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HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENTS THAT LED TC THE
REORGANIZATION FOR TEACHER EDUCATION AND THE REQUEST FOR
AN INSTITUTIONAL GRANT FROM THE BUREAU OF EDUCATIONAL

PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT

In the early lQSO's,ItHe School of Education iegaﬁ to
experience a rapid growth period: the undergraduate brogram
was beginning to grow in size, the requirement that teachers
have the masters degree as part of ftheir teaching license
(professional certification) necessitated that teachers
reﬁurn 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
evoléed a program to érepafe elementary teachers, a program
that proposed a single basic pattern for all students. The
student body increased to a point that at one timg the
Sehool of Education graduated almost 800 students a year
with a2 degree in Elementary Education.

With increased enrcllments came larger sections of
classes. 1In a sense, a kind of specialization occurred
tﬁat took the preparation of the elementary teacﬁer out of
£he 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 compounent, initially- -offered by the

~/
{
}
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Elementary Education faculty, was moved;to the Department
of Educational Psychology, not only another department bdbut
a ‘department in another division). As earollments in-
creased, so did the employment of graduate students. This
resulted in the lowering of instructional costs and therebdby
released faculty for development activities at the doctoral
level? however, not all faculty were satisfied withlﬁhis
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-l
marily by a grant from the Ford Foundation, the pfoject

wasg characterized by ?n accelerated program, one which was
highly articulated for both elementary and secondary majors
and could be achieved (including the completion of the
Baccalauvreate and Maéter's degree) in four years and three
summers on the campus or in an internship. The two high-
lights o?f 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 reqeive

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 perind were clear -cut.




Although the INSITE project providqd an é}ternative
to the existing training program, the résults 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 efforf to change
training patterns on a complete program basis within the
Schoecl or who were concerned primarily for specialized
doctoral programs. In an efforé to maintain the momé;tum'
C during‘the last year of the INSITE project;.which was
1968-1969, the administration of the School established
the Cehter for Innovation in Teacher Education (CITE).
Its purpose, broadly speaking, was to encourage the
development, trial, eyaluation, and dissemination of a
broad range of innovative programs, projects,_materials,
ﬁnd practices in teacher education. It assumed the major
responsibility for tﬁe students participating in the
internship phase of Project INSITE, and it also sponsofed
the Teacher Education through Appliéd Methods Program
_(TEAM), which consistéd of a professional semegter 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 yeﬁture with the Audio~-Visual Center at

’

Indiana University and the Vigo County Public Schools (Terre




Haute), which developed a set of protocqQl materials in the
human relations‘area.

| When the INSITE funds were no longer available, &
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 pléce during the
yYear 196941970 that were to have a long-range impact on the
activities of the School of Education. PFirst, in addition
to the proposal for a TTT Project, seven other proposals to__
be housed within the School of Education wére,submitted and
funded from the Bureau of Eaﬁcational 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 devélopment and research. A third
major development occurred in February‘of 1970 when the
faculty established the Commission on Teache¥ Education (COTE),
a fepresentative body of faculty, administraﬁors, graduate,
and undergraduate students of the School of Education mandated
tp reformulate the undergraduate teacher tfaining programs of
the School. Essentially, COTE was conceived as a poiicy—
making body that would stimulate, coordinate, and f;cilitate

efforts at program formulation which would be initiated by

rd .
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faculty-student groups. Representatives.from'CQTE studied
the issues, talked ﬁbout them, and creafed a climate, but
they d4id not have the authority to implement programs.
.Peoplé were needed who could make decisions and who had
resources available for reallocation, and who would take
thevopportunity 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 intc 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 nqt 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 leasf responsive.

b. reforéing the basic structure of the educational

s&stem 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-
tutionmyould 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.

7]

Thus, in each of these develcopments, first the

¢

dissatisfaction, the desire to.do sopething else, the Ford
Grant, CITEZHEQTE, the growing realization ihat this was.d
Séhool.of Education in a university, a new type of faculty
interested in #esearch and development (products as well

as programéj;“and the planning for an institutional grant =--
all these forces came togetlier to create a situation_where

a structure could be established within which change could
take place.

In June, i97l.’The Committee.on Reorganization for
Teacher Education was authorized by the faculty of the
School"of Eiucation with the explicit task-to "examine the
guestion of reorganization for teacher education in terms
of both the regularized department and divisional programs
and the special programs sucﬁ as COfE and CITE."

The fall semester of 1971 witnessed two Eoncurrent
activities, the Committee on Reorganization, whicﬁ was
.setting about the task of defining the parameters for the
Division of Teacher Education, and the Instifutional Grant
Planning Team, which was preparing the Instiﬁutional 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

(S
L
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Personnel Development, the goal of the Institutional Gfant
was to test and demonstrate the proposition that a site
concentration of funds could produée 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 externﬁlly 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 its training clientele,
in producingytechni;ues and mﬁterials that would have an
impact on ité'own training programs as well as on those of
other teacher training institutions, and in éstablishing
alternative operﬁtional prototypes of new approaches té
tescher 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 tﬁe
above objectives and that would add_impetus to seve?al
thrusts that seemed useful to pursue‘at th%t particu;ar

-

time in history, viz., serving better those populationé



that have been least well served by the .systemj; accomplishing
parity in educational po;er and decision-making among a
variety of relevant groups and including especially those
groups that the system is designed to serte; achieving
discernible impact on the Job on.the part of those that are
trained; setting up a Research and Development deliver¥y systenm
that would get innovat.ve ideas into practiee; reforming
accreditation, certification, and credentialing processes;

and reforming the training institutions and the programs
themselves.

To facilitate the deveiopment of such a system, the
entire process of education, both the institutions used to
provide it and the personnel used to man those institntions,
had to be reconceptuualized. Concerned groups‘and client
groups would have to be actively involved in the process.

To transform the conceptuaiizations into realities, the new
institutional and role models would have to be rendered

into a form in which they could be articulated ana utilized.
The maintenance of a system in which didactic instruction

was divorcedlfrom the world of reality would no longer be
acceptable. What was needed was a new kind of arrangement
invelving school systems, communities, and universities --.
an arrangement typified by such concepts as training centers,
clinic schools, portal schools, community iaboratonies, and

the like.- The responsibility for teacher training was to




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 inpo
the training system.

To achieve the overarching goal of the institutional
grant, that is the establishment of synergistic relatiﬁn-
ships involving school systems, communities, and universifies,
the productive capalilities of theofaculty of the School of
Educatidn had to be enhanced. The Institutional Grant
Planning Team recommended an organizational strategy that
would overéome organizational impediments and at the same
time would minimize the p§rsopal constraints of the faculty
;nd 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, orvemergent
schoolé 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 responsibiliity 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 Persconal and Organizational

Change Center would be to invent and develop new institu-

tional étrategies 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 organizatioqal schemes which
relate concerned partners in the training of'educational
prafsssionals 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 represeﬁtatives

.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 cénters 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 fhe State
Department of Public Instruction. The executive director and

the center directors would be the only permanent administrators

of the Institutional Graht.
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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 apd institutionﬁlization 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. Tnis system would service all levels of decision~
making with a continuous flow of relevant information to
various audiences including potential ocutside adopters and

the Policy Board.

COMMITTEE ON REORGANIZATION FOR TEACHER EDUCATION

The reorganization effort was mounted in an effort to

K3

overcome & variety of organizational impediments: the
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insularity of departmental structufes w@ich prevented
effective coﬁmunication and cooperation; multiple-traék 'N
decision mechanisms which placed responsibility for

program decisions with the faculty but responsibility for
impiemenﬁation decisions with the administrators; account-
ability could not be firmly fixed since neither the
responsibility for existing prdgrams nor the responsibility
for projecting new programs could be exciusively assigned
to a single department or group of faculty;_aﬁd, the thool
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'

A

\'-.

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. \’

1

This development paralleled the ad-hocracy notion of the /)

//
grant. i

The report of the Reorganization Committee was accepted
by the Faculty of the School of Education and resulted in ) o
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 ﬁlanning 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 egter into preliminary nego-
tiations and arrangements with relatéd groups such as public
schools, communities, state departments of education,
cooperating teacher training institutions, ﬁnd 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 represegtatives, 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 de¢ it in a way that meets the educational needs of today's

society.
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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 teachefs, e. system based upon the development of alter=-
native programs rather than a single monolithic program.

In order to attain tﬁis objective, the following sub-
objectives and outcomes must be attained.

1. A majo ifi i f the ructural and

programmatic elements of the professional training

sequence in the Indiana University School of

Education. The future plan for this School
envisions a non-aepartmentalized 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 teacheré.

The distinguiéhing feature of the revitalized
curricula will be an array of alternative programs
leading to professional preparationlwhich 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 »nrograms, 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 depaftments at
Indiana University are being scolicited 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 developnment (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 meodifying 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 wil;.be

extended across "the full range of university despartments.
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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 5oint contractual
arrangements with L.E.A.'s will be devised based on the
assumption that a guid pro guo 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 publiic scheols.
From the L.E.A.'s point of view it will assurme thﬁt
direct involvement with the university and student
trainees can be an important vehicle for accomplishing
change in the L.E.A. through iﬁserve teacher development
and curriculum iﬁfrovement 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 effo;ts.

L, 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 persconnel on a systemmatic basis
as a part of their regular educational experience. To
whatever extent possible, the concept of guid pro guo
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. Development of strategies, tactics, and materials

which are usable in multiple settings for the improvement

of tescher education.

As important as it may be for the univeréity to work
toward the end of providing an optional training eiper-
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 fielgd in.which
it functions. Explicit attention wil% be paiq_to the

invention and development of new programs and materials
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which can be diffused widely in tegcher education and
the. demonstration and dissemination of new models for
organizing and carrying out e revitalized program of
teacher education in the university setting.

6. The institutionalization of the proposed 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 formaticen

of the Division of Teacher Education.
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EVALUATION DESIGN AND PGLICY

. 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 Divisioﬁ
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 be£ter teachers. The
overall evaluation program will provide information for
making decisions regarding needs, alternative approaches
to meeting those neeés, 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, courseé,
and activities to produce better teachers. The decision-
makers at Level I would be the program developers and the
faculty members teaching the cou?ses.

At Level II, information would be provided to the
administrative and service organizatioms of the Division pf

Teacher Education to enhance the development of the adminis-

trative organization for fostering programé and préjects.
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At Level III, information is provided to those
developers wWwho give the thrust to the Division of Teacher
Education, tlie School of Education, the University, and
outside funding sources.

There are two aspects to the cﬁncept of eveluation
that have been endorsed. The first is that evaluation is
a service to those who are making decisions. In ofder 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
dgsigned to provide information for project and program
Aecision 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, ete.). To achieve this aspect at the
program level, 1t is essential that the evﬁluator for a
particular program or project be a member of that progranm
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 tegc@er education

departments. First., .that faculty in teacher education'do not
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view their task as collecting data about,theif program.
Secondly, there are those who do not view evaluation as
very worthwhile; they would propose the coilection of
data only as it relates to basic research questions.
Other considerations which support a cémprehensive
evaluation program are explicit:
l. Evaluation is the responsibility of all Division
of Teacher Education faculty.
2. The evaluation ‘2ffort is concerned with assessing
the appropriateness of the goals and objJectives of
the entire division as well as of projJjects, programs,
and courses. This would involve.neédé aésessments as
.well as projection regarding the future of teacher
education.
3. Evaluation plans are designéd to provide
information regafding the accomplishment of the
major objectives of the DiQision of Teacher Education.
4. The Division of Teacher Educatioq providés
guidance and assistance to All faculty members as they
develop and implement their evaluation plané,
5. Wﬁile evaluation is continuous for al; progréms!.
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 methocdology.
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particularly as it applies to teacher 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.
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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 assumed responsibilit#

during this transitional year, for:

1. The Instructional Services Center

2. The 0ffice of Professional Experiences
(formerly the Student Teaching Office)’

3. The Institutional Grant Structure including:
" an evaluaﬁion team, a dissemination team, and
four support centers: Conceptualization, Field
Implementation, Invention and Development, and
Change.

L. 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 pPrograms. Other

*A program is a sequence of professional courses or
artivities planned and supervised by a faculty team to
prepare teachers for provisional or professional certi-
fication (e.g., The Multicultural Educational Develodpment
Program; The Communication Skills Program\).
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. »
innovative efforts were aimed at project development.
Figure 1 illustrates the relationship bétveen the two.
Descriptions of these options can be found in QOptions

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 Educationai Alternatives Teacher Education Program.
This program for secondary teachers has three distinctive
features that renresent a fundamental change from the "usual"
teacher education program. All three features also char=-
acterize many alternative schcols. 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 own 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 incliudes
courses, field experiences, and/or seminars, all of which
are in the state 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 altergative 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 utilizeé a flow chart evaluation design to collect
information, implement, evaluate, and feed back in%ormation
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 vere recommended and built into the second
Year's operation of the progran. (For a complete evaluation
report, see Appendix F, p. 3)

The Early Childhood Education Program. This two Year

progran 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 c¢hildren,

primarily between ages three and eighkt. 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 utilizea rerorts, lesson plans, comments from
teachers in the schools, comments from student teachers,
conferences, attitude scales, questicnnaires, 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 +he information gathered, 2 new group ¢of 30 students will
commence the first year of the program while the second year
phase is continucd. (For a complete evaluation report, see

Apperdix F, p. 16)

The EFTCORE Prolect. 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 professicrnal growth in dealing with classroonm

management and instruction.
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The Division of Teacher Education ?valuation 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, studeﬂt 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 Apprendix F, p. 18).

Multicul+ural FEducational Development Program. This

progran enrolled 79 students interested in tesching elementary
schoocl childrea who bear ‘‘he blight of urban and rural

poverty (i.e., Black Americans in inner-city schools, Black
Americans in rural communities, poor Whites {in rural hollowvs,
poor Whites in urban ghettcs, Spanish-speaking Americans,

and American Irdians). Guided by individuals from the,
University and the cormunity, 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, intefviews 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 progrem as a high priority (the
complete evaluation of this program appears in Appendix F,

p. 29).

The RELATE ProJject. This project waz a year-long one

for Juniors in elementary education which combined reading
and language arts methods courses with student teaching in
Bloomington schools. 1In additior to providing training for
prospective teachers, the project met the oblective of de-
signing exportable training materjials in reading anéd language
arts. Thne project was built around three major approaches:
1) a process approach to the teaching-learning situation,

25 a competency-tased approach, and 3) a teacher as a
decision-maker apprcach. 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 pumber of competencies
by students. In that the program staff was successful in
getting students to master the competencies and in that the
formal development of the RELATE materials was completed by
June 30, the projJect 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 tescher
traihing needs of individual departments across all schools
at Indiana University. The staff of the projJect worked as a
consultant group with 23 graduate ztudents from five separate
depar*ments t¢o 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 (zmicro-teaching) for practicing
particular skills and evaluating the effectiveness of
utilizing them in teaching situations.

The evaluation design for this program wvas an extensive
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decision making model divided into planqing. implementing,
and recycling of decisions relevant to the proJjJect. The
competencies which related closely to the evaluation design
consisted of developing teaching skills, improving classroon
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. T)

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 descridbed in Appendix

D and Appendix E.
SERVICE ACTIVITIES .

The Evaluation Team. At Level I most of the activity

has been in “ermz of providing zssistance and encouragsement

to program teams in conducting evaluations to make decisions
about improving theilr programs. Specific requirements were

net impbsed on the teams; rather the evaluation team attempted
to foster an attitude of service, that is, encouraging teams

to think adout what it was that they need to assesg. This
often resulted in difficulty in getting the kinds of infor-
mation needed by the Division of Teacher Education in terms

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

wvas 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 reflections 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, 197L)

At Level III, product evaluation, the team initiated a
modification clarification of the goals o0f the division. It
involved the continuous clarification of what appears in
written form, the percéptions of goals by pecple, 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 t¢ which the goals of the division
are being achieved, by individual programs and across programs.
At 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 gquality 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 preparstion 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 regponsibility for all teacher education activities

through the fifth year level.,

The transfer of the remaining teacher education pro-
grams involved a variety of activities auring the Spring
which focused primarily on the interests and needs of the
Faculty of the School. Facult& with expressed interest in
teacher education were encouraged to become involved actively
in the new Division and assignments were planned carefully.

By Septembter, several major goals had been accomplished:

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

stimulated in p;rt by the Conceptuali;ation Center,

and had been planned during the Division's first

yYear, were now ready for implementation. Some of

these included 2 Communication Skills Program, a

Field Based Social Studies Program, an English Téam

Program, a Training Program for Teachers 6f the

SBeverely Handicapped, a Science Teacher Preparation

Progran, 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.ei English Team

Prégram), were operationalized. The éescriptibns

of these efforts appear in a booklet entitled Teacher
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Educatioﬁ 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),
seve;al were terminated (i.e. RELATE). The original
structure of the Institutiecnal Grant, consisting of

four service centers and two teams for evaluatién and
dissemination, was found to be 1in need of simplifi-
cation; this resulted in a reorganization of center
staff and functions into three teams: Coordinsting
Associateé, FPield Associates, and Instructional Serv@ces
Associates. Figure 3 sqmmarizes the reorganization of
the Division. .

In essence, the Coordinating Associates assumed
responsibility for: planning and implementing programs,
coordinating evaluation and research activitiess; pro-
viding logictical support, and dissemination and
diffusion’services. The Field Associates assumed res-
ponsibility for servicing programs and pfojects 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: 1library services,
media'services, instructional materials development, and

7 <.

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

THE DIVISION OF TEACUER. EDUCATION

Director, Division of Teacher Education

Instructional
Services )

Field
Assoclates

Coordinating
Asgsociates

Associates
\\\ "_.—
r — 1 1

Professional
Compouent Y¥*

Project
X

Progranm

A

* A . .

A professional component is a course or set of
experienccs .nat 23y serve 2 number of programs or
crojeets (e¢.s., Student Teaching).
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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 foundatiors, language arts and reading,
and the principles of secondary education were asked
to s#rve 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
wnich 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). 1In 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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ce To develop collaborative rglationships with
agencies and institutions outside Indiana
University to enable positive response to the

need for educational change.

4. To develop products, practices, and procedures
aimed at promoting educational change.

e. To be involved in and coovperating with
doctoral programs in education.

f. To develop and tect new instructional practices.
g. To encourage and suprort faculty to coantin-
uously work on the conceptualization and design

of teacher education progranms. |

h. To focus~res*onsibility. i.e., accountability,
in teacher e¢ducation on the groups which are

Planning and operating precgrame.,

pte

i. To enhance +he intecration and articulation of
undergzraduate and fifth year programs.
d. To prorote a conmitiment to meeting the needs
of inservice teaclers and vther educational
professionals.
L. The establishkment of & iisceminaztion-communication-
rerorting system, toth internal and externsl, had teen
initiated by the dissexmirnation staff. A variety of
elements comprise this cystem: 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 {nformation
AQUNDE Programs.
5. The estadblishment of an Evaluation Systens
Operatiof had dbeen initiated by the evaluation staf?
(Appendix 0). The 2hrusts of this system include:
a. A series o0f seminars have been implemented to
increase the knovledge and avareness of the

faculty adout such Questions as; construction of

attisude inventories, the use of computers, Judgmental

process of ewvalustion as contrasted with empirical
data gathering. (Appenaix F)

b. An Information Systex has been degigned for
use by program directors as well as the sssociate
teams to determine which =ztuderts are in what
precgrams, which faculty are inveolved in wvhich
programs, etc. Its maJor goal is to provide infor-
mation to the budget director and the division
director, about courze scheduling, enrollment
patterns, etc. (Aprendix Q)

¢. A research effort along the lines of more
traditional resesrch has bteen mounted. Several

gemall grants have bteen designed to foster {nquiry
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oriented research that cut across prograns or
projects, for example. 1In addition to the grants
for faculty, fellovships and assistintships are
available for graduate students in the Division

for purposes of encouraging doctoral Adissertations
and other inquiry tased thrusts on the part of stu-
dents in the School. 7o monitor these efforts, a
research comnittee cconposed of factulty from all
divisions of the Cchcocol has been Tormed to review
proposals and reconnmend activities to foster

greater research efforts in teacher education.

d. To facilitate the Division in making decisions
adout $t3 activities, the Evaluation Team has mounted a2
eflfort to gather dsta atout zmeeds in the area of
teacher efucation. This is broader than Just the
ccnsideraticn of the neeis that schools have, bdut

in fact congidering ot ovpportunities, the 1mpact

cr the !zt rarket, etc. (APpendix R)

c*
[
8]
jal

cf unicniza
e. A process evaluation plan hss been expanded

to further monitor the processes of the Division.
(Appeniix S)

f. A product evaluzaticn effort haz teen initiated

to review the prcducts of cur efforts (the graduates)
and to implerment intensive case studies of the
genersl programs 10 determine the extent to which

the progranms are in fact meeting their goals or wvhether
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or not the faculty teszs need to establish goals

that vere not intended ocoutcomes., A proposed plan
to carry out a product evaluation appears in '
Appendix T.
€. A con: *rted effort to ensure the professional
development of the faculty was expressed; in
response to this need, professional growth
seminars have been initiated which will assist
faculty ir preparing dossiers, in constructing
evaluation techniques focr assessing the effectiveness
of their teaching, etc.
6. An academic advisement and recruitment system hag
‘beer, established. Ctudernts are selccting specific
prosratg rather than runelessly going through & msssive

ceneral program. TFersonalized advisement 4s provided

by & staflf menter thorcughly ccgrnizant of all the OTE

.
rrograms. The need for arn irnfoarretion shering/recruitment
audio=vizuzl jreserntati.: stcut alternative tescher

training progranms wes expressed and a tean from the

Instructional 3Jervices Asscciates Teanm and the Coordinating

Asscciates Tezm i

i

in the pr.cezs of preraring this.
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SUMNARY

The Division of Teacher Education is committed to the
quality training of teachers. 7o achieve this goal, the
process of decision making nmust reflect an environment for
experinentation in teacher education. Experimemntation can
only bve supported vhen gosls and obdlectives are clearly
articulated, vhen training programs meet the needs of all
persnns involved in the education process, when process
and product evaluations are planned and implemented, and
vhen {deas are brosdly disseminated.

