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This report contains summaries of the final

ev:luation reports for the projects, programs and centers of the
1¢72-73 institutional grant programs in the Division of Teacher
Education at Indiana University. The summaries include the name of
the project, the director®s name, a listing of faculty and
professional staff, and the number of male and female students. In
addition, the following information is included: (a) a description of
the process and procedure evaluation activities and a summary of the
results of these activities, (b) a list of the dissemination
activities reported by the project director, (c) a summary of the
strengths and weaknesses of the project, and (d) a statement about
the future of the project. Twenty-two project report summaries are
included in the document. (idMD)
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Introduction

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

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

I. A compiete listing of student ccmpetencies and means
of assessing studentc’ eccompiishment of these.

2. Process evaluation reports on various aspects of
implementation.

3. A complete listing of all students including
purtinent demogranhic information.

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

5. Evaluation data related to the accomplishment of
goals . i

6. A chart incicating how each prolect, program, or
canter director felt his ectivity matched the
objectives of the Institutioral Grant.

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

. During the Summer of 1972 the Evaluation Team developed
guidel ines to to used bv each director of a project,
progrcm, or center in developing evaluation plans.
These guidelines were distributed to each director
individurily and were discussad with him,

2. The directors were askad to submit thelr evaluestion
plans In +he Fall of 1972, These plans were revieved
by the Evaluaticn Team and sugcestions for changes were
cdlecussed with each cirector.

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

4. At the ond of the ecadenic yesr, the project director
was glven a cory of all the evaluation Information he
had submitted ond was asred to check the material for
accuracy anc¢ 1o add to this information where it was
Incomplete.

QOGS
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All of the information collected as a result of these activities was
used to prepare the brief evaluation summaries included here.

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

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

l. Process=-Product Evaluation Summary

This section briefly describes the process and produce evaluation
activities that were conducted In addition, a brief surmmary of
the results of thase evaluation activities are included. “here
evaluaticn informaticn has been used to mcke lecisions, these
have been noted.

In general, the statcnents reporting the results of the process
and product evaluation are taken directly from the director's
report. Statements and adlectives concerning ‘the quallty of
the evaluation have been made by tho evalvation team,

I1. Disseninaticon Activitles

This secticn merelv lists the diesemination activities reported
by the project dircctor.

1il. Sirengths and weaknasses

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

IV, Project Future

This section brieflv stztes the futura of this project, pregram,
or center for the 1372-74 zcademic year or for the tuture of
Spring activities.

QLG9
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Alternative Schools
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Robert Barr
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

1. Robert Barr 5. Arlene Saretsky
2. Danisl Burke 6. Gerald Smith
3. Steven Fradricks 7. Vernon Salth
4. John Perron : 8. Floyd Coppeduge
Students
Male = 20
Female - 25

Total = 45

. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

This project utilized a flow chart evaluation design fo collect infor-
mation, evaluate, and fecedback information for decision making. Student
competencies deallng with placement of Interns, empioyer satisfaction,
student evaluation, staff judgments, end on-site evaluation by staff on
location were ccntained in the evaluzticn design.

The process evaluation conducted by the Alternative Schools Project
utilized data frcm fleld sites, student eveiuations, and staff insigh?s.
As a result of this information, the orientation seminar will be discon~-
+inuad a* the cnd of the Fall, 1973 semaster; student-teaching In Alternative
Schools will be reduced to a smaller scale; the Alternative School seminar
experimental course will be divided into two separate courses; one field
site will be expanded because of its success: ¢nd new field sites in
different areas of the country are being ceveloped.

The competency assessment has sheown employer satisfaction with the
Interns hired. In addition, personal growil among the interns was demon=
strated by their avaluations as well as staft and fleld site personnel's
evaluations; and, finally, satisfaction with interns has been demonstrated
by the expsnsion and acdition of new fielc sitec.

The overall evaluation report is a very detailed and thoughiful
document. The resulTs of the various instruments seem to provide much
valuable Intornaticn tc the decision mzkaers. Copies of instrurents and
results of these instruments are avaiiable In the final evaluation report.

it. Dissemination Activities

1. Coordination of six rejional institutes on alternative schools.
2. Chancina Schcsls newsletter is printed at indizna University.
3. Conferoncs prcsentaticns were mage by students in the program.

0040




4. Articles by Gerald Marker and Robert Barr deallng with alter-
native schools have been published or are in the process of
being published.

5. Twe've spezch presentations have been made by the staff
throughout the United States.

111, Strenqgths and Weaknesses

The following were listed as strengths of thls program:

l. Iateraction between faculty and students which continues over
a period of time.

2. Good relations with innovative schoo! districts.

3. The Bloomington Alternative Scheol allows for an experimental
training center.

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

v. Projécf Future

The project will be expanded next year to include new fleld sites.
The projeci will have close to tweaty paid interns and over thirty student
teachers duriac the 1973-74 school. The program will be somewhat altered
as the focus m.ves ‘toward a more comprehensivs laster's legree.

The Alternative Schools Fregram is no. recrulting a much larger number
of students and will probably oversubscribe its clcsses this year. Together
with the Mationa! Consortium cn Alternative Schools, this program is receiving
naticnal recoanition. Th2 adfunct professor system has been approved and will
be daveloped. !t is necessary to achieve & cnange in University edninistrative
practices if *his program is to be eventually institutionalized. A proposal
to the University administration recomiending necessary changes will be
developed.

uGil
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American Indian
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Gary Anderson

M&Y, l 973

Faculty/Statf

l. Gary Anderson 3. Ms, Odle
2. Paul lansing 4. James Mahan
Students
Male ~ 8
Female -~ 17
Total - 25

l. Process=-Product Evaluation Surmary

The evaluation design for the Anerican indian Project consists of three
main objectives which dsal with placement of students, enhancement of teaching
ability of elementary and secondary stucdents in an American Indien setting, and
an increase in understanding and apprzciation of the American Indian, his
culturas, and the present educational system. Undercach of these objectives
were impicmenting activities, questicns to be answered, products, and program
modifications. There were also o number of student competencies which related
to teaching in an Arcrican Indian 2nvircnment and relating fo ihe student in
terns of his culture ana environment.

Resulting changas that have becn made because of feedback from sTudent
teachers, principals, and supervising teachers were: to have seminars
conducted befcre a studant went on the reservation with input from Pueblo
indians on carpus, and to obtaln setter supervision and organization by
bringing in supervising teachers with feaching experience in an Irdian
setting.

The competency svaluation utilized questionaires and vertal cormunications.
This evaluation pointed out that the mzjority of students could adupt to
the setting and relate to Indian students both in and out of the clessroom,
and adjust tcaching techniques to meet the needs of these students. Finally,
21 out of the 24 students were going to apply for tecching jobs on the
American Indian Rescrvation.

The evaluation as 2 whole was well done and the director does note
the problems inherent with the distances involved hecausa of the field
sites being locatad in Arizona. Therefcrz, some of the final evaluarion
material could not be included bezacse It had not as yet been received.

OU1%



{t. Dissemination Actlvities

Two publications were produced, one entitied *Alternative Programs in
Indiana Colleges and Universities” which was also prusented in a meeting
at Butler University and the second entitled "Studzniv Teaching on the
American Indian Reservation.”

