 1973

Faculty/Staff

1. Robert Barr 5. Arlene Saretsky
2. Canie! Burke 6. Gerald Smith
3. Steven Fredricks 7. Vernon Smith
4. John Perron 8. Floyd Coppedge

Students

Plale - 20
Female - 25
Total - 45

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

This project utilized a flow chart evaluation design to collect Infor-
mation, evaluate, and feedback information for decision making. Student
competencies dealing with placement of Interns, employer satisfaction,
student evaluation, staff judgments, and on-site evaluation by staff on
location were contained In the evaluation design.

Tho process evaluation conducted by the Alternative Schools Project
utilized data from field sites, student evaluations, and staff Insights.
As a result of this information, the orientation seminar will be discon-
tinued nt the end of the Fall, 1973 semester; student-teaching In Alternative
Schools will be reduced to a smaller scale; the Alternative School seminar
experimental course will be divided into two separate courses; one field
site will be expanded because of Its success; and new field sites in
different areas of the country are being developed.

The competency assessment has shown employer satisfaction with the
interns hired. In addition, personal growth among the interns was demon-
streted by their evaluations as Weil as staff and field site personnel's
evaluations; and, finally, satisfaction with Interns has been demonstrated
by the expansion and addition of new field sites.

The overall evaluation report is a very detailed and thoughtful
document. The results of the various instruments seem to provide much
valuable information to the decision makers. Copies of Instruments and
results of these instruments are available in the final evaluation report.

II. Dissemination Activities

1. Coordination of six regional institutes on alternative schools.
2. Changing Schools newsletter is printed at Indiana University.
3. Conference presentations were made by students in the program.



4. Articles by Gerald barker and Robert Barr rlaling with alter-
nmtive schocls tzve been eetlished or are in The process of
being published.

5. Twelve speech presentations have been made by the staff
throughout the United States.

III. Strengths and Weaknesses

The following were listed as strengths of this program:

1- Interaction between faculty and students which continues over
0 period of time.

2. Good relations with innovative school districts.
3. The Bloomington Alternative School allows for an experimental

training center.

The weaknesses of the program were stated as a lack of structure,
inability to attract diversified student population, and problems main-
taining the necessary field-base contacts. An attempt will be made this
coming year to rectify the first two weaknesses by a more structured
course offering and the recruitment of students in one of the seminars.
The last weakness needs adjunct professors who would be non-paid school
personnel to act as liaisons between the schools and 1.U.

IV. Project Future

The project will be expanded next year to include new field sites.
The project will have close to twenty paid interns and over thirty student
teachers during the 1973-74 school. The program will be somewhat altered
as the focus moves toward a more comprehensive Master's Cegree.

The Alternat
of students and w
with the National
national recognit
be developed. It

practices if this
to the University
developed.

lye Schools Program is now recruiting a much larger number
ill probably oversubscribe its classes this year. Together
Consortium on Alternative Schools, this program is receiving
ion. The adjunct professor system has been approved and will
is necessary to achieve a change In University administrative
program is to be eventually institutionalized. A proposal
administration recommending necessary changes will be
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Arerican Indian
Final Evaluation Surrary
Director: Gary Anderson

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

I. Cary Anderson 3. Ms. Odle
2. Paul Lansing 4. James Mahan

Students

Male - 6
Female - 17
Total - 25

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design for the American Indian Project consists of three
main objectives which deal with placement of students, enhancement of teaching
ability of elementary and secondary students in an American Indian setting, and
an increase in understanding and appreciation of the American Indian, his
culture, and the prevent educational system. Under-each of these objectives
were implementing activities, questions to to answered, products, and program
modifications. There were also a number of student competencies which related
to teaching in an American Indian environment and relating to the student in
terms of his culture and environment.

Resulting changes that have been made because cf feedback from student
teachers, principals, and supervising teachers were: to have seminars
conducted before a student went on the reservation with input from Pueblo
Indians on campus, and to obtain better supervision and organization by
bringing in supervising teachers with teaching experience in an Indian
setting.

The competency evaluation utilized questionaires and verbal communications.
This evaluation pointed out that the majority of students could adept to
the setting and relate to Indian students both in and out of the classroom,
and adjust teaching techniques to meet the needs of these students. Finally,
21 out of the 24 students were going to apply for teaching Jobs on the
American Indian Reservation.

The evaluation as a whole was well done and the director does note
the problems inherent with the distances involved because of the field
sites being located In Arizona. Therefore, some of the final evaluation
material could not be included because It had not as yet been received.



II. Oiseeeination Activities

Two publications were produced, one entitled 'Alternative Programs in
Indiena Colleges and Universities" which was also presented In a meeting
at Butler University end the second entitled "Student Teaching on the
American Indian Reervation."

III. Strenetts and weet.eeeses

The main strength of this program has been the fact that students
entering e ;=r ;r.;.., have fcr the olt pert remaieed with it. All of the
students in the program have been recommeeded for teaching jobs with the
Bureau of Indian Affairs fcr iris coming fall, and 18 students have
requested admission to the program fcr rext year.

The weaknesses seem to be in the area of lack of cultural preparation
of the student teachers. There has been a proposed seminar where Indian
educators would come and talk with studente in the program to help
alleviate this problem. Secondly, there is the problem of establishing
criteria regarding who should or should not be admitted to the program.

Future consideration also needs to be riven to the question of the
efficiency of a sixteen-week eroeram and trying to get the program to
become a part of a more broadly based multicultural program.

IV. Project Future

This project will be continued as a field tite. Students will be
prepared In the total multicultural program as soon as possible. By

l974-75. assignment to Indian Schools will probably be restricted to
Multicultural Program students.
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Associate Instructor
Final Evaluation Summary
Dirceter: Kcnnetn !lajer

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

1. Beryl Brown 5. Susan Hawkins
2. Ivor Davies 6. Loren Liebl!ng
3. Barbara Edwards 7. Ken Hajar
4. Al Garcia 8. Nick Stayrook

Students

Male - 22
Female - 1

Total - 23

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design for this program was an extensive decision making
model divided into planning, implementing, and recycling of decisions relevant
to the project. The competencies which relate closely to the evaluation design
consist of developing teaching skills, improving classroom effectiveness, and
developing confidence.

There were five separate departments that were involved In the Associate
Instructor Program. Each of these conducted its own evaluation activities,
but they utilized common instruments. The instruments were questionaires and
interview forms which looked at such things as a book entitled A Guide for
Beginning College Instructors, seminars, and overall results ofT7e7507Wi-s.
As a result of the diverse evaluations conducted by the different departments,
decisions regarding changes in the seminar, Instruction, credit, and procedures
were initiated. Copies of all the instruments were contained within this
report plus the results of these various evaluation Instruments.

The overall report provided by the project provided complete copies of
all evaluation instruments plus the results of those evaluations. It would
have been helpful if there was a one-page summary of process and competency
evaluation by department so as to see a better overall comparison of how
A.I. students in different programs viewed some of the same things.

II. Dissemination Activities

Sixty-three persons received the various materials put out by the
Associate Instructor Project.

Ill. Strengths and Weaknesses

The project sees as its major strength the new approach used by the
program in improving Associate Instructor teaching.



Tne rain weakness seen by The program cane from ou?side the protect
where certain faculty and departments resisted the A.1.'s effort at
prod:cing changa.

IV. Project Future

The future of the project according to +he report Is in limbo for
next year. They are seeking outside money from a crant. The Associate
Instructor program has demonstrated its value and should be supported
in sore form by tte University.
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Center for Experiential Education
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Homer Nagle

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

1. Santiago Carcia 5. Dweyne Snell
2. Homer Fonle 6. Jim Williams
3. Dollie Manns Iris Rosa
4. Eerbert Munangatire

Students

None as this is a Center

1. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design for this Center followed a flow chart model and
examined what is going on at the present time and provided for review and
consideration of what ought to be.

The process evaluon activities for this Center were conducted under
three main operations. The first was in relation to MCCSC where communication
was established with the schools in Monroe County and students assisted In
the capacity of tutors or teacher aides. The feedback to the Center indicated
that the assistance provided by the students was beneficial to both students
and teachers. The logistics of scheduling and assigning students needs
review and improvement in the area of dependability; many students were
assigned very late in the term. Another area that needs Improvement is
communication with the field; more supervision is needed for quicker feedbcck.

The second operation was the community related operations of C.E.E. The
Center placed students in various community agencies in Indiana, Illinois,
and Kentucky. As a result of a mid-year evaluation of these activities, it
was decided to have more direct contact between C.E.E. staff and community
agencies, increase comMunity involvement by providing regular transportation
during the evening hours for students, and to develop more contacts with
community agency directors so as to become more aware of their specific needs.

Thirdly, C.E.E. operated in conjunction with the Multi-Cultural Prigram.
The C.E.E. provided transportation and field sites for this project's students.
There were a number of problems that were encountered, but for the most part
suitable sites or alternative sites as well as transportation were provided.

Some additional evaluation would seem in order for the various activities
conducted by C.E.E. to point out where further services and modifications
should be made in services now being offered. This Center will be finalizing
some of its evaluation activities this summer which should provide some
additional useful information.
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11. Disseminetinn Activities

The dissi-imetion activities carriec; by the C.E.E. were also broken
into three artas of its operation. They are as follows:

A. ita,C Related Dissemination PctivIties
I. Five conference activities with lCICSC
2. Daily trips to 111;CSC Admini,Aration Center to pick up and

deliver request forms from The schools
3. Cna meeting
4. Visited every school to talk with school pt.rsonnel

D. Community Related Diesemination Activities
I. Conferences and meetings at a number of sites to explain

activities and functions of

C. Multi-Cultural Dissemination Activities
I. 29 conferences were conducted with various school sites

to discuss placement of students
2. Arranged trips, developed and sent out evaluation forms
3. Gave two speeches in regards to C.E.E. activities

III. Strengths and Weaknesses

No specific weaknesses or strengths were listed by the Center within
their report, but it appears from the process evaluation that there are
constant problems in providing field sites and transportation to people
requesting this type of help. It does appear, however, that this type of
service is needed and that most of the current needs are being met by C.E.E.

IV. Project Future

The future of this Center, according to this report, will be to carry
out the sams functions but to alter the structure for economy's sake. This
Center will be combined with F.I.C. and O.P.E. to provide a "more coherent
and sequentially meaningful field experiences for Indiana University
stucents of education."



C4mmunication Skills
Final Evaluation Surrary

Director: Eeward Jenkinson
Vey, 1973

Faculty/Staff

1. Jeffrey Auer E. Edward Jenkinson
2. Paul Batty 7. Gretchen Kemp
3. Philip Daghlian 8. Euoene Kintgen
4. Lirda Gregory 9. Ellen Ritter
5. Jeffrey Huntsman

Students

No students until the Fail of 1973

I. Process-Product Evaluaflon Surmory

Initial needs assessment serves as the design for the project.
Student competencies were ascertained by asking language arts supervisors
around the state what they felt were the necessary competencies for
students interested in this area. Also, information provided by language
arts supervisors provided information pertaining to recent graduates in
the field of English. This provided the bulk of the process evaluation
for this program. The letter and copies o' co- rants were also included
with the final report.

Overall it appears that an exemplary job has been done in preparing
this project. The in-depth needs assessment could serve as a model for
future projects wishing to gat started in lte DTE.

II. Dissemination Activities

I. Discussion with teachers about project at English Arts
Conference held at I.U.

2. Letters to teachers (copy attached)
3. Description of project contained in Bulletin of University

Division (copy attached)

111. Strengths and Weaknesses

No strengths or weaknesses listed.

IV. Project Future

The project will get underway this coning fall with Incoming freshmen.
These students will be guided for four years by members of this program.
The main emphasis will be to show a relationship of content to method.
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Development Center
Final Evaluation Surnrrary

Director: Pobert Peinich
T;ay, 1973

Faculty/Staff

I. Jerry Brown 7. William Murphy
2. Rogers Glenn 8. Amos Patterson
3. Robert Heinich 9. Michael Pollack
4. Roberta Kovac 10. Darryl Sink
5. Mark Lobert Gerald Smith!
6. Mictiael Molenda

Students

No students as this is a Center

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

A basic decision-making design was employed by this Center. However, the
Center staff felt that an overall summative judgment of the usefulness of the
Center was in order. Outside sources should be employed to gather this
information And the Evaluation Team should address itself to this end eof-year
survey of Institutionel Grant precram directors. (Note: The Evaluation Team
In the second interview by telephone with project directors got at some of
this information.)

The main process evaluation undertaken was in the form of in-house
meetings as well as meeting with 0.P.E., but there were no reported changes
as a result of thie evaluation procedure.

The Development Center developed eight Instructional units and some
other products for use by the various projects. These included modules
dealing with writing, locating and selecting materiels, preparation of
inexpensive transparencies, three unit classroom management series, a
booklet entitled "Teacher Nade Physical Education Equipment," two
annotated bibliographies dealing with teacher training and cable TV, and
a video tape consisting of interviews and views of field sites.

Overall the evaluation report was well done and included all the
necessary information. The report provided a list of the products
developed during the past year which was a useful addition.

11. Dissemination Activities

This Included five lecture presentations and two bibliographies
relating to the Center's activities.



-13-

III. Strengths and Wevknesses

No strengths or weaknesses listed.

IV. Project Future

The Center will be merged with the Instructional Services Center next

year for reasons of c-ccnomy and efficiency. The Center staff felt that

funding various projects "1-.) do own thing" is redundant and not the

best use of cost effecliveness. Many of -the materlais that the Center

developed did not beconz visible or usable until almost the end of the year.
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Dissemination Team
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Billie Strunk

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

I. Billie Strunk

Students

None as this is a Center

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design for this Center consists of two main components:
internal objectives and activities and external objectives and activities.
Most of the process evaluation activities carried out by this Center were in
the form of questionaires, discussions, and subscription requests. As a
result of these activities, the need for other information to be disseminated
by this team was ascertained and the need for a DIE program Preview Day (as
was held this past semester) was questioned. Copies and results of question-
aires were provided i n this f i n a l report.

It appears that many worthwnile activities wore conducted in the areas
of both publications and non-publication activities. The questionaires also
seemed to provide much valuable information as to the usefulness of certain
publications and activities.

II. Dissemination Activities

A. Publications - Compiled, Edited, and Supervised
I. Options in Teacher Education
2. DTE Directory
3. Forum (9 pages in this series)
4. For Your Information (3 briefs)
5. Are You Getting the Mess7,ge?

B. Publications - Researched and Written
1. A New Dimension for Teacher Pre aration
2. Special Program Offers Education Students New Views

C. Publications - Technical and Editorial Assistance
I. Several tasks were listed for this category

Besides ail of the above publication activities, the director of this
team offered and gave assistance In the areas of publicity for DTE, served
as a DTE Advisory Committee member, provided technical assistance to projects
and students, gathered information, designed a DTE logo and printed format
for publications, and performed other dissemination activities and services.
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III. Strengths and Weaknesses

The major strength of this Center was to initiate and lay the necessary
groundwork for all the various dissemination activities undertaken by the DTE.

The major weaknesses were related to having only limited funds, facil-
ities, and personnel with this Team.

IV. Center Future

There are no plans to continue the Dissemination Team as such in 1973-
74; selected dissemination activities will be assigned to various DIE
personnel.
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Early Childhood
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Marian Swayze

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

I. John Bond 5. Miriam Gelvin
2. Nancy Pastore 6. William Blanton
3. David Gallahue 7. Mary LaFollette
4. . Mary Rouse 8. Marian Swayze

Students

Male - 0
Female - 22
Total - 22

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

Process Evaluation for this project utilized reports, lesson plans,

comments from teachers in the schools, comments from student teachers,
conferences, attitude scales, questionnaires, rating scales, and inter-
views. On the basis of these various evaluation activities, changes
occurred in the scheduling of classes, Instructor assistance, technical
assistance (AV equipment, library usage, writing), preparation of super-
vising teachers, course offerings, course size, field site locations,
team cooperation among faculty, and admission procedures. Many of these
changes occured during the past year and many will take place during
the upcoming academic year.

Competency assessment utilized weekly logs, student self-evaluation,
evaluation of each student by three professionals, course evaluation5,
and lesson plans. The correlation between how students and the super-
vising teacher, project director, and evaluator judged the attainment
of competencies was very high.

The overall process and product evaluation seemed to look at and
evaluate most of the points of both the original evaluation design as
well as the competencies. All formal evaluation instruments were
included along with results.

Overall, this final evaluation report was very well done and included
all the evaluation instruments plus the results of those instruments. One
other interestii,g thing that this program is doing is keeping entry level
data on students so that future comparisons can be made and follow-up
studies can be conducted.
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II. Dissemination Activitie!,

There were no dissemfnation activities listed or contained in the
final evaluation report turned in by Early Childhood.

III. Strengths and Weaknesses

The following were listed as strengths of the Early Childhood Program:

I. Practicum experiences during the course of the past school
year in local nurseries, schools, and kindergartens

*2. Good working relationships were developed between the
students in the program and both I.U. staff and local
school personnel

3. Students found a great deal of relationship between theory
learned in the classroom and field experiences.

The following were cited as problems and/or weaknesses of the program:

I. Placement of students in MCCSC schools was difficult because
of other programs working within these schools and because
the student teachers in this program do their student teaching
on a part-time basis rather than full-time.

2. Students in the program next year rill have to travel 25
miles to a school in Brown County to do their student teaching.

3. None of the supervising teachers for next year have worked with
student teachers before.

4. No help was received from O.P.E. for supervlting 24 students
during their two semesters of practicum experiences.

5. Th3 Creative and Performing Arts course was too theory - oriented
and did not give theearly Childhood students enoughpractical
orientation.

6. Scheduling of Coueses due to time overlaps presented difficulties.
7. Language Arts courses presented some problems which will be

worked out this coming academic year.

IV. Project Future 4

Plans for next year include continuation of the second year phase for
students already in the program for one year. Also, a new group of 24
students will be admi4ted into the program. The director states that they
have twice as many applicante as students they can admit into the program.
She feels that they should be allowed to capitalize on this interest,
especially since they are getting a hew full-time faculty member this fall.
She further states that by not being allowed to expand the program, it has
caused bitterness and disillusionment on the part of students seeking
admission to the program.
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ENCORE
Final Evaluation Summary

Co-Directors: Milton Marten and Maxine Dunfee
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

I. Thomas Bogut 5. Charles Lippincott
2. Vernon Droessler 6. Milton Marten
3. Maxine Dunfee 7. Judith Raybern
4. Donald Hazekamp

Students

Male - 5
Female - 41
Total - 46

I. Process-Product Summary

The evaluation design consisted of five main decisions relating to
project goals, entrance requirements, training experiences, utilization of
personnel, and portions of programs to be evaluated. There were ten com-
petencies dealing with the students' ability to observe, organize, and
evaluate students and materials and to exhibit poise in the classroom.

Assessment of both competencies and processes was carried out by
questionnaires, observations, meetings (with representative groups of
students), instructor ratings, video taping, surveys, student rankings,
and attitude surveys.

The results of these instruments showed that some students felt
that they did not have enough time to carry out all the tasks and there
was also some confusion regarding the philosophy of the program. This
led to shortening the time of certain competency acquisition or elimination
of the task if the student had acquired it previously. There have also'
been some long-range decisions made to more fully explain to incoming
ENCORE students the philosophy of the program and to extend the program
to three semesters so that certain competencies will get more attention.

Copies of instruments and results were also furnished in this report.

The overall content of this report provides a very detailed and care-
fully done final evaluation. The inclusion of instruments plus the
results which included some statistical analysis provided good insights
into the nature and extent of evaluation activities conducted by this
project. This type of detailed and explicit report can certainly be
utilized as a model for future final evaluation reports.
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II. Dissemination Activities

There was a list of five dissemination'activities including newspaper
articles, project descriptions sent to prospective freshmen, a slide
presentation, and a paper being written for publication.

III. Strengths and Weaknesses

The strengths of the program have been "its integration of ideas and
learning experiences." A list of courses and activities for an extended
three semester program was included.

The main weakness seems to be the fact that students entering the
program do not have a commonality of backslrounds and experiences. How-
ever, with the integration of ideas and learning gained in the program,
the student is usually better prepared when the time comes to do his or
her student teaching.

IV. Project Future

The ENCORE Project Is being extended to become a complete thma-
semester program of approximately fifty hours. The ENCORE Extended
Program will be one of the first to provide a total integrated program
for the preparation of elementary teachers.
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Field Experiments in Teacher
Education for Secondary Social Studies

Final Evaluation Summary
Directors: James Anderson, Meryl Englander,

and Shirley Engle
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

I. James Anderson 3. Shirley Engle
2. Meryl Englander 4. Joseph McGeehan

Students

None at the present time as the procram was not operational

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

At the present time, there are nine hypotheses which serve as the
competencies and objectives for this project. They indicated that objec-
tives will become more clearly defined as time goes on and the project is
formalized. A number of different evaluation procedures are listed to
evaluate these proposed objectives which include video-tapings, Osgood's
Semantic Differential Scale, inspection of lesson plans, and other
observation instruments. Thestr, will help to evaluate observation skills,
teaching skills, and attitudes.

II. Dissemination Activities

The dissemination activities included meeting with students at the
Black Cultural Center, meeting with other people in this field at AERA
and the Midwest Association of Teachers of Educational Psychology, and a
telephone interview with 100 students who are majoring in Social Studies.

III. Strengths and Weaknesses

Since this project wasn't in operation this year, it could not determine
what its strengths or weaknesses were. The two problems that they have had
this year, however, are the recruitment of students and "the passivity
and hostility teachers toward the University."

IV. Project Future

The program will begin in the coming school year and will function at
the Washington and Howe High Schools in Indianapolis with 20 teachers and
some 12-20 students.
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Field Implementation Centor
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: James Mahan

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

I. Thomas Glass 5. James Clark
2. Care.) Hill 6. John Brown
3. Edwlu Howell 7. Beverly Huntsman
4. James Mahan

Students

None as this is a Center

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design for F.I.C. consisted of two main objectives.
These were: (I) to establish and test new oraanizations and the field sites
and (2) particularly establish new field sites to serve the least well-
served populations. Under these two objectives were listed implementing
activities, questions to be answered, products, and expected program
modifications.

The process evaluation utilized conferences, meetings, questionnaires,
telephone interviews, and needs assessment techniques. As a result of
these evaluation activities, a number of decisions were made. These
included: the reduction of the number of staff members in F.I.C. assUstance
roles; changes in 1972-73 projects including the expansion of Latino, the
institutiona:ization of Professionai Year, the discontinuation of Shawnee
Undergraduate, and the modification of Urban Semester; the establishment of
criteria for supervising teachers; the formation of "Field Associates"; and
continuation in F.1.C.'s present function and coordinating activities
between projects and programs and any MCCSC school.

This final evaluation listed a number of products that came out of
F.I.O. during the past year. They included such things as successful
student teaching experiences for students in various projects and programs,
the establishment of good field sites and working relationships with these
sites, the organization of sites in settings to accomodate least well-
served populations, End various other coordination activities for a number
of the projects and programs.

Overall this report was very well done and included all the infor-
mation requested. Furthermore, the extensive list of products provided
much valuable information concerning this Center's accomplishments during
the past year.
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11. Dissemination Activities

There were four paper presentations made by the director of F.I.C.
during the course of the year. These presentations were made at ASCD,
AERA, and the French Lick Conference.

Strengths and Weakness:2s

The following were listed as strengths of the FAX.:

I. F.1.C. personnel taught in several programs this year
2. It served a large number of students more effectively

than did any other program
3. It recruited students
4. It delivered requested services
5. it developed new types of student teaching activities by

utilization of diverse personnel, out-of-state placements,
6. minority settings, teaching clinics, etc.
6. It offered flexibility for student teachers

The following were F.1.C.'s primary weaknesses:

I. Thc, director could not select his own staff, which increased
his duties and responsibilities

2. Faculty interested in fteld-based programs and projects did
not come to F.1.C. for help in planning, but brought in
their problems after the fact

IV. Project Future

The functions of the Field Implementation Center will be integrated with
all field-related services into a single unit. New types of personnel -
e.g., local teachers and community personnel - are being recruited to serve
in this area.
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Instructional Services Center
Final Evaluation Summary

Director: Amos Patterson
May, 1973

Facvity/Staff

I. Dan Archer 6. Richard Mann
2. Henry Burnett 7. Elaine Stein
3. Elizabeth Elem 8. Clyde Sypert
4. John Feddersoo 9. Amos Patterson
5. Eva Kiewitt

Students

Does not apply as this is a Center

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design for this Center consists of a flo4 model that has
two main components: cost offectivenec,s and a marketing approach. These two
overlapping components have allowed foi* a close monitorL:g of the system. As
a result, decisions regarding chai7ging of hours, adding casual personnel, and
budget projections could be made.

II. Dissemination Activities

Dissemination activities included distribution of information booklets
to F100 classes, speaking and demonstrating things in educational settings,
open house, and the extension of Probe as a statewide system.

III. Strengths and Weakneses

The main weaknesses this year were in the area of "service" and "devel-
opment" because of lack of communication with DTE programs and projects. It

is felt that through a more aggressive system of dissemination and the util-
ization of a marketing approach that this Center can overcome this weakness
during the coming school year.

There is also going to be an attempt to develop now products in a more
systematic fashion to provide services for both the DTE and School of Education.

Due to the many facets contained under the I.S.C., it seems that the
active dissemination of services will allow for more people to be aware of
all the activities conducted by the I.S.C. Also, the flow evaluation model
will allow for the needed flexibility in evaluating the various areas of
operations conducted by this Center.
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IV. Project Future

During the 1973-74 academic year the I.S.C. is planning to meet the
instructional development needs of not only the new programs and projects
of the DIE, but, in addition, other programs in the School of Education.
The expansion will occur in part by combining with the Center for
Invention and Development.
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Journalism Program
Final Evaluation Summary

Director: Edward B. Jenkinson
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

I. Edward Jenkinson
2. Gretchen Kemp
3. Linda Gregory

Students

Male - 5
Female - 8
Total - 13

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

A needs assessment served as the evaluation design model for this
program. There tics also an extensive list of student competencies which
r.r.ge from developing and evaluating skills to acquiring and analyzing
professional attitHdes, strengths, and weaknesses, and attitudes about
th'ils field.