Most teacher training {nstitutions could be descrided
as having the atove characteristics. However, the Division
of T;a:her Eivcation £n crganizcing 1tself on an ad Locracy
tasiz, Ytas establisnel s jocieturrsicratic organization, one
which precvides an envirconment it which & group of pecple
with similar interests but traireld in a variety of disciplines
can cone tczethner and pinn and test out thelr ideas, ideas
which are relatel t¢ functicrn no*t restricted to a disciplirne

or deprartment.
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"k Proposal for an Institutional Grant for
Preparation in the Fducation Professions,”
May 12, 1971.

"Report of the Committee on Reorganization
for Teacher Education to the Policy Council
of the School of Education,” December 8, 1971.

"The Reorganization of the Division of
Teacher Education”

"Options in Teacher Education”

"DTE Directory, The Pivision cf Teacher
Education: 1Institutional Grant, October, 1972"

"1972-73 Evaluation Sunmary"

"Everything You've Wanted to Know About Project
RELATE"

"RELATE Competencies and Enablers Statement,"
Teacher Education Forum, April 5, 1973

"ProJect RELATE: Operationalizing a Process
Approach to Reading/language Arts Teacher
Education,” Teacher Education Forum, May, 1973

"ProJect RELATEZ: Arn Identification and Test of
Some Prorositions Regarding the Preparation of
Teachers,"” Teacher Education Forum, May, 1973

"Guidelines in the Ctaterent and Assessment of
Student Ccrpetenciesz"

Ad1 Koc Service Teams as
Directors," Teacher
August 15, 1973.

"The Zfficacy of
Perceived Yy rroeran
Education fForun,

"Crnanges in the 2ivision of Teacher Education

Under the Institutional Grant,” March 1973

"Are You Getting the Message?"

Division of Teachker IZducation, "For Your
Information,” ¥vol. 7, Ho. 1, Seprtember 13, 1973
Divizion of Teunkher bducation, "For Your
Information,” Vol. 2, No. 2, October 17, 1973

[Ty

Teacher Fducation at Indiana University,"”
Division of Teacher Education, June, 1673
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"A Preliminary Report on the Objectives,

Goals, and Missions of the School of Education,
Indiana University for the Period 1973-1978."
March 12, 1973

¥

"Fvaluation Systems Operation,” Division of

Teacher Education, July 1, 1973
"Evaluation Team Seminars"

“FEvaluation Team Information System Mid-
Semester Repert,? QOctober 16, 1973

"Needs Assessment: A leneral Overview and a
Proposal for an Education Needs Assessment
Center"

"Process Evaluation, Working Paper, Revised

8/29/73"

"Product Evaluation Proposal: A Proposed Study
of the Multicultural and Alternative Schools
Frograms"

-



TO:

;
dle

Faculty, School of Education FROM: David L. Clark

SUBJECT: Report of Committee on DATE:

Reorganization for Teacher
Education

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 Countil at a special meeting
scheduled for Wednesday, December 8, 1971 at 3:30 p.m., Room 131.

Each of you has séen 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 génerous 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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Introduction

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 3 department chairman), and one member of the Institutional Plsnning Grant
Team. The charge formulated for the Committee by the Council was:

“... to examine the question of reorganization for teacher
education {n 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 »f 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 a2 proposed Divisfon 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, 1if 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 2d hoc working groups; and (3) that th. 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 {feas but altered substantially the implementing steps to achievé 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 2id 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
Comnittee 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 Reorganizatfon for Tescher Educetion
recommends that the Policy Council of the School of Educa-
tion create a Division for Teszcher Education to become oper-
etive July 1, 1972, The director of this Divisfon should
serve with the other four divisfon directors on the Adainis-
trative Council of the School of Educatfion.

The Committee recommends tliet the Policy Council
accept and spprove the statement attached to this motion
which addrusses itself to & number of {ssues associated
with the establishment of the new Division; and recommends
further that this document be transmitted by the Policy
Council to the individual to bc appointed as acting
division director for the guidance of the nevwly formed
fcculty of the Divisica for Teacher Educstica.

Background Assumptions

As the Connittee on Reorganization for Teacher Education proceeded with
the task assigned to {t by the Polfcy Council it becsme evident that several un-
spoken astumptions permeated its deliberstions. The Comuittee decided that these
assurptions should b2 stated so thet sll who read the report will be asware of the
spirit of the document and of the genersl climate of opinfion tn which the Commit-
tee operated.

1.

2,

The School of Bducation at Indians University ought to have teacher edu-
cation as a central, high priority missfion.

The confluence of many factors (e.z., the work of COTE, experimental pro-
grams operzted through CITE, modificd teacher education programs and
courses initi{ated through departments and divisfions) has created s cli-
mate fovorsble to rspid (even revolutionary) progress in teacher educa-
tion &t I.U.

While considerable attention has been given in this report to the antici-
pated fnstitutional grant, the Committee assumed that the formation of the
Division for Teacher Education will not d2pend upon a favorable outcome
for the grant proposal.

The development of excellent programs of teacher education will take
place in a school of education that continues to improve {ts national
reputation for excellence i{n graduate study. Indeed, it {s snticipated
that many of the new teacher educatioan programs will be of a kind that
simply could not be developed in an institution not having the broad
reservoir of talent evailable at I.U.,

While the emphesis fin this report has been placed upon major forms of

change {n teacher education, nothing in the report should be construed
as demeaning or discouraging less dramatic increments of {mprovement.

Such incremental change will be essentfial to the "fine tuning™ of the

various programs as they mature.



5.

5.

9.

S. One of the most productive mesns [or engaging s rich variety of taleats
fs the tesk oriented tean project, This mechsaism should be used {a
tesacher educatioan.

7. The responsibility for preparing educatiocnal perscnnel today has such
importznt remffications for soclety snd for the role of the university
fn society that the best available talent cught to be recruited and
engaged regardless of traditionzl role and boundary lines of departments,
schools, university, and community.

8. While it is recognized that the conditions 2ad mechanieas that mske
possible dranatic improvements also make possible dramatic fallures,
the Comnittee belfieves that under our present circunstances, to sake no
chanzes would be ¢ very high risk elternstive

! Objectives of Reorganizstion for Teacher Educstion
L

v

7o elevete the function of the educaticn of teachers to s high priority level
among the respoastbilities of Indisns University's School of Zducation.

To facflitete on f(ncressed fnvolvement of the faculty of the School of Educae-
tior snd other relevant fsculties et the University in teaching, research,
and development sctivities fin tescher education.

To create an organizational environment for teacher education in which
faculty have the opportunity to create and invent srd are supported {n and
revarded for such efforts.

To incresse the options svailadle to students and faculty for productive
fovclivenent f{n tescher education,

To increcse the diversity in types of (ndividusls (nvolved in teacher educs-
tion tn:luding appropriste i{nvolvement of public snd private school perscanel
and 2hi community.

To focus respoasibility, f.e., sccountebility, fa teacher education ca the
groups vhich are planning and operating the progrems.

To eacourege concerned faculty who are vorking {n the tescher education pro-
grans to respond to needed and recznized improvements inm the tescher educs-
tion program as & regularized characteristic of their essignaent {n tescher
education, f.e., to provide for {mprovement sas well cs maintensnce asssign-
ments fa teacher education,

To fecflitate movement fn programs of teacher education toward the reality of
school experience and the sducational needs of soclety.

To provide integrated programs of experiences reésponsive to the multiple
roles and intezrests of f{ndividuals vather than » single set of experiences
throygh which tndividusls move,



10,

11.

1.

2.

3.

4.

s.

7.

To provide s setting for teacher education ia which self-reneval and
grovth will De charscteristic of the organizatico and the individual,

To provide cpportunity snd eacouragesent for ocoatizucus work oa cosceptuali-
zation in tescher educstica and future plaaning that will tuild programs
for tomorrow's needs,

To provide wi’hin the various teacher training prograas opportunities for

systematic trainisg experiences as s part of the Quiversity’s edvanced de-
Cree progreas for a variety of educational specialists.

- Ouidelines for the Orgsaiszatioca
; of the |
 Divisica for Tescher Educstioa

A pev Division for Teacher Educstion sbould De establisded in the School
of ELducstion, This division would be responsible and sccountable for tde
School's programs in tescher educstion.

Ths faculty in the Division for Tescher Iducation should be drawn from
the existing departments and progran areas 1a tbe School of Zéucation
and sbould include participants from other departmeats ia ths Mhiversity,
the schools, and the community,

The Divisiva ahould provide opportunities for graduate students to engs(»

10 ifnstructional, research, and developanent prograns related to tescher edu-
aatiom wvhea such involvenent 1s appropriate to the goals of tseir ed~
vanced .M,o

Appointuents to the now Division sho.ld be sufficieatly flexible to allow
part-time ss well as full-time fecuity assigmesnt for varying lengths of
th‘.

The Division for Teachsr Education should have the sane degree 0of autonony
88 any other division in the School 1a such aress as budget and personnel,

The teacher educstion functions of other agetciss preseitly operating in
the School of Education, e.g., CITE, the Institutional Planning Grant
Group, and departments in existing divisiocns of the School, should be incor-
porated 1in the nev divistion,

The Division, as it assumes responsidbility for tescher education in the
School, should retain s unit in which feculty are encoursged snd supported
to work cortinucusly on the conceptuslization of tescher education and the
design of programs 1in tescher educatiocn,

The Division sbhould estadlish a continwing working group os organization
and organitationsl svaluation {probably built on the foumdation being es~
tablisbed 1ia the “"Change Cemter” of the Ilastitutional Planaing Grast Group).



9. The Division ahould estadblish aa evasluation umit to provide aecessary ia-
formatiocn for decision making ia regard to its instructioaal prograas axd
other developuental activities,

10, The structure of the Division for Teacher Education sbould be based upon
post-bureaucratic organizatioasal principles featuring, to shatever extent
feasidble, ad boc vorking groups,

11, The Division sbhould develop aa integrated support and developumezt agency
for the School of Education bridging field and ladboratory experiesces and
other areas of technological and imstructioamal support,

12. Tbe prisary task of the Division for Tescher Education relates closely to
that of tbe divisions of education at the cotber canpuses of [ndiana (ni-~
versity, Nutusl interests and concerns suggest tbe desiradbility of maln~
taizing & close liaison ssong the various canpuges. As a first sted to this
end, a cammunications systen sbould be develcoped to keep all canpuses infor-
zed of developuents in teacher education anyvbers within the system and to
provide s basis for cooperative effort in activities such ss the developoent
and use of specialized instructiooal msterials, siternstive prograss of
teacher education, and various types of field activities,

Establishing a Divisice for Teacher Educatioa |
Recormendations and Isplementing Guidelinss !

d,., Basic Structural Recomuendation

The faculty of the Scbool of Education should create a Division for
Teacker Education to become operative July 1, 1972,

2. Responsitilities of the Division

The pewly forned division sbould sssime respopsibility for the entire
program of teacher educstion (including at least all progranms leading to
provisional and professional certificatiocn of teschers ia Indiasns) in
tvo steps —— one covering the period 1972-73 and the second, July 1, 1973
and beyczd, These plascs gre specified as follovs: e’

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

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

Be responsible for operating a set of developing prograns
that have been approved for Phase 1 by tbe Institutionsl
Planning Grant Tean. These prograns may be modifications
of existing pregrans as well as nev prograas geiersted by
2sculty groups,*®

¢ During the curreat school year, the lanstitutional Plamning Grant Tean will
seek spproval for the nev programs through the Course and Progras Change
Cozmittee and the Dean's Office., Once established, the Division for Tea~

Q cher Educatica vill follow the regularired progran approval procedures of

ERIC the Schoolk. o




3.

Assune respcasidility for svpport and dsvelopment agencies
relsted to teacher education; i.e,, Office of Professiocaa)l Ex-
pertiesoes, the emerging efforts 1o cotmusity and lsdborstory
experiences, and tihe curricular related aress (CCTV, Zducation
Reading Room, Curriculum Laboratory, and A-V Services,)®

¥ork with all other departnents and program aress in tle
School which have respoasibility for teacher educationm to
effect an orderly transfer of tescher education programs to
the Division for Teoscher Education by July 1, 197),

faitiate a process of iandividual oconsuitation vith faculty aem-
bers to deternine the relstionship of faculty to the mev divi-
sion in 1973 and teyound,

Cplete the planning for the Division's substructure which

will be operative by July 1, 1973, ;

Pbase 2 (July 1, 1973 and beyond)
Assune respoasibilicy for all prograns of tescbher sducatica
in the School by July 1, 31973 retainiag, st a subdivisional
level, an appropriste corganizational structure to bouse:
(1) Large enrollmeant cperating prograns
{2) Developing or expesrimectal prograns

(3) Associsted resesrch, developoent, and professional ser-
vice sctivities in teacher education,

Assune cpntinuing responsibility for opersting a set of
teacter education programs providing optioas for studeats
and faculty sbile pressing constantly for “growing edge”
prograns in teschey educsation.

Appointnents to the Division

There 1s po wbolly satisfactory method for creating a division de
novo, The echeduling problems of identifying leadership and faculty
personnel resclve themselves f£imally to “chicken and egg™ propositions.
Tbte Comnitte recommends the following procedure as the best of the al-
ternatives:

These sgencies have responsibilities for service to faculty in the Scbool
of Education which extend beyond the Division for Teacher Educatiom, If

s coordinated staff sgency 1s to be formed, however, 1t must report to some
responsible 1ime agent in the School. The choice seeidsd to be either the
Dean’s Gffice or the Director of the Division for Tescher Education., The
Comnittee chose the latter since (1) the demands for service, in &
quantitative sense, vill be concedtrated in the new division; and (2)

this pPlaces the service closer to the point of effective actiom, 1.e., the
users. This choice should be =zviewed continuously to sssure the ef-
festiveness of the delivery of cptimm service to other divisions, depart~
ments, and program areas.



I_be Division Director

Since all the operating teaclher educstion prograns 1a 1973-73 1n
the Diviaicn will be associsted with the instituiional graat, the Execu-
tive Director of the Iastituticnal Grant Tean will be designsted as Acting

Director of the Division for Tescher Education Uy tbhe Dean of the School
of Educatiocn effective July 1, 1972,

At such time during the school year 1872-73 as tbe Dean, with the
concurrence of the FPolicy Council, deens that the nrooess of individual
consultation has resulted in s representative faculty for the new divi-
siocn, be will convene this gcroup and set about the selectiocn of s permaoent
division director ia the usual sanner outlined by the Policy Council,

The !’ecul!z

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

8. The penbers of the Institutional Crant Tean,*

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

¢ The faculty and staff, or other individuals with similar back-
grounds and interests, who are working 1n the support and develop-
Dent agency PIrogrsts mentioned under ' Responsibilities of the
Divisicn -~ Thase 1, b",

d. Designated faculty fran specializatiocn areas. The success of the
pev prograns depends upon the interest and exgertise of the variety
ot subject specializations in the 8chool of Education., Each
specialist area will be asked to designate s faculty memder for s
Joint appointment (1/4 to 3/4 tinme) with the faculty of the Divi-
sion for Teacher Zducation, All obvicus overlsp areas vill be in-
cluded, s.g., slementary educsation; secondary education; special sud-
Ject areas (science, math, social studies, English, etc,). Other
less obvious areas snd agencies vill be encouraged to participate,
e.g., oducational sduizistraticn, internatioral and coaparstive
education, etc,

¢ Tbe sctual persons involved mgy vary from those curreatly comprising tbe
Institutional Planning Grant Tean depending upon negotistiocas with tbhose
individuals for future years. A core tean represeating the ifaterests and
conpetencies of those mow involved 1o the I.P.G.T., bovwever, will be
retained,




4.

During the school year 1972-73 the minimun time allocation to tbe Divi-
sioa for Teacher Education will be 25% for designated faculty, Thelir spec-
1al assigment will be to assist the Acting Director in planning for oew
prograns and effecting an orderly transfer of extant prograns by July I, 1973,
In subsequeant years the percentage allocaticn of tinme to tbe Division will
unceubtedly increase since these faculty will becone fovolved in teachiag in
operating prograss in the Division, Tbese designated faculty obviocusly
bave cdual roles, Ou the one hand they are expected to be represeatatives
of a field of specislizatica in the sense that they bLi1ing their expertise
to bear upon the progras planning and policy issues confronting the Division
for Teacher Education, Equally importsat, bowever, is their role as par-
ticipating faculty in the research, development, tesching, and professional
service of the Divisicn,

As was noted serlier, the Actiers Division Director and the faculty
of the Division will bw responsible, during 157T2-73, for initiating a
process of individual consultation with other faculty in the Scbhool of Educa-
tion to deternine the relationship of these faculty to the Division 18 1973
and beyood., 3ince the planning, developnentsl activities, and training pro-
grams of tbe Division will also be dependent on the involvement of otber
faculty in all departments .and on all campuses of the University and coa~
zunity and school system participants, this process of pegotiation will be
extended well beyond the oconfines 02 the School of Education oo the Bloom~
ington canpus.

Assignwents in the Division

The unique character of the proposed Divistor for Teascher Education
nust be taken into account in defining the types of assigmrents c¢r roles
which Division memders will bold and play. This will bDe the only divi-
sion L8 the School of Education that sisunes responsibility for a schoolwide
function. It will be the only divisiocn organizing itself oa a task rather
than discipline basis, It will be the only division scliciting actively
and continuously the participation of nog~Schocl of Educstion faculty in
the ocordluct of {ts programs,

Involvenent of personnel in the Uivision for Teacbsr Educstion sbould,
them, provide for the widest 1latituss in assignnent, The form of appolnt-
zpent ID relation to time and durstion should be flexible, Joint appoint-
ments across all Progran lines 1in the School should be routine snd across
departpents and canpuses in the University should be mumerous.

Appointpents designed to tie coomunity and school persounnsl directly
to the Division's progran's should be encouraged. The Faculty Affairs
Coamittes of the Scbool of Education should initiate a recommendstion for
the approval of the appointment of selected school and community personnel
ss “Associate Faculty" with the tftle of “Adjunct Professor.” The privi-
leges and benefits accompanying such appointments should be negotiated
with'the pereors ifnvolved at.the time of -ppointment,

There 1s no necessity to explicate all the forns of appointments which
might be used by the Divistoa for Teacher Educstion; most are used occa~
sionslly 15 al) departments and divisions nov, but the following 1llsstra-
tions may clarify types of roles which will be perforwed:



S

s. Desiznated Paculty - oo8 unique fora of imvolvameat will
be the desiznated faculty from specializst!oc greas in the
Schonl whose Gual respoasiSilities in the Division were des-
cribed earlier,

b, Project Taculty - scue menders of the faculty will becoue in-
volved in targeted projectas (uither of their owa initistion
or of otbers) to develop and test a module oOr progran or eb~
gage 1in a plece oi targetsd research or evaluation., Thesy may
be Iull or part tine sppointments with a definite time period
specified iavolving pewrscanel faside and cutside the School
and tbe hiversity.

