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: Prepared for Rldhard Watklns m'.by James L. Olivero -
Edueatlonal Management Programs NueyafLearning Ceﬁ?@r %o

.t Fally 1974 . . . , HlE&sborough Call ornial 4
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ThlS program rev1ew has beep prepared usrng the crlterla oe—\

.\2
~
”

termlned b Educatlonal Management Program Dlrector Rlchaﬁd BRSPS

\
relevancy, feas1b1lity and utlllty (ope;atlonal deflnltlons of

Watkrns. Other crlterla qged by the Fevidwer 1ncluded those of * §£; "

',

.

these terms w1ll be supplled later in the report) A mlscella— ’

neous",sectlon is 1ncluded in the report coverlng other thoughts
1]

- . - . . .

other crlterla. ] . e . . )
- - . . . & . -
The erslgning°Instructional Programs" ppublication, “Curri- .
. ° . Py f . S

- . . . . ), Y

culum Analyzer,"” was used to summarize and condense certain

4’ “ \' - o A ‘ I )

features of the curricu%um;'and the procedure ogtlined'%n page IX %

//Wthh occurred to the reader out whlch d1d "ot match up w*th the -

vy .
\

of the publicat;on was followed to arrive at thd.rating scores. * ?

' »

Each of the training booklets was returned wrth the re-

- . I R ’

viewer's comments. The booklets also contalned varlous comments. (Y

»
- M ] r

The first section of the.report addresses the questlons raised

by the representatlve from the Far West Laboratory, Lhe second
DY !

sectlcn, ln add %;on to” those above addresseslfrltenla prepared

. -

by the rev1ewer, and the th1rd sectlon contalné other comments
" which seemed pertinent: ' . . j
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Ehe r%vle:kof .the "Des1gn1ng Instructlonal.fxograms" maté—ﬁ
, rrgls 1ncluded an anaIy51s of’ flve module packets; a glossary‘of

P

_ . AL A

terms bookle(,andra.documgnt entltled."Currlculgp Analyzer. LT
i T A (e . Nl
gg,. Thg‘assoc1ated tralnlng materials, ‘i e., "Determlnlng Fn-

[ nn'*"’ . 3

4 .
-structlpnal Pg;poses" and "Bvaluatlon for Program merovement"

/\JQ' b
were not.gonsrdered‘when the “Deslgnlng Instructlonal Programs"
- ¢ .t e
L modules were rev1ewed The reviewer is blased pocltlvely, toward

RPN . ‘ . < .

. the use’ of training materlals to assast w1th the man? problens

| . . L. -

faced by educators. Most eduCators need new attltudes, skllls ‘

" 4 i . LR ) » . 9

’ ¢
. - = ‘ .
ll‘ 5 - o . bd . ' \
y ° 9 . . . . r
- ~

bl 2 ~ “ d .
y' knowledge. These biases understandably influenced the‘gnalysisiﬁ

« 4 . - 2
- ~ - ' MODULE I aND,GiLodsaRy '

- o . - . ) ’-39‘ . , :_1 . &
The Goals and’ objectivés of the first module are stated -

, clearly, and the game appears to be a Useful tool 4o accompllsh T .4

| the-des1red ends. While ¥ have not played the game, A havé talkgd ,
h ) W1tb paople who have and ;hey have agreed that éie tool Lskade— . '1

- .

Juate.: ClearLy,'the many optlons@mentloned ia the Jamn2, as the‘

teams progress up the ladder,,shouldjbe benefizia] =2 the users., ’

.
« ~ M
~
\

.

(sider.all of the possible options, ; Lo ' "o '

-

Because 5f the limited choices, however, the teams may not con- - )
’2 .
) N ) . A ) * Lo ._\ -

\\\ Thegégme illustrates nicely how the complex parts fit into a
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Whole. Evun ln,the mini- vers1on of program deslgnlng, the user . |
- t A~ S A - . 8 |

should be able’ to*see how the dec1s1onsﬂon one rqu of the 1adder -

3 . - .

--have a bekrang on, subsequent operatlons. The game,goﬁid be very‘

» 'GJ L ]

holptul 1n.g1v1ng‘the part1c1p3nt 2.common ttame of refltenve to .
“+ < ¢

.2 .

get at rhe 23 dmﬁfmcult\task c = ( . a
L -~ . L Y - .
> ° ’ ) S i .. yv?

1 Toﬁsome 1nd1v1duals, thé game will probably appear to oe ir- -
= , L4t . + R ] -~ b :. -

3 relevant to the ‘task of des1gn1n? 1nstructlonal programs fo;f;wo

‘>

reasons.:: %(1) Because it 1s .a gamne (a part of the descr;pt

ﬁ . o = . ’

kndlCiteS the slmal§thn 1; less than real life, " page 17), and- )
" (2r bécause the dlrectlons JZ hot communicate what is really sup- . .

3 P - ’%— , )
DOsed to happen in the game (at least, they do not communlcate

o o+ : ®
thls to me) . ﬁor tHls lattex reason, it appears that a traineg

va‘

’consultant would)need to accompany the package. If the game 1s

6xpected to stand by_xtscrf,-some additional developmental work

isﬁnecessary . N : . * T J . " .

N @ ‘ . \ N &

‘f/ N . - 'L . . .

* The only real gomﬁ? n I . ha 7afnbmnt the jamz is that-which R
o Qp v & :

have éor all program des1gn1ng Essentlally, that concern.evolVes

‘\b— C o "{i— - '
around the tendency to ﬁocus on solutlons to problems "of the past“g:

K ) e

-—’
?nat ls, am very c?ncerned that we, mJght be developlng an ex— SR

. # N 4

tremely 1qportant and powerful dev1ce whlch wxll ass1st people to
- - g R o

do well what they should not Ee d01ng anyway Perhaps the assump— T

Y

’ .

tLons module helps.to cut thk the danger on thls. .
'.‘"\ﬂ, * 7 -

"y -

) e, rﬁng of the ladder which,T' thought was mlss1ng from the’

S L4 . W .d ' ..
options had to\ o with in%* serVJce-educatlo:%for those expected to =

Q .
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n .‘ \ . —3- o M gf
' . ~
o'f . )’_
' ¢ . . :
. , - ¢
F 3 . Y . X . M
4 -~ L]
. i ~‘
>~ i % 8 N . * 3
’ ‘o ‘lz{h V ‘. . ‘9. ] ) ’ ~ “ .
i .




-~ x . ~ - . di
- ’ v, - ° hoN P % e ‘ . < ':', g, o N

t . .: . . - .r ( . "» o . .. 1

T 5 ) < - . . . . '.~ 1 .

¢ - . . N itf “ ! i . P - i

1mplement the program. Perhaps this was-takgn\for granted zI be—* & |

’ - - AR

) lLeVe, however, that we have learned enough abQut“new currlcula Lo q

e i RS R .

J T td know they cannot be used w1thout teachews aﬁd admlnlstnators

. . , . ¥ .. . <. T
- learnlng new sklll attntudes and knowledge.,, { ) o .
. . . ) ¢, & * - ’ TQ - ‘:
PN 1. As a des1gn cons1deratlon, I would suggesL that,each part1c1— w
. » ¢ % PR : ) L
o . -

-
-

pant _ 1h\the game have a set of the. rules, as pass1ng a- s1ngle book;

M

- o " i - .. Q&}’-
. around to all pIayers would seém to- be too Eﬁme-consum;ng . T, $
veo Pfankly, I foupd that keeplng track‘of twenty—elght rules was “? e

s ’
more than I could handle hy s1mply readln% rather than learnlng

the‘rules by playlng the gant. s - S ‘9 ) Yo ;’

b
v . 7 c P N

. Someplace 1n the frrst module bookleé, I'believe'it would be

L)

. a good 1dea to inclade, some sort of flow—chart plcture for the
. '\} [ - Il .- ..

S . reader: The flow—chart would show how the modules were to., flt

4
~ ‘4 e N

together. Wlthout thls crutch it 1s somewhat dlfflcult to Ediﬁow )

fr o

“

'tht step-bj step progresslon through the total paékage. .
“a' o N TR .." ' S - o
" w'/ B ; Obviocusly, the "Glossary" is an .important part of the game.A

’ ’ Perhaps some,mentlon of 1t should be made early so the players ' .
‘ are’ able to glahce through it. This would enable them to . con-

sider deflnltlons of terms at the same tlme they become famlllar.

- * . 1 ] o\ ‘
PR

og .
with thé- game board and the game rules. It would be 1nterest1ng

. Q
RN to observe a persgn lntroduc ng the game to see how one inleldual
.. / . .o,
. - approach WOuld match what ie| written in thd booklet ) A
« ’ ¢ \',‘
y . " Probably some’ addltlonal 1ntroductor work in the .booklet is

1

necessary.' 1 would guess that on a random samp%e of, ten grincipals,
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s only threé would be’ able“to 1n§roduce the game*aswi 1‘25@ ‘wWrli- , -
' S hl <
M) " J‘
'J -ten. Ror the tool%fo obtaln the potentlai\lt sugge ts, spme work;k :
. . ) R |
W is needgaaln this arpa. - ’ /G ‘ S
.\ . * o - ) ( = . -~ LA . '
_ ',1* vy ~Un d rstandably, if the game 1s _to be efﬁectlve as a tool

» ~

: AR * r
' . partlc1pants w1ll need to, u1derstand The q$flnltlon of terms

A . » i * . *

the “Glossary-" Perhaps a pre—test‘should be givenfto deter-
K {. mlne the entry level‘l of the learner, enabling%h1m to‘sklp what
he already knows. (Parenthetlcally, I dora workshop called "Inno—’ “
. : vathnsrln Bducatlont and alﬁays‘admlnlster a pre—te;t

b ' . N . . ¢

, Educators .

ave amazinglv

unknowing?)

Tne tnflnltlons in the "Glossary“ are . )

05&.' - ‘xi

'those generally used, (I have.made notes iR the booklet where .other

. terms are also appllcable).

l

-

-

.

(<13 3

1L e
¢

Y

" I would try to relnforce the’ deflnltlons in the “Glossary"
$

4 -

I

?

-

w1th a sllde tape presehtatlon offerlng visuals.qf students,

b
1

¢ .
— .
teachers and so forth to 1llustrate the deflnltlon/con6ept (o, ,f'
T fhappen to have a silde tape Ehat gets at this 1dea, 1q you would  ° !

as the concepts understood by”the players,

“entry level" of educators

I

d bZ)wrong 1 ~ ’
e a Sample of ’

about hut just tr

flfteen to see how many know the

P &

Fffferencés between wet and dry .

-

carrels,. and this mlght glve some feellng for whdt little is

really known.

Perhaps you‘have’already done the.tentry level“’.

. N . .
assessment ,~ and. in thls case, digregard the comments. “\ s, T
’ ¢ . ;
’ [ - ‘d e, <.
3 Two dlfflcultles of the ga become apparent when one thlnks .
£ ' : % -
4




. ~ the ‘terms in Epe "Glossary."ﬂ,For ex&mple, the term "Logical con—.a

\ 'sistency“ is used frequently, and there is no‘place I can find
A - - . 3

, . thisgdefined This, thén,_Ieaves "locical cons1stéhcy" up to the
: .. %’ . .

) ’voté of the players and ignorance even after dlSCUSSlon could

s . ¢ ‘ .

", . mean that SgelelC chOicé were mandated that is, “the designer

LINN
- ’

. .mayy; have been accurate i the first place but s1mply gpt oute ;,'

K ~ %4 . Q‘ .

- _nged. Whilé not know1n your definitron for "logical consis-
S ; ‘ ‘ v

tency," 1t seems to me this voting procedure could be logically

. e - —— Y
- @

o ! _‘inconSisgent AR S SN 4" . .

“y - £ ° R )- ' ’ff

. ; ?n addition because of 4he forced chOice (only bne” dccep=~.
;; J table ans;er) the team of players. must\make onJy o e response?
| "If one- looks, for exampaeqvat‘the "Intended Result of Instruction”
° N oo .
oh page 3, 'there is a éobd possibility that at least two ﬁntended
o results will, w1th logical” cons1stency, be chosen, particularly .

4. . L .o M . o

P at a time hen affective skills seem to‘be ga#ning ‘much greater

’

. ‘ attention lE_SEE»SCﬁOOlS’ I cassunderstand the. forced—choic

L

'approach,ubut it may turn some people off to the point that-th 7

S '
. T (I .)- .
. become disenchanted with the tool. N Y .

. - . I ‘ 1, . -
ginal}y, theré are a numbexy of decision-making steps called
- - o ~ .- . , e .

N - ~ . T . . . ]
., * for in the game., I would hypothebize that while decisions can be

-

made .by people in teams of two to'five members suggested"fpr the

¥
’ game, the problem Becomes mor/AacuLe as staff members increase'

Y

L' e . 3 .

! ‘hz‘., for example, Marina High School in” Hpntington Beach,,California,

« =% . ]

 has 146 staff members. The key issuenhére is not- necessarily one
#\ I . - . e
: " of design;, it, lS one of problem—ﬁolVinq and ‘communication, ~ That,

L ° / N \ ~ -
- <




" they can do the'intérpersonal commﬁnication with each, other.

consaderatlons ahyplace

and communlcatlon skills?, . oL .

- X« [4

‘o . . <

e
~

’ * A Y ~ ’ L
-very‘useful.

a Q

1s to~stand by Lﬁself

"By abl means,’ Modu

. gest v01ds in r o

”am d

between philosophic a

*out in the classroom.

le IT should be retalned

Any

- .

for helplng people learn problem solvlng

., . .
. . - .
b
% N -~ ’x . L4 b
. . N -~ . . . .
> v . l- ¢

P In surfxmaryl I belleve the' tool\hs wdrthwhlle and potentlally

\

In my opJ.m.onl it 1s not yet fully developed %f 1t

Please see thq.las@ égctyon of\thls re—

’ port‘along w1th comments in the module booklet for other thoughte

L.
D LT N . s
. .

A

MODULE I¥ '° © o

> 134 ) .

S ey S

0 f the bhig-

'ne _9 _the .1gl

esigning has to do with the inconsistencies
! RS “ ’ .

umptions and/the actual activities carried

The material used to accompllsh the objec-

74
.

tives ‘for Module II 1s excellent,

from my pornt of v1ew.

if sometnlng in the total program Thad to be cut,

‘inclined to cut the game.) -

[

s

[

(Frankl&,

I would be wpre

Since each module is deeigned‘to ac- .’

<«

could be cut and still

Ao

" The second)hodule is es

jectives are clear, the act1v1t1as appear toihelp pa

4

achieve the objectlves,

[3Y

complish different objectives,

"y

I really do not see. how either
maintaln the ‘integrity of theﬁproggam..

pec1ally well done.

o

For example, the ob- ,
T&tlcipants

the strateqles for learnlnq 1n«lude

. .
PR
[ f ?

s

3.103 ! | . :’

-\)7 - 4 N . ?
\ .




.'- o - , . . 1 ,1.
N [ ., . ° '\‘. _)/' < ’ L [y ) - .\ ) -. \. ) 3
. 1ndependept sty y, d1seu$sxon and problem-~solving. Ad itidnally,--
part, of the program is 6951gned to give. the‘user specific feed- '
L} b - .’
R back on whether of not anticipated results have been aoileved :

.

. Yoconds w'}; .
) At frrst I was s0mewhat skeptlcal of the four parables (and °*

. LS

w 4 A Y . v /

. , therelh lles a llttle problem, 1. e.,F\Ettlng the user tt)ﬁkoceed L
) B . e T o: . ~ i ‘./
\5 © past’ 1n1t1al negatlve reactlons so he, can, dec1de whether he doegh

. R ' . o < I . » K] \;
ox does not accept’the 51m31atlon exerc1ses as,v1able) l suspec%%

e
.

the personallty of theé Coordlnator will make‘eons1derable differ- , :

. K v. e » «\.- Q i

. ence, here~ if the part1c1pants accept. fhe Coordlnator as knowledg-

3 . < \.’i’
. ableh the parab]es wlllqbe accepted Igﬁthe useys have lltth re- * -
] ;,‘ spect for the Coordlnator, they w1ll llkely reject the "elementary
. > . ~ .
. ‘school" parables (wln a few..,lose a. few! ). . e .- L

. Ln my estlmatlonatnere are‘two-v01§s in the medule: (1) .

technlques to learn about dec1s1on—makrhg and problem solving and

- . v

(2). technlaues to 1mprove 1nterpersonai communlcatlon on the part i
"".  of the team members. ;To omit these or to take them for granted 1&“ /
. D & : > ‘ ., . "’ = -
Bk naive. Perhaps the "Handbook" for -the Coordinator illustrates . Q;
. . ‘ Q‘ » - ! » . “ e K

"strategies for geiting at these two factors. If not, I would rec-

. ommend same (Inc1dentally, up to thls 3uncture, I reallj have
not flgured out who- the Coordlnator 1s, what training, he/she has }

. .

} had, or whether or not there is a,spec1f10 handbook or set. of pro-

4-“-

L 4
- cedures for this person to follow. I° wlll focus on thls later, .
. * >
zo. but I wanted«to brlng 1t up at thls p01nt because %pdule 11 fre- T
quently mentloﬁ - Coordlnator.)w T
U - e © > -

L )

I am espec1ally concerned about skllls nécessary to get,at .

e

- nt .




g\',
\

o

. " ., . : Il U . ) . . . :
values for "others,” one must have in wind what values one holds
for oneself. It is becausexof this that if'1 were doing thé pro-
‘gram, I would have started w1th some personal values ¢larification

'rather thah the ‘concern for man. Only by know1ngwwho I am, my

y‘ a2
o able to consxder the more global issue. Perhaps’ thls}§s a -small !

,game,'mhere there is a forced choige of, optiors..

a consensus; tr-re are certain activities to help pedple learn
> . - - « , ,:‘: i

hqwﬁto_do‘this, and I believe the badﬁage?would¢be enhanced 1f i {
the Coordina;or knew”how to do this and built in.the option. .

‘ Most of ‘the terms (jargo?) uged in theamodule shoula bhe -
c1ear to the participants.‘ X mentlbn this only because %t‘%s ]
another/way to’ turn people off. . Y o

— =

I believe the approach followed for gettlng at assumptlons

is good"‘ Frankly,‘lg seems to ne—that befdore we can get® at

.

r nd . L4 . . - .

; .

.
. - v -

- S
values (real vs. stated), my concerns for changlng et cetera am I- = {

.

A Y
detall but at 1eaFt 1t is worth cons1der1ng. . ' . i

+

I belleve the 1nterpretatlons at the conclusipn ¢f the "Sug-
l - 7 I

gested Respons&" sectlon beglnnlng on page 57 are very helpful

=

- oo
lo ‘

A
They help to estaBllsh dlosure on the 1mportant objectlves in the’ /

module, glVlng the reader comfort in know1hg‘he/Lhe s tuned in

-
-

y %
to the task beforq gOLng on to, the next sectlon Thls portlon is

reallthumte well done. Also I liked the added flekiﬁilify meri-
* . . - [ . [y . v‘
tioned at- the bottom of page 63. This is an improvement oveer the

Al
-~ . . . .

] . . s * ‘
The "Preparea Instructional Program Outline" beginning on

LI Y

page 65 1s outstandlng. There may, be a few -options not included,

e € -

1 -
.

a . : 1




. x > - : N
Yy although they*do not, 1mmedlately, come .to. my, mlndh Certainly,

S . 7
1s§ue5rbeg1ns to evolve. Clearly, the systematlc approach should

. she: dev1cefh1ds the 1nd1v1dual (or team) as the complexity of the <
N f |
‘\H be helpful unﬁortunately, there is too often the problem Lhat i

new designers fall to cons1der all the potentlal bugs in the sys-

\ 2 e

T _tem until tLey are too fara;nto the ball game and the tasks become "
e . L r-] 1 4 -
overwhelming. The ,outline helps to.av01d this matter.

. . .
- - . + ” ’| H - 2 . >
- * 4 . L2 “ e . -

N . . + . N \ ‘

- o o 4 \

In conclu51on, I am very excxted about ‘the "Analy21ng Ba51c

Assumptions" module. It is quite well done.. . ” '
> . , . . . ‘ - Iy » < - . .
F RE v * ) N . « ) o ) .
2. i . . .
! L > ' g
s R e S S MODULE I e 7o e
. ¥ . N - -

’

I have'consfderable difficulty with ModJle III. Frankly, I

I3

~ '

would elther reduce it cons1derably or elimin ate~1t altogetﬁer
Undoubtedly, some of th7 b01nts made in the wodule are qulte

worthwhfle. With these glven, let me suggest thoughts for poss1—
F SRR . ’ ) . s N . ’ .
ble changes,to the material. : - .

¥

First,"objectives should nét be writteén until the entry
[y N

L.

- .~

level of the learner is considered. Onejff the problems witil j’

Popham's bank of educational objectives at UCLA {and he is ¢ e:of,

“
< T e - .

“the first to admit this) is the problem of people writing ih ‘to

. R . PR . L g
use the objectives and, in fact, incorporating them 1At& the cur-
riculum without givimng thougﬁt to actual student needs. I dqﬁnot

. 2 . . . P
believe the statement in the preface that "participants should as-

~ - A ) » . -
sume that a 'needs assessment' of educational values has already

. F4 * "o
*-7 . » s v l v
: . , .

,
<, * .




¥ .,.\\ ' o { - ., \ N i \
. ) ’ : P
. k) : * . f
' . o . \U\.' ‘ 1 ’ "" . . a N .
h bbeg‘conduct%d" adequately provides the, caution sign. ‘Some séc- °* = . -t
- P . . ‘ £ Y . D
Llon needs to be’ developed on dlaanSlng stu;ent levelskof readl- -

. o

ness, whether “the students are adults Ur chlldren.

&

New topic: \hhllésl Wlll mentx/n this po;nt further atithe 11~

_./ o<

w’
-close of ,this report,..I would 1like to suggest here agaln that each \M. ,
-~ L
booklei contalnfa’“hart'early 1n.the pPages which lllustrates how” »

o

. the partlcular module fits 1nto the’ package. Thls glves the user
Y a sense of from whenée he/she ‘has -come and where the path is lead~
£ -

ing. It ig dlfflcult to get thé Gestalt even after playing thé
s- % 3 - . !
game, without this road map.

-

If 1nd1V1duals agreée ahat the objectives.for the modulefaré*

relevant, the. content of the module certainly is written in such

a way that the user has a.chance for meeting the objegtibes. \In'

& N s 3 . I3 t
? . fact, there may even be an overkill in one sectidn. -For example,
g " h4

if the usér arrives at the answers to the questlons on the "Goal ~f'

Answer Tally Sheet " page 43, then the user is expecteo to con- |

. . ‘ ) cy F
. tinve, essentlally, with the same process om the next pages. I am

PUEEEN .

not €ertain this is néCessary. It seems to me participantd may .

learn more about the pengu1ns than they really want to know. Lo
. ' Once people have” demonstrated competéncy, there 1s no strong argu-
. » ——— . /\.‘|

/ment td have them continue the same thing, , . .

i In this same realm, I am concérned‘that the taxonomy exer- .
cises may be more academic than practical. If the ugers-were in

e

-
- . ™~

. . 4
N . 2 q . £ 4 %
a course at some -university, the dX¥gecting and breaking-down-to-

-
X

the—loWest-common—denomlnatpr activitx\miqht beyworthwhile. 1
N M . 3¢ -

. ‘ . , -l;_. .. &
¢ . . ' ) Y 3
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suspect however, that currlculqm designers are more conce'ned

<

. about gettlng on with "the' task than engaging in mental* exe;c1ses. - 1

o % ’
kven 15 the above p051tlon is not accepted phllosophlcally,

~
[0 P

I would like to fire one more bit of ammunltlon whlch may be

- N
. 1 ¢ ‘

.worth thinking<aboutu ?hiie«it‘seems we might be helpful by ' }. ) ﬁ
o~ B ‘breaklng behaviors doyn 1nto,cogn1t1ve and -affective areas, I ; ) i
P ' ;
é‘; } wOuld'df?Ue that 2o‘fctlon is totally affectlve Oor cognitive. " In- j
‘ : _deed, we nelthef leatn W1¥hout feellng nor feel W1tnout learnlng.. . J
&u\ . 1 See-no plade ln the m%gule where this: p01nt J.smadei Under—.? ' !
. ’ ¢ standab&yi I believe yog\should do this. E /“;_,\Q “. oo -
QQ? = 'w Another phllosophical concern\I_pave is‘mentiodeq'in,paée 19, ~‘f1
‘: . " ".i.e., getting parents and other ébmmpﬁit§ members'involved:' S
. . . belie;e it is toof late at this‘jnncture {5 have tﬁem éagticlpate: *
': 3 srather,.they shouldibegin participating during the assﬁmptlons . L

v 1

N modules» "If the goals and obﬁectlveszare to_emerde from the as-
v ‘ . . .

L0 sumptlons (phllosophy) then parerts an@ children must get into

. 4 . . . .
;;: ) thﬂéa?t earller.. 1 . l,l ) o Pt _ {
. i“ . f doubt that a‘real issueyneeds to %e made—aboﬁé\tﬁE‘sophis—
v tication of goals. Rather than work so hard'on thlsrlssue, I'be=; .

e . ’ »

. lieve 18 would be more helpful to accept global goal sta@ements, \ o

o bq; tben téd dsk the qhestlon, "What, ev1dence is acceptablf that \ -

.

the goal/objectlve has been achleved’" Thls seems to be a far

. . k4

more reasonable issue, as 1t Jbpresumes that teaoher .are aware of ¢

( -
. — ; .

entry levels of 1ndlv1dual chlldreq., Tbo often when pertormance

.

¢ objectives'ate written, pedople see the means as an end and fail RN |

- f ‘ ‘*

L4
"
—
-

-
A
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N

- L thal scene rather, they have used such devices as the force- : ,

»,1 am more concerned that people demonstrate competency than 1)-

N

lustrate they have mastered'th@ mechanlcs of wrltlﬁg obJectlves '

[. .
. Flnally, the Tour ltems on page 49 seem somewhat esoteric . ’

.

for;eﬁ&ﬁgle, what does “...loglcaily developed and 1nternally -2§- .

consigtent"'méan° How does one‘know when th1s has been achieved? q
- % ',4

The9statement "-..each class §hould be purely descrlptlve and .not

(=14

lmply a system o[ hlerarchy" does'not really say anythlng to me. i
. "‘! ,

« M .

Perhaps 1t doe's to- other people. '

- v
<\ . ~.A'€ &

By the wayh_ln soite*of all my cr1t1c1sm Wlth this module, N S
s
the chart of pa,e 56'£s qulte good‘ I expect*that some klnds of.

tools could be biilt axound the theme of the chart because it

-~ . o e -

shows how_to’ get§at the "ev1dence ASsue.. .

, E
- C‘»- ' -

¥
"You. may be 1nterested ln additional comménts in the booklet

8 T . . ’\ AR Wt ' . : "t" ‘ ‘ )
- . . b __ . K ) . .-
\ S e ¥ o mopure.av . £ ' -
. €§, " The dev1ces présented for analyzxnb resources and aon-

stralnts appear llkely to be uSeful to school ‘'staff in pursulng .
. 5 i 7 v

such an\analys1s, presdh;ng they want dr feel the,need for such
= . W
an analys1s. Frankly, hav1ng warked W1th a varlety of currlculum

*

4,0 e

developmgnt groups, I have not found them espec1ally exc1ted about
. ' - §
5?:1nterestéd~1n maklng 3, dlfect frontal anaIYSl of the poll—

N~
'K' © ¢ [

1'*fxﬂeil.d analysts, problem—solVLng proceduréito identify constralnts

. - Y

and éoéslble ways £ér overcomlng same.

xow

4

o,

»
. . .
* e - 4 . /
4 P e p _._13_‘ ; ~ *
- . .
. \ .
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- tion has to do with the "teacher, traiﬁing“,elemept.«?Wemknow

,as ‘the "Preliminary Assessment Foﬁgs." At the very léast, I

3 M . ' M

It seems to me One major void omitted from conFidera—

t ’ * = Q -
enough from history to know that few if any, programs can e o’

installed in schools without approprlate teacher tralnlng. "This ., ~
\- . - ¢
item }s omitted both from-the:dlscuss1on in the preface as well = -

-

would add a paragraph dindicating this factor has not been included

>

in the module even though in "real life" attention must be given ﬁ) A

- -

to the matter. On page 4 there is a list of items which 1s us€-
. Ve ) .
ful for doing pre-assessment. This is one of the points where I

~

\

3 . .
believe the’teacher—training Ffactor should be mentioned. e

JEven if the procééures as ogtlined in the exercise were
followed, I have not hgen very many places qhere teachers had the
prerogative to trade off-.the kinds of resources mentioned rn the -
exercisgié Building Lé?this kind 9@ fal§e hope might be devastat-
ing in the\real?life situation. At least some word of cautron
should be made about this point! . :

The objectives on;pg§E‘§‘are well stated, and having‘par—
ticipated in the exercises, I believe the content teaches what
the participant is supposed to learn. Again, ¥ believe a chart
would be~helpful here to show how this section fits into the total
scheme o?lthings (page 7). One good part of the package 1s the

-

help 1t gives to part1c1pants to fearn the common vocabulary

-

This helps them use the same terms as others when discussing cur-

f -

e

-

riculum design facets. - /

],
v !

i
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SV
5 7 i >
& " The exercise included in the ség tion on pages 29 through

43 dées not seem to be particularly useful This judgment re—'
R

&
flects my own value system, but I do. not believe .busy educators
/. have the luxury to explore'the'esgterig and minute features of
; . . ) . S

each part of the task. Rather than beiﬂé’overly epecific, most

people are concerned about "gettin' on with it'" This is simi-
& . M

\./ ’

f 2

lar to my bias about the taxonomies‘dischssed earlier, i.e., in-

s

teresting but not especially useful.

R By the way, one.aggigi:nal point on the “Preliminary

Assessment ﬁornf seéms pertinent. Parts 3a and 3b illustrate a
. v ' ™ [N )

? point called person-periods. I have never heard of this term,

.

