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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. s
"To defend the nced £oér performance-based teacher
certification is much easier than it is. to provide a precisc
definition of the corcept. When one prominent teacher educator
learned that the Florida Department of Education was planning‘
to conduct a training program dealing with performante-basced
teacher certification, he responded cryptically, "it sounds
like a.good idea if you can figure rout' what it is." "

A}

s
Daniel, K.F., "Performance-Based Teacher Certification: What

, Is It and Why Do We Need It?", inyBurdin, J,L.
and Reagan, H.T. (ed), Performance-Based Certification’
of Schood Personnel, ERIC Clear{hghouse on Teacher
Education and the Association of Teacher Educators,
Washington, D.C., 1971, p.5 .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

seemed to be éood reasons for undertaking the research upon which

« .

CHAPTER  ONE

. L4 <

INTRODUCTION AND DEFINITIONS

< f v Lo

"The movement Lowaxd COmpLLany based or pextoxmdnac I
based cducatxon now permeates cvery aspect of American edugacion.
In particular, the education of professionals_is being revafped

tirough this movement., By fall 1972 seventeen states had, dGvised
teacher certification procedures based on the CBE/PBE concept\"
(Houston, W.R,,1974,p.3) - . . ' ,

The promise of the great potential of Performance-Based Teacher
- \

.

Education (PBTE) for improv}ng teacher education and the prevailing i\

- ?
controversy over the desirability of implementing PBTE programmes

e " T

t
this report is based. The research which was undertaken is i;%ibed

~
4

«

re in operation.  The research did inc-lude
3 . '

the Amefican Educational Studies Association

of PBTE programmes which

attendance aqd discussion a

.
-

Conference in Denver, Colorad
L
Associatioh of Colleges of Teacl

T

(November 1973), af ‘the American

r Education ih Cthago,,Illxnoxs

in Boston, tiassachusetts (April 1974y as well as distussion with

3 ’ - . . -
P

I N .
several of the educators closely assocfated with the PBTE movement. .
. . . 8

. . v
P

The following report on PBTE-coﬁmences with a consideration °

. [N 'ﬁl
of the problé& of. definition of performanse based teacher educatxon

because uncertainty and confusion have tended to result from a lack

of clarity about what PBTE reall&Gis. A€ the Qquestion of definition
has not been adeguafely resolved, the Lcndéncy‘i‘_Yér PBTE to be all
things -to all men. In Cﬁapéer Two, c(he Baqkérouna to PBTE is‘surveyed

. . .
[N

- - v

~

R

t

o




' N N ’

. " and the intellectual, educational and political factors.influencing

]
the development of PBTE are identified. The wmain impetus toe.the PBTE

movement, the 1968 Llcmentary Teacher Education i{lodéls, is examined

..

. . .
in_€hapter Three to indicate the main features which are common to
PBTE programmes and which are specified in some detail in the models,

Aspects of actual PBTE programmes whlich illustrate the manner in which

-
P

PBTE has 'been implemented are also ifcluded in Chapter Three, as well
¢ Y v

as a dis%tifion of the issue of teacher certification and PBTE. Ia .

Chapter Four an attempt has been made to present the main features of

12 ‘

the controversy over PBTE and 'to indicate the level of debate being °

. . |
. engaged in on this issue. The developiment of a list of teacher

*

competencies,together with a means of evaluating the perfpﬁmgnce of

.
. 0

‘students in teacher education programmes®to provide continuous feedback

-
+ N

4 .
. of results to students and admindistrators, iz identified as the central
L4

’
~ .

-

fcaturc'of PBTE. * The failure to produce either an adequate list of

teacher competencies or an adequate means to measure Such competencies

\ .
- -

as are identified, together with the lack of a well developed theory
: a2 .

» N .

which may give rise t0O expectations that research may succeed in : »
N\ ¢ ’

PE— 3

pﬁpducing either an adequate list of tecacher competencies or*an adequate
. evaluative instrumént, fias lead to the conclusion that PBTE should not
, ¢ be implcmehtcd at Claremont Teachers College. It is recommended .

) o~ . [ .
that Claremont Teachers College investigate the possibility of acquiring

.-the complet; ERIC microfiche collection and undertake some fundamental

-

- " .research relevant to teacher educatioh.

; - . In this report, 'pupil' is used to refer to ehildred in
r Al ’ " )

a primary or secondary school, 'student' is-used to refer to a ot
* »

o

e

either
person prepating to be a teacher and '‘aculty' and 'staff' are used
[ b .
to refer to the professional staff ia a teacher education programme or
\) ] ) A . : ’ . , ' \ , .
[ERJ!: . to teachers in schools.
] . , ; 8 Y Y ¢

R - - [
» - .




. : Although 'Performance-Based Teacher E(hﬁ??Qion' is the term

P -
. .
used, in this paper to refeyr to the movement to introduce certain kinds

: \
of,

- S :

dispute over whether 'Competency-Baséd Teacher Lducation' is the more

.
innovations intv teacher cducation in the U,S.A,, there

[y “
is sowe

»

appropriate term to be used and, ‘notwithstanding which term is used,

’

A
some dispute as to what is to count 2% an indtance of gnnovation that

Al e
\\ is eonsistent with the movement,howevey named,

’

Advocates

emphasise that the usc of 'performance' indicates

M td
of the notion is that a student is required to demonstrate that he

.

knows how to do what Is rcquired in the classroom

knows that such’a performance is required in the classroowm,

- .

of the teym 'Performance-Based Teacher Education'

that & central feature

2

rather. than that he
X

Advocates

- reject claiws of .

of PBTIE reject

-

. - .
knowledge for its own §ch andAnon-observable

.
\ - .

cognitive skill and

accept

: observable teaching performance

.
b
3 . as the measure of a teacher's competence. Those whé favour 'Competency-

ol '

Based Teacher Education' usually de so becausc they fear that the yuse of
- .

"PRTE' would encourage mimicry and superficdal role playing in student

-
v

» teacher's -performances and so they sce the use of 'competency' as a way
of emphasising minimum standards of effective performance. A difficulty :b

o - . . . o v
with the emphasis on acceptable criteria for performanct is that, failing

- v
a -~

A .
other means of determining the adequacy of a student's performance in

.
€ .

> . . ) . L]
the classroon, the student teacher will be assessed on the basis of the
" .

. -

. ., .
consequqnces~of his action., . Im such a situation a student would be
~ ‘ )
P (]

S
. assessed ort his success, or otherwise, in getting the pupils to learn
£

ie .
vhat was being taught at that time. - As "payment by'rdsults" has a long

. .
<

and disreputable record in education# history it would seem unwise to

inflict it upon student teachers who are seeking to demonstrate their
A . [ ] !

- .

- {
‘ competence as tcdchers.

Q - . [

ERIC T 8 L - :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. .o
The AAC?& Committee .on Perfonmance-bBased Tracher Education
’

(1974,p.11) belicves, - ; : '
. .
"This conf{lict may bgereconciled ... by recognizing that if one is
pressed to define hus terms, both concepts are hecessary. Those who
pth) PLIE do not claim that teacher education shiould be based on
Just/any erformdnLc but on competent perf{ormance.... Likewise,
those who prefer CBTE are not talking about competence in a llmltLd
pedantic snnsc but about competdnee in tcachlng performance.... The
AACTE Committee decided to stay with its’ original title, largcly
for rcabonb of convenience and -because it saw nag compcllln reason *
to change.

4 ‘ N

The position of the AACTE Committee on the matter of the title to be used

-

¢ : . v 'n .
is one which is generally aeccepted, ia\that while there are differences t

of emphasis among various yriters on the topic it is these differences
f ., ]
’ » . .

which tend to lead the writers to select one or other of the titles rather

.

¥ . . S . c s
than the other way around. .Little,if any, "appeal is made.in the writings ‘

. 4
on this topic to thé¢ performance rather than the compctency base of the

. ' Ps - -

teacher education but rather the appeal s to the performance/competency
. an experience -base
basc as oppQsed to, that, has been tradltlonal in teacher education programmes. o
» -

Nonetheless‘the lack of a gbnerally accepted title gives rise to some
‘ . .

y N . W .

~ ., .
uncertainty gs to thc nature of the movement and this uncertainty is
- . -y . -

- .

increased when a definition of C/PBTE is sought. , '

* r
The AACTE Committee on Performance-Based Teacher Education

(197A,p:8) says '""lhe formula for pcrfornmncé-bascd instruction is deceptively
é .

simple: careful definition of performance goals in assessable teryms and

guidance of instruction by evaludtion of learnmer performance.'" The
Committee notes that)the. distinction between thd pprformancé-bascd .
. y '

* instruction’and other forms lies in the degree to which goals are made

N v .
o

explicit and the rigour with whicH the, evaluation is carried out in terms

.- s
~

of those goals. in giving a more detgiled definition, the AACTE Committee  °

v
.

-on Performance-Based Teacher Educativg (1974,p.7) states that




- . ’ >
"the essential characteristics of any performance-based instructional
program arc . ‘

. 1. The instructioral pregrag is designed to bring about learner® ’
achievement of specified competencies 1 (or performance goals) which
- L)
C haye been . .

+ . derived from systewatic analysis«of the performance desired
as end preduct {usdally that ol recognized practitioners) and
- " . stSted in advance of instructinn in terms which make it
pOxuible to determine the extent to which dompetency has
been attained. . , N
2. Evidence of the learner's achievement ' ' )
.. 1s obtajncd through assessment of learncer performance,
applying criteria stated in advance in terms of ‘expected -
levels of accowplishment under specified conditions and
. +is used to guide the individual learner's cfforts, to.
detgrwxnc his rate of progress and completion of the program
and, Ld,gll}, to c¢valuate the efficic¢ncy of the instructional
gsystem and add to the general body oi knouwledge undergirding
the instructional process. '
The-foﬁﬁoxng implics, of qusc, that

v

' 1. Instruction is individualized to a considerable extent | ’
* 2. Learning experiences are gULdP by feedback, ' .
3. Thg program as_a whole has the characteristics of a sysgem. .
: &4, mohasxs is on exit requirements.,
5. The learncr 1s considered to have completed the prooram only when
he has demonstrated the requived level of performance.
6. lhe LnstrucLLoval program Lb not, timws-bascd in units -of fixed duration.™

. o d

The nature of the rclationship between the {irst twe itcm% in this definition
and the remaining six ftems is not altegether clear. It may be that the
first two items aresa genceral statement of the essential characgeristics

- r %

. .
and the remainipg six items arg specific itplications to be drawn -from )
the more general statement jand that all eight items arce tdgether an

a t - -

exhaustive list of the essdﬁtial characteristics of performance-based

. %
e - yz ' :
instruction, lHowever, in the eriginal statement o6f the essential . ’
) - .. F 2 0~
. elenmerits of'per?ormdnce-basgd teacher educatiomn , the AACTE Committee
* g * I3 {

. N T e
"included a list of six chhra?ﬁeristics which are very similar to the six

v

40

listed above and indicated that those characteristics were categorized

Al
N -

- as "“implied". The point ofgﬁcscribing‘these characteristics as "implied"

< -

. 1.-Note that the AACTE CommLthe on Pcrformanco-lascd Teacheyg KEducation
61974 p.8) intende ad that competengb<s did '"not refer solely to discrete
skills and descriptive knowlcdge bu may include.wmuch mor e complex

- attributes:such as the ability to : +Lhal evxdcnce, to reason logically,
to appreciate beauty,etc.” } . .
« e W
o 2. Sece Appendix A ! . , o
'Q; I S .