€. Progran Faculty - tbe basic unit for progrsa faculiy will be
tow treioiog group, 1.9., & teéda Isipocsiblas for t&s pivies-
sional training of s particular subgroup of traineec. The per-
fod of sppointment for a tean mecber (fu1l or part time) would
be incefinite, but renegotiaticn would occur each time a group
for which the tean 18 responsibls ocapletes its progren, Tesn
secbars would be regulsar School of Educstion appointees (in
DAny CaSes al80 carrying an appointment {n another department
43 the School), faculty from otbher units in tbe Unilversity
(carrying sme fornm of affiliate appointment in the Divi-
sion), and scboo} district and cowmunity persoansl (carrying
sdjunct appointments 1o tls Division and the School).

d. Uit Faculty - snotber foram of prograa faculty willbe
those invoived ia operating modules, i.e., units, courses, and
experiences enployed by, but nct necessarily & pari of, traip-
ing groups cr teans. Theso fsculty will be involve: in of-
fering an experience targeted on specifiable outcomes. Sev~
ersl training teans might wish to take advantage of & ©coOmmOO
nodule which would be under tbe continuving direction of s
facuity menbexr who ia pot Decessarily otberwise involved in
the work of the Divisioca,

There are certsinly other types of appointments that will be involved
in the work of the Jivision for Teacher Education. There will surely be
the need for some aduinistrative personncl, for staff who are service arms
of the Division, special appointments for 84 boc purposes, coansultants,
etc. The intent of this section 1» n-ply to eupbasize tbe open nature of
sppointments in and involvement with the Division,

Involvement of Ursduste Students, Community and School Personnel

In addition to the regular faculty of tke Division, as descridbed in

the preceding sections, there are highly productive possibilitiss of invol-
ving other cstegouries of personnsl in the division's work, Greduate student
appointees bring a range of experisnces, developing expertise, and instruc-
tional potentisl which could prove invalusble to the Division., At the same
tine, tho Division represenis a source of useful training experiences for
®aduate students including supervised ¢Ollege level toaching , research,
development, and evaluation internships.



6.

7.

Further mutually beneficial alliances st be astadblisbed with com~
sunity and school perscanel so that expertise not found cocmonly on uni-~
versity faculties can de brought to bear on planning and operating train-
ing prograas. Conversely, such arrangezents should place the university

in a position tG relate itself odre masningfully to tbe sclution of school
and comunity probleus.

Advisory laoput to the Division Directoz

Ths objectives underlying the rsorganization for teacher education
suggest that progran developoent within tde proposed Division for Teacher
Education be broasdly based, A logicslly derived overview of tbe field of
teachar education includes: genural education, subject matter preparation,
hunanistic and bebavioral studies, teaching-learning theory, and field in-
teTualilp sad praciicum expesriesces, i placning altsrsative pregra=s fasul-
ty teans are encouraged to consider and, if possible, develop, prograns
that sssune responsidility in all five areas.

In this context the division director will need varioua types of
scvisory input to fnsure that the denired breadth of progran becomes a
reslity. A variety of advisory sources, in addition to regular fgculty
consultation, ere available to the director including, but not restricted
to:

s. The designated faculty who represent all related and intereated
areas within the School of Educstion who may be tapped individu-
ally or in groups to advise the director,

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

Inter=8chool Prograns

The pature and complexities of the curreat organirational arrsnge-
ments for the professionsl conponents of the inter-school programs, 1.e.,
Home Economics, Business Zducation, Xusic, and Health and Physical Educa~
tion, should be considered in developing appropriate relationships with the
Division of Teacher Education, In these four cases it 1s essential that the
faculty in the subject ares specilalizations consider the optimun adalnis-
trative arrangenents for developing improved teacher education prograns.
Decisions regarding these matters should be the product of negotiations
between appropriate adainistrective 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 educztion. Articles are
accepted on all phases of teacher education including in-service
training and graduate study. The reading audienca includes
teachers, school administrators, governmental and community
administrators of educational ageticies, 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.

Produced by the Division of Teacher
Education, Indiana University-Bloom-
ington, a componeat of the School of
Education, supported in part by way

of an Institutional Grant (NE-O0EG:
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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,
pregrams, 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
Teachar Education.

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

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

2. Process evaluation reports on various aspects of
implementation.

3. A complete listing of all students includlng
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 eech project, program, or
center director felt his activity matched the
objectives cf the Institutional Grant.

As stated above, these total evaluation reports were used as the basls
for the summaries included here. |1 would be useful at this point to
describe how these final evaluation reports came into belng.

I. During the Summer of 1972 the Evaluation Team developed
gucdel:nes to be used by each director of a project,
‘program, or center in developing evaluatlon 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 Fal!l 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 evaluatlion activities
which had taken place cdurlng the previous two weeks.

4. At the end of the academic year, the project director
was glven 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 evaiuation 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 faculty and professional staff and 2
statement indicating the number by male and female students.

The remainder of the summary is divided Into three sectlons as follows:

Process-Product Evaluation Summary

This section briefly describes +he 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 declsions, these
have been noted.

In general, the statemen*s reporting the results of the process
and product evaluation are taken directiy from the dlrector's
report. Statemants and adjectives concerning the quality of
the evaluation have been made by the evaluation team.

Dissemination Activities

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

Strengths and Vieaknesses

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

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.



-3-

Alternative Schools
Final Evaluatlon Summary
Jirecior: Rebert Barr
tay, 1973

Faculty/Staff

1. Robert Rarr 5. Arlcne Saretsky
2. Canie! Burke 6. OGzrald Smith
3. Steven Fradrlicks 7. Vernon Smith
4. John Perron 8. Floyd Coppedge
Students
Male - 20
Female ~ 25
Total - 45

1. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

This project utilized a flow chart evatuation design to collect Infor-
mation, evaluate, and fcedback information for declslon making. Student
competencies dealing with placement of Interns, employer satisfaction,
student evaluation, staff judgments, and on-site evaluation by statf on
lccation were centained In the evaluation desian.

The process evaluation conducted by the Alternative Schools Project
utilized data from fleld sites, student evaluations, and staff Insights.
As a result of this Information, the orientatlon seminar will be discon-
tinued at the end of the Fall, 1973 semester; student-teaching In Alternative

Schools will be reduced to a smaller scale; the Alternativa School semlnar
experimental courso will be divided into two separate courses; one fleld
site will be expanded because of Its success; and new fleld sltes in

different areas of the country are being developed.

The competency assessment has shcwn employer catlsfoctlion wlth the
interns hired. In addition, personal growth among the Interns was demon-
stratcd by their evalustions as weil as staff and fleld site personnel's
evaluations; and, finally, satisfaction with Interns has been dorconstrated
by the expanslon and addltion of new fleld sites.

The overall evaluation report is a very detalled and thoughtful
document. The resuits of the varicus instruments seem to provide much
valuable Information to the decision makers. Coples of Instruments and
results of these instruments are avallable In the final evaluation report.

1. Dissemination Activities

. Coordination of six regional institutes on alternative schools.
Changing Schools newsietter Is printed at Indiana University.
. Conference presentations were made by students in the program.

WA -




4. Articles by Gerald tarwer and Robert Barr dgaling with alter-
native schocls “zve bean pitltished or are in the process of
being published.

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

I1l. S5trengths and Weaknesses

The following were listed as strengths of this program:

I- Interaction betveen taculty and students which continues over
& period of time,

2. Good relations with innovative schoo! districts.

3. The Gloomington 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 poputation, and problems main-
taining tha necessary ¢ield-base contacts. An attempt will be made this
coming year to rectity the first “wo wezknesses ty 2 more structured
course offering and the recrultment of stucdents in one of the seminars,
The last weakness needs adjunct profcssors who would be non-paid school
personnel to act as liasons between the schools and 1.,

iIV. Project Future

The project will be expanded next year to include new fleld 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 Legree.

The Alternative Schools Program is now recruiting a much larger number
of students and will probably oversubscribe its classes this yeor. Togather
with the National Consortium on Alternative Schools, this program is recelving
national recognition. The adjunct professor system has been 2pproved and will
be developed. 1t Is necessary to achleve 8 change in University edministrative
practices if this program is to Le eventually institutionalized. A proposal
to the Univercity administration recommending niecessary changes will be
developed,



Arorican trncdian
Final Evalueation Surmary
Lirector: Gary Anderson

tay, 1973

Faculty/Statf

{. Cary Anderson 3. Ms. Odle
2. Paul Lansing &. James Fahan

Students
tale = B
Ferale - 1}
Total - 25

t. Process-Product Evaluation Surmmary

The evaluation design for the Anerican Indian Project consists of three
main objectives which deal with placement of students, cnhancement of teaching
ebility of elementary and secondary studerts In 2n American Indian setting, end
an increase in understanding and 2pprociation of the American Indien, his
culture, and the present ecucational system. Undereach of these objectives
were implementing activities, Questions to be answered, products, andé program
modifications. There were also & number of student competencles which related
to teaching in an Americen Indian environment and relating to the student in
terms of his culture and environment.

Resul ting changes that have been made because cf feedback from student
teachers, principals, and supervising teachers wers: to have sominars
conducted before a student wernit on the reservation with irput from Pueblo
Indians on campus, and to obtain tetter supervision and organization by
bringing in supervising teacters with teaching experience in an (ndian
sotting,

The competency evaluation utilized questionaires and verbal cormmunications.
This evaluation pointed out that the majority of stucdents could adupt to
the setting and relate to Indian students both In and out of the classroom,
and adjust tcaching techniques to meet the necds of these studenis. Flinally,
21 out of the 24 stucdentis were going to apply for teaching jobs on the
American Indian Ruservation.

The evaluation as a whole was well done and the director does note
the problems Iinherent 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 recelived.




1. Dissemination Activities

Two publications were produced, one entitied "Alternative Programs in
Indiena Colleges and Universities™ which was also presented In a meeting
at Butler University and the second erntitled "Student Teaching on the
American Incian Reservation,”

11, Strengtrs and weat..esses

The main strength of this projram has been the tact that students
entering the program Reve o0 the most pert romsined with 1t ALl of the
students In the program have bLien rocormended for teaching jobs with the
Bureau of Indian Affairs fcr ihis coming fall, and 38 students have
recuested admission to the program fcr rext yezr,

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

Future consideration also needs to bde given to the question of the

efficiency of a sixteen-week prosram and trying to get the program to
become a part of a2 more troadly pased multicultural program.

IV. Proiect Future

This project will be continued as a field site. Students wlill be
prepared In the total multicultural program as soon as possible. By
1974-75, assignment to Indlan Schools will probatly te restricted to
Multicultural Program students.



Associate Instructor
Final Evatuation Surmary
Oirector: VYonneth "lajer

May, 1973

Faculty/Stasf

{. BDBery! Brown 5. Susan Hawkins
2. lvor Davies 6. Lloren Liebl!ing
3. Barbara Eawards 7. Ken Majer
4. Al Garcla 8. Nick Stayrook
Students
Male - 22
Female - |
Total - 23

I. Process-Product Evaluation Surmary

The evaluation desicn for tnils procram was an extensive declision making
model divicded into planning, Implementing, &nd recycling of decislons relevant
to the project. The competencies which reiate closely to the evaluation design
consist of ceveloping teaching skills, improving classroom effectiveness, and
developling confidence.

There were five separate departments that were Involved In the Assoclate
instructor Program. Each of these conducted Its own evaluation sctivitles,
but they utilized common instruments. The instruments were questionaires and
interview forms which looked at such things as a book entitled A Gulide for
Beglinning College Instructors, seminers, and overal! results of the seminars.
As a result of the civerse evaluations conducted by the different departments,
decislons regarding changes in the seminar, Instruction, credit, and procedures
were (nitiated. Coples of all the instruments were contalned within this
rcport plus the results of these varlous evaluation Instruments.

The overall report provided by the project provided complete coples of
all evaluation instruments pius the results of those evafuations. 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.l. students in different pregroms viewed some of the same things.

11, Dissemination Activities

Sixty-three persons recelved the various materials put out by the
Assocliate Instructor Project.

11, Strengths and Weaknesses

The project sees as its major strength the new approach used by the
program In Improving Associate Instructor teaching.
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Tne main weakness seen by the program came from cuiside tha prolect

where certain faculty and decartments resisted the A.l.'s effort at
procucing chanja,

V. Project Future

The future of the project according to *he report is in limbo for
next year. They are sceking outside money from a crant. The Assoclate

Instructor program has demonstrated its value and should de supported
in some form by the University,
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Center tcr Experiential Education
Final Evaluation Summary
Dirgctor: Homer Hogle
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

. Santiago Carcia

2. Homer toale

3. Doltie tanns

4. tHerdert Munangatire

. Dwzyno Snell
. Jim Willloams
. Irls Rosa

«J v

Stucdents

ticne as this is a Center

I. Prozess-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design for this Center followed a flow chart model and
exanincd what Is going on at the present time and provided for review and
consideration of what ought to “e.

The process evaluatinn activities for this Center were conducted under
three main operations. The first was In retation to 1CCSC where communication
was established with the schools in Monroe County and students assisted In
the capacity of tutors or teachar aldes. The feedback to the Caonter Indlcated
that the assistance provided by tne students was beneficial to both students
and teachers. The logistics of schedullng and assigning students needs
review and Improvement In the area of dependabllity; many students were
assigned very late in the term. Another area that reads Improvement Is
communication with the field; more supervision is neaded for quicker feedbeck.

Tte second operation was the community related operations of C.E.E. Tho
Center placed students in various community agencies In Indlana, {llinois,
and Kentucky. As a result of a mid-year evaluation of these activitles, It
was deciced to have more direct contact tetween C.E.E. stzff snd communlty
agencies, Increase community Involvement by providing regular transportation
curing the evening hours for students, and to develop more contacts with
community agency directors so as to become more aware of their specific noeds.

Thirdly, C.E.E. operated In conjunction with the Multi-Cultural Program.
The C.E.E. provided transportation and fleld sites for this project's students.
There were a3 number of problems that were encountered, but for the most part
sultaible sites or alternative sites as well as transportation were provided.

Some additional evaluation would seem In corder for the various actlivities
conducted by C.E.E. to point out where furtner cervices and modifications
should be made In services now being offered. Thls Center will be flnallzing
some of its evaluation activities this summer which should provide some
additional useful information.
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11, Disseminztion Activities

The disse~ination activities carriec cut by the C.E.E. were also broken
into thrze areas of its operation. They are as follows:

A. iCCSC Related Dissemination Activities
l. Five conference activities with !MCCSC
2. Deily trips to MCCST fdminintration Center to pich up and
deliver rcquest forms from vhe schools
3. Cne rmeeting
4. Visited every school to talk with schoc! personnel

B. Community Related Dizsemination Activities
I. Conferences and mr2ctings at 8 nunber of sites to explein
activities and functions of C.E.L.

C. Muiti-Culturat Dissemination Activitiecs
l. 29 contercnces were conducted with various school sites
to discuss plecement of students
2. Arranged trips, ceveloped and sent out evaluation forms
3. Geve two speeches in rejgards to C.E.E. activities

111, Strengths and Weaknesses

HNo specitic weaknesses or strengths were 1isted by %he Center within
their report, but It appcars from the process evaluation that there are
constant prcblems in providing fleld sites and transportation to geople
requesting this type of help. |t does appear, however, that this type of
service is needed and that most of the currcnt needs are beling met by C.E.E.

iV, Project Future

The future of this Center, according to this report, will be to carry
out the same functions but to alter the structure for economy's sake. This
Center witl be combined with F.I.C. and O0.P.E. to provide a "more cocherent
and cequentially meaningful tield expariences for Indiana University
stucents of ecucation.”
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Cormunication Skills
Final Evatuation Sumrmary
Director: Eaward Jenklnson
ray, 1973

Faculty/Staft

Edward Jenkinson
Gretchen Kemp
Eugene Klntgen
€lien Ritter

deffrey Auer
Paul Batty
Philiip Dachlian
. Lirda Cregory
Jeffrey Huntsman

\N B ) =
e
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Students

No students until the Fall of 1973

l. Process-Product Evaluation SurTory

initial needs assessment serves as the design for the project.
Student competencies were ascertalned by asking language arts supervisors
around the state what they felt were the necessary compatencles for
students interested In thic area. Also, information provided by language
arts supervisors provided Information pertalning to recnent graduates in
the field of English., This provicded the bulk of the process evaluation
tor this progrom. The letter and oopics o4 comments were also included
with the tinal report.

Overall It appears that an excmplary job has been done in preparing

this project. The In-cepth needs assescment could serve as a model for
tuture projects wishing to get started in the DTE,

1. Dissemination Activities

I. Discussion with teachers about project at English Arts
Conference hetd at 1.U.

2. Lletters to tcachers (copy attached)

3. Description of project contzincd in Bulletin of Unlversity
Division (copy atteched)

I11. Strenjths and Weaknesses

No strengths or weaknssses listed,

tv. Project Future

The project will get underway thls coming fall with Incoming freshmen.
These students will be guided for four years by members of this prograa.
The n3in emphasis will be to show & relationshlp of content to method.
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Development Center
Final Evaluztion Summary
Director: Fobert teinich
lay, 1973

Faculty/Staff

1. Jerry Brown 7. William Murphy
2. Rogers Clean 8. Amos Fatterson
3. Robert Heinich 9. MWichacl Pollack
4. Roberta Kovac 10. Darry! Sink

5. Mark Lobert 1. Gerald Smithi
6. Michael Molenda

Students

No students as this is a Center

I. Process-Product Evaluaticn Summary

A basic decision-making design was empioyed by this Center. However, the
Center staff felt that an overall summative judgment of the usefulness of the
Center was in order., Outside sourzes should be employed to gather thig
information and the Evaluation Team should address itsalt fo this end-ci-year
survey ¢f Institutional Grant prearam dirccters. (Note: The Evaluation Teem
In the sccond interview by telephone with project directors got at some of
this fnformation.)

The main process evaluation undertaken was in the form of In-house
meetings as well as meeting with 0.P.E., but there wsre no reported changas
as a resulv of this evaluation precedure.

The Development Center developed eight instructicnal unlts and some
other products for use by the various projects. These included modules
dealing with wrlfting, locating and celecting materisls, preparetion of
inexpensiva transparencies, threze unit classroom management serics, a
bookiet entirled “Teacher ldade Physical Education Equipment," two
annotated tibliogrephies dealing with teacher training and cable TV, and
a video tape conslsting of interviews and views of fleld sites.

Overali the evaluation report was well done and included all the

necessary information. The report provided a I1st of the products
developed during the past year which was a useful addition.

1. Dissemination Actlvities

This Included flve lecture presentations and two blibllographies

relating o ¥ha Center's activities.



I1l. Strengths and Weaknesses

No strengths or weaknesses listed.

V. Prcject Fuiure

The Center will be marced with the Instructional Services Center next
year for reasons of eccnomy and efficiency. The Center staff felt that
funding various projects ™= do th2ir own thing" is redundant and not the
best use of cost effectiveness. Meny of the materiais that the Center
developed did not becork. visibie 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

Nore as this is a Center

I. Process=Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design for this Center consists of twc main components:
internal objectives and activities and external objectives and activities.
MosT of the process evaluation activities carried out by tnis 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 DTE program Preview Day (as
was held this past semester) was questioned. Copies and results of question-

aires were provided in this final report. -~ -~

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

Il., Dissemination Activities

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

B. Publications - Researched and Written
l. A New Dimension for Teacher Preparation
2. Speclal Program Offers Education Students New Views

C. Publlications - Technical and Editorial Assistanca
I. Several tasks were listed for this category

Besides all of the above publication activities, the director of this
team oftered 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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I1t. Strengths and Weaknesses

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

The major weaknesses were related to havlng only limited funds, facll-
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 DTE
personnel,



Early Cnlldhood
Finai Evaluation Summary
Dlrector: WMarian Swayze

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

l. Jchn Eond 5. Miriam Gelvin
2. Nency Pastore 6. William Blanton
3. David Gallahue 7. Mary LaFollette
4. . Mary Rouse 8. Marian Swayze

Students

Male -~ O

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, attltude scales, questionnaires, rating scales, and inter-
views, On the basis of these various evaluation activities, changes
occurred in the schedullng of classes, Instructor assistance, technical
assistance (AV equipment, |lbrary usage, writing), preparation of super-
vising teachers, course offerings, course size, fleld slte 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 utillzed weekly ilogs, student self-evaluation,
evaluation of each student by three professionals, course evaluations,
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 lock at and
evaluate most of the points of both the original evaluation design as
well as the competencles. All formal evaluation instruments were
included along with resuits.

Overall, this final evaluation report was very well done and included
all the evaluation iInstruments plus the results of those instruments. One
other Interesti:iy thing that this program Is doing is keeping entry level
date on students so that future eomparisons can be made and fol low-up
studies can be conducted.




-17-

lI. Dissemination Activitiec

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

I11. Strengths and Weaknesses

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

Practicum experiences during the course of The past school
year in local! nurserifes, schools, and kindergartens

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

Students found a great deal of relationshlp between theory
learned in the classroom and fleld experlences.

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

Placement of students in MCCSC schoois was difficult because
of other programs workling within these schools and because
the studeni teachers in this program do their student feachlng
on a part-time basis rather than full~time.

2. Students in the program next year will have to travel 25
mites to a school in Brown County to do their student teachlng.

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

4. No help was recelved -from O.P.E. for supcrvlélng 24 students
during their two semesters of practicum experiences.

/5. Tha Creative and Performing Arts course was too theory-orlented
and did not give the early Chlldhood students enough pracfical
orientation.