1tt. Sfrengfhs and Weak..esses

The main strength of this program has been the fact that students
entering the program have for the most part remained with it. All of the
students in tha program have been reccrmended for teaching jobs with the
Bureau of Indian Affairs for this ccming fall, and 38 students have
requested admission to the program for next year.

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

Future congiderstion also needs to be given to the question of the

afficiency of a sixteen-week program and trying to get the program tfo
beccme a part of a more broadly tased multicultural program.

IV. Project Future

This project will be continucd as a field site. Students will be
prepared in the total multicultural program as soon as possible. By
1974-75, assirnmant o Indlan Scheols will probably te restricted to
Mufticultural Progrom studentr.

-
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Associate Insiructor
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Kenneth Majer

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

1. Beryl Brown i 5. Susan Hawkins

2. )vor Pavies 6. Loren Liebling
3. Barbara Edwards . _ , 1. Ken Majer
4. Al Garcis 8. . Nick Stayrook
Students
Male - 22
Female - |
Total - 23

. Process~Product Eveluation Surmary

The evaluation design for *his program was an extensive decision raking
mode! divided into planning, implementing, and recycling of decisions relevant
to the project. The competencies which reiate closely to the evaluation design
consist of deveioping teaching skills, improving classroon ef fectiveness, and
developing confidence.

There were five separata departments that were involved in the Assoclate
Instructor Program. Each of taese conducted Its own evaluation activities,
but they utilized common instruments. The instruments were questionaires and
interview forms which looked at such things as a book entitied A Guice for
Beqinning Colleqge Instructors, seminars, and overall results of the seminars.
As a result of tne civerse evaluations conducted by +he different departments,
decisions regarding changes in the seminar, instruction, credit, and procedures
were initiated. Coples of all the instruments were contained within this
report plus the results of tihese varlous evaluation instruments.

The overal! report provided by the project provided complete copies of
all evaluation instrumznts plus the results of th.ose evaluations. 1t would
have been helpful if There was a one-pag? summary of process and competency
evaluation by department so as to see a better overall comparison oF how
A.1. students in different preogrums viewved scme of the same i1hings.

It. Dissemination Activitias

Sixty-three persons raceived the varicus materials put out by the
Assoclate Instructor Project.

{tl. Strengths and Weeinzsses

The project sces es its major strensth the new approach used by the
program in improving Associate Instructor teaching.

0G14
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The main weakness seen by the program came from outside the project

where certain faculty end depairtments resisted the A.l.'s effort at
producing change.

Y. Proigcf Future

The future of the project according to the report is in limbo for
next year, They are seeking outside money from a grant. The Associate

Instructor program has demonstrated its value and should be supported
in scme form by the University.

§10% RV
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Center for Experiential Education
Final Evaiuation Summary
Director: Homer Hogle
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

I. Santiago Garcia 5. Dwayne Snell
2. Homer Hogle 6. Jim Wiliiams

3. Dollie Manns 7. 1ris Rosa
4. Herbert Munangatire

Sturdents

None as this is a Center

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

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

The process evaluation activities for this Center were conducted under
three main operations. The first was in relation To WCCSC where cormunication
was established with the schcols in Monroe County and stucants assisted in
t+he capacity of tutors or teacher aides. The feedback to the Center indicated
+hat the assistance provided by the students was beneflcial to both students
and teachers. The logistics of scheduling and essigning students ncecs
review and improvement In the ares of dependabillty; many students were
assignod very late in the term. Another arsa that needs improvement Is
communication with the fleld; more supervision is neaded for quicksr feeddack.

The second operation was the community related operaticns of C.E.E. The
Center placed students in various community agencies in Indiana, lllinols,
and #entucky. As a result of a mid-year evaluation of these activities, it
was decided to have more direct contuct between C.E.E. steff and ccmmunity
agencies, increase cormunity invoivenent by providing regular transportation
during the evening hours for students, and to develop more-contacts with
community agency directors so as 1O brceme mcre aware of their specific noeds.

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

Some addi+ional evaluation would seem In order for the various actlvities
conducted by C.E.E. Yo point out whare further sarvices and rodifications
should be made in services now being ofizred. This Center will be tinalizing
sora of its evaluaticn activitics +ais suvrmer which should provide some
additional ussful intormation.

UG1o



ti. Dissemination Activitics

The dissemination activities carried out by the C.E.E. were also broken
into three arcas of its oparation. They are as follows:

A. MCCSC Related Dissemination Activities
. Five conference activities with 1CC3C
2. Daily trips to MCCSC Administration Center to pick up and
del lver request forms frem the schools
3. One meeting
4. Visited every schoo! to talk with school personne!

B. Community Related Dissemination Activitles
I. Conferences and mestings at a number of sites to explain
activities and functions of C.E.E.

C. Multi-Cultural Dissemination Activities
l. 29 conferences were conducted with various school sites
tTo discuss placement of students
2. Arranged trips, developed and sent out evaluation forms
3. Gave two speeches in regards to C.E.E. activities

111. Strengths and Weaknesses

No specific wczknesses or strengths were listed bv The Center within
their report, but it appeers frem the process evaluation that +here are
constant problems in providing fiald sites and transportation to people
requesting this type of help. It does eppaar, however, that this type of
service is neoded and that most of the current neads are being met by C.E.E.

IV. Proiect Future

The future of this Center, according to this report, will te to carry
out tha szme functions but to alter the structurn for economy's sake. This
Center will be combined with F.1.C. and 0.P.E. %o previde a "more coherent
and sequentially meaningful field experiences for Indiana University
students of education.”

GG



Communication Skills
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Edward Jenkinson

May, 1973

. Faculty/Staff
1. Jetfrey Auer 6. Edward Jenkinson
2. Paul Batty . 7. Gretchsn Kemp
3. Philip Daghlian 8. Eugene Kintgen
4. Linda Gregory 9. Ellen Ritter
5. Jeffrey Huntsman

| Students

No students until the Fall of 1973

l. Process-Product Evaluation Surmary

Ini+ial needs assasement serves as the design for the project.
student competencies were ascertained by asking language arts supervisors
around the state what they felt were the necessary compatencies for
students interested in this area. Also, infcrmation provided by language
arts supervisors provided information pertzining To recent graduates in
the fleld of English. This proviced the bulk of the process evaluation
for this program. The letter and copies of coments ware also inciuded
with the final report.

Overall it appears that an exemplary job has been done in preparing

this project. The in-depth needs assessmont could serve as a model for
future projects wishing fo g2t started in the oTlE.

11. Dissemination Activities

I. Discussion vith teachers ebout project at English Arts
Contference held at 1.U.

2. Letters to teachers (copy attached)

3. Description of project contained in Bulietin of University
Division (copy attachac)

it1. Strenaths and ‘ieaknessas

No strengths or weaknesses listed.

IV. Project Future

Tha project will get underway this coming fall with incoming freshmen,
Tresa students witl te ruidue for Tour yzars Dy momders of this progras.
The rain eashasis will L2 +2 show & rolaticnshin OF centent to method.