[ ’ . . !

and {‘did not see it defined. Does person-period refer to

‘teacher-period? 1If this is the case, wﬁy not explain it some-
bv- - ’

. e

N . )
where? - . ) '

L
i

W A coupie of places in the exercise on "trade—offs" the

s

- —
LY o

suggectlon was implied that money could be borrowed from teacher

‘ —————

salarles. «I doubt if in real llre thlS llttle matter works out »
~

jtﬂls neatly. That 1s, with the 51ngle—salary schedule, the money

_ to be spent on tne teacher is a function of longev1ty of the

“~

teacher and\not a matter of cost-benefit or ther methods to re-

.deploy existing s%?rce resourpes. There is always the argument
that just understanding the redeployment co?cept,ls worth knowing,
and that may have been the position the authors were taking when

the module was developed. I would certainly support this later

position. ‘ -




-

M4

I have some adstlonal phllosophlcal concerns aboyé/;he
ed1tor1a1421ng beginning on page 122. For example, at the top.of
the page there is a point made that easy and open schogis Iéck
structure. In fact, I believe you will find that the,"opén"
schools (not necessarily the free schools) reduire‘more subtle
strdcture than the more traditdonal schoolsa Further in the n%xt

. 1 ‘

paragraph there is a suggestion that communication helps to avoid
o . I I 1 .

distortions at either end of the philosophical§spectrum. I would

'argue.that this suggests a sinble rather than pluralistic philoso-
. * »

é'phy. For me, it seems the latter concept should be supported if

3

one really needs to editorialize in this section. Flnale, there’

_is a dis sic on _near ‘the bottog of the. page about report cards

that is} perhaps, less than accurate. Many changes have been made
i¢n the student-parent reporting systems in the last ten_years, and

" I believe the example offered is mofe atypical than typicail This
part'of the write—qpl@akes me wonder whether the author has been

-

out in the schools recentLy to know what things are happening or

A3

& whether the authon/}s writing from an ivory-tower pos1t1;§t (I

N -} ® . JM

\ -
' realize what I have said here is reasonably caustic, but I cannbt
thlnk of a faster way to turn off an audience’ than to lose credlt—

-

ablllty The wrltlng comes close to d01ng thls to. me, and I be—
&

lieve the package is potentially todo heipful to purposely cause

-

peoplé to turn off. . ‘ - .

On page 142 there is an analysls made of a cer;aln pOlItl

< l/‘f ‘\/f-in - ‘,’ d
N .
<

-2

cal situajio;/as peopile perce1ve it to ex1st 1 would offer “the

.}
f\vls- / , XY

/

ad .

‘ -
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'the,“éurrlculuﬁ Analyzer"

/

i certain I would focus most of the attention of the

‘percelved d1fferently by dlfferent people.

%ﬁtter of fact,

suggest\bn that -one could stake the same basic data and have :them

N

Ask four different

4 ‘f. ® N

people their opinions about the po}itical structure of a- school
| e
system, and you invariably find four dlfferent perceptlons, 2t~

] P

res?ectlve of what the “true" plcture mlght be.

Even when a

.teacher knows the polltlcaL~structure, there is little, $if any-

thlng, a s1ngle 1nd1v1dual can do about the s1tuatlon

am not certaln what the ekerclses do to enhance the package

. LY

Clearly, people ought to understand that political constralnts

ex;st. .

This might be handled in a- paragraph :

A [
14 .

4 ' _ a

-

Y

Therefore,

4

4 . , . .t
In summary, while many’parts of the "Assessing Resourcesp

as
Q

‘and Constraints" module are helpful I would recommend that the

total package be reduced in magnltude abodt 50 per cent You

may be 1nterested in other comments contained in the booklet.

”.

d = . 3
MODULE \' and CURRICULUM ANALYZER -

~

éenerally spgaklng, I belmeve Module \'A and espec1ally ;

~

will be quite useful to school person—

riel.” Tt helps to synthesize the earlier elements of the program

It is a very nice piece of work; as a
- !

the last section with just a llttle embeﬂllsh—

‘

nto an inte rated whole.
f g

'ment could pr@bably serve as the entire packagé, lncludlng the

one on financial constralnts
l

If I were using the program, I am

learners on

>

!

N\
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PN ' I ¢
the contents onModule II and Module V

~

. Let me get more specific w1th the crltique The pack—

'age 1S'probably useful for teachgrs but 1t seems to me’ 1t could

» - . Al

also be helpful for’ members oF the communlty who want to’ get lnto
~ -

the curriculum selectlon process but‘do not have the skills re-

Iy ~ -
.gquired. Do you purposely want to 1gn?re the "commun1ﬁ§" issue?. '

q ’

) ' Certalnly the cbjectives are well stated, as usual, and
* »
the “Currlculum Analyzer",caqfhelp a wide array of ‘audiences ad-

Al

N dress pertinent currlculum questlons 1n-§ systemataig way I do

have some qualms with 6ne "of the obJectlves The first objective

' N )

on page 3 suggests that the commerc1ally prepared ﬁescrlptﬁve bro- '

1

chures’ are usefulsfor analyzing currlculum pfferlngs Experlence

< )

% leads m%bto believe, that this is one of the poorest sources. When -

“those descrrpt@ons are prepared by the publisher, the propaganda

is sometimes less than accurate. Perhaps ‘some distinction should
7 . ~

13

pe made about the approprlate place to locate 1nformatlon which

pulls together ideas about Currlcula (Note should also be made “

[

2
that not all curriculum summarles are organized in a fash&on sudh
N o - L,

as that produced by the Far West Lab or by certain other agenc1e§.)

. . .oa

Perhaps the first screening could be accomplished without having
~~ ) ~1 .

hands—on experlence subsequentyefforts night be completed with *

NN

>

-

actual materlals R . X : v

ce, -
K 7
-

4/”ﬁ . Ebelleve it, iguld be helpful too, at thi's . p01nt-to tell 'ﬁ
¢

" the users that the curriculum analyzer eithker, can or cannot be

-

qused té evaluate' currlculum materials prepared by other classroom

,
- L
’ e
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_teathers. Most teachers whdghave been around awhile and who have

1

some moxy have flgured out a varlety ‘of ways to put together con-

|
|
i .tributions from alternatlve sources, making a short—of eclectlc s

smorgasborg which turns out pretty well. I can think of only two
. ; v u L . ~

1
} or-three source vbooks whichfgive any note at all that more than
‘ ‘ one approach is\possible.,.énd that«'is wh&t “the publisher is try-
f-~(\ ing to sell! L > \ * ' i i
o : , \ - :

e, T . "lI was happy‘%b see in thls\sectlon some concern given to T ;
o | o REE &
the idea of in- serv;ce educatxon grther the cons1deratlon was . -,

N - y %
omitted 1in other modules or ;tkmés SO casuaily brought to llght\ &\35;
2 & -
that it was not notlced T do belleve it is an important matter T n&
that needs attention and belleve some Ehought ought to be given to
the‘lssueﬁﬁhﬁearller modules, .e., the flnanc1a1 sectlon - -ﬁ
-* ' '

Lad

R A RN

: a I’ thouiht the selectn.‘o of theée two dlfferent types of ¢
n\
readlng programs was dﬁlte good. It gave people a very dlfferen9

<3

R S

L] "'T ,
option as to what mlght be selected. (I do not know whether the'
= '
EDL ent%g,has been used at the third-grade, levelp-but 1 doibt 1t;
&? -
\\ and unless they have somethlng quitet neéw, there is no way I can

*

#maglne 1t as beang useful as a thlrd—level readlng program 1

- R

]
4 doubt that manv other peeple would think.so6 either!) ' ,

. 5 ) The one possiblé dlffggélty‘w1th the selection .of the

: EDL'program has to do, again, with the credibility of the'infor—‘
a ~. . ) Ay \ - . ~

, matien put out by the’ publlsher I realize the lab’sta?f members

prepared the document that llégb EDL as a readlng program, but I
s

. doubt that they took the time to actually test the program at the
L. . . ‘ .
T‘. h - ’ ) “\\J . // ", N ) L) -
. o . . \ -19~

S —_ - e e e e e e e e e
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. third-grade level and simply acceptéd the commentéf?reeented by j
. ‘\ & ] > / - . . " » . - - -
1 the publisher. The British concept is usegul not onlygsas an op- M ‘

- v 4 - . *y
' tion to'EpL but also because it giues‘moét°public school people 'i
~ s « 7 i . i * '
% an Qpportunlty to consider the poli?lcal climate, as the prograé %
. éuggeéts it is Ieg}timate to have children as non-readers as laté - -%
as the junior schools\ There are probably few places in the . 1

¢ .

g United States at the present, tame,that would accept this concept, %
%‘ \\jsoylf the two different proarams were consldered together, all of | q
[

A
the blases mlght p01nbs educatlonally and phllosophlcaldy, toward
. a )

the British coneept?‘?ut the pglitical cllmate might negate thik.
. . ’ “ s . o

‘*In spite of these comments, I would stick yith the programs in:-

* -
¥ .+ clugeq. o ~'. - o - ]
. . < .
: . i The optidnal act1v1f1es suggested at the cqfclu51on\of T4
. ~3
. thefmodule look as if they would be espec1ally useful, partlcuw oy %
= -
larly 1f people were unable to make .up their mlnds about whlch pro- ) ’
ggram to accept I gm, howeve;, not certaln how the developer ar— ,
L] . N o)
rived at “the value ("7 ras the 1nd1cator of what to apply tQ,the o .8
: ' & , '
< -dlfferent scales. You might want to mention someplace if thls is ¢ .
v : . - : Ye .o o ' 3 » Y L
— . just an arbitrary.value. . . o e oo
- . .- s " \ r N . . . -
h . /‘, g
: oo &,.j 7 X ' 4%
T ' Let me move on to ths "Curriculum Analyzer." As far as | s
I can tell, ’thefe are’ no omissions in the currlculum characterle— . .
. N <
thS mentloned.\ Many gulde such as ‘this frequently omlt two » f @
. * - LI % I PP - \ '
<N categorxes, one ras to do w{th the amouﬁt of preparat1on tlme
neceésary for a bPacher to :use. curricula and the other has te do ;
' 7 ~ ’ \\ . -
-‘; iy ) - v N . el % ' 4 / ’
. ' . « \\ \‘ I ' L YD e / #
« ¥ \ -20~ ~ . / i
; S \, -20 ‘ I
- - . 1 b -
+ , I! Fd ~ »
. », 116' - “ e .a
. ’ N o i, )
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with the special skillsi(including.in-service education) needed.

3

t

]

:

D

> e : . ;
- ' , ‘ A

i

s

D

I was pleasantly surprised to find.that both of thesewareas were

L4

E included in thewanalyzer ' )

: v .
| . As you can see, although I did not have a "stahdarg"
| .

L' & écurriculum against. which to assess the different modules that

the been Ut t\gether in the training ‘package, 15/1ld ‘rate the
. lab program 127 out of a pOSSible score. oﬁ.l96 Actually, I see

D

& the 196 score as being important only if one accepts the value
o oE "7" as relevant for each characteristic and I ab not Per-
3 . - -

-+, .
haps a better (or at least a difrerent) way to use the tool 1is

e to take a look &t the difference between the rating score and the

. » 7

JEight¥that a person gives each of the characteristics I1f ‘one's

expectations are not very high(for a given characteristic, then
R F te

. t1m€s, for example, when I rated an item higher/than the weight .

‘ L4

f
r'
L : the difference does not become all that important.. There'weré‘

value given later. For those where the weighted value was higher

k than{the rated value, I would have cause for concern, and this con-

* - v «

‘cern 1s probably more realistic than the difference between 127 and ’
. N :

;& * s ]

b Please note page L%<in Module V. I really believe this

-

is an important Rjea, but I saw nowhére " in the deSign of the

~

196" '

package where this was pOSSible. I know’ there is much. to do with

. <. re .
3 teachers and¢ administrators, put if alternatives (different'phil-
» . - ¢ ,
osophies) are goimy to be realistig, parentsineed to learn the
Lo . s 3. . . . k . <
» skills too.” Perhaps/when we take some of the.hocus-pocus put of
'ﬁf.

~
» 1 . . -~ P i w v
’

-
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The "Curriculum Analyzer, " I'believe, has greéat poten-

:tial for this. By the way, I believe the suggéstions indicated

that if the characteristic was”rated "0." then it should not be

. 0 - - h
.

multipiied‘by a weighted value. It seems to me that there is al-
. ‘. . 4 '

. ways a good‘possibiiity that somethiné might be rated "0" and be .

very -important to the potefntial user. Perhaps the rating scale’
o2, L) N ~

should go Efom‘;llto +7 or somg_othér such arréngqment,‘;o sho%
that ;n item might have a high weight but iow or zero rating. I
can even envision that(what is availabie may/;; worse Ehap ﬁaging
‘~no-informati%?gat all, potenfially a ;egatiég value. The current
scale does not ;eally permit th;Sw‘ e .

r - ) ' !

e e

As can be seen from the assessmerit, there is a good pos- '

éibilityiihat I would use the materials if I ' had the opportunity,

‘but not because the congruepce between the potential pointvalue

- » ‘ - «

and the value I Came'up with was particularly good. , Theiselection

would be made because of the relative few cases in which the value
1 . ! * T Ve ’ . .
, I applied in my owh judgm%ﬁt was higher than what I believed the

modules had ‘to offer. ) ‘

s

¥
[

. -

lets. - Yo ) : : . . .

o . o « .
\ - r |
OTHER RESPONSES N .

. P Y '
The folloWwing responses are offered in d;recq ans¥er to

[} I3

-

" . . . ‘o R > -
. . . o N N . N j . X}
.educgtidhg we &ill h§v¢9gréa§er strength with the gemeral public. ¢

“

~.

-

-
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L \ 3 L :
the questions enumerated in the letter dated'August 29, 1974, '

¥

excluding questionMB whlch I belleve has already been answered i

- .
' .

‘1. Tho goals and objectlves deflnltely address an 1m-

[

portant need for school people” as well as members of the commu-
nltj who - are more and more heing called upon to part1c1pate i

-~ *

educational ﬁec151on-making._ One of the reasbns I believe the

....../‘ . \ »

\package is good‘ls that "I "din’ ‘not” famillar thh anything else Qs

"

complete as the,materlals whlch have developed. Certainly,
there are two arguments related‘t9 this point: (1) The package -

may contain‘more about some aspects than peéople really want to

.
o
- . .

know and on the other hand (2) people need to be w1lllng to in-

vest somé "’ tlme in learning how to d a job correctly when the fis-

c l and human stakes are s0 high. I would opt for the latter po-
3 e Lat

’””iipion, although there are a couple of places in the materials

where anyone could debate the relevancyfof the content; but this

. [ R - . "
same argument can be made on any number of curricular programs.

What turns out to be one person'e trivia is often top priority

-

for another person; hence, the reason to leave the context fairly

~‘:'J'.ntegrated. ’ . ' “ ‘

% - .
use all parts with the participants, except the game, and not

,

feel that -the experience would be embarrasslng to\them'or to me.

Naturally, 1f I were to use the.materialsg, I would attempt to de-

»

Gelop somejadditional,sﬂpport materials to aﬁgment the modules; I

‘have' indicated these’either in .the preceding paragraphs or in the

JU— \ '__ﬁ' e **“:'*‘*'—‘ L A

If T hdd the materials available to me, I believe I could:




.....

columns in the module booklets,

Al €,

j\
. . 2. %1n short, there is no question in my mind that an . * °

individual wlillng to,invest at least some small time and thought

- -~

(20 hours, I guess ) could achieve the obJectlves as stated in the
’ \'

material's. There are some.areas that) hopefully, will be modi-

-

..... fied, .but even .if it.were to stand.as is, the grodubt could bhe

useful 1n almost any school in any dlStrlCt pvesumlng two thanS‘ .4

(l) ”he leader in the d1str1ct or school is knowledgable about -

the package and can convince others that the Process will get

them where they ought.to be going, and (2) the intexpersonal com— §
' - ’, -

munication between ‘the people involved in_positive to the'! point

that decisions can be made. What I/am trying to say is the module | |
,paokage 15 essential but not sufficient to.pull of the desired end J
results. y C 151 . T )

L)
- 2

' Moreover, I.can See no easy way of dealing with this lat-

tef problem, but it would séem reasonable for an outside Coordi-

nator to be adare of the potentlal difficulty and then to be able v

" to dlagnose and treat “the matter relatively soon, should the t.
» \ - -‘ . (‘ .
51tuat10n arise. ‘If'I were a Coordmmator, I would start off with . %
\ 3 -

a few warm—up'communicatlon exercises to help indi/iduals get e e
b ' ¢
) . . / .
about their business. 7 ’ . .
v /
3.+ Already COmpleted. . \// : ' ﬁ

4. The only major modifications I woudd make are two:
hd

a.- A handbook for the Goordinator.- I had the
L §

- e




oy -y
o

v »
>, .
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-

-

>

impression that there must be -one: someplace, but I did nct have

. -

.

one when reading the other materials. I am not certain what

plans the unlt coordlnator has for tralnlng other people to ree

the package. This 1s‘more of a dlssemlnatlon issue, and I will

¥

-

not delve further 1nto_4t at this point except to say if you want

to have quality control, it would seem w1se to establigsh some
. Jo_ .
sort of mlnlmum competency levels for the persons serving as Gco-~

. .
. »

ordlnators. -

If you do. not have flscal resourchs to' determine minix=

gal performanpe levels of CoordlnatorﬁV you must use your own

[

profes51onal Judgment to check out crlterla. When you drssem ~
nate materlals, you may want to 1nd1cate someplace that for a
small fee, you will also offer a consultant from a list of ap—
proved. people who can make certain that those using the materlals
reach expected achleyement outcomesi ) -

5. Rather than eliminating sections, it seems to me you

should find ways to reduce the time investment of personnel by >

permlttlng them to move ahead when expectations have been met. .

There are a few places in the materlals where there 1s overk;ll 3“

and thls is unnecessary. Some SEbple with reasonable experience

1

Twill tune<out when ‘they belleve they are investing therr time and

talent on something they already know. (By the* way, there are ’
\ -

lot of people who' thlnk they know thlngs but really do not, and

about the only way to convince these. people is via some sort of

~25- L ‘ )

" —————




. would first keep the flfth module and "Curriculum Analyzer."

/. Then’ I would keep Module II . Newt would come Module III then IV,

/] N . N °
ool we “. 26 St

demonstrable test...and'even ~hen a‘lively debate is often pos-

L3
.
.

s1ble ) 1 notlced no such proficiency optlons in the materrals.

.. If I absolutely had to prioritize the list of modules, k!

¥i [y - t,‘
and last wPuld be Module I, %he gamer, Perbaps I would feel mﬁxs

pos1t1ve about the'game if I were to part1c1pate in playlng 1t

Others. have told me it 1S'fun From a. sples p01nt of view, xt

} mlght offer just the rlght glmmltk (us1ng the term loosely) to
’ - 'd K

-+ help make theapackage "go:" . i. . )

C L . . :

. ’ “ e i L .

‘ p 6. I do bellede the price tag you have put on the pack-

* age is reasonable. If a school dlstrlct is goxng to make the

. kinds of ser;ous dec1s10ns called for. they shoulo expect to in-

‘ v

vest initial money 1nto people and materials. With, the Federal
I3 ‘ r ( LS Y

Jfunds avallable through ‘different titdes, in Callfornra through

" - A Y -

c 3.3 leg;slatlon,let cetera, there seems to be a realization that

if programs are to work, teachers need ﬁhe 1n service to do them

.
-

: [
we&}. The training .package, it can be argued, is a staff develop-

ment option. .,Even if teachers -in a yiven district were not in-

- .
. .
s , 7 . \ .

volved 1n. the selection of curricpiar materidls (and they usuallg

’ L €
. ‘e

are), there is plenty of meat in the mecdules forfall educators,

]

-

S if they w111 take the time to conslder what is available.

.
‘

Colleges and uﬁ1vers1t}es are often slow to change, but
- 5 . .- ,
1t would seem that any curriculum and instruction people and/or™ .
H
/)
4
. N

- ‘_ . -l . * 3

e
R
[y

.
Y



. > T ]
. the c0n§ultants.at tHe Callfornla County Offlces of Educatlon
L,; ' ‘woufa be logrcal agents to implement. the program. Inc1dent”}$y,

R - the' neglonal educatlon service centers in Texas and the B.O: IC.E. S

e ‘.

«° in New York are alwayis loo&1ng for packages such as this. Texas, =~

’ . -ul‘ .

b' . 1ndeed, now has éblaw which requ;res that teachers'have,ten days <: ) .
s N = : - ':' ¥ s -

per year of staff development. ’ . *

Ll

y - . v 7. ;»deflnltely would recommend use of the materlals v N
R . 7 o - . { . *

, . and woula use them mvself 1f tuay were avallable. As I have in-
dlcateézearller, I have a few different ways to do .the Yassump- *

; - R .
tions, package and believe the perspnal values and rnstitutional
. . ;

N * A
values tools I use are more powerful than the approach taken #n

Modale fI: but this probably'is~my owh bias. 1In any case, I cer-

y . tainly agree that the analysis of the philosophy of the school -~

_——

- :§Mat be the flrst step, and there are many wavs. to do’ thls. R

%

Meoreaover, we ﬂﬁueva) would be W1111ng*to help dlssenl—'\
. . { - ) .
! ‘nate the- modules through our modest Learnlng Center, though 1f

AN

- %a;lon inp that order. You may have better contac s than

. P O .

-

I doulﬁ start w1th‘Ke1th Rose and Art Thayer, respectl ely.

5

- A Y ?
The oqu other materlals andﬁprotedures I wou
My

an alternat1Ve\tp what has been put together, are th se’ I‘have

use, as

; dev&loped‘myself' unfortunately. bhécause..I have nevgr packagee

. 4 -
vy the materlals, they areonsually put into ‘and taken out of a work—\
B - b 4 ”d- R
2 . . shop dependfng upoﬂ,many factors'thdé'are not related to very - oo
, . -~ 2 . \ i o« .

‘g R
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much of anything, except me. Some of the aﬁéﬁments for both- - . _

-

" choices are obvious. Undoubtedly:, the proggém is well done...

get 1t out to the people who can use it.

H = \
- : -

PERSONAL CRITERIA

4

s .

‘When I look at different curricula, there are usually ‘\¥
%?ur umbrella areas considered: Aims, Content, Meéhods, BEvalua-
. . 3 -
. NP LA . . . ’
tion. The specifics of these are quite well contained in the

“Curriculum Analyzer," élthough they are called “curriculum char-

acteristics." I saw go major weaknesses in the materials in any

of the four umbrella areas. What suggestions I would make have

1

~ - " .
been coenveyed earlier.

T

~What I would like to do in sﬁmmary, then, is to offer
some thoughts about the érogram which came to me as the modules

were reviewed. l}hé%e are rather aside comments and are offered

A3 ’.

just for your ‘own use. L .

-—

1. You’might want to say a few more words in the in%ko—
,

- =

duction about the authors, espécialiy those parts wﬁich lend
cre@&tabflité to the wofrk they have béen doing in tﬁé:modules*___v

With all due respect intended, I have not heard of any of the

people other than Otto. When Glenn Nimnicht7Q}d things at thg

\* i e

Lab, people knew they were going to be great because fhey had his
name on them. Too fewfbeople*in the*%ield think highly of labs,
& . ' ' ‘
and I would do anythihg I could to ;gzggbem know there are good.
.\ * ’

‘people_employed there trying to make ings better for kids and -

]
u‘/ ’_
' .

-28- )

M
>

~

.

. L
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edycators. - ) S
f ’ ’ »
» - ‘31. \ .

v . -
F] .

. 2. If some€thing is not going to be done with the biblio-

graphy (and because it is not anﬁotated), why not just leave 1t

t«‘r——‘r""w”
7;put3 Again, this cuts down the size of the package and makes
. . £ .
every page count. . ’ - L
o ‘ - ~ ce

e ¥ 3
3. In addition to the two items I mentifned earlier in

- a

th? report ,~ I would also give sa;ious thouqht to t*e p0551b111ty
of lncludlng concé%sus—maklng an /or problem—solv1ng techniques
in the package.' These are not“all that hard to do; if the Coor-

; dinator recefies special training, you may want to build the
7 -
‘technigués info the handbook he/she’uses. . ‘ e

N

.\ *
4. Overall, I thought the writing was well done. Some-

-

one had .made a careful effort to avoid the overuse of jargon. (I

[

- F
took the liberty of mayking a couple'%f places whera it seemed

. . )
. . A N

the writing was unclear.) .

- N <

5.. The materials as'tﬁey are designed aécomplish the,
. / .
goalé and objectives. I must say, however, thg format for the

program is anything but exciting. I do not know who is worklng

Q;f?%ls part but this matter could deflnltely use some attentlon

perhaps a systems ghart would be beneficial, or‘even some_zi:zy‘
1

cartody characters. Enough said; I expect sgmethipg is already




nonconsumable and (2), those items that are consumabla. People in

. reviewers might suggest throwing out the “entire project; my

-+he package. This is a matter which the Lab will need\to decide

+ - ) LY 4 ’ . ‘- )
[ . .o .2 =,
being Sone with this. . ) ’ N

&

e .
6. When and if the program is completed, I would try to

do it in such a way that you have two major componeﬁts: (1} those

items of written materials and audio-visual materials that are |
R ‘. v )

P

the field could continue_to order those parts which are'used. 1
believe this can all be done and still keep the packaging costs' ﬂ

within $50. This is not an unreasonable price to ask for what —

¥ ~ [}

the peoplz are getting.

‘ ¢

-

-

IN RETROSPECT , . .
I enjoyed the oppo¥tunity of reading and reviewing the
curriculum design materials. My interest, when critiquing the

documents, was to be constructively critical. For certain,, some

. < .
biases are much different. While dhe package completed to date ' &

is less than perféct, it appears to offer reasonable help to

people in’ the field who désperately need ‘it. .

- v

.It would be possible to continue further deéelop%ent of '@
i

(as any.lab:must), based upor the availability of scarse resources.

o L

AN

From my point of view, the Model T 1s ready and should be éettlnq -
out where it can be used.
Possibly there may be some areds of the rport which are

k .

.
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unclear, sh_B,Ld t“m.,, be the case, please drop me a 1J°pe or call
on the phone. Should it be helpful for me. to/explaln in parson '
% A *
any of the points I have made in writing, please let me know, as : :
arrangements can be made for this. A . . - .. ’ '
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in the area of instructional plannlng and management.. The unif goal
is to-assist school staff in making ‘defensible choices in form and
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materlals are appended. (Author/DH)

$

.- , R ] Iy '
. [
4 r
. [ J .
. » ES ! Y . %
M (':\:)
’ * v ' < 7 .‘[ P
. - ‘e vy . '
* [
t », "', G:i
. Y
* A 4
. o < : * ¥ \g
R 7 )




US DEPARTNENT OF HEALTH
EOUCATIOW A WELFARE
NATIONAL (WSTITUTE OF *

. EDUCATION «

WS DU MENT Aah BEEN REPRD
{ avee exac .. ~gRELE sbD S ROM
o THE PERGLS Cn RN JATON ORIGIN
s 0 AT T w1t W OR OPINIONS
¢ ST NECESLAR Y REBRE
g -E IC.. NA - ONar NSHITUTE OF
3 MUk OR POLILY
5 e > *
rA - -
N
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tion of aone of; the products produced by the Educatlona Management Program.- ’ .l

»
-~ I 4 .

Reference 1,s made in the body of the report to more detalled (reports or memoranda

. <@

whlch dogument the develépment and testJ.n0 pnocedures used 'Sone of the moré

' . . vt WV . ° H
crucaal documents relevant to produ_ct),effectlveness are* presented in’ thetr )
. M 4 o - ® &
ent1rety as attacﬁments to the. report. .- R . . .
v ' P . )o

'Ihe “report has been prepared for tvq. klnds of 1eaders The flrst are “those .
b
assoc151‘ed with the Natlonal Instltute of Edm,atlon and posslbly some pote‘rglal

2 .
usérs of the product, who need to make )udgnents a'bout product quallty but dop' t

.have the time to. become ‘familiar w1th all the de,taus of the separate, reports

. o [} N ¥

. . . ¢ . . ‘ .ot
on the developmen’c” and testing For this group, the conclusions drawn from

s

the various evaluatlon stidies are excerpt‘ed in the body of tge report These

_excerpts may be con51dered to represent the claums for the orbduct that'“_'he

Program Staff belleve to be Stlfled If readers\are W11\11ng to base their -
¢ e

Judgments about the product on the authorlty and professmnal 1ndependence of

those drawing the conclusmns reported then the body of the report is sufficient.
’ °) .
The sécohd group of readers for whom the report is prepared 1s composed of

know in more detail about the quality of the evaluatlon information collectlon

., » ﬂ o
and ana1y51s on which the concluslons are based. The attachments to the report )

are presented to meet the needs of ‘this group

1

co . d K, ‘ '
K . . ’ < :

. Richard W. Watkins

- & Program Director.
: ¥ Educationdl Manageméht Program
] " i . » . . / .

'I“hls report is 1ntended to pm\ude a hlstory of. the dwelopment and evalua- .

.
"

]
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The Development and Fvaluatlon of A o
~ o ar - SRR T,
. . De51gn1ng ‘Instructional Programs. .., .
) % -" ) . N * x‘.:‘ a}( ﬁw"\ A ) ' ’ “ ".k ' .
d . - . “ .

(?ﬁemgnmg Instructlonal Programs 1s o?'é of slx sets of trainifg materlals
% P Sl .
1 deve]qoped ta 1ncrease the skill, knowledge and understandmg o{ school personnel

1n the area of 1nstmctlona1 plannlng and management Instructlonal planmng

[3 '

is def1ned generally as “that area of educatlonal admlnlstratlm that, 'is cbncerned .

.. . .~ 1

. with prov1d1ng ,educatlonal opportunltles for chﬂdren. ThlS Aarea may be furt ther .

- .\.

_ defmed as 1nvolv1ng the establlshment of mstnlctlonal program purposes, the

‘ ) de51gn and 1mp1ementat10n ‘of ))rograms and the evaluatlon of 1nstruct10na.1 pro- .

. grams. The materials in DeSJ.gnlng Instructional Purposes.ls directed to the

DT F ’

-« . -

second of these three functlons. . o ‘.
L o S
‘Inténded Users . ' : . N

- . .

) .- ,'These materials are designéd for these school _personnel who are directly

. . - >

° ' concerned with the design or selectlon of schoo,l curmcula (1ﬁtx'uct10na1 pro-

¢ . ‘{ grans) to be 1mp1emented in classrooms. 'Ihe spec1f1c roIe titles of such staff
S
will Vary from district to dlStr'lCt but most often wille 1nc1ude bulld.mg

pr1nc1pals (department heads dlst‘rlct curr:Lculum spec1a115ts and teachers .
. . - en s .
who are; serving on currlculum committees. Depending on the size and orgamza-

' S o ‘ /
tion of a school district or system, Designing Ipstructional Programs may also

be found usefnl by district office administrators other “than those A'Vith direct \

y . &

curriculum respon51b111t1es Board 6f qucat.lon menbers, parents and stud‘énts. .

It should be clear that the mt’ended user group cap bes\t be deflned by functlon

-

» rather than by a partlcular role or t1t1e and that the group could 1nc1ude. S

s"ﬁ?ﬁé not necessarily falling under the headlng of admmlstrators.. .