N,

Y ‘was stated to be that they were empirically based rather than“theoretically’
‘ [ .
LY -* - -
-t . . e . M ’
based and that while they often accompanied PBTL programmés they were not .
. . . -

. ~
to be regarded as-essential characterigtics of PBTE. * It may well’be that

. - ] -
<. /
‘ . .
. the six characteristics listed above as being implicd by the essential
t LN - (5

. D
é ’ N - ° \

- . » -
characteristics of performance-based instruction arce not themselves

§ . » . .
essential for a programme to be perfgrmance—basqd but only that they .

-

. ‘ LY
* - , are often part of such a programme, //

~ - €

R e . . . 4 . L. P
. c The definition of 'performance-based Lnstructgon' 15

-

~

ad

applied by the AACTE Committee to the field of teacher education in the

form of the December 1971 definition and the February 1974 revised
. L}

definition presented in Appendix A Given such definitions it should

b M (N

. be possible to ascertain whether a particular teacher education

&
, programme fits the PBTE characteristies and what may be needed to alter, :

~ I .
a programme to [it those charcteristics. To be able to use these
. \ .

-~
-

definitions in this manner requires that the notions used in*the

v

defgnitioné are clear’apnd that other, different definitions df PBTE

are matériélry equivalent to these formulated.by the AACTE Committee.
s not * °

£ - . . *
It.seems that the notions used in the definitién are,adequately
* [

Y

clarified ~and the other definitions currently available in the field

- N .
] s B .

. . . . \
obviously materially equivalent to those provided by the AACTE Committee.,
, i ' . ) . 3 -
The main point of confusion and dispute is over "competencies'. An

are not

<

- '

example of a’definition which embodies a'differing use of 'competence! N
N . . . .

is that of llowsam and Houston (1972,p.5) which says, in part, ”éompetency-

s

based instruction is a simple, straightforward concept with the following » -

4
L]

P . TP, . i . . L
central characteristics: (1) spécification of learner ObeCtLVOS in- ,
; : N ¢ ' .
behavioral termszs. Thé restriction of 'competence™ to cover only_ such
- ' ' - )

. I
I . .
\

e . - »
I's . - . N -~

o 3. This issue is dealt with in more cetail in)Chapter Four. T - &

ERIC g - S -
b " 42
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R ) . <. \%
things as canh be stated in behavioral *objectives secems” to be at variance
o D : | A .
with the most recent AACTE Commitfee definitidn - which specifically

. . v '

mentions ‘attributes that 'are commonly taken to have defied atfempts to.
—_ . ' 1y . -

o - . . .
State thém im behavioral terms. The definitions which have been given

of 'PRTE' have not, as yet, provided a clear, unambiguous means of

»
~ ’ ~

ideptifying the central featuxes of the notion underlying the PBTE

. B
- R ~
. ¥

: - ., v .
‘movement nor of a reliable means of identifying programmes or pArts of .
Al Y . . [
‘- v -

programﬁgs that may be called performance-based.
. . .- .

- The*problem of lack of elarity and lack of detailed
" attention to conceptual L&sues is nogvlimited‘to the attempts to provide
. R 0 . - ’_' 5

a dgfigition'of "PBTE'. The Elemehtary Téacher Education 1ode1s project
- 'is. .

o

wa's seen as an’ attempt to. construct tgacher educatlon programmes on 'the

i . ~

Jbasis ot,somg iqentifiedfasSUmptions. In some of the models the writers

‘e
’
. .

Id
- specxfreﬂ some assuﬂptlons about future soc1cty "and schooling in that

" 5 r h

soc1ety and some Lnggcated a genqral conceptxonnof ther teacher in future

<

schools e.g. as educatloﬁhl gnglneer or as a cllnrc1an but few prov1dedf}
| I . . ,
. g P ¥ \
any detailed coﬁceptual analysis of their central notions or definitions

7

of key,terms. lhcre tth latter approach was adopted at alb it fell far
tci . A 2R LY

short of what is, requlred if feacher edycatien programmes and the spec1f1ed

gompetencies are to be derived from suéﬁ anatyse’s., An example of “one. of
: - 2 “I Y i ' a . X ‘: s * L ’ R .
‘;;he few attemptk to proyide,a definition of’one of tlte central concepts
\ 3 * ‘ . 4
- ot » v .

used in the’model’ construction,’ viz. "teaching', is that given by the

NP

Hicbigan State University\team and it is summarized as "Teaching ... is
td . N “u B A

. Lot - , g o . '
.a ratlonal process of taking accounthof the characteristics of a s1tuat¢on

. 2

and thé persons ‘therein in ord%r to ‘carry out some Lntervenlng actlvity .

' . .

Sce Appenw,' A .
e . l‘"‘\
lhesc models. afe dlSCu§SLd in d:‘ .il~.in ghapter Three.

<
57}




N . . w o S u Y

s @ '!

Y the 1qarner (HOustoh W.. R \968 Vol ﬁ,p I 2l)> 1hr@ definition does
s\ '8 . {,,.
. not provxde a htlptul poxnt from whlch to durlJt.d Lcachor cducatxoq .
.‘ N -9 « 'h‘ L") " *

progranme, or any part oL 1L, thhouL a dththlén o[ "learner' which will
! - ! [} - “ ‘;‘ o :

Lo htlp to OVchongthL ob)tctkons to "l d@[lnltaon of 'teaching® asfit is

. 4 R
e - i yt LY o u’e’ ( . .‘f

s, givcn above. Ass it S'ahd&;’kl‘ dt[lﬂutton of* ‘tvachln% Lntludc as
< v, i .I ‘:g j“‘;vs' ‘.\

'fxamplcs suoh nonexamples as’ an rnstance of assassination. No deflnltlon
- 2 W 3 . by e .
I

- ' of 'learhgr"was niyen Ln the Mf%higan Staﬁb University model which was .
- L . ;" ‘~ ¥, AN . - AR

‘Ltself rather unusual it LCS anlusxon.of tedching . in its 1;st of

1 L s | . _ .
definitiqnsx R - K . .
te v o @ - > .
‘ﬁ ‘\‘w . ..~“ . 5

¢ g . The issue of the inadequacy of defrnxtx&?k\ipd the failure

A - e, 1

. R oo\,
« of teacher education programme des;gners Lo. undertake extens;»q conceptual

L "~
/ o . ’/ ::.;“a N AN

analysxs may s¢em to be of minor mecctance but-thig~ds not the oﬁfnyon “of:
\\\\\’x 6 \.

~ some of those who have bcen involvéﬁ in.the PBTE movement. H,E, Bosley
I - , . - :

. o (1969, Vol.1I,p.l64) includeg the ‘claim that .

. ""No comprehenslve theoretical base exists for teacher educatlon Tn .
general, or for the laboratory phases,. of teacher prtparatlon, as an
.example of one of the most severely limited a¥eas from this standp01nt

# N

-
‘r

The PBTE movement is seery by some of its participants aé~an attempt to

- N . ’
. v

P - - develop the theoretical bgse for teacher education and to provide a

lv"‘: ' . R [
v" . \

\ systematlc teacher cducatlon programﬁm.derlvcd from that theordtical
: R o SECER N
~ base, lowever, despite the PBTE emphasis on e\p11c1t conceptlons~9£ teacher
LT . . roles, Rosner and Kay (1974,p.291) claim. ‘a_u
A . "That compettncy;based teagher gfucatlon”has come to mean.sd many ‘5%\
: . things to so .mafy~different people is probably The single most .
' " serious issue confronting the Competency-based movement at present.
~ If this issue is not resolved shortly.... the rcal promise of CBTE )
. is unlikely to be realized, It will be washed away, ironicallyf by : . |
currents of ambiguity," ' ‘ _ .

. -
0 . . .

JE - - . 3 . 2

s N . - . Y

6. chhalock H.D., (1974,p.2) says ”*Ht deflnltlon of competency adoptcd
by a. statc or program shapces all else. . ..

’,
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. o» - 7 "RECENT DEBATES IN L‘l \CHLR I‘DUCALIOV Lo - AR . -
T : ne . . o ..
. s - ~ ' ( -
. R cDurmg the p\st ‘two ‘decades there' have b en a }mmbev:'{,cf -~
& N > . 'y A . ,'.' .
. . S A A ‘
L7 o debates abo\ut the lmprovement.;of teae‘her .egiucthor\ 1n the’ Ub;’&/and these . 4
H ' - - . . R * 5- K 5 .t ’a Py
a i
L debates have taken place ia” the conte*<t- oﬁ-two dxfﬁer.mg tradxtxbns p’f SR /
4 s B i.. : » - 5 .’. ;Y- Al .q f ., ’ N ,... /’.
L e - ? teacher ed'ucation. One 'tradxtxon strqsseq qhe mstery of pedayogxcal ’ A
. ) . - R e
methods and was assoc Lated,thh,thenxnormal sehools and the prepc.ration-' L ’
2 3 : . w‘j". 3 V 4, K "(n e . , . '. P e .._- s’ L .
. . . S P . e -
" -of .tsea&hers ,ﬁ i thé ele,mentery.. schools. 5 Ihe op\pos mg tradrt iof “in ;. - -~ S ) s
3 @ ot e « | vt ¢ o # w " .
B .3 N ‘<§\ > }"_ .. l. " ’ . ., » . ..‘. 5.:.,.., -
teacher’ Gémcatlon stressed t,he,sqeed fm: rigqr.ous ﬂ-c’ademxc trammg whic h_:‘.u, o :
. . -, - K ‘_\\ \ \ ,' L e . ‘, o
% I -
was usually prov:.ded by llberal arts colleges “&nd. unlversxtxes fot- IS
, , .. 7 . ) . "',“"\.'- A . :‘_:. . ; "-"'.'.1': 7. o -~
secondary school te'acher_s.,' SO i O AP DR TEAC S R R PR
) R 3 e . RIRTEN t-_\‘.- B gl e T
In the 1950 s,. parﬁxculanly 1rr 'th larg,erx Univers 1t1es,\ / e
. _. o » . .>‘~' - .\' < L. K :'" .
. ‘. ) - e *® R ., . . .. .
- there were a'ttempts to have . the Co'lleges of.Edp'c t].on dts'bandeH on the : T
It o ‘, . . . . ‘5 %
. e . 2l fa ER . .
- ,_grounds that_t:h,ey lacked academlc ,rxgour, ax’»a to, t;ransfer the responsxbllxty
— - r—— e T, - LN '! ', ’ - . : .' .:". S 4 .. T . .;" -
e TrEa -_E_Qr_mg_hg_r_ train ng._r_a.ouaer rkore»rxgorous (Lepartmeu‘ts‘of the. RN
) . universi'tfles. ; In the latter ,p,gﬁrt ’of the l‘)SQ's,“the quahty .Q& teacher ’ . =
i .4 _:- “ealan . . ‘l.' / “ - .‘ ) - (""-,‘ .. e . ':.'. -:.) i
x ,edutcatmn pr’égrammes yas aga,in g\{e ',t}mned A
' T e - :. - R ' H . .‘\ i !
i /".’ reaét-wn to the Sputnxk scare/ .
. o o _,; g