0C1L
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Development Center
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: #fHotert telnich
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

i. Jerry Brown 7. vitllam Murphy
2. Rogers Glenn 8. Amos Patterson
3. Robert Heinich 9. Michae!l Pollack
‘4, Roberta Kovac 10. Darryl Sink

5. Mark Lobert I1. Gerald Smithi

6. Michael tolenda
| Students

Mo students as this Is a Center

i, Erocess-Produc? Evatuation Surmary

A basic cecision-making desigr was employed by this Center. However, the
Center staff felt That an overall summative jucgment of the usefulness of the
Center was in order. Ouisic2 sources should be emploved to gather this
information and the Evaluation Team should address ivself t+o this end~-of-year
survey of Institutional Grant program directere. (Mote: <The Evaluation Teem
in the second interview oy teleprone with project directors got at some of
this fnformation.)

The main process evaluation undertaken was in tha form of In-house
mectings as well as meeting with O.P.E., out there wore no reported changes
as a result of this evaluation prccedure.

The Cavelopment Center developed eight instructional units and some
other products for use by the various projects. These included modules
dealing with writing, locating and selecting materials, preparation of
inexpensive transpurencies, three unit classroom management series, a
bookiet entitled "Teacher llade Physical Education Equipment,” two
anrotated bibliographies dealing with teocher training and cable TV, and
a video tape consisting of interviews and views of fleld sites.

Overall the evaluaticn report was well done and included all the

necessary inforration. The report provided a list of the products
developed during the past year vhich was a useful addition.

i1. Dissemination Activities

This included five lecturs presentaticns anc two bibliographies
relating to the Center's activities.

.
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11, Strengths and Weaknesses

No strengths or wzaknesses |isted.

iV. Project Future

Tho Center will ba merged with the Insiructional Services Center next
year for reascns of econcmy and efficiency. The Center staff felt fhalh
funding various projects "to do thelr own thing" is redundant and not the
best use of cost effectiveness. Many of the materials that the Center
developed did not becore visible or usable until almost the end of the year.

IPAN
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Dissemination Team
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Billie Strunk

May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

l. Billle Strunk
Students

None as this is a Center

. Process-Product Evaluation Sumtaary

The evaluation design for this Center consisic of twc main components:
internal objectives and activities and external objectives and activitles.
Most of the process evaluation activities carried cut by this Center were in
t+he form of questionaires, discussions, and subscription requests. As a
result of these activities, the neoed for other information to be disseminated
by this team was dscertained and *ne 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.

I+ appears that many worthunile activities were conducted in the arozs
of both publications and non-publication activities. The qucstionaires also
seemed to provide much valuable Information as to the usefulness of certain
publications and activities.

11, Disceminaticn Aztivities

A. Pubiications - Compiled, Edited, and Supervised
i. Ontions ir Teacher Education

2. OVE Dirzciory

3. Forum (9 poges in this series)

4. For Your Information (3 briefs)

5. Are You Getting the :lzesaqe?

B. Publications - Ras2arched and YWritton
1. A Nev Dimension for Teacher Precaration
2. Soecial Program Cfrers Education Students New Views

C. Publications - Techaical and Editerial Assistance
I. Saveral tasks were listed for this category

Besides all of the atove putlicaticn activities, the director of this
team oftered and gave assistance in the areas of publicity for DTE, cerved
as a DTE Advisory Comaifioe membser, provided technical assistance to projects
and students, gaihered information, 62sign2d a DTE lego and printed forrat
for putlicaticons, &g porisr=:iu ovher ¢isscnirzticn activities and ssrvices.

OGR4
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Ill. Strengths and Waaknesses

The major strength of this Center was to Initiate and lay the necessary
grounduwork for all tha various disscmination activities undertaken by the DTE.

The major weaknesses were related to having cnly Iimited funds, facit-
ities, and personnel with this Team.- .

1V, Center Future

There are no plans to continue the Dissemination Team as such in 1973~
74; selected dissemination activities will be assigned to varicus DTE
personnel,

€ .
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Early Chi idhood
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: iarien Swayze

May, 1973

Facultv/Staff

. John Bond . Miriam Gelvin
2. Nancy Pas'ore 6. Wliliam Blanton
3. David Gal'ahue 7. Vary LaFollette
4. Mary Rouse 8. Marian Swayze

Students

Male - O

Female =~ 22

Total ~ 22

{. Process-Product Evaluation Surmmar

Process Evaluation for this project utilized reports, lesson plans,
comments from teachers in the schools, cocrments from sTucent teachers,
conferences, attitudes scales, questionnaires, rating scales, and inter-
viexs. On the basis of these varlous evaluation actlvities, changes
occurred In ihe scheduling of classes, Instructor assistance, technical
assistance (AY equipment, library usage, writing), sreparation of super-
vising teachers, course offerlings, course sizs, field site locetions,
team cooperation among faculty, and zamission proce.lurcs. Many of these
changes occured during the past year and tany will sake place during
the upceming acadamic year.

Competency assessment utilized weekly logs, siudent self-evaiuation,
evaluation of each student by throe professicnals, course evaluations,
and lesson plans. The correlation tetween how students and 1he supeir-
vising teacher, project director, and evaluator Jjudged the attainment
of competencies was very high,

The overall process and procuct evaluation seemed to lock at and
evaluate most of tne points of both the original evaluation desian as
well as the competoncies. All formal evaluation instruments were
included along with results.

Overall, this final evaluation report was very well done and included
all the evaluation instruments plus the results of those instruments. One
other interesting tning that this progrem Is doing is keeping entry level
data on students so that futurae coaperisons can be mode and follow-up
studies can be conducted.

Ll
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iI1. Dissemination Activities

There were no dissemination activities iisted or contalned In the
final evaluation report turned in by Early Childhood.

i1l. Strengths and Wezknesses

The following were Ilsted as strongths of the Early Childhood Program:

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

2. Good working relationships were developed between the
students in the program and both |.U. staff and local
school perscnnel

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

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

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

2. Students in the pregram noxt year will have to travel 25
miles to a schoo! in Brown Couniy to do thzir student teaching.

3. None of the supervisierg toachers for nex! ycar have worked with
student teachers before.

4, No help was received frcw O.P.E. for supervising 24 students
during their two semesters of practicum experiences.

5. The Creative and Performing Arts course was tco theory-oriented
and did not give the early Chiidhcod students enough practical’
orientation. .

6. Scheduling of coursas due to time overlaps presented difficulties.

7. Languan2 Arts cources presented som2 problers which will be
worked cut this cuming ecademic year. '

IV. Proicct Future

Plans for next year include continuation of the sccond year phase for
students already in the progran for one year. Also, a new group of 24
studants will be acmi“ted into the program. The director states that thay
have twice as many acwlicanta as students they can edmit into the program.
She feels that +hoy saould b2 allowed to capitalize on this interest,
especicily since they are getting a new full-time faculty member this fall.
She further statss that bty rot being allcwed to expand the program, it has
caused bitterness and gisiliusionsnt cn the part of students seeking
admission to the progrem.