A 5

. ! ! . B
" “Product Pur;nb‘se's' and Descriptio’n - - . . ‘ . 0
' The, goal of this uhit is to assist in the preparation ofyschool 'staff in
8 ) , " ol .
" . . .
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makmg dé‘fen51b1e ch01ces regardlng the .Lorm and content of, 1rfStruct10nal Ty,

l .

programs 'n‘l’e general obJectlves of the unlt are to prov1'de experiences m\ the ©

..
~ 4 ’

process of and tools to a551st in (a) anoanalysm of ba51c assumpt’lons abou« "
R’ "

R
.

. students and learmng, (b) "the matchlng of prognam characteftstlcs W1th mtended . 1
A RN - Y
learnmg outcomes, (c) a consideratlon of the.,r‘esburces avallable for and the' ' .

|
1
|
|

" constraintd 1mposed on pro ram de51gn, and (d) the analy51s of° existing. procrams .

A . - £ '

. (t_hatmlghtbeuseful - ,', ) ,'i’* = \_.&.(. i
. -" < . * ,

The matérials are presented in flve n&dules whlch might .each usually requlre

- Y : ) P
: three SO three and a half hours . The modules are: < b . d

LRl \

-
N « ® e - .

. Chalk Talk, which 1s an educatlonal game played by th‘?ée teams of .

. <
- T ». AN

. + three or four people. Each team goes through the step by step\ process’ . B

[]
~——
i

.

of deSJ.gnlng' an 1nstruct10nal program for a subjé‘ct area and grade _ - .

level chosen by j:he tean. Deslgn dec151ons are made at,a number of

PR cr1t1cal chmce p01nts and must be defended if challenged by members &
o

S f another team A glossary is provided so that all partlclpants w111 .

o

|
|
be able tq use terms-with the same ‘?heanmg,\ the glosSary 1s also use- . :]
i

—~— .
M later modules. _There is a ~,cor1ng system for the gane‘ so that 4
" a.team,may '‘win," but the réal purpose 9f the game is to 1nt;rodu e ~the ®

s, &
participants to the total deslgn process and to stJ.mulate _interest in ‘e

* - v - \ . ' « -
. . - £ ' .
* N S (the subsequent modules. L . : oo -

.
g A} e R . v
.

L, . . .
Cz. Analyzmg Basic Assumptlons in which participants and teams identify q

/ the asswnp\tlons that tmderly, thelr J.nsstructlonal plananlng, Justlfy

14 . x . @
’ . the1r assumptlons to mémbers of other teams -and reach a .team consensus
[ 0(( .

pn the assumptlons to be used in plannlng an 1nstruct10nal program. i )

Y. )

Four parables representmg dlfferent.moaels of instructlon ‘arg-used
C . ‘ .
to enable participants to clarlfy thelr own assu:nptlons in six maJor P

areas. The purposes of the module are to Ca) promde an organlzmg

v ?
3 ',
. ' N ¢ N e

@ e




3

framew'ork tq conslder and analyze their feellngs and assunptlons about -

what and how people should 1eam, and (b) provide a vehlcle through S/ /

which they can arr;we at 9onsensus on asslmxptlons thab\ wﬂ»l permlt

~
-

effectlve group p1ann1ng of an mstructlonal program . Qr- ‘ .

Matchmg Programs Wlth Goa,ls, in which the p1ann1,ng teams analyze a%x;l .

t e

orgam.ze the goals and SbJectlves to be et by an 1nstruct10nal . program,

‘and-make Judgments about the program characterlsatlcs approprlate for. |

.- meetmg these. goals and obJecﬁives In ef:Eect the module pro\rldeg : .

_ 5 ..

'_..practlce usmg two kinds of plfannlngf tools that can ber “useful in . .
app11cat10n to real instructional planmng tasks qn the j{)/\ Oné of " ,e

these tools enables users to organlze goals and Gf;jjectlves stated mth ® T
dlfferent an}ounts of spet'-lflClt}’ 1nto a set that prov1des 'a useful > O

base for 1nstruct10na1 p1ann1ng The second tbol enables the team to .

.o \ I\ O
make program de51gn choices that are conslste‘ht with the program obJec-
. { . ., P . i
- t1ves o - ) . ~ :

-

Assessmg Resources and Constralnts ‘in which, the part1c1pants ‘ivork RN

through a set of simulated’ 1nstructlona1 planning problems focused on oL

-the task of estlmatlng program costs, con51der1ng posslble cost trade-
q

'offs and considering staff and commnjity resources -amd const[ramts

that could affect the success or failure oanogram 'Ihls is done by .

\7)\" .
.« ¥

prOV1d1ng exercises in (a) the use of forms and cost estmatlon para-

C 3

meters to obtaln approximations of staff materlais and fac111t1es costs

for a given prog}\am (b) the rating of, fea51b111ty of - cost trade offs &

-

Jaipng these; and (c) the identjification of non-cost restraints and
2 . - .

resources. « ' : : §

5. Selecting Curricula,‘.in which participants are prepared for dnd have




~

1

-

v - “ “" "

.and conparmg dlfferent currlcula that mlght be adopt‘ésd or ad'apted to

i neetﬁogram ob;ectlves ’Ihe "Curriculum Analyzer'" in this module can

be, used for assessing .the strengths and weaknesses ofg‘actua] currlcula

that schools mlght consider, and this module in effec,t,.‘provndes'”’g&oup

practicé in 1ts use to compare..tko emstmg 1nstruct10n§ programs in

-

S, ‘\’;‘ * ' -
» o Te adJ.ng N . . * - L K %

. . . . . ) P .o . °
S e e R,
Product Developmerit ind Testing B §~ g (%
: , C

General spec1f1catlons for the unlt De51gn1ng Instructlonal ;ngrams were

i i . Q PN %
flrst set forth in 1970 (Banathy and Jenks) These specxflcatlons were deri:

v- ,,"

“

d,

fron the design of an overall system for 1nc§reasmg thg 1nstruct10nal management

N A

capab111t1es of school staff The system 1tse}:f had been de51gned 1n respens

&~
to a detalled analysls of eustmg needs of school staff, and env1sloned the

e

[}

O

develppment of seVeraL training and speelflc appllcatlon unlts as well as th
. £
development of planmng and management tools for use in the "day to day world

- 1

school staffs . ‘ .

In May 1971 a much more detailed set of spec1f1cat10ns were prepared-as

X
a, startlng pomt for the uhit (Jenks 1971) Six ma;;or obj ectnres and relate

R

behav:Loral objectives were defined, and a detallea analysls of the program
./

- aeslgn process completed “’?A first statement of the tasks. to be covered i th

ye
trammg unit was outlmed‘éo that t~he mterrelatldn of obJectwes,,learnmg

-

env1ronments > currlcular mformatlon resources, and constramts could be app
‘ »
2

nc1ated and used 1n maklng program design Judgments. :

As work. progressed onn the develonment of the “traiping wnit, staff review

e .

of .

d
e .

re'

and tryout of drafts of some of the developed matemal several conclusmns were

reached that ;led to rather important de51gn changes” (Gtto, January 1973) ., Among

these were: (a) the complexity. of the program design’ procéss made it necessary

™ . ’ R L.
to present an overview of the entire process before undertaking training in

« l . 2 -,
¢ -
. .
' N
.
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e

>

&
-
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. N

spec1f1c steps of the process, (b) a str1ctly verbal- grdphlcs approach to this

W

overv1ew presentat,lon would have been too long to aCCOIlelSh mthm the reason- -,
"

2

ahle tlme,llmlta,tlons set Ior the wnit, and (c) the original design w;ould have

. put too'much stress on comparison and choicé among existing glternatives rather

Vi . * -

N

e

1

!

< (oY i

Fommns

than on the desig‘h of new programs or the creative adaptation of existing pro-

grams to meet particular studént and schaool needs.. .
~ - 2 s ) . . . .. ’ L)

As @ result of thel)se‘considerations, the wnit objectives were redefined

to s@ne extent and the dec151on made to prov1de the overview usmg an educatlonal

@

A
worlx for thé rest of the unlt and set the stage ‘for the curuculum conmlttee

approach to 1nstruct10nal plannmg that seemed most reallstlc At the same time,
1t was dec1ded to undertake “the development of a de\rlce for actually analyzing
ex;s,t‘lng\currlcu'la ln'.a‘_ way that would be consistent with the prmclples under-
lying the uni_.t_,’ rather than discu‘ss‘ing how curricula should be arlaly;ed. '

" Attention focused on the devel‘opment and tevsting of these two modules’
t}'lat_ represente'd a radical departure from previous ngboratom development

. .
[l et . »

efforts. _— u N .

| . .

Two fe351b111ty tests of the game were\eonducted one using a number of

Laboratory staff members as part1c1pant> and one usmg graduate students in

*

Educationil Admmstratlon at San Pranclsco State Unl-ver51ty. The game was

P

extensively reviséd after each of these tests, and several vérsions’ produced,

which were tested comparatively, again at San Frahcisco State University '(Otto,
April 1973)° .. . ‘ .
“The entire unit als ofiginally plénned consisting of four modules, was

tes ted durmg one week of a graduate course at San Francisco State Unﬁrersuy
o s !’

in  the summer of 197.;. 'I\venty seven students who were pract1c1ng school admin- .

-
~

istrators ‘or’ teachers, completed the wit in four two-and- a-half-hour .sessmr}s..

~ . s -

game that\zould also stlmulate 1nterest in the wnit, prov1de an orgamzmg frame-

.

il
p -

/

Yy

/)




- c C ) : . . . LI
} - - . \> A - - : ; AR . ’ ‘; é
'I'he t1me for, use %f the umt (ten hours‘} wh1ch was designed fo; fifteen to .

,“elghteen hours, precluded thc collection of cogtutlve or behaVloral data The

+

14

co = g
., ~ although the };espondents were positive about many features of the umt Many of
. ‘ N

|
|
|
. o affectf?re data collected may be generally descubed as neutral LO negatlve
the negative résponses appeared to result from the condltlons under Wthh the

wit was tested, rather than from characterlstlcs of the wpit itself. The test

g

of the unit d1d prov1de 1nformat10n of value in planning »spec1f1c rev1s.tons'to

e - - ‘

the un1t A comglete Teport on this fleld test is included’ as Attachment 1.

i

Y VY VRS Y. Y, Y, Y, RNy e

*As a result of thls f;.eld test, the umit was extenswely rev:Lsed 1nc1ud1ng

the mcorporat:,on of the "Curr1cu1um Analy‘.er" as a fifth module f\s these ,
gements ‘were made for an ertemal

*

evaluation (fonsnltant to preﬁare arf evaluation plan and instmmchts for,'final

¢ . -
- field tes-ting of ‘the unit, The revised Versmn 0! the it was g1ven a pre11m—

LANPN

~  revisicns were nearing completmn, arz*

. CN
inary test in May as inService tralnlng for nine lementary school prmclpals

~. -

and an a551stant super:mtendent from a smgle sc})oel' §ystem This training

he 1

-~

sessmn was also ‘used to pretest the evaluatlon mStru?nents - Following some

L3 » L]

further re\nsion of the wﬁt 1t was tested in five '51tuat10*1§ (two “univeris-ty

»

~ classes, three 1nserv1ce trammg 51tuatlons) m whlch 77 adrunlstrators partic-
1pated and completed the evaluatlon forms 'Ihe school districts cooperatmg
. in‘these field tests are llsted on page 11

‘e 3 7 f. . N ‘ .
- The external evaluation consultant collected and analyzed data from all of , \'
. B

Y
s a s

these test situations His complete report is 1ncluded as Attachment 2. The

P

follow1ng quotatlcns fromlthe report (Temp) rearranged from the or1g1na1
context, predent :the conclusions with respect to ‘cognitive outcomes:

2 LI < "'I‘he three 1mportant abilities assessed were:

o the ab,lllty to select currlculum comparlson categories of " -
: . importance

e, o the ability to spécify appropriate classroom procedures to

t .

’ B -
’ v, < -
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i : accomplish a given set of :beh'avioral objectives RN

o the ability to compute rough cost! analyses of a proposed. X ~
program given a set of district guldellnes and cost fJ,gupes e =
- g\ N ,.- .
oy m 'Ihe conclusm'ls of the study with respect to each of these areas were: . ]
J
."A practically significant expansmn of the ability of .the partlclpants 16
select curriculum comparlso_n,categorles of importance was achieved. The group
' that“prior to training would have been content with comparisons on two to five
. dlmens:Lons was, after training, indicating that up to 17 comparlson dimensions =~
weye essent1al to doing an expert job." (p. 13) o :

P B

i

"A more reallstlc ‘and wider set of classroo procedures and condltlohs were N
suggested by the’ Jparticipants after exposure to the materials. and experiences

. of the training unit. Some significant improvement in the ability of ‘these .
- experienced educators, to sx:-ec1fy approprlate classroom procedures was found,"

(p. 16) L . } ~

-
-
-

"Many more of the part1c1pan,ts understood the logic of.a cost anal)'51s fom N
and were able to compute rough cost analyses after training than, before. . A
practically significant increase in the ability of participants to do such’ - .
analyses of “a proposed instructional program was apparent:' (p. 13)

The obJectlves defined for thé umit as tested also. .mcluded recall of

certain vocabulary and curriculum spec1f1c ltems; The evaluatlon spec1allst )

-

judged these to be "lower-level kntmlédge outcomes" but did collect mfoma_t:_Lon”

-
~ ] .

relevant to them. He reported the following conclus1on ) o

’

!
"The results 1nd1cate that- if thé unit develgpers do want to accomplish
knowledge/recall objectives (same of which are stated in' the matetials), they,
will have to adopt a different and perhaps more traditional memorization and
study for examination type teachipg strategy. This is not compatible with the
developers more over-riding objectives of achieving application type skills in
Ehe short training period provided, and is not recommended by the evaluator.' *
p. 19) - g

'I‘he final recommendation made by the evaluation consultant was that:

"This unit should be made available in a distribution version for use in-
college and school district settings where teachers and- other school personnel
are in training for curriculum des1gn responsibilities."

" In add1t10n to this systematic testing of the unit, two other evaluatlon
efforts were undertaken. For the first, Dr. T. Bently Edwards, Professor

Emeritus, School of Education, University of California’ at Berkeley, agreed to

observe one of the five field tests referred to above, and to report his judg-

”

. - -
e - ~
. R

€~

o | ) T i1 _ .“ oo
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ments about the process the unit, arfd anythir‘g clse he thought appropriate to .
note. He .had not seen any of the materlals prior to the ¢laSs, did so, far as )

B \ -
1s known 'had neyer had any dlchssmns of thc mit with these who had developed ‘

- ‘
. L
. - PE 3

it. ' . ‘ . < . ; —t— ) <
‘Dr, Edwards' report is included as Attachment Ilt is éssent.lally an oy ' ‘
[ ‘ . / ™ -

observ,atlonal narratlve which 'Eloes not lend. itself to sunple sumuarl..atlon 'l'he
<

following quotatmn from ‘the 1ntroductory paragraphs (Edwards) does prmﬁde a.
generai 1nd1c3tlon of hlS overall judgment: o '. R . g

. "All “of the members, of the class are maturc educators holdmg enlxghtenod
opinions abdut educatlonal issues... Witn these studenL, the materials were

, hl"hly sd'ccessful “That 1s to say, they generated the’ course\ content, stimu-
lated clarxifying dlSCUSSI.GnS, and seemed to include sufficient novelty for-this
group’ of students... To quote one of the men, 'l can now adopt a.fresh’point
of view in worklng with my school boaid on currlculun revisions. '} . o

C -

As a second supplementary evaluatlon effolt Dr. James Olivero, Difector .

-

of the Nue /2 Day '%dlool and Leammg Center in Hlllsborough, Ca,hfornla was

asked to review the entJ.re wnit as prepared for th&nmrr,freld test descrlbed
N

above. Dr. Ollvero was chosen for this re\rlew because he is ah experlenced o
4

school admmlstrator who has also developed and prl.l.shed admmlstrator traJnmg

materlal and who very frequently conducts. admnlstrator trammg workshops as

a consultant to school dlstrlcts or profess1onal organlzatlons L S
- L p - <
Dr. Olivero's review contained many suggestions for revision, as well as., o
\

overall judgments of the umt and each module. Kis wrltten report is 1nc1uded

\

\
~.as Attachment 4. When ‘this review was ,arrd/.n(ged SpelelL. questloX were posed f

PO St
for the reviewer, and are given in Attachment 4. Ihe quotations below are from

¥

the answers to the questions, but are arranged (w1th om1ss10ns 1nd1cated) to
orov1de a brief overall summary of ju{gments about the unlt

. ' "The goals and obJectlves definitely, aderSS an mportant need ’ '
for school people as well ‘as members, of the commimi ho are ‘more
and more being .called upon to. partlclpate in educational decision . .
¢ making. One of the reasons I‘believe the package is gobd is that .
I amnot familiar with anything else as complete as the matenals -

.12




o , which have- [been] devedoped Certanfly, there aré two -arguments
. " related to this point? .(1).The package may contain more-about
.. . some aspects than people want' to know, and on the other hand;
(2) people need to be willing.to invest same’ time in: learnmg
. *how to do a job coxv'ee;ly when the fiscal and human stakes are
so high,.. There is no question in my mind that an individual
'willing ‘to invest at least some small time and thought (20 hours,
e "I guess') could achieve the -obJect;wes as stated in the mater- °
BRI Ve isls.., JIf I absolutely Had to prioritize the list of medules, -
I would first keep.the fifth module.and "Curritculum Analyzer."

co ‘Then I would keep Module IF: Next would come.Module III, then

. Ivy. and last would be Module L _the game. l‘éerhaps I would feel
9 . ' more positive about, the game, 1f I were to participate in playmg
- it. Others have told me- it is fn. From & sales point of view,

» . it might offer just, the \fl%ht gimmick (using the tem loosely)

»  to, help make the package " I do believe the price tag you
Y . have 4o put on the package is reasonsble. If a school-district
: «is going. to make the kinds. 0L serious decisions called for, they
. should expect to .invest initial money into people and materials
‘e r definitely would recommend use of the materials and would
‘usd them myself if they were available. - As I have indicated
a earlier, T have a. few different ways to do the "assumptions"

package and believe \the persorial values «nd institutional values e

, tools oI use are more powerful.- -than the approach taken in Module

LN PI, but this prgpably is my,own bias. In any case, I certainly

s z;greé that che,gnalysm of the philosophy of the’ ‘school must be

- .~ the first step, and there-are many ways to do this.. The only
other materials and procedures I would use, as an alternatlve .

-» . to what hras betn put together, are those ‘I Lave developed myself;
unfortunatély, because I have’ never packaged the materials, they

.are usuakly ut into arid taken out ,of a workshop d,ependmg upon

g Many ‘factors that are npt reiated to very much of anythmg,
D except.me. Some Of the argiments for*both choices are ohvious.
J Undoubtedly, the program.is-well done...get it out to the people °
! y px gr -8 /PEop
" 'who can use it." _ R
. ,'3' f‘ £t’ .
N TaE g < 7 . e . - .
.Conclusion .~ - . ‘ *N R ’ * ] -

. v
Q@en the mam f1e1d test, and reviews of the De51gnlng Tnstructional Programs

were comple«.ed some: addltlonal mincs rev131ons were 'nade', the Coordmator s
' -

Manual\was completed and the text and mater:uals were prepared for fmal pro- ..

ductlon All oE the re\rls:r.ons were based on‘g staff expenence m the ﬁeld tects
3
andjor the recmmﬂndatlons of the external evaluation consultant the re\newers,
- . “ - Y
angl those who had served as coordmators or participants. 'l‘hey can be duite
®

: accurately d,esc_rlbed as "field-based" -re;?'s-l-ons. ' : -

) o .
.. The various kinds ~f evilyation information available indicated that they
. ‘ . .- , . : . Y .

7 tor
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unit u}as clearly suff1c1ent1y effectlve to merit publlcatmn and dlssemmatmn.\ !
~
. The decision was made that the Laboratory should produce and sell it on an - . -

interim basis, pendmg possible interest to publish fmn a commercial distribu- .

tor. Laboratow funds available for such publlcatmns are severly 11mn.§d j!o,
}. &
that the fmal version has had to be 'stripped down*" as much as possible | S , é

consistent with judged effectiveness. No substantlve changes were made to

J

i

. |

reduce costs qu1te smrply, the physical appearance. of the wnit will not be as ;

. ? .

attractive as would be de51rab1e. i

S The wnit is available for purchase from the Laboratory at a cost-af $135.00 _ 1

.

g'/ _ for all the’ Coordinator's materlala( d sufficient copies for ten part1c1pants : ;

. . . . . > . ;

o - - g ; |
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The colleges and school districts listed,

€

elow participated in one or more
_ it RN
tests of the wit Designing Instrugtiondl Programs.

+

»

-

*

1’
£,
P4

&——-«.

‘&

_Department of Educational Administraion, San‘Francisco State University

ArchdloceSe of San Franc1sco School System

J Lo
" "Fureka; Callfornla Clty Scheols - .
leermore Valley, Callfomla Unlfled School District

Upland, Callfornla Elementary School DistThef
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~ . . 111, PRELI4[NAPY MA‘h FIELD TEQT .
‘A‘ ) . . J » . &,
* A. "Procedures N ' - - T C e L

»
Pl ¢ ¥

Dur1ng each c]ass .session at- FSUSF three members of txe training unit
«*

deVe1opment team and an eva1uator were present to coordinate tra1n1ng and
col]ect transact1ona1 data 4 " Ohe deve]onment team member acted as ‘chief co-

ordinator. fsr the eht1re unit. Since there were but ten hours over a per1od \
). of four c]ass meet1ngs to adr1n1ste:gten hours of training, the pre-posttest S ‘
i? (subsequently cancelled) and affect1ve que>t1onna1res per1od1c corrective
3 _‘ act1on was requ1red to npensate for .time COnstra1nts and unant1t1pated 7 " .
’ R event;.‘ As was stated above,’ some resequenc1ng of mater1a1s hed been done to

. ease the time, constra1nts preva]ent at th15 s1te Such mechan1ca1 adgustments, _ -
: however, d1€‘not a]low c trol of other site character1st1cs wh1ch prevented' i

A -
o 5 » -4

the co11ect1on of cogn1t1ve performance data and profound]y 1nf]uenced the
? . R e
: affect1ve data collected’ at th1° slte - e Pt e N

B. Training Characterisiics _ . Cr i
ng ol . i ) )

- 4 . » . > - '
During the trdining sessions at this site each panticipant played the

role of a member of ah:inétructiona]'planning team, performing individually u ’ .
and in groups to: (1) design an inétrudtiona],programffor‘a chosen subject, - B
area ahd~grade i veT, (2) analyze basic assumptions about learning for con- .
N gistency with‘ch en in;tructiona1 methods’and techniques , (3) match yaridus -

T ) ’ ) . . \

- K3 e * . - -
. » S g . ., .,
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types. of goal statemunts for appropr1ateness with a varmety of 1nsthu&tloﬂgl_,\\\\‘;j X

vmethods and techanues, and (4) judge for feasibility an instrugtional program .

given examples of three types of resources and constralnts In add1t1on,
\-’ r

participants were .asked to comp]ete‘a number of take-home exercises that required
. : SRR TN

them to: (a) design.a preferred jnstructional program consistent with their

own_ individual basic assumptions about iearning (b) ana]yze for poss1p1e

adopt1on two g1ven curricula w1th the«aid of @ curricuium anaiys1s tool, and

(c) assess for feasmb1]1ty an 1nstruct1ona1 program g1ven 1nformat1on on a
Currlcu]um. and temﬁﬁ?al and f1nanc1a\ resources and constra1nts that might -
- v e

,bonefrt or 1mpa1r the 1mpTEEEEt tTon~of~the*prggram . B R

X3

R " 1

C. S1te Character1st1cs b L; e s P }. B \ i
50 ® ) e ’ Ut : : %}‘ :

» < .

The4a1ternate test s1te'at Ca11fornla State, Un1vers~ty, San Franc1sco,

]

cons1sted of azclass 1n Curr1cu]um and Instru€t1on composed of 27 graduate
' student;\york1ng 1nservwce andAejrol1edrin an M. A orogr min Educatnona
Adm1antrat1on 4P1ans ca]led £or the instruCtor in charge of the c]ass to
prov1de Prograh staff w1th four sess1ons of two hours “and th1rty m1nute§ each
A OVer a per1od ‘of two weePs, to adm1n1st&5 tra1n1ng and test1ng Since th1s .
was ahfalternate s1te that was p]aqngd in the event tiat the primary s1te at
Holy Names. was not used, the ten hours allotted for f1e]d test1ng was antici-
_pated as be1ng{1n$uff1c1ent However because of the d1ff1Cy1ty Jnvolved l
_in obtainjng a more favorable field test S]tn duri g the summer months,
)jhecause of the need of staff to,gAZher as much data on the training unit as
?p0551b]e, plus the requlrement.of meet1ng Program work un1t m11estones, it
was dec1ded to proceed w1th tesﬁ;gg at CSUSF -

Nearly two-thirds of the f1e1d test sample consisted of te chers at the - '
§econdary'schoo] level Also represenﬁed were Pr1nc1pals a School Rsycholo- ¢
gist, D1str1ct 0ff1ce\Bersonnel a Dzrector of a Teacher Centeﬁ and a Curri- \cif
culum: Spec1a11st Such an occupat1ona11y d1verse grLVp was seen by Program '

2 @ N

?
. . _ . N,




N staff 3s a faxr representatwo sample of eventua1 users of theétga1n\ng un1t
xB

. Three of the partTc1pants had had previous exper1ence with Far West Lab-

. oratory “and Educat1ona1 Managenent Program produtts nh1ch, to these few,

-

made, 1ess 1ntr5§%xe the appearance of Program staff “and the tra1n1ng unit.

Moreover, all of the tes? subJects were acqua1nted with each other which made ,

/ ~

eas1er the performanc° of team tra1n1ng act1vnt1es
o Negat1ve s1t€ character1st1cs stemmed 1arge1v from the 1ach of time allowed

" to adm1n1ster alil port1ons of the trdining un1t, 1ts pre posttest and.affectlive

7 QULSbnvﬁpﬂ1ro§ Part1c1paqfs were unable to complete the pretest before ' -

f‘ a8
’ beg1nn1ng the- f1rst tra1n1;5 modu]e which caused—ovcr]y~ncaat1ye data to, ,f i
cx 4 -,
.+ be gathered on Module Org. .ﬁegu]ar c]ass ass1gnments g1ven partic1pants ‘to

-~

. comp]ete at home by the fnstruttor, 1n add1t1on to take-home exerc1ses accbn-

. pany1ng the tra1n1ng un1t, prévenfed proper t1me and. attent;on be1ng g1ven the, e
- training mater1a1s ass1gned as horework In add1t1on, on the final ddy of .y
% -\ f1e1d tes&ang, uh1ch was tre final uay of the\course in cprricu]um and 1nstruc- .

t1on, the course -instfuctor resumed ccntron of the ciass after 1 2 hours  ,  ~ .

- ¥

\ - to d1scuss work accomp11shed in the“course. Th1s prevented the‘posttest from
‘ be1ng administeved. . R o ; R “y *

In genera] part1c1pan*s at the test site.ﬂeemed dﬁsendhanted With the‘_,

| ‘2
tasks that thev were perform1ng The§e¢aas d1ssat1sfact1on heard abqut the

o wemery

' H.A. program 1n-whhch they were enro]]ed Laboratory staff and the tra1n1ng o
4

i o un1t were sa1d by some part1c1pants to have been used for d1sp1ac1ng anger and

K frustration Despi e these negative character1st1cs, however, Program staff
rece1ved‘a tota1 of n1ne unso11o1 red_requests for the tra1n1ng un1t for use in
1'

. inservice settings.” goreover, two part1c1pant§§gequested that staff cons1der )

’ . theié sghoo] sites Taor\ future tes}1ng of the tra1ﬁ\ng unit.




S

-#

. Data Summary and Incerpretat1on

Data ana]yses were simple since no cognitive or performance data were
4

-

collected, For each 1tem‘on the affect1ve quest1onna1res «stat1st1cs were
4 . L4 . . *

computed on a seven-point scale for mean, standard deviation, and standard

TR
N 3
Iy A,
H “x

3 error of the mean ' “x : &%

!

~/‘The standard\Qf acceptability was set at two standard,errors of the mean

above "4," the m1dpo1nt of ,the scale of favorab111ty

~ ~

that each item be stat1st1ca1|y s1gn1f1cant beyond the m1dpo1nt of the sca]e

Thus it was requ1red

"If the 1tem mean exceeded th1s standard then the resu:ts were cons1dered ac-

! ceptable. If not, the reSu1t was unacceptao1e for that to which the item

pertained 5 . .7 '_' t
3 éEvause of the adverse character1st1Cs of the CSUSr test s1te much of the
'data gathered on each portion of the tra1n1ng‘yn1t was negat1ve Interpre-
tattons of these data areatherefore maoe 1n light of the site characterist1cs
that cougd most 1ikely have caused negat1ve responsesu Mhere negatxve ée-

sponses were directly addressed to content method, and execution of the train-

ing *suggest1ons for revxs1ng and improving these are made « .
- *‘Two hours were ai}owed for comp1et1ng Module One of the tra1n1ﬁ§ a game J

L

in which teams of players perform tasks in 1nstruct1ona1 program design. Be-

1]

s cause the pretest which, requ1res partic1pants 1o work.antxre1y alone, was ad-

°m1n1stered Just pr1or to this act1i1ty the trans1t1on between the two ent1re1y '

different tasks was Jjudged by’ part1c1pants difficult to make. In addltlon,

the limited amount of timéﬁ%rai]pb]e for cbmp]etiqg the pretest caused frustration

o '-,'f}/ . Y

4
*

. 4Cop1es of dffective questwonna1res shawing item meanS;\and whether each
» yitem pdssed its standard of acceptab111ty, are found in the Appendqx pp. A-7

to A-33. .
| 5Affectwe results for each modulé are d1$p1ayeds1n the Appendax, pp. A-34
to A-36. . e /)P . ~ .
, K o, ‘o ’ '
Y e | o« N
‘e j.' \i‘ . - }fgl..,u ) ’

I o T
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9

and i11- fee11ng among sOme parL1c1pants, although the game was played w1tH

" alacrity, this 111 -feeling was maﬁ1fested in affective data gathered 6 As ’

-

a result, only f1ve of twelve items for llodule One met the standard of affec-

v ¥,

tive écceptabli1ty.