6. Scheduling of ¢ourses due +o +ime overlaps presenfed dlfflculfles.

7. Language Arts courses presented some problems which w{ll be
worked out this coming academic year.
IV. Prolect Future . . . ‘

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 admi+ted Into the program. The director states that they
have twice as many applicanta as students they can admit Into the program.
She feels that they should be allowed to capftallze on this intersst,
especlally since they are getting a new full-time faculty member this fall.
She further states that by not belng allowed to expand the program, It has
caused bltterness and disilifusionment 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 Dunfes 7. Judith Raybern
4. Donald Hazekamp
Students
Male - 5
Female - 41
Total - 46

l. Process-Product Summary

The evaluation design consisted of five main decisions relating to
project goals, entrance requirements, training experiences, utilization of
personriel, 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 competencles 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 fel+t
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 competencles will get more attention.

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

The overall content of this report provides a very detailed and care=-
fully done flnal 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 expliclt report can certainly be
utilized as a model for future final evaluation reports.




{1. Dissenina¥tion Activities

There was a !ist of five discsemination activitles including newspaper
articles, project descriptions sant to prospective freshmen, a s!ide
presentation, and a paper being written for publication.

It1. Strengths and Veaknesses

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 inciuded.

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

1V. Project Future

The ENCORE Project Is being extended to become a complete threa-
semester program of approximately flfty 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
Firal Evaluation Summary
Directors: James Andersen, Mery! Englander,
and Shirley Engle
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

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

Sfudenzi

None at the present time as the pro¢ram was not cperational

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

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

11, 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
telephcne interview with 100 students who are majoring in Social Studies.

111, Strengths and Weaknesses

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

IV. Project Future

The program wiil begin in the coming school year and will functlon at
the Washington and Howe High Schools in Indlanapolis with 20 teachers and

some [2=-20 students.
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Field Implementation Centor
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: James Mahan
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

l. Tromsas Glass 5, James Clark

2. Carai HIIY 6. John Brown

3. Edw!in Howell 7. Beveriy Huntsman
4,

Jamas Mahan
Students

None as this is a Center

. Process-Product Evaluatlon Summary

The evaluation design for F.l.C. consisted of two main objectives.
These were: (1) to establish and test new organlzations and the field sites
and (2) particularly establish new fleld sites to serve the least.welli-
served populations, Under these two objectives were listed impiementing
activities, questions to be answered, products, and expected program
modiflcations.

The process evaluation utilized conferences, meetings, questionnalres,
telephone interviews, and neecs 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.l.C. assVstance
roles; changes in 1972-73 projects including the expansion of Latino, the
institutionatization 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.I,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.l.C. 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 organiza+tion 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 inciuded all the infor-
mation requested. Furthermore, the extensive list of products provided
much valuable information concerning thls Center's accompl!ishments during
the past year.



Il. Dissemination Activities

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

I11. Strengths and Veaknessus

The follcwing were listed as strengths of +he F.I.C.:

F.1.C. personnel taught in several programs this year

It served a large number of students more effectively
than did any other program

It recruited students

It delivered requested services

it developed new types of student teaching activities by
utilization of diverse personnei, out-of-state placements,
6. minority settings, teaching clinics, etc.

6. 1t offered flexibility for student teachers

Uy B N ==
.

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

1. Th& director cculd not select his own staff, which increased
his duties and responsibilities

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

IV, Project Future

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

May, 1973
Facvlty/Staff

I. Dan Archer 6. Richard Mann
2. Henry Burnett 7. Elalne Steln
3. Elizabeth Elam 8. Clyde Sypert
4. John Fedderson 9. Amos Patterson
5. Eva Kiewitt

Students

Does not apply 2s this is a Center

I. Process=-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design for this Cen*er consists of a flow mode! that has
two main components: cost effectivencs.s and a marketing proach. Thess two
overlepping components have allowed foi a cllose monitori:y of the system. As
a result, declsions regarding chairylng of hours, adding casual personnel, and
budget projections could be made.

I, Dissemination Activities

Dissemination activities Included distribution of Information booklets
to FI00 classes, speaking and demonstrating things In educational settings,
open house, and the extension of Probe as a statewlde system.

111, Strengths and Weaknesses

The main weaknesses this year were in the area of "service" and "devel~-
opment" because of lack of communication with DTE programs and projects. |t
is felt that through a more aggressive system of dissemination and the util-
fzation of a markeiting approach that this Center can overcome this weakness
during the coming school year.

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

Due to the many facets contalned under the 1.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 1.5.C. Also, the flow evaluation model
will allow for th2 needed flexibllity In evaluating the various areas of

operations conducted by this Center.
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IV. Project Future

During the (973-74 academic year the {.5.C. Is pfanning to meet the
instructional development needs of not only the new programs and projects
of the DTE, but, in additiori, other progrems in the School! of Education.
The expansion will occur in part by combining with the Center for

Inventicn and DevelopmentT.,




-25-

Journal ism Program
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Edward B. Jenkinson
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

1. Edward Jenkinson
2. Gretchen Kemp
3. Llinda Gregory

Students
Male - 5
Femzle - 8
Total - I3

l. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

A needs assessment served as the evaluation design mode! for this
pregram. There was also an extensive I1st of student competencies which
range from cevelcping and evaluating skills to acquiring and analyzing
professional attitndes, strengths, and weaknesses, and attitudes about
thiis field.

Evaluation activities included the use of questionnaires, self-
evaluation, supervision visits, and a | 1/2 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 questlionnalre
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 | 1/2 hour iapsd interview with each student in the project.

i1, Dissemination Activities

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



-28-

Itl. 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 methcds and supervision Instruction.
These problems will have to remain for next year because of schedulling
probiems 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
Directcr: James Mahan
May, 1573

Faculty/Staff

l. James Mahan
2. Beverly Huntsman

Students
Male - |
Female - 3
Total - 4

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluatior. design for Latino consisted of assessing three main
objectives: placement of students in a Latino setting, enhancement in
teaching ability cf elementary and secondary students in a Latino setting,
and an increase in uncerstanding and appreciation of Latino culture and
espirations. Under ¢ach 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 decislons 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 supervisers, to
place stucdents In various Latino settings in Gary, Irdiana, and In Arizona,
to encourege paiticipation by community agencies, to make at least one
visit a semaster to the project sites, and to encourage students to take
course offcrings in the Spanish Department.

The results of the assessments of competencies indlcated 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 utiiization
of this knowledge in different settings.

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

This was a very well datailed and documsnied final report. The
student competencies and especially the assessment of these competencies



was a very strong feature of the projecf evaluation efforts. Also, the
various Instruments used for process evaluation efforts were effective

in getting at much useful information. Thls report could serve.as a
model for future flnai reports. :

I1l. Dissemination Activities

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

11, Strenaths and Weaknesses

The major strengths of thls project were the followling:

Students were intensely inferesfed.

Project goals were met.

Project was economical.

Good support from public school personnel.

Much cemmunity involvement.

Secondary education majors became aware of elementary
organization &nd instruction.

7. Cne least well-served population - Latinos -~ is reached.
8. The project promoted bi-lirgualism and cultural plurallism.

OOWMdUIN—

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

IV, Project Future

The Latino Project will he expanded in 1973-74 to include more students,
field si*es, suppor% 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 - B

Nicholas Anastasiow 10, Donald Kerr

l.
2. Gerald Bracey Il. Frank Lester
3. Leo Fay 12, Jessie Lovano-Kerr
4, Henry Gardner 13, Elizabeth Lynn
5. Bev Grevious l14. Robert Mays
6. Loretta Armer 1. San Juanita Reyes
7. J. Brooks Dendy 16, Trudy Shiel
, 8. Alexander Fluelien 17. Frank Whilting
- 9. James Holland 18. Al Yates
Students =
Male - 9
Female - 70

Total - 79 _

). Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation instruments utilized for process evaluation included the
following: open-ended questionnaires, interviews with students, conferences
with Student Advisory Board, faculty conferences/meetings, encouragement of
faculty to use t.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 wili be a continuation
of individual conferences with students and carefully planned community and
school experiences.

Competency assessment utilized an opan-ended questionnaire which
elicited students' insights gained from their experiences in various field
and community settings. A sample of these comments was contained in tie
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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Il. 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. - :

Ill. Strengths and Weaknesses

There were no specific'sfrengfhs or weaknesses of the program mentioned

IV. Project Future

The Multicuitural 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 | will have completed all of the
program components.

The Multicultural program will be continued next year. Progr?m
development is necaded to prepare secondary school teachers for assignment
in Multicultural situations. :




Offlice of Professional Experience
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Duaine Lang
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

David Adams 12. Jessle Lacey

l.

2. Gary Anderson I13. Duaine Lang

3. William Bassett ‘ " 14, David lash

4, Rose Blackman I5. Harry Mamlin *

5. John Brogneaux - s " 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 Woodruf+f

Il. John Jordan o ' 22, Carol Young
Sfuden+s

Considered a Center so the number of ‘students going +hrough this
office is not included. It was approximately.1,500 to 2,000.

|. 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
col Jected 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
col lege 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 thls form and consfruc+ive
revisions of it are being examined.
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il. Dissemination Activities

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

I1'l. Strengths and Weaknesses

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

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

2. Development end use of a Supervisory Visit Report Form,

3. Pilloting of a Supervisory Teacher and Col lege 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 |tems 2 and 3 are not yet avallable
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. |t appears that they are doing some good things.
and it will be interesting to see the results of some of the ahove-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-
sibllities 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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Final
Director:

Mary Arakelian
Beverly Armento
Anita Ficklin
Bruce McFarland
Anne Ottensmeyar
Edith Richardson
Sarah Rogers
Robert Rouse
Barbara Waters
Barbara Beatty
Mildred Bern
Linda Bevis
Ferne Breeden
tlendel | Brinson
Bette Calkins
Lou Carmichael
Luanna Carmichael
Helen D'Amico
Susan Dick
Judith Douglas
Kay Elkina '
Jean Farber
Linda Fox

Vicki Gharst
John Goen

Anna Gross

Carol Hanna

Sue Holmes
Ardith Jones

. Sharon Keene

Jean Kiddie
Reava Meredith
Susan Mills
Alice Oestreich
Anabel Poynter
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Professional Year

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

Students

Male - 5
Female - 81
Total - 86

Evaluation Summary
James Mahan

36.

37.

38.

29.

40.

42,
43.
44,
45.
45.
47.
48.
49,
50.
51.
5d.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.

Sally Richardson

. Mary Rone

Patricia Rupp
Hazel Sanhorn
Mary Sells

Susan Starrs
Alta Strain
Carole Sylses
Ila Thrasher
Jean Voligtschild

‘Opal Wilson

Paula Munger
Ruth Williams
Suzanne Thompson
Betty Scudder

‘Marityn Owens

Martha Janssen
Donald Duncan
Nancy Davis
Susan Gray
Mary Hutton
Barry Reister
Harold Stewart
William Finley
Marie Boyd .
James Weimer
Alice-Hierimeyer
Michael Cappy
Ray Neal

‘Don Beavis

Al ice Vandersteen
James Clark
Frank Lester
Mona Ballard
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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 contalned
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 teashers, 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 1o revise cerTa!n activitlies, make
organizational changes, and plan for next year. Copies of avalilable instruments
vere lncluded along wiTh results that had been TabuIaTed.

1. Dissemination Activities

These consisted of a program information session, papers reIaTed To
DTE given at AERA, and a presentation on Action Lab given aT ASCD meesing.

I11. 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 baslis 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 personne!l were all asked fo
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,

Jjob dsscriptions, 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

Gilbert Bushey . 7. 'Bevériy Huntsman

l.
2. Howard Detamore . 8. Anabel Newman- .
3. Marshall Fallwell "9, Dan Parrott
4. Sally Gorman : o [0. Richard Stowe
5. Jerome Harste S _ 1. Judy Welntraub
6. Laura Hoffman : ' -

Students

Male - 5

Female ~ 20

Total - 25

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design submitted by this projeéf had as its main comcern
the attalinment of a number of competenclies by students.

The process evaluation conducted by RELATE produced two major changes.
The flirst change was to have more field operations and curtail formal class
setrting. The second change wa: 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 progrem so that they
could accept ‘the theorctical positions of the project.

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

were asked to fill out.

. -Dissemlnafion Activities

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




Ill. Strengths and Weaknesses

Strengths and accomplishmenfs of" the RELATE PnoJecf 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, evaluafe,
and revise instruction.

The two major weaknesses seemed to be in glving the students In the
program too much material to digest Initlally which caused "'cognltive
dlssonance." Secondly, many of the RELATE students In field settings
contlnued to act more |ike students ThanlfeaChers.

V. ProJecT Future

By June 30, the formal development of RELATE will be completed. The
program will continue to be operationalized in conjunction with the
teaching of E339, E340, and E34| 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

John Brown 7. Alfred Russell Brooks

l.
2, Scott Maricle 8. Beverly Huntsman
3. William Murphey 9. John Shiting
4. Patricia Smith ~10. John Bugbee
5. Bil} Pilder 11, Mike Hebert
6. Joseph Orr
Students
Male -
Female -"4¢
TO'f'a[ -. 67

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

l. 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 hls 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
prcecess evaiuation activities conducted by this Project. He stated that
weekly staff meetings, Dean Guba's evaluation efforts, and follow-up
activities handled by 1wo faculty members produced some changes. . Howaver, the
only changes that were specifically mentioned dealt with some of the new
training ideas introduced, such as vldeotape training; open school concept
development; and interaction analysis. There wvere no specific Instruments
mentioned as far as process evaluation was concerned ‘but only these lnformal
techniques as noted above. -

Finally, Willlam Murphy states THaT evaluaffon of the Shawnee Graduate
Program did not receive a high priority for the following reasons:

. / . . .

. Evaluatior by "objective outsiders" did not accommodate the Freire
Method that has the participants carrying out thelr own .evaluation;

2. "Evaluatlon purposes of program planning ware never Implemented since
much of the planning for the Shawnee Project was complefed before the
Division of Teacher Education was establéshed;"

3. "Evaluation by Me (Murphy) was pre-empted by a dean of ‘the School of
Education who had a 'trouble shooting' tatk and i+ appeared to me that
Evalgafion tor both planning and recycling purposes was completed by

im
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There does not seem to have been any formalized compe+ency assessment
undertaken by this project.
Part of thelr evaluation problem stems from the Inltial evaluation

design turned in by thls Project. The Evaluation Team trled unsuccessful ly
on numerous occaslons to work with the evaluator to strengthen the design.

11. Disseminatlion Activities

None were listed by thls project.

I1l1. 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 thelr assessmen+ would have to take place
at the end of the program.

The followlng were !isted as weaknesses of the Shawnee Graduate Program:

I. Too:many:students -ahd too few faculty and staff.

2. Administratlion-problems relating to registering °
students and getting course approval.

3. Personality conflicts between staff and particlpants.

4. No one was committed to or understood the concept of
"pedagogy of the oppressed."

5. Problems with making this a teacher=conmunity oriented
program when students had to meet the old teacher=
school requlrements.

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

I. Be sure that fifth year students have the necessary tralning
and ablll+y to act as supervisors.

2. Fiscal Interests and commitments should be made clear to

" all parties concerned prior to going ln+o arrangemsnts
such as this one in Loulsviile.

3. More knowledge Is needed in the area of "learning community
methodologles" so that when a problem arises In this area,
it can be Ildentifled and remedied.

"4, Communlcation problems caused many difficulties so that some
guldelines for conducting a program such as-this should be
establIshed In advance. .

5. Problems wlth making this a +eaaher-communl+y oriented program
- when students had to meet the old teacher-school requirements.

1V. Project Future

The project will not be con+inued}durlng t+he coming yeér.
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Shawnee Undergraduate
Final Evaluatlon Summary
Director: 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. Valter Ballinger 29. Ronald Powel |
5. Virginia Barnett 30. Bonald Power
6. Carole Boyd 31. Donna Rehbeck
7. Jeffrey Brill .~ 32. Karen Shlreman
8. Janis Brown 33. Roosevelt Stennis
9. Bobbye Cabel . ' 34, . Suzanne Thirlwall
I0. Wilma Clayborn ' 35, Moses Thomas
Il. Kathy Converse 35. Melvin Turner
12. Daisy Dale : 37. Ed Howell
I3. Shirley Eaves » 38. Sue Gainer
14. Ann Elmore 39. Robert Evans
5. ‘Janet Finger 40. Mary Roblnson
16. Rita Greer : . 4|1. Sandra Harrls
I7. Sara Haile ‘ 42, Ted Martin
8. Olivia Henley : . 43, Marie R. Johnson
19. Jimmy Harris ' 44, Joyce Wilding
20. Anne Hennessy _ o 45. Thomas Baker
2l. Estelle Holloway 46. Patricla Briggs
22. Mary Hummei 47. ‘C. Hixenbaugh
23. Elaine Kasian . 48. Betsy Holton
24. Chic Langhens 49, Tom Johnson
25. Eva Levett
Students
Male - 24
Female - 22
Total - 46

|. Process-Product Eveiuation Summary

The evaluation design and competency |isting 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 fo seek employment

in the inner-city. Information regarding these areas was obtalned through
questionmsaires, reactions, course evaluations, and surveys. As a result of
information collected, revisions in courses, in ccmmunity assignments, and
within the program were made. A number of evaluatlion instruments had not -

as yetT been l|lcoked at so results and resultant decislons from these wers not
.avallable. Copies of instruments and results that were avaiiable were provided.
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The overall final evaluation was well done and provided very useful
and beneficial information concerning this project.

il. Dissemination Activities

Two presenfafions were made durlng the course of the year concerning
this project.

It. Strengths and Weaknesses

The weaknesses of The program were as fo!lows'

Y -

. Poor communicafion between 1.U. and Louisvlille staff.

. Undergraduate program suffered at the hands of graduate
level -program.

Somé loval administration did not have as a prlmary
concern the helping of student teachers.

(83}

The strengths of the program were as fol lows:

. |t provided a'realistic experience for students In- program.
2. Students had to become aware of frustrations and chal lenges
in this type of setting.
3. Most students gained the necessary skIIIs for This type
of setting..
4. Student teachers were accepted during May WITnOUT paymenn to
supervising teachers.

V. Project Future

The decision has been made not to continue this program. The dlrector
expressed concern about the termination as he felt that ithe setting was one
that offered students a program Tha+ could not be duplicated In another
setting.
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~ Urban Semester
Final Evaluatlon Summary
Dlrector: Johr Brown
May, 1973

Fasulty/Staff*

. Dave Turnbujl , ' " 6. Mark Kretzman
2. {Dzan Acheson . 7. John Lloughlin
3. Ed Howell 8. Beverly Huntsman
4., Mary Ochs 9. Tom Glass
5. Lee Small I0. John Brown
¥Note: All of the.above |isted people (with the exception of
John Brown) wlll| be out of the program next year.

Students*

Male - 5

Female - 19

Total - 24

¥Note: There Is not a |Isting 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;
questionnalres; and appraisals of student performances made by, school .
personnel es well as personnel where students were placed in Job settings
in the communlty. The feedback ffrom these evaluatlon endeavors Indlcated
that the students learned a great deal about an urban setting and gained
valuable experience while !lving, working, and Interaciing in thelr core
courses. The main problem expiressed by students and staff was In the
"plunge,™ where students had to Iive In an urban.setting on fifty cents a
day and take ceaie of all thelr needs; the length of the orlentatlon perilod;
and busy-work job piacements. The program evaluation made comments as to
how some of these acilivities would be changed or modifled next year..

The open-ended responsas 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 suggestlons as to how these problems could be
handled. Copies of some of the feedback by those involved with the program
vere made avallable in thls report. There was one questionnalre that.was
discussed at a final retreat that was Included; however, the resul+ts of
thls 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 flie on this project, there were two



Instruments utlllzed flrst semester. There were some questlonnalres glven
out during the flrst semester which have been put Into thls final evaluation
repcrt. The one questlonnalre was to determline stucents' attltudes upon
entering the program which provided some good Informa+tion.

The overall final evaluation report required synihesls and amalgamatlon,
as most of the Informaiion supplied was contailned in lengthy reporTs. Also,
as menticned previously, informatlon regarding the flrst semesterts activities
came out of the Evaluation Team's folder on Urban Semester. |1 Is recognlzed
however, that the change iIn directors did cause many of these problems.

Il. Dissemlnatlion Activities

ng§9/lncluded'press releases which appeared In several -newspapers and
also Urban College weekends where people could visit for a weekend and witness
flrst hand what the program was dolng.

1H1. Strengths and Weaknesses

The followling were [!sted as stiengths of the Urban Semester Program:

I. Students are exposed to the "real world."

2. Students are exposed to a varlety of dlfferent components
In the urban setting and they can see how these components
Interact with one another.

3. Students become more aware.of whaf probtems confront
residents in an urban setting and can develop a more
sensltive attltude about such.

4. A communication I1nk bétween communify aid the
Unlverslity Is provided :

5. Thete were no dropoufs among "students enrolllng In”
the program.

The follcwling were |1sted as weaknesses of the program:

{. Change of directors in the middle of the year creafed
‘a problem as far as leadershlp 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 Publlc ‘Schools and the
Urban Semester Program was almost non=-exlstent.