ENCORE
Final Evatuation Summary
Co-Directors: Milton Marten and Maxine Dunfee
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

l. Thomas Bogut 5. Charles Lippincott
2. Vernon Droessler 6. Milton Marten
3. Maxine Dunfee 7. Judith Raybern
4. Donald Hazekamp
Students
Male - 5
Female - 41
Total - 46

l. Process-Product Surmary

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

Assessment of both competencics and processes was carrie¢ out by
questionnairec, observations, meetings (with representative groups of
students), Instructor ratings, video tzping, surveys, student rankings,
and attitude surveys.

The results of these instruments showed that scme students felt

that they did not have enough ting fo carry out ail tThe tasks =and there
was also some confusion regarding the philososhy of the program. This

led to shortening the tima of certain competency acquisition or elimination
of the task if +he student ha¢ zcquired it previousiy. There have also'
been some iong-range decisions made to more fully explain to incoming
ENCORE students the philosophy of the program and to extend the prcgram

to three semesters so that certain competencies will get more attention.

Copies of instrurments and rcocults wera also furnished in tals report,

The overall content of this reccert provicdes a very detailed and Care-
fully donz final evaluarion, Tn2 inclusion of instruments plus “he
results which included scme statistical znalvsic rprovided good insights
into the nature and extent of evaluation activities conducted by this
project. This type of cetailoc and cxiiiclt recert can certalnly be
utilized as a rmode! for future final ewvaluation reports.

¢ vt
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i11. Dissemination Activities

There was a list of five dissamination activities Including newspaper
arricles, project descriptions sent to prospective freshmen, a sllide
presentation, and a paper being written for publication.

iti. Strengths and Weaknesses

The strengths of the progrem have been "Its Integration of ldeas and
learning experiences." A list of courses and activities for an extended
three semester program was included.

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

IV. Project Future

The ENCORE Project Is being extended Yo beccme a complete three-
semester program of approximately fifty hours. The ENCOKE Extended
Progrzm will be one of the first to provide a total integratcd program
for the preparation of elementary teachers. )

0206
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Field Experiments In Teacher
Education for Secondary Soctal Studles
Finat Evaluation Summary
Directors: James Anderson, iMery. Englander,
and Shirley Engle

May, 1973
Faculty/Statff
. James Anderson ' 3. Shirley Engle
2. VMeryl Englander ' 4. Joseph McCeehan
Students

None at the presed* t+ime as the program was not operational

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

At the present time, there are nine hypotheses which serve as the
competencies and objectives for this project. They indicated that objec-
t+ives will become more clearly defined as time goes on and the project is
formalized. A number of difforent evaluation procedures are listed to
evaluate thase preposed objectives which incluce video-tapings, Osgood's
Semantic Differenticl Scale, in.nection of lesson plans, and other
observation instruments. Thcse witll help to evaluate observation skills,
teaching skills, and atvitudes,

1. Dissemination Activities

The dissemination activitics included meeting with students at the
Black Cultural Center, moeting with othor pect’'o in this frold at AERA
ana the Midwest Ascsociation of Teachers of Zcucational Psychology, and a
telephone interview with 100 students whd are majoring in Social Studies.

111, Strengths and Weaknesses

Since this project wasn't in operaticn “his year, It could not determine
what its strengths or waaknosses were. The o problems that they have had
this year, hcwever, are the recrultrment of students and “the passivity
and hostility of fcachers toward the Univsrsity."

iv. Prqigpf Future

The program witl begin in the coming schecol year and will functlion at
the Washington and Howe High Schools in Indianapolis with 20 teachcrs and
some 12-20 students.

UL
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Field Implementation Center
Final Cvaluation Summary
Director: Jancs Mahan

May, 1973
Faculty/Staff
I. Thomas Glass 5. James Clark
2. tCarol Hill 6. John Brown :
3. Ecwin Hcwell 7. Beveriy Huntsman
4. Jamas Mahan
Students

None as this is a Center

l. Process-Product Evaluation Sumrary

The evaluation design for F.1.C. consisted of twc main objectives.
These were: (1) to establish and test new organizitions and the field sites
and (2) particularly establish new field sites to carve the least well-
served populations. Under these two cbjectives were listed implementing
activities, questicns to be answered, products, and expected program
modifications. :

Tha process evaluation utilized conferences, neetings, questicnnaires,
tefephona intarviews, and neuds assessment iechniques. As a result of
t+hese evaluation activities, a nurter of declsions were made. These
incluced: the reduction of the number of staff members in F.1.C. assistance
roles; changes in 1972~73 projects including the exnansion of Latino, the
institutionalization of Professional Year, the discontinuation cf Shaunee
Undercreduate, and the modification of UJrban cermester; the establichment of
criteria for supervising teachers; the formation of "Field Pssociates"; and
continuation in F.1.C.'s present function and coordinaring activities
betwaen projocts and programs and any MCUCSC school.

This final evaluation listed a number of products that came out of
F.1.C. during the past year. They included such things as successful
student toaching experiences for studonts in various preiects and prograns,
the establistmont of cosd fizld sites and working relationships with these
sites, the organization of sites In settings to accomodate feast well-
served populations, and various orther coordination activities for a number
of the projects anc programs.

Overall this report was very well done and included all “he infor-
mation rcquested. Furthermore, the extensive list of nrccducts provided
much valuadbie information concerning ihls Certer’s acaocrplishments during
the past year. ‘




1. Dissemination Activities

There were four paper prasentations made by the director of F.1.C.
during the course of the year. These presentations were made at ASCD,
AERA, and the French Lick Conference.

1ti. Strengths and Weaknesses

The following were listed as strengths of the F.1.C.:

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

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

It recruited students

It delivered requested services

I+ developed nevw. types of student teaching activities by
utilization of diverse personnel, out-of-state placements,
minority settings, teaching clinics, etfc.

It offered flexibility for student teachers

O O Uifbbl o Band

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

1. The director could not selact his own staff, which Increased
his duties and responsibilities

2. Faculty interested in field-based pregrams and projects did
not come to F.l.C. for help in planning, but brought in
thelr problems after the fact

IV. Project Future

The functions of the Field Implementation Center will be integrated with
all field-rela*cd services into a single unit. New types of personnel -
e.g., lccal teachers and community perscnnel - are being recruited to serve
in this arca.
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Instructional Services Center
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Amos Patterscn

ay, 1973
Faculty/Staff

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

Students

Does not apply as this is a Center

l. Process-Precduct Evaluation Summary

The evaluation design for this Center consists of a flow mcdel that has
t+wo main componants: cost effectiveness and a marketing approach. These two
overlzpping components have allowed for a close monitoring of the system. As
a result, decisions regarding changing of hours, adding casual personnel, and

budget projections could be made.

It. Dissemination Activities

Dissemination activities included distribution of information booklets
to F100 classes, speaking and demonstrating things in educational settings,

h

—ogén house, and the extension of Probe as a statewide system.

111, Stronoths and wWeaknesses

The main wecknesses this year were in the area of "service" and "devel-
opment” because of lack of cominun cation with DTE programs and projects. It
is falt that through 2 more aggressive system of dissemination and the util-
jzation of a marketing approach that this Center can overcome This w2akness

during the coming school year.