On Module Two, a written training activity thal requires participants to

analyze the basic assumptions about earning made by themselves and others,

twelve of fifteen affective items met the standard of acceptability.. HNegative
written conments dealing with clarity of feedbach responées were mentioned on

some questionnafres However because of the te1a*1ve1y abstract content df
1 i
the module, and the fact that it contains much >1mu1ated mater1e1 wh1cn is

Id

.open to indivicual 1nterpretat1on, it is poss1b1e for ‘confusion to resu]t on
the part of some. 7 Future revisions of th1s mecdule w111 be d1rected at c]ar-

1fy1nq fnedbacL, and lessening the possibility for confused interpretation by

-

prov1d1ng d1agnost1c exercises for part1c1pants o ‘use to oerform some of

the ana1y51= exerc1se> umth their own 1nput information, S

L4 4

ne

- On-Module Three, a written ‘activity requiring 1nd1v1dua1 and team dec1s1on

A

making in matching 1nstru tional programs u1th goais, nine ‘of thlrteen affec-
tive items achieved the standard of acceptability. Respondes dddressed oo

methodology aod execution of the training material “Were al].ravo)able Those

items that fajled tc meet the standard referred to clarity of feedback:and:
'/' .
‘thecamount of writing required, wirich was judged excessive.? Huch of the

’
] . -

/ . . / . ’ .
* . 'Y .
. i ]
L]

6See Append1x p. A- 37, for written and ;zrba1 comments ond.this module;

training jin this module deals with'c1arifying the rat}éna]e uscdvfoc matching

< '

~7See Appendix, p. A-38, for comments of t1c1pants o ' )
N Y . . - ;
Bsee comments in Appendix, p. A-39 ;. - N\

. , .. o oo/
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' sources and constrakntf that can affect the feas1b111ty of 1q;truct1onalqpro- )

” L
5 LY. . o

instruct1ona1 programs appropr\ate1y w1th different typaé ofiinstructioné1 '
goals. Therefore more wr1t1ng i requ1red than in accompany1ng'modu1es

To lessen the amount of wr1t1nq, as suggésted by part1c1pant responses,, .
check11sts w111 be prov1ded to accomp11sh the same purpose as the mritino

exercises.. Fufther rev1s1ons w111 a]so be d1rected at clarifi y1ng feedHoct

.

res pOﬂS es. . : ' ) : . ‘ °

On Module FoUr, a ur}tten act1V1ty requ1r1ng part1cipants to assess rer

grams, only six of s1xteen affect1ve :tems met the standard for acceptab111ty
pecause of time constra1nts, h]S tra1n1no modu]e'vasaadm1n1stered in trun-
) cated form with on]y fhe ]atter half conp]eted by paft1c1punts in class.

Its first half, ass1gned as homeworL,qwas ass1gned ‘at the same time that\

participants were requ1redsby the regu]ar course instructor to comp]ete a take-
home final .examination for their course grade. As a resu]t few part1c1pants .
comp]eted the,f1rst port1on in which many assessment exérc1ses were necessarJ

for adequately- comp]et1ng the second part The fact that its conceptual - - ﬁi.

~
KIK Y,

_continuity was, d1s1ntegrated partiafily. accounts for much of the negat1ve data i
v on this module. 9 Neverthe]ess, other commehts referr1ng to 1ack of clarity
of the scheme of ana1ys1s for asses$ing, resources and constra1nts unc]ear

feedback, as well as-the unrefined method used in some ‘'of the assessment \ Do

exerc1se,, indicate that Madule Four must be rev1sed 3ubstant1a11y ¢ ool
1

The currfcu1um“ana]ysns too], aga1n because of t1me constra1nts, was a% v

ﬁﬁh1stered as homeuork with an accompany1ng exerc1se'that .asked part1C1pants
to rate two sampie curr1cu]a with the a1d of the too1 Affect1ve and trans-r

) actmonaJ'data gathpred on this. po"t1on of the train1ng Ln1t'indicate(that most

. -
-

’
K

95ee comments in Appendix, p. A-40.
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of the nedative camients were directed toward the exercise, which was_ judged.

insufficient, rather_than’the tool. It'is.assumed that since the affective

-

questionnaire wa$ appended to the accompanying exercise--judged confusing and
N . D > N .

.
-
-

. . -. N .. . \ l' .'
.unclear-=there was some transfer of negative feeling frcm the exercise itself .

to the’affectire responses for the ana\ysis tool, 10 ' - .

Negat1ve affect1ve responses on the too] were contradicted in many ccses

uy verbhl part1c1pant endorsements directed at its utility and potential

,marketab1]1ty. Moreover, previous positive transactional data gatnered on ths

{ too] , and the” fact that it was used. by severa] participants duxfng training
sessions to refresh the1r memories on the conceptaa] fravevork used in the unit,

counter the. fact that only one of fourteen affect1\e items achieved *he standard

The exerc1se, therefore w1]1 be substantially rev1sed and revisions

>

. 1mposed
of the tcol w111 wait until further field test data are gathered

An overall expression of part1c1pant 1nt=rest, and Judgment of the

) :

tra1n1ng un1t s ut1]1ty, was gathered by ask1ng two qu03tlons on the bio-

graphical information. form cowp]e*ed by each part1c1pant in the field test

In answe> tn the question: "Do you now have in mand\g\~area of ut1112at1on for

any new sk11]s you nay acqu1re from th1s (these) tra1n1ng units?", there were

= H ¢

]9 "yes" responses and 7 "ro® }esponses {one part1c1pant fa1‘ed to respond to

-

R

th1s quest1on) In gnswer,to the second quest1on' “Are you 1nterested in

participating in future field testing of training un1ts7“,*there were 16 Yyes"
responses a2nd 4 "no" responses,.(s fa11ed to respond and two ‘Were not sure).
The above responses “indicate that the strong neoat1ve feelwrg manifested

"/

pub11callj was -soméxhat reduced when -participants responde? privately. They

also 1nd1cate that those. hav1no strong negative fee11ngs about their ¥.A,

. .
= " T e .

" 10see comments in Apperdix, p. A-41.: - / -
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program in genera]--and thé training Uhlt in partlcular--mlght have been

more lwkely to express those feelings to the tralﬂlng coordlnator not the

instructor in charge, than were their more affab]e pegrs. This lnterpreta- :

tion of participant behav10r is consistent with the fact that the Program S

need to col]ect product evaluation data frequently runs counter to the pre-

dlSpOSlt]OﬂS of field test part1c1pants Regard]ess of these cont1ngenc1es, i :

however corrective action js required on thlS tralnlng uni} before once again

"
-

field testlng the product Plans for such.acplon foliow.
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!; s . ! o . . \ LI Ty s * *
; DESIGNING INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS . . h
i S Hodule One - "Blackboard B]ues“ o . N
L _ . . o + Affect1ve Quest1onna1re . N
The deve]opers of th1s tra1n1ng act1v1ty would Tike to know whether you regard ) “y
- )
the knowledge and processes covered usefu] to you and applicablé to your work . .
. * o :'
. It is a]so 1mportant to know your réact1ons to specific elements of the
" l"BIackboard Blues® Game . Please 1nd1cate your fee11ngs and attitudes by"cir- ‘ ' /{
- .cting the.gppropr1ate number to the right of each item. ° - i ' -
. Ca . . o “ T Mean Standard
© - . -\'NQT AT . : ' Achieved? .
. - .t ALL ~ MODERATELY COMPLETELY o
' I. VAlue of Training Elements. v '{‘ . )
. - & o n X T 1 [] a3 A
) 1.~ Are’ the directions to the, - ‘ . - :
" Game cledr enough to allow. .3, . ' .
: . you to perform its activi- L §§7 )
ties? || . . 2.3 4.5 6 7 VYes A
1 . N . i ° i ' ‘ < 3 , 11
| 2.. Is the Glossary clear . = . . . J
enough'to allow easy - . ) o — . |
‘ understanding of the : A 74 . |
def1n1ttons7 N . Jd 23 4.5 6 7 Yes l
\' ” ’ ‘ . ) . Ke) tor ‘ * : o
" 3. Does the organization and - . - | '
- content .of the Game board ° ot - Lo~
provide a comprehen51ve . . ‘ oL
. format for outlining in- . ¥ . . ’ ’ ’ .
v Y structional program design i §X7, oY
a3 dec1si£hs7 L : 1" 23 4 5 67 7 VYes -
4. Do ‘the Handicap Cards a L - e | *
R provide enough of .a handi- ' ) PR . _
- - . cap tb even the chances of o Y
. competing teams? et Tl a2 374 5 6 7  Yes -
£ \ ) ~';€' o i * : .
. Note: 1In the or1g% versions, sﬁ? s fqr comments was provided
T for' every i em The, symbo1l shows the Tocation of the
. mean respons€ . The criterion for ach1evement of the standafd
: is descr1bed in" the text. ' o
b G » '5" \ -
~‘7’ i . ‘ ¢ ) ; . ‘\'\‘ 4 “
p % . 9 “ 4 /
. . . )
» . ‘26 N - \




. ,.:' . ‘ /-' . ‘%{, - .
. < LT (.*&u‘ 1 . .
B AN ©OND MODERATE ~ “INTENSE  Standard
L, 1 o INTEREST  INTEREST . INTEREST  Achieved?
o 171,* Methodo]'ﬁgy and Execution. : o e ' ’ \ e
(. o . - 2
+1.- As the Game progressed d1d L . L .
i " you, find that you deveToped . : W ' o o
.~ .0 an intefest in%it2. Lo 2 .3 4°5 6 7°"No .
N T A e
- ¥ 2. Did you find the challenge N b . Q' i
‘ * process used in thé Game to . . W -
"be interesting? 1.2 3 445 6 7 - Yes
- 73, Did ¥bu Find that the Handi- -(. W . .-
: . cap Cards were interesting? * 1 2 2- -4 5 6 7 Yes .
i ) i g : )
. 4. Did you find that working-as - |
. a team gave you *realistic" R
¥ practice in’ the tasks reqtiired - ‘ —. :
A for designing instructional - W :
. - programs? " 1 2 3- 4 5 %. 7 No
7 -t o Mean Standard
N ! NOT AT : Achieved?
R _ - ALL  MODERATELY COMPLETELY
o FII1. - Value of the Moduls _ .. .° . T, o |
‘. 1} Do you fee? ‘that the Game * . ) -
. “helped you gain. an under- - <
: . ' . standing of the process of , P ) ,
N, .. designing instructmna’l ) 7 W :
. prggrams? - <7y . 2 /3 4. 5 6 . 7 No
{ g > . .
o . - . . ...’/";!v‘\ . , ‘. i . ‘ . W .:a. -
o Y) Did you like-this modgte? .1 2 3 4 Y5 6§ 7  No-
. 3. Hould you recommend the ' ) . ‘ y
. Game:'tQ wthers ~involved 1q ! .
dgsigning instructional . I B I W ‘ N X
4 . programs, .- . .. 1"-2°3 475,66 7 N
* " % - o . $ ! e
‘..t. . -‘/ .~ e .
o~ 4. If youwere_ dble to have the . “ . .
N Game available 1nrﬁ_your school, « < -~
. -could you, use it £0 design .
b 1§"Struot10na1 programs for any. o - W ~
. , subJect at any grade level? d 2 3 . 4 5. 6 7 ‘Yes/
4 - [ ° &
. 5y B'}ease ‘make, 'any additional comments’ ‘that you have on the Blackboard B'Iues
LS. Game be'low -
. . ,‘. ! ]0 ~ - .
"' ) P o - “" . }
L . i T ., 27 ." i .
)42’ < }.’ ) ~ ] ° .
o
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QESIGNING‘INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS - ‘.

’ v

Mbe]é‘Two - "Analyzing Basic Assumptiohs"

Lb - . 7 Affective Questionnaire _ ‘ -~
. o . ) )'\\%
- . The devetopers cf this training module would‘like to Kgf:igi§¢her you .

‘regard‘tgq gnéwlédge and processes covered useful to you and pplicable to yohr

wq;k.” It is also important to.knoQ your reactions to specific elements of

"Analyzing Basic Assumptions.” Please indicate your fee]ings}and attitudes hy‘

- - *

I . . ¥ - -
_circling ‘the -appropriate number to the right -of each™item.
xr ) -

Nean Standard

S oo NOT AT . Achieved?
- : ' ALL  MODERATELY COMPLETELY - R

I. Value of Training Elements.

- /
1. 1Is the "Plight of the Naciremans®
) @n’ adequate way of introducifig
the process of analyzing basic |
assumptions? . P2 3 4

>

2. Is the "Parable of the Fish” an [N
adequate ¥ay of introducing one set
of -attitudes, feelings, or beliefs

>

about man and learning? - 1 2 3 & 576 7 .Yes
- ! Loy
> 3. Are the suggegfed responses ¢
(Assumptions &nd Interpretations) ) .
" for the "Parable of the Fish" ’ ~ .

> clear and comprehensive enough
for vou to understand one set of
attitudes, feelihgs, or beliefs. i : 7 . ;
about man and learning? ] 2 3- & -5 6 7 Yes

4. Is the team act%vitx helpful
in analyzing basi¢ assumptions e

drawn from the "Parable of .the . §87' s

Chicken?"" s . 1~ 2 34 5 6 7 Yes
. ) —-—::jx‘ . .

5. Are the suggested responses Y -

(Assumptions and. Interpretations) . -

for the "Parable of the Chicken" \ .

clear and. comprehensive enough for §37

you to understand one set of atti- 1 .2 3 4 "5 6 7 No

tudes, feelings, or beliéfs about - &

man and learning? . ‘
. ) N

L / L]

QO &
CERICT oW <8




\-_H;r
(2]

Is,the team activity helpful \ ‘

- in analyzing basic assumptions *°
drawn from the "Parable of -the ..
Ape?" .

=

Al -

-

7. Are the suggested responses )
(Statements and .Interpretations)
for the "Parable of the Ape"

.clear and comprehensive enough
TOr you to understand how: basic
assumgtions directly influence
) instrgctional program design?

8. Is the team activity helpful
- in analyzing basic a§sumptiﬁﬁs
drawn from the "Parable of the

.Rare Bird?" - .. -

¢ . .

«

8. Are thé suggested responses
. (Statements, Interpretations,

- - and Revisions) for the "Parable

of the Rare.Bird" clear and compre-
hensive enough for you to under-
stand how basic assumptions
directly. influence instructional
program desijgn?

o .
I1. Methcdology and Execution.’
. — . E 28 <
1. 1Is ‘the Nacireman theme an en-
joyable way to practice the ’
process of analyzing basic
assumptions?’

2. Is the writing quality of
“Analyzing Basic Assumptions"
adequate? :

3. Do the elements of the training
" module fit well together?

\“‘

' Mean Standard
NOT AT Achieved?
ALL  MODERATELY COMPLETELY
RN ) ‘ q
2 3 4. §x7 6 7 Yes
£ ' 'S
s T T DN
- %
2 3 4 5 6 7 Yes- 1
2 -3 4 \_XZ 6 7 VYes ¢
: !
2 3 4 ‘Z 6 "7 VYes o
oL ‘

6 7 Yes

6 7 Yes

2 3-'4 Y5 "6- 7. Yes




l E] K4 .
| , .
r . ~ 7 N !
D N . . . x ‘ .
. % .- o . oot
E . ' S Mean ' _Stf:andalﬂd‘,i .
SR NOT AT . . « Achieved? '
l “ALL® ° MODERATELY COMPLETELY: -
! I11. Value of the»quu]e. . (\ . T
1. Do you feel that Module Two he]ge : R o /. )
you ggin an understanding of the . - ' J
' process of analyzing basw ' - W
) . assumptions? : 1 2 3 4 ‘ 5. 6 7. No X
> * a “ 1,
. 4 A N ot .
2.+ Do you like this module? 1l 2 3 4W5 . b \}7 Yes
;‘ o 3. If you were involved in designing. - &. .
S instructional programs in your’ - o
¢ school, and were able to have “ "
this module, could you use it as |
e . 2 guide to analyze basic assump- W N e
- tions? . . 1 .2 3 -4 5 6 7 No:
] t - '
4. Please make any add1t10na] comments ’ ' .
that you have on "Ana]_yzmg Basic ' .
Assumptions" below. "
f: . ._ i Lt
© . - ;
) ) '
s }‘
i * f' :
' > o N T
v ! . ”
/' . K [} |
- Je -
M%\‘
. S
¥ \? ' ,
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J DESIGNING INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS ) .
—( *
Module Three - "Matching Programs Nith Goa1s“

° / ' Affective Quest1onna1re l

L As the "P11ght of the : - ' o

X Naciremans Revisited" an ade- R T e
-quaté way of 1ntroduc1ng the (\5' N

process of matching programs . . ,

with goa1s?/' C 1 2 3 -4 °5 6 7

Y -

.- Is the team,activity helpful
< . inp matching’ Pre-Stated .goals -
# - for consistency with the pro- @ -
posal and for appropriateness. -

with a particular program?

. , ,

D. Does(jour Preferred Instruc- -
-tépnal Program serve as an
adequate prototype for match- - - .- T
fhg with the Pre-Stated - -.° . §~ . U.,ng ‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ !
/ "Curricular ObJectives7 " 1 2 '3 & "5 -6 7

Does the set of instructiona] (T . y
objectives provide enough guidance . .

" for you to select the most appro- . s
priate options for a reading . AV :
program? ] 1 2 3 4 5 g' 7

1

14 Lo

a.
The developers of this training module would 11ke to know whether you re~ °
) gard the knowledae and processes coﬁéred useful to yogﬂa app11cab1e to your ‘
worL. It is a1so important to know your reactions to spec1f1c 1ements of the : ‘
)
moQu?e. Please indicate your feelings and attitudes-by c1rc11ng the appropri-
. ate number to the right of each item. ‘ o _ 8. , -
‘ ) & " Mean Standard 4 |
’ ’ : NOT, AT : . ' Achieved?
. ALL MODERATELY COMPLETELY . : ‘
I. !i?ue of the Training Elements. ' X o
i L - S T
.A. Did you find theNfour goal . ‘ . ’
Tevels he]pfu] 4p’ the -pro- i v
cess of matching programs oo VvV. - y .
éylth goals? ' 1 2 3 4 "5 6+ 7 VYes! - 4
- . . ‘ ) 35 \ R 5




NOT- AT

&

+ *F. Are the simulated Case Study
and- Information Bits on Janus .. U . v
Junior High adequate to estab- , '
14sh the context. for, the ,Jake- - : .

. Home exercise on resourels/ ' - ' -

constraints? NI 1 2 3 4 5 6 .7

+ *G. Does the set of’ Cu*r1cu]a¢jbb- A
Jectives adequately define the . A _ <
. Environmental Studies “Program- '/, " : :
50 that you ¢ n assess the re- -
sourcés and Tonstraints gover ‘
ing it well enough for you toq\ - /} : .
judge its feasibﬁ]ﬁty? o 2 3 4 /5 6 TV¥
» % ¢ e

Hz Are the Suggested Responses s <:f—-?-§‘h z
+ for each activity or exercise = Mean
clear and comprehensive enoygh = =~ ’
to endble you to complete thes * - "+ 7
activity or -exercise adequately? f . §X7
If not; explain why be]ow . 1 2- 3. 4

A N : . g
II. Metﬁgho]ogy and Execut1on

A.\ Is-the plight of the Nac1remans o l
sufficiently removed to enable T :
you to assess-their problem . J L ‘37

' objectively? V. . - 1 2 3 4 5 6. 7

o e

. B. Given the context of ‘the s1mu]atf0n ‘ s ,
does it enable you to par£1c1pate e ‘37
more fully in the team activity? 1 2 3 4 5

**C. Do the simu]ated Case’ Study LT
and- the Information Bits estab]1sh oo
“the context well enbugh for you..to .
assess the resources and constraints

_ governing the Environmental Stud1es :
Program7 ) o] 2. 3 4 5 6 7

-

-

*Items F and G referred to the take- home exercise concluding ModuJe Three.
Data for these 1tems are found in the sect1on on Module 4, 1tems IVA and IVB.

**This .item réferred to the ' take-home exercise conc]udlng Module* Three., ]
Data for this_item q:e*feund in the section on Module 4, item IVC. o
* “ P ’ -~ <

- < 7 15 ‘ ' R

"ALL  MODERATELY COMPLETELY °

Standard
Achieved?

No




-~ N
r

D. Do you think that the.activities
- and exercises demand too much
writing? .

E. Is the written siyle oﬁp"Matéhing
Programs With Goals" adequate?

-

Value of the Module.
&
A.. Do you feel that Module Three

. helped you understand the pro- -
cess of matching programs with

goals?
l
B. Do you like this module?

¢
C.. If you were engaged in designping
insiruc%?onal\programs for your
school, could you use this-module
as a guide for matching- programs
with goals? )

v -~

D. Please make any additional comments
._on "Mat¢hing Programs With Goals"
below: .o ’ :

4

s

16

\

NOT ‘AT
» ALL

33 |

« Mean'
. §

MODERATELY COMPLETELY.

3 .4.°5 6 7
3 4W5 6 -7
. .

Standard
Achieved?




(' ; Lo e . ‘ \ g
45? - DESIGNING INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS / ¥
ModuIe Four "Assessing Refources and Constra1nts ! xé/ )
Affécf%ve Quest1onna1re e -

The deve]:-ers-of th1s training moduIe wou]d 11ke to know whetfher you regan%

N

b L
s

' IR

» F A

to the rfght of each dtem. , ' N . :;?\
.V < ,’) ’ ' : .~ : \ 2t > .
’ ' < o Heap ““ Standard 3 -

. k NOT AT ‘Achieved?

. o ) ALL NOBERNTELY COMPLETELYs ‘
. ' e b ! .
I. Value of the Training EIements ‘ , i o -

_A. Does the scheme. of ana]y§1s~ T ) C Sop S

*  (goals, decision-making, . ‘- [ Lol '
leadership, motivation, .. ,) '

monitoring and ma1ntenance) =

help=you gain insight into. E

prevailing resources and : e

* constraints in a school e LN : :

_ setting? _ S 2 3 4 °5 6 7 No. -

A} . - 4

B. Doas the "Summary Reﬁort“ from A N \~é~4a«:f//1 ' :.
- the Principal of Arcadia High i y ’ .

School adequately déscribe the . ’
- institutional and soctal :

resources that contributed to K /

the success of Arcadia's ’ ‘

program? 1 2 3

C. Is the team activity he]pfu1 - ‘ g . ‘ ;
in jdentifying the preva111ng ] ‘
resources and constraints in - . - \ S@7
Arcadia High Schoo]7 .. ) 1 2 3 4 5

- X

D. PDoes the module!s training - . Lo o .
development adequately® . . - '
prepare you-for the -culmin- ., : . §37. . -

’ ating individual activity? i -2 3 475 6 7 Yes

.

- - el
[ . ’ v .




.. - o, ¥ 1. ' Mean
R - ' Ve . NOT Af/ '
( T \, / o - ALer MODERATELY COMPLETELY
. R "2 PEES . X
Do®Ironglove's memo. ahd the ] e '
" Win:basket" informfation’, - . s M
y estab]1sh the context ade-- .” i s C
" quately for you to_perform S . 74
tﬁe éonresponqaﬁ“‘exerc1ses? ool 2w 3, 4

' ""4‘ Y t . e L " = B . )
' F.. Are the Sduqested Rgsponses
. for each -exerciSe clear and . .
T coﬁprehenswve» ‘enough to enable L
. * you to resolve any d1ﬁf1culty . : R

' Jyou may have encountered in ’ o W -,
: “ afy exercise? o ;}g . T 2. +3 - 4V‘5 6 -7

-

< N . ! - .
J .\ o« 2, . ° . oa Q:,’ . v

_.§~ W . L -
. A Are Arcad1a High School and & . ' )
. P@]ytechnic High Schooi . “ C
; ¢. contrasted markedly ehough ¢ L |
' ' to)provide you'a good per-

> spective. to ‘view the.potenuial . . )
. " *  schizoid behavior of ‘resourtes . ° . : ‘%7‘

J . and constraints? -\ . =1, 2 3 "4 5

o
3
v ]

N '- - '5‘
B, Given the context of the - .
. Simulatichy does it enable . . . .

* you to participate more fully., - ) ) ~.5§;7 : .
in the tedm activity? _ . 1 2 -3, 47 &5 .67

v S - . “

‘ i3 " y » - . ~ ~
. €. Is the Wr1tten style of "Assess- ' e
s ' ing Regources and Constraints" , - ¥/
. _ adenuate?. - 1Y 2 3 - 4%5 6 7

w
.

%

v
IPI.‘ Value of the Module

A. Do you feel that Module Four
helped you-identify and assess
resources and constraints that

could determine the feasibility ' ‘%7
of an. instructional program? i 2 "3 4 5 6 7
e i e e s Y,
B. Did you like this module? 1,2 3 4 5 6 7
g g . . . ]8 : . .
: * 35 '
-&' v

“ 11 Methodoloqy and Execut1oﬁ ' . . . ) \ .

7

Standard

Achieved?

Yes

No -

No

J
|
|
J,
:
J




. V , T Mean - " Standard >
. o NOT AT " Achieved?
. 2 e 'k ALL | MOD£RATELY QOMPLEIELY ’ .

C. Are the resources and ) ‘ , .
constraints 1dent1f1ed in ) . - R
this module similar to the : ‘
prevailing ones in your own - . Y
school or district? " If'not, =~ : e
. Please list below the ones . §37- A
that are not., . 1 2 3 -4 5 6
. i, . ' u o
'D. If you were engaged in desigdning ‘ . ) .
instructional programs for your oo L :

* \

¥
'S
—
-
o

da

school could you use thgs moduTe ,
te guide you in assassing resources . ey .-Yg7 .
and constraints? 1 2 - 3 4

* . . P

‘IV. Take-Home Exercise ' ‘ ' : -]

A. Are the Simulated Case Study
. and Information Bits on
» Janus Jdunior High’adequate
for establishing the context - /
for the Take-Home exercise’ = L7AREE
on resources and.constraints? _ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N0

B. Does the set of Curricular
objectives adequately define . ;o
the Environmental Studies
Program so that you can assess
the resources and constraints . ,
governing it well enough for: ~ ‘§77 ! -
you to judge its feasibility? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 No

’

C. Can you identify“the prevailing’ ,

resources and constraints on .
. the.Environmental Studies Program - < . .
) ‘given the Simulated Case Study - §C7 -
§§ and Information Bits? ' 1 2 3 4 5

- ’ . s

f : . 19 k . : /
W AN - . - )




! N A . T - " ‘ T )
L ‘ “." . »
* & e . . - A N ‘{'
G -7\ AFFECTIVE QUESTIONNAIRE ' -« : )
’ h l . r s s
) Pocket Curpriculum Analyzer -
" The Pocket Curriculum Ana]);zer is a\v, tool .for helping you analyze,.design, L
N * . .. L " . :‘ *
rate, and select instructional prqgiféms.. To .heTp us determiné fts’ effectiveness, ‘.6 .
.please r:eSpbnd to the ques%ionna’ir“e by circling the, apprdpriate number foilowing ,
each ques‘tioin. Please write in any comments that would further clarify your
responses. * . T | .
val T ) , .. ’ " Mean .. Stardard ¢
. « NOT AT . ©  Achieved?
- 3 . ALL  MODERATELY COMPLETELY
. \ . )
I. Value of the Analyzer Elements - EA (, \
N ¢
A, Do you think that the Ana]yzer
would enable you.to design your
.‘oun curriculum even if you had . W
“‘not p]ayed Blackboard Blues? «1 2 -3 4 5 6 7 No .
N ) . . g 2 C
B. 'Dces the Analyzer help you . C B, -
-0 organize your thoughts about -, : V .
an 1nstrucr.1ona1 prp%am? 1 2 3 4 5 ) 7 Yes
- . ~ r&.
C.* Does it help you establish a. ., "o ' .
set of preferences for youx: gwn W » )
_ instructional program? ' 1 2 3 4 °75. .6 7 No 3
0." Do ydu think the Analyzer ¢ 4
4i11 rate different curricula .
well enough to enabTe you to | . ... . * R . R
compare them and make a : e W LT
selection? =~ - . 1 2 3 45 6 1 N
© - »* ) t " ?
E. Does the "weighting" system : . \ ,
refine the selection process . : i ]
-~ . to the point of enabling you to - T, "
* ‘sélect a program among. seemingly W c
equivalent programs? 1, 2 3 4 5.6 7 No
) ] A 2
II. Methodology and Executwn ’ L , ‘ /
A. Are the directions for using the” . - Y t ' .
Analyzer clear? . 1273 4 75 6 7 No (
M * [ 4 . M
' o . Lot > ‘ .
20 .

i




‘I,

. B"b_

/-,ﬂ

F.

[

sAnalyzer suijtable for this

¢ VOT AT

Is the,Rat1nu System and are.
the dec1s1on—po1nts ucefu]? »

W

-

Is the scor1ng ‘systém décisive oL .
enough {do you think that the . . ' .
weighting system will be used S §C7
too often)? . 1

Are the des1gn~categpr1es in

the ,Analyzer similar to the

ones your school normally

“considers? I nots p]ease

1ist them below: ) : 1 2

G

Sy - ' ) . -
Are the categories organ1zed

in such a way that the Analyzer
is a ynified and se]ﬁrconta1ned
udit?

—
>N
w

.

Is the written style of the 2
sort of tool? 1 2 3 4 5

./. .
Va]ue;ﬁf the Analyzer . . Cs

. A

Do you feel that the task '~
of.rating and then selecting
instructional programs are . .
immediate to your profes- o
sional needs? . 1 2 3 .4 5

14

JIf you were given the task

“of designing or selecting an
instructional program for your -
school,, would you use the
Ana,yze_r7 . 1 2 3. 4

-

C. If you used it to rate several

curricula, would you rely on the
rating and/or we1ght1ng‘score5
given by the Ana]yzer? S 1

Akhn

!

" Standaid

-

; .- Achzevea"
ALL MODERATELY COMPLETELY :

No
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. 3 Y IS : 1
. \§§~<; General Comments - Written and Verbal

‘Medule -One e'"BlaékboardsBlues" Game

—
"

"The pre-test at the beginning was too long and difficult to understand.®

2. “Only present game in one three four session; nothing else." )

i‘ ’ .

3. "I fegl that you should be.able to make more than one chgice per step

v

cult‘process of curriculum deve]opnent It is_very comprehens1ve in a]i

areas covered in the area of curriculum design. Provides much informa-
o\ _ .

tion and is comprehensive in scope." ” o

-

5. "It is too easy to béééhe detached from the pucrpose of the game and make'

a 'game' of it. "There.should be. a way to make players commit--they have

-

to ree] a responsibility even'if on]y 1nte11ectua11y induced.”