Evaluation activities included the use of questionnaires, self-
evaluation, supervision visits; and a I I/2 hour tape recorded interview
with each student in the program. As a result of these evaluation efforts,
it was suggested that there were a number of changes that should be made
in the courses for next year. It appeared that these students wanted to
deal more with "real" issues in these content and methods courses, so
that they could be better prepared for student teaching.

The pre- and post-student teacher self-evaluation questionnaire
Showed that all students felt "above average" to "highly confident"
about their preparation for teaching.

Copies as well as results of instruments used for evaluation were
included in this final report.

The evaluation was well done and contained all the necessary
information that was requested. One of the interesting evaluation efforts
was the 1 1/2 hour iapod interview with each student in the project.

II. Dissemination Activities

There were two discussions and presentations listed as well as
informal contacts with journalism advisers at regional IHSPA meetings.



-26-

III. Strengths and Weaknesses

The strengths of the program seem-to be the close cooperation and
contact between students and faculty and the placement of student teachers
in settings where they can gain a great deal of experience. The weakness
seems to be the lack of time for methods and supervision Instruction.
These problems will have to remain for next year because of scheduling
problems that do not allow for returning one or both courses to a full
semester.

IV. Project Future

This project is scheduled. to continue In its present form for the
coming 1973-74 academic year.
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Latino
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: James Mahan

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

I. James Mahan
2. Beverly Huntsman

Students

Male - I

Female - 3
Total - 4

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design for Latino consisted of assessing three main
objectives: plecpment of students in a Latino setting, enhancement in
teaching ability of elementary and secondary students in a Latino setting,
and an increase in understanding and appreciation of Latino culture and
aspirations. Under each of these objectives were implementing activities,
questions to be answered, products, and program modifications. Also
listed were a number of student competencies, related to teaching in a
Latino environment and to understanding the Latino student in terms of
his culture and environment.

Resulting decisions that have been made as a result of questionnaires,
phone conversations, open-ended letters, and supervising teachers' eval-
uations of student teachers have been: to continue to use certain
questionnaires, to hire local personnel in the area as supervisors, to
place students in various Latino settings in Gary, Indiana, and in Arizona,
to encourage participation by community agencies, to make at least one
visit a semester to the project sites, and to encourage students to take
course offerings in the Spanish Department.

The results of the assessments of competencies indicated that
student teachers had become involved with community agencies, made
friends in the Latino community, and demonstrated selected teaching
skills in the classroom. The areas where more work is needed seemed
to be in the area of Latino language and culture, and the utilization
of this knowledge in different settings.

Copies of instruments and results of these Instruments were
provided in the report.

This was a very well detailed and documnyed final report. The
student competencies and especially the assessment of these competencies
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was a very strong feature of the project evaluation efforts. Also, the
various instruments used for process evaluation efforts were effective
in getting at much useful information. This report could serveas a
model for future final reports.

II. Dissemination Activities

Four presentations were made throughout the year to various groups
and individuals concerning this project and its activities.

III. Strengths and Weaknesses

The major strengths of this project were the following:

I. Students were intensely interested.
2. Project goals were met.
3. Project was economical.
4. Good support from public school personnel.
5. Much community involvement.
6. Secondary education majors became aware of elementary

organization zind instruction.
7. One least well-served population - Latinos - is reached.
8. The project promoted bi-lirgualism and cultural pluralism.

The main weakness was in lack of time and travel monies in order to
visit locations and get qualified Latino supervisory personnel.

IV. Project Future

The Latino Project will he expanded in 1973-74 to include more students,
field sites, support and cooperation from the Spanish Department, and a
graduate assistant. Current projected enrollment in this program for next
year is 25-30 students.
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Multicultural
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Martha Dawson

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

I. Nicholas Anastasiow 10. Donald Kerr
2. Gerald Bracey II. Frank Lester
3. Leo Fay 12. Jessie Lovano-Kerr
4. Henry Gardner 13. Elizabeth Lynn
5. Bev Grevious 14. Robert Mays
6. Loretta Armer 15. San Juanita Reyes
7. J. Brooks Dendy 16. Trudy Shiel
8. Alexander Fluellen 17. Frank Whiting
9. James Holland 18. Al Yates

Students

Male - 9
Female - 70
Total - 79

1. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation instruments utilized for process evaluation included the
following: openended questionnaires, interviews with students, conferences
with Student Advisory Board, faculty conferences/meetings, encouragement of
faculty to use I.U. Course Evaluation Form, and questionnaires designed to
evaluate field experience. Some of the instruments used for process eval-
uation were included with the final report. There were no specific changes
listed as a result of process evaluation in this section, but there were
anticipated course changes and operational changes noted under the program
future section. These changes include assignment of students before the
first class meeting, division of time between urban and rural settings,
teachers monitor the field activities of their respective students, and
added emphasis in one course on the Family Reading Project with the field

. experience being limited to Bloomington. Also, there will be a continuation
of individual conferences with students and carefully planned community and
school experiences.

Competency assessment utilized an open-ended queetionnaire which
elicited students' insights gained from their experiences in various field
and community settings. A sample of these comments was contained in the
report.

Overall the final evaluation report contained most of the requested
information, but as mentioned above, did not contain its relative strengths
and weaknesses. Some of the evaluation instruments seemed to be useful for
obtaining information.
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II. Dissemination Activities

There were two bulletins put out by the Multicultural Program describing
what the program does. These bulletins were contained in a Multicultural
proposal.

III. Strengths and Weaknesses

There were no specific strengths or weaknesses of the program mentioned

IV. Project Future

The Multicultural program will remain much the same for the upcoming
academic year with only minor changes to be made. By this coming December,
the first group of students or Wave I will have completed all of the
program components.

The Multicultural program will be continued next year. Program
development is needed to prepare secondary school teachers for assignment
in Multicultural situations.
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Office of Professional Experience
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Duaine Lang

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

I. David Adams 12. Jessle Lacey
2. Gary Anderson 13. Duaine Lang
3. William Bassett 14. David lash
4. Rose Blackman 15. Harry*Mamlin
5. John Brogneaux 16. Delena Mathews'
6. Carolyn Epperly 17; Robert Mortenson
7. Emily Feistritzer 18. Ralph Romans.
8. Bonnie Fisher 19. Marie Roos
9. Linda Hinton 20. .Peter Seidman
10. Herbert Johnson 21. Charles Woodruff
II. John Jordan 22: Carol Young

Students

Considered a Center So +he number of students going through this
office is not included. It was approximately.1,500 to 2,000.

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design for OPE consisted of five decisions which deal with
objectives, activities of student teaching, supervisory competencies, and
relevant student teaching experiences.

A mid-term analysis of supervising teachers' and student teachers' ratings
of supervisory visits was conducted and as a result of the information
colleoted no changes were made in the present procedure relevant to this area.
A pilot questionnaire regarding supervising teachers' perceptions of the
student teaching experience was also conducted. As a result of this, decisions
were made to look more closely into the roles of supervising teachers and also
to look at OPE orientation materials to see if any changes are needed.

The greatest part of the evaluation was done after the student teaching
experience was completed. At this time, all the student teachers were required
to complete a battery of questionnaires regarding their perceptions of their
college supervisors, the classroom teachers, and the entire student teaching
experience. Comments and feelings were informally elicited from a random
group of students. This data is still being analyzed.

Also, a Supervisory Visit Report Form was introduced in the Spring
semester, to be completed by the college supervisor. The results of this are
still being analyzed. Training the the use of this form and constructive
revisions of it are being examined.
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II. Dissemination Activities

The Center's director, Duaine Lang, was initiated as chairman for the
ACTE 1973-74 and spoke at their convention. No other activities were
listed in this report.

III. Strengths and Weaknesses

The following were listed as major accomplishments of this year's
OPE projects:

I. Initiation of a supervisory training program for the A.I.'s
who supervise.

2. Development end use of a Supervisory Visit Report Form.
3. Piloting of a Supervisory Teacher and College Supervisory

Reactionnaire to be used by student teachers.
4. Better relations developed with other programs and

projects during the course of the year.

NOTE: The results of Items 2 and 3 are not yet available
as they will be analyzed this summer.

The main weakness of this program seems to be its lateness in starting
to evaluate the program as all the evaluation activities have been initiated
during the Spring semester. It appears that they are doing some good things
and it will be interesting to see the results of some of the above-mentioned
instruments.

IV. Project Future

OPE, FIC, and CEE have been fused into a single entity, "The Field
Associates." Team structure, organization, and delineation of respon-
sibilities have been proposed and approved. A single budget has been
prepared, presentations made, and preliminary approval given. Further
effective fusion is awaiting final budget and staffing decisions and a
single space location.
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Professional Year
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: James Mahan

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

I. Mary Arakelian 36. Sally Richardson
2. Beverly Armento 37. Mary Rone
3. Anita Ficklin 38. Patricia Rupp
4. Bruce McFarland 29. Hazel Sanhorn
5. Anne Ottensmeyer 40. Mary Sells
6. Edith Richardson 41. Susan Starrs
7. Sarah Rogers 42. Alta Strain
8. Robert Rouse 43. Carole Sylses
9. Barbara Waters 44. Ila Thrasher
10. Barbara Beatty 45. Jean Voigtschild
II. Mildred Bern 46. 'Opal Wilson
12. Linda Bevis 47. Paula Munger
13. Ferne Breeden 48. Ruth Williams
14. Wendell Brinson 49. Suzanne Thompson
15. Bette Calkins 50. Betty Scudder
16. Lou Carmichael 51. Marilyn Owens
17. Luanna Carmichael 52. Martha Janssen
18. Helen D'Amico 53. Donald Duncan
(9. Susan Dick 54. Nancy Davis
20. Judith Douglas 55. Susan Gray
2i. Kay Elkina 56. Mary Hutton
22. Jean Farber 57. Barry Reister
23. Linda Fox 58. Harold Stewart
24. Vicki Gharst 59. William Finley
25. John Goen 60. Marie Boyd
26. Anna Gross 61. James Weimer
27. Carol Hanna 62. Alice' Hierlmeyer
28. Sue Holmes 63. Michael Cappy
29. Ardith Jones 64. Ray Neal
30. Sharon Keene 65. Don Beavis
31. Jean Kiddie 66. Alice Vandersteen
32. Reava Meredith 67. James Clark
33. Susan Mills 68. Frank Lester
34. Alice Oestreich 69. Mona Ballard
35. Anabel Poynter

Students

Male - 5
Female - 81
Total - 86
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I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design for this project consisted of an evaluation of the six
main objectives, multiple ways of implementing each objective, considerations and
sources of data, and possible instruments to measure each of the objectives. The
project competencies were boiled down statements from the six objectives contained
in the evaluation design. Both the objectives and competencies were stated in
terms of increasing or strengthening the student teaching program as far as the
methods instructors, classroom teachers, associate teachers, And supervisors were
concerned. Data was collected in a variety of ways, such as logs, questionnaires,
rating sheets, progress feedback forms, reactions, and other methods. Decisions
were made on the basis of information collected to revise certain activities, make
organizational changes, and plan for next year. Copies of available instruments
were Included along with results that had been tabulated.

Dissemination Activities

These consisted of a program information session, papers related to
DTE given at AERA, and a presentation on Action Lab given at ASCD meeting.

Strengths and Weaknesses

The major weaknesses reported in the report were the replacement of a
Language Arts instructor and the inexperience of some staff members in the
field of elementary education. They also stated that because, of what they
have learned this year that next year will be relatively. "weakness free,"
Minor weaknesses or shortcomings were worked out during the course of the
year, and it was evidently on the basis of process evaluation that was
carried on that these necessary changes came about.

The strengths of the program rest on the year-long Intensive program in
the school with related instructional, supervisory, and community experience.
Personnel in the schools, students, and program personnel were all asked to
react to questionnaires and other instruments during the course of the year
to determine the relative strength of the program. If and when certain
weaknesses appeared, changes in the organization of seminars, instruction,
job descriptions, counseling, internal organization changes,.and 'various other
modifications were made to correct and strengthen the program.

IV. Project Future

The program will be continued for the coming year.
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RELATE
Final Evaluation Summary

Co-Directors: Jerome Harste and Anabel Newman
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

I. Gilbert Bushey 7. 'Beverly Huntsman
2. Howard Detarrore .8. Anabel Newman.
3. Marshall Fallwell '9. Dan Parrott
4. Sally Gorman 10. Richard Stowe
5, Jerome Harste II. Judy Weintraub
6. Laura Hoffman

Students

Male - 5
Female - 20
Total - 25

I; Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design submitted by this project had as its main cOmcern
the attainment of a number of competencies by students.

The process evaluation conducted by RELATE produced two major changes.
The first change was to have more field operations and curtail formal class
setting. The second change we getting cooperating teachers interested in
the theoretical aspects of the project. This was done by holding in-service
meetings and allowing them to indulge themselves in discussions about
"practical" aspects which got them interested in the program so that they
could accept the_theoretical positions of the project.

Competencies were assessed on the basis of student submitted data and
of on-site observations by faculty and cooperating teachers. Results of the
assessment of competencies were included along with an instrument that students
were asked to fill out.

Dissemination Activities

There were a total of five demonstrations carried out by the RELATE Team
and three papers given. Two papers were given at the IRA and one at ACTE
which all dealt with the project.



-36-

III. Strengths and Weaknesses

Strengths and accomplishments o the RELATE Project are as follows:

I. Instructional effectiveness by student teachers as witnessed
by elementary pupil performance.

2. Students in RELATE mastered the proposed competencies, as,
demonstrated by the ability to plan, implement, evaluate,
and revise instruction.

The two major weaknesses seemed to be in giving the'students in the
program too much material to digest initially which caused "cognitive
dissonance." Secondly, many of the RELATE students in field settings
continued to act more like students thanteachers.

IV. Project Future

By June 30, the formai development of RELATE will be completed. The
program will continue to be operationalized in conjunction with the
teaching of E339, £340, and E341 at Bloomington, Kokomo, Southeast,
Indianapolis, and perhaps Northwest. RELATE components may also be Used
in conjunction with other programs in DTE.

:.
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Shawnee Graduate.
Final .Evaluation Summary
Director: John Brown

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

I. John Brown 7. Alfred Russell Brooks
2. Scott Maricie 8. Beverly Huntsman
3. William Murphey 9. John Shiting
4. Patricia Smith 10. John Bugbee
5. Bill Pilder 11. Mike Hebert
6. Joseph Orr

Students

Male -
Female - 48
Total -.67

Additional data sheets listing more students have been
submitted to a note on the student data sheet.

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary.

Two summaries of evaluation activities were turned, in by this Project
in the final report.

One report was done by Egon Guba and reflects his observations of what
was and was not done in the Shawnee Graduate Program.

William Murphy also contributed a summary as to what he felt were
process evaluation activities conducted by this Project. He stated that
weekly staff meetings, Dean Guba's.evaluation efforts, and follow-up
activities handled by two iaculty members produced some changes.__However, the
only changes that were specifically mentioned dealt with some of the new
training ideas introduced, such as videotape training; open school concept
development; and interaction analysis. There were no specific instruments
mentioned as far as process evaluation was concerned, but only these informal
techniques as noted above.

Finally, WilliaM Murphy states that evaluation of.the ShawneeGraduate
Program did not receive a high priority for the following reasons:

I. Evaluation by "objective outsiders" didnot accommodate the Freire
Method that has the participants carrying outthetr own .evaluation;

2. "Evaluation purposes of program planning were 'never implemented since
much of the planning for the Shawnee Project was completed before the
Division of Teacher Education was established;"

3. "Evaluation by Me (Murphy) was pre-empted by a dean of the School of
Education who had a 'trouble shooting' takk and it appeared to me that
evaluation for both planning and recycling purposes was completed by
him."
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There does not seem to have been any formalized competency assessment
undertaken by this project.

Part of their evaluation problem stems from the initial evaluation
design turned in by this Project. The Evaluation Team tried unsuccessfully
on numerous occasions to work with the evaluator to strengthen the design.

II. Dissemination Activities

None were listed by this project.

111. Strengths and Weaknesses

The following was listed as the strength of the Shawnee Graduate Program:
There were issues that the program raised during the course of the year which
might be called "competencies," but their assessment would have to take place
at the end of the program.

The following were listed as weaknesses of the Shawnee Graduate Program:

I. Too!many.students.anditob few.faculty and staff.
2. Administration-problems relating to registering

students and getting course approval.
3. Personality conflicts between staff and participants.
4. No one was committed to or understood the concept of

"pedagogy of the oppressed."
5.. Problems with making this a teacher community oriented

program when students had to meet the'old. teacher,
school requirements.

Guba's report states lessons to be learned from his observations of
this project, and includes:

1. Be sure that fifth year students have the necessary training
and ability to act as supervisors.

2. Fiscal interests and commitments should be made clear to
all parties concerned prior to going into arrangements
such as this one in Louisville.

3. More knowledge is needed in the area of "learning community
methodologies" so that when a problem arises In this area,
it.can be identified and remedied.
Communication problems caused many difficulties so that some
guidelines for conducting a program such as this should be
established in advance. .

5. Problems with making this a teacher - community oriented program
when students had to meet the old teacher-school requirements.

IV. Project Future

The project will not be continued during the coming year.
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Shawnee
Final
Director:

Undergraduate
Evaluation Summary

James Clark
May, '1973

Faculty/Staff

I. James Clark 26. Jean Lorimer
2. Thomas Glass 27. Elizabeth McAllister
3. Mildred Anglin 28. Patricia Nowacki
4. Walter Ballinger 29. Ronald Powell
5. Virginia Barnett 30. Ronald Power
6. Carole Boyd 31. Donna Rehbeck
7. Jeffrey Brill 32. Karen Shireman
8. Janis Brown 33. Roosevelt Stennis
9. Bobbye Cabel 34.. Suzanne Thirlwall
0. Wilma Clayborn 35. Moses Thomas
I. Kathy Converse 35. Melvin Turner
2. Daisy Dale 37. Ed Howell
3. Shirley Eaves 38. Sue Gainer
4. Ann Elmore 39. Robert Evans
5. Janet Finger 40. Mary Robinson
6. Rita Greer 41. Sandra Harris
7. Sara Haile 42. Ted Martin
8. Olivia Hanley 43. Marie R. Johnson
9. Jimmy Harris 44. Joyce Wilding

20. Anne Hennessy 45. Thomas Baker
21. Estelle Holloway 46: Patricia Briggs
22. Mary Hummel 47. (D. Hixenbaugh
23. Elaine Kasten 48. Betsy Holton
24. Chic Langhens 49. Tom Johnson
25. Eva Levett

Students

Male - 24
Female 22

Total - 46

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design and competency listing for this project were
concerned with providing students with the tools and knowledge to work and
teach in an inner-city 'setting and to develop the desire to seek employment
in the inner-city. Information regarding these areas was obtained through
questionnaires, reactions, course evaluations, and surveys. As a result of
information collected, revisions in courses, in community assignments, and
within the program were made. A number of evaluation instruments had not
as yet been looked at so results and resultant decisions from these were not
available. Copies of instruments and results that were available were provided.
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The overall final evaluation was well done and provided very useful
and beneficial information concerning this project.

II. Dissemination Activities

Two presentations were made during the course of the year concerning
this project.

III. Strengths and Weaknesses

The weaknesses of the program were as followsf

I. Poor communication between I.U. and Louisville staff.
2. Undergraduate program suffered at the hands of.graduate

level program.
3. Some loyal administration did not have as a primary

concern the helping of student teachers.

The strengths of the program were as follows:

I. It provided arealistic experience for students in program.
2. Students had to become aware of frustrations and challenges

in this type of setting.
3. Most students gained the necessary skills-:for this type

of setting..
4. Student teachers were accepted during May without payment to

supervising teachers.

IV. Protect Future

The decision has been made not to continue this program. The director
expressed concern about the termination as he felt that the setting was one
that offered students a program that could not be duplicated in another
setting.
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Urban Semester
Fihal 'Evaluation Summary
Director: John Brown

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff*

I. Dave Turnbull 6. Mark Kretzman
2. Dean Acheson 7. John Loughlin
3. Ed Howell 8. Beverly Huntsman
4. Mary Ochs 9. Tom Glass
5. Lee Small 10. John Brown

*Note: All of the.above listed people (with the exception of
John Brown) will be out of the program next year.

Students*

Male - 5
Female - 19
Total - 24

*Note: There is not a Ilsting of students for the first
semester of this program's operation.

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The main evaluation efforts of the Urban Semester Program were comments
and reactions made by students and staff at retreats and other settings;
questionnaires; and appraisals of student performances made by,schoo!
personnel es well as personnel where students were placed in. Job settings
in the community. The feedback from these evaluation endeavOrs'indicated
that the students learned a great deal about an urban setting and gained
valuable experience while living, working, and interacting in their core
courses. The main problem expressed by students and staff'was in the
"plunge," where students had to live in an.urban,setting on fifty cents a
day and take care of all their needs; the length of the orientation period;
and busy-work job placements. The program evaluation made comments as to
how some of these activities would be changed or modified next year.

The open-ended responses by all concerned with this project seemed to
provide much valuable information about what some of the problems were and
there were a number of suggestions as to how these problemS could be
handled. Copies of some of the feedback by those Involved with the program
were made available in this report. There was one questionnaire that:was
discussed at a final retreat that was included; however, the results of
this instrument were not included. The evaluation information in this
final report was all from the second semester of the project. In looking
back at the Evaluation Team's file on this project, there were two
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instruments utilized first semester. There were some questionnaires given
out during the first semester which have been put Into this final evaluation
report. The one questionnaire was to determine students' attitudes upon
entering the program which provided some goodinforMation.

The overall final evaluation report required synthesis and amalgamation,
as most of the Information supplied was contained in lengthy reports. Also,
as mentioned previously, Information regarding the first semester's activities
came out of the Evaluation Team's folder on Urban Semester. It is recognized
however, that the change in directors did cause many of these problems.

II. Dissemination Activities

TITs§iTTI-cTuded press releases which appeared In several newspapers and
also Urban College weekends where people could visit for a weekend and witness
first hand what the program was doing.

III. Siren the and Weaknesses

The following were listed as strengths of the Urban Semester Program:

I. Students are exposed to the "real world."
2. Students are exposed to a variety of different components

in the urban setting and they can see how these components
interact with one another.

3. Students become more aware,of what problems confront
residents in an urban setting and can develop a more
sensitive attitude about such.

4. A communication link between community and the
University is provided.

5. There were no dropouts among students enrolling in
the program.

The following were listed as weaknesses of the program:

I. Change of directors In the middle of the year created
a problem as far as leadership was concerned.

2. The Job placement of students was not carefully planned so
that students were moving around more than was necessary.

3. Students and staff had different ideas of what the
program's purposes were.

4. The linkage between Indianapolis Public Schools and the
Urban Semester Program was almost non-existent.

5. Students coming from Schools outside the School of Education
have to be made more aware of what is expected of them.

6. Supervision in the areas of experimental and academic parts
of the program needs to be strengthened.
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IV. Project Future

The program will continue next year. There are some problems, however,
that will need to be Ironed out. It also appears that more students from
Arts and Sciences will be coming into the Program.

The U;-ban Semester Program is to be combined with the Shawnee Under-
graduate Program as the single inner-city student teaching program. Several
changes are being made. The contract with Flanner House will not be continued.
Rather, a community agent will be hired whose sole responsibility will be
working with this program. More specific requirements are being outlined
for departments to enroll students in the program to counter the tendency to
ignore students once assigned to field sites.
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Laboratory-Based Social Studies
Final Evaluation Summary

Director: Lee Ehman
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

1. Terry. Anderson 5. 'Joy Kleucker
2. Mark Cohan 6. Kathy Scheid
3. Lee Ehman 7. Phillip Smith
4. David Gllessman 8. Jim Vincent

Students

Male - 12
Female - 5

Total - 17

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The Laboratory Based Social Studies Program used three types of process
evaluation Instruments. These were: open class discussions, paper and pencil
instruments, and personal contact with students. As a function of the
Information so collected, the following decisions were made:

I. Changes in class meeting times.
2. Changes in class topics.
3. A reallocation of time so that eventually one half the semester

will be spent student teaching.
4. The addition of a professor to teach geography.
5. The Institution of.a .more '.'person-oriented" approach.

A copy of the semester-end evaluation questionnaire was attached
along with responses from that instrument.

Competency assessment was undertaken for two competencies in the program:
cne involved preparing a lesson and presenting it in a laboratory setting;
the other involved evaluation in a videotaped teaching-learning situation.
Criteria to evaluate both were established in advanced. Only one student was
unable to perform satisfactorily by these standards. Based on the results of
summative evaluations, it was noted that all students had made at least
adequate progress in the area of interpretive competencies. A copy of the
first competency assessment instrument was attached.

The final evaluation report provided very clear and concise data pertaining
to the Laboratory-Based Social Studies Program's operations during their pilot
semester of operation. An evaluation design or needs assessment would have
been a helpful addition to this packet for a newly started program such as
this cm.
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II. Dissemination Activities

One journal article entitled "A Competency-Based Social Studies Teacher
Education Program" appeared In The Indiana Social Studies Quarterly. There
were five informal contacts that occured during the course of the year that
were listed under dissemination activities.

Strengths and Weaknesses

The following were listed as strengths of the program:

I. Individual attention accorded students.
2. Emphasis on immediate application of ideas to teaching practice.
3. Program continuity and articulation
4. Team teaching and planning.
5. "...Thinking through and modifying basic teaching education has

been rewarding professionally."
6. Mutual trust and respect on part of both students and staff.

The following were listed as weaknesses of the program:

I. Making arrangements and getting cooperation with local teachers and
schools because this is a three semester, part-time student teaching
program.

2. No thorough needs assessment was carried out In the schools as well
as lack of involvement in program conceptualization from inservice
teacher parity group.

3. Recruitment of students.
4. "...That the foundational content of program coursework is

irrelevant to teacher education."
5. Some organizational and coordination problems occured during the

pilot semester.

IV. Project Future

The final evaluation report provided very clear and concise data
pertaining to the Laboratory-Based Social Studies Program's operations during
their pilot semester of operation. An evaluation design or needs assessment
would have been a helpful addition to this packet for a newly started
program such as this one.
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*1972 RELATE Development Team full-time membership included
Drs. Anabel Newman (Developer) and Richard Stowe (Development
Coordinator). Part-time membership included Drs. Roger Farr
(Co-Director), James Walden (Co-Director), Jerome Harste
(Developer), Adrienne Cox (Developer) and Beverly Huntsman
(Linguist).

