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This paper describes the Competency-Based

University/sSchool Rural Teacher Education program designed to produce
teachers trained for rural situations and to provide experience in
the process of university/school district/educational agency
cooperative training activitiecs. Data collected during 1972-73
regarding rural living and educational environments were used to
develop objectives essential to the training of rural teachers. Two
training centers are in operation at o0osevelt and Coalville, Utah
with certificated teacher appointed as directors. Student trainees
live in the area of the school to whi:zh they are assigned and are
assigned to cooperating teachers from the local school district under
an arrangement that provides for incr2asing participation and
responsibility in the classroon. Prospcective secondary teachers work
within a 16-week semester 2. teacher aides, teacher assistants, and
teaching associates. Elementary education trainees spend eight weeks
in a rural setting. Instructional matesrials, viz., individualized
units comsisting of objectives, learning, and evaluation activities
are made available for students to complete course objectives, rlan
teaching units, and attend seminars. ) description of the perscanel
involved, buijet information, and evaluative comments are incl.ded.
Results indicate that a large majority of students employed aicer
certification through this program are working in rural schoolr
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In 1972 an cducational consortium was formed in Ctah and a project
inplemented under its direction to recruit and train elementary and secondary
teachers to function in rural school settiungs. Initially the consortium in-

volved one university (Brigham Young), nine county school districts, ome

educational service center, and the Utah state educational agency. In 1974
two additional collegcs were added to the consortium: Utah State lniversity
and Weber State College. Funding for the project has come from Title III
ESZA, aduministcered by the state education agency.

Tvo rural trainiag centers were established--one in the comnunity of
Rooscvelt, Utaic (about 150 miles east of Brigham Youag University), an area
in which members of tue lUte Indian tribe predominate, and Coalville, Utah
(about 70 miles east of B.Y.U.)

Student trainees live in the area of the school to which they are
assiguec, llaving access to a project training center (12' x 52' trailer),
students achieve performance-based objectives and do student teaching.
Secondary students remain in the program for an cutire semester (during which

they complete from § to 23 Lours of nrofessional education credit) while

N elementary trainees are involved for elght weeks. The trainiag centers are

\ti directed by certificated teachers (one full-tirme, one part-time) hired by

. the consortium. The center director is responsible for housing of the trainees,
“h evaluation of training objectives, scheduling of instructional seminars, and

Cii*ﬂ assistance in the supervision of the trainees. University supervisors conduct




seminars and supervise on a scheduled basis.
By the closc of the 1974-75 scliool year, approximately 120 teacher
trainecs will have complcted the program. Sixty-four of the first sixty-

eight teachers to complete the program indicated a prefercnce for teaching

in rural schools. The majority of students employed after certification
through this program ar» working in rural schools. Unquestionably, sopne
inroads hLave beecn made against the traditional obstacles rural scliool

adninistrators have faced: high turnover of faculty, low probability of

pernaaence of new teachers, aand negative affcct of rural teachers toward

their environment and their pupils,
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A, Description and Jdevelopment

In recognition of the need for 1) a higher probability of permanence
among cmployed rural teachers, and 2) engendering a more positive view of
rural teaching positions among prospective teachers, a project was initiated
by Brigham Young University and rural school districts in ULtah to develop a
competency-based rural teacher training program. . consortium of educational
entities--school districts (nine), the university, the state education agency,
and the ortuecastern (litah) Area Lducation Service Center--was established in
1972 to initiate and sanare cooperatively the responsibility for the orientation
and training of teachers for rural communities.

The project was conceived as serving both goal ends and process e¢nds,
i.c., its operation would produce teachers trained for rural situations and

also would provi:e experience in the processes of university/school district/

aducation agency cooperative trairing activities. The project leaders felt
that in tlc¢ future, teacher training in Utah ounht to bLecowe more of a joint
venture and less of an cxclusively uuiversity-oriented program.
Puring the developmental yecar (1972-73) of the project, data were collected
and analyzed relative to:
1, rural living environment
2. rural cducational cnvironuent:
teachers, students, instructional
functions and resources, plant utilization
These data wcre usec in the development of a list of objectives considered

cssential in relation to the training of rural teacliers. (Sce next section,

"Nbjectives").




The teacher training program began Jduring the 1973-74 school yecar in
Utali's Uintal. Lasin area. The arca was selected because:

1. it contained rural scuools

2, it was far enough removed from the
university that trainees would nave
to live in tie area Jduring training.

3. the ponulation of the schools is
diverse, providing opportunities for
trainees to work with minority groups
(about 60Z of the area's population is
Ut- Indian), as well as rural students
witii different abilities and goals.