Yi_ " buerator should b° stronger in keep1ng the principle of the game before
the p]ayers--what is the ob3ect7, is what you aﬁé d01ng contrary or in

L B Tine with thﬁs?“ ‘

7. "Uinn1ng the game is not enough. There must be 2 feeTing of creative

oride in the desxgn 1tse1f_that seems _superior tc the participant, for

b © -a reward." Nl

8. "Organization and coptent~of the Game becard was excellent."”
. 9. "Game definitely helped me géfn~en understanding of the design process."”
g 10. “I 1iked the modu]e even with the shortcom1ngs '(not enough time). Under

- ¢
better c1rcumstances I would definitely Tike it."

A

4, "Thqg game 1s a good warm-up exercise for or1ent1na teachers-to the d1ff1- .

T e e — v a———

o
o cata— e

—l e e ey

&

3

-

<

.

c'/
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o l
" |
Y ) !
§eneral Comments - Written and Verbal .
o~ Hinduie Two - "Analjzing.Bas?c Assumptions" K o -1 ' i i
. 1. "Interesting exercises; however, fails to have the reality and'u;gency )
facing administrators each day." ' S ’
2. "Itfee] adrift—%and haven't internalized the sijuations." * :
’ . 5.~ fI liked it because it emphasizes the importance of ahalyzing‘thé value, L

ascopé, purposes and nature of the educational process."
g}

"4, "A good, critisal analysis techniqug designed

-

fin a very €njoyable format." *
5. "More time required to do this type of actiViE% when there has been no

. . g . "
previous experience in thjs process.

6. "This was difficult at first, not because ofmthe material but because of

my oun ‘set' which had turned me off." =~ ' ' "
7. "I found 1ittle evidence of a process of analyzing basic @ssumﬁtiqns ex-
)| ’ C «
cept to go back and .check evidence." ' A ) ) g
"/) o o °.
. 1,' /,' . ) * ‘~ ’ ’ ) :
- \\\ . : ‘
{ .
| - )
[ . { ) , ' ! R
l » . .® &
' . . < ' » q
. ¢ ‘ ' j
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‘ |
I
) " General Comments - Written and Verbal ‘
Module Three - "Matching Programs With Goals" Y — / t ;L
S !
. "It was much clearer than Hedule 2." . . / ;
2. “Length of Module 3." ' o oy _ . / l
3. "Too much, too soon.” - - :
14 . \
4. "If I were a full time curriculum speciﬁ’(ist instead of a classroom tedch-

—

er, the material would be most beneficial." -

5.  "Much too long and too much writing. Discussion's vere gbod-—-ta;ed reading

viould _enhance this program. . Some of the information was hel'p'fu1 ,» however."

s I

6. "Too much at one time without motivation, and in general it was not mean-
. Fla

ingful to me." // .
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< NOduleeFour - "Assess1ng Resources and Constra1n+s"

-t

WO

* school.” .

. "Morale's too low to give a true assessment of your module’" l
fe .
- -~ . .

. » !I

' ‘ . ‘ Rt
. " '

Genera] Comments - wr1tten and VerbaI ’ il

-
v

Pl

AN

"Latter part of module not specific, AsQ%d\for very-broad statements."

"fo ood exércise. in ana1ysis " .

- 3 H

"I can't even remembnr it at this point--too concentrated an approach

on top of an aIready crovided schedu]e which was typ1ca1 of riost of the

students. . .- ) N N

5

"It was better than the otners because 1t wasn 't so 1ong‘" .
"Definitely could use this. module as g:guIde in assess1ng resources and . ;
constraints 1n my schoo] o - , ) 4

¢

"Resources and constraints very similtar to the prevailing ones in my

p— .

1

"This is a fascinating adventure in Curriculum development; however I

feel that your "modules" could very ne]] be a semester course in itself." ’i

¢

,"Sugge$tions:
) 1. Present this workshop at early stage of course.
2. Clarify with professor the work expecfancies—-so he
matches his assignments nespectively. '
3. ‘Clarify with students task expectancies prior”to tasks.
4, I*think the materia1s are generally good and useful-<
prov1ded presented qn a,good setting re: ’ .o
a. att1tudes ‘

b. . time a]]ocatjon

c. take-home work expectangias." - . ) ' ;
L




Genera] Comnents - Nr1tten and Verbal

O \(‘kpl Cu*r.cu]um Ana]yzer . o

b “ 1. "Ifam thoroughly confused." N

~

‘ - = - . 0 *
2. "The idea seems to be useful, but the directions are totally uncleéar,

making the whole experience negative." ) - ‘
"The Analyzer serves as an excellent source in evatuating one's program

for specifics. It is well thought out, The Curriculum Analyzer enables !

one to double- check h1s own 1nstructlgpa4’ﬁFogram (or daily 1esson p?an)

For cons1stency in obJect1ves methods, and materials used to- reach the

desired® outcomes that are consistent with géﬂ]s earlier. vo1ced at the

L)

start of the school year." '

4. "Directions poor--task poorly definéd--directions confusing." !
. Vv . .

v

5. "I'm still confused as—to how it operates.” B

} '
i

'l;
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~ Abstract K ' .

EVALUATION REPORT
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:\_
Six trainhing situations- similar to the normsl "use
v‘ '_l‘ s .
market"~£92\~‘is‘szining material developed by the Far-
West Laboratory for hducattonal§ggsearch and Development

—~—

were 1nvolved in the final fisld test d~\IHg~%h Spring .
?

cate positive affectf;e responses and- practically signif-
icant iécreases in the ability of participants to identify
important curriculun comparison categories,. to specify '

appropriate classroom procedures given a. set of cogni@&ve

R ’ v

oroposed instruct onal programs, and to utilize the speci~

fic vocabulary and concopts of curriculum design of the
f
unit developers.’ A distribution version with ooordinator's

handbook 1s oﬁrrently available. . It is recommendnd for use

- 1

»

in.colloée and fhool district teacher educatlon settings.

- R 1
Evalug ion Report by
E. Temp

Research Psychologlst
s . Iafayette,ACagifornia
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ular materials is now widely accepted. Therefore, this

?epoxt will not dwell upon the impdrtance and urgency of
such levaluation studies. The training unit Designing

Inst\uctionai Programs, developed by the‘Far West Labore \

atory for Educationsal-Research and Development, was eval=-

uated\during a.final fleld test in the Spring and Summer
, ] - '
~of 1974k, This report describes the materials and.the in-

formation base upodl which evaluatlon conclusions were mede,

v

and suggests the most likely cognitive and affective out~
cones %o be expected in future uses of the distflbution

versfén of the unit.

¥

Description of the materials. The distribution ver=

sion of the training materials consists of five modules
(bound in two unequal size volumes), the game materials:

‘necessary for playing Chalk Tall, and a coordinatorVQ hand~

-

booko' N

-

According to the developers thé unit's oversll pure
pose is tp improve inst;ucpion by preparing school decilsgion
makers to make more defeﬁsible choices regardirg the formf
and conteént of instructional programs. To achlevé this

overall purpose each module has more specific purposes.

A}

.50
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These purposes are listed below:

4 ?
d *
- *

The purnoses of the Chalk Talk game (Module One) ars

,,_'.oe— -—

- f

to: - . T

. provide the vocgbulary and definitions requisite
for designing instructiodnal”® programs

~s *Pprovide.a procedure for making systematio deocl-
sions aabutsthe,content 'of programs .

. provide a mea s of analyzing program decisiohs
for lpgical .consistency so that the effects of
initial decisions can be traced in the fingl pro-
gram outline .

. provide a vehicle that familiarizes participants
with meking, defending, and,fevising program de-
sign decisions in a group so*that each plaver --
whether student, .parent,:or professional -< can
‘understand ths rationale and prooedures beh{fd. a.

, certain program design - ’

L] -

14
-

The phg?pses of Analyzing Basic Assumptions (Module

Two) are tof )
? . provide an organizing framework by which par--
ticipants can examine thelr personal feelings
N ahput human beings, thé world, and learning so
that decisions about the use of particular in-
structional progrzg procedures can. be made in
light of these feeillngs/ JURY ,
/ . vrovide a means by which participants can an-
alyze their -assumptions about people and learn-
ing in relation to the assumptions of others

. provide & meﬁicle through which articulated )
basic assumptions ocan\b agreed’ upon,  £to estab-
1ish a group value basls on which programs can
‘be designed, i : , -

. ‘enable the most appropriat%'program procedures

to be selected oni the basis':of consensual lists .
of baslc asswhptions about learning .
; : . ¥ .

y A «

¢ -




provide significant characteristics of> varlious

types of goals s0 that goals can be categorized
\

provide a tool and guidelines for sorting dig-

parate goal“statements into common types ~

' prdvide a tool and guidelines for classifying
observable or measureable behaviors so that a
startihg'pointamay be reached for matohing pro-
grams with selected goals

T e ’
. provide a meansvror develooing & complete pro-
_gram outline that'is consistent K with pre-stated
'instructignal goals and obJect&ves

\‘ e

The purposes of éssessing Resources and Cogstraints

(Module Four) areAtoxv 5

pox

. Droviae,instruments so that participants can
conduct r@ugh~cost analyses for praposed .pro=-
grams¢in ‘texrms ‘of, staff resquirements, masteriqls,
facilities and‘equipment T p

' .provide a'procedure for participants to rate in-
structional - prOgrams’for feasibllity by "traging~
otfrn certain‘aspedts of prograus for other, more
desirable ones:-‘ s

* provide examples of institutional resources that
can help make programs work, and constraints that
should be removed or are unavoidable

'ﬁ.

. provide a'proccdure by which participants can iden~

tify soclal resources and constraints that benefit
‘or .impair the feasibility of’ inqtructional pro-
grams

The purposes of Selectinz Curricula (Moduld Five) are

-
.
M

7/

. provide a means for organizing participants'
thoughts about curricula for possible inclu~
f{ 8lon in grogram outlines

. - provide a procedure sg that informaticn about ’
y curricula cani be gathered and recorded in s
systematic manner , -

a




&

.o

o enable narticinants to rate several alternative )
curricula for apprcpriaﬁeness in thoir school T
setting . — .

.
» ///

. _ provide a procedure so that ourricula can be
) rank-ordered .according to preferences and re-
’ quirementslof outlined programs

* -
N

_The training unit, in total, attemnts to aocomplish these
. purposes by providing participants knowledge, guidelinos,.
and tools_in a series of flexibly administerod workshop

. settings that are guided by’ directions and suggostion cone-

' tained in the ooordinator s handbook.‘

This’brief'deSGrigfion of the Paterials should. be
supplemented by detalled examination o?\the training unit
itselg in order,to help tho reader envision the ourriou}ar
experience evaluated and reported on in this paper. Ideally,
anyone planning to use tho training materials in a college )
- or sonool setting would first g0 through the experience as a

~participant ‘under someone eises dircotion and guidance.

However, it is clear from the field trails cgmpleted that &

o

ooordinator can do an exoellent Jjodb Just by using the ooordi-
nator s handbook and answering questions by common sense as they

\ arise during the training sessiohs. N

e

I
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A
. EVALUATION METHOD ¢ L
\.

Descrioti on of the e#aluation nlan. There wera two

4 ~e¢

- main data 3ollecting activkties built into the overall

evaluation plan. These were (1) direct observation of the

; -

‘conduct of a sample of tre tield trials, and (2) paper and’
pencil tests administéred al PREVIWW and EPILOGUE instru~'

5
e, . [35]

* ments. LA !

L - . 1)

Direct observation was concerned with (1) noting the
qroblems of the boordinator nd participants in dealing with
e

_the training materials, (2) questions that were ralsed by

Darticinants that indicated confusion or misunderstanding of

the directiors or concepts in the materials, and (3) affective

réactions to different portions of the scheduled activities
or fatigue reactions to the intensiveness of the training.
The purnose of the direct observauion was to collect forma-

tive.kinds of information whith have been. reported separately

2 »

t.o the develoners, and to aid in interprctation of the ob-
JectiVe measures of learning outcomes collected by the paper

and pencil tests.

.
-

Descrintion of the data gathering instruments. The

PREVIEW and EPILOGUp instruments were designed and revised
by the evaluator. These instruments were designed to collect
-as much information as, possible in~a’ restricted time‘period.

It was imbortant that the time svent on testing not be con-

. sidered as intrusive or unreasonable by the volunteer trainees.

i
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° THe instruments finally developéd required 25 to 40
"47 ] minﬁ%es fbr completion, with The EPILOGUV instrument re-

guiring closér”to 40 minutes because of the inolusion of

tws\gdditiqnal questions.

The'assessment situatlions in the evaluation instru-
" ments were related’to general skills and abilities useful

. . to anvone working on the design'of. ihstructional DPrograms.

» >

That is, the test situations could be used independently

”from~the training materials to arrive at conclusions abouc

.- o a group’s. present ability to undertuke some typical curric-
Julum committee tasks. ' . .

- N
P
Y +
i ’
.

—

Theuthrt;;important abilities assessed weres
t

* ability to select curriculum comparison
categories of importance
. . . N
N . . the ability to "specify appropriate class-
4 o . room orocedures to accomplish & given set
* of behavioral objectives

A ) ‘ . the ability to compute xsugh cost analyses
) of a provosed -pFdgram given a set of dik-
trict guidelines and COSu figures E

>

S ;- * The training uﬁ&t being évaluateo was not the only -

R
»

exoeriendQ thaf ‘might have incryased these abilities in ~ >

participants. For instanoe#”h\Suraight lecturs approach

. *

L . » on, these topics-might ha'e produced eith greater or .Y:\

v e

., - 1esser gains in these abilities. The assessment situations

-

; e were designed to allow, any increases in the group s &bility

:\éﬁﬁ to deal with complex situationsgto.gmerge and be shown ’
"‘! - . * / .

.
. , = \‘
y ¥ [ P R . -
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In addition,’ the EPILOGUE instrument allowed for tha

la
collection of information on two curricuium specific

questions that could only be answered by persons exposed

to the gpetific training materials being evaluated.

- .

i - N

Both the PREVIEW and EPILOGUE instruments contained

- hY
a section designed tcrobtain information about .the more

~

o~ subjective and affective reaction of participants to their

; exnerience, and to their sense of neing able to perfcrm

well in a curriculum conmittee situation.

s
’ _ .

Appendix A contains complete coplies of both the PREVIEW

and EPILOGUE instruments and should be examined in detail by

those interésted in the specifics of thg assegsment situations.

Some q$eling for the assessmentssituations is also contained

\
in a later section of this report,” Evaluation Hesulto and

-

. Conclusions, where the specific itéms are discussed.

-
N
.

Deseription of the Final Field Test situations. The

Finai Fleld Test series consisted of six trials conducted

from May through August, 1974. The first in the series, the

" May triasl, was a pilot test of the proposed field test ver-

sion of theimaterials and of the evaluation instrumentation
and strategies;‘ Reuisions were made in both the materials
"and the evaluation instruments on the basis of the pllot

test in May. ...
-‘.;'




_The rematning five trials, held during July and

*
] ‘

-

. tion conclusions wene

Augyst, .provided %he information basé upon whith evalua-

reached., It is apparent, however, A

from the items that remained unchanged in the evaluation ) ‘

instrufents that the pilot test situation in May would

have fitted comfortably %ithin this final series if the ’

total test items had remained unchsnged. That is, the '

" .six trials all reflect essentially the same kinds,of cog-

nitive and affective outcomes, although only the final

L\

five txials are reported on here.

May trial (pilot) N=

July trial . N=

sugust trial (a) N=
-August trial (b) N=
Atigust trial (c) N=

Augustvtrial (d) N=

‘The-ytotal number

Summary of Final Field Tesb.

~

10 teachers and administrators from
Catholic school system

26 college class for educational ad-
ministrators and persons planning
to be administrators ,

[ e

8 special one credit college course

held during one week:

7 ~in~sérvice school district retreat
for administrators v -

g

19 in-~service school digtrict workshop ..

17 school district pre=Fall workshop

of~participants in the five trials

that form the basis of this report was 77. This Ilncludes |

two trials in college

class situations ahd three in school

district'use situations. This distribution reflects the

expected two "use markets" for the training unit.
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9

"

- -

N 7 _* )
~ .Organization and conduct of a field trial, just as

any future use of the tralning materials, was structured
and guided by the coordinator's handbook that accompanises
the training hpit. -QFf the finai field trials reported
here, thr;e of theﬁtriéls,were led by the devolo?ers;‘tWO
of the trials were conducted by others, uhfamiliar with
the materials until the actual field trial and using the

1]

handbook as guide.‘

—"



' , EVALUATION RESULTS AND
h ¢ ‘ CONCLUSIONS , . . . .

This section of the evaluation_report detaiis t;:/;esults
;obtained and.the conclusions arrived et point by point. Al-
though an’ effort has been made to make this as clear as possi-
" ble for the reader some consultation with the:evaluation in-
struments in Appendix A will 2id understanding greatly. This
lengthy section of the report is divided into c%nsideration of

cognitiye outcomes and affective outcomes separately.

t A Ld

L]

Covnitive outcomes. One of the assessment situations

pres nted to the participants, both before and after train-
/

/ ingd was introduced in the following manner:

Situation

The .following areas or dimenslions for comparisons
among curricula have been suggested by & sub-
committee of the District Curriculum Committee.
Now it is time for each member of the'Committee to’
vote for those categories of comparisons’ that are
¢ absolutely essential 1f the Committee is to do &
, - - really "expert" job. On this and the next:page,
7 please vote by checking (') those categorie4 of com-
« parisons that you feel ought to be used to compare
different proposed curricula. '

K L\ 7 €By examining those categories of comparisons most

frequently selected by group members, it is possible to

..

. describe‘the‘criteria the group believes are important.

On the PREVIEW, 87 per cent of the participants re-
portad themselves a8 having had advanced work or degrees

J'
in curriculum and instruction or other education speclal-

b 59
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tlgs. 'Theréfore, tHeseEpartlciDan%s were not untrained

or unfamiliar with curriculum ﬁnalysis concepts ,prior to

working on Designing Instructional Programs.

-

 Besult. Prior to tralning on the unit, 90 per cent
or more of the particlpants considered as "absolutely
essential” only two dimensions of curriculum ccmparisons.

These weret : ’ .

4

« scope of the content covered

4

»-intended results of instruction

Y

I

If a criterion of 75 per cent or more were used instead,

LA

than three additional dimensions would be added. These werexu

9

. organization of the content

./’

» reading difficultyﬂlevel of the materials

/. goals and objectives stated for the materials

Together these five aspects of comparison among dif-
ferent curricula make a respectable but rather restricted
set to be considered in selecting a progiam for sdoption in

-

a school distr@ct. . “ .

Many of the purposes and“6bJé6£1v;§ of the training
unit, in the dﬁinibh’dﬂ'fhe evaluator, were aimed a; in-
creasing the abllity of_partiqipénfs to seleéect curriculum
comparison categories of importance. If the tfaining wés
effective in ?his major area, then we would expect to see

a much more comprehensive set of dimenslons éndorsed « after

exposure to Designing Instructional Programs.

60
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J
Such was the case. After training =& grcatly expanded '

.ist of di.2nsions were selected by 75 per cent or more of
' the_pgrtlclpénts. Besldes the five dlménslons qlready\llsted,
tpe éroupfnow 1£alcated that the followlng additional aspects
of the bfoposed programs ought to be compared:
. function of~the-teacher41m§l;e&~1n the materials

« Trole of the student implied in the materlals
(passive/detive) S

. teaching/learning method implied or stated
. size of student groups inherent to the materials
o Speclal requireuments for classroom staffing

. necessity for any specialized equipment or N !
hardware

.. physical arrangements for use inherent to the
materials

. speclal subject matter competency required of
teachers using the materials

.  cost per sﬁﬁdent to purchase and maintain these
materials

. kind of student evaluation built in (exsms, no
exams, etc.) e

1

. length of the compléte curriculum in weeks or  ,
semesters ' “

. educationsl philosophy 1m?}}clt or stated
)

important by the participants after training. Many readers,

studying in detail thls extended list, might agree that a
\

lcurriculum committee that did its work considering such thlngs

J;s costs, evaluation, speclal staff requirements, and so

4

‘forth would be more likely to do & better Job.

61
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Conclusion. A practically significant expansion of the
ability of the participants to select curriculunm comparison
categories of”importance was achieved. The group that‘prior
to trailning would have been content with)comparisons on two
to five dimensions was, aftex training, indicating that'up,

N

to 17 comparison dimensions were essentlial to &oing an ex-
. / ¢ .

pert Jjobe. ™ . \ .
Cognitive outcomes (continued). ‘Znother‘cognitive
outcome of}importance, and central to the main\thrust of -
the training materlials, was assessed in a couplex sitnation
to be found on pages 4 and 5 of the PREVIEW instrument’ in
Appendix A. This assessment situation measures the parm.
ticipants'ability to specify appro riate classroom prOcedures,
given a particular/set of cognitive.and affective goals to\

bte accomplished.

The five behaviorally stated objectives to be accomp=-

A1ished (for s Spanish program in Grades 7-8) were studied

by participants. They then were to indicate those classroon

procedures and conditiors which most logically Should be’

1

2esult. Prior to tralning when asked to outline a

followed to_acoomplisg these objectlives.

preferred method to accomplish the set of objectives glven,
5C per cent or more of the trainees selected the following:

. a laboratory/practical experience approach
to teaching '

. the teacher to function as,a dlagnosticlan/
prescriver and resource person

/»,

62 B
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. ‘the student to function as a mutual planner/ .
performer e * -

. Y <
AR -

1. eggluation to be a Joint function of teacher
~ s and student

v N < ., ¢
£

o materials used to accomplish the objectives | \
would be programmed materisls and teacher/

student prepared mat?rials supplementeq with
‘ recorders < . ‘ . R

o in! tructiog wonld be held 'in a single class-
room with ovable furniture

\
\ i
L]

\

<y

Thus, in effect,. the group outlined a logical and
appropriata set of olassroom procedures or conditions to °
,aocomplish the 31Ven set of goglsﬂ This should not be

surprlq}ng because'tﬁese wo%q all experienced and trained
1

. 4 ,
educators used to ma{}ng'dec;sions about ‘such matters. .
re * ‘!1 f A}
& ‘ ,
&S -

4 ' ' N
Before trainihg, theséd same people had expressed
4 ; * . &
*thelr greatest amount of. confidence as a group (62 per

hY

cent) that they had ‘the ability to do just that: specify

ébpropriate classroom procedureé, given a partiocular set
“of cognitive and arfective goalse. .This.gon¢rasts with
thcir 16 per‘cent expression of confidence thct they hed
the ability to clearly define critical characteristics of
~-dif‘ferent types of learning goals; their 26 per cent
r‘ontiil.d.osnce in their ability to compute rough cost analyses;
and their 42 per cent confidence that they could classify
cgrricular objectives using Bloom or Krathwohl. Only in
'confidence (57 per cent) about being éble to state personal
assumptions abount man and %earning did tﬁeyxapproach the
ievel assoclated with their ability to specify appropriate

*

classroom procedures, : J




1 - ’ ’ - B -: . ﬂ
E . ’ 4 ’ ¢ . .
| 15 ‘ .
| . y
{ ‘
[ Given that they had conildence that they could v

. specify précedures and that they did outline & credible

progrem (within the limitations of the test question),

|

what kind of ‘growth, if any, would it be logical to ex-
pect on the CPILOGUE presentation of this situation? K

;N

Because there are many acceptable and appropriate

classroom procedures to accomplish aﬁy set of behavioral

N

outcomes, there are many "correct” solutions. Thus, dif-

ferent observors might validly be looking for shifts toward
. their ovn favorite Ycorrect" solution. What was found was
that some significahf additians to the set of classroom

‘précedures were made and one major shift was introduced v

o

after training.

]

! ‘l.\

. The additions were (1) broadening the teadhing/learning

method to include an emphasis on memorization (it was & foreign

language program), and (2) widening the conception of the )
teacher's function to include the roie of information pur-
veyor and the student's function to include listening/

¢

foliowing. N

@ These additions appear to be worthwhile and more

s

realistic to the evaluator. .

The shift was from emphasis upén programmed materials

and teacher/student prepared materials to standard texts/
, 1 A

workbooks and audlio-visual materials to accomplish the set

‘of objectives.
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Conclusion. .A moré reallistic and wide? set of class-
room procedures and qpnditions were suggested by the partic-
ipants after‘exposure to the . materials and exper%enqés of
the training unit. Some significant improvement in thé
‘ability of éhese exper%enced edqgators tq speéify appropri-

ate classroom procedures was found.

Cognitive. outcom s (continued). The third main ability

assessed "Iin the area of cognitive outcomes was the ability

to compute rough cost analyses of 'a proposed programe. The

* - .

situation is siummarized below: :

‘ Situation
It is difflcult to talk about new instructional
programs wilthout considering costs. In this meet-
ing of the District Curriculum Committ@e we want to
do a rough cost analysls for the newly proposed
Career Educatlon Program. The Superintendent has
indicated that $10,000 is available for this pro-
gram. We need t tell him how many olasses of
students (averag%,size, 32 students) could be served
.+ by this program each semester. He has provided us
- wWith the following budget 1n?ormation:.

(Budget allocations and cost figures
provided here: Also a CostAnalysis
Form to be completed.)

This situation, altho&gh percelve. by The examinee
as a calculation problem, is used to assess the ability of
the person to understand the process of allocation of the
money resources avallable. Tné\arithmetic involved for
someone who sees the undyrlying ra&}onale of the cost an=~

-

alysis form and allocation percentages provided is quite

simple. Minor arithmetic errors were‘not of concern if the _

total set of ansyers given by the trainee seem to reflect

understanding of the allocatlions to be made.

65 o
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Result. Pfidr to training on the unit, 27 per cent
were able to complete the cost analysls problem correctly
of partially,cor?ect. This figure is'interesting because,
as reporyed earlier ig this paper, some 26 per cent felt
that they had the apility to compute: rough cost amdyses
prior to training. This indicates an awareness on the
part of these participants that maéhematics is not one

of theilr stronger abilities.

_Much" of the work in Module Four, Assessing Resources

and Constrain_s, deals with the completion of. similar -

‘cost analysis fcrms and discussion of trade-offs to be

made when budget fighras axliow. If the training was ef~
fective in this important area, it Qould most likely be
shown in an increase in the abilityvto see the logic behind
a budget forecast form rather than in any real increase-in
ability to do simple multiplications and divisions. Of
_course, spch an increase must be inferred from the ablility
of the participants to compute rough cost analyses that
baffled the large percentage of them Just prior to train-

ing.

L]
L

The after tralning results support tﬁis idea.: Upon
completion of trainiﬁg 61 per cent of the group were able to
cof;ggtly“or partially correctly complete the cost analysis
form. There were also feWer strike overs, side calculations,
and minor errors on the EPILOGUn _copy of the cost analysis

‘form than there had been on the PREVIEW pages.

66
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Observation during administraticn of the: EPILOGUE
evaluation instruﬁent elsb supports the tdea that.far
ﬂewer\of the participants had real difficulties in com-‘
pletion of tnls task. "On the PREVIEW meny participants
had failed to do the ltem at all even. after extended study

, of the problem and even some tentative calculations.

- .

Conclusionm Many mége.of the particlpantg under=
stood the logic of a cost analysis form and were able toh
compute rough cost analyses after training than before.

A practically significant Increase in the ability of
participants to do such analyses of a proposed instruc-

tlonal program was apparent. ) oo
’ Y

Cognitiye outcomes (concluded). - Because practicallyl
significant ihereases in‘abilities of participants in the
three major‘areas assessed were found, there is lesgs inter-
est in examining the lgwer—level knowledge outcomes. These
'outcomes, concerning vocabulary and curriculum specific
items, were gssessed by the evaluator in case no larger

and .more important gains were made by the trainees.

Briefly, it was found that a majority (53 to 62
per. cent) of the participants could demoristrate recall
of the critical characteristics of the four different
types of léarning goals stressed by the developers

of the unit. And 22 per cent could give a full or partial

&7
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answer to the questionx how does analyzing our basib as-
sumptions about man and learning relate to designing "
.ooa good".insgigftional programs. - ) '
‘ .

-
7 . I: . —

k] D - :
: Both :of these ltems: were design to measwre, straight

recall of information vresented in the training program. | R
Correcﬁ‘answers had to reproduce the information available

l in the materials. Since such:reoall was not stressed in
phe materials or in the inétruction,,it was not expected = / , -

. ta that most'ﬁgrticipants wopld be able to do very Well in

~ these quéstions. In a real sense such feats of memoriza=

. tion are not required of participants because the materials

. *

are dasigned to provide various "tools" that the tralnees

e
.
.
4

carry away with them for future use. R
. ; .Q' ~ - ‘

The Tesults indicate that if th% unit developers do o
want to accomplish knowledge/recall objectives (some of

N

\ which are stated ia the materidls); they will have to L 1
Ay adopt a different and perhaps more traditional memorlzation
" gnd study for examination type teaching strategy. This is . \

) ) not compatible wivh the developers more over-riding ob- ¢

.

Jectives of achieviné application type skills in ‘the short
training period provided, and is ﬁot‘recommended by the

[

evaluator. : o . ' ¢

. -
. -

. ’ .
.
” 27 ‘ . .
- “ - @
= - . N .
& 3 4 ” « .
R » B . .
.
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Affective cutcomes.. Subjective reactions and comments ¢

E;\ e yﬂaboub the training unit were collected in two ways: in
writing and orally. The written portion was inciuded 1in the
'EPILQGUE instrument and the oral portion was collected by the

k‘é ' . : eyaluatér while present at the training sessions.

) , ' The first written question asked was:

Would you recommend the tralning experience Jjust
- . completed to_others? : '

- ﬂ' \;“ Participénts were asked to mark: Yes, No, or Uncertaln.

- A épace was alloﬁed for amplifyipg comments under this ques-

" tions
- z/z. ST o ' Summary of Results
i ~ Would you recommend - No .0
- P s the training exper- :
: R i=snce just completed Yes 88 Per Cent

to others?
' : Uncertain _12

-

Lo “ The second written question participants were asked

-

was:

. Would you utilize these tralning materials -
with a curriculum study of which you were
selected leader?

Agalin participants were asked to check: Yes, No, orx

. Uncertain, and a space was set aslde for comments.
3 . - i

*

A

’

E P




Summary of Results

dould you utilize these No 2 (includes not
training materials with applicable)

a curriculum study of Yes 81 Per Cent
which you were selected

leader? Uncertain _17

_ Although it 1s clear that the overwhelming response
of participants is positive, both the amplifying written
comments and the oral comments collected by the evalua-

tor were considered zlso in reaching a conclusion.