*1973 RELATE Development Team full-time membership includes
Drs. Anabel Newman (Co-Director), Jerome Harste (Co-Director),
and Richard Stowe (Development Coordinator). Part-time member-
ship includes Drs. Roger Farr (Reading), Beverly Huntsman
(Linguistics), Gilbert Bushey (Public School Principal) and the
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RELATE
GENERAL

RELATE COMPETENCIES AND ENABLERS STATEMENT

1.0

Introduction

The following pages display the set of professional competen-
cies and other learning outcomes which comprise the objectives
for elementary majors enrolled in the Indiana University com-
petency-based teacher education program known as RELATE
(Reading and Language Arts Teacher Education).

This list, which superseded earlier documents, represents the
current thinking of the developers, but is subject to further
revision. It is to be regarded as a working paper. Suggestions
for revisions would be warmly welcomed.

The next page contains a schematic representation outlining the
various units of the RELATE curriculum and illustrating the
manner in which content and process components are interwoven
with the units. The diagram is potentially expandable, i.e.,
new units may be added or new content or process topics may be
introduced in future.

Many of these topics are first treated in Unit I (Overview)
under the heading "Perspectives for Decision Making."

The remaining pages describe each subsequent unit in some de-
tail. For each unit a list of "competencies" is provided.
These are professional behaviors which the teacher-in-training
is expected to perform with some sophistication during his
study in RELATE and then sharpen during his professional career.
The lists of "enablers" are included and illustrate background
knowledges, understandings and behaviors which enable the
teacher-in-training to achieve mastery of the competencies.

Note: Throughout the RELATE materials, competencies are des-
ignated by number (e.g., IVC2, which indicates Unit IV, Com-
petency 2). Enablers are coded in the same way (VIIE1 is the
first enabler in Unit VII). In Unit I the subdivisions are
termed Perspectives and are designated as IP1, IP2, IP3, and
so on.

Correspondence about the Project may be addressed to:
Director

Project RELATE
Division of Teacher Education

School of Education
Indiana University

Bloomington, Indiana 47401
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i
t

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n

C
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s

P
L
A
N
N
I
N
G
 
L
E
A
R
N
E
R

A
S
S
E
S
S
M
E
N
T

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
a
s
s
e
s
s
-

m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
l
e
a
r
n
e
r

b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
 
i
n

o
r
d
e
r
 
t
o
 
r
e
f
i
n
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
,
 
p
l
a
n

s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
,
 
s
e
-

l
e
c
t
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
,

a
n
d
 
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
e
 
f
o
r

i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
.

1
.

I
n
d
i
c
a
t
o
r
s
 
o
f
 
A
c
h
i
e
v
e
-

m
e
n
t
.

L
i
s
t
 
p
u
p
i
l
 
b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
s

v
a
l
i
d
 
f
o
r
 
a
s
s
e
s
s
i
n
g
 
p
r
o
-

g
r
e
s
s
 
t
o
w
a
r
d
 
e
a
c
h
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
-

t
i
o
n
a
l
 
g
o
a
l
.

2
.

I
n
s
t
r
u
m
e
n
t
s
 
f
o
r
 
D
a
t
a

C
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
.

S
e
l
e
c
t
 
o
r

c
.
e
v
e
l
o
p
 
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t
,
 
v
a
l
i
d
,

a
n
d
 
r
e
l
i
a
b
l
e
 
m
e
a
n
s
 
o
f

c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
n

p
u
p
i
l
,
 
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
.

E
n
a
b
l
e
r
s

1
.

P
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
 
f
o
r
 
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
C
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
.

D
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
e
 
f
a
m
i
l
i
a
r
i
t
y
 
w
i
t
h
 
w
i
d
e
l
y
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
i
n
g

m
e
a
n
s
 
o
f
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
p
u
p
i
l
 
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
 
d
a
t
a
.

2
.

U
s
e
 
o
f
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
m
e
n
t
s
.

D
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
e
 
c
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
e

i
n
 
u
s
i
n
g
 
a
 
v
a
r
i
e
t
y
 
o
f
 
m
e
a
n
s
 
f
o
r
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
n
g

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
.

3
.

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
f
o
r
 
P
u
p
i
l
 
P
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
 
O
u
t
c
o
m
e
s
.

S
p
e
c
i
f
y
 
a
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
 
c
o
u
r
s
e
s
 
o
f
 
a
c
t
i
o
n
 
f
o
r
 
p
r
o
-

b
a
b
l
e
 
p
u
p
i
l
 
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
 
o
u
t
c
o
m
e
s
.

C
O
N
T
I
N
U
E
D
 
O
N
 
N
E
X
T
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G
E



R
E
L
A
T
E

G
E
N
E
R
A
L

R
E
L
A
T
E
 
C
O
M
P
E
T
E
N
C
I
E
S
 
A
N
D
 
E
N
A
B
L
E
R
S
 
S
T
A
T
E
M
E
N
T
U
N
I
T
 
V

7
.
0

U
n
i
t

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n

C
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s

E
n
a
b
l
e
r
s

P
L
A
N
N
I
N
G

S
T
R
A
T
E
G
I
E
S

S
e
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 
o
f

s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
 
f
o
r

h
e
l
p
i
n
g
 
p
u
p
i
l
s

a
c
h
i
e
v
e
 
t
h
e

d
e
s
i
r
e
d
 
i
n
-

s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
.

1
.

S
e
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
-

t
i
o
n
a
l
 
S
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
.

S
e
l
e
c
t
,

r
e
v
i
s
e
,
 
o
r
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
-

t
i
o
n
a
l
 
s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
 
f
o
r

g
i
v
e
n
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
l
e
a
r
n
-

e
r
 
c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s
.

V
a
r
i
e
t
i
e
s
 
o
f
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
S
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
.

D
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
 
a
 
w
i
d
e
-
v
a
r
i
e
t
y
 
o
f
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l

i
n
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
l
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
 
a
r
t
s
.

2
.

C
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
f
o
r
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
S
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
.

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
f
o
r
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
i
n
g

i
n
s
t
r
u
c
-

t
i
o
n
a
l
 
s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
.

C
O
N
T
I
N
U
E
D
 
O
N
 
N
E
X
T
 
P
A
G
E



R
E
L
A
T
E

G
E
N
E
R
A
L

R
E
L
A
T
E
 
C
O
M
P
E
T
E
N
C
I
E
S
 
A
N
D
 
E
N
A
B
L
E
R
S
 
S
T
A
T
E
M
E
N
T
-
-
U
N
I
T
 
V
I

8
.
0

U
n
i
t

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n

L
C
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s

P
L
A
N
N
I
N
G

O
R
G
A
N
I
Z
A
T
I
O
N

S
e
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

o
f
 
p
l
a
n
s
 
f
o
r

t
h
e
 
u
s
e
 
a
n
d

d
i
s
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
 
o
f

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
 
t
i
m
e
,

s
p
a
c
e
,
 
a
n
d

i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
s
 
w
i
t
h

i
n
 
t
h
e
 
l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g

e
n
v
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
 
i
n

o
r
d
e
r
 
t
o
 
a
c
h
i
e
v
e

t
h
e
 
d
e
s
i
r
e
d
 
o
b
-

j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
.

E
n
a
b
l
e
r
s

1
.

S
e
l
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
O
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
1
.

V
a
r
i
e
t
i
e
s
 
o
f
 
O
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
P
a
t
t
e
r
n
s
.

P
a
t
t
e
r
n
s
.

S
e
l
e
c
t
,
 
r
e
v
i
s
e
,

L
i
s
t
 
a
n
d
 
d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
 
a
 
w
i
d
e
 
v
a
r
i
e
t
y
 
o
f
 
o
r
g
a
n
-

o
r
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
 
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n

i
z
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
p
a
t
t
e
r
n
s
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
 
f
o
r
 
u
s
e
 
i
n

p
a
t
t
e
r
n
s
 
f
o
r
 
g
i
v
e
n
 
o
b
j
e
c
-

t
h
e
 
l
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
 
a
r
t
s
.

t
i
v
e
s
.

2
.

C
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
f
o
r
 
O
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
P
a
t
t
e
r
n
s
.

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
f
o
r
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
o
r
g
a
n
i
-

z
a
t
i
o
n
 
p
a
t
t
e
r
n
s
.

C
O
N
T
I
N
U
E
D
 
O
N
 
N
E
X
T
 
P
A
G
E



R
E
L
A
T
E

G
E
N
E
R
A
L

R
E
L
A
T
E
 
C
O
M
P
E
T
E
N
C
I
E
S
 
A
N
D
 
E
N
A
B
L
E
R
S
 
S
T
A
T
E
M
E
N
T
-
 
-
U
N
I
T
 
V
I
I
.

9
.
0

U
n
i
t

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n

C
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s

E
n
a
b
l
e
r
s

P
L
A
N
N
I
N
G
 
U
S
E
 
O
F

R
E
S
O
U
R
C
E
S

E
x
p
o
s
u
r
e
 
t
o
 
a

w
i
d
e
 
r
a
n
g
e
 
o
f

i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l

r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
 
a
v
a
i
l
-

a
b
l
e
 
f
o
r
 
u
s
e
 
i
n

a
c
h
i
e
v
i
n
g
 
i
n
-

s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
.

1
.

S
e
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
P
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l

R
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
.

S
e
l
e
c
t
,
 
r
e
v
i
s
e
,

o
r
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
 
f
o
r

g
i
v
e
n
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
.

1
.

V
a
r
i
e
t
i
e
s
 
o
f
 
P
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
R
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
.

L
i
s
t
 
a
n
d
 
d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
 
a
 
w
i
d
e
 
v
a
r
i
e
t
y
 
o
f
 
r
e
-

s
o
u
r
c
e
s
 
i
n
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
l
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
 
a
r
t
s
.

2
.

C
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
f
o
r
 
S
e
l
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
R
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
.

D
e
v
e
 
o
p
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
f
o
r
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
.

C
O
N
T
I
N
U
E
D
 
O
N
 
N
E
X
T
 
P
A
G
E



R
E
L
A
T
E

G
E
N
E
R
A
L

R
E
L
A
T
E
 
C
O
M
P
E
T
E
N
C
I
E
S
 
A
N
D
 
E
N
A
B
L
E
R
S
 
S
T
A
T
E
M
E
N
T
-
-
U
N
I
T
 
V
I
I
I

1
0
.
0

U
n
i
t

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n

C
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s

E
n
a
b
l
e
r
s

I
N
T
E
G
R
A
T
I
N
G
 
T
H
E

L
E
A
R
N
I
N
G

E
N
V
I
R
O
N
M
E
N
T

E
x
p
o
s
u
r
e
 
t
o

t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
 
a
n
d

p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
 
f
o
r

i
n
t
e
g
r
a
t
i
n
g

s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
,

o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
,

a
n
d
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

t
o
 
a
c
h
i
e
v
e
 
t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
.

1
.

I
n
t
e
g
r
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
.

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
 
a
n
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t

i
n
t
e
g
r
a
t
i
n
g
 
a
l
l
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
-

t
i
o
n
a
l
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
s
.

2
.

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
P
l
a
n
.

P
l
a
n
 
f
o
r

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
i
n
-

s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
s
.

C
O
N
T
I
N
U
E
D
 
O
N
 
N
E
X
T
 
P
A
G
E



R
E
L
A
T
E

G
E
N
E
R
A
L

R
E
L
A
T
E
 
C
O
M
P
E
T
E
N
C
I
E
S
 
A
N
D
 
E
N
A
B
L
E
R
S
 
S
T
A
T
E
M
E
N
T
-
 
-
U
N
I
T
 
I
X

1
1
.
0

U
n
i
t

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n

C
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s

E
n
a
b
l
e
r
s

I
M
P
L
E
M
E
N
T
I
N
G

E
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
 
i
n

p
u
t
t
i
n
g
 
i
n
-

s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
i
n
t
o

o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
 
w
i
t
h

l
e
a
r
n
e
r
s
.

1
.

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
w
i
t
h
 
a

P
u
p
i
l
.

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
 
t
o
t
a
l
l
y

n
e
w
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t

f
o
r
 
a
n
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y
 
p
u
p
i
l

(
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
 
a
 
p
l
a
n
 
f
o
r

l
e
a
r
n
e
r
 
a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
 
a
n
d

m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
)
 
a
n
d
 
p
l
a
c
e

i
n
t
o
 
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
,

m
o
d
i
f
y
i
n
g
 
a
s
 
n
e
e
d
e
d
.

2
.

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
w
i
t
h
 
a

G
r
o
u
p
.

D
o
 
s
a
m
e
 
f
o
r
 
a

g
r
o
u
p
 
o
f
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y

p
u
p
i
l
s
.

1
.

P
l
a
n
 
f
o
r
 
I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
.

D
i
s
c
u
s
s
 
i
n

d
e
t
a
i
l
 
t
h
e
 
e
v
e
n
t
s
 
o
n
e
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
e
x
p
e
c
t
 
i
n

i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
.

M
o
d
i
f
y
 
t
h
e
 
p
l
a
n
 
i
n
 
l
i
g
h
t
 
o
f
 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
 
w
h
i
c
h

b
e
c
o
m
e
 
a
p
p
a
r
e
n
t
.

2
.

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
 
P
e
e
r
.

P
u
t
 
t
h
e
 
i
n
-

s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
 
i
n
t
o
 
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
,
 
u
s
i
n
g

a
 
p
e
e
r
 
o
r
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
 
a
s
 
t
h
e
 
l
e
a
r
n
e
r
.

D
u
r
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
,
 
m
o
d
i
f
y
 
p
l
a
n
 
a
s

n
e
e
d
e
d
.

C
O
N
T
I
N
U
E
D
 
O
N
 
N
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T
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G
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R
E
L
A
T
E

G
E
N
E
R
A
L

R
E
L
A
T
E
 
C
O
M
P
E
T
E
N
C
I
E
S
 
A
N
D
 
E
N
A
B
L
E
R
S
 
S
T
A
T
E
M
E
N
T
U
N
I
T
 
X

1
2
.
0

U
n
i
t

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n

C
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s

E
n
a
b
l
e
r
s

E
V
A
L
U
A
T
I
N
G

P
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
 
i
n
 
u
s
i
n
g

v
a
r
i
e
t
y
 
o
f

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
 
f
o
r

m
a
k
i
n
g
 
d
e
c
i
-

s
i
o
n
s
 
r
e
g
a
r
d
i
n
g

c
h
a
n
g
e
s
 
i
n
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PROJECT RELATE:

OPERATIONALIZING A PROCESS APPROACH

TO READING/LANGUAGE ARTS

TEACHER EDUCATION

Anabel P. Newman and Jerome C. Harste

Indiana University

Background

Project RELATE might be characterized as "An Effort Beyond

Incrementalism"--a phrase which Dean David Clark of the College

of Education at Indiana University used in 1971 to describe ef-

forts which he saw as "the only way to move beyond the original

blocks which have hampered so many attempts at reform in teacher

education." Conceived by an interdisciplinary team and presented

as an "April dream" by Dr. Leo Fay in a paper presented to IRA

in Atlantic City (Fay, 1971), Project RELATE has been moving

forward during the past two years--on campus during 1971-72: and

in a field-based setting during this past school year (1972-73).

RELATE was precipitated into its abrupt adulthood by a man-

date from the Indiana State Licensing ;,rmmission in 1969 requiring

six hours of methods instruction in Reading. The mandate stemmed

from concern lest classroom teachers not be adequately prepared

to teach reading. When the six hour requirement was passed it

was a real forward step toward ffulfilling IRA standards for
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reading teachers. And since the Bloomington campus already had

a four hour language requirement, it was decided to package nine

hours of instruction in Reading/Language Arts together and thus

incorporate both curricular dimensions in one offering.

Although an important and progressive step, the mandate did

mean servicing at least 550 students in the Bloomington program

alone. Lots more instructors. Lots more money. Projections for

the project, therefore, were

that it be of modular design,

- that it be largely self-instructional,

- that it lean heavily on multi-media support,

that it be performance based, and

- that it be exportable.

These product goals have, gratifying enough, been fulfilled in

RELATE with the exception of being largely self-instructional,

but the demand of the progression of the units prohibits it from

being largely self-instructional -- more of this later.

As to program goals, Dr. Fay itemized these as being

a six-hour developmental and corrective reading package

to be field-tested in the Fall of 1971,

- 11 modules to use in toto or as the users see fit, and

- revision and preparation for a second trial run.

During the second trial run it was projected that

- the program would be expanded to nine hours,

- provision would be made for an integrated Language Arts

and Reading Program,
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- one-third of the time would be spent in simulated

experience and one third in direct experience with

children, and

special interest and need units would be developed.

At the time of these projections, it was envisioned that

the entire program would be recycled twice prior to the develop-

ment of other than prototype materials. Again, it is most en-

couraging to evaluate progress towards these goals and see that

many have been realized even beyond projection. The reality of

student presence in the Fall of 1971 was a great incentive to

development: However, although most of the goals have been

realized, the route has been somewhat different than that pro-

jected.

Development and Implementation

Rather than developing a developmental reading package first,

and adding other aspects of language arts during the second trial,

the RELATE curriculum has been, from the Fall of 1971, a totally

integrated currilculum. Because of scheduling demands it was

necessary to move directly into offering the nine-hour block

rather than enjoying the luxury of a six-hour development phase,

and then a three-hour addition during the second trial run.

Likewise during the first year of actual implementation (academic

year 1971-72) it was not feasible to provide one third of the

time in direct experience with children. In 1972-73, however,

the projected one third of student time in direct experience
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with children was successfully implemented in a field-based

setting in Bloomington, and simulated experiences made up another

third of the RELATE student's experience. In addition, special

interest and need units in language and children's literature

have been developed to accompany the program.

Thus, although there have been some deviations in directions

taken from those conceptualized, many of the original hopes for

RELATE have been realized. The initial conceptualization efforts

on the part of cross disciplinary curriculum teams, for example,

resulted in a process model (see Figure 1) which has become

central to RELATE development in the ensuing years. Although the

developers were aware that the number of steps in the RELATE pro-

cess could easily be altered, the directions in the process were

agreed upon, and have remained solidly functional during the two

years of implementation.

Another major development thrust made prior to the efforts

of the present development team was the filming of 48 hours

actual classroom experiences. These tapes have formed the back-

bone of the simulation experiences which have become such an

important part of the RELATE model; a model which moves flexibly

from theory to simulation to field experience at each step (unit)

of the model.

Development Problems

From the perspective of the faculty developers: RELATE met,

during its first two years of trial, problems similar to those
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of other large development projects (American Institutes of

Research, 1972):

- how to articulate the goals of the program (it took almost

six months to agree on the competencies to be included);

- how to synchronize the efforts of faculty from different

disciplines;

- how to balance process and content concerns; and

- how to carve out the man hours to handle full teaching

loads plus the needed development activities (drawing

from the 48 hours of video-tape for use in simulation

activities seemed in itself a mammouth undertaking).

From the student's perspectives there were other kinds of

problems:

- how to adjust attitudes from non-committed participant

in a required course to committed decision maker in a

pivotal curriculum area;

- how to accommodate a major emphasis on processes rather

than on subject content; and

- how to adjust from traditional textbook-to-examinations

kinds of courses to a competency based program in which

the student bears major responsibility for progress.
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But even though the route was not without sharp turns and

dangerous curves, RELATE survived. And during that first year

was born the competencies statement which has given so much

strength to the model as it has moved into field operation.

Despite many revisions, the Competencies and Enablers Statement,

as it has come to be known (RELATE, 1972), has focused the ef-

forts of the development team, and has allowed major emphasis

during the past school year (1972-73) to be placed upon evaluation

of student competencies. When examining the useful and excellent

summary of competency based programs prepared by Elam for AACTE

(1971), the RELATE team was struck by how many of the character-

istics of competency based programs actually typified Project

RELATE. Thus, in addition to being dedicated to the development

of teachers trained to think of themselves as decision makers,

and decision makers within a carefully conceived process model,

the RELATE team realized that it was fast becoming a bcna fide

performance-based program.

For example, The Manchester Interview (Andrews, 1972, p. 3)

delineates nine aspects of competency based teacher education.

If RELATE were to be rated as to its successful incorporation of

each of these nine aspects, its ratings would probably appear

as presented in Figure 2.
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FIGURE 2

HYPOTHETICAL RATING OF PROJECT RELATE

ON MANCHESTER INTERVIEW CRITERIA FOR

COMPETENCY BASED TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS

LOW HIGH

1. Explicit Performance Criteria

2. Personalization of Instruction *____*____*________*

3. Field Centered

4. Feedback to Participants *____*____*____*____*

5. Emphasis on Exit Rather than on

Entrance Criteria

6. Achievement Rather than Time Base

7. Modules Rather Than Courses *____*____*____*____*

8. Public Statement of Competencies

9. Conceptualization of Role of Teacher
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Subsequent references to Project RELATE at professional

meetings1W and in personal correspondence3 have indicated its

successful thrust in this direction.

Implementation.

Although the cohesiveness of the interdisciplinary develop-

ment team (Dr. Roger Farr, Dr. Jerome Harste, Dr. Beverly

Huntsman, Dr. Anabel Newman, Dr. Richard Stowe, Dr. James Walden)

had been established during the year of on-campus implementation,

it was the addition of the principal of the local elementary

school (Dr. Gilbert Bushey) where RELATE was fieldbased (1972-

73) which really provided the missing link for a successful field-

based program. Dr. Bushey attended RELATE Staff Meetings,

interpreted RELATE to classroom teachers, met with RELATE students

1Weber, Will (University of Houston), Talk given to the

Conference on Designing and Using Training Materials for

Teacher Education, Bloomington, Indiana: National Center

for the Development of Training Materials in Teacher

Education, 1972.

2 Farr, Roger and Turner, Richard, A Telethon on Competency-

Based Teacher Education Emanating from Indiana University.

Bloomington, Indiana: Department of Radio and Television,

March 13, 1973.

3Ekwall, Eldon E. (University of TeAas -- El Paso),

personal correspondence, 1972.
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for on-site class sessions, and generally smoothed RELATE's

path as needed. Although other campus demands led to Dr.

Walden's leaving the RELATE staff during the academic year

1972-73, the other staff members continued to mix and mesh

the viewpoints of-their respective disciplines weekly or

more often.

The development of the manuals grew directly out of

implementation of the RELATE curriculum with junior and senior

elementary education majors at Indiana University. Their

patience, good spirits, and significant contributions have

been immense, and many of their personal efforts are in-

cluded in the manuals. For many of these students, decision

making in such a regularized setting was a new experience.

They often remarked that they had to take so much initiative

and responsibility for their own learning. "All of my

previous courses have been read the book, take the exam,

and that's it," remarked one student this spring. 1
"In

RELATE I'm almost daily confronted with a new problem to

solve." The development of these students as decision

makers has been to exciting process to watch. Their frus-

trations in trying to cope with some of the implications

of the RELATE model have been great, but generally their

tenacity has been greater. In grappling with and solving

problems with learners they have grown stronger in their

ICredit is due to Fred S. Keller (1968) for implementation

ideas drawn from his provocative article, "Goodbye Teacher."
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own abilities. RELATE is structured as a spiraling

curriculum, As the student visits each new step of the

process he also revisits the previous steps. This means,

for example, that even though he is introduced to the

process of diagnosing learner characteristics in Unit II,

by the time he gets to Unit V and is asked to devise

strategies appropriate for implementing objectives with

certain learners he is asked to take an even more sophisti

cated stance regarding diagnosis than be assumed in Unit II.

It is this spiraling aspect of the RELATE curriculum,

referred to earlier in this paper -- p. 3, which demands

the support of a faculty member's judgment with each ad-

vancing unit, and detracts from the possibility of RELATE's

being largely self-instructional. For example, the stu-

dent is asked in Unit I to develop a tentative statement

or definition of his philosophy of Reading/Language Arts.

In Unit II he is faced with the diagnosis of the character-

istics of a group of learners; and in Unit III he is asked

to establish long range goals and specific performance

objectives which are consonant with his definition of Reading/

Language Arts and which take into account the nature of the

learners whom he has diagnosed. Evaluating whether this

task has been successfully achieved demands an ability to

weigh the student's definition, analyze the congruity between

the objectives, definition, and learner characteristics, and

suggest how and where to build in such congruity if it is
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missing. By the time the student is presenting his plans

for all eleven units there is a tremendous judgmental task

facing whomever is evaluating the student's plans -- perhaps

this kind of judgment can be delegated to students in some

fashion in the future. To date, it has seemed absolutely

vital to have an instructor willing to personalize comments

to each student's needs.

Practically, the implementation of RELATE in a field-

based setting was effected in one school, with ten class-

room teachers, and thirty RELATE students. (Logistically,

three students i5 probably too many to have in a room at

a time. Most classroom teachers would opt for two in a

similar trial in the future.) One of the goals for RELATE

was to break away from the traditional situation in which

a student teacher spends eight to sixteen weeks with one

classroom teacher whether the mix is right or not. The

student should have experience in several grade levels, and

with a variety of classroom teachers. He should have the

opportunity to test his own personality against differing

grade and age levels. And he should have the opportunity

to make these trials in an intern setting where support is

given by both classroom teacher and university personnel.

Such positions have guided the field implementation of

RELATE. At each stage, ample exposure has been given to

the theoretical idea being presented. Students have then

tested their assimilation of the idea in a simulated setting,

and finally, they have moved into the classroom to make the

theory work for themselves.
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No strict time limits have been set on the accomplishment

of each task. After an initial trial if a student wanted to

better his performance he was always offered that option.

Assessment was carried out at least once a week during

the Fall semester. All work was carefully read by instructors,

and response was as immediate as temporal demands would

allow. Students learned early that their work was read, that

precision and logic of presentation was important, and that

they could better themselves if they had been confused on

the first round. During the second semester much more

emphasis.was placed on fulfilling process demands. Had

the learner diagnosis been adequately presented? Were the

objectives appropriate to the learners? Had a plan of

assessment been included which reliably assessed the mastery

of objectives? Emphasis was given to the development of

appropriate strategies, organizational procedures, and

resources. Finally, the student was asked to demonstrate

continually in his classroom involvement the successful

integration of the process elements as he implemented his

decisions with larger and larger groups oif children.