There are two training centers in operation at the present time, located
at Foosevelt and Coalville, Utali. Ccrtificated teachers are appointed as
directors of the centers by the consortium and exportable, performance-based
instructional materials have been developed. The real-lifc school settings in
which the prospective teachers work plus tlic performance-oriented learning
uwaterials make the training effort less \.~->1l and more experiential-orieated
than typical teaclier preparation programs,

The trainees, who live in the area i~ the homes of school patrons and in
other housing, are assigned to cooperating teachers from the local school
district under an arrangement which provides for increasing participation and
responsibility in the classroom., The cooperating teacher participates in a
weck-long workshop prior to receiving a trainee, for the purpose of preparing
hin/her for the project experience.

The prospective secondary teachers work within a l6-week semester as
follows: Teacher aide (four weeks)--» Teacher Assistant (four weeks)--y
Teaching Associate (eight weeks)., As tu2 responsibility for tecaching increases,
the work on course objectives Jdecrecases. These students complete a total of
from 8 to 23 hours of professional education coursework including student teach-

ing. All of the substantive instructional material is written in an instructional

design format, viz., individualized units consisting of objectives, learning
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activities and evaluation activities.

Llementary cducation trainecs in the project spend eight weeks in the
rural setting,

Instructional materials for all students are found in student syllabi
and/or in the mobile trailer which is the "plant" of the training center.
Within the trailer are:

1. a 12' x 32' classroom

2. an office for the center director
3. an IMC (Instructional 'laterials Center)
;

an audio/video/other media learning center
. a storage area

Students use the center to complete course objectives, plau teaching units,
attend seminars, and confer with university supervisors, the center director,

and otliers.

D. Nbhicctives

The project aims to provide the necessary services for university stu-
dents vho are desirous of certifying to teach at either the elementary or
secondary level. The general goals of the project are:

1. To improve attitudes of teachers toward

a. working with rural students

L. living in the rural area

c. working with Indian students, and
other minority groups who may attend
school in the rural areca

2, To change teacher knowledge and bLehavior in:

3. Iinterpersonal communication activities
with persons in rural setting

b. management of the rural environment
~-community and classroom

c. personal recreation activities in
relaticn to rural living

d. instructional characteristics appro-
priate to the small, rural school

The Statement of Purpose of the Northeastern Utah Teacher Training

Consortiun is reproduced as Appendix A to this document.



C. Perggnppl Involved

The project described in this application has provided for significant
involvement of a substantial number of people from the four orcunizatisas
comprising the consortium. Wien considered in relation to the rather modest
budget for tae project, this ccuperacive partlcipat! .o Zoon diversce wducational
entities becoues quite inpressive.

Contriiuting to the preparation of the students' training nanual werc
seventeen persons--thirteen from the universities and four frowm the affected
sclhivol districts.

. Of the nine school districts in the coasortium,
so far six have had students assigned to their
schools. Taus, six superinteandents have been
dircctly involved, thiree indirectly.

. £loven elewmentary and tea secondary schools have
had trainees; thus, 21 principals plus other staflf
members uave worked in the project directly.

. Some 50 cooperating teachers have taken part in
pre-school workshops. About 40 of these have
had student teachers in their classrooms during
one or more semesters,

. The Dircctor of th. ortheastern Ltah ILducational
service Ceanter s ! as chairman of the consertium,

. Tue secondary cc¢ dJdinator from the Utah state cceuca-
tion agency (liie '‘tai State Doard of Lducar! . par-
ticipated directly.

. I{wo teachers, cmployed Ly ti:e consortium, run the
two training centers,

. i'rom the universitizs, tu: following are nontributing
or uave contributed directly:
~= Lrigham Young luniversity: project director
plus 14 members of Secondary ucducation Jept.,
1 ! lenentary Lducation faculty member, 5 other
faculty menbers (lLiistory, Lnglish, Languages,
and Homemaking iducation), and 3 graduate assistants.

- - Weber State College: 1 Llementary faculty member.
-- Utah State University: 3 faculty members

. 70 elecmentary and 50 sccondary student trainees (by end of
Spring sewmcster, 1975).
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The project described herein has been funded by Title III ESLA Project
monies granted through the Utah State Board of Lducation (the Utali state
education agency). A total of $96,000 has been allocated to the project over
a thrce-year period leginning August 1972, and ending July 1975. In addition
to this amount, tue local school districts and 3.Y.U. have contributed funds
for transportation, typing, telephone service, and graduate assis-antships.

A summarized presentation of the 1973-74 Ludzet is given below:

Original Dudget Spent
Administration and Instru n $29,429,00 $25,147,02
Travel 4,750,00 5,339.70
‘laterials and Supplies 600,00 512.67
iLquipment 3,921.00 v,710,37
Telephone 200.00 223,26
Trausportation of Center ___100.00 147,00

$45,000,07 $41,080,02

Plans are being formalized by members of the consortium for the universities
and scuool districts to assume the cost of the program when funding ceases at

the end of the 1974-75 school year,

L., Contrivutlonr to tihe Improvement of Tcacher Educati%n

Tuere are two distinct ways in which this project has enhianced pro-
fessional teacher preparation:

1. Through the orzpanization of the consortiunm four different entities

having a stake in the preparation of teachers have worked collaboratively

toward a common goal. The four are: the university, the school district, the

state education agency and the cducational service center, The cooperative
effort has shown some pessimistic assumptions about the potential of mutual

lavor to Le unfounded. The project has served a heuristic function by re-

vealing unsuspected strengths of cooperation among the consortiun participants.