. . . .___“ _.- . _,A\ ‘.'if' ;r. 3 .
) a“::OSe..f‘rom the suggesmCms .n‘rag]e.by ‘é'ﬁu?ht (1963) who\w1shed to msti.gate Dy .
P ‘-.:-‘,— e, .:“ — - m‘ . :- .:'.'*

‘e “é"'v;’gé"rogsfqatmnal debate among educ-at@rs and laymt_n on the questxo:f of .
. . ';’ il & - 3l = P !
{ “ . - gt 13 ] - .t

T ewcaz - che,-seaéhegg of Arpéfa,can th i (,W}elss R. ‘vl.,l969,3 6): oo
' S L . R §onE
L IR wre i
~ S R R
.. . 7. }on q’?;e‘pur?;s of dbvelepme'nts in teac ycation i t‘he US;\.\. et | :\‘ |
. Rxchardsoh.é.;\ and B'owe‘n',.. 5 ‘(;967.3@.1 ),; ‘Stinnek t T.M. 27 2 : At |
¢ : (1969 PRsIBY; 4?-'[‘} and- tlm,!‘f'no}mlol)qd.nh of § uoat onal Research 1969) ) A
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N S Rl
Lo The debate continued until 1966 but Conant was “dy 's;' ﬁ(f“}:(_d wlth the N

V. _"’~ 4. ~ . ‘-\

¥ xe /. - ’. oz
their prog;ammes to implement Con/anL S. .’recomm!ﬁda.tlons but the bg‘o.k drd,
“. »‘ '-’/f }‘/v;, .’:_“_/n/ o .__.
.,stlmulate some cxperimentation in Lhu fitlc} oi“ Leachc*‘—cﬂ"catlom‘ ’lihc - e

. ‘ -.4'
o debate between supporters of the two,dlffering tradltkom in teacher
U - .
. ; oo’ IR "\-
y
L educatron "was marked by stre-ng, drfftrences of Gpmio'n by those

. . v 3 /' .
v e . [N .-
. comm_it:tefd 'to opposing couteptions but /ncltber two-way dlalom:m nor
X RS - .." ,-«;..;3 . - . ,
0 tvao'-wa-y 'defoa,te'developed.' Ideas were ex‘pressed un}laterally, with llttle

- , At

-

- . . -t L

“ or no éxploratlon of the dlffer_ences (Werss’ R M A,l%? P 6).. )
- R P

o s quallty ef the debate over Cona,nt s‘tn.eus is srmllar to the debate over

.."-: N //.' - Lo . . « ./,')v-\_

oL PBTE al.though the debate is quaﬁﬁltatlvely différent in that Jdn

s, / .’. -

P

A i addrtlon to the two- Opponng Vleng’ expressed in the, earher debates,

V- . . . - . 7 -

.t - / .‘ ~ .

LT IUNL .
oot there is_now the addltronaf/group who sq,pport lruman,lstlc feacher
: o T8 PP . o,

,educ’:a'-t’ion. Of t:lus l;rtter {roup, Eroudy (1974 p 71) says _\

. /. -
s . B

B . '"The humanls;:r’c point of view, it seems .to me, originated in the =«
s, dlss&tmfact'ron of the” mrnorltles zva.r.h the schooling their children

AR got, on ‘the ,ground flat it was glesrgned for the middle’class

e 4estab'11shment and« w:zs therefore antlthetrcal to théir needs."”

.
%%

'l‘he cenm’al notron of thl.S hpmanrstlc tradltron is that what is, needed

,.. ’
. -

o0 is’a _t‘ea.chet who can"'relate”, to the'children rather’ than one who can

- A . .
s .

_'petform some spec xfled act. ror who has undertaken f52 perrod of academic |,
re ." R . _'r .-r‘ e a’}

Ke L N A / . . i .

. - S.C}*(:y,_‘ .o o I ..

- - . . K . -
- . . . . 5 A

£ current reform movemcnt in "tebacner educetion tin; the USA .and, despite
- ' the criticisms of both.‘opr;onents‘ of PBTE and re{searcgéfs involved in
R - . et , ’
' . developlng_,the theoretical support requrred for. PB’LE there has been a
' ma jor move to implement PBTE programmes throngggggﬁe USA',—9 ’I‘h;mr;sb)

8. For accounts of humanistic teacker education see Nash;P,,(1973) and
‘N

~

.9 : :
the writings of A.W, Combs. . -
& , 9. See Appendix B o 10

. - '{ . .
. tangible changes resultlng, from the dcbate.. A“ew «1'ust1tuttoti$ a}.tered - :

PR N _Some qf the supporters of PBIE r‘efer to it as the -{

o

%'




' i g ' ¢ ' e T ) . N
. L
to implement PBTE programmes may be & reaction, in’part, to immediate
- palitical pressures but it may also be a result of the frustration of
. * ‘,: . . , . .
reformers in teacher education who failed to sce any significant changes
v R X
5 N A >
occur as the.result of two decades of debate,
. FACTORS INFLUENCING PBTE . T
PBTR has developed under the influence of a number -of
. . N e . , .
factors which will, for reasonsdof convenicnce be groupca under three
3

headings: Intellectual, Educétional/gﬂﬂ Political. The intellectual

-

Py

factors include -the emphasis on 6bjectLv¢s, the develgppment of models
~
&
4 of teaching and issue of accountability. From the work of such people’
K « .. , . -

as Aager (1962) and BIoom et.,al.,(1965)" has come the emphasis 6n -

. ldentlfylng objectives aund particularly on ldentlfylng the ObJCCthOS
N\,
in behavioral terms. The specification of such objcctives is seen by -
: ' e
most of the educators concerned with PBTE as the central feature-of the
. v -

whole movement. The sccond major intellectual factor is the attempt to

2 v :
. develop models of teaching as the basis of teacher education, instead of

concentrating on jpsychological theories of* learnimg as has been the .

p%actice for the ‘past few decades. The work on models of teaching has .
’ - b , ) . ) i

bee /ihfluencéd by the:woyk of people such-as Flanders (1970), Gégp

-

A P p ) . SN - -
963,1973), Smith%(1967) and Joyce and Weil(1972). ‘The third

intehlectual fa&t@r is that of accountability which has begn tqken over

'S N . N '

from qulness mﬁnagcment and promoted in education c1rc1es by writers

3

: 8 10
SUCh as LCSSH“89F9(19703' The promotion of the idéas éssobiated with

the work on @ﬁaéls of teaching, the drive for accountability and the
. e v . : .

. Lo . 2 Lo . .P 111) 4

passed, for accountablllty in the past yearsris stuff and nonsense. ...
Jha%iwg can be'held accountable for is professional competence, confidence
aghed~througu ‘teaching experience, and caring for the people weateach.

v 4 i ~
L * -
. ‘?" L.ﬂ “CV“ oy
[ - -
y = z' 59 . \; . °
v ' . -
L PP ¥ :
. LY .
ERIC. 5.0 " ' » -
.\, e . ) . . .
P v P Y . : > ‘
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. KA :;“!' v 4 v . / R

B

|

10, Naote¥that, more recently, Lessinger (1974, has said "Huch of what has

kY




! » f 2
for specification of objectives® in belfavioral terms, has given the teacher
s s

education community a sense that it is possible to approach the task of *
\ 5

o L £
h ) o o 4

teacher education in a manner somewhat different from that to which they v

¢ . - .

are accustomed.
. - \

-

Coa

AL ,

Under the heading of educatiohal factors'are groudped the '
N 3

A

’

foLiowing issues whic¢h arce related to PBTE: Field Based Tecacher Education,

< [
-

Educatiopal Technology and Inservice Teacher Centres.” The fact that

-
.

stgden;g’lackeg Qhe.bppopténity to gain teaching experience in schools

~s ‘ € +
Ay *

at an. early stage in the teacher education programme has been perceived

.

%

" as a WGakn§§s of teacher education in the USA and the Asso&iatioq of

’ . . . "
, , LR . . | / o
Teacher Educators (ATE) and its predecessors have aétivqby»sodght.closer . )

.
» .

links between'-teacher education programmes and the schools. The -

N g o
L *

. implempntﬁtfon of PBTE prbgrqﬁmes has often been used as an opportunit

'/
’ to' provide the desirxed jg%egration of schoolroom experiences and / ot
t- " &~ 9 ae . ’ B
. Y3 . .‘: ) " .,
coljlege study.” Tgerdpvelébhcnt and application of audio-visual aids,

‘e
PSP
“e ?

programmed instruction by means of ,books and computer-assisted instruction

M .
3

in schools and universities has_lead to calls for the appl;cation of these

and similar forms of.educatidnal technology to teacher education.. The idea

is that a teacher eddcation programme is to be,devised around these
2 e ] .

innovations rathér than the educatiocnal technology be utilised only where

it fits into an cxisting programme., While the cducationa} technology has

B 4

. pp%vided some impetus to the PBTE movement, the lack of suitable software
. ) e

has limited they effectiveness of attempts to implement PBTE programmes. .

t . N -

- - ' The third eduk?tiona}‘féctdr which has an influence on PBTE is that of

inservice teacher centres. Although the American Assogiation'of Colleges

) "\ -4 . ..
of Teacher Education (AACTE) began studies of teacher centres some twenty.- .

: . , .

five years ago, the recent enthusiasn for the idéa has drayn much of its ,
. . . . e . e . ‘
inépiration from Britain. Since 1966, when the AACTE undertook studies for_the

Q . . . o jifg ‘

P s . ¢ .o .