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

6. Supervlsion In the areas of experimental and academic parts
of the pregram 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 Urban Semester Program Is io be combined with the Shawnez Under-
graduate Program as the single inner-city student teaching program. Several
changes are being made. The contiract with Flanner House will not be continued.
Rather, a ccmmunity agent will be hired whose sole responsibillty 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
fgnore students once assigned 1o field sites.
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Laboratory-Based Soclal Studies
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Lee Ehman
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

Terry. Anderson . 5. ‘Joy Kleucker

,.
2. Mark Cohzn S " 6. Kathy Scheid
3, Lee Ehman 7. PhIlllp Smith
4, David Gllessman 8. Jim Vincent
§juden+s
Male - 12
Female - 5
Total - 17

I. Precess=Product Evaluation Summary

The Laboratory Based Social Studies Program used three types of process
evaluation Instruments. These were: open class dlscussions, paper and pencll
instruments, and personal contact wlth students. As a functlon of the
Information so collected, the following declsions were made:

Changes In class meeting times.

Changes In class topics.

A reallocation of time so that eventually one half the semester
will be spent student teaching.

. The addition of a professor to teach geography.

. The Instl+tution of, a more "parson-oriented" approach.

RS - WN —

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

Competency assessment was undertaken for two competencles In the program:
cne involved preparing a lesson and presenting it in a labcratory setting;
the other involved evaluation In a videotaped teaching-learning situation.
Criteria to evaluate both were establlished 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 atftached.

The final evaluation recport provided very clear and concise data pertalning
to the Laboraiory-Based Social Studles Program's operations during thelr pllot
semester of cperation. An evaluation design or needs assessment would have
been a helpful addition to this packet for a newly started program such as
this cne.
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Il. Disseminatlon Actlivities

One journal article entitled "A Competency~Based Soclal Studies Teacher
Education Program" appeared In The Indiana Soclal Studies Quarterly. There
were flve Informal contacts that occured during the course of the year that
vere listed under dissemination activitles.

Itl, Strengths and Weaknesses

The following were Ilsted as strengths of the program:

I. Individual attention accorded students.

2. Emphasis on Immedlate application of ideas to teaching practice.

3. Program continuity and articulation

4. Team teaching and planning.

5. "...Thinking thiough and modifying basic teaching education has
been rewarding professionally."

6. Mutuval trust and respect on part of both students and staff.

The following were listed as weaiknesses of the program:

|. Making arrangements and getting cooperation wilth local teachers and
schools berause this is a three semester, part-time student teachlng
program,

2. No thorough needs assessment was carried out In the schoois as well
as lack of involvement in program =onceptualization 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.

1V. Project Future

The final evaluation report provided very clear and concise data
pertaining to the Laboratory-Based Social Studies Program's operations durlng
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 thls one.




~ RELATE
COMPETENCIES AND ENABLERS
STATEMENT

A
Product of tihe
1972 and 1973 RELATE Development Teams*

#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
faculty of the Monroe County Hunter Elementary School.



RELATE | 1.0
GENERAL

RELATE COMPETENCIES AND ENABLERS 3TATEMENT

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 1list, 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 1list 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 (VIIEl 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



ININUVHT

NN

M3TAIIAQ I LINN

SOT3STXo31oedEey)
lauxeda] Zursouderg 11 11NN

SOAT199[q0
8ur3les  III LINA

JUSUSSoSSY

lauxea] Sutuueld Al LIND
So18038.11S

dutuuelq A LINN
uorieziuedip

gutuuerd IA LINN

So0Inosoy 30
asfl 3utuueld IIA LINf

JudUWUOITAU SUTUIBdT]
9yl Burleddsur 111N 110

Surjusuwotdug XI 1lINN

Burienteag X LINA

BursTaAdy IX LINQ

SS3004d TVNOILONHISNI AI¥73Y

ONIXVA-ROISIOAd

40d SHAILIAdSHAd SSHIOHd ANV JNIAINOD

THAON WNINOIHYNO ALYVIAY HAHI--INAWALVILIS SHATAVNI ANV SHAIONALAIWNOOD HIVIZY

O
ERIC
i o v



39vd LX3N NO JINNILNOD

3704 [BUOT3IONIISUT §,I9Yded1 9yl ul Juryeu
_uotTsIdop jo odoerd ayz ‘swady TBUTZTIO UT ‘93e18§
+J9)BW UOTSTOSP TBUOTIONIISUT UB JWCISG UED
1ayses oyl £qaisym saTduda3dadwod AyT3Uuspl " JI9BW
UOTSIDo(@ [BUOTIDNIISU] UB SB IdYdEdL dYL S

*§§97014 TeUOTIONIISUI ILVIIY 9Y3
UT JUSISYUT SUOISIOIP Jo sad43 pue sjuauoduwod
oyl AFTIUSP] ' S59001d SUTYBW-UOTSTIISQ dYL °F

- sayoeoad

-de TPUOTIONIISUT 3JUSIUOCD puUB SS3d01d ULIMIDQ
91BUTWTIJIDSTP PUB SSTITATIOE TBUOTIDNIISUT SAISS]Q
‘uoT1ENITS TOOYDS 9Yl UT SSTITATIOE TBUOTIONIISUTL
-uOU pue TBUOTIONIISUTL US9MIS] SIBUTWTIISSTIQ
‘sayoeorddy [BUOTIDONIISU] JO 8InjeN °¢

§S300dd

SUSIpTTIYD

A1ejuswald JO SIOTABYIQ

ay3 ur site sden3duey pue
Sutpesa jo sarduexs 4313
-uapl ‘*s3ie odendue] pue
Sutpeal JO UOTITUTISP TBUOS
-1ad ®© 93eBINUWAOF ‘UOTISSND
-sTp pue Zulpeal [ETITUT

uo peseg °S311y adendueq
/3UTpesy JO 8InleN ¢

- *USIPTTYD AI1BIUSWATS
JO JUSWUOITAUd DTISTN3UTT
ay3z ut s3deduod >T3ISTNIUIY
upnt8 jo sayduexd AJTIusapl
‘o8en8uey 3o ainleN I

LNALNOD

*8utyoeal

30 ssadsoad

puU®E US3UO0D O3UT
axtnbur o031 juap
-n3s 931eATIOU O3
S9AI9g ‘ssadoxd
TBUOTIONIISUT 3yl
pue seale 3Uud3IUOD
03 uoT3dNpoIIU]

MIIAYTAO

uo13dTIos9(Qq

JUTEN UOISIDa( 10F SOAT3IDAdASId]
atun

I IINA--INAWIIVIS SHYATEVNI ANV SAITONALIdWOO ALVIZYE

TY¥ENTD
A L

RSy
gmwm

0'¢



g9Vd LXIN NO GINNILNOD

‘eaep isuaeda] Suriaxdisiur 1oy sainpadold Liejusuw
-9T® 9s| ‘"®B3EQ J9UuIEdST JO UOT3EBIdIdIdIU] *§

*8uryew-UOTSTO9pP I0F
S9T10893ED [NJ9sSn O3UT SISUIEBS] USATS uo elep
AFIsse1) ‘eBle( 19UXBIT FJO UOTIEBDTIFISSEI) ‘¥

*SOTISTISIDBIZYD

Iouiea] Jo L108a3ed [RISUSS YdBO 10F ‘S3S93 SpeU
-19Yy>ea3 JO UOTIBIISTUIWPE PUB ‘SPI0DdIX ZUTISTIXd
JO UOT3IBUTWEXS ‘JISUIEBdT 9Yl JO UOTIBAIIS(O

1591Tp SuIpnyduTr ‘BlEp JO S91In0s STdriynw 3597T0D
pue AITjusp] -EBlEBQ ISUIBOT FO S3JVINOS ¢

*s3xe a8enduel

pue 3uipeax
70 UOTITUT3IOP
SutAToas 1nod
031 A1dde yortym

SOTaSTI93dBIBYD
*SOT3ISTIS93IDBIBYD JISUIBST *SOTIST I9Uled] 9soyil jo
3o satao08931€>5 TrIdUS8 szTuRZi0 puB LITIUSP] -193DBIBYD JISUIBST 3O uotrjeztuedao pue
*SOT3STI33dBIRY) JI9UIBdT JO SO8TI0893IB) 7 £L10893€D YdES UT SNnielSs UOTIEBOTITIUSP]
S,I9UJIBd] USATS ®B autuw
*$DT3STI93OBIBYD J9UIEBST 3INOGE UOTJBWIOFUT d1Tnbax -19319p ‘BlBp JO S9131INOS SOILSIYILIVEVHD
YSTYM SUOTISTIOISP JBUOTIIONIISUT 3S0Y]l AJTIUSP] snotien Jurulwexd Ag YINYYIT
*SUOTSTID9(] [BUOIIDONIISU] PUB SI3uled] °T *SIsuied] SUISouserIq °I 9NISONOVIA
siaTqeu] SaToud3adwo) uot3dTIosaq
irun

II IINN--INIWNALVIS SHITAVNI ANV SAIONIALIIWNOD HLVI3Y

TVHINgD
RAA

_OF
\lw
i

A8}



39vd LXIN NO QINNILNOD

*1933eU 3D09[qns ayl pue Isuaeay
9yl JO SOT3ISTI93IdBIBYD 9yl

y3atM piodde utr (s)ysel) SaAT3IdDA([
-Q0 TBUOTIONIISUT dY3l dduanbag
*dutrousanbag TBUOTIONIISUT ¢

*sysel jusuodwod
03UT SaAT1da(qo azA1eue ‘ajetad
-oxdde asxaypm STSATBUY MSBL °¢

*sTeo2 TBUOTIONIISUT
JO jusuuTellE 9Yl 93IBIT[IORYF

01 SIdUIBS] USATS 103J saat1ldal *s3ie a8enfuey
-qo0 9dueuwliojiad 931BALD 10 3I3TdS JO uOT3ITUTYIP
*S9ATID9[qQ 9dUBWIOFId 7 Inof usat3d
sowoo3Nno Surtuiesl

*s3jie 9adenduey 91qeITISAp 3O

JO UOTITUTFSP InOL YITM JUIISTS uotle213I29dg

-u0d STe08 TRUOTIONIISUT JO 39S B )
saedoxrq -~STeOH TRUOTIONIISUT T SHAILDILd0 ONILLIS

siatqeug SaToua31aduo) uoT31dTIDS9(Q
itun

0°9S

IIT JINN--INIAWALVIS SHATEVNT ANV SAIIONIALAdWNOI ALVIFY

TVIINTD
EARNST

=
B

mm] :



g9vd LX3IN NO JINNILNOD

*sawos3no sduewxojiad yrdnd afqeq
-oxd I10J UOTIDB JO S3SINOD dATJeRUISITR LJIdedg
*Sawod3N() 9dUBWIOFIS4 [rdnd I0J BUTUUB]d °¢

: : ‘uoTjewIoyur
8ut3o97702 103 sueauw 3JO A313TJIEA B JuUISn ut
9ousladwod 93BIJSUOWS([ °SIUBWNIISU] JO dsS] °Z

‘eiep odueurojisad prdnd Bur3idefiod FO sueau

*9oueuroziad 1rdnd

UO UOTIBWIOFUT SUTIDISTTOD
JO Sueaw 9[QqEBITI1 pue
‘PTTBA ‘3USTIOTIFD dOTBAdD
10 12919 °UOTIID9[[0)
B3EBQ 10J SJUSUNIISUT 7

*U0TIONIISUT

10J 8ztuedio pue
‘s92Incssax 15971
-9s ‘sat8e3eils
ueid ‘saarionafqo
dUT3ax1 03 1dpIo
UT JOTA®BYI(q
I9UIBSaT JO 3udu
-ssasse Sutuueid

*1e08 1EBUOI]
-ONJIISUT Yded pIlemol SSouid
-oaxd Burssasse 10F pIIBA

Sutioyyip AT9pPTM Y3ITM AJTIBITIWEJ d3eIISUOUd] SIOTABYaq [tdnd 3stT -jusu ININSSISSY
"UOT3ID9T[0) UOTJBWIOFUT JIO0F S3IMNpPad0Id T -9A9TYDY FO SI03EBOIpPUl °*1 JIANYVIT ONINNVId
sia1qBUg satouajadwuc) uot3dradsaq
ITUuf)
AT ZITNN--ZNAWNALVIS SHITEAVNE ANV SHIINIIZAIWOD ZIVIZY

TVHENEO
4LY134

e}
gmww



g9vd LXIN NO QHANIINOD

*saA1ldafqo
{eUOTIIONIIS
-UT palTsSap
8yl SsA8TYOE

*591893B11S [BUOIL strtdnd 8utrdyay
-5n13SuTr SUT359]8S J10F BIID3TID doyaas( *SOT3STId31>BIRYD I 103J soT893eBI]S
‘Sor803B11G [BUOIIONIISU] I0F BIISITI) °Z -UIBST pue SaAT3D8(q0 UBATS 3o juawdolaAap
103 saT18a3e13S TRUOI] ' pue UuUOT3D9T9S
‘sy1e o8enSuey oy3l pue Surpesal ur ser8ajeils -dniajisul doysasp IO ‘9STADX
TBUOTIONISUT JO A39TJIEBA SPIM B 9qIidsag ‘3d9[8S °"SdTFa3eilg TBUOIY SII93IVIIS
*S9T803BI13S TBUOTIDNIISU] JO SOTISTIBA T -JNnI3suj O UoI3da[es T 9NINNVId
siaTqeug SaToua3adwo) uo13dTIdSa(
1Tun

A ZINN--INANALVES S43TGVNE ANV SIIONILIWNOO 3FLVIAd

TVIINGD

0°L dLVTdd
a2k
&l

e

3
g
i



g9Vd LXIN NO JINILNOD

*suxa3ied uotrleZ
-tue810o 8ur31o599T9S 10F BTI93ITJID dOLaAaa(
*Sulojled [BUOT3IBZIUBZJIQ 10 BIIO3TID) 7

*sjie a3enduey 93
ur asn 103 osjetado.adde suisizzed yeUOTIEBZT

*SOATY
-29(qo usAT8 103 suislzed
uotyezruedio doyaasp 10

_ *saAT3daf
-q0 paITSap 3yl
SASTYDE 03 IdpPIO
UT JUSWUOITAUSD
SButuxeal 9yl ur
“Yitm sTenprATpUT
: pue ‘adeds
‘ouTl 91qeIIRAR
JO uoTINQTIISIP
© pue asn ayj
l03 suerd jo
juswdoTanap

pue UOT1D9Tdg

-ue810 JO A39TIBA SPIM B 9QTIDSSP pUB 1IST] ‘9STAD1 ‘309195 "SuUlalled NOILYZINYOYO
"Su1s33ed [BUOTIBZTUBSIQ JO SOT3d8TIEA [ TEUOTIBZTUBSIQ SUT3IDB[dS T ONINNVId
siarqeug | soTouazadwon uoTldTadsa(
_ 1TUupn

IA TINN--INAWALVIS SYATEVNAT ANV SHIONALHIWOO HILVIHAY

TVHINTO
JLVTIH

Q
-RIC
o v

E



d9vd LXIN NO @INNILNOD

*$9571n0s91 SuTI3ld9]8S I0J BIJI33TID doyaasaQ
*S901Nn0SaY BUIIDA[SS I0F BTISITI) °7

*sjze 98enSuey a9yl pue Surpead UT S9DINOS
-91 JO A39TJeBA 9PIM B 9qTIDSOpP PUB 3ISTT]
©§39531n0S9Y [BIIUD10J FO SAIIdTIBA T

*soAT3D9(qce ULATS

103 sod1nosal doyaasp 10
FOSTA9I ‘3D9T9S °S92.In0say
IeI3U8304 JO UOTIIIA[dS °I

*saAT3da(qo
TBUOTIONIIS

-ut 3utaAsaTydO®E

ur asn 10} alqe
-ITBAB S32IN0Sal
TBUOTIONIISUT

Jo a8uex apTM

e 031 aansodxyg

SIOYNOSHY
40 dSf1 DNINNVId

siarqeug

SaToUa319dwo)

uoT3dTIdSa(qg
1tun

0°6

JIIA IINN--INAWALVEIS SHATAVNZ ANV SATONILAINOO HIVIIY

TVIINID
J1VTIY

ok
gmww



d0vd LXIN NO QHANILMOD

*S3USWSTS JBUOTIONILS
-UT Pa31D29[9S 8yl JO UOLIBNTBAD
10J UBTJ °UBTd UOTI3ENIBAY °7

*S]UdWS IS [BUOT]
-dnI3sut a9yl jyo [1e Burjeadajur
juauwdas TeuoT3ONIISUT uUe dolaadaQ
*UOT3DONIJISU] JO UOTIBIZAJU] 1

*saAaT3dalqo
3yl SASTYOE 03
$92IN0SOI pue
‘uotrieztruesdao
‘satr8ajeaas
Sutjea8ojur
103 saanpodsoad
pue sonbTuyossl

03 sxnsodxy

INFWNOETANT
ONTNYVHT
dHL ONILVYOHLNI

saa1qeum

S9TOUd12duio)

zo13dTI0S9(
Ituf)

0°01

IITIA ZJINN--INIWILIVIS SHITIVNT ANV

SHIONALAINOD ALVTIAY

TVYINID
JLVTIN

O

\Ul

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



d9Vd LX3IN NO QHNNILNOD

‘papasau
se uerd Ayrpow ‘uor3oniisur syl 3urting
*19u1ed1 9yl se uosiad i1syzo 10 isad e

8utrsn ‘uorjeisado ojur judwdsdS JeBUOIIONIIS

*syrdnd

A1ejuswdaid jo dnoad

e 10J asurs oq °dnoip
B Y3ITIM UOT3IOdNIISUl °2

‘popaau se BurLyrpou
‘uotrzeisado ojur

-UT 9yl 3and 1394 B Y3TM UOTIdNIISU] 7 aoe1d pue (juswsldeueuw *SI9UIBdT
PUB JUSUSSSOSSE I9UIBIT yita uotrizexado
*juaxedde swodaq 103 ueyd e Burpnyour) 03UT UOTIdNI3S
yotym swoayqoxd Jo 3y8ry utr uerd ayil AFIpop 1tdnd Axejusways ue 103¥ -ut 8uriand
*juswdas yeuoridoniisul 8yl Burjusuayrdurt Jusw8as TBUOTIONIISUL MAU utr sduatiadxy
ut 359dxd pYnNoOM SUO SIUIAD dYl [IEBIAP A11e303 doyeasg “Ytdng .
UT SssndsTg ‘uoTrjejuswaydw] JIOF uUeld T B UY3lTM uoIldNIISUl ‘| ONILNIWI TdWI
sia1qeum satoualaduo) ucI31diadsaq
atun

XI

0° 1L

IINN--INANAIVIS SHATAVNA ANY SAIINATIIWOO AIVTIY

TVYINID
gy

~F
>l

E 3



d9vd 1X3N NO (QINILNOD

‘uotjezudswatdutr Sutanp
P93129TT0D BIEBp JO MITA

UT UOTSIDap JBUOTIONIISUT
Yoed MITASY -uorIlEBNIBAf °Z

*UOTIBNTBAS 10J POpodU B3EP
1ay3ed ‘uoriejuausardutr Sutang

*uU0TIONIISUI

aya utr sadueyd
Suipaeldax suors
-109p 3uryeu

103 sanbruynal
UOTIBNTBAD

Jo L3a11eA

gursn utr anyjoely

‘uotienieAj 103 elEQq T ONILVATVAL
siayqeug S91o5uUd319dwo) uoT13dIadsa(
itup

0°21

X ZINN-=INIRALVIS SHITAVNI ANV SAIIONILAIWOO ALVIaY

AL ELER)
JLVTIH

-
|

PArar



d9Vd 1X3N NO JANNILNOD

*sjuauasn(

-PTt 94yl 3O 159338 9yl $SaSsSe

pue juswayduy °IUSWSSISSY 7

*suorjdunsse Surdiiapun S3T puE
uor3IoNIIsSur ayz ur ‘azeradoad
-de xaaduaym ‘sjusuisnipe ayeuw
‘uorjenyeas 9yl 3o SISeq ayl uQ
saduey) 1euorlIdNIISuUl 1

(3

‘uotrienieas 3yl
4q paje3d1p

Se uorionils
-utr 3yl utv
sadueyd ayeu

03 15pl10 ul
sa1ouajloduos
aA0qQE

943l 3o 11®

Jo uorjezrylan

ONISIATY

siafqeuy

$31dua3aduo)

uor3drIosaq
atuf

0°¢l

IX JINA--INIFWNIIVIS SHATEVNA ANV SAIONALIAdWOO ALVI3Y

TVHINTD
3 Oopd
O—

JAruitoxt Provided

E



*yimo18 pue £3T11QT
-Xa7J p+iemol uorirsodsip ® aduaprAzy g

*L11nbutr jo Taas] AI1e3UNTOA B 3DUIPTIAY ‘¢

*ATB9ATIONIISUOD
uorjenyeaa J1o3dni3suyl pue 1sad 3daddy °¢ ‘JueIIEM
S3DUBISUNDITD UIYM SaUC Mau Judaul 10 ‘3depe
‘uorienyeAas’ ‘3dope pue sanbruyss3 pauieay uopueqy ‘¢