Some of the negative comments used to explain an

uncertain rating are quoted or paraphrased below:

e
-
o

o Time frame mg&be;uh%ealiétic

r

« Seemed-rushed == noisy ==~

-

. I am concerned with unclear-terminology, direcs~ .;
tions, .and hasseling with the mechanics of
using the materials :

o I believe that I need more training

1 &
Positive reactions volunteered by the participants

included:

« It gives a definite starting place in
curriculum development

+ These modules lend themselves to systema-
tic teaching of teachers...the process is
very relaxed; friendly ’

¢ I would like to set up a college credit
in-service program where participants would
use the modules and then apply them to an
actual curricular problem

”

70
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Direct observation and discusslion with participants
by the evaluator both formally and informally support
both the enthusiasm of the participants for the experience
and gheir statements of intent to use the materials if the
actual opportunity arises.. It was clear that the vast
majority of those in the Final Field Trilals were highly
satisflied with the'experience. The only rééurring complaint
was about the’intensrveness of the eXperience snd the need
for more time to fully comprehend what'had been presented.
Many recommended various Ways to expand the totsl time de-

voted to- the .training unit in future uses.

Conclusion. In the area of affective response to the
training experience, participants were demonstrably posi-
tive and enthusilastic about the unit, eand they were partice

ularly desirous of increased -time for the training ex-

<y

perience. The tralning materials were successful in arous%gg

interest and aporeciation of the concepts presented.

71
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SUMMARY. AND -RECOMMENDATION

2

The Final Field Trial of the Designing ;pétruct;gpal

Programs unit was conducted during the Spring end Summer ]
of 1974. The evaluation results indicate.participante felt
poitively about the training 9xpe£ience and fhat they

made practically significant increases in t ;ir‘abilities
to:

(1) identify significant curriculup compar-
ison categories,

(2) spﬁcify appropriate classrooin procedures,
given a particular set of cognitive and
affective gozls;

(3) calculate rough cost analyses of proposed
instructional programsj and .

(4)-utilize the specific vocabulary and con-
‘cepts of curriculum design employed by the
unit developers.

The body of this report has presented the evidence )

to support these statements and provided more comprehen- . { -

. hsive specificationlaf eagh of these conélusionq. .¢J
Recomm@gdaéion. This unit should be made available

in a distribution version for use 1h college and school

“district settings where teachers and other school person=

nel are in training far curriculum design responsibilitles.

It is an effective unit for accomplishing the behavioral

outcomes specified ébove.
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Fomr APPENDIX A

The EPILOGUE instrument contains both pre and post
testing results., On items that are unique to the PREVIEY
or EPILOGUE instrument the results are reported in the
appropriate space on each instrument, xesvectively.
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Results reported in
. percentages of the
Y()u'l- anc tot?l trial group

PREVIEW N = 77 .

There are many important skills and abilities that will be needed by
anyor working on the design of instructional programs. This training unit is
about to cxpose you to a few of them in an ordered and interesting way.
Before beginning that presentation however, it is necessary to collect some
information {rom you and to introduce you to the materials by a series of
situations related to the training unit objectives. Please do the best you
can on these tasks now. You may begin as soon as you are ready. g

&k % %

Which of the following groupings most éiosely describes your background?
(Plecase select one that is closest to being accurate.)

teacher training 12% some advanced work in

- ) : curriculum and instruction 38 3

advanced degree in curriculum ' advanced work or degree but not

(MA or Doctorate) 19 4 in curriculum and instruction 30 &
1 4 = not applicable (Supt's secretary took course)

If you were now requested to serve upon a Curriculum Committee; without ’
further training, how confident would you be about your ability to undertake
such an assignment?

" N k"’ . "ll . 4
very confident 287 somewhat confident 647 not confident 8%
Ty - —_ —_

f

Place a check (v) on the line provided below opposite each ability or skill
that you feel you already. have.

I have the ability to:

clearly state my personal basic assumptions about man and learning

See . . . .
EPILOGUR clearly define the critical characteristics of different types of
for.all - learning goals )
othegt compute rough cost analyses of instructional programs
results —
from . classify curricular ' »jectives accordingsto a system such as Bloom's
PRIVI cognitive taxonomy or Krathwohl's affcctive taxonomy : . |
for specify appropriate classroom procedures given a particular set of %
ease of cognitive and affective goals |
comparison . <
X,k % % 1
/
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. ’ 'SITUATION

Y

~

The following areas or dimensions for comparisons among curricula have
been suggested by a sub-cumnittee of the District Curriculum Committce. Now
it is time for cach member of the Committee to vote for those categories of
comparisons that arc absolutely essential if the Committee is to do a really
"expert' job. On this and the ncxt page, please vote by checking (/) those
categories of compurisons thut you feel ought to be used to compare different.
proposed curricula.’ C

]

Catogories ‘of comparisons ‘ o 4 v | ot
____number of pages of 'student self-_\instruct%onal materials

scope of the content covcreci - -
quality of the illu'strati;ms and graphics ,

"
intended results of instruction

———
.

___ function of the teacher ir;ri)lied in the materials - A
__.social, cthnic or.sexual bias-in the materials

___organization of the content .

___reading difficulty level of 1;]]0 materials

___role of the ‘student implicd in the materials (passiire/active)

L availability of teacher manuals 3 .
. tcz'lching/ léarning method implied or stated
___size of student groups inherent to the materials
__ I;resence of additional reading and study lists
___ special requirements i"m'/ c]agsroom stalffing

. gfouping of students requ%red by materials (aée; abilit)-', etc.)
___quality of the writing in the curriculum

" necessity for any specialized equipment or hardware

+
il

special subject matter competency required of teachers using the materials

7O ' e

-
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a ’ . <

‘physical arrangements for use inherent to the materials
& ’ -

* - ‘.
cost per student to purchase and maintain these materials
. kind of student evaluation built in (exams, no exams, etc.)

reusability of the materials

»

. »

comparisorns of %tudents built in (norms, class comparisons, etc.)
/. ' .

availability-.of answer manual for any problems or tests

I

~ \ . . d
information on how materials worked in classroom trials’ -
quality and durability;of the materials
- v . . ) N .
convenience of the materials for student handling/storage ’
—_ : F , .
S

. goals and objectives stated for the materials

/

. consultant assistance provided in the "package"

-

length of the complete curriculum in weeks or semesters

’

educational pﬁﬁaosophy‘gmblicit'or stated

N

.availability of tests for materials

-
~ 5

Any comment :

[,




STTUATION

A sub-committce of the District Curriculum Committee has submitted the
. following sct of objectives for a new Spanish program for Grades 7-8.

. Spanish Program, Grades 7-8
All of the following objectives shoﬁld be achieved by our students by the end
- of the eighth grade: ° ) ., ‘
1. The student should be able to translatc correctly any written or oral
“material described in the Eighth Grade Course of Study for Spanish.
. ~ When' speaking Spanish to others in the class, students should be
using correct ‘pronunciation. and (jntonation. ¢ -
r JJ& o '

U

Students should be able to demonstrate’comprehension of written
passages read by the teacher by correctly answering questions (oral
.. ‘and writggn) dealing with the content read.

4. Each student éhoul&‘h;ve;mastered a basic vocabulary of approximately
100C words of Spanish and be able to define a random sample. of those
words in. Spanish. .

5. Students should be able to read:a simple sfory in Spanish and
converse about it comfortably in Snanish while demonstrating
appreciative uriderstanding of the ..ory read.

* k k% ~

-~

s »

Given the achievements and behaviors represented’host heavily in this
set of objectives, please indicate by checking on the opposite page those
classroon procedures and conditions which most logically should be followed
by teachers in the school. district. . p

. 7

First select the most logical choice(s) of teaching/learning method and
then proceed to indicate your other choices within the other categories
listed. 4 .

Take time to carefully study the set of objectives given before marking
your choice of teaching/learning methods.

> . - e




N ' © PARTIAL LISTING OF OPTIONS/CHOICES FOR SPANISH INSTRUCTION
f Teaching/Learnigg Methods
lecture/demonstration . programmed instruction __ memorization
‘ laboratory/practical experience __ discussion/seminar L
research/synthesis ___ discovery/inquiry

Teacher Function T

information purveyor diagnostician/prescriber contractor

resource person fellow learner no teacher function °

’

Student Function

listener/follower fellow learner self-instructor

v

mutual’planner/perfofmer ___  brimary planner/performér____

.

.Materials
standard texts/workbooks _ selected readings - no materdials L
- ﬁrogrammed materials __ educational games __ - A-V materials.
teacher/student prepared materials __ specialized materials

——

Physical Setting,

single classrcom with fixed furniture single classroom, movable
- furniture

kopen space classroom with moveable furniture and walls '
library study carvels other in—§chool location
out of school/industry location * \

- .

Equipment (not materials)

small hardware (TV, talking typewriter, projector, recorder)
large hardware (responder systems with computer tié-in, machines) _
specialized équipmenﬁ {art, science, cooking,.étc.) o

no cquipment needs . '

Lvaluation ,
¢ - : .
-teacher evaluation of students student self-evaluation
both teacher/student evaluate evaluation by standard tests

-

mastery level. evaluation
. : . ¥ .
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SITUATION

N >
, It is difficult to.talk about new instructional programs without
cdnsidering costs. In this meeting of the District Curriculum Committee we

-want to do a rough cost .2nalysis for the newly proposcd Career Education

Progran. The Superintendent hus indicated that $10,000 is available for this
program:... We need to tell him how many classes of students (average size,

32 students) -could be served by this program each semester. He has provided
us with the following budget information which is used in this District for
calculating the annual budget estimates:

_ Cost Figures for Our School District

65% of any budéet allocation goes into direct instructional costs
" (teachers, textbooks, professional support, clerical help)

35% of any budget goes to our fixed costs or overhead budget
(i.e. non-instructional costs)

0Of an Instructional Budget Figure:

80% goes’ to teather salaries

10% goes‘to professional support salaries

5% goes to instructjonal materials (texts, etc.)
5% goes to other (clerical/sécretarial, etc.)

The curriculum materials for the proposed Career Education Program cost
$10.00 per set.

The average teacher salary is $10,080 for 36 weeks of }nstruction.

The average professional support personnel salary is $7,920 for 36 weeks
of instruction. )

Clerical/se&retarial help éverages $600 per month on a 12-month year.
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< > 1. If this Budget is approved, how.many sets of new curricular

- . . i
The Cost Amlxsu Form (Our District Form 378) must be submltted with our
answer to the two questions at the bottom of the Form. Please do whatever
calculations (in round numbers) that are necessary to arrive at the -answers
requested by the Supcrlntendent .

k2

COST ANALYSIS FORM (#378)

[

1. Tentative Total Al10CAtioN..ceeeeeevsoseeeennocesnssaceonnns $
< , (Obtain from Superintendent's Offlce)

**Proposed, ‘Instructional Budget

Teacher Salaries.......eeeeeveeecnneereeecdineennn, S

Professional SUpport SalarieS..........eeeeeeseeen. $ . “
' Materials.....c.ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinniiiiiiiiia e $

Other EXDENSES....enerenenenennn.. J P § .

**Proposed Non-instructional Budget Overhead Costs... §
(Note: In order to secure fmal apprcval of this Budget the person
submitting (or committee) must answer the following two questions:
materials will be purchased? sets

2. If this Budget is approved, how many weeks.of teacher LA
instructional time will be charged to this budget? weeks

Summat y

How many classes.of students LOUld be scrved by v.hlS program each semester
(normal teacher load, 5 classes and 1 prep)? \

" _classes for __. semester(s)

@ a total cost of $

!
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55
16
25
L2

62

L
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_All results are renortéd in percentages of the totai trial group. PREVIEW
results e reported first followed by EPILOGUE results. {

our dame

EPILOGUE -N = 77

Place" a* check (+/) on'the line p10v1ded below opposite each ability

or skill that you.feel you now have .

*

1 have the ability to:

P%E{E_plearly state my personal, bas:c assumptlons about man and learning

6& clearly define the critical characterlstlcs of different types of
= leamning goals ) o .
L
" 71__compute rough cos& analyses of instructional programs
68 c1a551fy curricular ob;ectlves according to a system such as
~ Bloom's cognltlve taxonomy or Krathwohl's affectlve taxonomy ‘e,

5 72 spec1fy appropriate classroom progedures given a particular
set of cognitive and affective goals. .

x R Xk % K

& .
Would you recommend the training éxperience just completed to others?

887 yes ' no 127 uncertain
C -
Comment: )

Cormments renorted in body of report

L]

\

' . L N 'l . \
Would you utilize these fraining materials with a curriculum study k
of which you were selected leader? :

817 yes ‘ ‘jug_no ) - " {74 uncertain
A . .. (% not agﬁlicabl“ fncluded :
Comment: here

Comments reported in body of report

/@




that changes, if any, would you recommend be made in the training

: wit? , R
. Fornative evaluation information revorted orally to
? . -the devélopers and incorporated in final changes made.
L] .‘ . Qs‘&;‘
* “ v
e . ok E K . /
L3 1 " “_
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SITUATION

The following arcas or dimensions for comparisons among curricula have

been sugpested by a sub-committec of the District Cutriculum Committee. Now
~it is tue for each member of the Committee to vote for those categories of

-, comparisons that are absolutely essential if the Committee is to do a really
"expert” job. On this and the next page, please vote. by checking (/) those

categorics of comparisons that you feel ought to be“used to compare different

proposed curricula. e
?' "l ) N ) L29

SELECTED  CATEGORIES OF COMFARISONS

R
.

PRE"Ca’tegc;"*E \of comparisons POST
5 mmxl;er of pages of student self-instructional materials ' 21
;., 90 _, scope of the content covered ) ‘ 92
\\lp% L qg;lality of tihe' illustrations and graphics . 29
&95 ____ int‘end_ed results of instructicn - § 99'
.",&8__ function of the teacher implied in the materials 90
#8 . sc')‘ciial » ethnic‘or‘séxual bias in the materials : 62
'83 ___ orgqnizat_ion of t};e _content 81.
8?___ r’eagirfg 'difficul/ty level of the materials . 75
%’8 L g:gie_ ofj tile‘ student impliéd in the materials (passive/active) 86
25 é_a%ai‘lability o; teacher manuals =~ . 38
g 53 __'teaching?learnf%g method implied or stated' 84
o 43 e size of student groups inherent to the materials. 79
;4 L pi:e;encc of additional feadir{g and study lists L3
52 __?__ Z‘»{;ecial reqﬁirementé for elassroqm staffing _ 87

e

55 . grouping o{" students rcquired by materials (ege, ability, etc.) 66

7 quality of the writing in the curriculum ‘ Ly
57 ﬁécessity for aﬁy spe¢ialized equipment or hardware 88

S - .
62 special subject matter competency required of teachers using the matggials

[ - i \ +

.0

N
.
x . . v
. - ' s
e ‘
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Dre

poét
32 ____physical arrangements for use inherent to the materials 73
F " 64 cost per student to purchase and maintain these materials 96
83 ____ kind of student cvaluation built i.n (exams, no exams, etc,) 90
19 reusability of the\mater‘ials SPV RN . ’ ' 7l
b 30 __ comparisons of students built in (no‘rmsA,‘ class comparisons, etc.) 59
27 __ availability of ahswer manual for any problems or tests 34
'60 . information on how materials worked in classroom trials * 6l
k , 47 quality and durability of the materials s
Lo convenience of the materials for student handling/storage L2
'« 88 ___ goals and- objectives stated for the materials 1/00
r L3 consultant assistance pr})vided in the “'package" ‘ 56 /
38 length of the complete curriculum in weeks or semesters 78 ‘ 3
, 68 _ educational philosophy implicit or stated : 86
L 55 __ availa _'Llity'df' tests for materials ” 61 a
R ’ ! .
Any comment:
¢ Significant »orments revorted in body of the renort

\
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SITUATION

A sub-comnittec of the District Curriculum Ccmmittee has submitted the
following sct of objectives for a new Spanish program for Grades 7-8.

Spanish Pro%?am,ﬁGrgges 7-8
All of the following objectives should be achieved by our students by the end
of the eighth grade: ’

1. The student should be able to translate correctly any writtén or oral
s material described in the Eighth Grade Course of Study for Spanish.

2. When speaking Spanish to others in the class, students should be
-using correct pronunciation and intonation. .

* 3.. Students should be able to demonstrate comprehension of written
passages read by the teacher by correctly answering questions (oral
and written) dealing with the content read.

4. .Each student should have mastered a basic vocabulary of approximately‘
1000 words. of Spanish and be able to define a random sample of those
words in Spanish. -

5, Students should be able td,rcad a simple story in Spanish and
\ converse about it comfortably in Spanish while demonstrating
.appreciative understanding ef the story read.

A

N\ % % k% %
X, : .

: i

. Given the achicvements and behaviors represented most heavily in this
set of objectives, please, indicate by checking on the opposite page those
classroon procedures argd conditions which most logically should be followed

5

by teachers in the schodl district.

First select the most logical choice(s) of teaching/learning me@hod and
then prdceed to indicate your other choices within the other categories _
listed. C . . B

Y

Take time to carefully study the set of objectives given before marking
your choice of teaching/learning methods.
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_~ PARTINL_LISEL NG— OF -QPTIONS/CHOICES FOR SPANISH INSTRE’JCT ION

b ) PRT‘VIEJ/I:.PILOGUT‘ results in percentages
I‘cachmz-/z carning Mecthods .

lcctmc/dcmonstrauon 3()/ 39 programued instruction3n {38 memorization 92/51,

labordtory/practxcal experierce81/86 discussion/semindr 31/31
' research/synthesis 4/0 discovery/inquiry 19/9° 1
Teacher Function - .

information purveyor 39/52 diagnostician/prescriber75/66 contractor 19/9

_resource persen 61./55 fellow learner 9/ no teacher function /0
! I — . X

Studcnt Function !
1lstener/fo 11lower #4/71 fellow learner g_g[o self- :mstructor 3l /16
mutual nlannor/pu former 68/56 pmmar)' planner/performer @_A_

y

Mhterlals
standard texts/worhbooks 42/65 selected readings 34/36 no materials 0/0 7
progranmed materials 55/*5educational games 29___{2 5A-V materials 47/52
tcacher/ stddent prcpared‘ materials55/30 specialized materials 36/30

1
o

Physical Setting

single, classroom with fixed furm.ture L/10 single classroom, movable
furniture 57/79
\ - . open space.classroom with moveable furniture -and walls Lbo/19

library 25/17study carrels y_gjl;lpothe} in-school location g9/4
- ~._out of sqhool/ixldllstry location 10/0

Equipment (not matcrials) .
N . . .
small hardware (TV, talking typewriter, projcctor, recorder) 79/81
large hardware (responder systems with computer tie-in, machines) _7/17
specialized equipment (art, science, cooking, etc.) 12/,
no equipment needs8/8
Evaluation . - -
v : teacher cvaluqtmn of students29 a/h2 stulent self evaluation 24/18

-

both tcac:hel /student evaluate 8?/ 6 5 ‘evaluation by standard tests gﬂ17

mastdry level evaluation _I_L_L_%&e-\/

5‘@6‘
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T -$10.00 per set..

‘ ; ~ SITUATION

BT It is difficult to talk about new instyuctional programs without
considering costs. In this mceting of the District Curriculum Committee we
want to do a rough cost analysis for the newly proposed Career Education
Program. The Superinterient has indicated that $10,000 is available for this
program. We need to tell him how many classes of students (average size,

32 students) could be seryed by this program each scmester. He has provided
us with the following budgct information which is used in this District for
calculating the annual budget estimates:

Cost Figures for Our School District

65% of any budget allocation goes into direct instructional costs
(teachers., textbooks, professional support, clerical help)
. 354 of any budget goes to our fixed costs or overhead budget - ,
(i.e. non-instructional costs) '

-\)‘," Of an Instructional Budget éggufe:'

e —

% goes to teacher saTaries

lO%lgoes to professional support salaries
5% goes to instructional materials (texts, etc.)
5% goes to other (clerical/secreéarial, etc.)

The o 1culum materials for the prdposéd Career Education Program cost

t

The average teacher salary is $10,080 for 36 weeks of instruction.

’ The average professional support personnel salary is $7,920 for 36 weeks
of instruction.

12-month year.

<

Clerical/secretarial help averages $600 per month on a

&7

&




The Cost Analysis Form (Our District Form 378) must be submitted with our
answer to the two questions at the bottom of the Form. Please do whatever
) calculations (in round numbers) that are necessary to arrive at the answers
rcquested by the Superintendent. ¢

COST ANALYSIS FORM (#378)

1. Tentative Total Allocation..i....... Ceteteeeercinasateennees $
(Obtainh from Superintendent's Office)

*%Proposed Instructional Budget

Teacher Salaries..ﬂ.....h.."............;:......... S .
Professional Support Salaries..... Chereeaes Ceeiees $

) *_-ﬂﬁmate{1als...,... ..... eeeees e R I /
'fazhef'Expenses ..... T e, ..............fﬁ.l..,.. $

#*Proposed Non-instructional Budget Overhead Costs... $§ ..

(Note In order to secure final approval of this Budget the persor.
submitting (or committee) must answer the following two questions:

1. If this Budget is approved, how many sets of new curricular
materials will be purchased? sets

2. If this Budget is approved, how many weeks of teacher
~instructional time will be charged to this budget? weeks

Correct or vartially correct (1rdicat4ng understanding
of concevts involved) -
PREV’IEW 27 3
EPILOGUE 61 7

Incosrect or left biank .(indicating lack of understanding)
Summary " PREVIEW 61 % EPILOVUE 39 %

. ;3
How m:  classes of students could be scrved by this program each semester
{zcmmal teacher load, 5 classes and 1 prep)?

classes for - ~ semester(s)

@ a total cost of § . .-
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Def ne bolow the critical characceristics of the four different types
of leirning goals stressed by the developers of this unit.

| Tvpe Definition

1., _ Pre-Stated Goals accevtable 36 &
533 ' -

2. Pre-stated Goald Indicators .29 &
53 %

3. Pre-Stated Curricular Objectives 37 %
62. 3

4. Pre-=Stated Instructional Objectives 32 %
61 :

-
. Xk k%

According to the developers, how does analyzing our basic assumptions
about man and learning relate to designing "good'* instructional programs?

Some 22 % could give a full or partial answer to this

question which is hardly emphasized in Ilbdule on Analyzing'

e e

agic Assamntilons., Others could glve Teasonable answers to

question but not in terms of the developers. )

‘e




ATTACHRS”T& - . . . (
Designing Instructional Programs
. an’ Evaluation
) by .o
T. Bentley Edwards
Richard W. Watkins and Gregory Otto asked me to assist in the evaluation

ol the unit Designing Instructional Programs. To do so, I attended a five
session course, Educational Administration 870 Y{ given in Room 234,

Educational Bulldlng of the California State University of San Francisco,

_August 5 - 9, 1974, ‘

Eight student@vattended, three women and five men. Two were man and
wife and were from New York, he an elementary principal, and she an
elementafy teacher. The other two women are employed as elementaxy
teacﬂers in a Los Angeles subirb. One man, employed by a nearby district
has been responsible for coor&inating work on instructional objectivesi
for his district. Another teaches automobile Emechanlcs in a corrum.mty
college. The other two are .practicing school men, with solid etperlence
behind them. 411 the members of the class are mature educators, holdlng
enlightened opinions about educational 1ssues, and, for the most part,
able to articulate the reapons for thelr bellefs. Furthermore, all were
skilled group participants. With these students, the materials were ﬁighly )
successful, That is to say, they generated the course content stimulated
‘clarlfylng discussions, and seemed to 1nclude sufflclent novelty for this
group of students, w1thout causing the frustrations that derive from not
only carelessly prenared materials with their punzllng 1ncon81stencles,
but alse from materials that are too ambitious ani include moxe concepts
and generzlizations than the StUdenuS can keep in man_as they review
their formex exper:ences. To quote one of the men, "I can now adapt a

fresh point of V1ew in working with my schoo1 boari on curinculum, ]
Nt

* revisions." ) . ‘ . \

\




when the participants made fewer comments.

. . .Designing Programs

3

Each
Hembers of the
Some slowness at the start, resulting from

* There are five modules, each containéd in a separate pamphlet.
module is intended for one of the three hour sessions.
class worked away steadily.

extensive discussion, was balanced by faster work during the later sessions

At the first session three teams of three played the game, "Chalk Talk,"
In it, a team chooses a school subject'at‘a particular level qnd‘selects a
series of apvropriate teaching strategies, and desirable settings.
choice is open to challenge by members of other teams, and success in
meetlng these cnallenges determines the score.” Compllcatlné side issues
are introduced that‘add to the interest., The game was ccempleted in about
three hours and all participants féund the same interesting. The éinéle
choice from several alterna’ives required at éach‘step,prquted discusgion
but reduced the.coréespondence with an actual curriculum committee meeting,
However, logic and consiétency were used as. criteria as of'ten as the
personal experience and educatlonal understanding of the players, so that
discussion of amiliar school questions was more _sharply focussed that the

ohop talk often heard when groups of teachers congregate. Appeal to an

.excellent,"Glossary," preserved amity on several occasions.

A secogs\ﬁgdule, pféviewed between sessions as s "homework", directed
teams of thrégior more to state their assumpw.ions about human nature,
a view of the world, social order, and human learning. The materials\
led them to ,perform this difficult task rem&rkably well. Teams were then
asked to check the cono¢stency of statements concerning the assumptions
1mp1161t in a parable. With the tcams‘ assumptions nqw expl:u::.t,u
opvortunity was now provided to review the cdhoices madé durlng the game

Y 'd
"Chalk Talk." .

B R s P

Bach .
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a.Use of the inalyser was not emphasized by the coordinator. When he asked

. on materlals thich one has g! hared 1n producing a.d v ich therefore reflect

. .’ . - ;.'. (. .
. -~
: Designing Programs

- L

The third module provided-a gseful categorization of goals going from

the general to'the.snecffic. The discussion demonstrated sensitivity to

4
the inverse relatlonshlp between freedom and speclflcity, and plumped, .
wisely in mr estlmatlon, for ‘ourriculad obJectlves," rather than for the ’ /
more specifiable "1nstructloﬂal obgectlves."

: |

. At this p01nt the "CGurriculum Analyser," was introduced, causing the
dlrcctlon of the class to veer snarply from & reasonably tight consideration

‘of human variation to a precise, bﬁt restricted viewpaint. Instead of the
excitencnt experienced from refining a program contalnlng elenments, at

least, of his own thlnklng, the, partlclpant was asked to use tools, admittedly
excellent, to examine a program prepared excluslvely'by sotiBone else, ‘

In a gense, the excellent work of stating assumptlons was now thrown aside.

for reactions at the beginning of the fourth session there was no immediate,
response, although later one of the class members said it remlnded ‘him

of worklng through a report to the federal governmcnt on a Title I project.

- [}

« v

The fourth pamphlet of 156 pages, led us capably through an assessment

~

of‘gurrlculum constraints., All participants found this 1nstruct1ve as
well as highly 1ntnrest1ng. Reinforcement throush the programed .o ,
instruction was most appropriate to the n2 ture of the content. ¢ . T
- - J ) N \\‘\
Pamphlet five each 4id by himself. It tries valiantly to salvage the
work on selection of foals and statements of assumptions. Again,. it is

- less GxCItlng ta use the too;s of asscssment on foreign materials, than

at least partially, one's own.blases and assumptlons. . .

¢

-




and increase their curricular underdtanding to a remarkable extent. 1In
the chort space of a single week, I should estimate that they mastered
the content of more than a single college rse, and this in an

almost painless fashion.- We have here an excellent base for a fresh séart

in cugpriculum instruction, a base organized and planned for additional
2enstruction. . L )

Because the unit ig intepéed to be "teacher-proof, " the instructor
(called a coordinator) purposely remains aloof. Thls partlcular instructor,
perhaps for a variety of reasons, achieved this goal only partla%ly, and | '
we Were allowed glimpses of a friendly, dellghtful human being, as well .

2s of an informéd and profound thinker about educaticnal affairs.,

- @




Attachment 4

3

Review by Dr. James Olivero

»

L

In the attached review, Dr. Olivero refers to questions (or criteria) posed
by the Program staff. These questions are included on the next two pages.

There are occasional references to specific pages in the copy reviewed by
Dr. Olivero, on discussion that is more relevant to possible revisions than to
assessment of the wunit as a whole. These have been left in the report, rather
than risk possible distortion of the report through editorial revision.

%
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K FAR WEST LABORATORY FOR EDUCATIONAL
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

o o 1855 FOLSOM ST., SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103

-

Questions Posed for External Reviewers

i

In your review and report, I would encourage you to respond to

the kinds of quéstions you might ordinarily ask in review of

training materials being considered for use by you in your

) school setting, or in'a training session you might be conducting
for -others. In other words, I am seeking your judgments about
the unit, made in a way that you think is most realistic and
meaningful to you as a user based on your own past expericnce <~\
with similar kinds of materials. I will, however, 1ist below ‘%
the questions we would 1ike you to-respond to. Needless to say,
I would be very discouraged if your questions and ours-were not
quite similar and bout equally comprehensive; but if they aren't,

«. please feel free to degl with your quegtions. My questions follow:

" 1. Do the goals and objectives.as stated in the unit, or .
- * as‘inferred by you from the content, address an important need
for school staff, which if met would result in improving the
eTfectiveness with which school staff perform in their jobs?
2. Recognizing that there‘will be some relatively minor
revisions made before the unit is released, does the unit in
“its present form and content seem to be well directed to the
stated goals and objectives? . - g

3. -The following questions are more spgcific with re%p&ct \
‘ to the content of each of the five modules. While they night
' be apswered "yes" or "no," I hope you might amplify on your
ansHers\ ) . .

Module 1: Does the process of program design to f1hi ch par-
ticipants are introduced in This module appear to be apppopriate ~
to the design task, and if apphopriate, does it seem cﬁ&%%ehensive
. enough? Hiﬁl,the‘vse of the gahe as the vehicle for introducrag

participants to the process be seen by them, to be relevant to the
task of designing instructional programs?

]

Module 2:~ Is the process of analyzing assumptions important
enough in the solution of problems of designing and implementing
«instructionad prigrams, that this module should be retained, if il.
: . ;- lTimitations require elimination of some of the content of the unit?
. * Do the simulatéd devices. used in this module assist in the achieve-
. -mepht of the objectives for the module?

/ -

- ‘ g - ,
. ' TELEPHONE (415) 565-3000 S 4




Module 3: Does the use of Bloom and Krathuohl's Taxoncuy
appear to be useful as a way of classifying goals and objectives,
B and does the process of relating goals and cbjectives to instruc- . ﬂ

‘ tional program characteristics seem Tikely to improve the capability g
of designing or choosing an instructional program? Does the method
of presentation seem effective? . .