We would not want to suggest that cumulative decision

making always flows smoothly, or that it can always be

performed with finesse. But as greater rapport developed

between classroom teachers and the RELATE staff it became

more possible to zero in on the aspects of RELATE student

behavior which needed assistance. And at the same time

new and positive team teaching efforts were developing in
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the classrooms between RELATE students and regular classroom

teachers. Once again, side effects were beginning to accrue

which were proving extremely beneficial to students and

teachers.

The argument has been advanced that all methods courses

should be completed prior to student teaching. Most RELATE

students from this year's experience have spoken strongly

for the position that other methods courses which they are

taking concurrently are more meaningful in the light of what

they are doing in RELATE. They do not feel handicapped,

since usually at least one of the RELATE classmates also

assigned to a given classroom has had a given methods course

and can assume initiative for goal setting. Rather they

suggest that courses they take after this experience will be

more relevant to them, and that they will be in a stronger

position to integrate what they receive in other methods

courses into a cohesive framework.

Although the participating classroom teachers have given

unstintingly of their professional wisdom, a big problem

RELATE has had to hurdle has been the traditional role of

classroom teacher in relation to student teachers. In

the first place, the RELATE process, though utilized by

many an astute and creative classroom teacher intuitively,

has not been presented with all its accouterments heretofore.

Sometimes, just the vocabulary of process thinking has put a

teacher off. But apart from accommodating the decision
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making process itself, some teachers found it difficult to

relinquish sole responsibility for the training of the stu-

dent teacher -- even to the student, let along to a

university professor: But as bonds of friendship, trust,

and mutual effort were strengthened, the spheres united and

many situations which seemed to have no solution in the Fall,

derived novel and prtductive answers in the Spring. Weekly

in-service meetings with teachers have been a must: Each

week teacher decision making input has increased, and

although probably only about half of the teachers feel a

total commitment to the program at this time, all have

probably contributed more to the development of their stu-

dents as decision makers this year than in any previous

student teaching involvement.

Summary

In conclusion, Project RELATE has worked during the past

three years to produce a program in teacher education which

can handle the curriculum needs of nine hours of Reading/

Language Arts instruction, and, if appropriate to the local

situation, fifteen hours of student teaching. It presents

teaching as a decision making process and places the needs

of the pupil as the primary focus. Students are moved from

theory to simulation to actual practice in the model,

assume progressively greater responsibility for their

decision making, and plan pupil learning experiences carefully
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with classroom teachers. The model stresses competency:

provides explicit performance criteria; personalizes in-

struction; provides abundant feedback to participants,

emphasizes exit rather than entrance criteria -- an achieve-

ment rather than a time base; provides a public statement

of competencies; and stresses conceptualization of the role

of the teacher as a primary element. It suggests a trend

for training teachers as adaptable, logical decision makers,

and demands close cooperation with a field-based getting

for most ideal implementation.

We welcome your response:
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"It is the best of times, it is the worst of

times..." This statement, a provocative social commen-

tary, sums up the seemingly antithetical positions taken

by various groups of educators regarding recent trends

in the preparation of teachers. In no area is this

ideological contrast so apparent as in the area of

competency-based teacher education. Dr, Edward C.

Pomeroy, illustrative of one of the many "best-of-time"

advocates, speaking at the 1972 AACTE Convention, said:

Performance-based teacher education, sporadic

and scattered as it is, has the potential for

restructuring the education of teachers. It

bespeaks the emerging future and points the way

for teacher education (Pomeroy, 1972).

Meanwhile, the National Council of Teachers of English,

illustrative of the "worst-of-time" advocates, refused

to behavioralize their discipline, saying in effect that
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such an act would be folly, if indeed, not dangerous,

given current understanding and trends (Maxwell and

Tovatt, 1970).

Despite one's particular allegiance with either

the best-of-timers or the worst-of-timers, one thing

remains clear: At no point in our brief history has

the field of teacher education been so caught up in

the throes of childbirth. This heightened level of

program development, though far from universal, is

exciting. The true significance of this curriculum

development effort lies in its potential for clari-

fication of current progress and needs in the field

of teacher education. Questions raised relative to

teacher education have dealt with three fundamental

issues: (1) Is teacher education in a preservice

sense necessary? (2) rf it is, what attitudes, know-

ledges, understandings, and skills ought to be taught?

and (3) Given these concerns, what form should the

instructional program take?

Those charged with the responsibility of develop-

ing a program of teacher education must confront these

central issues. Depending upon the proclivities,

penchants, and philosophical dispositions of developers,

these questions will receive varying degrees of attention.

Professionally sharing, not only the answers to each of

these questions, but also the procedure through which
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each of the issues was approached, will, we are confi-

dent, lead to heightened understanding and wisdom (in

the Lawrence S. Kubie [1959] sense of understanding

tempered by humanistic values) in the education and

preparation of prospective teachers.

This article will communicate several proposi-

tions growing out of the work of the RELATE develop-

ment team as it confronted these fundamental issues.

These propositions are currently being tested and tried

in Project RELATE, a competency-based teacher edu-

cation curriculum in reading and language arts at

Indiana University.

Descriptively, Project RELATE is a new year-long

program for juniors majoring in elementary education.

Although implementation of the project varies on the

four campuses currently using these materials, on

Bloomington's campus the project combines the under-

graduate reading and language arts methods courses

(9 semester credit hours) with student teaching (15

semester credit hours). Methods instruction is linked

to student teaching in a local elementary school so

that the student is able to apply language arts methods

while actually working with children in the classrooms.

The project is organized around a comprehensive

teaching-learning model. Methods courses are related

and sequential.
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RELATE is built around three major approaches:

(1) a process approach to instruction, (2) a decision-

making approach to teaching, and (3) a competency-based

approach to teacher preparation. These approaches

move the student systematically through eleven units,

from a highly structured to a less structured situa-

tion, from little independence to much self-direction,

from experience in making decisions regarding one

learner to experience in making decisions regarding

several learners. Readers interested in a more de-

tailed description of the project are invited to ex-

amine the project materials and refer to existing pub-

lications (Newman and Harste, 1972; Newman and Harste,

1973) .

In terms of the fundamental issues posed earlier,

the development team did not choose to involve itself

deeply in the first issue; namely, whether or not there

was a need for a preparation program. Other groups of

educators have recently explored this issue (Popham,

1971; Bausell and Moody, 1971; Moody and Bausell, 1973).

Although this question is a major issue in teacher

education, the RELATE team echoed in accord that while

improvement was needed, abandonment was not the answer.

Instead, the team hypothesized that the focus, content,

and quality of teacher preparation should be altered.

The RELATE team saw as it's charge increasing the
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effectiveness of the existing mechanism through a

clarification of basic goals.

This decision led the team to consideration of the

remaining two issues central to the preparation of

classroom teachers: namely, what ought to be taught

and, givefi these outcomes, what form should instruction

take? Consideration of these issues led to the fol-

lowing propositions. Each of these propositions has

been implemented and/or built into Project RELATE cur-

riculum materials.

Proposition One. The production of an effective

teacher is a highly personal ratter, centering

primarily 'upon the development of competency

to enact and operationalize a personalized set

of beliefs.

Effective teacher education must concentrate its

efforts upon the production of teacher behaviors that

have meaning in the belief system of the prospective

teacher. In Project RELATE students begin by defining

what they believe constitutes reading and the language

arts. Students search the professional journals, discuss

the issue freely with peers, classroom teachers and

their professors to come up with a working but per-

sonalized definition. The production of this defini-

tion not only clarifies their beliefs, but forms the

basis upon which students study the remaining portions

of the curriculum. Decisions as to which learner
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characteristics to diagnose, and which objectives to

set are all governed by what the prospective teacher

sees as being the purpose of reading and language arts.

The competencies developed in Project RELATE are thus

personalized for the student. The focus of the pro-

Kram is upon the development of those competencies

which will assist the student in operationalizing his

definition. Students understand that teaching is a per-

sonal enterprise and that, along with certification,

comes both professional responsibility and professional

reward.

Proposition Two. The production of an effective

teacher is dependent primariiio upon the develop-

ent of the student as an instructicnal decision-

maker.

Teaching involves decision-making. Decisions

made in the area of objectives, strategies, organi-

zational patterns, and resources determine the degree

to which the, student's beliefs regarding reading and

language arts will see fruition in the classroom. The

power of the decision-making model for teacher prepara-

tion lies in the fact that:

1. Its primary focus is instructional and as

such reflects the primary purpose of the

school;

Z. Its instructional focus is the learner, thus

keeping attention attuned to the primary pur-

pose of the :...chool;
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3. As an instructional model its utility over-

ridies any specific content area, thus making

it an acceptable perspective by which to study

the multiple aspects of the school;

4. As an explanation of the teacher's role it

places in proper perspective such elements as

instruction and learners, and in so doing

meaningfully organizes a complex set of

events; and

S. As an explanation of teacher behavior, it re-

flects and encourages professionalism and

accents the many responsibilities of the pro-

fessional teacher.

Students come to realize that the highly visible pro-

cess of teaching, as seen in classroom observation, is

in reality the tryout and the result cf a less visible

plan of action involving decisions at many different

levels. These decisions are made, hopefully, as a rc-

sult of information collected regarding this group of

learners and how they learn. This process of teaching,

the student understands, is cyclic; that is, the try-

out and results of this instructional event become in-

formation which can be used in revising instructional

decisions.

Further, the student understands that the most

obvious and key decisions that a teacher must make are:



RELATE 8

(1) determining which objectives to set; (2) deter-

mining which strategies to use; 0) determining which

organizational pattern to follow; and (4) determining

which materials or resources to employ. The first de-

cision that the teacher must make is to determine an

appropriate objective foi the learner. In order to

make this decision, basic facts regarding the learner

must be accumulated. Having compiled these facts, the

teacher if4 then in the position to !7,elect or create

an appropriate objective. Students understand that if

the teacher collects improper or irrelevant data on the

learner regarding his characteristics, inadequate ob-

iectives for the learner will probably result. Like-

wise, correct facts leading to a correct decision as

to objectives may still be followed up by an inappro-

priate instructional strategy to reach the objective.

The extension of this model permits explanation of

both successful and unsuccessful instructional acts.

As such, the decision-making model broadly conceptual-

izes tea;:hing and affords the user a diagnostic para-

digm for continued professional growth.

Fropoeitin Three. The production of an effec-

!;ive teacher ie a develorental precees extending

over a prolcnged period of tirre which includes

-0.1t 0,114 tl'ie unJcretandn; of a c ,,,petenc?

,xtende2 4.x.:,eri4nce and rrlctice to develop

corrpetenci, ekillfulneee.
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Basically, there are two components to the acqui-

sition of a tzaching competency: acquisition of the

cognitive aspects of the competency, and acquisition

of the physical abilities of the competency or the

skillfulness aspects of competency acquisition. Much

of what has been produced in the name of competency-

based teacher education training materials to date

have focused upon the first aspect of competency at-

tainment. This is obvious when one examines teacher

.:raining materials and their reliance upon paper and

pencil instruments to measure student performance

(cognitive acquisition). It is the feeling of this

developmental team that in order to truly have a com-

petency-based teacher education curriculum, all com-

petencies must be demoritrated in the classroom with

learners. Knowledge about a competency, it was felt,

cannot be equated with skillfulness in dcmonStration

of competency. Unless the student can demonstrate

mastery of a competency in the classroom setting,

mastery should not be assumed. This position does not

preclude paper and pencil tests measuring concept ac-

quisition; rather, it suggests that competency mastery

involves measures of both concept acquisition and

skillfulness.

by the same token it was felt that the conven-

tional teacher education program, while doing much to

encourage concept attainment, dLLI:i little to encourage
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competency skillfulness. Hudgins' review of research

(1972) suggests that the attainment of a complex skill

necessitates a greatly extended period of practice in-

volving presentation and identification of the concept,

practice in stimulus control situations, and finally,

practice situations without stimulus control. Project

RELATE adopted the following three-step strategy for

the presentation of the, competencies in its program:

(1) formal presentation of the competencies through

outside reading, class discussion, or formal instruc-

tion; (2) simulated presentation and practice of the

competencies through the use of video-tapes, films,

and other media; and (3) extended practice of the com-

petencies in a variety of classroom situations with a

variety of groups of elementary children. Because

Project RELATE's curriculum spirals in its sequence,

students must constantly revisit competencies presented

earlier. To date, data collected suggest that the

model is working. Student perceptions of their compe-

tency acquisition continues to improve in direct rela-

tion to their frequency of practice.

Inherent within the RELATE process is the assump-

tion that an education environment be created in which

the student feels free to practice, learn, and to use

Combs' (1965) term, "become." In order to create such

an environment, classroom teachers cooperating with
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RELATE instructors have relinquished any of their tra-

ditional supervisory teacher roles while assuming new

co-instructor roles. Students are not assigned to one

classroom teacher, but throughout the program are

given the opportunity to work with several teachers at

various grade levels. Supervising teachers are cast in

a new role, one that most assuredly causes some prob-

lems, but one which eliminates at least a part of what

was identified as wrong with teacher education in the

past.

Proposition Four. Ar teaching is larl7ely a ra-

tional act, the production of an effective

teacher requires attending to the personal growth

of the individual involved, centering primarily

upon, the development of cognitivd, schemes for

organizing and understanding complex phenomena.

This proposition, generally supported in a va-

riety of research writings (Colladarci, 1959; Smith,

1961; Turner, 1971) reflects a departure in terms of

teacher education as traditionally perceived. In the

past each student was assumed to synthesize his own

learning experiences. This synthesis was supposed to

appear majestically at some point in his program, pro-

bably during student teaching. That this assumption

is false seems all too obvious for those of us, who

like Jackson (1969), have had the experience of ex-

tended visitation in the classroom. The RELATE
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proposition states, in effect, that teacher educators

have the responsibility of providing a cognitive struc-

ture or organizational framework to students so as to

facilitate their personal quest toward The Art of

Makin& Sense (Ruby, 1968). As such, the proposition

is in direct contradiction to the recent trend in

teacher education of producing protocol matf!rials that

present, in ever - fragmenting detail, smaller and

smaller concepts (see Chessman, 1972). Tlw RELATE

team felt an obligation to students to provide them

with a conceptual base which permitted them to weigh

and value the sundry concerns in teacher education.

This framework serves as an "advanced organizer." to

use an Ausubelian term (1969), and as such provides a

schemata whereby students can rationally understand.

weigh and value trends in teacher education. To use

an example for clarification here, let us examine the

recent surge of interest in teacher behavior, specifi-

cally "classroom questioning" as delineated by Sanders

(1966), Most assuredly this is an important issue,

one of many of which any teacher or prospective teacher

should be cognizant. Yet undue stress on "questioning"

as a topic in a methods course throws it greatly out

of perspective. "Questioning" can never. nor was it

meant to be, predominate and overshadow such teacher

behaviors as setting objectives and planning the



RELATE - 13

learning environment. "Questioning," in the RELATE

program, is presented as one aspect of instructional

strategy to be used during implementation of specific

objectives. The RELATE model, in short, provides a

much needed framework which allows the student to or-

ganize, weigh and value the myriad educational trends

that bombard him in his role as teacher. Unless edu-

cators provide such a framework in their program, the

prospective student is easily swayed, confused, or both.

These then are some of the major propositions

that underlie the RELATE teacher education curriculum.

If these positions coincide with what you believe, we

invite you to use our curricular materials at your in-

stitution. If they do not, and if you have some

"By golly, this is what I believe" propositions of

your own, we cordially encourage you to modify these

materials or, for the courageous, to develop your own.

We encourage response, reaction, and no remorse, for

this is indeed the best of times in teacher education

if we can only learn to use it appropriately.
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INTRODUCT ION

The movement toward ccopetency-based lestroetton has thrust rapitay into

educational practice in recent years. Prrformsnce-based teacher education has

Stan viewed as a vehicla through which: (1) The tools of Individualized and

pert:outlined instructiun may be attained; (2) Generalities might be removed

from instructional development; (3) A viable method for evoluatien/sssessment

exists; and (4) The potentiality exists icr program modification and improvement.

The Vnitcli States Office of Education is vitally interested in this model

(or modifications thereof) sr an iastractional possibility. Competency-based

instruction Is viewed F, many educators as one of the most promising systems

in an "age of accountability" end poasessea the elf:vents to meet the challenge

of changing educational communities.

If performance-based instruction is to succeed as an educational alternative,

it must be plat ncd and oganizA es a system with long raage goals and objectives.

Through close scrutiny, assossment, and continual modification, the competency-

based approach can be edapted to the programmatto parameters of a given instruction-

al situation.

Derein, is presented an initial attempt at the development of proposed student

competencie by the Division of Teacher Education's programs/projects for the 1972-

73 academic year. It is hoped taint this endeavor will provide the impetus for

Suture refinement and development and will give adequate reflection of the status

attained by the DTE evaluation effort during the 1972-73 academic year.
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DIVISION OF
TEACXER EVZ.ATION

OBJECTIVES
LEVELS OF COMM

um U.S.O.E. would like a sot of student competencies from each
project/program:

LEVEL II:

ENALCATION
TEAM

(1) to serve as the basis for exportation and replication
(potential use in other undergraduate teacher education
programs)

(2) to meet needs for their own accountability Purposes

The InetitutionaL Grant Policy Board and the Division Director's
Office wound like a set os student competencies for general
informatton And decision-making purposes. The Coordination
Associates will make an ettempt co disseminate these both
internally and externally by way of netill created vehicles.

LEVEL I: A .et of student competencies might serve as the basis fore

(1) solw type of project/program publication (technical report.
journal article, monograph, etc.)

(2) project/program's own dissemination efforts for purposes of
student recruitment

(3) a list of expectancies or exit behaviors for students
contemplating entrance into a given project /program

GENERAL
CONCERNS: A list of student competencies is a brief, but just enough, way

of coewtunicatin; to other educators as to what your project/
program is "all about."



DIVlSIOI CF
TENChic nvcATIOS

IIMI

ETALCAT1ON
TEAM

0 P T 1 ONS

Wa accepted the competencies the evaluation tears has "teased"
from our original demign.submitted during the fell semester of
1971 (as stated in the correspondence of December 12, 1772).

1111111.

We have made madwAtions.

We have not made codifications.

We did not accept the competencies the evaluation team "teased"
(tom our original, design submitted last fall.

We have used the "guides" developed by the
evaluation teem.

We have uteri our ova means to accomplish this
task.

We did not accept your statement of Cur pro)ect/program's competencies or
did not vicke an cttempt at some type of refinement.

Comment(s): 11 *wry. werowearres

NOTZ: The evaluation team will not give your set of competencies "a
stamp of approval or ditiarprIval." We arc not the experts with
regard to your project/program'e theoretical or operational
frameworks. The above options or any others are yours to choose.

Program/Project Director

Program/Project Evaluator
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A POSSME Amax% FO LOOKING
AT STVDS3T CCMPEIMIES

The auggested format for this tool is co:unar. The following approach,
using four distinct headings, night be helpful. Imagine four columns On 4
sheet of paper side by aids with these four nesdisgs:

(1)

Student Competencies
(ideas or concepts to
be learacd and attitudes
or skills to be developed)

(1`

(2)

(3)

(2)

Mow do we do it?

(3) (4)

What's suprosa
to happen to
students?

tvAtuAT:on
ILAN

flow will vs

knmw if it did
hap pen to students?

The studentecoroetencies column vip,ht contain S to 15 ideas, concepts,
attieudes or skills that a project/program deems desirable and wishes
to prostate azone its students. These statements might be stste4
specifically or operationally. It might be best to avoid generalizations
or statement, of a glotal mature.

The how-do-we-en-it column is sumeery of the methods or procedures you
micht use to ensure ttedent progtesz or echievcment in acquiring or
developing your stated "student-comnetenclee." On the basis of certain
evidence, either in their experience or beceuse your project/program
has crused it to be introduce° by way of your general design or strategy,
students may behave in a manner which mAy be explained (presumably) by
that which Is stated to the "student-eompetencies" column. These
competencies will "present themselves," if you will, as a result of the
nature and structuring of your learning experiences.

The whAtte-sunocte-to-hapoen colurn is a bit tricky. There are obviously
clusters cf very specific observable behaviors associated with the
development or acquisition of your stated competencies in the first
column. Hopefully, while or as a result of interecting in your program/
project's environment, the student should become involved In usin3 es
well as "possessing" competencies, ciong with extending his proficiency
with the "developing coopetency" by way of generalizing or extrapolating
to areas not specifically experienced during training. It nigh: be
pararhrased as the cognitive, psychnmoter, motivateenal, affective,
social-interactive, and interpersonal processes the student might
personally experience in the environment created by your project/program.

(4) The how-well-I-kno, column is a list of measurement indicies or "readable
barometers." IF a studcat understands, acquires, develops, etc. that
which is stated in the "studilnt-cc-retercies" column, THEN what might
you observe him "doing," under coed tier your project/program specify?
Stated another way, if 1 student "gets the message" from the "what's-
suppese-to-happen" column, what might you observe him doing? The list
of so-called "Helpful Hints" might be of particular value in completing
this column.

NOM The most important criterion for effective use of this tool is
consistency across the columns.

41.
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firstcrent: cf 41-1.s4...

If a r:tulent understands% the student might:
--attend to (particular asoect cf a phenomenon)
--;Issrer objects to particular classes
--zrrer.7:e.. items in a particular wa
--prefer certain alternati,ms to others

pertdculer cnnse4uences
--dIscrimInate among possible alternatives

.6. The student vho knews utight:

identify
describe
grther

attend to
accumulate
count

B. The student whir cAt raii/ulate might:
meas,:re nse an instrument
select an instrument demonstrate
compute balance
read a scale weigh

C. The: student who can apply mie,%t:
reorganize cow:Jude decide
gather t7aasform arrange
estimate select re-center
equate discriminate play
sort classify se -cast

prefer interrelate distiLl4vish
experiment structure segregate
tontrol assign identify
rearrange define reject
plan quantify utilize
organize associate dissociate
compare order group

O. The student vhe is ci.ea-ive n1 ht:
hypothesize
generate ideas.
interrelate
re-center
induce
ded.Jce

select strntesies
speculate
gather data
dosi3n experiments
plan
structure

EVALVATIO7
TaM

organize
formulate a hunch
compare
guess
classify
reduce
invent
suggest an alternate exalanati
doubt
maximize
control variables
utilize data



spa000a 

saanaaainua 

soqTausop 
szae/cuen 
saT;TzFolo 
grasn 

soavoo/ 
salt.inva 
soaT1A 
saavVT1riu 

so7.uaad 

sarTiono 
saap/noTea 
sasanbaa 

sooTloom 
saa.nsue 

sasIsso 
samdwoo 

uoTasonb 

uTe[dxo 

utanuT 
gotroa 

anIrmaoj 
lxxodmoo 

laodaa 

alTan 

anId 

1.1e4, 
udea2 

o4ringol 
osodsueal 
A;Taa.% 

apop 
oavrto 

alculasa 
laJdiaauT 

uol3uzmaauo2 o Aldde 
LITTITronpoadoa uc asTvuT 

ulu/dxa 
oaciodaoluT 
aasloduaaxa 
ozmaoun 
an--2113sa 
asodoad 

aVueaava.1 

szansaam 
ennanuT 

su6pall 

sa/1_-!woo 

so.-47.aa 
salodoa 

3;5-twos:iv 

sasanns 
salonb 
curid 

saawroa 
sassnas7p 

zoticTiqnd 

s4tmaxIdeled 

v;lue.7 

sqdvatoaoqd 

sa3e2oxaolul 
sanios 
saaosui 
sAaAins 
soloidlco 

sulsop 
sauomsaadxa 

soqoaum 
soqoamis 
va2rumna 
saaoduoo 

sasriluoo 
soonpoadal 

szoass/p 
s33r a2suouep 

sionanuoo 
sc.;;TauopT 

zAT,T11757)ZIVIrld ax i 3u4L s4aaA uoT2aY 

CCT:LA NOIIDY 

oarsl? 
:P.;023jaa osn 

olvalcucmap 
lon.otmi 
aci!437 
ssaadxo 

:1Tm 3apoTuilLuo3 i!va otIrt acct 1 

a7T.lo(ea1 3 
tIsInuTablp 
onnba 

kaolsmi aol 1AT133 
101:3 aziu2oonI 

spun a so; co xI 
olsp /ood 

aVelaLe 

ale2ollolur 
:aql4Tm -a-TiTfeAa :Lao 310 luopnls aq/ g 

a3up:It 

siaojsuvaa 

opnIo:;oo 

a?ToTaTao 
3.;roolos 
4zIpoad 



Action Verbs With Particular Value For The Affective Domain

selects
chooses
participates
gathers (information)
organizes
visits
argues (a position)
object (to an idea)
adcpcs
submits
perseveres
pr: Uses

defends
obeys
keeps (preserves)
investigates
attempts

challenges
attempts
seeks
specifies
otters
proposes
rejects
accepts
corsults
questions
queries
weights (judges)
criticizes
evaluates
tests
delays (response)
qualifies

persists
asks
joins
designs
suggests
supports
recommends
shares
disputes
subscribes
promotes
spends
annotates
advocates
volunteers
sleeps
yawns

*tics, Albert F., Evaluatisn of 7.nstructicnal Systems, New York:
Gordon and Breach, Science TAiblishers, 1970.



DIVISION We
TEACHER Er;UCi.T310!4

PROPOSED
STUDENT C.011PETrNCIES

EVALUATION
TEAM

The attached might serve as a model for the tarAc at hand. It is An alternative
to the guidelines and suggestions of the evuloation team.

/
N .4 l $1

/
e I

if

JOUALI;i:M PROGRAg

Progrzi;" Coor,;inator: Fj Jede.inson

F.,/luotcr: Linda 6regcey

The attached has been reproduced with perraission fvvm the Jouralism Program.
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e
r
s
,
 
e
t
c
.

f
o
r
 
f
u
t
u
r
e
 
n
e
e
.

(
8
)

D
i
v
o
l
o
p
s
 
A
s
d
 
a
c
q
u
i
r
e
s
 
4

v
a
r
i
e
t
y
 
o
f
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

s
t
y
l
e
s
 
a
n
a
 
s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
.

(
0
)

C
o
n
d
i
t
c
t
a
 
a
n
d
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
-

p
a
t
e
s
 
i
n
 
l
a
r
g
o
 
a
n
d

s
m
a
l
l
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
-

a
t
i
o
n
s
.