-319S T1EOT3TID uyr o8e8us Ayriejuniop °Z
*ssadoxd ay3l 3o dols usa1d Aue e opew SUOISID

*uorssajoxd Suryoeal ay3 pue ‘s3jae adenduey -9p 9yl JOJ STBUOIIEI B 3IBINDTIIIY °7
pue Surpesar ‘syrdnd Lixejusways ‘uoriEdNnps
A1ejuauwayra ‘YyIomMaslinod FLyVTIY ‘uorleodnps *ssda501d TEUOTIONIIS
1ayoeay o3 sayoeoidde ssadoxd paseq-£doual -u1 ay3l jo dais yoes Zuowe pue usamidq
-adwo> piemo3l 3d333e aAaryrsod aduapray 1 S3THUSISTSUOIUT 3ID3110D pue AFIIUIPl *{

!STBOH SATIDAIJY :satouailadwo)y (erduan

:sopn3T3ile pue sa1>uUd3adwod [eI13udd JulimoO[[0)
ay3l doraaap 031 purdadxa sI Juapnis yoea ‘szayqeus pue sardualadwod ITun Y3l 03 UOIIIPpPE U]

uo1e8n10u0Y

INFNALYIS SATONILAINOOD JLVI3H

TVAINTD
>
FLW



PROJECT RELATE:
OPERATIONALIZING A PROCESS APPROACH
TO READING/LANGUAGE ARTS
TEACHER EDUCATION

by
Anabel P. Newman and Jerome C. Harste

Co-Directors, Project RELATE, Indiana University

A paper presented at the 1973 Arnual Convention
of the International Reading Association
VII Teacher Education Symposium

Denver, May 1973



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 Jrmamission in 1969 requiring
cix 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 (fulfilling IRA standards for



Newman - 2

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 Progranm,
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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 thesc 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 ¢ven 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 currifulum. 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. 1In 1372-73, 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 disciplimary 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 classrcom 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 Prcoblems

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
siXx months tc 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 cut the man hours to handlé 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
probliems:
- 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
cf 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 program§ 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 téam 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
Explicit Performance Criteria *----*----*----;:---*
Personalization of Instruction *____*____*____f____*
Field Centered *-;--*____*____*____{
Feedback to Participants *--;-*----*----*_---{
Emphasis on Exit Rather than on /
Entrance Criteria Ao __k____k____k____%
Achievement Rather than Time Base *----*----*----*----{
Modules Rather Than Courses Aok ko _k____

Public Statement of Competencies Aok koK

*
/
*
Conceptualization of Role of Teacher *----*----*----*----/
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- Subsequent references to Project RELATE at professional
meet:ingsla2 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
Huntsmap, 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. |

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

- Based Teacher Education Emanating from Indiana University.
Bloomington, Indiana: Dcpartment of Radio and Television,

March 13, 1973.

3likwall, Eldon L. (University of Texas -- El1 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 zn 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

lcredit 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 I1I,
by the time he gets to Unit V and is asked to devise
strategies approptiate for implementing objectives with
certain learners he is asked to take an even more sophisti-
cated stance regarding diagnosis than be assumed in Unit I1.
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 tentztive statement
or definition of his philosophy of Reading/Language Arts.
In Unit I1 he is faced with the diagnosis of the character-
istics of a group of learners; and in Unit IIl he is asked
to establish long range goals and specific performance
obiectives which are consonant with his definition of Reading/
Languaze 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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nissing. By the time the student is presenting his plans
for all cleven units there is 2 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 scemed absolutely
vital to have an instructor willing to personalize comments
to cach student's needs.

Practically, the implementation of RELATE in a field-
based setting was cffected in one school, with ten class-
room teachers, and thirty RELATE students. (logistically,
three students is probably too many to have in a room at
a time. Most classroom tecachers 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 sjxteen weeks with one
classroom teacher whether the mix is right or not. The
student should have experience in several grade levels, znd
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 toth 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 simuvlated 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 cach 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 rcad by instructors,
and response was as immcdiate 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 comfused 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 incCluded which reliably assessed the mastery
of objectives? LEmphasis was given to tha 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 of 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 asnects of RELATL 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 classroon
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 cther 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 beeh 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 productive answers in the Spring. Weekly
in-service meetings with teachers have been a must! Fach
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

15

decision making, and plan pupil learning experiences carefully
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with classroom teachers. The nrodel 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 s2tting

for most ideal implementaticn.

We welcome your response:
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, oy
Jerome C. Harste and Anabel P. Newman

Indiana University

"It is the besf 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 educatbrs_regarding recent trends
in the preparation of teachers. 1In 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:

Pq;formancé-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 develcpment, though far from universal, is
exciting. The true s;gnificance of this cﬁrriculum
development effoft lies in its potential for clari-
fication of current progress and needs in the fie¢ld
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) 7Tf it is, what attitudes, know-
ledges, understandings, and skills ought to be taught?
énd “(3) Given these conc:;ﬁs, what form should the
instructional program take?

Those charged with the responsibility of develop-
ing a program of teacher educatioh 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 (iﬁ
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. Methnds 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 focué. 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 tc consideration of the
remaining two issues central to the preparation of
classroom teachers: namely, what ought to be taught
and, givea these outcomes, what form should instruction
take? Consideration of these issues led to the fol-
lowing propositions. Each of thesc propositions has
been implemented and/or built irto Project RELATE cur-
riculum materials.

Proposgition One. The production of an effective

teacher is a highly pereonal matter, centering

primarily wupon the development of ccmpetency

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 arc all governed bv what the prospective teacher
sees as being the purpose of recading and language arts.
The competencies developed in Project RELATE are thus
personalized for the student. The focus of the pro-
pram is upon the development of those competencies
which will assist the student in operationali:zing his
definition. Students understand that teaching is a per-
sonal enterprise and that, along with certification,
comes both professional responsibility and professional
reward.

Fropositicn Two. The producticn of an effective

teacher e dependent primarily wupon the develop-

rent 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;

2. 1Its instructional focus is the learner, thus
keeping attenticn attuned to the primary pur-

pose of the :chool;
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3. As an instructional model its utility over-
rides 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 tcacher's role it
places in proper perspective such clements as
instruction and learners, and in so doing
meaningfully organizes a complex sct of
cvents,; and

S. As an cxplanation of tecacher behavior, it re-
flects and encourdages professionalism and
accents the many responsibilities cf the pro-
fessional tcacher.

Students come to recalize that the highly visible pro-
cess of teaching, as scen in classroom obscrvation, is
in reality the tryout and the result cf a less visible

plan of action involving decisions at many different

]

levels. These decisicns are made, hopefully, as & 7¢-
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:
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(1) deternining which objectives to sct; (2) deter-
mining which <tratcgics to us<e; (3} determining which
organizational pattern to follow; and (4) determining
which materials or resources to empley. The first de-
cision that the tcacher nust make is to determine an
appropriate objective fer the learner. In order to
make this decision, basic facts regarding the learner
must be accumulated. Having compiled these facts, the
tcacher 15 then in the position to c=clect or create

an appropriate objective. Students understand that jif
the tcacher collcects improper or irrclcvant data on the
learner regarding his characteristics, inadequate ob-
iectives for the learner will probably result. Like-
wise, correct facts leading to a correct decisiom as
to objectives may still be followed up by an inappro-
priate instructional strategy to reach the objective.
The cxtension of this model permits expianation of
both successful and unsuccessful instructional acts.
As such, the decision-making model broadly conceptual-
izes teaching and affords the user a diagnostic para-
digm for continucd professional growth,.

Fropogition Three. The prcduction of an effec-

cive teacner ite a develcrmental prcocees extending
cver a prolenged pericod of time vhich ineludes
nut only the wunderetanding of a courpetencu [t
cxtended erpertonce and practice to develop

ccrmpetency skillfulnees.
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Basically, there are two corponents to the acqui -
sition of a tcaching cerpetency: 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 cempetency-
based teacher cducation training materials to date
have focused upon the first aspect of competency at-
tainment, This is obvicus when one examines tcacher
‘raining materials and their reliance upon paper and
pencil instruments to measurc student performance
(¢cognitive acquisition). It is the feeling of this
developmental team that in order to truly have a com-
petency-based tcacher education curriculum, all com-
petencies nmust be demonstrated in the classroom with
learners. £Knowledge abyut a competency, it was felt,
cannot be equated with skillfulness in demonstration
of competency. Ulnless the student can demonstrate
mastery of a corpetency 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, diZ little to encourage
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conmpetency skillfulness. Hudgins' review of research
(1972) suggests that the attainment of a complex skill
necessitates a greatly ecxtended period of practice in-
volving presentation and identification of the concept,
practice in stimulus control situations, and finally,
practicec situations without stimulus control. Project
RELATL adopted the following threc-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 vidco-tapes, films,

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

petencics in a variety of classroom situations with a
variety of groups of eclementary children. Because
Project RELATE's curriculum spirals in its sequence,
students must constantly revisit competencies presented
earlier. To date, data collected siiggest 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

et st o
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RELATE instructors have relinquished many of their tra-
ditional supervisory teacher roles while assuming new
co-instructor roles. Students arc not assigned to one
classroom teacher, but throughout the program are

given the opportunity to work with several tcachers at
various grade levels. Supervising teachers are cast in
a new role, one that most assuredly causes sore prob-
lems, but one which climinates at least a part of what
was identified as wrong with tecacher cducation in the
past.

frercaiticn Fcur., Ac teaching 18 largely a ra-

I aect, the producticn of an effective
teacker requires attendivng to the perecnal growth
of the individual involved, centering primarily
upon the developrment of ccgnitive zchemes for
organizing and understanding ccrplex phenomena.
This proposition, generally supported in a va-

riety of research writings (Colladarci, 1959; Smith,

1961, Turncr, 1971) reflects a departure in terms of

teacher education as traditionally perceived. 1In 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 tcacher educators
have the responsibility of providing a cognitive struc-
ture or crganizational framework to students so as to
facilitate their personal quest toward The Art of

Making Sense (Ruby, 1968). As such, the proposition

is in direct contradiction to the recent trend in
tracher cducation of producing protocol materials that
present, in ever-fragmenting detail, smaller and
smaller concepts (sece Gliessman, 1972). The RELATE
tcam 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 cxamine the
recent surge of interest in teacher bechavior, specifi-
cally ""classroom questioning’ as delineated by Sanders
(1966), Most assuredly this is an important issue,

one of many ef which any teacher or prospective teacher
should be cognizant. Yet undue stress on ‘'questioning"
as a topic in a2 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
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learning environment. ‘“‘Questioning,'" in the RELATE
progran, is prescnted 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 ia 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 cqurageous, 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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Moeners of the {valiation Tea ~et with all projoct ang program directors
370 evalustors fast yerr 10 C'3c485 thelr spelltic project/orogram compstenctles
enl measurorent grocedures fcr ftless corpetpncies, A competency sssessment
pechkase w2s cevelopes (rafer to Coporent Parts of (orcetency Acsessment
Faceaye, pp. 2-19) by the Evailusticr Team to serve as a quicelire for projects
and programs tu help thom datemine thair speciflc compatencles and methods to
FEA3UTE Theis CoRpetencies. This pathags Ingiudsd somo specliflc sungestions
on how to cevelop 2ngd mesure competercles as well as a samrple model of one
propeecd stucent competency plon that had toen develcped a2 submitted by the
sournatlism Frogram,

Tha rast ol this paper presents the propcsed compatencles and reasurement
procedures for aach project and grogran 1+at was in the Civision of Teacher
Cducrtion last year, There nas btecn no atterpt %o jv€36e the merits of any of
these proposed competency plans, becCause sech project ard proaram has thelr own
objectives which In turn are rofiected In ttelr indivicua! conpetency proposalis.

A5 a tlnal rote, many proiect, progrsm, and orofessional cemponent
directors and evaluators heve erxpressed their interest to the Evaication Team
guring thils currcnt academlc yeer thzt they would tike to do scme serious
evaication in the area of student competcrcies. Bccause of this type of
fntorcest, thae Evatuation Team ‘4elt thgt this compilation would be both a
beneficial tool and gulce for ail faculty and staff In the new Division of
Toacher Educaticn Interested In student competency assessment, Therefcre,

a generat distritution is teing mada uncger tne Forum Serles to place this
document into the hends cf all stalf and foculty in the Divisinn cf Teacher
Education,

Terry Buliccek
Royare Farr




REMLRKS CONCERNING COMPETENCY
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1XTRODUCTIONM

The movesent teward cempetency-based fustruction has thrust rapidly into
educational practice fa recent vears, Performunce-based teecher eZucation hsa
tcen vieved as 3 vehicla throuzh vhich: (1) The gosls of indivicualized and
perscuslized 1nstruction may be attained; (2) Generalities night de removed
from instructicnal édevelojment; (3) A visble pethod fer evalustion/essessment
exials; and ($) The potentiality cxists fcr prograe modification and inprovement.

The Unitcd Statos C2{ice of Education 13 vitally interested in this model
(or mrdiftcations therecof) ss en tastructional possitility, Conpetency-baged
fnstruction 1s vieved by mauy cducztiors as cnc of the nost promising Systoms
in aa "sge uf eccountability” ao0d possesses the elcments to meet the challenge
of changirg educational communitics,

1t perforrance-based instruction 1s to succeed 85 an educotivnal slternative,
it pust be plaaned ona organizod sy a system withn long raage goels and objecctives.
Through close strutiny, essvssirent, and coantional wmodiflication, th; competency~
based approach ca3n be cdapted to the programmatic parapetery of a given instruction-
8l situvation.

Berein, 15 presented an inftial attenpt at the devclopment of proposed student
coxpetencies Ly the Division of Teacher Education's prograns/projectis for the 1972-
73 acadenic yesr, It §s hoped that this endcavor will provide the impetus for
future refinement and developneut and will give adequate reflection of the status

sttained by the DTE evaiuation effort during the 1972-73 acadezic year,
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DIVISION OF

EVALUATION

TZACALR EUCATION TEAM

LEVEL 1iX:

LEVEL II:

LEVEL 1:

GENERAL
CONCERNS:

LEVELS OF CONCERN

U.S.0.E. would like » sct of studen: couwpetencies from each
project/program:

(1) to serve as the basis for exportation and replication
(poiential use in other undergraduate teacher education
programcs)

(2) to meet nceds for their own accountastility putposes

The Institutional GCront Policy Board and the Divistion Director's
Office wouid like 2 set 0s student competencies {or gereral
{nforzation and decision-making purposes. The Loordiaation
AssOcfates wiil make ag gttempt to disseminate these both
{nternaily and externally by way of neswiirt created vehicles.

A .et of student conpetencies might serve as the basis for:

(1) sowe type of project/prozrem pudblication (techaical reporg,
journal articie, monograph, etc.)

(2) project/progrem's own dissemination efforts for purposes of
student recruitment

(3) 2 1132 of exrectancies or exit behaviors for students
contemplating entrance into & given project/program

A list of student competencies is & brief, but just ensugh, way
of communicating to other educators as to what your project/
program {s "all abouc.”



DIVISION CF EVALRATION
TENCHER ZUUCATION TEAX

OPTTONS

Wa acceptsd the corpetercies the evaluition teas has “teased™
from our original desigr subaitted during the fsll serester of
1572 (ss sts2c¢ in the correcpondence of Decembey 12, 1772).

Ve have made =:c4i¢%22v{ons.

We have not made modiffcations.
We d{4 not accept the conpetencies the evaluation team "teased”

from our orf{ginal desipn subnfcted last fall,

we have used the “guidas™ developed by the
cvalaation cesn, ‘

Ve have ured our owa means to &cconplish this
tesk.
We d{d not accept your ctatement of éur project/program’s competencies or

dé1d not mcke an &ttenpt at some type of refinement,

Ceonent(s):

w
Q

The evaluaticn tesn will not give your set of competencics "a

" stamp of approval or diszrpravel." We are pst the experts with
regerd to your project/program’e theoretical or operaticnal
frameworks, The zbove options or any others are yours to choose.

Progran/Z?roject Director

 Program/Projcct Evaiuator




DIVISION OF EVALUATION
TEACHIR EOUCATION TeAN

A POSSITLE AYTPONVCY FOR LCOKRDN
AT STUOTNT COMPETEXCIES

The suggested format f{or this tool {9 columnar. The followirg approsch,

using four distinct headings, might be helpful. Imsgioe four columas on a
sheet of paper side by slde with these four neadlogs:

) €3] 3) )
Student Cozpetencies How do ve do 1t?  what's suppese Bow vill ve
(Ldeas or concepts to to happen to kasw (£ tc d¢id
be learacd and sttitudes students? hapoen to stulents?¥

or skills to be develcped)

(n

€))

)

(%)

Q

The studeat-corzerencies cciunn might contain S to 15 ideas, concepts,
attiiuces or skiils that & project/.rogran deens dosirable and wishes

to prosate azong its students. These statements might be ststed
specitically cor opetstionaily. 1¢ might be best to avold generalizations
or stalementre of & glotal rature.

The how-do-we-do-it columu ie¢ sumaary of the methods or procedures you
night use tu ensure Student progres: or echievement {n acquiring or
developing your stated “studernt-corsesioncles.” On the tasis of certafn
evideace, elther fn thelir expecicacez or bacsuse your project/progran

has cruzed {t to be introducea by way of your genersl desizn or stracezy,
students 23y behave in 2 wanner which may be expla(ncd (presuzably) by
that which {s stated in the “student~competencies’ coiuxn. These
coopetencies will “present thecselves,” (€ you will, 2s & result of the
nature acd structuring of your learning expericences.

The vhat'e~surncse-to-happen column is a bit tricky. There are obviously
clusters cf very specific obscrvable behaviors associated with the
developnent cor acquisizion of your stated cowpetencics {n the first
columa. lopefully, while or as a result of tniericting {n your prograc/
project’ s cnxlxonnent. the student should become involved In using &8 -
well as "poussessing® competencies, ciong with extending his proficlency
with the "developing coopetency" by way of generalizing or extrapolating
to areass ndt gpecifically expericnzed during training. 1t mighz be
paraphrased as the cognitive, psychiomotor, motjvacfonal, affective,
social-intcractive, and interparsoral processes the student might
personally expericnce in the environeent creacced by your project/program.

The how-well-l«knov colura {s a lisc of mcasurensnt indicies or "rcadable
barometrers.’” IF & student undorstands, 2cquires, develops, etc. that
which is stated {n the ‘studcnt~ce~rerercics' coiurn, THEN what mipht

you cbserve aim "doing,' under conditica your project/progran spoct(y?
Stated snother way, if a ctudent “gotes the cessage"” froq the "what'ye
suppuse-to-hzppen” column, what wight you cbserve him doing? The list

of so-callcd "Helpful Hints" might te of particular valuve in completing
this coluzn,

[:R\j: ROTE: The most important criterion for eifective use of this tool is

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

consistency across the coluans.
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teasure
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Tead a scale
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rzorganice conzlude
gather t7ansfornm
estimste select
ejuate discerininate
sort classify
prefer interrelate
experiment structute
control assign
Tearrange define

plan quantify
organize associate
compare orcer
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liypothesize
generate ideas
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re-center
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forecast ' propose

criticize estimate
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transtorm extrapclste

jLrange interpolcte
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interrogate insist cn reproducidbility
interpret apply a generalization
criticizc interpret
averape estinate
pocl dste collste
look for trends doubt
vecognize ercor verify
ctrive for mastery transpose
equzate tabulateo
distinguish graph
catezerize ckare
plot
F. The student who can commnicate might:
express urite
cescribe report
lastruct conpare
demsnstrate fcrmulate
tabulate teach
use vefercnces infom
debate exnlain
question
ACTICN VIR3S
Action Yerbs That fre Pri-avily Cornitive
identifies carka comnletes
constructs paraphrases assists
Jd2monstrates pudlishes answers
diesects rocalis mentions
repzcduces discusses - requests
contrasts rclates caiculates
conpares plans nutliies
elininates quotes Grerates
sketches suraests Instigates
natches druwse vrites
experiments asscinbles tabulates
desipns TepOiLs locates
explores resires uses
surveys cermriles clascifies
inserts grasns translates
solves builds deseribes
interrogates Inztructs enumerates
photographs measurag records
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Action Verbs With Particulzar Value For The Affective Dowmain

selezts
chooses

participates
gathers (informaticn)

crganizes
visits

argues (& positizn)
obiecty (to an idea)

adepces
submits
porseveres
prrises
defends
cbeys

keeps {(preserves)
investigates

attempts

*.,
Eiss, Albert F., Bvaluaticn of JInstructicunal Systems, New York:
Gordon ernd Breach, Scilence Publishers, 1970,

challenges
attemrts
aecks
spocifies
olfers
proroses
rejects
aceopts
consules
questions
queries

wveights (judges)

criticizes
evziuates
tests

delays (rzsponse)

gualifies

persists
asksv
joins
designs
suggests
supports
recormends
shares
disputes
subscribves
promorLes
ep2niés
annotates
advocates
volunteers
sleeps
yawns
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CHECKLIST

Cecnaider & small, but deemed {rmpertant, group of specific behaviors
students night acquire or develop while intcracting {an your program.