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

Due to the many facets contained under the 1.S.C., it seems that the
active disscmination of services wiil aliow for more people to be aware of
all the activities conducted by the 1.5.C. Also, the flow evaluation mcdel
will allow for ihe nesded flexibility in evaluating the various arees of
operations corducizd by this Center.

0GG.
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V. Project Future

During th2 1973-74 academic year the I.S5.C. Is planning to meet the
instructional development needs of not only the new programs and projects

of the DTE, but, in addition, other programs in the School of Education.
The expansion will occur in part by combining with the Center for

Inventicn and Develcpment.

0G31
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Journal ism Program
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Edward B. Jenkinson
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

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

Students
Male = 5
female ~ 8
Total - 13

. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

A needs acsaessment served as the evalustion design mede! for this
program. There was also an extensive list of student competencies which
range from develcping and evaluating skills to acquiring and analyzing
profossional attitudes, strengths, and weakncsses, and attitudes about
this 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 progrem. As a result of these evaluation effors,
i+ was suggested that there were a number of changes that should be made
in the courses for next year. |t 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 poat-student teacher self-evaluation questionnalre
shewed that all studonts felt “above average' o "highly confidani”
about their preparciion for Teaching.

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

The evaluation was well done and contained all the necessary

information that was recuested. One of the interesting evaluation efforts
was the | 1/2 hour taped inTervies with each student in the project.

i Djssemtnafion Activities

There were two discussions and oresentations listec as well as
informal contacis witn journzlism advisers at regionzl IHSPA mectings.

13332



l11. Strengths and Weaknesses _ ‘

The strengths of the pregram scem to be the close cocperation and
contact between students and faculty and the placement of student teachers
In settings where they can gain a great deal of experiance. The weakness
seems to be the lack of time for methods and supervision instruction.
These problems will have to rem2in for noxt year because of scheduling
problems that do not allow for returning one or both courses to a full
semestar.

IV. Projcct Future

This project is scheduled to continue In its present form for the
coming 1973-74 academic year.

Guls



Latino
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: James Mahan
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

. James Mahan
2. Beverly Huntsman

Students
Male - |
Female = 3
Total - 4

l. Process-Product Evaluation Surmary

The evaluation design for Latino consisted of assessing three main
objectives: placement of students in a Latino setting, enhancement in
+eaching ability of elementary and cecondary students in a Latino setting,
and an increase in uncerstending and appreciation of Latino culture and
aspirations. Under cach of These objectives were implementing activities,
questions fto be answered, products, and program modifications. Also
listed were a number of student ccmpetencies, related to teaching in a
Latino environment ard to understanding the Latino student in terms of
his culture and environment.

Resulting decisions that have been made as a result of questionnaires,
phone conversations, open-ended letters, and supervising teachers' evai-
uations of student feachers have teen: +o continue to use certain
auestionnaires, to hire local personnel in the area as supervisors, fo
place students in various Latino settings in Gary, Indicna, and in Arizona,
to encourcgs certicipation by community agencies, to make at léast one
visit & semaster Yo the project sites, and to encourage students to take
course cfferings in the Spanish Cepartment.

The results cf the assessments of ccmpetencies indicated that
student teachers i.ad become involved with community agencies, made
friends in tho Latino community, and demonstrated selected teaching
skills in the clasercom. The arasas where more woik is needed seemed
+o be in the area of Latino language and culture, and the utilization
of this knowledge in different settings.

Copies of instruments and results of these instruments were
provided in tnhe report.

This was a very weil detailed and documented final report. The
student coupetencies end especially the assessment of these competercies
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4

was a very strong foature of the project evaluation efforts. Also, the
varlous instruments used for process evaluation efforts were effective
in getting at much useful information. This report could serve -as a
model for future final reports.

1. Discemination Activities

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

111, Strenaths and VWeaknesses

The major strengths of this project were the following:

1. Students were intensely interested.

2. Project goals were met,

3. Project was cconomical.

4, Good support from public school personnel.

5. Much community involvement.

6. Secondary ecucation majors became aware of elementary
organizetion and instruction.

7. OCne least well-served population - Latinos - is reached.

8. The project promoted bi-lingualism and cultural plural ism.

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

IV. Project Future

The La*ine Proiect will be expanded in 1973-74 o include rore students,
fleld sites, support and cocperation frem the Spanish Department, and a
graduate assistant. Current projected enrol Iment in this program for next
year is 25-30 studen¥s.

PR A Y o
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Multicultural
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: Martha Dawson
May, 1973

Faculty/Staff

l. Nicholas Anasiasiow 10. ODonald Kerr
2. Gerald Bracey I1. Frank Lester
3. Leo fay 12. Jessie Lovano~-Kerr
4, Henry CGardner 13. Elizabeth Lynn
5. Bev Grevlous 14. Robert Mays
6. Lloretta Armecr 15. San Juanita Reyes
7. J. Breoks Dendy . 16. Trudy Shiel
8. Alexander Fluellen ' "17. Frank Whiting
9. Jenmes Helland 18. Al Yates
Students
Male - 9
Female ~ 70
Total - 79

l. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluation instruments utilized for process evaluation included the
following: open-ended questionnalres, Interviews with students, conferences
with Stucent Advisory Board, faculty conferences/meetings, encouragement of
faculty to use !.U. Course Evaluation Form, and questionnaires designed ‘o
evaluate field experience. Some of the instruments used for process eval-
uation were included with the final report. Thore were no specific changes
listed as o result of process evatuation in this section, but there were
anticipated course changes and oparational changes notcd under the program
future section. Thes2 changes include assicament of students berore the
first class meetina, division of time between urban and rural settings,
+eachers moniter 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 Bleonington. Also, there will be a continuation
of individua! conferences with students and carefully planned community and
school experiences.

Competency essessment utilized an open-ended queationnaire which
el icited students! insights gained frcm thelr experiences in various field
and community seitings. A semple of these comrments was contained in the
report.

Overall the final evaluation report contained wost of the requested
Information, but as meationed cbove, did not centain its relative strengihs
and weaknecses. Some of the evaluation instruments secmed to be useful for
cbtaining infermaticn,
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i1!. Dissemination Activities

There were two bulletins put out by the Multicultural Progrem describing
what the program does. These bulletins were contained In a Multicultural

proposal,

1. Strengths and Weaknesses

There were no specific strengths or weaknesses of the program mentioned

iV. Project Future

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

The Multicultural progrem will be continued next year. Program
develocpment is neaded to nrepare sccondary school teachers for assignment
in Multicultural situatic s.
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Office of Professional Experience
Final Evaluation Summary -
Director: Duaine Lang T

May, 1973
Faculty/Staff

I. David Adams 12. Jessle Lacey
2. Gary Andarson 13. Duaine Lang
3. William Bassett 14. David Lash
4. Rose Blackman ' 15. Harry Mam!in
5. John Brogneaux " 16. Delena Mathews
6. Carolyn Epperly 17. Robert Mortenson
7. Emily Feistritzer ' 18. Ralph Romans
8. Eonnie Fisher 19. Marie Roos
9, Linda Hinton ' 20. Peter Seidman
10. Herbert Johnson - 21. Charles Woodruff
I1t. John Jordan : 22. Carol Ycung™

Students

ng through this

Considered a Center so the number of students goi
1,900 to 2,000.

office is not included. It was approximately

l. Process~Product Evaluaticn Summnary

The evaluation design for OPE consisted of five decisions which deal with
objectives, ectivities of student teaching, supervisory competencies, and
relavant 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
collected no changss vere made in the present procecure reicvant to this area.
A pilot quastionnzire regerding supervising teachers’ nerceptions of the
student fesshing experiznce was also conducted. As a result of this, decislions
wers mada to leok more closaly into the roles of supervising teachers and also
to look at CPc orientation materials to see If any changes are needed.