B
E

S
T

 C
O

P
Y

 A
V

A
IL

A
B

LE

P
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
;
 
d
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
s
,
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
s
,

e
n
d
 
v
a
l
u
e
s
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
t
e
c
h
r
-

n
i
q
u
e
s
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
 
d
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
c
u
r
-

r
i
c
u
l
u
m
 
g
u
i
d
e
s
 
o
r
 
p
h
a
s
e
-
e
l
e
c
t
i
v
e

.
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.
i
n
 
h
i
c
h
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
;

G
u
i
d
e
s
 
d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
o
f
f
e
r
i
r
e
c
a
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
w
i
t
h
 
n
a
m
o
s
 
a
n
d

a
d
d
s
e
s
s
e
s
 
o
f
 
s
u
p
p
l
i
e
r
s
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
-

s
o
u
r
c
e
s
;

P
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
s
 
v
a
l
u
e
 
o
f
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n

o
r
 
t
i
l
e
;

P
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
 
e
m
a
t
t
p
l
e
s
 
o
f
 
c
e
l
l
i
s
t
-

i
c
n
n
 
o
r
 
f
i
l
e
s
.

D
e
z
e
n
s
t
r
a
t
e
s
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
s
i
y
3
e
s

u
*
I
d
 
s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
;

D
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
s
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
n
e
s
s
 
o
f

v
a
r
i
o
u
s
 
s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
 
i
n
 
a
s
s
o
r
t
e
d

a
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
w
.

D
e
s
s
n
s
t
r
a
t
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
u
t
i
l
i
z
e
s

l
a
r
g
e
 
a
n
d
 
s
m
o
l
l
 
g
r
o
u
p

a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
.

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
w
h
a
t
 
t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s

a
r
o
 
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
 
t
o
 
h
i
s
s
 
a
n
d

t
h
o
 
a
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
d
i
s
n
d

v
a
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
o
f
 
e
a
c
h
;

E
m
p
l
o
y
s
 
a
p
p
r
o
v
i
a
p
e
t
e
c
h
-

n
i
g
=
 
i
n
 
h
i
s
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
.

A
n
a
l
y
z
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
v
a
l
u
e
s
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g

p
r
o
g
r
e
m
s
 
i
n
 
j
o
u
r
n
a
l
i
s
m
w
i
t
h

t
h
e
 
p
u
r
p
o
s
e
 
o
f
 
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
e
e
l
u
g

s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
 
f
o
r
 
s
u
c
h
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

L
e
g
i
n
s
 
t
o
 
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
e
 
s
a
d

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
 
h
i
s
 
O
w
n
 
l
i
b
r
a
r
y
 
o
f

m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
,

O
b
s
e
r
v
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
s
 
a

v
a
r
t
o
t
y
 
O
f
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
s
t
y
l
e
s

a
n
d
 
s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
;

P
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
s
 
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g
 
a

v
a
r
i
e
t
y
 
o
f
 
r
;
t
r
a
t
e
g
l
o
s
;

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
h
i
s
 
o
w
n
 
s
t
r
e
n
g
t
h
s

a
n
d
 
v
e
a
k
u
e
s
s
.
e
s
 
a
s
 
h
o
 
e
x
-

p
l
o
r
e
s
 
v
a
r
i
o
u
s
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

s
t
y
l
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
.

L
e
a
d
s
 
l
a
r
g
o
 
a
n
i
.
s
t
a
l
l

g
r
o
u
p
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
;

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
t
h
e
 
v
a
l
u
e
 
o
f
 
l
a
r
g
o

a
n
d
 
s
m
a
l
l
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

a
n
d
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
a
p
p
e
,
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
n
e
s
s

e
i
t
h
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
p
u
p
i
l
 
g
r
o
u
p
s

a
n
d
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
.

O
b
s
e
r
v
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
a
n
a
l
y
n
e
a

t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
 
v
,
i
t
:
v
-
i
n
d

xo
r

t
h
e
i
r
 
a
p
p
l
w
e
t
a
t
c
o
e
s
t
 
t
o

t
h
e
 
s
p
c
c
i
:
x
c

t
a
s
k
 
a
n
d
 
t
L
o

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
,

C
r
i
t
i
q
u
e
s
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
'
s

a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
d
i
s
c
o
v
e
r

s
t
r
e
n
g
t
h
s
 
a
n
d
 
w
e
a
k
n
e
s
s
:
4
s

I
n
 
a
 
j
o
u
r
n
a
l
i
s
m
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
,

O
b
s
e
r
v
e
s
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
'
s
 
a
b
i
l
i
t

t
o
 
d
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
 
s
o
u
r
n
i
:
:
 
a
n
d

h
i
s
 
m
e
t
h
o
d
 
c
W
 
n
2
g
e
n
i
z
i
n
g

t
h
e
 
f
i
l
e
 
o
r
 
c
o
i
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
.

O
b
s
e
r
v
e
s
 
s
t
u
e
l
a
t
 
a
s
 
h
o

p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
s

a
n
s
.
:

s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
 
i
n
 
m
i
c
r
o
.
-

t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t

t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
s
e
t
t
i
n
g
s
.

O
b
s
e
r
v
e
s
 
a
w
l
 
c
r
i
t
i
e
e
m
s

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
g
a
t
t
i
c
l
e
a
t
i
e
n

i
n
 
l
a
r
g
e
 
a
e
l
d
 
s
n
a
i
l
 
g
r
o
u
p

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
c
:
g
 
u
n
d
 
s
t
u
d
o
a
t
'
.

p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
 
a
t
 
l
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
b
o
t
h
.



(
1
0
)

S
u
p
o
r
v
i
s
o
s
 
p
u
p
i
l
s
 
i
n

p
r
o
d
u
c
i
n
g
'
s
 
n
e
w
s
p
a
p
e
r
,

y
c
a
r
t
o
o
k
,
 
l
i
t
e
r
a
r
y
 
=
e
s
!
.

w
i
n
o
,
 
a
n
d
/
o
r
 
n
o
w
 
b
u
r
e
a
u

r
o
l
o
a
s
e
. (
1
1
)

R
o
c
c
g
n
i
l
L
e
s
s
o
m
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

l
o
g
a
l
 
s
e
x
t
e
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
r
.

s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
o
s
 
o
f
 
h
i
s
 
r
o
l
e
 
a
n

a
 
t
c
a
t
h
o
r
.

(
1
2
)

A
c
c
u
i
r
e
s
 
a
 
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
 
t
o
w
a
r
d
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
r
g

a
n
d
 
r
o
l
a
t
i
o
n
r
h
i
p
s
 
w
i
t
h

p
u
p
i
l
s
 
a
u
d
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
o
r
s
o
n
-

n
o
l
.

(
1
3
)

A
n
a
l
y
z
e
s
 
h
i
s
 
p
e
T
s
o
n
a
l

S
t
r
o
n
e
t
h
:
:
 
a
n
d
 
w
o
o
:
o
i
e
s
e
.
!
s

w
h
i
c
h
 
w
i
l
l
 
a
f
f
e
c
t
 
h
i
s

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
 
b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
.

(
1
4
)

A
n
a
l
y
z
e
s
 
h
i
e
 
v
a
l
u
e
s
 
w
h
i
c
h

V
i
l
l
 
a
f
f
o
e
t
 
h
i
s
 
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
-

i
o
n
a
l
 
b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
.

B
E

ST
 C

O
PY

 A
V

A
IL

A
B

L
E

P
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
 
f
o
r
 
d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n
 
t
h
e

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
 
A
n
d
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s

o
f
 
t
h
3
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
a
d
v
i
s
o
r
.

D
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
e
s
c
;
n
t
s
 
s
i
t
u
-

a
t
i
o
n
a
 
i
n
v
o
l
v
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
l
e
g
a
l

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
o
 
t
e
a
c
h
o
r

a
n
d
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
a
d
v
i
s
e
r
.

P
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
 
s
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
f
o
r

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
c
4
p
l
o
r
e
 
i
n
 
t
a
r
s

o
f
 
t
r
.
:
n
i
l
/
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
o
r
 
t
o
a
c
h
e
r
,

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
 
r
o
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
 
d
i
s
,
:
a
s
s
i
o
n
 
o
r
 
s
i
m
u
-

l
a
t
e
d
 
c
l
a
s
s
r
o
o
m
 
s
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

w
h
i
c
h
 
a
/
l
o
w
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e

h
i
s
 
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
t
e
a
c
h
;

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g

t
o
r
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
o
s
 
o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
f
o
r

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
s
t
a
t
o
 
s
a
d
 
r
e
v
i
e
w

h
i
s
 
v
a
l
u
e
s
 
o
r
 
t
o
 
r
o
s
h
a
p
o
 
t
h
e
n
.

W
o
r
k
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
p
u
p
i
l
s
 
i
n
 
v
a
r
i
-

o
u
s
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
 
i
n
 
p
r
o
d
a
c
i
n
g

h
i
g
h
 
o
d
l
o
o
l
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
t
h
e
 
l
e
g
a
l
 
r
o
s
p
o
a
-

t
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
 
o
f
 
h
i
s
 
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n
;

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
1
1
0
7
 
t
o
 
p
m
i
c
e
t

h
i
m
s
e
l
f
 
f
r
o
n
 
l
a
w
 
s
u
i
t
s
 
r
o
-

e
r
/
t
i
n
g
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
h
e
 
e
x
e
r
c
i
a
e
 
e
f

h
i
s
 
d
u
t
i
e
s
.

P
c
o
o
i
:
n
l
z
e
s
 
h
i
s
 
a
n
d
 
o
t
h
c
r
s
'

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s
 
t
o
w
a
r
d
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

a
n
d
 
p
'
 
p
i

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
i
f
 
h
a
 
r
e
a
l
l
y

w
a
n
t
s
 
t
o
 
b
o
 
a
 
t
e
s
t
h
c
r
;

I
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
s
 
s
t
r
e
n
g
t
b
s
 
a
n
d

e
a
k
n
e
s
s
e
s
.

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
i
f
 
h
i
s
 
v
a
l
u
e
s

a
r
o
 
s
u
i
t
e
d
 
t
o
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
a
t

t
h
e
 
s
c
c
o
n
d
a
r
y
-
l
e
v
o
l
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

p
u
b
l
i
c
 
s
C
,
%
c
o
l
s
.

M
s
e
r
v
e
a
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
'
s
 
a
b
1
1
-
.

i
t
y
 
t
o
 
s
a
p
e
r
v
i
s
o

c
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
p
4
p
i
l
s
 
a
n
d
 
h
i
s

s
i
,
1
:
a
t
y
 
t
o
 
d
e
a
l
 
w
i
t
h

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
 
w
L
i
c
h

O
b
s
e
r
v
e
s
 
o
l
o
d
o
n
t
'
s
 
a
b
i
l
-

i
t
y
 
t
o
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
o
 
a
 
p
o
t
t
t
i
a
l

p
v
i
,
i
l
o
m
 
a
n
d
 
s
t
a
t
u
e

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
o
 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n
s
.

O
b
s
e
r
v
t
-
s
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
'
s
 
f
o
r
m
a
l

a
n
d
 
i
n
t
e
r
u
,
1
 
c
o
m
m
e
n
t
s

a
b
o
u
t
 
t
e
t
c
h
i
r
g
 
a
n
d
 
h
i
s

d
e
a
l
i
n
g
s

r
u
n
i
l
s
 
a
n
d

s
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
o
r
s
o
a
n
o
l
.

I
n
t
e
r
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
J
r
-
w
a
x
:
I
t
'
s

v
e
r
b
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
a
o
A
w
r
h
a
l
 
b
e
-

h
a
v
i
o
r
s
 
v
:
!
!
,
:
'
,
7
r
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t

h
a
s
 
r
c
c
o
g
a
i
t
r
d
 
h
i
)

s
t
r
e
n
g
t
h
:
s

w
e
a
k
:
v
.
:
u
s
e
s
.

I
n
f
e
r
s
 
f
r
e
s
.
 
w
.
:
q
.
k
4
I
t
'
w

v
e
r
b
a
l
 
a
r
o
 
-
.
p
.
;
:
t
b
a
1
 
L
o
-

h
a
v
i
o
r
s
 
v
b
,
1
7
4
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
'
s

v
a
l
u
e
s

n
u
/
p
 
o
r
 
b
i
n
d
'
,

h
i
s
 
s
u
c
c
o
u
r
:
,
 
a
s
 
a
 
t
o
w
.
h
t
r
.
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

CHICIKLI5 T

Consider a small, but deemed important, group of specific behaviors
students night acquire or Zevelop while interacting in your prosram.

State these idees/concepts, attitudes, and'skills in as specific/
operational/observable terms as possible in column one.

UAL/Ai-7.21.

TEAM

Avoid the use of global or general terms such as "understands," "appreciates,"
"develops" etc.

List the methods, procedures, activities, experiences etc. your project/
program will use to insure student acquisition or development of the
competency stated in column one. Multiple approaches might be used for
each competency; or a given experience may be utilized for the development
of several of your listed competencies.

State the specific behaviors a student might exhibit as he/she acquires or
develops the competency. This is perhaps the most difficult phase of the
task as this behavioral cluster usually represents a set of criterion
measures for assessing student progress. This criterion sct might include
behaviors that are cognitive (knowing so.sething), affective (exhibiting
feeling about conething), psychomotor (doing something), motivational
(doing something extra), etc.

Specify in column 4 the measurement technique's utilized to asters the degree
of competency-proficiency the student has acquired or developed-during his/
her experience in your project/program. Examples: might be scales, question.'
mares, written examinations; behevior checklists, term papers, reports, t
written assignments, etc. In many instances,-as a student progresses
through a set of experiences, the need usually arises where the student
interacts on an individual basis with the faculty e.ember(s) responsible for
tine implementation of the prog:c!s. These sessions usually provide an oppor-
tunity for mutual assessment of cognitive and affective development.

Subuit to the evaluation team that which you have Ileted in columns one aria
four. If you so desire, the evaluation team would be happy to review your
entire package.
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Your meeting with members of the evaluation team concerning the development
at student competencies and means to.; assessing their presence was observed/
perceived as:

1. Inappropriate 1 2 3 4 5 Very appropriate

2. Poorly organised 1 2 3 4 5 Well organized

3. No help at all 1 2 3 4 5 Very helpful

4. Generally poor 1 2 3 4 5 Generally excellent

In general. how effectively did the evaluation team members relate the
objectives of the task(s) of stating competencies and means for assessing
their presence:

3. Objectives very 1 2 3 4 5 Objectives superbly
poorly related related

In general, how effectively did your interactions with evaluation team
membors contribute to your completing the task:

6. Intersctionc were Interactions contributed
illchosen and 1 2 3 4 5 very effectively
ineffective

The general atmosphere (social- emotional climate) during the meeting with
evaluation team members was felt to be:

7. Cold 1 2 3 4 5 Warm

8. Tense 1 2 3 4 5 Relayed

9. Closed 1 2 3 4 5 Open

10. Unemotional 1 2 3 4 5 Emotional

11. Suspicious 1 2 3 4 5 Trusting

12. Pessimistic 1 2 3 4 5 Optimistic

13. Cooperative 1 2 3 4 5 Competitive

14. Dissatisfying 1 2 3 4 5 Satisfying

COMMENTS (optional): -----....
AMINEMMill

RETURN TO:
Bud Harty.
309 - Education Buildin
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u
b
l
i
c
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
s
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
:

A
L
T
E
R
N
A
T
I
V
E
 
S
C
H
O
O
L
'

C
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s

(
R
o
l
e
s
 
f
o
r
 
W
h
i
c
h
 
P
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l

A
r
e
 
B
e
i
n
g
 
P
r
e
p
a
r
e
d
)

B
E

ST
 C

O
PY

 A
V

A
IL

A
B

L
E &
w
 
M
e
a
s
u
r
e
d

1
.

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
f
o
r
 
c
o
n
v
e
n
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
r
o
l
e
s

1
.

E
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
g
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
s

i
n
 
A
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
 
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
s
.

2
.

E
m
p
l
o
y
e
r
 
S
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

a
,

P
r
e
-
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
E
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
s

2
.

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
f
o
r
 
n
e
w
 
r
o
l
e
s
 
i
n

A
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
 
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
s
.

b
.

F
i
e
l
d
 
E
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
s

3
.

J
o
b
 
S
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

a
.

O
p
e
n

c
n
 
T
c
a
c
h
e
r

C
.

I
n
-
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
%
s
n
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
s

b
.

L
e
a
r
n
i
n
g
 
F
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
o
r

4
.

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

2
.

T
o
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
f
o
r
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
c
o
n
v
e
x
-

c
.

C
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m
 
0
.
v
e
l
o
p
e
r

s
i
o
n
 
-
-
 
T
o
 
h
e
l
p
 
c
o
n
v
e
n
t
i
o
n
a
l

5
.

J
u
d
g
e
m
e
n
t
 
b
y
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
S
t
a
f
f

t
e
n
c
h
e
r
a
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

d
.

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
-
A
d
v
i
s
o
r

s
t
y
l
e
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
t
o
 
b
e
 
c
o
n
-

s
i
s
t
e
n
t
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e

6
.

E
x
t
e
r
n
a
l
 
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
-
-
 
e
v
a
/
u
a
-

s
c
h
o
o
l
s
.

3
.

P
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
'
i
o
r
 
L
e
a
d
e
r
i
h
i
p
 
R
o
l
e
s

t
i
o
n
 
b
y
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
 
i
n
 
s
i
t
e
s

i
n
 
A
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
s
.

w
h
e
r
e
 
i
n
t
e
r
n
s
 
a
r
e
 
p
l
a
c
e
d
.

3
.

T
o
 
e
h
c
O
U
r
a
g
e
 
t
h
e
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 
o
f

a
.

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
O
r
g
a
n
i
z
e
r

o
p
t
i
o
n
s
 
i
n
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
s
.

b
.

S
c
h
o
o
l
-
C
o
m
n
i
n
i
t
,
 
L
i
a
i
s
o
n

N
O
T
E
:

A
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
A
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
 
l
a
:

1
)
 
L
t
 
e
l
 
I
t
 
(
I
n
s
t
r
u
m
e
n
t
 
2
)
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
 
o
f
 
N
o
v
e
m
b
e
r
 
1
4
,
 
1
9
7
2
,
 
a
n
d

2
)

P
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
D
e
s
i
g
n
,
 
R
e
v
i
s
e
d
 
M
a
y
,
 
1
0
7
3
.



AMERICAN INDIAN PROJECT

evaluated by.

Gary Andi3r6or.



S
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
C
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s

(
T
h
e
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t

P
l
a
n
s
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
e
p
a
r
e
s
 
a

d
a
i
l
y
 
l
e
s
s
o
n
 
p
l
a
n

a
p
p
l
i
c
a
b
l
e
 
t
o
 
t
h
e

I
n
d
i
a
n
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t

(
2
)

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
s
 
a
n
d
 
e
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
e
s

a
 
v
a
r
i
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c
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b
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i
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p
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c
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v
n
l
u
e
s
 
i
r
e
 
c
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c
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c
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r
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I
n
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c
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T
h
r
o
u
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c
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c
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l
 
c
u
s
s

s
o
c
i
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
-
c
o
o
r
-

"
o
u
t
-
o
f
-
s
c
h
o
o
l
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d
l
e
a
t
e
d
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
 
A
n

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s
 
w
i
t
h

v
a
r
i
o
u
s
 
:
L
e
t
t
i
n
g
s
 
i
n
 
a
d
d
i
t
i
o
n

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
.

t
o
 
t
h
e
 
"
n
o
r
m
a
l
"
 
c
l
e
s
s
r
o
o
m

s
e
t
t
i
n
g
.

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
h
i
s
/
h
e
r
 
a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e

i
n
 
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
 
w
o
r
k
i
n
g

w
i
t
h
 
a
n
d
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
a

m
i
n
o
r
i
t
y
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
i
n
 
a

B
o
a
r
d
i
n
g
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
 
a
t
m
o
o
p
h
e
r
e

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
t
y
p
e
s
 
o
f

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
i
n
g
 
t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s

a
r
c
 
m
o
s
t
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
f
o
r

h
i
m
/
h
e
r
.

O
b
s
e
r
v
e
a
 
a
n
d
 
e
i
s
e
n
s
n
e
e

i
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n
 
i
n

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
-
 
t
o
 
t
h
e

u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
 
a
n
d

i
n
t
r
r
e
s
t
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
.

O
b
s
e
r
v
e
 
a
n
d
 
d
i
s
c
u
s
s

t
h
e
 
s
t
r
e
n
g
t
h
 
a
n
d

w
e
a
k
n
e
s
s
 
o
f
 
e
a
c
h

t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
 
a
s

p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
d
.



ASSOCIATE INSTRUCTOR PROGRAM

evz,luated b'

1: an Majer



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

PROJECT CVTETENCIES AS COMFILLD PROS! PROJECT DCSi5NS
)12W FILW cummacimons AS OF UOVZYZER 15, 1972

COIYIeti:neleS
warownws fevaara.+=mweren..o-ore.

VOW HtaKured
Associate InsLructoc

1) Develop teachins OULU through teacher 1) Evaluation of communication
skills utilized in teaching
iCh&i4U by atuderiti.

training.

2) Improved classroom effectiveness.
2) evaluation of competency

3) Confidence in teaching role #1 by supervlsor.

4) Micro teaching

(Use s?aec below for any revisions (additizns, deletions or m4dificaticns)

*,t * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
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COMPETENCY BASED SOC I AL
STUD I ES PROGRAM

evaluated by

Lee Ehran
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1

se
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C
o
m
p
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t
e
n
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i
e
s

C
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
y
 
B
a
s
e
d
 
S
o
c
i
a
l
 
S
t
u
d
i
e
s

V
l

N
o
w
 
M
e
a
s
u
r
e
d

1
.

T
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
h
i
s
t
o
r
i
c
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
s
o
c
i
a
l
-
s
c
i
e
n
c
e
 
c
o
n
c
e
p
t
s
.

1
,
 
2
,
 
3

P
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
 
i
a
 
p
r
e
p
a
r
i
n
g
 
f
o
r
 
e
n
d
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

l
e
s
s
o
n
s
 
i
n
-
t
h
e
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
l
a
b
o
r
a
t
o
r
y
 
a
n
d
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
s
i
t
e
s
 
i
s

2
.

T
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
f
o
r
 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
 
s
o
l
v
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
s
o
c
i
a
l
 
s
t
u
d
i
e
s

j
u
d
g
e
d
 
b
y
 
f
a
c
u
l
t
y
 
s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
s
,
 
p
e
e
r
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

3
.

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
 
a
r
e
a
s
.

T
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
f
o
r
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
d
 
v
a
l
u
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
 
o
f

a
g
a
i
n
s
t
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
,
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
 
i
n
 
c
l
a
s
s
,
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
u
l
a
r

t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
t
a
s
k
s
 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
a
s
s
i
g
n
m
e
n
t
,

F
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
 
i
s
 
e
!
.
v
e
n
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
i
m
m
e
d
i
a
t
e
l
y

v
a
l
u
e
-
l
a
d
e
n
 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
.

a
f
t
e
r
 
t
h
e
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
s
e
s
s
i
o
n
,
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
 
v
i
d
e
o
t
a
p
e
 
r
e
p
l
a
y

4
.

S
k
i
l
l
 
i
n
 
d
i
a
g
n
o
s
i
s
 
a
n
d
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
n
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
.

5
.

S
k
i
l
l
 
i
n
 
d
e
s
c
r
i
b
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
i
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
i
n
g
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
-

l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g
 
s
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

S
.

K
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 
o
f
 
a
 
r
a
n
g
e
 
o
f
 
s
o
c
i
a
l
 
s
t
u
d
i
e
s
 
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m

m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
 
a
n
d
 
s
k
i
l
l
 
i
n
 
a
d
o
p
t
i
n
g
,
 
a
d
a
p
t
i
n
g
,
 
a
n
d

i
n
v
e
n
t
i
n
g
 
s
u
c
h
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
.

o
f
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
s
e
g
m
e
n
t
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
l
e
s
s
o
n
,
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
s
 
f
o
r

r
e
m
e
d
y
i
n
g
 
a
n
y
 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
 
a
r
e
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
.

I
n
 
t
h
e
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

'
l
a
b
o
r
a
t
o
r
y
 
t
h
e
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
o
f
t
e
n
 
r
e
t
c
a
c
h
e
s
 
a
n
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
d

v
e
r
s
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
s
a
m
e
 
l
e
s
s
o
n
 
t
o
 
a
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
o
f
 
s
t
u
d
-

e
n
t
s
,
 
u
s
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
s
a
n
e
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
 
a
s
 
b
e
f
o
r
e
.

4
W
r
i
t
t
e
n
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
a
l
 
e
x
e
r
c
i
s
e
s
 
i
n
v
o
l
v
i
n
g
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l

.
p
u
p
i
l
s
 
o
r
 
c
l
a
s
s
e
s
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
u
s
e
d
 
t
o
 
j
u
d
g
e
 
s
k
i
l
l
s
 
i
n
 
t
h
i
s

a
r
e
a
.

O
n
e
 
i
d
e
a
 
b
e
i
n
g
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
 
i
s
 
t
o
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
 
a
 
s
h
o
r
t
 
q
u
i
z

a
s
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f
 
e
a
c
h
 
l
a
b
o
r
a
t
o
r
y
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
e
x
e
r
c
i
s
e
;
 
i
t
 
i
s

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
e
r
e
d
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
j
u
n
i
o
r
 
h
i
g
h
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
a
f
t
e
r
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n

a
s
 
a
 
t
e
s
t
 
o
f
 
l
e
s
s
o
n
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
 
a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
,
 
a
s
 
w
e
l
l
 
a
s

s
k
i
l
l
 
i
n
 
d
e
v
i
s
i
n
g
 
t
e
s
t
s
.

5
W
r
i
t
t
e
n
 
a
n
d
 
o
r
a
l
 
c
l
a
s
s
 
e
x
e
r
c
i
s
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
u
s
e
d
 
t
o
 
d
e
m
o
n
-

s
t
r
a
t
e
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
s
k
i
l
l
 
i
n
 
d
e
s
c
r
i
b
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
i
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
i
n
g

p
r
o
t
o
c
o
l
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
 
d
e
p
i
c
t
i
n
g
 
v
a
r
i
o
u
s
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
o
f
.
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
.