AN < .
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. United Stafes Office of £ducation (USOE) which resulted in the puBlication

of Teachers for the Rcal World by B.O, Smith, ct.al.’ (1969), the teacher

1

céntre idea has been actively promoted. In 19703thc-ﬁhrcau¥bf Educational

. -

Personnel Development established+the Task Force '72 and onc of its tasks

. I .

s . o . .
was’ the study of teacher centres and the dij.emination of information¥about
5 ~ . ; .

s

;’ these centges. Other groups including the NEA, AFT, Ford Foundation and

-~

- .4 s

the ,National Association of Independent Schools carried out workshops .and
pilot studies on teacher centres. 'Some states, including Texas, California,

Florida and Vermont ﬁavelcgislated regardifhg tcacher centres and other ¢

P ’

-

state education depdrtments support the development of teacher centres.

4.4 ; - .
The tecacher centre movement has been thé mos* accepted of the regent .
N ll .

attempts at innovation in.teacher education and those supporting PBTE ° \
i N ‘
have not sought to separate themselves from this educational factor.

A difficulty with PBTE is to separate out what is distinctively PBTE and

what is contributed by the three educational factors discussed above. ¢

‘Those who .advocate the implementation.of PBTE are likely to appeal to
a number of its fcatures includﬁdg therincreased emphasis on field -
based approach, the widespread use of ned’educgtionai technology and

- ’ ‘ L
the creation of teacher cdntres for inservice teacher education. The

{ .

~

educational factors ideritified in’ this section of the report lend

~5 J

“

support to the contention’that teacher education as it has been carried

in . the USA should be modified and the PBTE movements is able to
use both the expectation of change and the proclaimed virtues of the

¥ . .
educational factors to advance its case. The combination of the

v

intellectual factsgs and the educational factors is such that the impresséon

? may be created that the means for a radical, significant change to

-

improve ‘teacher education are how available, ' The proponents of PBTE
. N EY

11, Sece Houston and Howsam ¢1972,p,.5.80) and Schmieder and Yarger (1974,p.5)
A ) ’ 1 ’
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s

s
have- sought to give that impression.

Apart from inspiring teacheif®educators to develop and

M 4

implement PBTE programmes,

3

the Federal and State cducational authorities

-

. - . . . . . .
can w1e}d the force of certification of teachers as a means to influence

:

»

the type of programme to be offered.

The third of the factors influencing

PB?E is the Political Factor and under it shall be considered the roles

~ .
and the State governments as carridd out by

of(the Federal government

their educational agencies, the role of the professional teacher education
'organisation at the Federal level (AACTE) and the role of organised

-

teachers (NEA and AFT) at the Federal and State levels.

o *

The role of the USOE has changed from being the auditor and

3

bookkeeper of us cducatxon to that of lnstxgator of change in educatxon and

facilitator and partner with.the State education departments in.education

©

»

in USA. The USOE has established a set of priorities in its programmes

and . through its agency, the Ndtional Institute of Education (NIE), can’

A%

direct research funds into the study related to the established priorities.

The rationale for this direction of research funds is that it provides

a. co- ordlnated and systematic attack on a partieular lmportant educational

i

has not ‘only changed in the funding of research but also in 'the scope ,_/

’

of its activity.

' problem PBFE is one of the projects which has recelved the support of

Federal funding as will ‘be indicated below.-

«

+ ‘e

1he influence of the USOE

In 1963 the USOE had two 'small educational programmes

e

and by 1970 it had 30 programmes. .The Federal influénce on education

* was expanded by the nghcr Education Act of 1965 and fdrther added to |
=
%
by Ahc Educatlonal Professional Devvlwpment Act of 1967. These Acts .
~ W J//% ”‘ﬂk Z" Q -
’ .<\

& .

Fa

i
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either created or facilitated the establishment of programmes including

) ‘ -
-

| s
the ?eacher Comps, Task Force '72, the Educational Resourtces I'nformation

Center (FRIC) Clearinghouses, the hulti-State Cohsortium of Performance
Based Teacher Education and .the Elenlentary Teacher Education Models.
All’fhesb'prOgrammcs bave had some impact on the PBTE “movement and -

> \ N

thfough them the influence of the USOE has been considerable.’
. » . -

.. N T °
The increasing infludnce of ‘the USOE has assisted tie
5

. .
State educational agencies in increasing their influence over education

- [}

at all levels in the states. The most common meaps by which the USOE

enhances the powgf ofsthe state-educational agencies is by having the
AN !

L . s 4
State implement educational changes in the particular state. The méans
. -

by whigh States are able to influence colleges to implement PBTE is by
9 . 12 °

eétabii§hing certification procedures based on PBTE, and aided in this regard by

N -
- . A

L.

the Sa;iopal Council for Accreditation o Teacher Education (RCATE) .,

-~

' oA ' -
Vhether the greater. involvement of State and Federal agencies in .

Y
-

: £
teacher education is seen as an additional form of assistance to the
- pe . X
teacher education institutions or as a takeover of power such that:the
- / .
teacher cducation institutions are more under the.control of those

. P
-

agencies depends in’ part on how far the legislative requirements are
> I A
"¥7.extended ‘and in part on how the funds for research and development for
M e

.
-

education are dirceted to specific projects., However, ¥arious: factors
. N
py <
are cofbining to reduce the .nterest, particularly of the Federal
, P

4 ‘ *

government, in teacher education and these factors include the "surplus"

of teachers,'the lack of student unrest, the decline in interest by

public and government alike in higher education  in general and the

12. See Kigst, M.W. ¥ ¥1973) and Appendixe.l ‘

. .
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‘




¥

-ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

4

1

. N A = s
A . > . , » Y
overall reduction "in ﬂrcalz funds for education in general. The reduction

©

L -

. , . . a
of'§overnmencal interest in*higher cducation, and -teacher educatian in,
» - A . - - e

- L
R M . o o,
particular, is evident :in the lack of funding for the implementation of
! s . ’ ) ’ . ’ N ! ‘,
“ . . - 3
any of the 1968 Elementary Teacher Tducation Models. The soscalled , -~
. ’ : . . Loy .
"taxpayers revolt" against education may be thought to be.to the I N
advantage of PBIE if, "because it is-more efficiént {@Bn the.?raditbongk o ;
N ' f\. ’ - ) K ., ) ) ‘Q’-
programmes, .PBTE costs less than the already finance-starved teacheér I
. ’ . L3 re . sy ' R .
education programmes. Another possibke reaction to the lack of fonds © 27
. . v ¥ e °
for educati is the increase of class sizes and an even éredter A s
teacher "surplus", leading. to a rapid decline in enrollmerits in t2acher. e
v .- - .
cducation programmes. This decline in enrollments is evident at preseng. :
and in cases where\the decline in enrollemnts and financial ﬁifficultieéy'
N - ) . - . s e s s @t
are severe it:results in the closing of the institution (if it isa .
'» o ) = \ . L ) -
- t e - - &
small private college) or a scévere reduction. in staff, including ‘tenuredmm
. 13 ’ “ :
staff, For a college facing emaciatfon or elimination, PBTE may seem . -,
. § PR ' &
. . . ‘
to be a means of survival., For'the small private colleges which are .*
@ . - ’ :
forced to close, it may scem as thdough the State education system, N
- ) . <
. 4 - I
supported by .taxes, i§ taking over higher education and rendering“ = . -
" N - ’ . X ° .
teacher education more .vulnerable to political'pressure. - : ° "J'

information on PBTE, among other things. The AACTE fulfils this role

¥

N it
At the national level, the AACT? acts as a ‘disseminator of-

.. I O S S

)

~

> . - ’ « o N 4
by being a co-sponsor+of -the ERIC Clcaringhou§E on Teacher Education

wiéﬁgthe Nqﬁ and the ATE (an affiliate of the NEA),-by publishing the _. ¢

4 )

PBTE Series and by carrying ‘out various seminars and workshops on PETE,‘ ;

R ¥
te

At the state level, teacher otganisations affiliated with | .
-

the NQ@ and the AFT are involved.in various ways with PBTE. “The concerns
13. Sce Appendix (.2 ' e
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of teacher grganisationd.concerning PBIE arise out of the issue of

“accountability of, teachers in the schools and out of cerfification of

. i A
\& teachers. 'The activities of teacher organisations vary.with the strength

and interests of the local organisations but ‘two <xamples indicate some
. _ P A

of these’agtivities. ‘lhc UFT in New York City established a Performance -
3

* . e . . . . *
Certification Committee which reported in March 1972 and said, amohg other

. - .
° .

o things, that they oppose any performance-based certification until

validated resczrch has been completed. The estimates they received on
4 - .the time needed for such research ranged fdom five to twenty years., The

’ .

Committee also recommended that UFT cooperate in the development of

'

@ tecacher education programmes, that UFT urge intensive research in-teacher

AP L N : . R |
© behaviour‘and that the UFT demand an internship programme of three years

.

after graduation wzth the~interﬁ beginning with a half teaching load plus

seminar$. A somewhat different approach has been adopted by the Maine

« ., . ¢ v :

. Teachers Association who reguire a five year teacher training programme.
- \ . - . .

5 The MTA seck to gedugq,@he number of persons qualified to teath by
oo ; 2 A

combining the demand for a fifth year of "experiential training' in the
. “» ¢

. schools with a demand that the local teacher associatiens participate in

ithe determination of quota$ and in ikhe sclection’ of student teachers in
L3 . '3 ~ ks ’

¢ . - .
wheir district. "Concern abott entty into the profession is a totally new

.
\

area of activity for professional ‘aggsotiations and ... control cé4n only
. 5

. come into the hands of the profession if individual inembers are insistent
T © .