H

. 4

MOduﬁefy. Do the) devices presented for analyzing rescurces” < 'l

1

and constraints appear likely to be useful to school staff in pur- :
suing such an-analysis? Do ‘the simulations used to assist-staff A
in using the devices seem good? - )
Module 5: Is the Curriculum Analyzer a tool that'scheol staff
will fihd uséful in their work of des igning or choosing instructional -
by programs? If so, what are some possible uses for it? I5 the Ttontent
of Module 5 adequatg for learning.how to use the Analyzer, and for
identifying needs' for its use? RN
" Grossary: Are ‘the definitions presented in the G}ossary accur.ie,”
and consistent with accepted knouledgeable use of the terms? Recoy-
nizing that in sove cases comionly used torms have to be definad in
specific ways for a given training situation, even though hey have a
variety of definitions in daily usage, are there definitions,.in Lhe
" Glossary®that you betieve could be quite in$o;yect if used in othcg o

_situations? / o y )

-

; / . A
.~ 4. Is there additional information oy materials t4at you be- j
Tieve vould simplify or improve .he work that the unit Coordinator
,would have to do? Are there situations or kinds 0f Coordinators
where you might predict the unit would pot vork, and if S0, can you ,
describe the 1imits on use? (We know that the unit can be used .
effectively by non-Laboratory Coordinators, tecause it has been-done. - -
. ) What we don't know, and have neither tinme not money to determing, are
* L the 1imits on effective use of the unit.) oL

' . 3 ~

3
LIRS

. , ‘5. If the unit were to be used, but the staff .ould not -

: . devote the full fifteen hours judged-to be necessary, what:would’ 4

be .your recommendations for sections to’be elilinated, stated "ap- v
proximately in priority order? (Uhat .could be e]iminated.Firsg,

. ", . what second, and so on.)
- \ Y . —_— . .... ) . - :*_.
. 6..'Do you beljeve that this unit would be used in schoql - i},‘
© 7 staff training, if it were availaple at a cost of 512-18 per’ L
) . participant] plus a charge}gﬁ\SZ0.00 for Coordinator's faterials? L
; * 2 noA L : .*\
’ f.oe - 7. +If & school district sought your recomféﬁdqgﬁbn-és a paid -/ \
- . consultant for a-staff training pragrag, and ygu veriz-satisiied that 7/ \
staff was clear en What theyranted to ‘accoipiish in a nev._pregrams—e.__ ‘,A
- o vould 'you recodnend” the use of this unit? Hiat, otherTraining pre- AN
. cedures -and materials might you consider as alternatives to this one? / Yo
¢ . How would you rank this unit relative to ‘ti-ese, other, materials? PR —
) * - * Y : * . . ’ :‘\ .\- ) ' * b - ’
IS L, .. / ' ) . | ) / o ?
' - SRR - ag : | R
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B ) \ PROGR A M REVIEW
" A o ) ) ] .o 8 . P z:? ! , ,"'L)
- . . "DESIGNING INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS#
» . * . ¢ . ‘\ A 2 N .
v N . o . - .‘ Y
Prepared for Rldhard Watklns Prepariiiby James L, Ollvero-lt
Educatlonal Management Programs NueyafLearning Ceﬁg%r #’; ‘
o Fall/ 1974 } . Hlﬂﬁgborough *California
" . L}
< -2 ,‘ ° 1 ' : " - : - i .

Thls program rev1ew has beep prepared usrng the crlterla de~

termlned byt Educatlonal Management Program Dlrector Rlchaﬂd L

0

Watklns. Other crlterla qged by the revigwer 1ncluded those of’
\.\.\
relevancy, feas1blléty and utlllty (opegatlonal deflnltlons of .

these terms w1ll be supplled later 1n the report) A mlscella-

neous" sectlon ls included 1n the report coverlng other thoughts

. . N -
.

//whlch occurred to the reader out which d1d "ot match up w1th the -

'other crlterla. . . . . . )
. & »
The "Des1gn1ng Instructlonal Programs"ppubllcatlon, "Curri-~

. -l f .

culum Analyzer," was used to summarize and c ndense certain
3 y

4, . \' - . \ * 3
features of the curriculum; and the procedure outlined'bn page IX %

e ~ - . .
¥ \

of the publicatlon was followed tq arrive at the rating scores. *
14 ) >
Each of the training booklets was returned thh the re-~

“ \ - . i

viewer's comments. The booklets also contained varlous comments .

L3
- . M ¢ .
H

. The first section of the.report addresses the guestions raised

e .

by the representatlve from the Far West Laboratory, the second
=L, :

ectlon 1n addj>lon to”’ those above, addresses frlterla prepared

. - .

. - X
) . /// by the reviewers, and the third sectlon contalng other comments

» which seemed pertlnent. A ) ) : , i
- - b 1 t. v ¢
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X W The reyle:kof .the "Designing Instructlonal.fxograms mate—ﬁ T a .
" N 'o i o7 og -
o . rr%ls included d&n anaIy51s of’ five module packets; a glossary of <
. “y. - A BN r ..
terms bookle(,andra documdnt entltled-'Currlculgm Analyzer. . r o9
% Y ‘e I = . . I8 ‘ ':'. ’ v
¥y Thgyassoc1ated tralnlng materials, 1 e., "Determlnlnq In=- .
[y ; u: . - 4 3 - ‘. .
'-structlpnal Pg;noses and "Bvaluatlon for Program Iﬂmrovement“ ¢ -
- /",‘ . & * ~ . ‘e . e
were not‘gons;dered‘when the "Deslgning Instructlonal Programs” 4
. - : & . ‘
e )
. modules were rev1ewed The reviewer 1is blased pos1t1vely, toward .
] ] the use’ of training’ materials to assast w1th the man% problens i
. Q v s ‘ 5
L4 - L
faced by educators. -Most eduCators need new attltudes, skllls,' ‘ Q.'
i 2 ] " ¢ ¥ . ‘.1
. knowledge. These biases understandably influenced the‘%Qalysis.A |
. » ' e b - o j
..4'- ‘ % oLt - . g ! » \ : X |
PN - . * . . LA ]
R . 5 . . ? ’ » ' i'
. ~ - MODULE T aND,GLodsary ' . : . @
-~ . - . R [} ‘. ; 'v . ‘ 3
. ) - . ] . ' Yo, ‘ » -~ . \\ji
. N / 1] . * s
The Boals and objectivés of the first module are‘stated L !
, clearly, and the game \appears to be a useful tool §o accompllsh -7 ~.{

- t

the des1red ends. While T have not played the game, JX havé +'a'Lk,ed ./. —;
|

i3

. ’ W1th paople who have, and ;hey have agreed that the tool Lo ade- "

guate.- Clearly, the many optlonsomentloned ia the Jan2, as the
teams progress up the ladder, shonld be benefizial] =2 the users.,

Because >f the limited choices, however, the teams may not cont- -
AN N : .

~

3 (sider.all of the possible options. ¢ co :
' \\\ ' The;&%me illustrates nicely how the complex parts fit into a
\ et U ' Coev!

. . . . o e , | )
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whole.

should be able’ to-see how the decisions.on one

¥ “

N

LI

<

reasons.:

Y (1)

%

‘&-have a beQr&ng on, subsequent operatlons

.

S

4

(N

. ~,
Evnn 1n,the mini- verslon of program deslgnlng, the user
ruﬂg of the 1adder

The game,gouid be very

‘relevant to the task of deslgnln? 1nstructlbnal.programs fo

c,

. , %4 . ' R

helpful in, glVlng'the part1c1p31ta n‘tommon rrame of refgreﬁr@ to
" W [
‘%. : LI ., . -~ .,
gat at the.r daﬁfmvult\task ’ ) { -
< e ot . - ' ' N \5_. .
-1 1o‘spme 1nd1v1duals, thé _game will n*ubably appear to oe r- -
~ '4 _s - b / v t. .

Because it'is .a gaune (a part of the description

;}fwo
k]

.

.

o

—_

- s
xndlcites the s1malaklon 1; less than real 1ife," page 17)

3
- ’ —

" (2r bécause the dlrectlons go hot communlcate what is really sup— ,

and

A4

(R R . ~ ¢

.va_

<A 3 '
2 . ,
DOsed to happen in the game (at least, they do not communlcate ,
thls to me).? Por tHLS lattex reaaon, it appears that a traineg )

kconsultant would’need ‘to accompany the package. 1If the,game 1s

do well what they should not Ee d01ng anyway

tLons module helps;to cut ﬁhck tHe dangeraon thls

'.‘"\“, -

6xpected to stand by Itse 1f . somz additional developmental work
is,necessary. . : N B i ) . -
(“ N - , . . -L . .
* The only real gpnhﬁhn g .ha 7azlbmqt the gana 1is that-which g
LI ap " " ]
“have for all prog am des1gn1ng Essentlally, that concern.evolves
S, \ \ . )
around the tendency to ﬁocus on splutions to prpblems "bf the past’"
© -—’ M ’ .’.
?nat is, £ am very c?ncerned that we, mlght Jbe developlng an ex—
EI - %
tremely i portant and powerful dev1ce whth wmll ass1st people to
- Y -
{(. B

Perhaps the assump— .

. e, rﬁng of the ladder which,I thought was mlsslng from the’
! . . . 4 .
options had té. o with in%* serv:ce-educatld:%for those expected to =
- . —_—_— ) ‘-‘ ) ; .
t ) n . [ - P
. N . ~
. \ ' . -3~ b ® “ .
o-; . )"
! s . . A
") . . .,
( 3 9 s N
- { | 8 A . N “t:
"él \/ “- ,gg- - [ i .




- . - " e <,
. c. - { - .-
' . . , . 4
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impIement the program: Perhaps this was-takgn\for granted zI be~' 3

RJ ] M r

© lieve;, however, that we have learned enough abqut“new currlcula

[
',‘l‘ &

td know they cannot . be used wlthout teachens aﬁd admlnlstrators f

.
» v
". * ’?.‘ . L Y

learnlng new s 1Ll>, atlntudes and knowledge. » « { ] "‘ "
. N - y . v : ’ ?
: N As a\design'consmderatlon ! would suggesL Ehatfeach part1c1—
. v ’ ' - 9 H [
e 8 . - pant _ 1h.the garje have a set of. the. rules, as pass1ng a- s1ngle book;

‘e

-

.
A R

LAﬂL__,

«

[

o ! - L.

;‘ - around to all pfayers would seem to- be too txme—consum;ng.

¥

" A

1

.
.’ < .

w

. - Ffankly, I foupd that keeplng tracK.of twenty-elght rules was '@ N
A more than I could h;hdle by s1mply read;ng rather than learnlng ¥

’ the.rules by playlng the gant > o ; . 59 ‘ : ,} é’.“ ,._' '
‘ T '\ Someplace 1n the frrst module booklet I'believe“lt\would be {
.h} ; Aa'good 1dea to-Lnolee some sort of flow chart plcture for the T
e oL

. reader: The flow—chart would show how the modules were to. flt

~ ‘)

-
“
-

..

-

together. Wlthout thls crutch it is’ somewhat Qifficult to deTow '

fht step~by step progress1on through the total paékage.

&
. - . PO -
s . » . .o .

s ) q S I
‘o “ ; ’ . e e
N / ¢ ° [ Obviously, the "Glossary" is an .important part of the game.
“ - . €
' Perh%ps some,mentlon of 1t should be made early so the players :

Y

‘ are’ able to glahce through it. This would enable them to_con—

sider deflnltlons of‘terms at th%;same time they become familiar‘

- s '.\

s T with the‘game board.and the game rules.” It would be 1nterest;ng

": . . to observe a persgn 1ntroduc ng the game to see iow one }nd1v1dual

- ﬁ‘ & approach WOuld match what is wrltten 1n th %ooklet . L B
v ") Probably some addltlonal 1ntroductor dS?k in the,booklet is

Al

necessary.' 1 would guess that on a random sampﬁe of, ten grincipals,
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T only three would be agle“to lngroduce the»game‘a5w1 1s _how writ- - .
4 oo Al - <
2 of }\ . . . e 53 > oy ¥ . & M . .
DJ - te _ Eor the tool to.obtaln the‘p?tentla&\lt sugge S, spme work; ,

- 3
“ .
[

* ® .."\ ( ,‘.
3

;w :‘i' .‘ .Understandably, if the game 1s _to be effectlveeas a tool

- AP % * !
ia" P part;c1pants w1ll need to andtrsﬂaﬁ . he deflnltlons of terms

Y 1 » S . 4 . . A

ih’ .he "Glossaryu" Perhaps a pre—test‘sﬁauld be givenfto deter-
"}. ‘ * v ] “e
BN mine the entry level" of the learner enabling hmm,to skip what

’ 4

§ . he already knows., (ParenthetlcaIly, I do-a workshop called "Inno— ’
R 2 . ‘ . . ¥ . X
. ’ vatlons in Bducatlon and alﬁays admlnlster a pre—test Educatofs “

'é , ave ama71ngly unknowing!) Tne d'flnltlons in the "Glossary" are N

R . .t LIS 2 . w ' '
B

'those generally used. (I haveAmade notes i the booklet where .other
' ‘ terms are also appllcable). _ '_ . . IR = ,
\ . Y : < . “
¢ 1
I yould try to relntorce the’ deflnltlons in the "Glossary"
$ .

B ! "

w1th a slide- tape presehtatlon offerlng visuals.qf students,

/
teachers and so forth to illustrate the deflnltlon/cOHCept. X

’

T, fhappen to have a §ilde~tape kbat gets at this 1dea, 1q you would

care to see it. ) Undoubtedly,bthe game will \be. only as powerfuI

as the concepts understood by”the players. I co d bZ)wrong T

about th“,“entry “level" of educators% hut ]ust try a Sample of

t .

; flfteen to see how many know the fffferencés between wet and dry

e’ carrels,. and this mlghf glve some feellng for whdt little is

. really known. Perhaps you‘have”already done thehﬂentry level" '
) A ™ . .
assessment,- and. 1n thls case, dlsregard the comments. \

ES >

. . i
. +
.

" of the rules and at/bhe saﬂe ﬁlme

-, ¥ -~




, . the ‘terms in Epe_fGlossary."ﬂ.For er&mple, the term I"Ifogic':al con- .+

i ‘sistencyf‘is used frequently,:and there:is no‘place I can flnd . . q
a . thxi.g defj:n'e’:d. This, ath_‘én, Leaves "lor.l‘cal cons:.ste.ncy:'\ up to the C
_'voté-of the'plaQErS* and‘ignorance even a;ter dlscus51on, couid " 1
e mean.thAt.s%ec1f1c ch01cé vere mandated th;t 1s; the desrgner . .-."

[
«

R ~may(h=ave been accurate i the first place but s1mply got oute ;,'

. . - . . b

- _ ug%ed. Whilé not know1n your deflnltron for "loglcal consis-
PR > % "

tency, " 1t seems to me 9h1s votlng proceddre could bhe loqlcally

. R N - s * . ]
! ! .,lnconslsgent . . P R . o i
B v - o= ’ ) /L' . g
\ . In addltlon because of “he forced cho;ce (only bne” dccep~-. . |
.- ‘ G;_ . . \ (3 .~\ -
o ! table answer), the team of players must make OnJy o e response ,
A, -~ PR PR
If one- looks, for example vat the "Intended Result of Instructlon"
© 4
bl
. oh page 3, there is a good poss1blllty that at least two 1ntended
- 4 . - N .
results will, ‘with logical” cons1stency, be chlosen, particularly

4 - . » N

IS at a_time hen aﬁfective skills seem tO\Pé gatning much greater

-

attention |in our schools. I cas.understand the. forced-choice, .

a . B N » . 5 : 3
approach,.buat it may turn some people off to the point that\th 5
’ N ¥ " - . ~ ) * '
. e M - A 4 ')- .
. become disenchanted With the tool. Y

.
- ’

Hlnal}y, there are a numbex of dec1s1on—mak1ng stéps called
o

% —

., ' for in the game. I would hypotheslze that while decisions can be
made . by people 1n teams of two to flve members suggested for the

! game, the problem Becomes mor’“acute as staff members Fncrease-
: ) e - 3 .
* , «, for example, Marlna High School in’ Hpntlngton Beach,,Callfornla,

ST el ! ’
“has 146 staff members. The key lssue\here is not. necessarlly one

#s ’\’ -

of des1gn,,1t 1s one of problem—ﬁolv1nq and communlcatlon, That

- [ . . \ ~ .
- ~

»

- e
. o,

(XN . . . 1
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- Py N . -

- ' In suﬁmary, I'believe th‘ctoolxks erthwhfie and poténtially Y

« -, . €
‘Q . [ .. \ - . /oo
. 3 . - . - vt .
N . . .
.. . . v . . . a
* i . R . DY
. , .
< ;

“
.
.
.
o
°
<

is, people‘cannpo get'around_to thé design consldefetrons\untli ;
:'they can do the'dntérpersonal conmﬁnieapion with each,other. An;

gonsiderat;ons ahypiaée for heﬁpind"people }eern problem—solv;nd .

and oonhuniéaéion skills?, . R ; o L ) ;

K . R
‘. -~ “ o '3 “ < - :

. L < . ] )
. , * RS ;x - N L 2 ©
’ . . . ) , P

L)
o

M .
’ » . < .

N L)
) Al ~ \
s

‘\very useful In my op1n1on, it ls not yet fully developed %f lt "

1s to stand by 1§self Please see thq'las6>sgctyon Of\thls ré—

poxt along w1th comments in the module booklet for other thpughts.' ).

g‘ ‘
’
-
-
o
M

MODULE I " o

-
o -2 y . . *

’ . . f AT Y S .
"By all meansy' Module II should be retained. One pf the bigr R

-

am designing has to do with the inconsistencies
. * . , N “ * .

between philosophic adgumptions and fthe actual activities carried

.

~6ut in the classroom.

tives for Module II is

if sometnlng in the total program Had to be cut,

.

‘inclined to cut the game.) -

excellent,

Y

from my poxnt of v1ew.

I would be wmbre

s

complish differeni objectives,

I really do not see. how either

Y

»

(Frankly,

Since each module is designed'to ac-,’

[%

could be cut and still maintain the integrity of the jprogram.

© " The second)ﬁodule is especially well done.

- AT P >

For exaT:le, the ob- . X

jectives are clear,, the act;v1t1es appear tofhe}p pg'tlcipants

. Y - . ,
. .

achieve the objectives, the strategies for iearning -1n. lude

*
'} .
* . d . , > ~ .. °

‘ ‘.
s . -f7 - . . ) t
. [}
: . \ - .

q..10,3 o . ’

-
e

(A




", »r ) T y v : o ) : N\ S »
- s 1ndependept st%dy, dlscuSSlon and problem solv1ng dgitiOnally,e-

part, of the program is de51gned to glve the user specific feed—
] [ . . . ~
.+, back on whether of not anticipated results have been acﬁleved
. ¢ X, o, %’1’)‘ )
O At frrst I was somewhat skeptlcal of the four parablee (and * °

. . v
» . ﬁ‘

therexh lles a llttle problem, i. e.,"\Ettlng the user to proceed -

< v . - "
B . e Yoo, . '/
v - ;

. =

R past’ 1n1t1al negatlve reactlons so he, can, dec1de whether he doegh .
SR ¢ Y
or does not accept the 51m31atlon exerc1ses as,v1able) I, suspec )

o . » ' - -‘f U‘ 4

: the personallty of.thé Coordlnator will make‘eons1derable differ-

W

- v [t 1 & ~ "b
. ence, here- if the part1c1pants accept.. the COOrdlnator as knowledg— i
: '. " \,’k‘ .-
. ablem the, parabJes wlllqbe accepted Ifgthe use&s have llttle re- -

¢,

N ot o s o o o
{ B

.oy spect for the Coordlnator, they w1ll llkely reJect the "elementary
. . . & .

- -school" parables (wln a few...lose a few ). R .

<
-

. In my estlmatlonatnere are‘two.v01ds in the module: (1)

~

-
- . v

technlques to learn about dec1s1on—makrhg and problem solving and

~ oLt ., .
of the team members. To omit these or to take them for granted i
‘ Q % »* %— .
e naive. Perhaps Ehe "Handbook” for -the Coordlnator illustrates
. . o, . ., S
-
- Strategies for getting at these two factors. If not, I'would rec-

. ommend same (Incidentally, up to thls 3uncture, 1 reallj have.

., V..

(2). techniques to improve, 1nterpersonai communlcatlon on the parti

not flgured out who- the Coordlnator 1s, what training he/she has

| had, or whether or- not there is §Z§Eglelc handbook or set.of pro-
» « vt ;
- cedures for this person to follow. I"wiX¥l focus on this latér,

‘

-

A but I wantedmto brlng 1t up at thlS poxnt because Mpdule 11 fre-

-

quently mentloﬁ

S

Coordlnator.)‘ N .
- © bl

1 am espec1ally concerned about skills necessary to geteat'

. at .

. e - B S e ~ frannd s

A 8 r g e b




-

. g\',

/.

’\

- able to conslder the more global issue. Perhaps thls}ys a small

a consensusq there are certain activities to help peoptle learn'

v ? . X 0;. : E .

how: to_do this, and I believe the package*would‘be enhanced 1f_
’ t

the Coordlnatcr knew how to do this and built in the optlon.

3

Most of the terms (jargon) used in the module should be

v

clear to the participants. I mentlon this only because rt is
PR N * ‘.. *

another/way to turn people off. .

— . * - -

I bellevo the approach followed for gettlng at assumptlons

1s good:. - Frankly, 1t seems to me’fﬁat before we can get”at

* values for others, one must have in m1nd what values one holds .

r - g L4

. s .- "
for oneself. 1t is because of this that if I were doing thé pro-

: N . -
4

gram, I would have started with'some personal values &larification

rather thah the ‘concern for "man." dnly by knowingﬂwho 1 am,'my
J 5 O
values (real vs. stated) my concerns for changlng et cetera am I.

' - .

AN
detall but at 1east it is worth cons1der1ng . , . -

+

I belleve the 1nterpretatlons at tne conelusipn Qf the "Sug-

gested Respons&" sectlon beglnnlng on page 57 are very helpful

x ‘a - o

They help to establlsh dlosure on the 1mportant objectlves in the

-

module, glVlng the reader comfort in know1ng-he/Lhe .1s tuned in

- nY
to the task beforq g01ng on to the next sectlon. Thls portlon is

eally qulte Well done. Also I llked the added flex1b111ty men-

14

tloned at- the bottom of page 63. This 1s an 1mprovement over the

1
* 3 -

. game, mhere tHere is a forced choige of, options.

The "Prepared Instructional Program Outline" beginning on ,
~ s 2, 4, . f
B © . .
pa?f 65 is outstanding. There may be a few{opcions not included,

Y = . -~
. . ‘

e

s




h N S\ § » . \ - - N
S .although they*do not, immediately, come.tovmv mind. ‘Certainly,
. . ’
- she: dev1cefh1ds the 1nd1v1dual (or team) as the complexity of the
& N 7

1s§ueSrbeg1ns to evolve. Clearly, the systematlc approach should

. ~

W A
‘\H be helpful unﬁprtunately, there is t6éo often the problem Lhat

- . - new designers fall to cons;der all the potentlal bugs in the sys—
» ‘\ T e
Y _tem until tLey are too far ;nto the ball game and the tasks become
P R a‘. p-} 1 4
overwhelming. The ,outline helps to.av01d this matter. - .

+

' , .
- L. [ . A b «
-~ PN

;3
.. . : . - X 4 iy
‘ . . . « _,,‘~ 3 . N N i;\ i
In conclus1on, I am very exc1ted abouf the . "Analyzing Basic

Assumptrons mo@ule. It is quite well done.. . y
g N , . L. ‘ N s » - N 3
L S vt . - . ) ..

P I . . ,
! X 4 :
B ST e '-~'f'—“"-m-w-—-MODULB—TI’I* ************ T T TS S msstsal s e

<
I have considerable difficglty with ﬁod le III, Frankly, T
S . -

. [y "

" ‘would either reduce it consiiderably or elimllate~1t altogetﬁer

. -

Undoubtedly, some of the/b01nts made in the fhodule are qulte
» * .

5
-

worthwhfle. Wlth these given, let me suggest thoughts for poss1—
'A ¢ 7 h N -
ble changes to the materlal . s .o

-

Flrst, objectlves should nét be writtén until the entry
§ L,

level of the learner is considered. Onesff the problems witl 11

Popham's bank of educatlonal obJectlves at UCLA {(and he is ¢ elof,

-
<

“the first to-admlt thls) is the problem of people wrltlng ih 'to
. -
use the objectives ‘and, 1n fact incorporating them Iﬁ&& the cur-

oo

‘ rlculum without giving thought to actual student needs. I do. not

belleve the statement in the preface that “participants should- as-

. .

- M * . - M
sume that a 'needs assessment' of educational values has already

- -
» . . -

v ” B

R 11 1: N




-

" a way that the user has a.chance for meeting the obJectlves. vIn ' T

~ not Rertain this is nECessary. It seems to me participanté\may .

-/ * 4

‘o ' . . . - ) . . .
bben conductid” adequately provides the cautlon slbn. ‘Some sec- ° oot
» * -3 q ~ . . R

~

Llon needs to be developed on dlaanSLng stuuent levelslof readl—

ness, whetherthe students are adults or chlldren 'f' . - . '

4 .

New topic: WWh;le T will mentlon this po;nt further atithe e o

- S

.close of ,this report,..I would llké to suggesg here agaln that each

! " DN

bookle\ contaLn—a’chart-early 1n the pages which lllustrates how’ " l‘
the partlcular module fits 1nto the package. Thls glves the user' ) 'y >
a sense.of fron:whence he/she has come and where the path 1s lead::

ind. It is dlfflcult to g t thé Gestalt, even after playin; the f °

5. 8
game, without this road map.q

. ‘

If 1nd1V1duale’agree @hat the objectives.for the module ar&b ke

*r

relevant, the content of the module certainly is written in such

fact, there may even be an overkill in one sectlbn For example,’
- ¢

if the usér arrives at the answers to thé questlons on the "Goal - .

Answer Tally Sheet " page 43, then the user is expected to con- .

. -
- . ‘ .

. . 4~ -
tinue, essentlally, with the same process om the next pages. I am . ..

» i

— v

—— =

learn more about the pengulns thanlthey really want to know.

énce people have- demonstrated competency, there is no strong argu-

<t - At
ment té have them continue "the same thlng.a ' .

In thls same realm, I am concerned that the taxonomy exer-.

claes may be more academic . than practlcal If the users*were in

- “ . 4 .
¢ ’ 2 i
a course at some -university, the a3 'ectlng and breaking-down-to-

<

the—lowest—common-denominatpr activ1tx_miqht beyworthwhile. 1I
. . ¢ -

. - ' ) ’ ¢
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“

LY

~ T

*

\

g - N -
- » . v

about gettlng on with the task than engaglng in wmental- exegc1ses.
. b -
kven 1f the above position is not aécepted phllosophlcally,

)

- [

" I would like 'to fire one more bit of ammunltlon which may be

.
.
f L]

‘.worth'thinking aboutu Whiie@it seems we ﬁight ‘be heipful by

L

=break1ng behaylors down 1nto,cogn1t1ve and affectlve areas, 1

»e »
would-ar%ue that no actlon:fs totally affectlve ©0r cognitive.
< ' . :

_deed, we nelthef learn w17hout feeling nor feel w1thout ;earnlng”

iln-

- . . —

I See'no place in the mbdule where thls 901nt ls made.
N

LI B

Under=~

Tt etandab&y< " should do this. - IR . .

v

I believe yot

Another phllosophlcal concern\
i.e., getting parents.and other commpnlty members' 1nVolved. ",
* ¥ . g oot - ' “
believe it is too' late at this “juncture to have them pa;ticipate;

- L4 . N

I have 1s mentloned 1n,page 19,

LY

N . .. . . A
.rather, they should begin participating during the asgumptions ,
modules. 'If the goals and obﬁect;vesﬁare to‘emerée from the as-

.. ‘ \ , \ :
sumptions (phllosophy) then paremnts aﬁﬁ chi;dren must get into

the act earller. ‘ - g
. I

I doubt that a real issue needs to be made—aboué the sophis-

k . \

Rather than work so hard en thls—lssue

ticatlon of goals. I be—'

. lieve 18 would be more helpful to accept global goal statements, &

1
’ . L)

qu then to dsk the qbestlon, "What, ev14ence‘1s acceptable that
the goal/objectlve has been ach1eved°" éhis seems¥to be a far
"more reasonable 1bsue; as'lt oresumes that teacher .are awaLe of
e;try leveie of individual chlldren.. Tbo often when pertormance
‘ object;ves'ate wr;ttend people sege the means as an end and fail
. ‘y / .'” ’ i K
. , 5 ) ] K

- x .




)
3

.
e

t@ really rdentlfy those evld%nces that indicate student growth( . -
'fI am more concerned that people demonstrate competency than i}l- oo
:, lustrate they have mastered*the mechanlcs of wrltlng ObJeCthQQf" ‘
L f‘ Flnally, the Tour 1tems on page‘49 seem somewhat esoterl ] ' v

fof_eﬁﬁﬁple, what does "...loglcaﬁly developed and internally PR
- A consrstent" mean? How does one‘know when thlS has been achleved.q
* - % Al
TheqstatPMent "-..each class §hould be purely descrlptlve and not

L a7

d
LRl
&

A

1m?ly a system o h1erarchy" does/not really say anythlng to me. ¥

, . 4
: ‘ . 1

> . o )

Perhaps 1t does;to other people.
By the wayhjln soIte*of all my criticism w1th this module, ~

s
the chart~of page 56'fs qulte good I expect'that some klnds of.

1

tools could be built around the theme of the chart because 1t

-

L4 o~

shdws how_to’ getaat the "evldence 1ssue. .

K - - Q’Ju 5 i ‘ ®
"You. may‘be 1nterested 1n add1tlonal comménts in the booklet.

. hJ . .
,:o' . e

. - A; . o
- N o7 &Y T MODULE IV . .

e . R

-sg" The devlces présented fortanalyzinE reSources and @on-
! stralnts appear llkely to be useful to school ‘staff in ;ursulng

. 'such an:analysfs, presdhlng they want Sr feel the,need for such
'.'an analysrs. Frankly, hav1ng worked w1thﬁa var1etv of currlculum

¥

R

,f\ developmght groyps, I have not found them espec1ally exc1ted about
Ve . N y - &
e 3?:1nterestéd in maklng a, dlfect frontal anaJYSls of the pOll—
ﬁ © e \ < [y
L thul scene, rather, fhey have used such devices as the force-

‘fleld analys;s, probleMksolv1ng proceduré}to identify constralnts

and §05s1ble way ' for overcomlng same. ’ 2%




. N

3 - : -

It seems to me one major void omitted from conFidera—

- tion has to do with the "teacher training".elemept.»ﬁWewknow
t 4 - . ® .
enough from history to know that ?ew, if any, programs can, be .

- . ¥ -
installed in schools without appropriate teacher training "This , -~
N . - .