Civen the current trend in prefessional education toward multilateral efforts

in general and specifically avay {rom the university-as-sole-training-entity
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con: i, the project lLias profound sipgnificance for collahwrative teacher educa-
tiéa in Utali; additionally, since observers from other states have made thca-
sclves avare of the preocedures and operations used in the project, it pronmises
to have a larger sphere of influence. .
2. In the face of the constantly recurring difficulties faced Ly rural

school officers: recruitment and retention (even during a period of the so-

called teacher surplus), student trainces who have participated in this project

have been surprisingly positive about teachinz in a rural setting and many have

elected to accept employment in svch situations. Of the total aumbter of

elerentary positions availaLle within the cooperating districts over the past
two ycars, about 80T have been filled by students from the project. The high

affect is suggested by the followinp: 64 of the first 68 candidates tc complete

or

the project indicated a preference for teaching in a rural school, about 94%.
Among non-project prospective teachers the proportion for D.Y.U. students is

approximately 297,

F. Tvaluation

Conceiving of evaluation as both formal and informal feedback by others
relative to an enterprise's functioning, as well as formal and informal Judy-
ments by those directing such an enterprise, one is led to at least the
tentative conclusicn that the project described herein has met its goals (sec

Section "B" and Apjeudix A).  Of the 88 students who have been or are now in

the program, 1007 registered positive affect when asked to express their feelings

about 1) the schools to vhich they have been assigned, 2) their cooperating
teacher, 3) the trainins objectives, and 4) living in rural communities.

Informal feedback from individuals representing the various member bodies
of the consortium has been uniformly positive. Perhaps the most solid Indicator
of support i{s the decision by the membters of the consortium to continue with

tiie project in 1975-7€ and beyond, even though Title III funds will not bhe



available, A formal evaluation by an external evaluation team is to take
place during the Vinter semester (Januarv-April) 1974-75,

Originally Brighar Young University was the only participating insti-
tution of higher learning in the project. Now Weber State College (Opden,
Utah) and Utah State University (Lopan, Utah) are now involved. The
University of Utah (Salt Lake City) «ill begin participating dJuring the 1975-
76 school year. Such Lroadening of participation represents the ideal out-
cone for a program of this nature. It is shown to be not an exercise in
ivory tower sterility, but a wvorkable solution--partial at least--to a
pressinn real-life problem in education.

An evaluation team represeating Title ITI interests reported to the
Utah State Board of Lducation on the second year's operation. In the

sumnary arc found tue followinns words:

The gencral feceling of the team was

that the project was innovative and
represented one of thie better examples
of school district-university coopcra-
tion amony the present group of Title
III projects. 1If there was a weakness,
it wvas lack of emphasis in documentation
on the recturns to the school districts
inavolved, For example, the tear found
evideuce of considerable improvement in
the efficiency of the teacher hiring
processes that was not nentioned by the
project staff. The tecam felt that the
project was worthy of funding and
certainly a4 wodel tiat should bLe explored
Ly other universities.



Appendix A

STATENLNT OF PURPOSE OF THE CONSORTIL::

The Lortheastern Utal Teacher Training Consortium is establislied in
order to achieve a sovereignty for the training of teacliers in a rural area
of the state of Utali. The consortium has as its specific purposes the

following:

A, To Jdevelop and utilize a collaborative teacher training model
wiaerein the responsibility for Jdesinning, im:lcmenting, anl
valuating pre- service teacher training is shared by thosc
cducational groups represented in the comsortin. :.

Vo onujectively and systeratiend Ty deteruine what teaching
skills are needed in the rural classroom setting and to
develop necessary strategies for teaching and living in
rural communities.

C. 70 explore and design ways to integrate the theories of
instruction and learning which are relcvant to effective
practices in tie rural schools.

v To individualize tie professional development of each teaclicr
traince so as to reinforce strengths as well as Luild skills
in areas of deficiency that are identified as needed in rural
areas.

i.. To develop a cadre of trained teacher prospects who are
preparced and avallavle for selection and appointment in
rural school settings.

. 7To provide opportunity for teacher trainevs to Lecome
actively involved with uinority students and the ex-
ceptional child as well as all other rural students.

C. G0 explore and encourage ways of uringing together tic
pre-service and in-service teacher so that bLoth might
profit from tlhe training program.

li. To disseminate information concerniny the findings of the
projcct.