A
l
s
o
,
 
p
e
e
r
 
o
b
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
f
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
l
a
b
o
r
-

a
t
o
r
y
 
a
f
f
o
r
d
s
 
a
 
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
a
l
 
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
s
e
 
s
k
i
l
l
s
.

6
W
r
i
t
t
e
n
 
a
s
s
i
g
n
m
e
n
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e

t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
l
a
b
o
r
a
t
o
r
y
 
a
n
d
 
i
n
-
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
.
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EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAM

evaluated by

Mary Lafollette



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

C07.4FETENCIF.3 FOR SIIIDEi7TS r.ARLY CHILDHOOD

EDUCATIO FROCAM

The student will: The instructor will:

1. be able to record observations 1.

of children's behavior (ages 3-8
yrs) in various school settings
and diagnose factors relating to
the learning situation from the
observations.

2. be able to select appropriate 2.

learning goals for young children
and use these as a basis tor
planning daily on-going learning
experiences.

3. be able to identify a wide ranee
of behaviors of young children
(ages 3-8 ycacs) and will be able
to give several possible.recoe-
mendetions and/or solutions to
problems which are evident.

27

a) analyze students' technicues for re-
.cording observational data on children's
behavior.
b) in seminar discussions judge a
student's ability to analyze a child's
behavior in a specific learning situation
and the possible factors determining it.

a) critique student's instructional plans
for appropriateness of goals, instruc-
tional methods and use of mete:I:leis in
their written instructional plans
b) observe and-evaluate student's class
room performanr!e

.3. judge etudent's abillry to identify
an make cdoquete recomeleldatJens about
children's behavior throueb written.
reactien$ toselected films, from student's
daily accounts in Log Loek, end from
written observation reports.

4. be able to recognize the components4.
of a wholesome classroom atmoo-
phere and will be able.to contri-
bute.ideas and methods to pyompte
a poeitive leer reing environment both
indoors and outdoors.

5. be able to provide instruetion re .5.
lated to the chi? ms's 4ndividual
goals and prescribe experiences .

which develop the .child `s

a) judge an eeamination paper of the
student's ability to describe the charac-
teristics of a wholesoele classroom atwos-
phere
b) observe and judge the effectiveness
of student's application of skills,
methods and techeequeS in se::tine up
learning environments and guiding and
evaluating learning both Indoors and
outdoors in the field setting.

a)obcerve and race the student's skills
at applying various teacbing methods and
child develoeoent knowledge in individualiel
classroom instruction ia a field situation.
b) review and critique student's plans
and evaluations for learning activities
as she pleas for, implements, and evaluates
individualized classroom instruction in
the field situation.



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

6. be able to apply knowledge from 6,

various child development theories
in assessing planning and evalu-
ating children's behavior in a
learning environment.

7. be able to discuss clearly and
objectively individual children,
the curriculum, school policy,
methods of handling behavior wit%
parents, community groups, and
other professionals interested
in children.

8. a) tc begin formulating own
theory of child developmene and
philosophy of early childhood
education
b) to be able to write his philo-
sophy of early childhood education.

28

assess student's skills in applying knowl-
edge of various child development
theories in assessing, planning, and
evaluating children's bele or through
a continuous weekly Log Book and from
written observation reports assigned
by course instructors.

7. observe atudenes in role-playing episot:es
in real situations and/or viewing and
listening to tapes of student interviews
with. parents and ocher professionals
to judge student's ability to express
effectively her views end ideas with
supporting facts and accurate knowledge.

8. a) listen to student's formal and informal
comments about their philosophies and
child development theories during con-
ferences and seminar discussions.
b) analyze student's written philosophy
of early childhood edt :cation for clarity
and factual information at the end of the
early childhood education program.

9. acquire a contieeally gte.a.,ing tile 9.

of notes, visual aids, resourees,
ideas, commercial and band-made
Instructional materials for
future use in teaching the young
child

/0. be able to effectively evaluate 10.

his own instruceion in a class-
room and recognize his streneths
and weaknesses in his prafessioual
growth.

April 30, 1973

reartew the student's collection of resources,
instructional materials, visual aids,
references, materials, notes and judge
the student's ability to select and or-
ganize appropriate materials.

judge the student's awareness of his strength
and weaknesses and geo4ch-as a classroom
teacher through oersnnel. teeefereuces with
the students, written evaluetion scales,
viewing and discussing with stu4ents video
tapes of classroom performance.

274 7;2
ve,12:,..,4.4..protram Director

-ea- Lee e.../L.,/ ea.e. , 7 .4e.. 6ef7L, Program Evaluation

4
..42e'fr/osa" . oy" co-7z/ita7GL Early Childhood Educe

, .

rjac./..ia tion, Faculty Members



ENCORE PROGRAM

avaluated by

Vernon Droessi er
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O
b
s
e
r
v
e
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a
n
d
 
d
i
a
g
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u
p
i
l
 
b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
 
a
n
d
 
l
e
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r
n
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n
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a
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a
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s
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o
r
 
p
l
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g
 
l
e
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n
g
 
e
x
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n
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s
.

2

S
e
l
e
c
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g
 
e
x
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e
r
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e
n
c
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m
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,
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e
n
c
e
,
 
a
n
d
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o
c
i
a
l
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t
u
d
i
e
s
.

3

S
e
l
e
c
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
u
s
e
s
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
l
y
 
t
e
x
t
b
o
o
k
s
,
 
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m

g
u
i
d
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
s
i
m
i
l
a
r
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
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o
n
a
l
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
 
t
h
a
t
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r
e

a
p
p
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o
p
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i
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e
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o
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h
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t
e
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l
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i
e
s
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a
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d
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e
e
d
s

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
u
p
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l
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S
e
l
e
c
t
s
 
a
n
d
/
o
r
 
c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
s
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
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l
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a
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-
V
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y
 
t
o
 
e
n
h
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n
c
e
 
p
u
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l
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g
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O
r
g
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n
i
z
e
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l
e
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g
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p
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b
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o
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d
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-
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p
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e
 
p
u
p
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l
 
i
n
q
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y
 
a
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d

p
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o
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l
e
m
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l
v
i
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E
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e
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
s
e
t
t
i
n
g
s
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
n

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
s
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
t
o
 
m
e
e
t
 
t
h
e
 
n
e
e
d
s
 
o
f
 
c
h
i
o
d
r
e
n
 
i
n
 
e
a
c
h

u
n
i
q
u
e
 
s
e
t
t
i
n
g
.

7

I
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
s
 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
 
i
n
 
c
l
a
s
s
r
o
o
m
 
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 
a
n
d
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
s

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
 
a
c
t
i
o
n
s
 
t
o
 
c
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
t
h
e
s
e

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
a

r
a
n
g
e
 
o
f
 
a
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
 
a
c
t
i
o
n
s
.

1

F
a
c
u
l
t
y
 
o
f
 
e
a
c
h
 
s
u
b
j
e
c
t
 
a
r
e
a
 
o
b
s
e
r
v
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
j
u
d
g
e
s
 
t
h
e

a
d
e
q
u
a
c
y
 
o
f
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
 
o
n
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
 
c
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
s
,
'

c
l
a
s
s
 
a
s
s
i
g
n
m
e
n
t
s
,
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
a
c
t
u
a
l
 
c
l
a
s
s
-

r
o
o
m
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
.

2

S
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
i
n
g
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
f
i
l
l
 
o
u
t
 
w
e
e
k
l
y
 
c
h
e
c
k
l
i
s
t
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
w
o
r
k
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
c
l
a
s
s
r
o
o
m
 
a
n
d
 
m
a
k
e
 
a

f
i
n
a
l
 
o
v
e
r
a
l
l
 
c
h
e
c
k
l
i
s
t
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
e
n
d
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

s
e
m
e
s
t
e
r
;
 
c
o
v
e
r
i
n
g
 
s
u
c
h
 
i
t
e
m
s
 
a
s
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

q
u
a
l
i
t
i
e
s
,
 
l
e
s
s
o
n
 
p
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
s
k
i
l
l
.

3

F
a
c
u
l
t
y
 
m
a
k
e
 
a
 
v
i
d
e
o
-
t
a
p
e
 
o
f
 
e
a
c
h
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
,
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
i
n

t
h
e
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y
 
c
l
a
s
s
r
o
m
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
v
i
e
w
 
t
h
i
s
 
t
a
p
e
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
i
r

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
.

4

F
a
c
u
l
t
y
 
h
o
l
d
 
c
o
n
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s
 
a
t
 
m
i
d
-
t
e
r
m
 
a
n
d
 
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
e
n
d
 
o
f

t
h
e
 
s
e
m
e
s
t
e
r
 
w
i
t
h
 
e
a
c
h
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
.

F
a
c
u
l
t
y
 
i
m
p
r
e
s
s
i
o
n
s
 
a
n
d

t
h
e
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
'
 
o
w
n
 
i
m
p
r
e
s
s
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
 
a
r
e

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
d
.

5

F
a
c
u
l
t
y
 
h
a
v
e
 
a
 
f
i
n
a
l
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
c
o
n
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
 
i
n
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
t
h
e
i
r

i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
 
a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
i
n
g
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
'
s

a
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
e
a
c
h
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
a
r
e
 
c
o
m
p
a
r
e
d
 
b
e
f
o
r
e
 
t
h
e
 
f
i
n
a
l

r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
s
 
w
r
i
t
t
e
n
 
b
y
 
o
n
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
f
a
c
u
l
t
y
.



S
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
C
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s

(
T
h
e
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
.
.
.
)

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
C
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
M
e
t
h
o
d
 
o
f
 
A
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
,
 
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

A
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t

(
E
N
C
O
R
E
.
.
.
 
)

8
.

E
x
a
m
i
n
e
s
,
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
s
,
 
a
s
s
i
m
i
l
a
t
e
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
w
h
e
n
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
c
o
n
c
e
p
t
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
o
p
e
n
 
c
l
a
s
s
r
o
o
m
.

9

W
o
r
k
s
 
c
o
o
p
e
r
a
t
i
v
e
l
y
 
w
i
t
h
 
f
e
l
l
o
w
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
,
 
s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
s
,

a
n
d
 
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
s
 
i
n
 
t
y
p
i
c
a
l
 
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
 
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
-

s
h
i
p
s
,
 
b
o
t
h
 
f
o
r
m
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
l
.

1
0

E
k
h
i
b
i
t
s
 
p
o
i
s
e
,
 
c
o
n
f
i
d
e
n
c
e
,
 
a
n
d
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
 
a
n
d
 
a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s
 
w
h
i
l
e
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g

c
e
n
t
e
r
.

6

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
,
 
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
b
e
g
i
n
n
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
e
n
d
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
s
e
m
e
s
t
e
r
,

a
n
o
n
y
m
o
u
s
l
y
 
m
a
r
k
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
d
e
g
r
e
e
 
o
f
 
a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
 
w
i
t
h
 
c
e
r
t
a
i
n

a
s
s
u
m
p
t
i
o
n
s
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g
 
t
h
a
t
 
u
n
d
e
r
l
y
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
n
c
e
p
t
 
o
f

t
h
e
 
o
p
e
n
 
c
l
a
s
s
r
o
o
m
.

7

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
,
 
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
e
n
d
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
s
e
m
e
s
t
e
r
,
 
a
n
o
n
y
m
o
u
s
l
y
 
m
a
r
k

t
h
e
 
d
e
g
r
e
e
 
o
f
 
c
o
n
f
i
d
e
n
c
e
 
t
h
e
y
 
h
a
v
e
 
c
o
n
e
e
r
u
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

t
o
 
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
 
t
h
e
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
c
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s
 
f
o
r
 
s
e
m
e
s
t
e
r
 
B
.
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PROJECT COMIETENCIZS AS OOITILED FRON PROJECT DESIGNS
AND FILED COniUNICATIONS AS OF NOVEMBER 15, 1972

...___Comaatencies How Measured
Field Based studeis in Teacher Ed.

1) To develop the interest and capacity to work 1) An intention to
cooperatively as a team member toward the iin measure student
provement of instruction and curriculum. progress in in-

dicated, but gratiQ
2) To develop the interest and necessary abilities fication procedures

to engage in and make use of research in the im- are not specified.
provement of instruction and curriculum.

:1). To develop the skills and teaching techniques
necessary to foster and direct open inquity and
the internalization of the processes therein ire.
eluded on the part of pupils.

4) To develop cotImunication skills that facilitate
the personal growth of self and others.

5) To develop a broad range of evaluetive skills in-
eluding those for appraising the learning charac-
teristics of individual pupils.

6) To become well-informed teachers, fully aware of
the problems which con front the society and ac-
tively involved as change agents in the society.

7) To become teachers who are comnatted to a demo-
cratic perception of education especialty with
regard to equalizing edsicationsi opportunity,
supporting a participatory democracy and a
pluralistic society.

8) To become teachers who can apply the concepts
and methodologies of the social sciences to
social problems.

9) To possess a high degree of empathy for others,
especially for those who are of different
ethnic backgrounds.

(Use space below for any revisions (additions, deletions or modifications)

* * * * ft lb: * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
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S
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
C
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s

(
T
h
e
 
s
t
u
e
c
n
t

,
)

(
1
)

D
a
v
o
l
o
p
2
 
a
n
d
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
s
 
h
i
s

o
w
n
.
a
n
d
 
h
i
s
 
p
u
p
i
l
s
°
 
c
o
n
y

m
u
n
t
e
n
t
i
c
.
n
 
s
k
i
l
l
s
 
-
-
 
s
p
e
a
k
-

a
n
d
 
l
i
e
t
e
n
i
r
g
,
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g

a
n
d
 
w
r
i
t
i
n
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
i
n
k
i
n
g

b
o
t
h
.
 
c
r
i
t
I
c
I
l
y
 
a
n
d
 
c
r
e
a
-

t
i
v
e
l
y
.

t
2
)

O
r
g
L
n
i
z
o
s
 
a
 
n
i
n
e
-
w
e
e
k
 
l
u
-

e
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
r
A
l
 
u
n
i
t
 
i
n
 
j
o
u
r
-

n
a
l
i
s
m
 
p
b
,
J
a
e
-
e
l
e
c
t
i
v
o
:
4
.

T
b
4
 
.
a
m
i
t
 
f
:
1
1
c
,
u
l
d
 
i
n
c
l
e
t
d
e

s
t
;
j
c
a
t
i
v
c
n
,
 
c
o
n
t
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
b
e

c
o
v
e
r
e
d
,
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
,
 
i
n
-

s
t
r
u
c
t
:
i
s
/
n
i
x
'
 
r
a
t
e
r
l
a
l
s
 
a
n
d

e
s
,
I
'
d
p
m
c
n
t
,
 
a
n
d
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

r
e
:
n
o
d
s
.

T
h
t
!
z
o
 
i
t
e
L
t
i
s
 
m
a
y

b
o
 
p
r
i
!
i
N
d
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
u
n
i
t

o
r
 
d
e
s
e
r
i
t
:
d
 
i
n
 
d
e
t
a
i
l
.

(
3
)

P
i
e
r
s
.
a
n
d
 
p
r
e
p
a
r
e
s
 
a
 
p
o
r
t
-

f
o
l
i
o
 
o
Z
 
d
p
i
l
y
 
l
e
s
o
n

p
l
a
n
s
.

(
4
)
.

W
r
i
t
e
s
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
 
i
n
 
b
e
d
.

h
a
v
i
o
r
n
1
 
o
r
 
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e

t
e
r
m
s
 
f
u
r
 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
l
e
a
r
n
r

i
s
u
.
t
a
a
k
s
 
i
n
 
j
o
u
r
n
a
l
i
s
m
.
-

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

(
T
h
e
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r
 
0
 
0

B
E
S
T
C
O
N
A
V
A
I
L
A
B
L
E

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
B
e
h
a
v
i
e
r
o

(
T
h
e
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t

.
)

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
 
o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
 
f
o
r

s
t
u
d
e
n
t

t
o
 
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
 
e
o
n

m
a
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
s
k
i
l
l
e
 
i
n
 
a
n
d
 
(
r
a
t

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
c
l
a
s
s
r
o
o
m
;

P
r
o
v
i
t
t
s
 
e
x
a
m
p
l
e
s
 
o
f
 
c
o
r
m
-
.

m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
e
f
f
o
r
t
s
 
o
f
 
p
u
p
i
l
s

f
o
r
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
,

P
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
 
e
x
a
m
p
l
e
s
 
o
f
 
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s

u
n
i
t
s
 
f
o
r
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
a
'
i
a
l
u
a
t
o

a
n
d
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
;

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
g
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

f
o
r
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
t
o

i
n
 
p
r
o
.
.

p
a
r
i
n
g
 
u
n
i
t
;

P
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
 
s
a
m
p
l
e
s
 
o
f
 
p
h
a
s
e
-

e
l
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
d
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
s
 
f
o
r

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
c
r
i
t
i
q
u
e
.

D
e
c
o
r
s
 
`
r
a
t
e
s
 
t
h
e
.
d
e
s
i
r
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

o
f
 
?
s
a
v
i
n
g
 
l
e
s
s
o
r
.
 
p
l
a
n
s
 
o
f
 
m
o
m
s

s
o
r
t
;
 
P
r
e
n
e
n
t
a
 
s
a
m
p
l
e
 
l
e
s
s
o
n

p
l
a
n
s
 
.
f
o
r
 
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
 
b
y
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
,

P
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
 
e
x
a
m
p
l
e
s
 
o
f
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

i
n
 
b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
n
o
n
e
.
b
a
b
a
v
i
o
r
a
l

t
e
r
r
s
;
 
P
r
o
v
4
d
e
s
 
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
 
i
n

v
i
s
i
t
i
n
g
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
 
f
o
r
 
a
 
v
a
r
i
e
t
y

o
f
 
t
a
s
k
s
;
 
D
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
s
 
v
a
l
u
e
 
o
r

w
o
r
t
h
w
h
i
l
e
n
e
s
s
 
o
f
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
;

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
 
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
 
i
n
 
o
r
d
e
r
i
n
g
 
o
r

s
e
q
u
e
n
c
i
n
g
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
.

M
a
s
t
e
r
s
 
c
o
m
a
n
n
i
c
n
t
i
o
n

s
k
i
l
l
s
 
a
n
d
/
o
r
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
s

e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
s
k
i
l
l
-
l
e
v
e
l
s
;

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
s
 
s
k
i
l
l
s
 
a
n
d

p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
s
 
o
f
 
p
u
p
i
l
s
.

r
i
t
i
q
u
o
s
,
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
s
,
 
a
n
d

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
s
.
o
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
u
n
i
t
s

p
r
o
p
a
r
e
d
 
b
y
 
f
e
w
e
r
 
s
t
u
-

d
e
n
t
s
 
o
r
 
c
l
a
s
s
r
o
o
m
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
:
-

P
l
a
n
s
,
.
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
e
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
N
^
e
-

p
a
r
o
s
 
h
A
s
 
o
w
n
 
u
n
i
t
.

P
r
e
p
a
r
e
s
 
d
a
i
l
y
 
-
l
e
s
s
e
n
 
p
l
a
n
s

f
o
r
 
h
i
s
 
o
w
n
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
s
i
t
u
 
-

a
t
?
 
o
n
 
t
o
 
f
i
t
 
h
i
s
 
o
w
n
 
s
t
y
l
e
;

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
h
e
r
 
t
o
 
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t

s
e
g
m
e
n
t
s
o
f
 
h
i
s
 
n
i
n
e
-
w
e
e
k
.

u
n
i
t
.

D
i
3
C
O
Y
O
r
a
 
v
a
l
u
e
 
o
f
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

i
n
 
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
 
t
e
r
m
s
;

P
r
e
p
a
r
e
s
 
o
b
j
e
t
t
i
v
o
s
.
f
o
r

s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g
 
t
a
s
k
s
,

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
l
l
o
t
h
e
d
a

(
T
h
e
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

,
.
)

O
b
s
e
r
v
e
s
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
'
s
 
a
p
p
l
i
m
7

c
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
s
k
i
l
l
s
 
i
l
l
 
c
o
l
-

l
e
g
e
 
a
n
d
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
 
s
e
I
t
o
o
l

5
%
0
:
t
i
n
g
e
;
 
c
a
l
l
 
e
s
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
t

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
p
u
p
i
l
s
'

c
o
n
n
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
k
i
l
l
s
.

j
u
d
g
e
s
 
u
n
i
t
 
o
n
 
i
t
s
 
o
e
f
t
!
»

p
l
e
t
e
s
e
s
p
,
 
a
p
p
r
s
p
r
i
a
t
e
n
e
s
s
,

a
p
p
l
i
c
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
,
 
a
n
d

c
r
e
a
t
i
v
i
t
y
.

J
u
d
g
e
s
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
e
p
a
r
e
d
 
p
o
r
t
.
.

f
o
l
i
o
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
o
f

(
2
)
 
a
t
o
v
e
.

J
u
d
g
e
s
 
t
h
e
 
d
e
g
r
e
e
 
o
f

s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
i
t
y
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
 
i
n
 
t
a
o

O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
l
o
g
i
c
a
l

s
e
q
u
e
n
c
e
 
a
n
d
 
o
r
d
e
r
i
n
g
.



D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
a
n
d
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
s
 
a

v
a
r
i
e
t
y
 
o
f
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
 
o
f
 
p
u
p
i
l
 
p
e
r
m

f
o
r
m
a
t
e
e
 
i
n
 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c

l
e
a
r
n
i
n
u
 
t
a
s
k
s
.

(
6
)

C
o
M
p
a
r
c
;

a
n
d
 
c
o
u
t
r
a
e
t
s

j
o
u
r
n
a
l
i
s
m
 
o
f
f
e
r
i
n
g
s
 
i
n

h
i
g
h
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
s
.

(
7
)

A
c
q
u
i
r
e
 
.
.
.
3
 
a
n
d
 
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
e
s

'
a
 
c
o
l
l
o
n
t
i
o
n
 
o
r
 
s
o
u
r
c
e

f
i
l
e
 
o
I
 
n
o
t
e
s
,
 
v
i
c
u
a
l

a
i
d
s
,
 
r
:
.
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
,
 
r
e
f
e
r
-

e
n
c
e
s
,
 
r
n
r
p
l
i
e
r
s
 
e
t
c
.

.

t
o
r
 
f
u
:
x
.
r
e
 
u
s
e
.

(
0
)

D
o
v
e
l
o
v
.
3
 
a
n
d
 
a
c
q
u
i
r
e
s
 
a

v
a
r
i
e
t
T
 
o
f
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

s
t
y
l
e
s
 
a
i
d
 
s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
,

(
9
)

C
o
n
d
u
c
t
:
:
 
a
n
d
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
.
.

p
a
t
e
s
 
i
n
 
l
a
r
g
e
 
a
n
d

1
4
4
1
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
.
.

a
t
i
o
n
s
.

P
r
e
s
e
a
t
s
,
 
d
i
o
c
u
e
s
e
s
 
a
n
a
l
y
g
e
s
i

a
n
d
 
v
a
l
u
e
s
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
t
e
c
h

n
i
q
u
e
s
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
 
d
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
c
u
r
-

x
.
c
u
l
u
m
 
g
u
i
d
e
s
 
o
r
 
p
h
a
s
e
-
e
l
e
c
t
i
v
e
'

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
i
n
 
h
i
g
h
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
;

G
u
i
d
e
s
 
d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
o
f
f
e
r
i
n
g
s
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
w
i
t
h
 
n
a
m
e
s
 
a
n
d

a
d
d
r
e
s
s
e
s
 
o
f
 
s
u
p
p
l
i
e
r
s
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
-

s
o
u
r
c
e
s
;

D
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
s
 
v
a
l
u
e
 
o
f
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n

o
r
 
f
i
l
e
;

P
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
 
c
-
A
a
m
p
l
e
s
 
o
f
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
,
.

i
o
n
s
 
o
r
 
f
i
l
e
s
.

D
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
e
s
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
s
t
y
l
e
s

a
n
d
 
s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
;

.
D
i
e
c
u
s
s
e
s
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
n
e
s
s
 
0
1
:

v
a
r
i
o
u
s
 
s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
 
i
n
 
a
s
s
o
r
t
e
d

s
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

D
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
u
t
i
l
i
z
e
s

l
a
r
g
e
 
a
n
d
 
s
m
a
l
l
 
g
r
o
u
p

a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
.

B
E

ST
 C

O
PY

 A
V

A
IL

A
B

L
E

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
.
 
w
h
a
t
 
t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s

a
r
o
 
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
 
t
o
 
h
i
z
s
 
a
n
d

t
h
e
 
a
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
d
i
s
a
l
.
,

v
a
n
t
a
o
o
s
 
o
f
 
e
a
c
h

E
m
p
l
o
y
s
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
 
t
e
c
h
-

n
i
q
u
e
s
 
i
n
 
h
i
s
 
t
e
a
c
h
l
i
t
g
,

A
n
a
l
y
z
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
v
a
l
u
e
s
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
i
n
 
j
o
u
r
a
a
l
i
s
m
 
w
i
t
h

t
h
e
 
p
u
r
p
o
s
e
 
o
f
 
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
i
n
g

s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
 
f
o
r
 
s
u
c
h
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

B
e
g
i
n
s
 
t
o
 
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
e
 
a
n
d

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
 
h
i
s
 
o
w
n
 
l
i
b
r
a
r
y
 
o
f

m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
.

O
b
s
e
r
v
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
s
 
a

v
a
r
i
e
t
y
 
o
f
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
s
t
y
l
e
s

a
n
d
 
s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
;

P
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
s
 
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
i
n
g
 
a

v
a
r
i
e
t
y
 
o
f
 
s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
;

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
h
i
s
 
o
w
n
 
s
t
l
'
e
n
g
t
s

a
n
d
 
w
o
a
k
n
e
s
s
e
s
 
a
s
 
h
e
 
e
x
-

p
l
o
r
e
s
 
v
a
r
i
o
u
s
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

s
t
y
l
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
.

L
e
e
d
s
 
l
a
r
g
e
 
a
n
d
 
s
m
a
l
l

g
r
o
u
p
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
;

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
t
h
e
 
v
a
l
u
e
 
0
2
 
l
a
r
g
e

a
n
d
 
m
e
a
n
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
'
 
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

a
n
d
 
t
h
e
i
r
,
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
n
e
s
s

w
i
t
h
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
p
u
p
i
l
 
g
r
o
u
p
s

a
n
d
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s
.