< thatgthis haﬁbenf%(Harvin,mJ,H.,1974) The gpproach exemplified by the,

" .MTA may develdp in such a way as to impiement PRTE in the fifth year in
¢ ! -
: ]

the schools or it may be that, irrespective of what the colleges do in

their prpgrammes, the teachers associations will implement-a performance
- L4 . 'd ‘ -
-based requirement in addition to any academic requirements., In any case
O i
the actions of the tecacher associations are an important factor in the

P

direction that PBTE has taken and will.take in the future. :}
~ A
14. Feldman, S.(1972) Ll .
\‘1‘ \T‘”’ ’ i )
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DEVELOPMENT OF DPBYE

. ‘The PBTE movement dates from the commemcement of the Elementary
. N - .
. LY v ¢ .
Teacher-Education Models projéet. This project began in 1967 when the

USOE was considering funding priorities and a group of consultants met on

2 August 1967 to plan the project. A request for proppsuls was issued by

the USOE on 16 October 1967 with a closing date of 1 January 1963.‘ Eighty

. \( ° m\

proposals were submitted and nine were selected for fudﬁing.” Work began

on the models in llarch 1968 and was to be completed by October 1968 as
%
Phase I of the project. Phase II was a feasibility study of the models
a .
to determine the costs, needed rescarch and implications of adopting the

sz ‘ . . .
models and this phase was begun in May 1969 and completed in December )
1969. Concurrent with the scéond phasé, the AACTE conducted seminars
and workshops if various parts of the USA ta desiminate information abouts

. o implementation ’ )
the models. Phase III called for the of at least™three of the

“

models to test thc?ﬁgability to achieve their stated goals but fuﬁﬂs~yere

not forthcoming frgm the USOER and this phase did not come.ab0ut. L §

N I3

Implementation of PBTE programmes has come about in a number of institutions

- -

Kl

. .
as a result of particular local® influences. ,Federal influence is exerted

= »

through thniféquirement that Teacher Corps programmes be performance based,
’ . /
A8
as are career education‘and other programmes funded byighe USOE and the
NIE. Some institutions, such as Florida Internationgl University, University*

of Houston and University of Toledo, have committed their entire teacher

-

education programmes to.per%ormanCe—based procedures although in these

cases the top administrators in the teacher education departments were

closely connected with the development of a model in the Eiementary ;

- !
Teachar Education Models project. -Other institutions have- implemented

-

PBTE in part of their progfammes in response to individual, enthusiasts

L4

[

¥ Ly L, 2"}}: .
» . : Y L \ ‘7

-

Y
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" } o
an their stqff or in response to outside pressure from the State agency.
- ~ } .

- . M

X R A T SN
A number of teacher education institutions are effectively ignoring

J -

PBTE altogether and even those committed in part or wholl& to PBTE have

¢
N . . g . ’
staff members who do not support its implementation,

'
—

The development of PBTE had been influenced by the numerous

S

iy . . '. '- .
the initial interest in remodelling teacher
4

. H .. .
education was stimulated in} large measure by pzoblems of teaching in

factors discusséd above but

‘areas of urban poverty. Sodg of the reactions to this catalyst -were
. . td
- t

T y S . .
the.creation of the Teacher 'Corps, the National InStitute for Advanced

% " v -

Study. in Teaching Disadvantaged Youth, Task Force '72 and the Carecer

3

Opportunities Program and PRIE is the means by which these programmes
R / . .
are to achieve their goals.? 1f teachers are to be held acgountable, .

ﬁartiCUlarly for the rcading ability of their pupils, then teacher
. X .

v )

<

education is called upon to. produce teachers who are egfiéient,in teaching

. basic skills and,PBTE is a chp0nse to that call. ‘

‘ ‘

L]

‘o




( Y
' . CHAPIER + THREE
) "o, ‘ 1

_MODELS OF  PRTE
THE 1968 ELENENTARY

N

i

»

TEACHUER -EDUCATLON ¥ i -‘.”

a massfve amount of material.in the for%%bf ten meports and nght ’

:feasibilify studics which Le Baron (197

x

first deliberate cfforts at developing q%mprehenslvc programs of elementary .
o 157

'teacher educatxon " As ﬁummaries of

- ~

I.shall not attempt a summary of the

on aspects-¥f the models.

)

[

The ten models produced i

a?

R 1) cla:ms “rcgﬁeScnt the .o

.,» -

thé madels are available elsewhere

% <
in@éyidual models but rather comment
.{

iv

m\

o

a»’ﬂ -

1967 have a certain degree of

“oon .
¢ ommon featqrqssduez imepETt, to {pc dibéction given by the USOE in its
Foe 3 N " K Z;t
dll for propgsals. In the plannxng stg}ement drawn up in August 1968
\S.“‘n *
- -pt 4

‘by the USOE it was sald
"b

v

e x
‘%§'%ny proposals}geveloped for the

[ =
‘r?

- N

prégramme should lnclude a ratLOnale,

¥ . a viable theory, specified objecLLVes, and évaluational components.

In addition, concern should be dLre§ted to individualized instructton,

simulatton, sclf-stully, the use

approaches to the problem of Lducdting elemuntary teachers

ofhulei- -sgnsory media: ‘pultxple
aspects

e
of team teaching, realistic reality*testing laboratory experiences,

.

built ®n development,

e
demonsnratlom~and dissemination

phases,

built-in systems and costs analyeL 5 in-sg@rvice education for "all -

transportable as models to other elementary tcacher- producing

institutions., It was felt that

personnel ¢gonducting such program%gi, and the results should be

siffee teachers have multiple

ey
competencies and multiple as well s sgqugntlal effects proposals

. for such a prog

ramme should be geqi@d to how childgen learn and

should also relate to how teacher§faid the dLVLlOpmcnt of learning

strategics and skills in children

designs should be stimulated whxch'

schools and comnunity agencies,
teacher educators, and linkages

,industrial and systems analysis
the above elements tould %F impl

- ‘s

producers in-addition to.the inpu

(Bui{

e

:.t waszfurthcr felt that associate

> g

WemonsTrate linkages with public-
l3fikages With graduate schools for

gh teacher education preservice
,expecéhd from educatipn-related
oratgons. It was 2assumed Lhat

in gertain kinds of model
, R.J., 1970, pp.1-2) /’i

c‘?
&& .

S

" 15.8ee Le Baro@, ., (1970), Burdin, %Fﬁ, an?yLapzillotti,‘E., (1969),
Burns, R.J., (1970) and Joyce, B., (l9§%) R .
¢ S ! : ”
Q Pt 2'8 * ’
ERIC - ,
o i o , / p . .




“, ’

o

~ v
A

ERIC

i e R

. . - Lo ’ . : . o .
,“Apart ‘from any unifying influence of the USOE Request for Proposals, .
- Fo: R : S

t N «
N .

w

* N - . 1] .
*The features commen £o the models included ag cmphasis on systrems
s ' “ ~ ' Pt
R LS ‘ © - .
*analy#is, brhaviordl objectives, individualization of instruction by tﬁg

s 4 'S td

e . v -
? a . . . . . .
implengﬁtatxon of #¢tlmological innpvations, demonstration of teaching”
. ¥ . . s > ‘0 .
y T Loy, . . e Y
* . competencies in simulation laboratories or sclipols and provision for Cebey
. ) AR . ¢ R . 4 . .

in-servige edq;atiod as part of a lengthy period of professionglpreparation,

K ":‘

" the. teams selecfga te develop modéks were seed’by Joyce (1§71,p.117)

* Id R S, 1 ’,
to have a similar conception of the teacher: -
1 . . , . . . . Q,Jl " . .
. = "All cdnceptions shared the following features:’ .
, 1. The teachgr was not only described in behavioral terms; but was

seen as a beha{riorist; a setter of-bchavioral objectives, user of
. " behaviorally-oriented teaching strategies} and user of behavioral
-~ ® -measurement tqachnEQUes‘< Therd were nodexceptions to this,
. .2, The teacher%as saen as a member of a‘clinical team, rather
2 than as a ~lone operator in a, self-contained classroom. Speﬂial Sts

were cnvisioned in most cages.
- 3. The tedacher was scen.in mps@ cases as working in an environment

»rich in gupport systems,.cspediakly self-instructiondl materials. -
- . . . D o
Thus, he functions gs & diagnodser and orchestrator rather than as
A . the typical teacher of ‘today." P )
. 2 7 RN, i N .
- . a°  The'models were designed td produce, teachers who would T -
- :4 < . . ~ Il - P

’
N

have far greater responsibility and capacity to guide, children's learning
# . ] ' "5 v A
. - L . “g' . N S .
expericences than is common in twachers today.: However, the new teachers
. I N - ] . .

o -
g - . -
> .

could nét dpetrate in schools staffed and equipped as they are today.
ne °. {'- -' ' ‘ : ’ ' N ) . i N
« The models draw uponfa quite limited amount of research on teachin¥ in
. N . ~

'

Ll ,9h'attemp: to gpnsﬁruct-teaphcé education systems to produce.tcachefs

" R c . - - - .
in sthools a~decade  after the models were devised.

- ﬁ':;‘)

o

. . Aﬁﬂan example of the general approach of the, various modeig&

~ the l:ichigan State University "Behavioral Science Elementary Teacher
T e - s B
- : ’ RYPRS ' - .

4 L]
e, N e : . .

-

16. _Wystems aralysis is a process for rglabing A program or -its parts
.to the goals envisioned for that progiam, “for* using" information derived
from operatiog to anu§t the program toyards ffS“gdaI’qrienFation, and
for designingAang'seT%cting alternative ‘@pproaches based on the, particular
characteristicg?of the“operating environmant." (Le Baron, W., 1970,p.2)

. ‘ A o N . T

- Jiae

ot
yl/

~

.;@'
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7

Education Program” illustrates the main feéatures listed above. The use

- -
‘ N . - *
A

of systems analysis is evident bothﬁn the means. of developing the model '

‘aﬁd_in the %oxking~o£ the developed model. In developing the model, the

. -~ . N
Nr&higaﬁ“team began with four assumptions about teacher edugation:
~. ™~ ’ .

1) that a professional teacher is one who employs a "clinical behavior

¢

~Lo 17 . )
) style of teaching" - ' \ ‘
SN NN, N -
\ - N .
2) that the professional foundations-of teacher preparation should be
- . . ‘

based on thebehavioral sciences,

-

3) that students sjould be t%ught how to teach ond not how to conduct
research aithough they should be able oo ap}ly research findings to their
teaching practice, ond . AN

L2
4) teachers tend to teach as they have been taught. . .
What is meant by 'clinical‘behavior styié of tecaching' is a pattern of hﬁ‘
\ 'bemayiour c0nsi;ging of "six phases: dcscrrbimg, analyzing, hypotheoiéiqg,

prescribing, treating and observing conseguences." (Houston, R.E., 19%8,p.»A-4).

-~ .
. h

a3

Aftcr. observing tHconsequences of the treatment,the teacher then
RN e~ -~ . ,

.

- . \‘\ h . M ) )
describes the changed situation and so begins another series of phases.

N : - - - ' . e o

T JHaving identified this style of ceaeh}ng as appropriate for the ‘''product",

~ -7 _rthe team developing-the model had then to-use thri/%xyle in the model

~. - -
~ ~> -~ -

3 .
Lo ltSelf (based on assumpclons 3 and a) .The resulting undergraduate ’
) ‘Q‘\ - v \\\ \\ ~ 18 3 . 19
: programme utilised systems analysis in its evaluation procedure to

N \
N . .