The greatest part of the cvaluation vas done after the student teaching
experience was completed. At this time, all the student teachers were required
+o complete a battery of auestionnaires regarding their perceptions of thelr
college supervisors, thc classreem teachers, and the entire student teaching
experience. Cemrents and feelings were informally elicited from a random
group of students. This data is still being aralyzec.

Also, a Supervicory Visit Roport Form was introduced in the Spring
semester, to be cormnleted by the college suporviser. The results of this are
still beirg aralyzed. Training the the use of this form and constructive
revisions of it are being examined.
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Il. Dissemination Activities

The Center's director, Duaine Lang, wes initiated as chalrman for the

ACTE 1973-74 andg spoke at their convention. No other activities were
listed in this report.

I, Strencths and Vlesknesceos

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

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

2. UDevelopment and use of a Supervisory Visit Report Form,

3. Piloting of a Supervisory Teacher and College Supervisory
Reactionnaire to be used by student teachers.

4. Better rolations developed with other programs and
Projects during the course of the year.

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

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. (4 appears that they are doing some good things

and it will be interesting to s2¢ the results of seme of the above-mentioned
instruments,

' Proiecf Future

OFE, FIC, and CEE have baen fused ‘into a single entity, "The Field
Associates.”" Team structure, organizzticn, asdg delincaticn of respons
sibllities have beon procesed and gporoved. A single Ludgei nas beon
pPrepared, nresentaticne race, and preliminary eporcval given, Further
effective fusion is avaiting final budget and staffing decisions and a
single space locatica.
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Professional Year
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: James Mahan
May, 1973

Faculty/Staft
I. Mary Arakelian 36. Sally Richardsen
2, Peverly Armento 37. Mary Rone
3. Anita Ficklin : . 38, Patricia Rupp
4, Bruce McFariand 29, Hazel Sanhorn
5. 'Anne Ottensmeyer 40, Mary Sells
6. Edith Richardson 41. Susan Starrs
7. Sarah Rogers 42. Alta Strain
8. Robert Rouse 43, Carole Sylses
9. Barbara Vaters 44, 1ta Thrasher
10. Barbara Beatty 45, Jean Voigtschild
il. Mildred Bern 46. Opal Wilison
12. Linda Bevis 47. Paula iunger
13. Ferne Ereeden 48, Ruth Williams
4. Wvencell Brinson 49, Suzanne Thompson
15. Bette Calkins 50. Betty Scudder
i16. Lou Carnicheel 5!. Marilyn Owens
17. Lluanna Carmichael 53, Martha Janssen
I18. Helen D'Anico 53. Donald Duncan
19. Susan Dick ‘ 54. Nancy Davis
20. Judith Douglas 55. Susan Gray
2t. Kay Elkina 56. Mary Hutton
22. Jean Farber 57. Barry Reister
23. Llinda Fox 58. Harold Stewart
24, Vicki Gharst 59. William Finley
25. John Goen 60. Marie Boyd
26, Anra Gross 6!. James Veimer
27. Carol Funna 62, Allce Hierlmeyer
8. Sue Holres 63. Michael Czppy
22. Ardith Joncs 64. Ruy Neal
33." Sharon Keecne 65. Don Beavis
31. Jean Kiddle 66. Alice Vandersteen
32. Reava ileredith 67. Jemes Clark
33. Susan ilills 68. Frank Lestor
24. Alice Oestreich 69. lNona Ballard
35. Anabel Foyntar
Students
lale = 5
Female - 81
Total ~ 86




l. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The evaluatlon 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 ‘o measure each of the objectives. The
project cempetencies werae bolled down staterents from the six objectives contained
in the evaluation design. Both the objectives and competencies were stated In
terms of increzsing or strengthening the student teaching program as far as the
methods instructors, classrcom 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 to revise certain activities, make
organizational changes, and plan for next year. Copies of available instruments
were included along with resuits that had been tabulated.

1. Disseminatioun Activities

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

]

t11. Strengths and ieaknesses

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 educaticn. They also stated that because of what tThey
have iearned this year +hat next year will te relatively “weakness free."
Minor weaknessas or shortcomings were worked out during the course of the
year, and it was evidently on the basis of process evaluation that was
carried on that these necessary changes came about.

The strengths of the program rest on the vear~long intensive pregram in
the schoo! with related instructional, supervisory, and cormunity experience.
Parsonnzl in the schools, students, and program personrel were all asked to
react to questicnnaires and other instruments during the course of the year
to determine the relative strength of the program. 1f and when certain
weaknesses appeared, changes in the organization of seminars, instruction,
job dascripticns, counseling, internal organization changes, and verious other
modifications were made to.correct and strengthen the program.

IV. Project Future

The program will be continued for the coming year.

Uudi



-35-

RELATE
Final Evaluation Summary :
Co~Directors: Jercme Harste and Anabel Newman
Moy, 1973

Faculty/Staff

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

Students

Male - 5

Female - 20

Total - 25

1. Process~Froduct Evaluztion Summary

The evaluation design submitted by +his project had as its main comcern
the attainment of a number of competencles by students.

The procest evaluation conducted by RELATE produced two major changes.
The flrst change was To heve more fleid operation:z and curtall tormal class
setting. The sccond change was getting cooperating +eachers Interested in
+vhe theoretical aspects of the projoct. This was done by holding In-service
meetings and zilowing them to indulge themselves in discussions about
"practical" asmects which got them Inierested in the pregrem so that they
couid accept ‘the theorctical sositions of the project.

Compotencies vere assessed on the basls of studant submitted dava and
of cn-site cloorvarions by facuity and cocperating teachers. Results of the

sscssment of compctencies were Included along with an insirument that students
were asked ‘o fill out.

{1. Dissemiration Activities

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

(ﬂ(;é&i:




111, Strengths and VWeaknesses L
Strengths and accdmplishmen?s of‘fhe RELATE Project are as follows:

Instructional effectiveness by student teachers as wltnessed

by elementary pupil performance. -
Students In RELATE mastered the proposed co:petencies, as

2. E
deronstrated by the abitity to plan, implement, evaluate,
and revise Instruction. : ’

The two major wegknesses seemed to be In giving the students In the

program too much material to digest Initially which caused "cognitlive
disscnance." Secondly, many of the RELATE students in fleld settings

continued to act more |ike students than teachers.

IV. Project Future _
By June 30, the formal development of RELATE will be completed. The

program will continue to be operationalized in cenjunction with the

teaching of E339, E340, and E34} at Bloomington, Kokomo, Southeast,
Indiat apolis, and perhaps Northwest. RELATE components may also be used

in conjunction -with other programs in DTE.