O
b
s
e
r
v
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
s

t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
d
 
f
o
r

t
h
e
i
r
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
n
e
s
s
 
t
o

t
h
e
 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
l
e
a
t
n
i
n
g

t
a
s
k
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
p
u
p
i
l
s

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
.

C
r
i
t
i
q
u
o
s
 
s
t
u
d
o
:
i
t
'
s

a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
d
i
s
c
o
v
e
r

s
t
r
e
n
g
t
h
s
 
a
i
l
d
 
w
e
a
l
i
n
e
s
t
e
s

I
n
 
a
 
j
o
u
r
n
a
l
i
s
m
 
p
r
o
g
r
c
m
.

O
b
s
e
r
v
e
s
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
'
s
 
a
k
i
l
i
t

t
o
 
d
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
 
s
,
e
!
r
c
e
e
 
a
n
,
J
.

h
i
s
 
m
e
t
h
o
d
 
o
f
 
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
i
n
g

t
h
e
 
f
i
l
e
 
o
r
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
.

O
b
s
e
r
v
e
s
 
s
t
u
d
e
a
t
 
a
s
 
b
e

p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
s
 
s
t
y
l
e
s
 
a
n
d
.

s
t
r
a
t
e
g
i
e
s
 
i
n
 
m
i
c
r
o
'

t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t

t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
s
e
t
t
i
n
g
s
,

O
b
s
e
r
v
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
c
r
i
t
i
q
u
e
s

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
'
s
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n

i
n
 
l
a
r
g
e
 
a
n
d
 
s
m
a
l
l
 
g
r
o
u
p

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
'
s

p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
 
a
t
 
l
o
a
d
i
n
g
 
b
o
t
h
.

c
s



(
L
U
)

S
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
e
s
 
p
u
p
i
l
s
 
i
n

p
r
o
d
u
c
i
n
g
 
a
 
n
e
w
s
p
a
p
e
r
,

y
e
a
r
b
o
o
k
,
 
l
i
t
e
r
a
r
y
 
m
a
g
a
-

z
i
n
e
,
 
a
n
d
/
o
r
 
n
e
w
s
 
b
u
r
e
a
u

r
e
l
e
a
s
e
. (
1
1
)

R
e
c
o
g
n
i
z
e
s
 
s
o
m
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

l
e
g
a
l
 
a
s
p
a
c
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
v
i
v
e
,
-

s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
c
s
 
o
f
 
h
i
s
 
r
o
l
e
 
a
s

a
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
.

(
1
2
)

A
c
q
u
i
r
e
s
 
a
 
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
 
t
o
w
a
r
d
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

a
n
d
 
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s
 
w
i
t
h

p
u
p
i
l
s
 
s
a
d
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
 
-

n
e
l
 
,

(
2
3
)

A
n
a
l
y
z
e
s
 
h
i
s
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

s
t
r
e
a
g
t
a
a
 
a
n
d
 
w
e
a
k
n
e
s
s
e
s

w
h
i
c
h
 
w
i
l
l
 
a
f
f
e
c
t
 
h
i
s

p
r
o
f
e
e
s
i
c
n
a
l
 
b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
.

(
1
4
)

A
n
a
l
y
z
e
'
 
h
i
s
 
v
a
l
u
e
s
 
w
h
i
c
h

w
i
l
l
 
a
f
r
L
e
t
 
h
i
s
 
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
'

i
e
n
a
l
 
b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
,

P
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
 
f
o
r
 
d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n
 
t
h
e

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
a
d
v
i
s
e
r
.

D
i
s
c
u
s
v
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
 
s
i
t
u
-

a
t
i
o
n
s
 
i
n
v
o
l
v
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
l
e
g
a
l

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r

a
n
d
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
a
d
v
i
s
e
r
.

P
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
 
s
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
a
s
 
f
o
r

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
e
x
p
l
o
r
e
 
i
n
 
t
e
r
m
s

o
f
 
p
u
p
i
l
/
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
o
r
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
/

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
o
r
 
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
 
d
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n
 
o
r
 
s
i
n
a
r
.

l
a
t
e
d
 
c
l
a
s
s
r
o
o
m
 
s
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

w
h
i
c
h
 
a
n
e
w
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e

h
i
s
 
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
t
e
a
c
h
;

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
 
i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
a
g

f
o
r
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
s
 
o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
!
.
.
e
e
 
f
o
r

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
t
o
 
s
t
a
t
e
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
v
i
e
w

h
i
s
 
v
a
l
u
e
s
 
o
r
 
t
o
 
r
e
s
h
a
p
e
 
t
h
e
m
.

B
E

S
T

 C
O

P
Y

 A
V

A
IL

A
B

LE

W
e
r
k
e
 
w
i
t
h
 
p
u
p
i
/
s
 
i
n
 
v
a
r
i
-

o
u
s
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
 
i
n
 
p
r
o
d
u
c
i
n
g

h
i
g
h
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
,

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
t
h
e
 
l
e
g
a
l
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
-

s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
 
o
f
 
h
i
s
 
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n
;

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
h
o
w
 
t
o
 
p
r
o
t
e
c
t

h
i
m
s
e
l
f
 
f
r
o
m
 
l
a
w
 
s
u
i
t
s
 
r
e
-
.

s
u
i
t
i
n
g
 
f
r
o
m
 
t
h
e
 
e
x
e
r
c
i
s
e
 
o
f

h
i
s
 
d
u
t
i
e
s
.

R
e
c
o
g
n
i
z
e
s
 
h
i
s
 
a
n
d
 
o
t
h
e
r
s
'

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s
 
t
o
w
a
r
d
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
a
g

a
n
d
 
p
u
p
i
l
s
.

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
i
f
 
b
e
 
r
e
a
l
l
y

w
a
n
t
s
 
t
o
 
b
e
 
a
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

I
d
e
n
t
i
t
i
e
s
 
s
t
r
e
n
g
t
h
s
 
a
n
d

r
e
a
k
n
e
s
s
e
e
.

D
i
s
c
o
v
e
r
s
 
i
f
 
h
i
s
 
v
a
l
u
e
s

a
r
e
 
s
u
i
t
e
d
 
t
o
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
a
t

t
h
e
 
s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y
 
l
e
v
e
l
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

p
u
b
l
i
c
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
s
.

O
bs

er
ve

s
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
e
s

ab
il-

i
t
y
 
t
o
 
s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
e
 
p
u
b
l
i
-

c
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
p
u
p
i
l
s
 
s
a
d
 
h
i
s

a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
d
e
a
l
 
w
i
t
h

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
 
w
h
i
c
h
 
a
r
i
a
/
e
a

O
b
s
e
r
v
e
s
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
e
s
 
a
b
i
l
-

i
t
y
 
t
o
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e
 
a
 
p
o
t
e
n
t
'
s
%

l
e
g
a
l
 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
 
e
n
d
 
r
a
k
e

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
 
d
e
e
i
s
i
o
a
s
,

0
1
 
s
e
r
v
e
s
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
e
s
 
f
o
r
m
a
l

a
n
d
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
l
 
c
o
m
m
e
n
t
s

a
b
o
u
t
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
h
i
s

d
e
a
l
i
n
g
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
p
u
p
i
l
s
 
a
n
d

s
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
.

I
n
t
e
r
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
'
s

v
e
r
b
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
n
o
n
v
e
r
b
a
l
 
b
r
a

h
a
v
i
o
r
s
 
w
h
e
t
h
e
r
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t

h
a
s
 
r
e
c
o
g
n
i
z
e
d
 
h
i
s

s
t
r
e
n
g
t
h
s
 
a
n
d
 
w
e
a
k
a
e
s
e
e
s
.

I
n
f
e
r
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
e
s

v
e
r
b
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
n
o
n
v
e
r
b
a
l
 
b
e
-
-

h
a
v
i
o
r
s
:
w
h
e
t
h
e
r
 
s
t
u
d
o
n
t
e
s

v
a
l
u
e
s
 
w
i
l
l
 
h
e
l
p
 
o
r
 
h
i
n
d
e
r

h
i
s
 
s
u
c
c
e
s
s
 
a
s
 
a
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
.
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I
t
e
m
 
/
1
4
.

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
C
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s
 
S
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
A
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t
s

P
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
/
P
r
o
g
 
r
a
m
 
/
C
e
n
t
e
r
 
/
T
e
e
m
:

L
a
t
i
n
o
 
P
r
o
 
o
c
t

,.7
1

B
E

S
T

 C
O

P
Y

A
V

A
IL

A
B

LE
D
a
t
e
:

F
d
b
r
u
n
r
y
 
2
0
0
 
1
9
7
3

A
n
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
d

co
m

pe
te

nc
ie

s.
iI

N
a
t
u
r
e
 
o
f
 
c
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
y
 
d
e
.
.

(
B
e
 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
)

I
v
e
l
c
p
m
a
n
t
 
-
 
"
e
v
o
l
v
i
n
g
`
'

o
r
 
r
e
l
a
t
i
v
e
l
7
 
"
f
i
r
m
"
?

1
.

S
.
T
.
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
f
a
m
i
l
i
a
r
 
w
i
t
h

t
h
e
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
 
o
f
 
a
t
 
l
e
a
s
t
 
5

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
 
s
e
r
v
i
n
g

L
a
t
i
n
o
 
p
s
o
p
l
e
 
a
n
d
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e

a
b
l
e
 
t
o
 
r
s
f
e
r
 
i
n
.
t
s
3
r
s
t
e
d

a
d
u
l
t
s
 
a
:
1
E
1
/
o
s
 
p
u
p
i
l
s
 
t
o
 
a
n

a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
 
a
g
e
n
c
y
.

2
.

S
.
T
.
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
a
b
l
e
 
t
o
 
d
r
a
w

u
p
o
n
 
L
a
t
i
n
o
 
h
i
s
t
o
r
y
,
 
a
r
t
,

m
u
s
i
c
,
 
l
i
t
e
r
a
t
u
r
e
,
 
s
o
c
i
a
l

a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
 
e
t
c
,
 
w
h
e
n
 
u
s
i
n
g

i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
e
x
a
m
p
l
e
s
 
a
n
d

a
n
a
l
o
g
i
e
s
,
 
w
h
e
n
 
d
s
c
c
r
a
t
i
n
g

t
h
e
 
c
l
n
s
s
r
o
o
m
,
 
e
t
c
.

1
,

e
v
o
l
v
i
n
g

H
a
r
d
 
d
a
t
a
 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t
i
n
g
 
t
h
e

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
c
o
m
p
e
-

t
e
n
c
i
e
s
 
(
w
i
t
h
i
n
 
s
t
u
-

d
e
n
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
w
i
t
h
i
n
 
p
r
o
-

g
r
a
m
)

H
o
w
 
w
a
s
 
i
t
 
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
d
?

1

T
i
m
e
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

t
o
 
a
c
q
u
i
r
e
 
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
c
o
m
-

p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s
 
a
n
d
/
O
r
 
t
i
m
e

t
i
l
l
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
c
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
i
e
s

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
.

1
.
 
s
u
r
v
e
y
 
u
s
e
d
 
n
o
w
 
t
o

1
.

d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
 
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
 
i
n

w
h
i
c
h
 
S
.
T
.
I
s
 
w
o
r
k
 
a
n
d

l
e
n
g
t
h
 
o
f
 
t
i
m
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

w
o
r
k
.

.
F
l
n
a
l
 
i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
 
b
y
 
a

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
a
g
e
n
c
y
 
d
i
r
e
'
s
-

f
o
r
 
w
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 
g
o
o
d
 
w
a
y

t
o
 
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
 
c
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
y
.

1
6
 
w
e
e
k
s
 
a
t
 
m
i
n
i
m
u
m

H
o
p
e
f
u
l
l
y
 
t
h
i
s
 
c
o
m
p
e
-

t
e
n
c
y
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
a
c
q
u
i
r
e
d

b
y
 
M
a
y
 
1
5
,

2
.
 
e
v
o
l
v
i
n
g
;
-
-
m
u
s
t
 
c
o
n

t
i
m
e
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
i
n
-

.

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
t
e
a
s
h
i
n
g

y
e
a
r
s
.

3
.

S
.
T
.
 
w
i
l
l
 
f
u
n
c
t
i
o
n
 
e
f
f
e
c
-

3
.
 
e
v
o
l
v
i
n
g

L
i
v
e
l
y
 
a
s
 
a
n
 
a
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
t
 
t
o

a
n
 
a
d
u
l
t
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
-

t
o
r
 
c
h
a
r
g
e
d
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

E
n
g
l
i
s
h
 
t
o
 
j
p
a
n
i
s
h
 
s
p
e
a
k
e
r
s
'
,

2
.
 
s
u
r
v
e
y
 
i
t
e
m
s
 
u
s
e
d
 
n
o
w
-

t
o
-
a
s
s
e
s
s
 
t
h
i
s
-
-
b
o
t
h

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
r
a
t
i
n
g
 
a
n
d

S
.
T
.
 
r
a
t
i
n
g
.

H
o
w
e
v
e
r
,
.
 
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
s

w
i
t
h
-
t
h
e
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
a
n
d

w
i
t
h
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
a

a
r
e
 
n
e
e
d
e
d
 
a
t
 
e
n
d
 
o
f

t
h
e
 
s
e
m
e
s
t
e
r
.

2
.
 
1
6
 
w
e
a
k
 
m
i
n
i
m
u
m

.
(
o
b
v
i
o
u
s
l
y
 
n
o
t
 
l
o
n
g

e
n
o
u
g
h
 
t
i
m
e
 
b
a
t
 
a
 
s
t
a
r
t

c
a
a
 
b
e
 
m
a
d
e
.
)

,

.
3
.
 
s
u
r
v
e
y
 
d
a
t
a
 
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
i
n
g

t
h
a
t
 
S
.
T
.
'
s
 
a
r
e
 
i
n
v
e
s
t

i
n
g
 
t
i
m
e
 
i
n
 
t
h
i
s
 
r
o
l
e
.

H
o
w
e
v
e
r
,
 
i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
s

w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
'
a
d
u
l
t
 
e
d
u
c
a
-

t
i
o
n
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r
s
 
a
n
d

t
h
e
 
a
d
u
l
t
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
a
r
e

n
e
e
d
e
d
;

3
.
 
1
6
 
w
e
e
k
s
 
a
t
 
m
i
n
i
m
=



B
E

S
T

 C
O

P
Y

 A
V

A
IL

A
B

LE

.1
11

.1
1/

11
11

11
11

.1
11

11
01

11
11

.M
O

M
I.

4
.

S
.
T
.
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e
 
a
b
l
e
 
t
o
 
u
n
d
e
r
-

s
t
a
n
d
 
a
n
d
 
u
s
e
 
"
b
o
r
d
e
r
 
S
p
a
n
i
s
h
r
'

a
s
 
n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
 
a
n
d
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

i
n
 
c
o
n
t
r
a
s
t
 
t
o
 
8
C
a
s
t
i
l
l
i
a
n

S
p
a
n
i
s
h
"

4
,
 
e
v
o
l
v
i
n
g

4
.
 
n
o
t
 
b
e
i
n
g
 
m
s
a
s
u
r
e
d

4
.
 
a
t
 
l
e
a
s
t
 
1
6
 
w
e
e
k
s

n
o
w
.

5
.

H
i
g
h
 
s
c
h
r
,
o
1
 
S
.
T
.
'
s
 
w
i
l
l
 
b
e

a
b
l
e
 
t
o
 
d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
 
t
h
e
 
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
a
r

c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
t
s
,
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
t
e
c
h
-

n
i
q
u
s
s
o
.
p
u
p
i
l
 
p
o
p
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
a
n
d

s
c
h
o
o
l
 
o
c
r
e
n
i
a
t
i
o
n
 
c
h
a
r
a
c
-

t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
 
o
f
 
a
n
 
e
l
e
N
e
n
t
a
r
y

s
c
h
o
o
l
-
-
n
s
p
e
c
i
a
l
l
y
 
o
f
 
a
 
b
i
-

l
i
n
u
a
l
 
s
c
A
o
o
l
.

6
.

D
e
a
i
o
n
f
A
r
.
L
t
,
:
d
 
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
m
a
k
e

f
r
i
e
n
d
3
 
w
i
t
h
 
L
a
t
i
n
o
 
a
d
u
l
t
s

o
u
t
a
i
d
.
1

f
 
t
n
e
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
s
e
t
t
i
n
g

(
c
r
o
s
s
:
-
c
u
l
t
e
r
a
l
 
i
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

o
f

i
n
t
e
n
s
i
t
y
.
)

a
 
s
u
r
v
e
y
 
o
r
 
i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w

f
o
r
m
 
f
o
r
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
r
i
n
-

c
i
p
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
i
n
g

t
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
c
o
u
l
d
 
g
e
t
 
a
t

t
h
i
s
.

-o
lM

0.
11

.1
11

.V
.1

11
11

M

5
,
 
e
v
o
l
v
i
n
g

5
.
 
S
.
T
.
'
s
 
w
o
r
k
 
t
w
o
 
h
o
u
r
s

d
a
i
l
y
 
i
n
'
a
n
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y

s
c
h
o
o
l
 
(
s
i
t
e
 
a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
)
.

D
a
t
a
 
o
n
 
e
n
d
 
r
e
s
u
l
t
s

b
e
 
.
o
b
t
a
i
n
e
d
 
b
y

s
u
r
v
y
 
o
r
 
i
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
.

5
.
 
1
6
 
w
e
e
k
s
s
h
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
c
o
m
e

q
u
i
t
e
 
a
w
a
r
e
 
o
f
 
e
l
e
m
e
r
.
-
-

t
a
r
y
 
p
a
t
t
e
r
n
s
 
a
n
d
 
t
r
e
n
d
s

i
n
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
s
e
n
s
e
)
 
o
v
e
r

a
 
1
6
-
w
e
e
k
 
p
e
r
i
o
d
,

7
.

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d
.
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

s
k
i
l
l
s
 
a
s
 
l
i
s
t
e
d
 
o
n
 
s
u
p
e
r
l
.

v
i
s
i
n
g
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
 
f
o
r
m

(
a
n
d
 
c
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
s
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r

f
o
r
m
)
.

6
.
 
3
:
T
.
1
s
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
 
f
'
w
h
o
"

t
h
e
y
 
i
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
n
d

w
h
o
 
t
h
e
y
 
f
e
e
l
 
t
h
e
y

k
n
o
w
.
"
a
s
 
a
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
"

F
o
l
l
o
W
-
u
p
 
s
u
r
v
e
y
 
t
o

v
e
r
i
f
y
 
c
o
u
l
d
 
b
e

e
r
p
l
o
y
e
d
.

...
-

6
.
 
1
6
 
w
e
e
k
s
 
i
s
 
m
i
n
i
m
a
l
.

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
n
e
e
d
 
t
o
 
d
o
 
t
h
i
s

c
o
n
t
i
n
u
a
l
l
y
 
a
f
t
e
r
 
t
h
e
y

o
b
t
a
i
n
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
M
e
n
t
 
i
n
 
a

s
c
h
o
o
l
 
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
.

o
b
s
e
r
v
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
b
y
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r

a
n
d
 
b
y
 
c
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
s
u
p
e
r
-

v
i
s
c
r
 
p
l
u
s
 
c
r
i
t
i
q
u
e

c
o
n
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s

7
.
.
 
1
6
 
w
e
e
k
s
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S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
C
O
M
P
E
T
A
N
C
Y

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
s
k
i
l
l
s
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

a
r
e

o
f
 
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
 
b
e
h
a
v
-

i
o
r
s
 
(
9
 
i
t
e
m
s
)
,
 
p
e
.
:
s
o
n
a
l
i
t
y

(6
i
t
e
m
s
)
,
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
-

i
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n
 
C
I
 
i
t
e
m
s
)
,
c
l
a
s
s
-

r
o
o
l
 
r
o
u
t
i
n
e
 
(
7
 
i
t
e
m
s
)
 
,
 
a
n
d

s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
l
e
a
r
n
i
n
g

e
n
v
i
r
o
l
.
A
n
n
t
 
(
1
4
 
i
t
c
m
s
)

*
A
I
T
A
E
D
 
A
S
 
A
P
P
E
N
D
 
A
.
.
=

D
e
v
c
l
o
i
l
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
p
e
t
:
s
o
n
:
a
 
a
n
d

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
 
c
u
a
l
i
f
i
r
_
a
t
i
o
n
s
,

i
n
s
r
n
c
t
i
o
n
a
1
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
n
e
s
s
,

m
a
n
a
;
-
e
n
t
,
 
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
m
o
t
-

N
A
t
e
 
-
 
f
i
v
e
 
(
5
)
 
s
c
a
l
e
s

T
w
c
n
:
y
 
-
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

formuletes fruit-
ful hypotheses from
existing data.

selects instruments
and quantitative
treatments for test-
±ng hypotheses.

looks for new trends
and gathers new
evidence.'

reasons logically
from established
teaching/learning
models.

suggests alternative
explanations and
constructs modified
or new models.

43

observes student
en he practices
styles and strate-
gies in teaching/
learning situat-'
ions.

observes student's
participation in
large and small
group presentations
and student's prac-
tice at loading
both.

infers from stud-
nnt's verbal and
nonverbal behaviors
whether he has
recognized his
strengths mod weak-
nossos, and whether
his values will
holp or hinder his
success as a teach
e7.

observes student's
ability to interact
with pupils and
his ability to
deal with problems

. which arise, and
make appropriate
62C13ions,

observes student's
forualIond infor-
mal comaenta about
teaching and his
dealings with pu-
pils and profession-

al school personnel.

critiques student's
ability'to discover
strengths and Weak,-

DaBSCS.

cbnervea student's
application of
developed values,
attitudes, and
skills when-inter
acting in multi-
cultural education-
al settings.
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:tdanalfaaa, describes aedollaaysstudants to foray

taterrelates selected ulatoa group in order
aapeats of the newer fed..to a:enact materials and
Grally undo oleaeutary' informatioa peitaining
acleaes curricula. to one of the science

cuarAcalc.

(33

prepares a 10-minute
Upil-centered demon-

stration.

(s)

collects and writea-up
six pupil-centered der-
orstrationa: 2 frog
acionce sourcobook, 2
.'toss a newer federally
funded elementary school
science curricula, and
2 from joarnals or pori-
aiicals for elementary
ahool science teachers.

createm a aoa-threat-
ening and emotioval-
safe enviroaaent to
the destred vanes,
attitudeu and sailis
to develop.

interjects a scatter-
:tag or an indepth
prone:Ital.-ion of science
conaunt,

allows student to pur-
sue science content of
his interact.

cakes provision for
procesaina and duplicat-
ing all worthy demonstra-
tions so student can
have a goodly number on
hand..

presents matea,ialo
end findings .to the
entire class by way
of 10-minute group
dlecusaions.

organizes the taet'a
division of labor
and presentataoe

parao5.5 nut and
presents along
dioenaions auch as
philosophy /rational.,
instructional strata-
giec, materials,
losaon format, pro-
gram and pupil eval-
uati on.

desigrs a presenter-
tion suitable for
the wand° level he
might teach.

selects area(s) of
science content co.A
appropriate.

prepares to answer
rather sophisticated
content and process
questions asked by

searches, identifies,
and distinguishes six
pupil-centered demona
atrations he might use
during his student
teaching and future
teaching (inservice)
which are hiahly rele-
vant to the youth of
our least-served
populationa.

observes stude
selecting appa(
pr late sw:feta
those program*
when teaching
interacting
pupils.

obaervcs etude!
communicating
ol;hor school p.

feastanals dea4
atrsting some
theoretical or
working knowle
of these currif

observes etude:.
achieving objec
ivo(e) toward
which he wag tc
log.

cheerves stude
recognizing thr
the pupil- crier
science demonst
tion i a viaW
alternative ph.:
adequate metert
and supplies al
not available.

assesses worth,
torus of appro-
priate to set-

/

ting, amount at
hardware needea
sophiatication
level of sciena
content, and
scurces from wh
obtained.

.distributes pac
of demonstratic
to student.



(5)

constructs or prepares
ca piece of ecieuce
egeipeatt or audio-

eid which reght
be used when student
teaching or for use
*n future teaching
(inservece).

tai

!rites a "paper" based
on his eeperienees during
the pee-etudent teaching
placemeut in a multicul-

settirg.

BEST COPY .AVAILABLE

(encourages student to
meke or prepare science
eqmilment nrd material
for claeeroom use when
locel funds are not
available to purchmee
eepennive commercial
items

provedes.an oppoeta-
nity for tte student
to express his viewe
in an expcsitory mode.

ellowsfor classroom
diacessioe of what a
reality-oriented sci-
ence prcgram might be
like.

distributes selected
dittoed handouts.

demonstratee en
ability to relate
science concepts to
the conetruction of
a piece of hardware.

describee to hie
peern hew the object
WS !Mae and the
esterlals needed to
teake it.

eeplaine to his
peers why, When end
how It is to be used.

abon teaching elemen-
tary school science

ideza2ise the meuy
constraints placed on
the teaching of sci-
ence in multicultural
settings.

becones skillfully
aware of operational
barriers.

seeks cut more infer-
natio* with regard to
the identified con-
etre:Luta.

utilizes the gathered
information or data
as the bases for his
paper.

111104100.1111711120kEIMMINNIIII

ju4gee e'vet7.

of object nn. the
eriterts listed
in the Bird
column.

infers ea to the
amount of elet
involved eed the
etulent'm ettite-'
during ite eevel-
opment/coastruct:.

assesses thoeenle
of the student's
effort based on
the criteria lee
plicitly found 3.e
the narrative or
his peper.

interact with tr
student by way r):'
two supervisory
visits to the
based sites (the:
sessione will pie
vide nn opportune
for mutual assesr
meet of cognitive:
and affective
(evelopment).
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Worm.W.M.,
Cotvncies

t
How Measured

Relate
1) Diagnosing Learner Characteristics

a) Diagnosing learners
1) Enablers

a) learners & instructional objectives
h) categories of learner characteristics
c) sources of learner data
d) classification of learner data
e) interpretation of learner data

2) Setting Objectives
a) Instructional goals
b) Performance objectives
c) Task analysis
d) Instructional sequencing

I) Enablers
a) content

I) children's literature
2) listening
3) speaking (oral communication)
4) reading skills (oral reading)
5) reading skills (general)
6) reading skills (work attack)
7) reading skills (comprehension)
8) writing

3) Planning learner assessment
a) Indicators of achievement
b) Instruments for data collection
c) Plan for learner. management

1) Enablers
a) procedures for information collection
b) use of instruments

4) Planning Strategies
a) Selection of instructional strategies

1) Enablers
a) varieties of instructional strategies
b) criteria for instructional strategies

5) Planning Strategies
a) Selection of organizational patterns

1) Enablers
a) varieties of organizational patterns
b) criteria for organizational patterns

I) Informal observation
2) Field test
3) Pilot test
4) Student management .

data system.