& e :
N~ \\Ensurc that the, programme as a whole was contlnually ad justed towards -
N ~ \‘\\ U . . . , ‘

~ O - - N - .
~ -

- ~

) E— - -
“\‘\\ |7f For an account of the main features of the Miohigan model see Appendix D,1
* “~¢and for an indication of the importance of the "clinical behavior style “of
teaching” see Appendix D.1,"- .~ Special Feature number 2. .
» ‘ - .

. 18. For a brief descrgption of thq Michlgan progrsmme see Appendix D.1,

’ N ’
lgwwjhe programme evaluatlon is lndxf-ted *in Appendix D. 1 : in Special )
o - Features numbers¥5, 12,13, léfand RER vl . oo . . t o
MC ) . . ot e S e ) ,'
ommem : ‘ } , SR )
77%
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R sqne of the other modcls butal
l‘-./ \ ' M
i behavxoural in tuelr approacn
1

".1.' A
:

behavxor style of tcachlng

del ls mdte obvxous
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. A 4

lhe actual teachlng prdgramme consists

/ .

I I

20
2 700 m dulgs,_each desxgned to meet a speclflc behavxofal objective,s

}y behav10 ral tn lts approach than‘

1 of the models are more or less strongly-.

"The NlchlgamyépQCLflcatﬁcn of "clinical

. ot
K .1".0>,-

¢

,o. /'
is unlque but’, %%l‘?odcls have some speclflcatl:h
; ol the kind of teacher to be produbfd hy tho oqdcl - -7 e ,//
o e DR ’
" .% - “.: /_ The cmphasls on develop:ng models based on a specrflqatlon R
o LY e ;o . v s N
\ of goals is aﬂépmmon feature ofIthe models but the form in which each \~1F“
; ' OY the teams put these goals differs conslderably’ The ComField model . ' o ;
, . t," s &
o E prodUced by the Northwest Regional Educatlonal Laboratory, outllned ve%ﬁ' A
" 1 pfoposltlons from which the model was deyeloped 0f those proposltlons - - - -
. v .
\ \ qdmbers 7,8,9 and 10 relate to aspects of systems analysls%ahdundﬁbers
. .. : ’ v

122,3,4 and 5 relate to,behavioral objectivds Number 6, the emphasis_

¢

on’individualized and personalized instruction

, 1s the edgcational

>

\\] reason for the use of complex managerial systems which result from
. N - . . !

propositions 9 and 10,

. A
L N ' '
- .
.

\ Alternative procedures for determlnfhg the goals of the

\.

¢
teacher educatlon programme are prov1ded by the Unlverslty of Toledo and

UnlverSLty of'Georgia models. The Toledo staff searched the literature
e '. '. . \s P ‘
\for apprbprlate starements of. goals for teache

. T educatlon and theﬂ
:'- aé:‘-\\ -' > g 3 “ 22 o
v\ n\; N Bxesented a commlttec w1th a list of goals for their ratlng Each of these
AN e ‘; - ot [
AN ¥ N ;\-“ . . . L .
:\\Ta :‘~'ﬁ¥Qil§ begln w1th 'Each teacher should be prepared to employ teachcr
NN R YO N A .
N SN o S : #o .-
\\\‘\.’"-q l./ =Y / N ~ N - .
° ~\§ éo Reference is made tQ the modules in Appendlx D l ) in Specghl
N bcatures numhers 8, lB”and 14;.,,\. VRN : . h
A o - " A k ” .
N, o
«}\\g\\ See Appeﬁdlx\b 2 l for a lrSt'oﬁ he. propositions » :
- AW te ; s 4' . < .- . -
\g See: Appendlx D 2 2 for a desanptlon of the procedure for arrlving at
) : th hgoals a list of the goals aﬂd -the ratings, given each .goal. ;
\)4 L] . .:' y , R 1 N '\: - ) R L. .
E l(i' [ AT J/<T:“ " < -
' K N N -
oy v

- - ":
N }. o : ' " Tt v, ) 2(3 : .': '
; ' B i a “ v . N .
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behav10rs which will help every child...' and aze followed by a statement
Y 23 .

.of the desired change in the.pupil. From these general’'goals, considered

N

lBegiﬁhipg'with a -general statement of ‘the overallupurposc?

> . B : N
in primary contexts of "Instructional Organization', "fducational

. . . Y 4
Technology", 'Contemporary Learning-Tcaching Process', "Societal Factokrs'
and "Rescarch", were derived the behavioral objectives. from which 1400
specifications were written. . The University of Géorgia adopted a

. N »

’

somewhat different procedure in that they

not only an interrelated system of edficational principles,

accepted list of the goals for the elementayy school along wifh their
related objectives. Next,.the specific 'learning behaviors v ich
tquhcrs are to create in pupllS in order for“them to achie

ob,jectives were determinced. From these the numerous specific teaching
bch3v10k\h?h1ch teachers must perform -in erder to create

changes I pupils were identified. The teachers' behavigrs along

with other data formed the foundagion for the job analysfis which in
turn.vas used to dcvelop the spe;%flcatlons. (Johnson/ C.E.,
Sheayron,c.ﬁ. and Stauffer, A ,1968, pp.4- S)

of education,
Ve - ’ X . .
the Georgia.educational viewpoint is stated in terms of the societal

‘s,

goals of the scﬁool the dcgiped features -of an.instructional programme:
qc Tl N - .
"3 "f Y
and somk, pr1nc1ples df opcratlon “.+ The objectives of the elementary
. .‘ . ,_\2[} . - ] .
school* envisaged in thc‘ﬁporgln model are listed under the headings
‘8 . . »
of 'reading', 'spuaking*, '1t§tening ) comp051t 1!, 'social studies’
. _ &. \ z ’ 25
'mathematics', 'science', 'health, physical education and safety'
B . . 3
IS » .

lart!, 'music', 'media’', 'affegtive' and ‘'cognitiyve processes'. From

¢ - .
v . ‘ - ‘ L]
* : 3 .

%

g - N . B N
"23" For comment on this form of:stating the goals.sece Page 59 .

¢ 0

24 . Examples .of these ObJLCthES comprlsé Appendlx D.2.3 and comments
.on these objectives.is méde on. Page 58 .Y e <

i1

25. Other models, dld not anluﬂe SLCL]OHS on phy51ca1 education, ’

»
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7

\
5 -
L3

=

y
DR > ‘25.
‘»;? LI . . ‘.

* ——

#ia o

£ e N 3 : I3 : :
“ffese objectives were gbtained the, performance specifications. Each
‘\’; n‘ . - N . N o . fy

;B

df the models followed the patterh of developing some form of goals )
© Iy N s - '

. ot

[Py

-

from.which speciftcalions were obtained but the models differed among
o g L) » R “ .

“ ’

2 te B ?
tpemsiiges as to the manner in which the specifications were stated.
' ;~1 a o .
Two examples ofs ghe different approaches to stating the -

3
< Al

. e .3 : e . s .
spacifications of the progtampes are those of the University of .
. \ H
» ° 26

Wiscopsin and Syracus¢ Univer$ity. The University of Wisconsin example

£

. \ .
of a mathematics education element indicates how part of a subject is

specified in the form of a flow chart and accompanying instructions,

v

Therexample of .mathematics education element is equivalent ia the by

Wisconsinxprogrammé to any of the parts shown in the science education
.22 | :
model. This latter model represcnté the course outline of a subject,
i 28
The SyracuseQUniver§ity example pconsists of a flow chart of the modules

¢
for Social and Cultural Foundations together with the detaided

. . o
specifications of one of those modules. The particular. example chosen

-
from the many Syracuse University specifications does not have the v

’ »

complex provisions for alternate routes within the module as-provided
in the University. of Wisconsin éxample. However, apart from the
differences in complexity of routes and formaf of the specificationg, .

there is considerable similarity between the two examples in the use

N |

of flow ch&rts, iniéial decisions as to the ;elevanét of the'module:
emphasisfo; application of the material being covereé in the module

. ‘ =~ s
and the PSe'of the‘post test fo} diagnostic purposes. The individual
modules ar;,requirgd to fit-into an overall programme either because

a list of EcacherAqugstencies must be met or because the institution,

has formal course requirements for its degree. ° e )

: 3 ;’ / ' . . :
26. Sce AppendixE.1.1 s : .o

. ; . )

27.‘T§Ld Appendix EV1.2 . : > ‘ “ 'Y .
28, sce hppendix E.2.1 and E.2.2 - :zﬁ_ .

«
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The three examples of overall prograumwgknre those from

Syracuse University, Florida State University and the ComFicld model. ¢
29 0 ) ; . ; .
The Syracuse progranm"spans'five vears, the first two of|which are ,
. ¥

fgkcn up with liberal arts subjects and a liberal edueati¢gn component

- ‘which consists of interdisciplinary studies in each of the areas of .

humanities, social science and natural science. The conteént of each -
. . \ -
of the parts.of the programme are relatively standard teacher education

-
.

material with the possible exception of the Self-Directed Component of

~ .

the Junior Year. The task of the studeqnt in this component is to
behavioral terms, .
descrigﬂAthe changes he would like to see take place in the children he

is to teach and to determine what training he requires to accomplish

these changes with pupils he teaches in his resident year. The programme -

as a whole is concerned more with processes than with content.and is
) . _ ~ . 30
intended to be largely self-paced for the student. The Florida model

also incorporates in-service work as part of its programpe although in

this case it is for two academic years in the schools and three summer
. ' ’
sessions in the university. A student who graduates from this programme :

<

'will have a M.A, and,.apart from being able to teach children of age
three to thirteen, will specialise in a particular.age group, in a

subject area and in ,oneof the differentiated teaching functiols.
. . L]

-

The ComField model is designed to produce "instructional 'managers"
g p 24 . )
- : - - h = ‘ ) 1

. . , -
who will- supervise the instructional process designed by an "instructional
> B . \
-
, : engineer' to the specifications of an "instructional analyst". The |
s . ; ) 31 . . . ) ‘
programme given as an example is for an "instructional manager” who -
— - - e s g S e ——.— Wi . . —
29 . See.Appendix F.1 : . . ~.
0 -~ i . , -
30, See Appendix F.2 - -
31, See Appendix F.3 . e ’ '
. , :
. ¢ ’ )
&) Py ) Ce e .

« . R 3 .
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will proceed through four levels of cprtificaéion.’ The Preparatory

Certificate permits entry into the Laboratory phase, the Initial
+

Certificate permits entry into the Practicum, the Contifuing Certificate.

permits cntry to carecr teaching and the Consultant Certificate permits

- -

the teacher to be a supervisor of ComField students in the Practicum

phase. The competencies required by the prograwmme are specified, in
»
A

»

summary, in the example of the ComFiecld model.
All the models incorporate an in-service part in their

programme and they specify the behaviours to be demonstratéq by the
-

mte ®

students. The programmes also 'seek to provide each student with

z

training experiences appropriate for his perceived needs and to do this .-,
- requires flexible modules and flexible overall, programmes together with

i ready access td considerable amounts of information on the student's ., -
' . ] s

- performance. To achieve the required individualised programﬁes has

resulted in elaborate management systems.