.....

’as‘the "Preliminary Assessment Foﬁgs." At the very least, I

would add a paragraph indicating this factor has not beeh,incldaed

in the module even though in "real life" attention must be given ‘)_

to the matter. On page 4 there is a list of items which is usé-

- -
- . -

ful for doing pre-assessment. This is one of the points where T

-

. ,,49“ . . Y
believe the’teacher—training factor should be mentioned.

Q

JEven if the procéaures as outlined in ehe exercise were
followed, I have not hgen very many places where teachers had the
prerogative to trade off.the kinds of resources mentioned in the
exercige. Building ué?this kind 9@ falSe hope might be devastat-
ing inéihe\reaiflife situation. At least some word of caution
should be made about‘this point!

The objectives on{pgﬁé‘ﬁ“are well stated, and having'par—'
ticipated in the exercises, I believe the content teaches what
the participant is supposed to learn. Again, I believe a chart
would be helpful here to show how this section fits into che total
scheme o?lthings (page 7). One good part of the package 1s the
help it eives to partic1pants to fearn the common vocabulary.

f -

This helps them use the same terms as others when discussing cur-
’ ~ )

-

riculum design facets. - /




- _ . ) \x‘)

y 7

o " The exercise included in the gégiion on.pages 29 through
43 dies not seem_ to be particularly useful. This judgment re- -
fleé%s my own value system, but } do. not believe .busy educator;
/. have the luxury to e;plo£e~th;’esgteqig and minute features of | ‘
. « N . . n . . 2

-

each pért of the task. Rather than beiné overly specific, most h\k;
- people are concerned about "gettin' on with it'" This is simi- - .
% M
\/ *

lar to my bias about the taxonomies discussed earlier, i.e., in-

teresting but not especially useful .

. By the way, one,qggigi:nal point on the "Preliminary
v Assessment»?orn; seems pertinent. Parts 3a and 3b illustrate a
-- * ™ - 'b

*

¢ point called person-pericds. I have never heard of this term,

. -

and gzdid not see it defined. Does person-period refer to
‘teacher-period? If this is the case, why not explain it some-
- i » 4

N »

where? - .
-. f . - > -
\ A coupie of places in the exercise on “"trade-offs" the .,,//L

- - <

%uggestion was implied that money could be boriowédwfrom‘géacher . .

e~ . . . KO -
salaries. .I doubt if in real life tﬁ;s little matter works out » -

* '

. to be’spent on the teacher is a function of longevity of the

teacher and« not %-mattéf of cost-benefit or ether methods to re-
’ . deploy existigg s%?rce fesources. There is always thg argument .
that just understanding the redeployment co?cept,ls-Qorth knowing,
and that may have been thé.position the authors were tak}ng when -

the module was developed. I would certainly support this later

positién. . -

_15_

il

~ ., . -
7this neatly: That is, with the single-salary schedule, the money ‘

: ” SV ——




SRR \
I have some addit}onal phiiosophical concerns aboyffihe .i;xg
editorializing beginning on page 122. For example, at the top. of i _“
the page there is a point made that easy and open schqgés Iébk ‘
’ structure. In fact, I believe you will find that the “open" ) §
schools (not necessarlly the free schools) require more subtle p

structure than the more tradltlonal schools Further in the next

paragraph there is a suggestlon that communlcation helps to avoid

distortions at elther end of the phllosophlcal spectrum I would i

argue that thls suggests a s1ngle rather than plurallstlc phllOSO— .

31 . Eh] \;
phy. For me, it seems the latter concept should be supported if <

-

one really needs to editorialize in this section. Flna]ly, there

is a discu vJonqnear ‘the bottog of the. page about report cards

- e g

, _that fsfkperhaps,_less than dccurate. Many changes have been made

"I belleve the example offered ‘is mote atyplcal than typlcal This

|
(
|
1
|
|
|
in the student-parent reporting systems in the last ten years, and . i

part of the wrlte—up makes me wonder whether the author has been

out ipn the schools recentry to know what things are happenlng or i

A3

: whether the authon/}s writing from an 1vory—tower pos1t13§i (I ?5\,/

realize what I have said here 15 reasonably caustlc, but I canndbt ¢ N

thlnk of a faster way to turn off an audience’ than to lose credlt— . ‘
ablllty. The‘wrltlng comes close’ to q?lng“thls tokme, "and I beﬁ ¥,
lieve the package is potentially tdo helpful to purposely cause

peoplé to turn off. o . %H%?}*

On page 142 here is an analysls made of a centaln pOlItl—

-

!
cal situaticn, as people percelvewlt to ex1st. 1 would offer ‘the . z
< / . . .

Y

. . N ) ! N P,




-2 .
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[N

suggesﬁkog that-one could stake the same basic data and have -them
’ b '

V'oercelved dlfferently by dlfferent people, Ask four dlfferent
el

peo%he their opinions about the polltlcal structure of a- school "

!a g

AN

system, and you invariably findg four dlfferent perceptlons, 2f-

f L T
respectlve of what the "true" plcture might be.

t t

Even when a
_teacher knows the polltlcalrstructure, there is llttle,‘lf any-

»

/ |
thlng, a s1ngle 1nd1v1dual can do about the s1tuat10n Therefore,

am not certaln what the ekerc1ses do to enhance the package

’

Clearly, people ought to understand that polltlcal constralnts

ex1st This might be handled in a: paragraph s
T LN

] '

; In summary, while many* parts of the "Assessing Resourcesp

8

aﬁd Constraints" module are helpful

¢ -

I would recommend that the

‘

total package be reduced in megnltude about 50 per éent

You
¢ - '

may be 1nterested in other comments contained in the booklet.

. P

. ‘ - R o )
A ~ 'MODULE V and CURRICULUM ANALYZER -

1 , - .

Generally spgaklng, I belmeve Module v and espec1ally .

‘"Currlculdﬁ Analyzer" will be qulte useful to school person-

~

rnel,’ It helps to synthesize the earller elements of the program

nto an integrated whole. It is a very nice piece of work; as a
) - I
P

matter of fact,

the last section with just a little embellish-
£l . '9 P ,
'ment could probab]y serve as the entlre packagg including the,

one on flnanc1al constraints. If I were using the program: I am

v ’. » '
'certain I would ‘focus most of the attention of the learners on

o

4 -

- N 'Y

.3




B ’ \ - !
. the curr1culum°selectlon process but‘do not have the skills re-
.quired. Do you purposely wanht to 1gn7re the "communlﬁy? issueg}

B}

.

.

*

% '

oo

the contents onModule IT and Module V :

'Let me get more spec1f1c w1th ‘the crltaque'

The pack—

S

2%

also be helpful for members of tne communlty who det to ' get 1nto

-

age is- probably useful for teachgrs, but it seems to me’ 1t could

- . @

-

4

as usual,

‘and .

Certainly the)objectives gre well stated,
the "Curriculum Analyzer" canfhelp a wide array of ‘audiences ad-

Y

dress pertinent currlculum questlons 1n-§ systematig way I do

. have some qualms ‘with 6ne "of the ob]ectlves.
~ )

on page 3 suggests that tne commerc1ally prepared ﬁescrlptﬁve bro-

The first objective

chures’ are useful for analy21ng currlculum pfferlngs.
(;'.» s .
% leads m%»to believe, that this is one of the poorest sources.

Experlence;
When

those deSﬁrrptAons are prepared by the publisher, the propaganda

Al

is sometimes less than accurate.
V4

pe made about the approprlate place to locate 1nformatlon which

. ¥

pulls together ideas about currlcula.

Perhaps ‘some d1st1nctlon should

(Note should also be made

[N

Y
that not all currlculum summaries are organlzed in a fashlon sudh
-

.

as that produced by the Far West Lab or by certain other agenciey. )

R,
Perhaps the flrst screenin

g could be accomplished without having
;,

\

q

+ «
. - "

o

hands -on experlence subsequentvefforts might be completed with

actual materlals.““%m . L , N

****** T w ..

g T L4 .

S - RS . .
o e N .

. ) s N
- %Ebelleve it‘yguld be helpful too, at this .point: to tell

Ay

A
’

" the users that the curriculim analyzcr ether can or cannot be,

used téo evaluate’ currmculum materials prepared by other classroom




,
.
. . 1 .
. v . et \ » . *
. ¢ . . - P . >
. . .

teachers. MOst teachers whdﬁhavefbeen around awhile and who have

¥ ’

sonmie moxy have f1gured-out a varlety ‘of ways to put together con-

-
- -

- \
. \
.brlbutlons from alternatlve sources, making a short—of eclectlc ' i

smorgasborg which turns out_pretty well.‘ I can think of on}y two
NN Y X , : N ;

’ . H] . .

or ‘three source vbooks whichﬁgive any note at all that more than

°  one approach is\?ossib;e.4.and thats'is wh&t“the'publlsher 1s try-.

1ng to sell! RS > ‘\, : . S R
® T . ) :
. xr i - I Was happy*fb see in thls\sectlon some concern glven to ' p
e oy ’ . . . 'Q‘
the idea of ;n—serv;ce educat\on. ELther the. cons1deratlon was R
vy ¥ [} ¥y “? <
\ A

omltted 1n other modules or ;t w%s so casuaily brought.to llght. %b :

¢ 2 E «

that it was not n@tlced I do belleve it is an lmpor tant matter T "

that, heeds attentlon and belleve some thoight ought to be given to

; theilssue~§P ea;ller moduies,%Jie., ghe flnanclal section. - -1 Lo
r T

By

.
b

4 é R thought"the sEQectfb of thé two d1fferent types of ¢
\

readlng programs was g§1te good It gave people a very dlfreren9 .

R ’ °
option as fn what mlght be selected.en(l do not know whether the’ *

EDL ent%g,has been used at the third-grade. levelwebut ﬁ doubt 1t; :
kN : -
and unless they have somethlng quite new, there is no way I can

4 bf

ﬁmaglne 1t as belng useful as a thlrd—level readlng program. X ~ ‘

-t ‘o,

‘doubt that many other perle would thlnk«so elther ) ,

. ‘%\ ) The one possiblé dlffk?élty w1th the selecblon,of the

EDL program has to do, adgain, with the credlbtllty of the' 1nfor- :
. '\ )

matien put out by the’ publlsher., I realize the lab staff members : T

pﬁepared the document that lis EDL as a readlng program, but I e
€ "
. doubt sthat they took the tlme to actually test the program at the r v
* - K . - ‘\ 2 .
-_. : - ’ . \\\ -~ j “‘ R ’ ¢ ') L - %.
o ! J
¢ o 8 . "19"".
kel . - \ 1)
a2 AN
4 \~
1 - 1 ) N R
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thlrd—grade level and sxmply accepted the commentéf?resented by

-~ . o -
the publlsher. The British concept is usegul not onlypas an op- v ¢
tion to EQL but also because it giues‘mostapublic school'people '

~ -

< an opportunfty to consider the pollkical climate, as the prograé

‘ -~

l . suggests 1t 1s 1eg:Lt:Lmate to have children as non—readers as late - g

. o o,
L ¥ . )

as the junior schools. There are probably few places ln the
AN . United States at the present, time‘that would accept this concept,

) N\}SO@lf the two different proarams were consldered together, all of

-

the blases mlght p01ntu educatlonally and phllosophlcally, toward

the Brltlsh nonceptﬂlsut the polltlcal cllmate might negate thlB.

4 , % *

¢
1
%
‘In spite of theSe comments, I would stick wlth the programs Ain- ’ 4

= . ’ o

¥ cluded." - ~ ' ' DU

. - . ‘( : . : {.‘ - }
e - * < . -4 a

- The optional actlg;tles suggested at the cqsclus1on\of
<7 R R ‘ ' n}

; ¥

< thecmodule look as if they would be especially useful, partlcuw

e . larly Lf people were ‘unable to make .up their mlnds about whlch pro- ) ‘]

-

% R
91grmn tot accept. I ¢onm, however, not certaln uOW the developer ar—

‘ )
N . )

: rlved at “the value "7" as the 1nd1cator of what to apply to,the
‘ ' Q &
< -deferent scales. You might want to mention someplace if thls is «
‘ A ) * ’ T ’ ;': \." « \ o '
— . just an arbitrary.value. . , ° LT '

., . L .'!: . .

l T
. .

. - . M .

< . . D B \

. \-é:’ ' 4’/’ \
’ T Let me move on to the "Curriculum Analyzer. As far as
) s » - »
I can tell, “there are‘no omlss1ons in the currlqulum characterls-
. .
thS mentioned. Many guldes such as "this frequently omlt two »

R

- 1 N - v e

v categories, one ras to do Nith the amouﬁt of preparation tlme

o e

. .

LS L

A . , .
necessary for a ﬁeacher to-use‘currzcuhigand_the other has te do
< N . .

. N v x

v

. . , - . v »
‘.‘ ' ) - \ ot ’ ’ -
’ \ . - Y.

¢ . .




with the special skillsﬂ(including.in—service education) needed. _ -
i I was,pleasan%ly surprised to find_that both of thesewareas were , |

]

included in theaanalyzer.

As you can . see, although I did not have a "stahdarg"

j :

“Sudbittntnte gcgrrlculum against:which to assess the dlfferent modules that .

D .
¢ . _ ;
have“been‘put t\gether 1n the tralnlng package, id”rate the g

—

'; . lab program 127 out of a poss1ble score-oﬁ.l96 Actually, I see

4

|

E

l

i the 196 score as being lmportant only if one accepts the value

}e ) . of "7" as relevant for each characterlstlc.. and I db not.” Per-
ER - R -

" haps a better (or &t least a different) way to use the tool is

e to take a look &t the dlfference between the ratlng score and the )

. !

JElghttthat a person gives each of the characterlstlcs. 1f ‘one's

expectatlons are not very hlgh for a given characterlstlc, then
<

¢ )

)
b ' the dlfference does not become al} that important. There were\

- tlmes, for example, when I rated an item hlgher/than the welght .

-

| -

’
E
|
|
|
|
!
E
|

than( the rated value, I would have cause for concern, and th1s con- -

* - 2 <

\cern 1s probably more reallstlc than the differerice between 127 and’
LN '
‘-Q ‘ ras '

lease note page Lf<ln Module V. Iereally‘believe this

196" ‘.

.

is an important,f@ea, but I saw nowhére 'in the design of the

£y

} value given later.' For those whese the welghted value was h1gher
i
|

package where‘this'was/possible. I know’ there, is much-to :o with

) . ,PD .\.’ - " .. . ) . ‘
teachers and'administrators, but 1f alterhatjves (different - phil- C o

osophles) are g01n§ to be reallstlg, parents need to learn the .
L & )

skills too. Perhap when"we take some of the hocus—pocus Quf of

[
’

o T e

. ’ . .
. " M .
. . -21-‘ - )
s . - #
- @ v *
- [ - 4 " L4 »
. ' °
, . - i . .
A ’ < :
.
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. 'no information.at all, potentially a negative value.

7_educatidﬁgiwe &ill have{gréater strength with the general publlc.

-

"The "éurriculum Analyzer," I bel;eve, has great poten-

‘tial for this. By ‘the way, I belleve the suggéstlons 1nd1cated

that if the characterlstlc was” rated "0," then it sho d not be

“ » - .-

multiplied,by a weighted value. It seems td me that thefe is al-

« Ways a good p0551b111ty that somethlng might be rated “o" and be

........

very 1mportant to the potentlal user.

should go Erom_;l to +7 or some other such arrangement, to show
. " . ) '
that an item might have a high weight but iej/gr zero rating. I
. ( * . .
can even envision that what is available may be worse than having

5

The current
NooL . ’ . :
scale does not -really permit this.

r -
Y

As can be seen from the assessmerit,

[RRONIN 4
P

- -

Eibility‘that I would use the materizls if I'had. the opportunity,

-

but not because the congruepce between the pofentlal p01nt “value

- * - Y

and the value I came up with was partlcularly good.. Theaselectlon

‘e

would be made because of the relative few cases in whlch the, value
7
, I applied in my owq‘]udgment was higher thap what T believed the

modules had~t6foffer.

L)

< Ny e

. .
[y v . Lot

there is a good pos-~ "

OTHER RESPONSES

. ’ e

-

v

. .
»

"

o)

The follo¥ing responses a-e offéred in direct ans¥er to

- % v
d * ' * -
. .

Pow

-




the questlons enumerated in the letter dated August 29, 1974 :

} ) eycludlng questlon 3, whlch 1 belleve has already been answered i

- EUNENN
N 3

‘1. The goals and objectlves deflnlteiy address an lm—

portant need for school people” as well as members of the commu-

‘ " [ w

i
|
|
} o nlt/ who * are more and more heing called upon to part1c1pate in

%;~' educatlonal ﬁecrsaon-making ~ One of the reasbns I believe the
r — ¥ .

|

l

.péckage is good‘ls ETRET am fiot’ famillar thh anything else Qs

.t

complete as the‘materlals whlch have developed. Certalnly,

§ " there are two arguments related to this point: (1) The package -

may contain® more about some aspects than peOple really want to

o

|
; h know, and ‘on the other hand (2) people need to be w1lllng to ain-
|

vest som® time in learning how to da a job correctly when the fis-

where anyone could debate the relevancy"of the content; but this

/ > ca} and human stakes are s0 high. I would opt for the latter po-
r{- ’—#iiyion, although there are a couple of places in the materials
| .

same argument can be made on any number of curricular programs

What turns out to be one person'e trivia is often top prlorlty

; " for another person; hence, the reason to leave the context fairly

™ e

‘integrated. ’ . ) o

<

. . - - .
* use all parts with the participants, except the game, and not

feel that -the experlience would be embarrasslng to_themxor to,me.

Naturally, if I.were to use the‘materials; I wouldrattempt'to‘de—
Gelop someJadditiona% support ﬁaterials to adgment the modules;.I
have' indicated these'either,in.the preceding paragraphs or in the

. , .
. . . .
A N N .
- . " - s
X . . ‘ ’ 19 ! - . )
- N 3 - -
f

Ay ’

If T hid the materials available to me, I believe I could .




. 1

\ - Y . aaed - ) - ’ hd / |

- . o R — - 3 B ‘ ] / |
4

N .
' L] . -

: X SRRt ,1

" columns in the module bookletsh .. . L. |

sy .' TR - " T T - _.’ e

. t, .

4 }‘ . -
. o 2. %In short, there is no question in my mind that an . *

l

|

. : |
individual w{iling to invest at least some small time and thought . ;

¢ ) * - ~ s o~

L

(20 hours, I gueEQEY'qould achieVe the obfectives as stated in the
K} r) *

materials. There are some. areas tha;ﬁ hopefully, will be modi-

Eiled, . but even if it,were to stand'as'is, the proddbt'could be

¥

useful 1n almost any school in any district, presumlng two tthQS' \
' ?

(1) ”he leader in the dlstrlct or school is knowledgable about

-

<

the package and can convince others that the process will get

»~

them where they ought,to be going, and (2) the 1nterpersonal com-

[ ?.

munication beétween the people involved in positive to the' point

v .

4

that decisions can be made. What Ilam trying to say is the module

package 1s essential but not sufficient to .pull of the desiged end
results. = By B SR U "

13
- ’

; Moreover, I.can see no easy way of dealing with this lat-

tef problem, bht it would séem reaeonable for an outside Coordi-

»

nator to be aware of the potentlal difficulty and then to be able v

" to dlagnose and treat “the matter relatively.soon, should the t

’ \ * :— —et
, situation arise. J1f I were a Coordinator, I would start off with -
3 R -
a few warm-up communication exercises to help indiyiduals get
. ' '

about their business.’ ’ —=/£ - .
, - . .
3.r Already dompleted. . ~/ : '
B 4. The onLy maJor modifications I wouid make are two: .
h 4 / -~

a.. A handbook for the Goordinator.- T had the
[ ]




¢

¥

Y

.
-

impression that there must be -one someplace, but I did not heve S

. :
one when reading the obher materlals. I am not certain what j

I

plans the unlt coordlnator has for tra;nlng other people to use

-~ — -
.

Qhe package. This ls nwre of a dlssemlnatlon issue, and I will i

not delve further 1nto<1t at -this point except to say if you want

to have quality control it would seem wis€ to establigsh some
.t J'_ »
sort of m1n1mum competency levels for the pers0ns serv1ng as go-

.
. . . ’

ordlnators. .

* '/ . 4 te hd

If you do_ not have flscal resourdés to determine mini:
mal performance leyvels Qf Coordlnatoq&v you must use your own ‘
professional judgment to chéck out crlterla.‘ When" you dlssem -

nate materlals, you may want to 1nd1cate someplace that for a \\
small fee, you will also offer a consultant rrom‘a list of ap—
proved. people who can make certain that those using the materlals N
reach expected achlevenent outcomesi ‘, .

. "
» . 1
i B R
. o

-

5. Rather than eliminating sections, 1t seems to me you

should find ways to reduce the tlme investment of personnel by > =~

e
)

permlttlng them to move ahead when expectations have been met .

There -are a few places in the materlals where there 1s overkrll ':‘

8

and thls is unnecess ary Some SEbplenw1tH reasonable experlence

N .

Twill tune ;out when they belleve they are investing therr time and "
talent on somethlng they already know (By the® way,*there are .8 )
lot of people who thlnk they know thlngs but really do not, and -
about the only way to convince these people is v1a some sort of

~25.. L _ o -

at




i
2 T .

(2]

demonstrable test.. andveven then a‘lively debate is often pos-

sible.) I noticed no such proficiency options in the materlals

-
- 1 =

If I absolutely had ‘to prioritize the llSt of modules, 1

9
L N

would first keep the flfth module and “"Curriculum Analyzer.' X .

Then I would keep Module II . Vext woulﬁ come Module III then 1v,
, .‘ ox - - (l.c
and last wPuld e Module I, %he gane«, Perbaps I would feel moxe

] pos1t1ve about the’ game ff I were to partlclpate in playlng 1t '
LI 3 S ; . r,
Others have told me it dse fun From a. sples p01nt of view, mt %
- mlght offer just the rlght glmm1¢k (us1ng the term loosely) to
« c ) : !
help make the&package "go.' . o, 4 co ‘ .|
» / . . R . . . . %
. . M ) . !
. . R Y ¥ * .
6. I do believe the price tag you have put on the pack-
. - R 4 . ~ . . P - .
1 A - y 3 ' 3 “ 3 . . -
age is reasonable. If a school district 1s geing to make thé
.Y e ) ' < |
", kinds of ser;pus decisiéns;called for. tbey should expect to in-
Ty . .
vest 1n1t1al money lnto(people axﬂ materials. With.the Federal
< i e tu >
funds avallable through "different titdes, In Callforrla through

-l

3 3 leg;slatlon et cetera, there seems to be 2 realization that

1f programs are to work teachers néed tthe in-service to do them

.
W 7. [

well. The tralnlng package, it can be argqued, is a stafﬁ develop-

ment optlon. .Even 1F teachers 1n a glven dlstrlct were not, in-
o M e , 7 s .. 8B
volved in.the selection of currlcular materlals (and they usually

. £

are), ther’e ls plenty of meat in the modules forfall educators, .
C%if they w1ll take the time to cons1der what is avallable

* Colleges and uﬂlverSLtles are often~slow to change, but ‘
1t wouldﬁseem that any c:rrlculum and instruction people and/or L.




» .
N 2

- the congultamts-at tHe Callfornla County Offlces of. Educatlon

",.‘ . ‘woul‘d be logx-cal agents to J_mp,]ement the program. Inc1dent,}}.y,

N - the’ neglonal educatlon service centers in Texas and the B.O. tc. E S

L3

T 1n New York are alwayfs. looklng for packages such as this. Texas -
. R R

2]
P)_ i 1ndeed now has éblaw whlch réqulnes that teachers have,ten days <: .
i 3 ~ - L3
z :
: * per year of staff’ development. ‘ . * . .
’ . : ' ) a
E c . ) . . T v
) - y “'ﬂ 7. ;»deflnltely would .recommend, ise of the materials -

» k. . { *

3

e . and would use them mvself 4if tucy were available. As I hae; in-
tl ] ~ c’ -

E dlcateéxearller, I have a few dlfferent ways to do .the "asstmp—

E ' tlons package and belleve the'personal values and Lnstltutlonal

a“ r . . " » A
values tools I use are more powerful than the approach taken In.

»
»

: Modﬁle fI: but this probaﬁly'is‘my 0wh bias. In any case) I cer-

3

e

¢

. talnly agree that the amalysis of the ph’losopby of the school
L émust be the flrst step, and there are many wavs. to do thls. ‘:,

- Moroover, we Tﬁueva) would be w1111ng‘to help dissemi- "’

. t! i B3 _

L ‘nate the- modqles through our modest Learnlng Center, [though 1f

I . oot

I wefe you, I would cons1d r_PDK and ACSA for potent al dis

™

.
il
AR Y

> %axlon in that order?\ You may have better contac s than

., . . * 2

. e - \ . <

;‘douli start w1th‘Ke1th Rose and Art Thayer, respectl ely. ’

’ The oqu other materlals and‘procedures I wou
m\”

v the materlals, they are: nsually put into "and taken out of a work—

- .. "‘,i .
. \shop dependfng upon many factors'thaé are not related to very -
. ‘;e& L ""' Y ) . :
> z, o ‘ s ‘ = . . s .
/ a ) - ¥ -27-~ -,
" ”"!’ * > “ ..' L) “ » -
S S N " . .
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much of anything, except me. Some of the aréuments for both — __

»

" choices are obvious. Undoubtedly:, the proggam is well done...
get it out ‘to the people who can use it.

- 3 -

[ -

. PERSONAL -CRITERIA - .

‘When I looh at different curricula, there are usually \\
gour umbrella areas cons1dered Aims, Content, Methods, Evalua-
tion. The SpelelCS of these are quite well contained in the

"Curriculum Analyzer," although they are called “curriculum char-

acteristics.”" I saw 90 major weaknesses in the materials in any

of the four umbrella areas. What suggestions I would make have

¢

N~ - - .
been cenveyed earlier.
R *

What I would like to do in summary, then is to ofFer
some thoughts about the program which came to me as the modules

were reViewed. ';hése are rather aside comments and are offered

- >

just for your ‘own use. L . -

-—

1. You'might want to say a few more words in the intro-

s

da = £

duction about the authors, espeCially those parts leCh lend
cre@wtability to the work they have béen doing in theimodules.___w
With ali due respect intended, I have not heard of any of the -
people other than Otto. When Glenn Nimhicht‘gié~thihgs at thg
hab, people khem*they were going to be'great because they had his
narie oh tkem. Too fewlpeople in the*%ield think highly of labs,
and I would do anythihg I could to le .them know theré are gooq.
people .employed there trying to mak;*z;> .

& ‘.

4 - -

ings better for kids and -




e
W
-
.
-

¢ » *
. *

j edycators. \’Jgfé; . ‘ . ’
. : [ s .

v

£
Y

' 2. 1If something is not going to~be done with the biblio-

graphy (and because it is not annotated) why not just leave 1t

e = "WM
’ Lout? Again, thls cuts down the size of the package and makes .
. A »
every page count. . ’ e -
: ‘ ~
- ! ’ . ’ , €« P ‘.‘ E

- '8 ¢ .
3. 1In addition to the two items I mentLoned €arlier in

EY

- -

th? report'-I would also give se;ious thouqht to the r-~ssibility
of lncludlng concé;sus—maklng an /or problem- solv1ng technlques
in the package.. These are not“all that hard to do; if the Coor-

rdinatof recefﬁes special training, yeu may want to build the
. 4 -

- o . p

\ .
4. Overall, I thought the writing was well done. Some-~

23

,one had .made a careful effort to avoid the overuse of jargon. (I

-

¢

. . goale and objectives. I must say, however, thg format for the

M 4 program is anything but exciting I do not know who is worklng
X
h . Q;ﬁ?hls part but this matter could deflnltely use some attentlon.

-

perhaps a systems ghart would be beneficial, or‘'even some.{a:zy‘

cartoﬁnachaqactens.' Enough said; 1 expect sgmethipg is already .

techniquées into’ the handbook he/she' uses. . . ' 7

3 " took the liberty of marklng a couple’ 3ﬁ places where 1t seemed
, ‘ ‘: o -
the wrltlng was unclear. ) . ' . t
A 5 e .
) . 5. The materials as they are de51gned accompllsh the,




¢ o s s Fi f .2

being gone with this.

%

6. When and if the program is completed, I would try to

do it in sucb a way that you have _two major components: (1) those

items of written materials dnd audio- VLSual materlals that are -

F

'nonconsumable and (2), those items that are’ consumable. People in

:
PRt

the field could continue_to order those'parts which are'used. I
believe this can all be done and still keep- the packaging costs

within '$50. This is not an unreasonable price to ask for what —

»
~

the peoplz are getting.

‘IN RETROSPECT

I enjoyed the oppoﬁtunity of reading and reviewing the
curriculum design materials. My interest, when critiquing the.
documents, was to‘be constructibely critica}, For ce;ﬁain,,somé

reviewers might suggest throwing out the “entire project; my
. : %
biases are much different. Whilejthe package completed to date

is less than perféct, it appears to offer reasonable help to

people in' the field who désperately need 'it.

- £ Y

.It would be possible to continue further deGelop%ent of

’ » }
-the vackage. This is a matter which the Lab will need to decide

A

tas any.lab:must), based upon the availability of scarse resources.
w e e

’

Froﬁ my point of view, the Mode;\T iF reaéy and should be gettlnq
out where it can be used. ’
Possibl§ there may 5e some areds of the rport which are
-
-30-
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unclear, should t‘hl,, be the case, please drop- me a llgpe or call
on the pHone. Should it be helpful for me: to/explaln 1n parson - T
% Y s
any of the points I have made in writing, please let me know, as . .
°
arrangements can be made for this. . A )
k, ' N : M - L w v v
. 1
' . . 3 e
t > — I .
N . s s " s
* ) * Y
3 A -
- LN * . —~
. . rl )
[S - N .
. . 1 . ,
o~
3 -
- P
N .. 4 [ N N
. ‘ ) .
z' , . o . .
3 f l > . ° - \\gf .c -
. & . . " - - .‘.
4 . N _ N AU
- - - . . . .
- 4 - \_,5 _;( - .
. . . A LY . . .
. >":3‘*/1i" . i
.”(\v . < i -
- 1 i 3 = . 7
. , . J : " \ € . X
~ . . . - :
g o . . v . ' , // .
.‘.‘\
LS -
N v A 5
1 ' * Ky - ¥ .
» . .
/ « \3 - M P 'i -
/ t . )
; M * . '
/ . \P BT
’ L2 . “
. . :
e ! s
I‘ ¢ i
* L
/ '
-7 A -31- - °
/ : - A \
ERIC R - I
= L . ? B . s .
. ) . .
; . . ) . o o -t