4
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Shawnee Graduate
Final Evaluation Summary
Dlrector: John Brown

May, 1973
Faculty/Staéf

I. Jchn Brown 7. Alfred Russel!l Brooks
2. Scotft Maricloe 2. Beverly Huntsman
3. William Murphey 9. John Shiting
4. Patricia Smith 10. John Bugbee
5. Bill Plilder 1l. Mike Hebert
6. Joseph Orr

Students

Male -

Femaie =~

48
Total -~ 67

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

{. Process~Product Evaluation Surmary

Two Quwmartes of avaluction actlvities were turned in by this Project
in the final report.

One report wos done by Egon Guba and reflects his observations of what
was and was nct done in the Shawnce Graduate Program.

William Murphy also centributad a suninury as to whatb he felt were
precess ovalusticn actTivitics conducted Ly this Froject. fa ctated that
weokly stz¢f neetings, Lezn Guda's evaluatica efiorts, and vollow=-up
activities hardlad by w0 faculty members produced some changzs. Hovaver, the
only chanzcs thet wars :pecific:!ly menticnsd doalv with somz of the naw
training idcas introuuced, such as videotape training; open school concept
developmern™; and inveresction analysis. There were no specific Instrumenis
mentioned es far as process evaluatlon wes concerned, but only these informal
techniques &s noved above,

Finally, William {furphy

states that evaluation of the Shownoe Graduate
Program did not receive a high pricr

ity for the following rezsons:

l. Eveluatior by “oblicctive cutsicers” did rot accemmndate the Frelre
Mathod that has the participznte carsying cul thelr own evaluation;

2. "Evaluetlon purposes of presram plannin~ wzre never implemented since
wuch o.f tiz clanning for the Shcuwnce Projoct was cempleted befere the
Divisicn of Teazher EZucation was establizhad;"

3. vovaluation by 'e (uurpdy) w23 pre-oopted by a dean of the School of
Education who had a "itrouble shooting! tonk and It apereered to me that
eva!u:f:ow for ~2in plamnina ane roaveling nurrizes was campleted by
nimL Y
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There does not seem to have been any formallzed competency assessment
undertaken by this project.

Part of thelr evaluation problem stems from the Inltial evaluation
design turned in by this Project. The Evaluaticn Team trled unsuccessfully
onh numerous occasions to work with the evaluator to strengthen the design.

Dissemination Actlivities

None were llsted by thls project.

Strenaths 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 "ccmpetencles," but their assessment would have to take place
at the end of the program.

The

l.
2.

following were listed as weaknesses of the Shawnee Graduate Program:

Too many students and tco few faculty and staff.
Administration problems relating to registering
students and getting course approval.

Personal ity conflicts betveen staff and participants.
No one was ccmmitted to or understood the concept of
"nedagogy of the oppressed.”

Problems with making this a teacher-community orlenied
progran when students had to meet the old teacher-
school requirements.

Cuba's rosert states lessons to be learned frcm his cbservations of
this projccv, and Includes:

Ie
2.

3.

4.

3.

B> sure that fifth year students have the necessary tralning
and ablilty to act as supcrvisors.

Fiscal interests and commltments should be made clear fo

all partles concerncd prior to golng into arrangements

such as this one in Louisville.

More knowledge Is needed In the area of “"learning community
methodologies" so that when a prcblem arises in this ares,

I+ can be ldentifled and remedied.

Communication probicms caused many difficulties so that some
guidelines for conducting a procram such as this should be
estabiished in advance.

Problems with making this a teacher-community orlented program
when studznts had to meet the old teacher-school requirements.

Projoct Futurs

The project will not be continued during the ccming year.
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Shawnee Undergraduate .
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: James Clark

May, 1973

Faculty/3taéf

l. James Clark 26. Jean Lorimer
2. Thomas Glass 27. Elizabeth McAllister
3. Mildred Anglin 28. Patricla Nowacki
4. \Vlalter Ballinger 29. Ronald Powell
5. Virginia Barnett 30. PBonald Power
6. Carole Boyd 31. Donna Rehbeck
7. Jeffrey Brill 32. Karen Shireman
8. Janis 8rown 33, Roosevelt Stennis
9. Bobbye Cabel 34.. Suzanne Thirlwall
10. Wilma Clayborn 5. Moses Thomas
1. Kathy Corvarse 36. M2lvin Turner
12. Dalsy Dale 37. Ed Howell
13. Shirley Eaves 38. Sue Galner
14. Ann Elmrore 39. FRobert Evens
15. Janet Finger 40, Marv Roblnson
I6. Rita Geear 4], Sandra Harris
17. Sara Haile . 42, Ted Martin
I86. Olivia Henley 43. Marie R. Johnson
12, Jimmny Harris 44, Joyce Wilding
20. Anne Hennessy 45. Thomas Baker
2l. Estelle Holloway 46. Patricia Briggs
22. Mary Hurmel &7. C. Hixanbaugh
23. Elaine Kasian 48. Betsy Holton
24. Chic Langhens 492. Tom Johnson
25. Eva Lovett
Students
Male - 24
Female - 22
Total ~ 46

. Procass-Product Eveluation Summarv

The evaluation design and competency listing for this project were
concerned with providing studonte with the tools anc knowledge to work end
teact in an inner-city setying znd tc develop the dosire to seek employment
in the inner-city. Information rejarding these aroas was ottalned through
auestionozires, reactions, coursc evaluations, and surveys. As a resuit of
informetion collected, revisions in courses, in ccrmunity assignaenis, and
within the progran wire wmace. A number of evalustion irsfruronts had not
as yet been tooied at s¢ results and resultant decisisns from these were not
avallable. Copies of instrunents and results that were available were proviced.
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The overall final evaluation was well done and provided very useful
and beneficial Information concerning this project.

i1. Dissemination Activities

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

111, Strengths and Veaknesses

The weaknesses of the program were as fol lows:

l. Poor communication between i.U. and Loulsville staff.

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

3. Soma loval adninlstration did not have as a primary
concern the helping of student teachers.

The strengths of thz program were as follows:

. 1+ provided a realisiic experience for students in program.

2. Students had to become aware of frustrations and challenges
in this type of setting.

3. Most stucdents galned the necessary skilis for this type
of setting.

4. Student teachers were accepted during May without payment fo
supervising tezchers. '

lv., Project Future

Tha docislion has been made not 1o continue this progran. The director
axpressed concern about tha +ermination as he felt that th2 cefting was one
that offere¢ studonts & progrzn that could not be duplicated In anotner
setting.

IR
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Urban Semaster
Final Evaluation Summary
Director: John Brown

May, 1973
Faculty/Stais®
I. Dave Turnbutll | 6. Mark Kretzman
2. Dean Acheson . 7. Jonn Loughlin
3. Ed Howell ' 8. PBeverly Huntsman
4. Mary Ochs 9. Tom Glass
5. Lee Small 10. John Brown

*Note: All of the above llisted people (with the exception of
John Brown) wlil be oul of the program next year.