As is indicated in Appendix G.l, the models produced by
’ b . - . . . : N
the Elementary Teacher Education Models project- are managemgnt models S

as well as ingtructional models. The justification for the development
— .

of elaborate management models is, as stated by Joyce (1971,pp.80-1), that
‘ .
"With the advént of technologies for developing large”and complex
information-storage-and-retrieval systems there arrived also the
. L cdpacity -td develop management S§ystems which could coordinate ,
student <characteristics and achievement with instructional alternatives
’ and maintain reasonable levels of quality control.... It is safe to
v * say that all the program model tcams are comfortable with the idea
- of management ‘systems ‘and believe that when. we learn how to use them
we ,can make education much more flexible and human....They believe
that duch a technology will eventually not only permit instruction
. . to be tailored to individuals but also will ecnable the student
- ( himself to shape many instructional goals and means."

”
»

The ComFicld model has a management system, the rationale of which is

- Noe .

- -

Appendix G.1, designed to.serve ten functions:

Instructfonal; ® ) . . ,

1. To organise and coordinaté, the Hwnan and nonhumdfi resources necessary
. - 4

o o

%,
)

Q . g ¢ e . . . . . .

)
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~ and impact of part or all of the programme:and supply assessment data to

ERIC

"to carry out the instructional programme, ’

2, Poiiqxﬁ Clarify the educatipnal goals of elementary pupils and
Wt .

translate them into a written policy statement for the programme and »
E] - N .

’

insure thﬁt decisions are made with regard to the stated policy,

I3

.
.

3. Adaptation; Provide operational guidelings on the basis of the
- . . . ‘ . ’

written policy, rccommend modifications of the programmé¢ based on

‘feedback or evaluate part or all of thg programme and design new

¢ written programme specificatidns and cooridinate the feedback to all

’
.

parts of the programme,
4, Programme Execution; Establish and maintain effective relationships
) between the parts of the programme to fgcflitate the adapt%ve and suppdrt 4
_ functions,

5... Supply; Supply and'maintain equipment,
. .
6. Costing; Conduct regular and systematic accounting for all ‘elements

‘of the programme,
. - f L
7. Research and Development; Modify instructional system or design new
. N é
systems, advise and/or assist research conducted within the programme
. X / :
: /
and undertake limited basic resecarch on the principles 6f irstruction,

8. Personnel; Supply staff and students,

Iy

9, Information; Collect, store, analyse and synthesise reqhired data,

10. Evaluation; Assess (upon request) the effectiveness, appropriateness

. 32 . '
any staff pember requesting it. N . w

One of the tasks of the management system which has riot been discussed in
’
this suryey of the Elementary Teacher Education Modeis is that of costing

" the., operation of the prograhMés. It is difficult to provide an accurate
-~ A0

estimate of the cost of implementﬂpg any of the models developed in this

.
f d

projéct but the feasibility studies undertaken on eight of the modeds: -do”

/
!

‘ . / S
-ai.  See Schalock, H.D. and Hale, J.K., (1968, Vol.I,pp.108-127) . o

“

2H
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e .

. ‘ .
give some indication as to what -the developers thought it-might cost.

.
B Iy

The example given infAppendix G.2 indicates an ovéqall cost af implemgntation

, of US '$9,823,750 spread over a six lyear period, after which the programme
¢ . - > ) .o, .":_'
must be sclf-supporting. Unlike the Syracuse cost estimate., the'Michigan &
_ . . igﬁ .
. . . . N . i P
State University model estimated /its costs over a pre-implementation™

period and a four year implementation period but their costs totaled
. , :

i

\\{\ USs $5,887,825.. lowever the ma%h difference. between the two cost

estimates lies™in the greater importance of 'Materials' in the Syracuse

A}

épsting and the dominance of 'Academic Pérsonnel' $3,854,350 and :

. “Supbort Staff' $857,953 in the‘Michigan estimates. Whether because of
- ° the high costs of implementing any-of the éodels?3 or becausgsof lack of.
-interest by the Federal Government or fé; other reasops, none of éhq T 4
- ’ models developed as part of the Elementar} Téacher Education ﬁodgls ’ ..‘::ééé‘-«'
project were funded in the envisioned Phase 11T of the project. The :33'?‘

models were implemented, to a greater or lesser extent, in the developing
4

. . ~
. . . » s . . ..
institutions and served as guides for other ,institutions Who were D
r ) '

- ' D

seeking to redesign their programmes. The models served.as a catalyst T

for the PBTE movement in the U.S.A. ' . o -
* ASPECTS OF SAiLPLE PBTE PROGRAMNIMES .

v >

C e em e o -— e - . - ' & - .
. An example of the implementation of some of the features
. ' : ) . . . . " »
- « of an Elementary, Tcacher Edacation Model in the developing-institution .
. . . . ' ]
is the elementary teacher programme now in operation.at the University )

of Toledo. This institution iss one of the few to have committed all ‘ .

its teacher education.Programmes to the PBTE approach,for most of the

1

- .
v ~ ~

universities and collegés that‘haveoembraced the PBTE approach\have
- ' £ - -

. ’ v
done so in conjunction with traditional programmes. Even the University

&

33. It has been estim%pea that the iodels cost abo&t Us $1%300,000 to
. develop but, notwithstanding claims such as made in the Univegsity of .
- Georgia feasibility study that'the rodels would produce teachers at less . LT

L cost than existing programmes, the call by a committee in 1972 for .

[ERJ!: .US $150,000,000 to implement PBTE mocels -seems to have been ignored. ~
oo T o - - . .

-t

L,
. ‘ AR T
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34
of Toledo's programme

-

is performance-based in its Elementary Education

>

and Secondary Education courses only. The remainder of the.programme |

being outside the College of Education is npot yet converted to the
performance-based approach. The Education courses indicated in Appendix
«
. . %
fl.1 are Elementary Education 101 and 102 which constitute thg Careex

Decisions* Program in the Freshman year, Elementary Education 320,324
-~

L4 ©

3

and 328 which are the methods courses in the Junior year and Elementary

Education 340 (Elementary Tecaching and Learning) and Elementéry'Education
The education coursSes are

A .
which aim to provide a degrece of individualised

392 (Student Teacking) in the Senior year.
35

set out in modules

- €

-

instruction, The most striking innovatiorn included in the Toledo

programme is the Career Decisions Program for the students jdst en%er;ngh

the University and considering a tceaching carcer.. ‘The main point of
36 . ‘
the Carcer Decisions Program is to serve as a means of achieving

what was sought in traditiomal tedcher education programmes which had

~1t <

monitors and a course entitled something like "Introductiol Eo:Teaching .

E
The modules in the Career Decisions Program include one "Self-Analysis
23 * .

.

¢

for Carcer Decisions" and another "Introduction to Carcer Compdnengs",
P

-

On the-'basis of these moduleS the student may be expected to know what

arcas of specialisation are available and which of those is most
L3

.

©

The first group of students to undertake the programme,
k_—_ } “ -
a CDA on a five point scale from

suitable for him,
in 1971, rated their school experience as

. Tl
Completely Satisfactory (1) 38%, (2) 35%, (3) 18%, (4) 6% to Not At

All Satisfactory (5) 2%. The involvement of student qnd‘uniggfsity

3

- s
.

34 " Sce Appendix H.1

See Appendix 1.2

.35 . B
.36 See Appendix H.3 © ) .
N ’ S '
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t

\- . s
- ) -
AY ® -, !
staff with the schools does nof end with the Career Decisions Program

but instead the Elementary Education courses, particularly the methods,
- > ¢ :
4 .
are taught and evaluated, in part, in the schools with the classroom
it ~ 0yt -
- ( . ¢ - %\-
teacher Being involved in both the planning and the c¢valuation of the

>

student's activity. In addition, the university stWff member may be

involvéd in currieulum planning as part of a staff team in the school
and also teach a graduate course (for credit) in the school to the
teachers on the staff of that school (e.g. oh aspects of shpervision).

A university staff member is assigned as the supervisor to one school
& .
and he is responsible for the .full range of teacher education activities
associated with that school. The Toledo programme illustrates both
the :
the implementation of one of,Elementary Teacher Education Models and

’ /. - .
the increased emphasis on the role of the schools in teaching and

[

evaluation of teacher education courses,

The Flor?dahlnternational University is an example of d%
. 37 : e
institution which has recently agpened and which has adopted PBTE from
' ‘ ' A

the beginning of. its development. The teacher education programme wa

\

S,

¢

developea_according to six specifications:

1. Competency-based curriculum which "impéses on us the responsibility.
to identify.and expresi/in very specific terms that which is accepted
as "best practice" in teaching"; (Sowards, G,W.,1974,p.2)

2. Criterion-referenced evaluation, "Iwo questions are central here:
(1) Are the competencies we have chosen to be developed the appropriate
ones?; (2) Do our trainces achieve the stated competencies?'
(Sowards, G.W,,1974,p.2)

3. More field-based programmes;

4. Multimedia-based instructional systems;

5. .Individualized ingtruction and self-instruction and
6.p ' Computer- based instructional management system,

37 Florida International University opened in 1972,

. . .
- . . > ~ v
]

. pat
. LY, ) .