— . State these 1dcas/concepts, actitudes, and skills 1a as specific/
operational/observable terms as possidle in column one.

Avo{d the use of global or gencral terns such as “understands,* “appreciates,”
“develops” etc.

List the me2thods, procedurcs, ucti{vities, experiences ctc. your project/
program will use to {ncure student acquisition or decvelopment of the
competency stated in column one. Multiple approaches might be used for
each competency; or a given experience may be utilizcd for the developoent
of several of your listed competenciea.

State the specific behsviors a studeat wight exhibit as he/she acquires or
developa the cozpetency. This is perhaps the wost difffcult phase of the
task as this behavioral cluster usually represents a set of criterion
measures for Assesging student progress. Thiz criterion sct might include
behaviors that are cognitive (knowing something), affective (exhibitiag
feeling zbout comcthing), psychomotor (doing semethtng). mottvational
(doing something extra), etc.

Specify in column 4 the measurcmuent techniques utilized to assces the degree
of competency-proficiency the. student has acquired or developed during his/
ar experience in your project/program., Exanples might be scales, quastion=
naires, vritten exeninations, behavior checkiists, term pspers, reports, =~
written assignuents, etc. In many instences, as a student progresces
through 3 set of experienccs, the need usually arises where the student
interacts on an individuval tagsis with the feculty n2nber(s) responsible for
thhe implementacrion of the progzen. These sessions usuvally provide an oppor=
tuatty for rutual assecsment of cognitive and affective deveclopment.

Subuit to the evaluation tesm that which you have llsted fn coluzns one and
four. Yf you so desire, the evaluation team would te happy to review your
entire package.




DIVISICR OF EVALUATICH

[y T

TEACHER EDUCATION | BEST COPY AVAILABLE TEAM
BELF. WI N2ED FEELBICK'

Your meceting with wembers of the evaluation team concernicg the development

cf student cocpetencies and means for assessing their presencea was observed/
perceived as:

1. lInappropriate 1 2 3 4 5 Very appropriate

2. Poorly organized 1 2 3 &4 8 Well organized

3. No help at all 1 2 3 4 5 Very helpful

4. Generally poor 1 2 3 4 5 Gener?lly excellent

In general, how effectively did the eveluation team members relate the
objectives of the task(s) of stating competencies and means for sszescing
their presence:

5. Objectives very 1 2 3 & 5 Objectivas superbly
poorly related o . o  related
In gineral, how effectively did your interactions with evaluation team
wembors contribute to ysur completing the task:

$. Interactions were Interactions contributed
f1l~chosen and 1 2 3 4 5 very effectively
fneffective

The general atmosphere (scclal-emotional climate) during the meeting with
evaluat{on team members was felt to be:

7. cold t 2 3 & 5 Warm ‘

8. Tense 1 2 3 4 5 Relared

9. Closed 1 2 3 4 -5 Open -
10. Uaemotional 1 2 3 &4 5 Emot{onal

11. Buspicious 1 2 3 4 5 Truating

12. Pessimistic 1 2 3 4 5 Optimistic

t3. <Coaperative I 2 3 4 5 Competitive

14. Dissatisfying 1 2 3 4 5 Satisfying

COMMENTS (optional):

9~ RETURN TO:
ERIC Bud Harey
309 « Education Bufildirn
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Covmetincices _liow lzasured -
Assocf{ore Justiractors
1) Develop teachiang skills through teacher 1) Evaluation of coarmafication
triining. gskills utiif{z2d {n teaching

_ session by studectt.
2) 1lwproved classrocm effectiveness.
2) Evaluaticn of coopetency
3) Confidence in teaching role #1 by supervisar,

4) HMicro teaching

(Use spacc below for any revisions (additlcms, delations or mudificaticns)
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‘COMPEYIENCIES FQQ STUDEITS IN FARLY CHTIDHOOU TEACHER

EDULAT

be able to record observations 1.
of children's behavior (ages 3-8

yrs} In various school settings

and diagnose factors relating to
the learuing situation from the
observations.

be able to select appropriate 2.

learning goals for voung children
and use these as a basis fov
planning daily on-going learning
experiences.

be able tc identify a wide range 3.

of behaviors of young children
(ages 3-8 years) aad will be able
to give several possible recon-
wmendzrions and/or solutions to
problems which are avident.

be able Lo recognize the componentsé.
of a vholesome classrecon atuos-

1% ba sble. tu countri-
bute ideas and methods to prompte

a positive learning eavirsament both
indocrs and outdoors.

be able to provide instructica re-. 5.
lated to the chil individual
goals and prescribe exporicnces

which develop the child's potential

F3
(S
K}
u.S
H

The

N PROCEAM

instructor will:

a) analyze students’' techulcues for re-

cording obrervaticnal data on child;an s

bLehavior.

b) in seninar discussions judge a
student's ability to analyze a chlld's
Lehavior in a specific learning situation

and the possible facters detecmining it.

a) critique student's in¢LrucLiun91 plans
for zopropriateness of geals, instrue=-
tional methods and use of materiesls in
thelr written Iinstructicnal plars _

b) obsgerve and -evaluate student's class«~
room verfornance '

i1l judre student's abiilcy to identify

and make adequite recorrmedaticns about

children's behavior through written

r eacticus to snlocted f1lus, frow student’'s
daily accownts in Log Botk, cua f{rom

written obscrvation repoxts.

z) judge an examination paper of the
student's ability to describe the charac-~
tertstics of a wholesowe classivom atwos=—
phere '

b) cbserve and judge the of
of student's applicarion of
methods and techiugues in se-ti ] ‘p
learning envivonments and gulding and
evaluating learning Loth indooers and
cutdoors in the field settiag.

alcbserve and race the student's ekills

at applying various teaching rethods and
child devaloyment kwow]edce in iadividualizi

classroom Ingilruction 11 a field situation.
b) review and criticue student's plans
and evaluat{ons for learning activities

as she plans for, implemeats, and evaiuates
Individualized classroom instruction in
the field situation,



7.

8.

10.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

be avle to apply knowledge from G,
various child develeopment theories
in assecsing planning and evalu-
ating chiidren's behavior in a
learning eavironment.

be sble to discuss clearly and 7,
cbjectively individual children,

the curriculur, =achcol policy,
methods of handliag behavicr witl
pavents, community groups, and

other professionals iuterested

ian children,

2) tec begin fornulating own g,
thesry of child development and
philosophy of early childhood
education

b) to bea able to write his nhile-
sophy of early childhood education.

acguire a continually prowing file 9,
of notes, visual alds, rescurres,
ideas, commercial and hand-made
fastructional materials for

future use in teaching the young
child

be able to effectively svaluate 10,
his owa instrucuion in a class-

room and recognise his streagths

and weakuesses in his professional
growth,

assess student's ekillis in applying knowl-
edge of various child development

theories 4{n assessing, planning, and
evaluating children's teh. .or through °

a contlinuous weekly Log Book and from
written observation reports assigned

by course instructore,

observe students In role~playing episoles
in real situaticns and/or viewing and
listening to tapes of student interviews
witl: parents 2nd other professionals

to judge student's ability to express
effectively her views &nd ideas with
supporting facts and accurste knowledge.

informal
and
cocn=~

2) listen to student's formal and
coitaents about thelr philoscphies
child develcpment theories during
ferences and saminar discussions.
b) analyze student's wiltten philosophy
of early chiichood education for clarity
and factuel information at the end of the
surly childhood cduzation program,

review the student's collection of resources,
insiructional moterlals, visual aids,
references, materlzals, notes and judge

the student’s ability to salect and cr~
ganize arpropriate materials,

judge the student's ewdrcness of hils scrongth
and weaknassaes and groech-as a classroom
teacher througr perspnnl cnufereaces with

the studants, written evaluction =cales,
viewing and discussing with students video
tapes of classrocnm perfermance.

s

-7 : Y
” 4

A ‘
IS NS ¢,

Ll rom oy ,0 Program Director
B /_|
v

e

Tl {77, Program Evaluation

K
2
V.{g

N *\f
C s
LS

._/Z s .
Aot/ Early Childhood Educe

/
Soutf
/%;[/{?/.j/l; _/3 f(/

’

’a

~_C""/L'\vw ~T. 3

April 30, 1973

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

)7 . A
I Vi oo,
itlLite tion Faculty Menbers

s




ENG

ORE PROGRAM

avaiuvated by

Yernon Droessler

23

[}



30

Student Competencies
(The student...)

Student Competencies and Method of Assessment
ENCORE - Semester B -~ Spring, 1973

Assessment
(ENCORE...)

1

Observes and diagnoses pupil behavior and learning as a
basis for planning learning experiences, .

2

Selects and implements learning experiences in language
arts, mathematics, science, and social studies,

N 3

Selects and uses effectively textbooks, curriculum
guides and similar educaticnal materials that are

appropriate to the interests, abilities, and needs
of the pupils.

4
Selects and/or constructs instructional media {(A-V) and
utilizes them effectively to enhance pupil's learning.

5

Organizes learning experiences, by means of long-range
and short-range planning, to encourage pupil inquiry and
problem solving.

6

Evaluates various elementary school settings and then
develops programs to mecet the needs of chiodren in each
unique setting.

7
Identifies problems in classroom management and selects

appropriate actions to control these problems from a
range of alternative actions.

1

Faculty of each subject area observes and judges the
adequacy of student performance on individual contracts,’
class assignmenig, group experiences, and actual class-
room teaching,

2

Supervising teachers fill out weekly checklist evaluations
of the students working in their classroom and make a
final overall checklist evaluation at the end of the
semester; covering such items as personal and professional
qualities, lesson planning, and teaching skill,

3

Faculty make a video-tape of each student, teaching in
the elementary classreom, and review this tape and their
evaiuation of the teaching involved with the individual
student,

4

Faculty hold conferences at mid-term and at the end of"
the semester with each student. Faculty impressions and
the students' own impressions of their performance are
discussed.

5

Faculty have a final evaluation conference in which their
individual assessments, and the supervising teacher's
assessment of each student are compared before the final
recommendation is written by one of the faculty.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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a3
PROJECT COMPETENCIS AS COMPILED FROM PROJECT DESIGNS
AND FILEL COMIUNICATIONS AS QF NOVEMBER 15, 1972

Competencics How Measurcd
Field Bascd Studeis in Teascher Ed.

1} To davelop the {nterest and capacity to work 1) An intention to
coopevatively as & team wenber toward the ime mneasure student
provement of {mstruction and curriculum. progrecs in ine

dicated, but gratie

2) Te develop the interest and necessary abillitias fication procedures
to engane in and malie uge ¢f regearch in the im- are uct specified,

provement of instruction and curriculunm.

3)» To develop the skills and teaching cechniques
necessary to foster and direct open Inauivy znd
the {uternalization ef the processes therein ime
cluded on the parr of pupils.

4} 7To develop commuuication skille that facililrate
the personal growth of sclf and othars,

5} To develop a broad range of evaluative skills 1p~
" clading those for appraising the learniag charace
keriscics of {ndividgal pupils. : :

6} To become welleinforwed teachers, fully aware of
the problems which con front the sceiety and ace
tively lavolved as change agents in the soclety.

7) To become teachers who are comutted 2o a demoe
ctatic perceptlion of educarion especially with
regird to equalizing educationai opportunity,
gupporting a participatory democracy and a
pluralistic society.

8) To become teachers who aan apply the concepts
sad methodologias of the sncial sciences o
seclal problema.

9} 7To possess 2 high degree of empathy fovr others,
egpercially for those who are of diffarent
ethnic backgrouads,

(Use space below for any revisivns (additions, deletions or ncdifications)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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G X il-...c..kh", WUl s.-: TeSLUlw@s . ’ D
8} Seloctlon of potential resources '
1} Enaklers
- d) vardieties of potentlal recources
. b) criteria for potential resourcas

7} Integrating ths learning environment
&) 1Integcatinn of instrurtion
b} Evaluation Plan

8) Iwplementing
a) Instruction with & pupil
b} Xastruction with a2 group
1) Enablers
a) plan for implementation
b} diastruction with a peer

9} DEBvaluating
10} Revising

2) Instructional changes
b) Assessment

(Use space below for any Eevisipns (additions, dele;ions,~or modifications)
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PROVECT COLPETENCIES AS COMPILED FROM PROJECT DESIGNS
AND FILED CCMMUNLICATIONS OF A NOVEMBER 15, 1972

.

1}

2}
3)
4)

Staff evaluations

taff records ag resource
people,
Records kent of nmedia ure,

Competencles How Measured
_ Shawnee Graduate
Translationg what is learned into affecting 1)
chlldren and the community, 2)
%111s in doing action research. 3
D

Sk11lls in criticism of educational policies.

5) -

Skills in assessment of one's value,

Record of model and

community experience.

Records of characteristics

¢f participants:

a)} Application forms

b) Attitudinal Questionnalres
¢) Themes of participants

{Use épace below for any revisions (additions, delezions cor modifications)
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The Forum Series is basically a collection of papers. It 1is intended to be a
catalyst for idea exchange and interaction among those interested in all asreas of
teacher education. Atticles 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 agencies, graduate students and professors. The substance 1s open
to various types of content. Position papers, reszarch or evaluation reports, com-
pendia, state-of-the-art analyses, reactions/critiques of published materials,
case studies, bibliographies, conference or convention presentations, 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 footuotes should be prepared in a consistent fashion.
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PURPCSE

Beped on guidelinea gtated in the initial "Institutional Grant
¥roposal,” ad hoc servicc-oriented Teams and Centery were deéqlopcd
to facilitato program balance end to monitor sctivities congruent
vith the six major objactives outlined in the Proposal. One method
for cxauining the role and function of the Teams/Centers during the
1972~73 acedomic yerr was sccoxplished by way of telepione interviews
with lundividual Prograwm/Projecty Dlrvactors, Basicelly i{he purpose for
tbe telephone interview wags to ascertiein the Program/Project Director’s
percepiicas nad reflections as to the quantity and quality of the

services rendered.

PROCEDURES

Twvelve Progran/Project Directors were contacted by phone. A
raadoely selected Director served as a pilot for modifying and refining
the interview inatrument, The refined instrument contained seven
queries, (four cslling for both structurcd snd open-ended responses,
tvo calling for oniy open-ended responses, and one calling for only a
structured response). It was decided in sdvance that all Progran/
Project Directors would be contacted and multiple phone calls would
be neCessary to complete these encounters. Program/Project Directors
were dofined as faculty directing an cperational teacher training
Progran/Project at the time of the interviev, Ultimately, twelve

faculty menhers zet the defined criterton,
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2RSULTS

The findings ere repcrted in two ways, Data tables
sumsisrize ithe broakdown of ressponses to structured queries
alcig with & listing of the responses given by the Prograw/
Froject Directors to the opea-ended questions, No attempt
hae Leon rada to categoriza the respunses in any systematic
fushicn, Tue cummenis, axexples, remctions, and specifications
reprozent tndivicual faelingy una attitudes of Directors
being interviewed. lkach quastion s liated, and the comments
that rolate to that question follow, TLe reader is cautioned
to rezember that each statement represaents the couments of

only one Director.

Query One:

“Which of the following Tcsms/Centers have
you nud contact with during the 1972-73
scademic year?”
The majority of the Progran/Project Directors had contact
with at least six out of the seven Teams/Centers (Table 1l). The

Prograu/Project Directors cited examples of the types of

amssistance received from each Tesn/Center.
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Tadle 1

Froyuency of Encounters Per Tean/Center
by Frogrea/Project Directors

Centers . Yes No
1. Center for Experiential Pd, s 4
3. Budgat Center 13 0
%, Conteptuszlization Center 11 1
4, Uevzlopment Contwr 7 5
5. Dveiuction Tean 12 0
8. Pield Impleneatstion Center 11 1
7. 3ipstructional Services 30 2
Totals (gt 13
Parceat 84% 16%

A. Centor for Experientisl Education (CER):

1. #. Inputs for instruction and proposal for project.
b. MNsde a nunmher of comsunity~bascd placements.

2. Ras worked in supporting project, contacting people in the
field, finding sites  snd helping in many othor ways.

3. Transportation to Columbus.
4. p. Cuordinating observation and perticipating in building
vith hesvy atudsnt-teacher use.
b. Providing forns and guidelines.
¢. Transportation.
5. a. BHelped by talking to students tcoat have coxe to project
and have desired their service,
b. Publicity and distribution of materials,.
¢. Information sourcy) to project director,

8. a. Arranged for buses to Indianspolis.
b, Arranged for student volunteers to work in the NCCSC.

7. As a team nember had input into projeat.
B. Budgut Center (Budget):

3. Helpful in forsulating budget--vory helpful center.
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3. Suboitted budget for roview, and they added things that had
been cmitted. Talked with them about rationzle, snd they
gave suggostions that wereo helpfu:,

3. &. MEetublishing budget categories and procedures.
b, Guidelines for prepsring budget and the teaming propossl.
¢. EHelp ®ith budget.

4. Consulted with Budget Director on status of project dbudget.

3. a. Worked out budget.
b, Gave ideas and supvort.
¢. 8howed how to re~adjust budget,

6. Tiae budget Director slong with the Division Director, hes
been post helpful in predaring dbudpats. Just generally
helpful because 1f ke doesn't know the snswer, he will
find tt.

7. Helpful demonstrating budget forms and figures as well aps
helpful in doing the whole thing-~does good job.

8, Went over budget and made suggestions. They fulfill their
deziguated role in coming up with a realistic budget.

8. &, ¥ent over budget.
b. Provided much input,
¢c. Pacilitated ideas or mesns {o obtain funds.
d. Offered guidelines for budget.
®, Helped by referral to other people,

10, &, PExtensive consultation on financisl mstters such as
tills, ete.
b. RKutusl assistance hetween field center and Institutional
Grant.
c. Served 88 a colloction point for financial dealings.

11, a, Provided guidelines for preparing budgets.
D. Mst at French Lick and later to finalire budgets.

12. ea. The Budget Director was extremely helpful in many ways;
he knovg what he is doing.
b. Offers assistance to projects,
€. Very service coriented; very helpful,

C. Conceptualirstion Center (Concept):
1. a8, Useful dialogue over instructional charzcteriatics of

progrexs--vhat thoulq be kept and what should be thrown
out.
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b. REelped in revising tiwes and coursés along with legality
of changing credit hours for & course.

S. QGave a lot ¢f good contacts,

d. Willing and easy to get to.

2., &. Keystone for decision making, student recruitment, and
interdisciplinary decision making,
b, Gave support and encouragesent.
¢, Bent matericls,

3. a. The Concoptusiization Directer and Assistant helped in
BrRking project propossl and getting it¢ through.
b, “They have given project & lot of ideas,

4. Project bas given Center schedules, bulletins, and information
to carry out their objectives, .

8. Discussions with Conceptualization Director und Asgistant.
6. Optiqgg ook,

7. &, Worked ciosely with Conceptualiration Director in restructur-
iang project,
b, Talked about things that are not being done by School of
Educstion,

8. a. Discusscd progranm.
b. Helped by relferral to other pecple,
¢, Discursed the Institutional Grant.

9. Guidelines for project and good source of referral to other
people,

10. a. Gave help and suggestions for handling scheduling probleas,
b. Met with course justructors and project director to work
out budget problems.
c. Provided sample guideline forms for interviewing applicants
for progranm,
d. Helped with scheduling of courses for next semester,

11. a. Helped in Center developing pr posal.
b. Conceptusliration Director helped in administrative capacity.

D. Deyslopment Center (Deyv):
1. Informal talks,

2. a, Provided kits and fiims to project.
b. Discussed package for a minority setting.
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Brief talks,

&, Consultod during meeting,

b. Konitored field component.

¢, #hAesigned G,A.'s aad ataff to f£ind materials and provide
haly,

Froject will need to make further contacts but net &t that
stige yeot,

No coutact, didr't know what Center ig doing.
feiked vith Development Dircctor but did not follow through,

Some suggeatilong on sinulation,

Evalustion Tesm (Evel):

1.

4.

S.

&, Demanding something that is needed,

%, Project hag to do work,

¢. Team has put presaure on project to evaluate,
d., Y400 guidelines are hetter now,

o, kvaluation Team should have a bigger staf?.

#. Supplied with written guidelines describing three levels,

b, Offered services.