Students®
Male - 5
Female - 19
Total ~ 24
*Note: There s not a llsting of students for the flrst
semester of this program's operation.

l. Process-Product Evaluatlion Summary

The maln evaluation efforts of the Urban Semoster Program were corments
and reactions made by students and staff at retreats and other settings;
questlionnalres; and appraisals of studant performances made by school
personnel ¢s woll as parscennel where students were placed In jeb settings
In the communitv. The feedback from thase evalua’lon endeavors Indicated
thet the siudants learned a grozt deal about an urban setting and gained
valuzble exnorisne? while !iving, working, erd Inteiraciing In thelr cora
courses. Thz maln problam expressed by students and staff was Ia the
"niunge," where students had to tlve In an urban setting on flfly cents a
day and take cere of all thelr nseds; the lengih of the crlentation perilod;
and busy-work job placements. The program evaluatlon made comments as to
how some of these activitles would be changed or medifled next year.

The open-ended respcnses by all concerned with this project secmed to
provide much valuable Informaticn ebout what seme of the problems were and
there were a aumder of sugjestions as to how these protlems could be
handied. Coples of sora of the foecback by those Involved with the pregram
vere made avallable in this renort. There was one questlonnalre that was
discussed at a flnal retreat that was Includaed; however, the re.ults of
this Instrumont wer2 net included. The evaluation Information In this
final repoit was all from the second semester of the project. In looking
beck at th2 Evaluation Tean's flle on this project, there ware two

’ < Y
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Instruments utliized flirst semester. There were some questlonnalres glven
out during the first semester which have peen put Into this final evaluation
report. Th2 cne questionnalic was to determine students' attitudes upon
entering the program which provided some good laformation.

The overall final evaiuatlon report required synihesis and amalgamation,
as most of the Information supplled was contalned in lengthy reports. Also,
as montioned previously, informatlicn recgarding the first semaster's ectivities
carme out of the Evaiuarlion Tozm's tolder on Urban Semaster. It Is recognized
however, that the change In directors did cause many of these problems,

I1. Dlissemiration Acztivities

These Included press releases which appeared In several newspapers and
also Urban Colleg2 weckends where people could visit for a weekend and witness
first hand what the progrem was dolng.

I1l. Strengths and Veaknesses

The following were llsted as s*rengfhs'of the Urban Semester Program:

I. 3tudents are exnosed to the "real world."

2. Students are exposad to a varlety of different components
In the urban setting and they can see how thece components
Interact with one ancther.

3. Students become moi2 aware of what probliems confront
resldents in an urban setting and can develop a more
sensitive atiitude adout such.

4, A ccormunlcation I'nk bétucen cormunity end the
Universlity 1 nrovidead.

5. There ware no dropouts cmong studznts enrolling In
Th : progrem.

Tha foiloilng were llsted as wveaknesses of the pregrem:

l. Change of dlireciors In the middle of the year created
a problem as far as leadershlip was concerned.

2. Tne job pleccment of students was not carefully planned so
that students were moving around more than was necessary.

3. Stucdents end staff had dliffz2rent ldeas of what the
program's purpocses ware.

4. The linkace behu2an Indliancpolis Public Schocls and the
Urban Seomrstar Fro-raes was 2lrost aca~existent.

5. Students comling frem Schools cutslde the fchool of Educatlon
hzve to be 1nod> rore aware of whet Is expcected of them.

6. Seorvisica In +h2 arozs of exnerlrental end scademlic parts
o tho pregrem neads to be strengthence.

R X
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Iv. Project Future

The programn w!ll continue nexi year. There are some problems, however,
+hat will need to be ironed out. |t also appears that more students from
Arts and Sciences will be ccming Into the Program.

The Urban Semester Program Is o ba combined with the Shawnee Under-
graduate Proaram as the sinale inror-city student teeching program. Several
changes are peing made. The contract with Flanner House wil! not be continued.
Ratner, a community agent will be hired whose sole responsibility will be
working with this program. More specific requirements are being outlined
for doparimants to enroll students in the program To counter the tendency to
ignore students once assigned to fleld sites.

GUS!
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Laboratory-Based Scclal Studies
Final tvaluation Summary
Director: Lea Ehman

May, 1973
Faculty/Staff

1. Terry Andorson 5. Joy Kleuckei-.
2. Mark Cohan 6. Kathy Scheld
3. Lee Ehmen 7. Phillip Smith
4. David Gllassman 8. Jim Vincent

Students

Male = 12

Female - 5

Total - 17

I. Process-Product Evaluation Summary

The Laborotory Based Social Studles Program used three types of process
evaluation instrumenis. These were: open class discussions, paper and pencl|
instrurents, and personal contact wiih students. As a function of the
information so coliected, the following docisions were made:

Changes in class meeting times.

Changes In class tupics.

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

. The agdition of a professor to teach gmography.

. Tha Instlituvisn of a mere “parson-oriented” approzch.

® [ ]
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A coov of the samester-end evaluation questionnalre was attachad
along with rocponscs {rom that Instrument.

Competency assessmont was undertaken for two ccmpetencles in the program:
one invoived prepering a lesson and presenting it in a laberatery setting;
+he other involved cvaluation in a videotaped teaching-learning situation.
Criteria to evaluate both ware establishad in advanced. Only one student was
unable to porferm satisiactorily by those standards. Rased on tha resulis of
summative evaluations, it was noted that all students had made at least
adequate pregress in the arca of interpretive ccmpetencies. A copy of the
first comparency assessment inctrument was altached.

The final evaiuation report provided very clear and concise data psrtalning
to the Laboratorv-Basad Social Studies Frogram's operations during thelr piiot
ecrasier of cperation. An evaluation design or needs assessmeont would have
been a helpful addition to this pocket for a nowly started program such as
this cae.



i, Dissemninatios Activitias

One journal article entitlied "A Competency-Rased Social Studies Teacher
Ecducation Pregren” appeared in The Inciana Soclal 3tudies Cuarteriv, There
were five Infornal contacts that cecured during “he course of the yoar that
were |isted under dissemination activities.

i, Strengths and Weaknosses

le Individual attention accorded students,

2. Emphasis on immediate application of jdeas to teaching practice.

3. Program continulty and articulation ‘

4. Team teaching and planning,

5. "...Thinking Through and modifying basic teaching education has
becn rewarding professionalty,”

6. Mutual +rust ang respect on part of both students and staff,

The foliowing were listed a3 weaknesses of the program:

l. Making arrancomants and getting ccoperation with local teachers and
schcols because this is a three semesier, part-time svudent teaching
program,

2. No thorough neads assessment wes carriad out in the schools as wal]
as lack of involverant in program conceptualization frem Incervice
teacher parity Qrop,

3. Recruitrent of Srtudents,

4. ",..That +he foundational content of program coursework is
Irrelevant to teacher education,"

5. Ser orgunizational zng ccordination problems OcCured during the
pilet cercstor,

V. Prolect Fuitura

The final evaluation report provided very clear and concise data
pertaining +o +ha Ledoratory-Gssed Sccial Studies Progran's operations during
their pliot semester of operation. An evaluation design or neecs assassmant
would have been a helnful addition +o this packet for a newly startad
program such z: this ona,