7)

8)

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

u4:

a) So14:1ction otpotontial resources
1) Enablers

a) varieties of potential resources
b) criteria for potent:.n1 resources

Integrating the learning environment
a) Integratim of instruntiot
b) Evee.uation Plan

Implementing
a) Instruction with a pupil
b) Instruction with a group

1) Enablers
a) plan '.for implementation
b) instruction with a peer

9) Evaluating

10) Revising
a) Instructional changes
b) Assessment

(Use space below for any revisions (additions, deletions,. or modifications)
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52

PROOECT COMPETENCIES AS COMPILED FROM PROJECT DESIGNS
AND FILED COMMUNICP.TICENS OF A NOVEMBER 15, 1972

.11.L MVP^ ---------------------------
Competencies

"PO

How Measured
Shawnee Graduate

1) Translating what is learned into affecting 1) Staff evaluations
children and the community, 2) Staff records as resource

people.
2) Skills in doing action research. 3) Records 'mot of media uee.

4) Record of model and
3) Skills in criticism of educational policies. communit experience,

5) Records of characteristics
4) Skills in assessment of one's value. of participants:

a) Application forms
b) Attitudinal Questionnaires
c) Themes of participants

(Use space belay for =7 revisions (additions, deletions or modifications)
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PURPOSZ

Defied on guidelines stated in the initial "Institutional Grant

Proposal," ad hoc service-oriented Telma and Centers were developed

to facilitate program balance and to monitor activities congruent

with the six major objectives outlined in the Proposal. One method

for examining the role and function of the Teams/Centers during the

1572-73 academic Dear was accomplished by way of telephone interviews

with itsdividual Program/Proje4lt Dtractors. Basically the purpose for

the telephone interview was to ascertain the Program/Project Director's

perceptions and reflections as to the quantity and quality of the

services rendered.

PROCEDUItM3

Twelve Program/Project Directors were contacted by phone. A

randomly selected Director served as pilot for modifying and refining

the interview instrument. The refined instrument contained seven

queries, (four calling for berth structured and open-ended responses,

two calling for only open-ended responses, and one calling for only a

structured response). It was decided in advance that all Program/

Project Directors would be contacted and multiple phone calls would

be necessary to complete these encounters. Program/Project Directors

were defined as faculty directing an operational teacher training

Program/Project at the tine of the incerview. Ultimately, twelve

faculty members met the defined criterion.
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REETIII.T3

The findings are reported in two ways. Data tables

summarize the breakdown of responses to structured queries

aldtg with a listing of the responses given by the Program/

rroject Directors to the open-ended questions. No attempt

has boon %Ade to categorize the responses in any systematic

fashion. The cowmen` .e, exemples, reactions, and specifications

reprozent individual feelings moo attitudes of Directors

being interviewed. kach question is listed, and the comments

that relate to that question follow. Tte reader is cautioned

to remember tbat each statement represents the comments of

only one Director.

Query One:

"Which of the following Teams/Centers have
you had contact with during the 1972-73
academic year?"

The majority of the Program/Project Directors had contact

with at least six out of the seven Teams/Centers (Table 1). The

Program/Project Directors cited examples of the types of

assistance received from each Team/Center.
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Table 1

Frequency of Encounters Per Teas /Center
by Program/Project Directors

Centers
.10.10=111

Yes No

1. Center for Experiential Ed. 8 4
2. Budget Center 12 0
N. Conzeptua1ization Center 11 1
4. D-Jvelopment Center 7 5
5.. t%-miumtion Team /2 0
6. Yield ImplementatiiIn Center 11 1

7, Instructional Services 10

Totals
Perrent

71
84%

a

13
16%

A. Center for Experiential Education (CEE):

2. P. Inputs for instruction and proposal for project.
b. Made a number of community-based placements.

2. Has worked in supporting project, contacting people in the
field, finding snd helping in many other ways.

3. Transportation to Columbus.

4. a. Coordinating observation and participating in building
with heavy student- teacher use.

b. Providing forms and guidelines.
c. Transportation.

5. a. Helped by talking to students tat halve comp to project
and have desired their service.

b. Publicity and distribution of msterials.
c. Information sourc0 to project director.

O. a. Arranged for buses to Indianapolis.
b. Arranged for student volunteers to work in the =CSC.

7. As a teas member had input into project.

E. Budget Center (Budget):

1. Helpful in formulating budgetvray helpful center.

3
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a. Submitted budget for review, and they added things that had
bean omitted. Talked with them about rationale, and they
gave suggestions that were helpful..

3. a. Batublishing budget categories and procedures.
b. Guidelines for preparing budget and the teaming proposal.
c. Help with budget.

4. Consulted with Budget Director on status of project budget.

S. a. Worked out budget.
b. Gave ideas and support.
c. Showed how to re-adjust budget.

6. The budget Director along with the oivioion Director, has
been most helpful in preparing budgets. Just generally
helpful because if he doesn't know the answer, he will
find it.

7. Helpful demonstrating budget fora and figures as well as
helpful in doing the whole thing--does good job.

8. Went over budget and made suggestions. They fulfill their
designated role in coming up with a realistic budget.

9. a. Went over budget.
b. Provided much input.
c. Facilitated ideas or means to obtain funds.
d. Offered guidelines for budget.
e. Helped by referral to other people.

10. a. Extensive consultation on financial matters such as
bills, etc.

b. Mutual assistance between field center and Institutional
Grant.

c. Served as a collection point for financial dealings.

11. a. Provided guidelines for preparing budgets.
b. Met at French Lick and later to finalze budgets.

12. a. The Budget Director was extremely helpful in many ways;
he knows what he is doing.

b. Offers assistance to projects.
c. Very service oriented; very 'helpful.

C. Conceptualization Center (Concept):

1. a. Useful dialogue over instructional characteristics of
progress- -what should be kept and what should be thrown
out.

4
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b, Helped in revising times and courses along with legality
of changing credit hours for a course.

e. Gave a lot of good contacts.
d. Willing and easy to get to.

2. a. Keystone for decision making, student recruitment, and
interdisciplinary decision making.

b. Gave support and encouragement.
e. Sent materiels.

S. a. The Conceptualization Director and Assistant helped in
making project proposal and getting it through.

b. They hay.ts gtvcn project a lot of ideas.

4. Project has given Center schedules, bulletins, and information
to carry out their objectives.

8. Discussions with Conceptualization Director and Assistant.

6. Options book.

Y. a. Worked closely with Conceptualization Director in restructur-
ing project.

b. Talked about things that are not being done by School of
Education.

8. a. Discussed program.
b. Helped by referral to other people.
a. Discussed the Institutional Grant.

9. Guidelines for project and good source of referral to other
people.

10. a. Gave help and suggestions for handling scheduling problems.
b. Met with course instructors and project director to work

out budget problems.
c. Provided sample guideline forms for interviewing applicants

for program.
d. Helped with scheduling of courses for next semester.

11. a. Helped in Center developing prposal.
b. Conceptualization Director helped in administrative capacity.

D. Development Center (pew):

1. Informal talks.

2. a. Provided kits and films to project.
b. Discussed package for a minority setting.

5
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3. Brief talks.

4.. a. Consulted during meeting.
b. monitored field component.
c. Assigned G,A.'s and staff to find materials and provide

help.

5. Project will need to make further contacts but not At that
stage yet.

6, No contact, didn't know what Center is doing.

7. Ulked with Development Director but did not follow through.

S. Some suggestions on simulation.

E. Evaluation Team (Eval) :

1. a. Demanding something that is needed.
b. Project has to do work.
c. Team has put pressure on project to evaluate.
d. P400 guidelines are better now.
e. Evaluation Team should have a bigger staff.

2. a. Supplied with written guidelines describing three levels.
5. Offered services.
c. Project Team has sent evaluation person to work with the

Evaluation Team.

3. a. Evaluation Director and faculty members have been helpful
in deaigning needs assessment and competencies.

b. When you need help you get it.
c, Sometimes Evaluation Team asks for too much information.

4. a. They ask for a lot of things.
b. Project recognizes that their evaluator has not been

effective.
c. Project evaluator has not done anything, and if evaluation

is important, Evaluation Team should reassign someone or
do the evaluation themselves.

5. Project evaluator handled most of this communication, Consultation
with Evaluation Team Director concerning input to own project as
well as to other projects.

8. a. Indicated type of evaluation design needed.
b. Referred to Test Bureau for materials and forms.
0. Obtained material for a study to be conducted.

7.- Brief contact.

6
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7

b. Very helpful in structuring guidelines and providind liaison
between people in Institutional Grant.

9 a. Biweekly mailings from Evaluation Team to be filled out
and returned.

b. Distribution of materials by Evaluation Tea*.
a. Called upon for resource people.

10. a. Expert consultation.
b. Search made by Evaluation Team for additlonal materials--

particularly queetionnaire information.
n.. Referred to people for materials and ideas.

21. a. Provided with forms to follow for evaluation purposes.
b. Team available to talk with when needed. .

12. a. Team requested continuing reports.
b. Helped with evaluation design.
c. Paperwork demands placed by Evaluation Team.

F. Field Implementation Center (PIC):

!It. Just friendly contacts.

2. Helpful in the following ways:
a. Guidance.
b. Guidelines in dealing with schools.
c. Being available for converaation and decision making.

3. Various individuals helped because of their ability or knowledge
in the following fields:
a. Knowledge of community people.
b. Organizational abilities and establishment.
c. Knowledge of rural education.

4. a. Developed proposal for new approach to student teaching
(new model).

b. Helped in. locating sites.

5. e. Brief talks.
b. Participation in establishment of project and school

relations for this coming tall.

6. a. Identification of programs and students and needs for
program. Delineation of differences between programs
and regular program.

b. Guidelines for student identification and selection.
c. Project and program descriptions and potential student

information forms.
d. Project coordination.

L.
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7. a, Budget for project comes through Center.
b. Provided office space and brought up to date about project.

S. a. Expert help.
114 Made initial contacts with schools and accompanied program

personnel to schools.
e. Provided forms for contract agreement made between the

UCCSC teachers and program director& for student teachers
to have particular experiences.

d. Vollowed -up all endeavors with phone calls and notes.
e. Shared knowledge from what had been learned by working

with local schools both in the past and present.

9. a. Helped in the preparation of students for program.
b. Helped with visitation and supervision.
0. Helped with guidelines necessary for program.
d. yelped construct materials and forms.

10. a. Administrative support.
b. Consultant.
c. Resource people.
d. Financial assistance.
e. Secretarial and'work-study assistance.

11. a. No help whatsoever.
b. Even pursued; found out were not service oriented.
c. What they do and say are two different things,

n. Instructional Services (ISC):
4110. WO vv. 11. ft. OW 1100 .11.11 101

1. Talked tp Instructional Services Center Director about
getting equipment.

2. Just friendly contacts.

3. Every one of services is used heavily. Below are some examples:
a. Borrow materials.
b. Director of Education-Library very willing to help.
c. Preview facilities.
d. Self-Instructional lab.
a. Six AV people conduct 1 workshop two mornings a week.
f. Taped-TV more availab'e then before and more flexible service

of playbacks of tapes.

4. Instructional Services Center Director went out to project and
took films and is preparing a film to be used as a recruitment
device. This is a costly but useful device.

5. Provided AV materials for classes.

8
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8. a. Provided storage for project materiels.
b. Allowed to use materials far a longer period.
e. equipment and AV needs.

7. a. Design of auto-informational packages.
b. Guidelines for student teacher use of AV materials
c. package for informing students of project and program

choices.
d. Referral to person in IST and AV.
e. Complete range of AV equipment and production techniques.
f. Availability of free films for student teachers.
g. Auto-instructional equipment lab.

8. a. Elorrowing of equipment.
b. Guidelines for utilizing other campus AV sources.
c. Ordering films, etc.
d. Given supplies for example poster materials.
e. Technical assistance with visuals.

P. a. AV component is being derived for informational purposes
for potential project student members.

b. &port consultation with AV materials.

10. EXplained the self-instruction program for working AV
equipeetit and described what procedures students should
use when learning &boat self-instruction equipment.

Query Two;---------

"If the Program/Project Director responded yes
to any of the encounters noted in Query One, he/
she vas then asked to indicate whether the Teams,/
Centers had provided assistance in any of seven
defined categories.

The most frequently checked types of assistance received were

providing expert consultation; providing guidelines for some

activity(ies); helping by referral to some other office or person;

and providing facilities, service, or equipment of some sort to the

project (Table 2). The responses getting the fewest checks were

helping in the construction of materials, forms, teaching devices., etc;
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liable 2

Assistance from Centers as indicated by Program/
Project Directors in Seven Defined Categories

Type of Assistance Received
OVECAMM.O.1.11=n

CEB Budget

1. Providing expert consultation

2. Providing guidelines for some
activity(ies)

2

3 10

S. Helping in the construction of 1 4

materiaLs, forms, teaching
devices, etc.

4. Helping by referral to are
other office or person

2 9

5. Providing facilitation servicca 6 6

or equipment of come sort for
the project

6. Instructing students in the
program

2 0

7. Having only briefly talked lr 2* 0

met with a member of a center

Totals 18 3811 41.14.m......

10

Concept Dev Evil PIC /9C
AMMO

9 3 8+ 8 4

8 1 9 9 4

2 1 5 5 4

10 1 2 6 2

4 1 6 3 6

0 1 0 4 4

2 8 3 4 4

25 14 33 40 28

One respondent qualified this category by stating that CEE was helpful by
means of one person sitting in as a member of hip project.

+Three respondents qualified this category by stetIng they had just received
consultation from the LN.sluation Team.
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instructing students; and having only briefly talked or met with

member of a center. However, it should be noted that this last

category was not expected to get many responses since it referred

only to Centers with which Programs/Projects bad very little contact.

The other two responses were areas that Prograns/Projects typically

handle themselves.

The totals by centers range from lb checks for CIE to 40 for

VJC. It should be meted that since the first six categories are

ones that refer to specific types of help or assistance received,

66 would be a maximal score if every Cirector interviewed stated

that he bad received each of those six types of help free s specific

Center. On the other hand, if center received few checks in the

seventh category, it would teed to minicixe the total number of

checks received.

Query Threet

"Whst was the efficiency of the belh received from
the Centers that you have had contact with?"

Query three, responses to which dealt with efficiency of help

received fron the Centers, showed 65% of the Center's to be always

available when needed; 15% &mettle*s too late and/or not always avail-

able when needed; and 2% savoys too late std/or never available (Table 3).

Eighteen percent of the responses showed there was too little contact

to make a judgment. These results apvser favorable regarding the

efficiency of assistance.

11
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Table 3

Effsciency of Velp As Viewed by Project/Program PirectOre

12

Alsays
*Tellable
viten Deeded

Sometimes too
late and/or not
always available
'ben needed

Always too
late and/
or never
available

Too little
contact
with to
eay

1. Cl.n 5 2 O 1

2. Cvoceptuelization 43 3 0 2

3. Dolton 12 1 0 0

4. Development 2 0 0 8

5. Evaluation 3 3 0 2

6. TIC C 1 1

7. ISC 1 0 2

Percent 15% 2% 18%

,AIMMMI

One reavaldent did not with to categorise CE under sny of the four responses.

1. a. The Instruct:anal Services Center did not always have equipment
available because of the detand for this equipment.

b. The Evaluation Tear's Data Rank caused some problems - -especial4
with personal data on students' fora. They did provide plenty
of help for project.

2. a. The Center for EAveriential Education--efficieney has been
excellent; set needs and went beyond the call of duty.

b. Too little contactmostly then responding to you for their
needs retber than project asking for help. Evaluation Team
might provioe contact or idevis without project having to ask
for then.

c. Received prompt answers when needed sue asked for. Did not
always utilise centers.
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3. rre Ica "B" under esteeorized reiponze Meanie the Director is
vary bury, and eouviimes there was nothing he could do about
pronto'''.

4. ro connects or rsectiore by thrso of those interviewed.

e. suough tine given Projects to do things that Centers want
thou to do.

6. ta. CMbas boon available when needed as member of team.
b. Conceptulizationmaterinls that they desire are needed in

too big n hurry, and they are not always available when needed.
c. Budgetvery available.
4. Nraleastlon--eery little feedback from teem.

Xealultion Teem not available.
e. TICreasonably well aystlahle but busy; contact is good.
!. ISC bad material and help available when called upon.

7. Very pleased with cooperation from people that Project had lot
of contact with, 1:ke the Directors cf Budget and Conceptualization
Centers. Very helpful. Very pleased.

$. Because of the nature of DM many t.eople don't know how to use
the Centers. There are many areas of overlap beteeen Centers.
Luch of what has aeon dcne hefore is ntw undt1 the direction of
MI, so Go opt see much difference.

Query Poor:

"What typo of help was received from the Centers tact
you have had contact with?"

Query four dealt with the typo of help received from the Centers

(Tebte 4). Here 44% of the responses indicated exactly the type of

help needel; 29% acme of the type needed; 9% not at all what was needed;

and 19% too little contact with to say. Since 73% of the responses

fell under the 114'6;1 two catcgories, it could be assumed that the

Centers were providing moat of the help required by Programs/Projects.

However, 9% of the responses fell into the category "not at all what

VOA needed." This eight require further study to identify the

'moons far such negative responses.

13
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Tzble 4

Mature of help as Viewed by Project/Progra Director

Costars

.0,14/
ftactly
what was
needed

Some of what
was needed

Not at all
what was
needed

Too little
contact
with to say

1. Cu G 1 1 1

2. Couceptualitation 4 5 1

3. Budget 11 3 0 0

4. Development 0 2 1 6

S. fteluatigh 4 4 2 3

6. TLC 4 4 2 1

7. 13C 4 3 1 a

Totals 30 21 6 12
Percent 44 2C% 9% 15%

1. sin comments or reactions by eight of those being intervleved.

2. e. What you need centers for might not be there.
h. Vain concern is because education Is under fire and people

still expect the same thing in the end.
0. re' evalLutlon techniques must be developed to make it easier

to evaluate courses because there is nothing that gets at
attitudes.

S. CEZ had exactly what was heeded, but not much needed.

4. Last fall Evaluatior Ten provided little help in designing overulI
evaluation design for Progras. Promised training sessions for
evaluators and didn't have them.

S. Valuation Team wasn't able to help Project With things that they
needed evaluated. Had anticipated a more global evaluation, such
as differences in students 'song various Projects.
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"To what extent has DI? provided the assistance you
have nseeed to conduct your Project?",

Query five dealt with whether ME Centers as a whole were pro-

viding the oectssary assistance to Programs/Projects. Mere 70% of

those responding answered either "all or most" of the help needed;

only 30% responded with "some or a mall part" of the help needed.

Teo one responded with "noes of the help neodoi (Table 5)."

As wbole, it appears that most Directors received the kind of

help they ueeded, when they needed it. However, even though

majority responded favorably to the DTI Centers, each Center weeds

to examine its role in oroer to make the necessary services available

to all Projects.

Table 5

. Perceived Went of Assistance Provided to
Programa/Projects by Centers

Category Number Response Percentage

1. All the help you have needed 1 10%
2. Mont of the help you have needed 60%
3. Some of the help you hsve nosood 10%
4. Snell part of the help you have needed 2 20%
5. None of tile help you Wive needed 0 0%

Definition of assistance: construction of materials, development of
materials, consultation on some problem or inquiry of your project;
provision for equipment and/or instructional services.
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1. telt previous exaeolee unoer open -ended responses sufficed for
both questions.

2. No cents as reactions by two of the people interviewed.

3. lost developmeut initiated within the Project; Centers provided
supplemental and technical assistance.

4. They have complicated greatly end have aide more difficult the
problems they taco.

5. Project receiving all the help needed at the present time, but
t.eset anticipate the future help that will be needed: won't know
if the Centers will have the facilities as problems *rise.

4. Program geuerally needs just money because of its nature. Re-
ceived e lot of help with the buret.

7. Project in existecce before DTE and has ignored DC'S.

2. The kind of staffing that ben been needed has not always been
provided. Rave to shift people into Press that they are not
expert in.

9. that weal seated for bee been given.

10. Whole thrust of Project was development effort - -Love not asked
for $ny assistance, so did not check one of the cstegoried response*
for this question.

1. New Divisioa extremely helpful -- helped start training prove*.

12, Operated Program le spite of Division. Division made jam, harder,
becsuee Batty things Project had to do were cot service oriented.

Query Six:

"Aro there any other services you think these
Centers could provide?"

1. a. To develop a rather specific set of responsibilities delineating
what things tall wader their Cocain and areas of overlap.
Structure needs to be clearer.

b. Rexponeibilitiee for teacher preparation.

c. State what they don't do.



BEST COPY AVAILABLE

d. Yrierlriel for undergraduate oducatiod at Indiana University.
e. Precicely what is needed and what is going to be funded.

2. a. Cross-project observation.
b. Entablisb criteria for a Teas wad determine when criteria

bas not hew eat.
0. Across-project consistency.

3. 'Valuation Teen, Conceptualization Center, and IOC could be more
aggressive in providing services, e.g., there are some good things
that night be of help to Project.

17

4. Csnnot see how they can do a lot more because they have too many
other things to do. For instance, the Director of the Conceptualization
Center is working 100% for the Conceptualization Center.

5. in staff aliglasent and recruitment because Project bad to do
a lot on its own. Also, help in student recruitment.

S. Only insofar as providing faculty if possible.

T. If there is a way of pooling knowledge and experience more than
we bays so far, it might avoid pttfalls--it might be useful for
beginning Projects. Hors pooling of information that one has
access too.

S. Conceptualisation, Development, and Evaluation need to define
what their roles are and then communicate that definition so
that utilization of services can take place. They have made
job tougher rather than acting as service.

9. Never quite sure What is needed at the end as tar as evaluation.
If we knew what Evaluation Teem win looking for, we would have it.

10. Availability cf personnel.

11. Appointment at coordinator to see if there are certain ways for
projects to work together. For exakple, Special Education, Multi-
Cultural, and Early Childhood sight eliminate duplication of
courses sad offer students a double endorsement on certification.

12. Evaluation serviceshelp with instruments and instrusent construction.
Yield Work- -get se.,nins used by TIC for own services or those services
should be provided.

Query Sevev!:

"In general are there any Other services that VTE could
offer or provide your project or the other Projects?"
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1, Po comment or reaction from two persons being interviewed.

2. More communication.

3. Much better job could be done on publicity--it is on an individual
basis t this time. More professional approach. Options book
and Program Preview Day were both excellent.

4. service not dictation. Better comaunication.

S. Lost of help--plenty more A.1.'s. Can't fully anticipate other
services needed.

S. Money to hire people.

7. Mquipment on location and instructional supplies away from
instructional centers.

S. Earlier decision making needed so as not to jeopardise relations
with public Schools and lose good A.1.1s.

9. PO more to add except be more supportive.

10. Comfortable with not knowing what is going to come out of this.
Specific from year to year, but leave it open in case of
emergencies--for instance, inner-city problems.

11. Physical center viler° is/whirrs of UTE could get together informally.

Query Eight:

"Are there any further general comments or reactions
that you would like to make about DIE centers?"

2. Zech Center has been immensely responsive, and it has been a pleasure
to work with the people in the Centers. One annoying problem is the
red tape in getting money or something approved that requires funding.

3. Division needs to avoid making mistakes that were made before such as
compartmentclization. More receptive to Arta and Sciences and other
areas in the School of Education.

3. The idea of Centers is good. We have to learn together and help
sacn other.
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4. a. The various areas in DTE should define their thrusts and
stand behind them as well as list ccapetencies needod to
mccomplish the goals under the thrusts e.g., it a Program
is competency based, should have thirty or forty competencies
end should grow out of Conceptualization Center or Director
of DTI.

b. It's a logical move to combine PIC and OPE for communication's
asks; problem with role definitions and help that faculty
members need.

c. If the Development Center is going to be useful, its personnel
should cowe to Projects and ask what is needed. They are
probably making things that are of interest to there.

S. Must concentrate on more inter-program cooperation with less
competiveness and more Team effort. As a Project are we helping
or hindering other Programs?

C. Budget Director, Conceptualization Director, and Evaluation Director
are extremely well qualified and doing a good job.

T. OPE has been extremely helpful with two programs. Things have
been running very well.

8. Too many Centers with too little true definition of what their
services are.

9. It would help the whole organization it the physical condition
were better--everything is spread out at the present time. This
would be an administretive convenience for faculty and students.

10. No general comments or reactions by one person being interviewed.

11. We are all jockeying for placements in the public schools and have
to be on the lookout for possible competition in the placement of
students.

12. Centers were bureaucratic-fat--could be largely eliminated.

SUMMARY

As stated previously, no attempt was made to alter the comments and

reactions of Directors. Even though some questions produced a number of

similar comments, each response wee included to retain the uniqueness of



XSTCOPYAVARABLE.

the person responding. Moat comments were positive, denoting assistance

that waa much approctated or offering constructive advice As to how this

help could be improved by the specific Center(s). Some responses to

the lent three questions appear especially valuable to decision

askew) in planning new directions that Centers will take and in adding

remponsibilitles ox duties that should he included.

The telephone interview proved to be a somewhat valuable technique,

as all twelve directors designated for interviews were reached for

query. it was possible to discuss questions and gather open-ended

responses. However, this type of interview is encumbered by the time

required for each call as well as by the difficulty of contacting busy

Project/Program Directors. Interview time ranged from twenty minutes

to One hour, with the average being thirty-six minutes. The overall

time involved in the actual interviewing of Directors was seven hours.

The number of phone calls necessary to conduct an interview ranged

from one to thirteen cells, with a mean of almost 4i calls. A further

encumberance is the overall time required to construct, pilot, and

refine the instrument as well as to conduct the interviews, compile

the data, and write this report. The time for these tasks totaled

about 31 hours.

However, the results of such a process evaluation technique seem

to be useful in light of the data collected. It is hoped that similar

attempts will be made in the future to gather this kind of information,

so twat areas where change is needed can be identified in an ongoing

faehion.
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