¢, Project Team hae sent evaluation person to work with the
Bvaluation Team,

8., Fmaluntion Director and faculty members have been helpful
i deaigning needs agsessment and competencies.

b. W%When you need help you get it. :

t. Sometimes Evalustion Toam asks foT too nuch information,

a., They ask for & lot of things.

b, Project recognizes that their avalustor has not heen
effective,

¢, Project evaluctor hag not done anything, and if svaluation
is important, Evaluation Team should reassign poméone or
40 the evaluation themselves.

Project evaluator handled wost of this communication, Consultstion
with Evaluation Team Director concerning input to own project as
well &s to other projects,

a, Indicated type of evaluation design needed.
b. Referrzd to Test Bureau for materials and forms.
¢, Obtained material for a gtudy to be conducted.

Brie? contact,



16,

11,

3.

r.
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Vory helpful ia gtructuring guidslines and providing lisison
butwesn people in Institutional Grant.

8, Biwsekly mailings from Evaluaticn Team to be filied ocut
and returned.

b. Distribution of materinis by Evaluation Team.
6. (alled upon for rescurce people.

%, Expert coasultation, .
Y. Search made by Evaluation Team for fdditionsl materialge-

verticularly Questionnsire information, '
5, Referrced to peopie for materﬁals and ideas,

&, Provided with forms to follow for evaluatlon purposes.
b. fTenm avzilable to talk with when needed.

a,. ‘Toum requested contianuing reports.
b, FKelped with evaluation degigua.
¢. Paperwork demands placed by Evaluntion Team,

Pie]d Iaplementation Center (FIC)°

1=

1.

.
2.

3.

5.

W var Rew WxR R R W e W T W e

Juat friendly contscts.

Helpful in the following ways:

a. Guidance.

b. Guidelines in denling with schools.

¢. Being avajilable for conversstion and decision making.

Various individuals helped beczause of their ability or knowledge
in tihe following fields:

&, ¥Ynowiedge of community people.

b. Organizational abilities and establishment,

c¢. Knowledge of rural education.

8. Developed proposal for new approach to student tsaching
{(new model).
b, Helped in locating sites,

@, Brief talks.
b. Participation in establishment of project and achool
relations for this coming fall,

a. Identification of progrsms and students and needs for
progran. ‘Delinesticu of differences between programs
and regular program,

b. Guidelines for student identification and selection.

¢. Project and program descriptions and potential student
information forus,

d. Project coordination.
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7. =&, Budget for project comes through Center.
b, Provided office space and brought up to date about project.

8. 8, Expert help,

b. Made initial contacts with schools end accompanied program
personnel to gchools.

¢. Provided forms for contract agreement made between the
HCCSC teachers and program directors for student teachers
to have particular experiences.

4. ¥Followed-up all endeavors with phono calls and notes.

6. oShared knowiedge from what had heen learned by working
with local schools both in the past and present.

8. @&, FHeiped iz the preparation of students for program.
b. Eelped with visitetion and supervision.
¢. Helped with guidelines necesgary for prog:an.
d. Pelped zonstruct materials and forms.

10. a. Adwministrative support.
b. Coxsultant.
¢. Resource pecple,
. d. Pinancial assistunce.
" @, Becretarial and work-~-study assistance,

11. 8, N2 help whatscever.
b. REven pursued; found out were rot service oriented.
e, What they Jdo and say ere two different things,

G, ngﬁzygtional Serviceu (ISC)'
1. Talked tp Instructional Services Center Director about
getting eguipment,

2. Just iriendly contacts,

3. Every one of services is used heavily. Below are some examples:

a, Borrow materials.

t. Director of Education-Library very willing to help.

c. Preview facilities.

d, Self-Instructional lab,

@, Six AV peopie conduct 1 workshop two mornings & week,

f. Taped-TV more availab e then before and more flexible service
ol playbacks of tapes,

4, instructional Services Center Director went out to project and
took Tilms and is prepsring & f£ilm to be used as & recruitment
device. This is a costly but useful device.

5. Provided AV materizals for classes.
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6. . Frovided storage for preject matorfmla.
’ . Alloved to use materials for a longar dervicd,
¢. Equipmort and AV nesds.

7. 6. Dogign of suto-informational pachkages.
b, CGCuidelines for student teancher use of AV materials
¢. Peckage for informing studente o2 project and progranm
cholces,
d. Referral to persgon in IST and AV.
@, Cooplete range of AV equipment and production techniques.
2. Aveilgbility of free films for student teachers.
g. Auto-instructioual equipwment lab,

8. &, Borrowing of cquipment.
b. Guidelines for utilizing other campus AV sources.
¢. Ordering filus, etc.
d. Civen supplies for example poster materials.
o. Technical sssistance with visuals,

0
.

8. AY compenent is belng derived for informational purposes
for potentiml project student members.

b. Expert consultation with AV materials,

10, Explaoined the scli-instruction program for working AY

equipnent and described what procedures students ghould
uge when iesrning sbout gelf-instruction egquipment,

Query Two:

Y1¢ the Progran/Project Director responded yes

to sny of the encounters noted in Query One, he/
. she was then asked to indicate whether the Teams/

Centers had provided sssistance in any of geven

dafined categories,”

The most irequently checked types of sssistance received were
providing expert consultation; providing guidelines for soxe
sctivity(ies); helping by referral to some other office or peorson;
and providing iicilxties, service, or =squipment of some sort to the

project (Table 2), The responses getting the fewest checks were

belping in the construction of na%eriall, forms, teaching devices, ete;
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t1sbie 2

Assistence from Centers as indicated ty Prograa/
Project Directors in Seven Defined Categories

Type of Asstistance Received CER Budgot Concept Dev ERval FIC ISC

1. Providing expert cousultation 2 9 9 3 8¢ ] 4

2. Providing guidelines for some 3 10 -] 1 9 8 4
activity(des)

S, Helping in the construction of 3 4 2 i 5 5 4
waterials, forms, teaching
dovices, etc.

4. PEBelping by referral to some 2 S 10 1 2 8 ]
othzr ofZice cr porson

5. Providing facilitation services 6 8 4 1 € S 6
or equipment of core sert for :
the projeoct

6. Inatructing studests in the 2 o 0 1l 0 4 4
PrOgram

7. Baving only briefly tsiked »r 2 0 3 8 3 4 4
mot with a member of a center

Totals 18 38 2% 14 33 40 28

#0ne respoodent Qqualified this category by stating that CEE wag helpful by
reans of ona person sitting in as 8 member of hip project.

+Three respondents quelified this category by stating they hed just received
consultation frcm the Evaluntion Tesm.
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iastructing students; aud having only briofly talked or met with

8 mezber 0f a ceviler. However, 1t skould be noted that this lsst
category vas ot expected to get many responses since it referred
only to Centers with which Progrsms/Projects bed very little contact,
Tho otber tvo responses were areas that Programs/Projects typically
handle themsclves,

T:e totals by canters range from 18 checks for CER to 40 for
¥YJC. It should be ncted that since the first gix categories sre
ones that refer to epecific types of help or assistsdce received,
66 would be 8 paximal score if every Lirector intervieved stated
that he had received sach of those six types of help from a specific
Osntor, On tke olner hand, if u Center received few checks in the
sevonih categary, it would terd to minizize the totsl number of

checks received,

Query Three:

“What ves the efficiency of the held received from
the Centers that you have had contact with?”

Query three, responses to which deal?t with efficiency of belp
received from the Centers, showed 65% of tte Centers to be always
savailable when peeded; 15% scmetimes toG lste and/oT not always svail-
abls when neeced; and 2% always too latc sud/or never avsilsble (Table 3),
Eighteen percent of tha responses shoved there wis too little contact
to make & judgment. Thase results appser favorable regarding the

efficiency of asaistance.

11
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Teble 3

KEfficiency of Eelp As Viewed dy Project/Progrsm Mrectors

L.y KX o - .
Sometimes too Alvays too Too 1ittlc
Canters Alvays late end/or anot late snd/ contaat
Available always savatlabdble or never with to
vhen pesded when peeded avatileble say
1. Ci. ® 5 2 o 1
%2, Ccoceptuslization 43 3 (] 3
y. Budges 13 1 0 o
[
4, Develcpuent 2 0 Q ]
S. Eveluation S 3 (¢] a
6. ric o o 1 1
7. 16C T 1 1) 3
Perceut 6% 159 % 18%

One respondent did not vigh 1o categorize CES under sny of the four responses,

1. », The Instructional 8ervices Center d1d not slways have equipment
svailable becauss of the dewrand for this equipxent.
b. The Evaluation Tesn’s Dets Bauk csused soue problems--especially
with personsl data oo students' form, They did provide pleaty
of bLslp for project,

3. a, The Center for kExprrientis] Fducation--efficiency has Leen
excellent; mct beeds and went teyond the csll of duty,

b, 700 11%tle contdctl--uostly them responding tO you for their
peeds rether than pProject asking for help, Evaluation Team
31zt proviae contact or idees without project having to ask
fr then,

e, Recsived prompt snswers when veeded apd asked for, Did not
alwayas utilize centers, °
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3. PIC bza “B" under cetegorired reiponzad hecause the Director is
very btuey, and comstimes there Yas wthing he could 4o abecut
praslens,

4. Ko comcerte Gr resctiors by thrac uf those interviewed,

. Fa2 sucugh time given Projects to do thinCs that Ceaters want
t&xa to &o,

f. L. CIZ--bes been availadle when needed as nemdor of teas.
b. Conceptuzlization--~aaterinls ttat they desire sre needed in
toc big & hurry, and they are nct always available when needed.
€. Budget--very availablo,
4. Xralcetion--very 1iitle feaddeck from tesm,
Evaluzticn Teaa not avalloatle,
@, VYIC--reascnrabdly well aveziladle but buay; contact s good.
Z. ISC bsd miterial and helD avetlable when called upon.

7. Very pleascd with cnoperztiiuvn frus pcorle that Project and s lot
of centact with, like the Directors cf Budget and Conceptualization
Centera., Very hel2sful, Very pleased,

8, Boczuse of thLe nuture of DTE, many Lecple don't kncw bow to uge
the Ceuters, There are many arcea of overlap dDetveon Centers.

Yuch of what hes vren dene hefore 18 nCY undéyr the direction of
ITZ, s0 Co unt se? much difference.

Cuery Poury

“"Yoat ty;e of belp wvag received from the Centers that
yov have hsd contsct with?"

Query fcur dezlt with tho type of belp received from the Ceénters
(Tadbie 4), Here 44% ot the respoasss indicated exactly the type of
belp pecdel; 23% eoce of the type nesded; $% not at all what was needed;
and 19% too 13¢tle contect with to ssy. Since 73% of the responses
fell under the f3rst two categories, it covid be assumed that the
Centers were providing maost of the help required by Programs/Projects.
Bowever, 9% of the responses fell inctn tke category “rot at all what
wsa gaedod.” This might reguire further study to ideatify the

reaspons f5r such negative responsas.
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T=ble 4

Rature of Help as Viewed by Project/Progras Director

L L o . . - - - ___ ", . _ -}

Yxactly Not at all Too 1ittle
Centers vhat was Some of what vhat was contact
needed vas nseded needed vith to say
1. Cc=» [ 3 1 1
2. Conceptualszmtion 4q S 1 h |
3. DBudget ] 3 0 0
4. Developusct o 2 1 8
8. Bnaluatica 4 '} ] 3
e, TIC 4 4 2 b §
7. 1* 4 3 1 , 3
Totsls 3 34 [ ] 12
Percent 4% <% 2% 18%

1. N0 comnents or reactionyg by eight of those being intervieved.

2. &, What you necd Centers for might not be there,
h. ¥ain concern 1s because ecucation is under fire and prorle
8111} expect the same thing i{n the eand.
¢, New evaluinticn tcchniques gsust be dsveloped to wake it easier
to svaluate courses because there is nothing that gets at
attitudes.

3. CEE bacd exuctly whet wes becded, Dut nst much needed,

4, Last fal]l Evaluatior Team Provided little belp in designing overall
evaluation desigr for Prozraa. Pronised training scseions for
evaluators sud ¢1én’t have thew.

3. Evaluation Team wasn't adle to help Project with things thet they
peeded evaluuted. Had anticipated a more glodbel evaluation, such
as differsuces in students among various Frojects,
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33152 Plv::

“fo what extent has DTZ provided the assistance you
Lsve neeced to coaduct your Project?”e
Query five dealt with whether DTE Centers ss 8 whole were pro-
viding the necessary sgaistance to Prograas/Projects., Here 70% af
those responding snsvered etther “sll or wost™ of the help needed;
oaly 30% responded with "gome or s amall part” of the belp needed.
NO one responded with "core of the belp neoded (Tedle 5).”
A3 8 wvhole, 1t appesrs that most Directors received the kind of
holp they ureded, when they needed 1t., However, even though s

majority responded favorably to the DIX Centers, esch Center needs

to examine its role in oracr to make ths necessiry services svailsbly

to sll rrojects.

Table 3

Purcoived Ixtent of Assiatance Provided to
Programs/Prnjecta by Centers

8]

Category Number Response Percentage

All the help you have needcd

Most of the help you have needod

Some of the help you hsve noeced

Scosll part of the help you have needed
None of tle help you have Reuded

L4

LR NN Ko
-
QNN -

10%
60%
10%
20%

0%

sDefinition of sssistance: construction of mstertials, developnent of
materials, coecsultation on some Prodlem or inquiry of your project;
provision for equipment snd/or instructional services.
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Felt previous exapcles uncer opon-enced responsca sufffced for
both Questiouns,

Ko cumneats ¥ reactions ty tvo of the peoplo intervieved.

Moet development initiated within the Project; Centers provided
supilonmental and techunical sassistance,

They hasve camplicatud greatly end have mide more d1fficult zhe
problexs they face.

Froject recetving all ths help needed st the Present time, but
ceu't anifcipate the future help that will bde needed: won't know
12 the Ceénteors will have the facilities as prodlexs arise,

Program geuerally needs just money because cf {ts nature., Re-
ceived ¢ lot of Lelp with the budget.

Froject in existeuce before DTE xnd hea tgnored D7X.

The kxind of staffinyg that bas been needed has not alwayr been
provided. EBave tc shify pecple into sress that they are not

" expert (u.

et sta asxed for tas bevn given,

Vhole thrust of Proiject was developuern: effort--Lave pot asked

for any assistance, #0 did not check ocae 0f the Categoried responses
for this questioa.

New Divisica extremely helpful--heolped start training program,

Operated Program 12 2apite of Divigion, Division made jo» harder,
becaure xany things Project had to do vere Lot service oriented.

Query s:;:

"Aro there sry other ssrvices you tbink these
Centers covld provide?”

8. To develop a rather specific set uf responsibiltities delinecating
what things fall upder their Comsin sad aress of overlap.
Structure ceqss to be clearer,

b, Resdonsibilities for teacher prepsration.

¢c. State vhat they don't 4c,
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d. Iriorities for undergraduste ecucation st Indians University,
®. Urecicely vhat 1s pended and vhat is going to be funded.

3. a, Cross-project observation.
b. BEsteblish criteris for & Téam and determine when oriterias
3as not heen sat,
€. Across-project consistency,

3. Bvalustion Tean, Conceptuslization Centar, and 18C could be more
Sggrecaive in providing ssrvices, o.g., there are gsome good things
that might dbe of help to Project,

4. Cannot gee how thoy can do 8 lot sore because they bave too many
other things to do. For instance, the Director of the Conceptuslization
Conter {9 working 1GO% for the Conceptualization Center,

8. HNelp 1o staff alir:ment and recruitrent dbecause Project had to do
& lot on ite ova. Also, help in student recruitment.

6. Only ingafar ss providing faculty 1¢ possadlae,

7. 1f there is 8 w3y of pooling xnowledge snd experience more than
v¢ bave go far, it wight avoid pitfalls--it might be useful for
beginning Projects. More pooling of irformation that oue hss
sccegs 100,

8. Conceptuslization, Development, and Evaluation need to define
vhat thoir rolcs are and then comuonicate that definition so
that utilization ©of gervices can taks place. They have made
Job tougher rather than acting as a service,

9. Never quite sure vhat is necded at the ond &s far as evaluation,
If ve knew abat Evaluation Teem wa® looking for, we would have it,

10. Aveiladility cf persornel,

11, Appeiatment of ccordinator to gee 1f there are certasin wvays for
projects tc wvork together. For exsaple, Specisl Education, Multi-
Cultursl, snd Early Chtldhoud might eliminate duplication uf
courses snd offer studeats 8 double endorsement on certification,

132, Evaluation services--—-help with tnstruments and instrument construction,

Field Vork--get poni2s used by FIC fur ovn scrvices or those services
should be provided,

ch:z Sevely:

“In genersl are theres any other services that DTE could
o . offer or provide your project or the other Projects?”




11.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

¥o commeat or rsaction from two persons being interviewed.

Hore coarmunication.

Much better job could be done on publicity--it is on an individusl
basis at this time, MNors professional spprozch, Option! book
snd Program Pruviev Day vere both excellent.

Ssrvice not dictation. BHetter communication.

Lost 0 bhelp--plonty more A.1,'s. Can't fully anticipate other
services needed,

Monoy tc hire people.

Riuipnent on locavioa apd instructioval supplies away from
irstructional centers,

Earlier decision making nesded 30 ss not to jeopardise relationg
with pubiic #chools and lose good A.l1.'s.

Fo ncre to add except be more supportive,
Comfortable with not knowing what i3 going tO come out of this,
8pecific from year to year, hut leave it open in case of

emcrgencies--f0r instance, Suner-city probleme,

Physical center where mavbers of UTE could get together inforeally.

Query Pight:

“Are there sny further general comments or reactions
tbhat you would l1ike to make about DTE centers?”

Fach Center has been immensely responsive, and it has been & plesgure
to work with the people in the Ceunters. One annoying problen is the
red tape iu getting money or something approved that requires fuuding.

Division nuveds to avoid muking mistakes that were made before such as
compartmentelization, More receptive to Arte and Sciences snd other
srees in the Schoo}l of Education.

The idea of Centers is good. We have to learn together and help
egch other,

28
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4. &, The variocus areas ia DTE ghould define their thrusts and
stand bohind thea as well as list ccapetencier needod to
eco&mpiiah the goais under the thrusta e.g., if a Program
is coapetency bssed, should have thirty or forty competencies
and should grow out of Conceptualization Center or Director
o? DTE,

b, It's & logical move to comhine FIC and OPE for communication’s
Beke; problem with role definitions and help that Zaculty
members need,

c. If the Develcpment Conter is going to be usefu), its personanel
should cone t~ Frojects and ask what is noeded. They are
proxebly weking tkings that are of iniercat to thew,

8. #ust concentrate on more inter-program cooperation with less
coapativeness and core Tean effort. As e Project are we helping
or hindering other Programs?

€&, Budget Direct¢r, Coacepturlization Director, and Evaluation Director
sre exiremely well qualified and doing 8 good job,

7. OPE has heen extremely helpful with two Programs. Things have
been running very well,

8. Too many Centers with too little truo definition of what their
nerviceg are,

9., It would help the whole organization if the physical condition
wore better--everything is spresd ocut at tho present time. This
trould be s8n adeinistrative convenience for faculty and students,

10. No generzl cooments or reactions by one perscon being interviewed,

11. We are &ll jockeying for placements in the public schools and have
to ke on the laokout for possible competition in the placement of_
students.

12. Centers were bureaucratic-fat--could be largely eliminated.

SUHMARY

As stated previocusly, no attempt wag uade to alter the comments and
reacti{ons of Directcrs. Even though some Questions produced a number of

sixilar couments, each responsge wus included to retain the uniqueneas of
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the person responding. Most comments were positive, denoting sssistance

Shnt samn
Wesren W T

ted or offering constructive advice as to how tais
balp could be improved by the specific Center(s). Some responses to
the lxat three questions eppear especially valugble to decision

mekery iu planniag new directions that Ceaters will take snd iu adding
responsihilitiea or duties that should ke inciluded.

The telepuone interview proved to he 4 somewhst veluable techoique,
a3 all twelve directors deslgnated for interviews were reachoed for
query, It wmz posgible to discuss questions and gather 6pen-ended
responses. iowever, this type of interview 1s encumbored by the time
roquired for each call ns well As by the difficulty of contacting busy
Project/Program Direciors. Ipterview time ranged froun twenty minutes
to one hour, with the average being thirty-six minutes, The overall
time involved in the aciuel interviewing of Directors was seven hours,
The mmber of phone calls necessary to conduct an intervieﬁ ranged
from cud to thirteen cglls, with a meun 0f almost 4% calis. A further
encumherance ia the overall time required to construct, pilot, and
refine the instrument as well &8 to conduct the interviews, compile
the data, and write this report. The time for these tasks totaled
about 31 hours.

Fowever, the results of such a process evaluation technique seem
to be useful in light of the data collected. It is hoped that similar
sttempts will be made in the future to gather this kind of information,
80 that areas where change is needed can be identified in an ongoing

faghinn.
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