-
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N

" After the first year of opexation a number of difficulties were identified

as challenges to the successful implementation of PBTE programme at -

Florida International University.; These'difficulties included a lack of

a clearly defined sct of terms to use in discussing aspects of the

programme, a nged for a reexamination of the role of professors, teachers
] 38 -
in the schools and students, a need for suitable instructional materials,

]
problems of grading and the use of modules in an institution based on

-

courses and tiw;ébased assessment and ' A need to come to grips with a

“

criterion referencgd evaluation scheme dnd opportunities for performance-
P

oriented settings for evaluation purposes." (Sowards, d.w.,1974,p.4),

The Florida Intern;ti;nal University programme has a '"Core"
consisting of three courses'“General Teabhing Skillg Lab I", "General
Teachiﬁg Skills‘Lab II"-and."échgdiing in Aﬁeriéﬁ". In lab I the‘°emphasis
is on developing ;bjectives,'lesson plans, tesgé*and managing cléssroom
discipline. 1In Lab II the emphasis i;'on(the development of self-concept,

commumicapion skills, interpersonal skills, group interaction ski}ls and

understanding pupils with differing cultural backgrounds, As with the

L4

. . ' '701
Toledo coursesy the content of the Florida-rcourses was detérmined on the -

/ . . . .
basis of specifications of the-requirements of teaching rather than on

>

the basis of the content of academic disciplines such as educational
s i - , >

. » ' .
psycholo’g%r sociology. - . T -

' ) ;

The.evaluati&n of the first year of operation of the Florida

‘'

'Intérnational'University_programme was conducted for all courses and, on

e

a five point scale from "very positive" to "very regative" student attitude,

.
«

the results were; ‘ !
) * : :

38 . Numerous State supported projects are producing varidus forméiéf
instructional materials for PBTE progr rammes., An example of such a
project is the "Florida Pro;ect “for (hanging Teacher Education rhrough ’

the Use of P;otocol Materials" which produces a catalogue of protocoi o
materials. ) . . e g . ;

1

»
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o

performance-based apprdach - 80% very positive or positive, 15% ncutral
credit/no, credit grading -70% ' -,20%
]
no formal examinations 80% ) , 15%,
‘ . 4
relevance of competencies 85% , 15%
I *» - ' N
self-pacing -90% 9%
- \ f N
"The dataindicate. that students generally feel very positive toward
performance -based cducatfon, as .they are expericncing it, As a
result of course lmprovement not only should attitudes toward
specific courses become more positive, but also attitudes towards
per formance-based education in general.'" (Gay, L.R,, 1973, p.12)

The conclus{on, based on thie evaluation data, does not scem to be
entirely warranted in that between 10% and 30% of the students had
- N §

,either_néutral or negative attitudes to aspects of the approach,and

given the identiflcation,by students in the first year of an innovative
3 , .

~

. programme in a new institution,with the apptoach adopted by that programme

the data is not a reliable guide to studem:\Ettitpdes-in an established

programme, A difficulty with evaluation of a newly implemented course

-

}s that the time and rgsgurces needed to devise adequate instruction

ands tq undertake adequate evaluation are not usually available se that
an imstitution has tc concentrate its effgrts in one area rather than
the other, It has been indicated that the Oregon Collbge of Education

. . . 39"
has one of the best §évelopcd evafudtiop proccdures fer a PBTE programme.

~

-/ ,

» A trial form of the Oregon College of Education's assessment
. ! OIJA

‘ o 3H
- programme was carried out in 1973 and fully implemented in 1974, The
lntgntlon is that a total assessment system in- aPform Wthh will permit
i$s use with known confidénce will be completed by 1976 The Oregon
.

Collcge of Education's programme differs from most other PBTE programmgs

in that it sceks ‘to dssess fompetcncy at the level of the outcomes to be

[ER\/ ’ The Elementary Teacher Education Program at the Oregon College of
o
qucation recoivcd the AACTP Distinguished Achicvement Award for

.
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. 3 S .o
expected of a certified teacher/in the school rather than Jo assess -
¢ . -

. -

- ~ \}~ 1
lower level knowledge or ski outcomes. Instgad éfﬂiiSing_chpir
N “~

’
%
",

programme on relatively low level competencies which gre casier to

. . N

identify, the Oregon College of Education has attempted to rcsolve¥‘~

thc}ifficulti.cs' involved in identifying the competencies required of
. Y .
‘a certified teacher successfully operating in a school situation and - .
. . F) T .
to attempt to assess their students on the basis of those compcfencies.

P . 40 .
It was initially anti ated that "performance standards would apply

1) v

‘

to cach cdhpetcpcy %» ng assessed" (Schalock,D., 1973,p.18) bup.ghié .

approach was not found to be functional. The Oregon College of Education
B . ° - » w
programme was modificd so that College and school supervisors assessed the

’

;student teaching by means of a.five point rating scale for particular

> -

' ‘
competencies and applied the performance standards to the student's

whole performance in the ‘particular demomstration context. ' ///‘

The ability to measure a student's performance in terms of
I. ( .

a teaching competence is the sccond of the two central features of PBTE,
. ’ " ’ ’ " -
the ¥irst of those features is the ability to identify, the competence to®,

be peéformed and.mca5ured, and thé Oregon €ollege of Education programme i%

significant in that it holds out promise of tackling® the problems related- ’

.
‘.

. W [
to evaluation of stydcnt‘tcaehhuxpcrforqancc.

~ ) ¢

" Another institution to begin a PBYE programme recently.is v M
. —_— ’
the University of louston, Texas, which commenced the first phdse o§
- N ] B . - . 2
the programme in 1973. THe programme is to consist of* phases (usually

of one scmester each) as follows: Phase 1 consists of Curric. _and Instr,

'(C & I) 362 and 4301, PhaiEiEE:}oﬁsiscs of ARE 334 (Art), EED43OT (Music), ' .

- . . . * i,
v . -
]
g

~

40, See Appendix I.

s

'f . . N v .
413 bd? details of the objectives of these coukses see Appendix J.
. : 0

. ’ ) t

Wy
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o

{IPE 334 (Health) and cither of both C & I 430T (Multicultural) and FED 361

-

(Foundations of Education), Phase III will be methods courses and elctives

< .

and Phase IV is a sémester of Internship Teachihg.

-This programme is

noteworthy 'for two reasons; it is b

-

ed on a

students'

r-

g
concerns model ‘

’

g course 1s percelved by the faculty to be in noed of strengthenlng,

! ' W@R"'
developed by . Fuller and it has-& foundations of cducatlon ¢ omponent .

. .

V-‘

[N + . .

-The qompetencies required of students are identified much as in other

PBTE models but they are ordered on the basis of the Fuller model which
’ ) ) .

postulates that students entering a teacher education prQoramme are

>

more concerned about®their own adequacy thun‘concern for the technical
. . < ] - '

skills of teaching or concern for the ﬁelfare of pupils. These latter

' v , a0 S

; v, .
Iconc!rﬂs develop after classroom experience and so the Houston programme

.

. s « " s LN
seeks to ‘make the curriculum more relevant to the .students by having the

. . ’

Phase I course faeas on issues which relate to the'studemts' question.
. N - : £
currié¢ulum decisions involved (the
.- N
ldentiflcatzon of teaching skllls Wthh students could quickly acqulre
. if they did not.alrgadylhave them. (Phase“I Team, 1974 LR ) sThe
! !
second feature of the Houston progtramme, “the inclusion of a foundations

\ M Y

course, may be somewhat similar to the third unit of the Florida

N x,
""How adequate am I?" "In short,

- Interpational University Core "Schooling™®in America" but information
\ i “ . ‘. )
is ndt currently available for any comparison to be made.

‘e

. S AN
- The final ehample of a PBEE progranmg thch has bcen

melemented lS the use Qf the- ﬂrentlce ~Hall Peacher Competency Deve lopment

-* -

System in part of the course Elementary Educatlon 230, "?rlnglples
. »

i

The Houston foundatlons_

P »

. Problems-and Issues in Elementary Education" at the Uni&erslay of

" \

Tllinois at- Urbana-Champaign, The corerCially produced set of 26

¢

self instruction bookdets were used on a ,triadl basis in 1973 and on-

’

.'a wider basis in the El“.ED 230 cours¢ ‘in 1974 thh_jb@‘addltlon of L

~ -

jfilmstrib\materjggﬁ The ti les bf Lnoﬂgooklets are listed in Appendix K

P
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.

which sets out tie student rankings of the booklets and>the overall

’

increase in student educational assurcances as medsured by tihe Prentice-

Hall Assurance Index. - Phe ranking of tue booklets*is somewhat skewed

-

.

by the fact that booklets.22 to 26 were read\by.less than halfl the 16

.students participating in the mrial course. O0f the 21 booklets read

by more th&n half -the students, 16 booklets were rated by more than

-3 -l
half the students as having cither been used in the student's teaching

experience or expected to be usefji/}n regular teaching situations.
A,

The overall increase in student educational assurances cannot Be solely

att:ihﬁteg\to the Prentice-fall Teacher Competency Development System as
‘it was used in\soojpnction with seminars, lesson planning ahd student

. \ - »
tteachlng\exgerren\e ‘As>the Prentige-Hall Educational Assdrance Test

v
:
~

'was the 1f§trsmtnc>ua\d to measure the increase in the. eduéatlonal
LS. \\ ~

\
assurance of\the\etudtnts it waS‘thoughL by the lnstructors of the

~ ~

\

"EL.. ED. 230 course\fTat thC*rtsults would relate moré® to th Prentice-
w\ R ¢ S . \ — \ S~ )

|

o ~3 .
_ia Teacher Compettncy Development System than to the otl f variables.

a1
~ -

~ ] i
Whllewthe results of the 1974 co rse arc incomplete andixndonclusxve,
* g ' l_‘ : ." .
there do not seem to “be SLgnlflcant dlfferences in educatloﬁal assurances
. = L e
‘“measured on the Prentice-Hall Educational Ass@rances Test\oeﬁwyea students
\

\ : \

. . . - ~

T .,
lnqrease is the result of student teaching experiences aloné-.{
. ’ -

o,

i
2 "o d
- - ¢
instructors fei? that, even without conclusive data as yet, thg

“e r
’

BN

and many of thL lwrger colleges which have introduced PBTE haVQ g}oduced' AR
'Hﬁﬁwﬁﬂff-(- ] : : - Y, R 4r1‘§

the Far West Reglonal Laboratory for lducatlonal Resedrch-and Develogmen&\\m g;
v

\51 P




modules for their own use and fotcsale. - The availablility of these ™|

~

‘hmterials allows an instruttor to use the PBTE approach for part.or all

n

of onc¢ 0r mOre courscs thhOut commLtthg the whole collegc programme to

»
-the PR'E approach. As such tth method may overcome some of the
N 4
antagonism of the remaindexr of the staff whof'do not wish to adopt the

i PBTE. approach but it may cause students some difficulties in adjusting to

the differing styles of instrucgion. ‘.

-

CERTIFICATION . L. T

€.

The final section Jf thés chapter is devoted to issues -

it e

. ~ ‘
selated to certification of teachers and PRTE. At the University level,
y

~ . - <

the introduction of a PBTE programme has not been scen as enabling the

faculty -to decide on recommendations for certification solely on the

basis of modules .completed. At the State level, implementation of
iy,

‘new criteria for teacher certificatioh has been both a stimylus for

~ o
- f

. - implementation of PBTE programmes and a cause. of heated debate among
& educators. - .
L3

¢ _As an cxample of the attitude of universities toward -
. ) 7 -
certification, the University of Tgledo Carecer Beéisions Program

‘ ; e
\EBQQ{G 111, Objective 900.08 includes the following statement regarding

« L4
Toledo's degree requirements:

N

. "The College of Education may refuse to permit the cqmpletion of )
" - . degree requirements and/or recommendation for teacher certification
ot . when a studcnt s schplarship, character, or physical.condition
<

: e indicate incompetence. or poor success in teaching.® (Career Decisions .
CoaL TS e Program,l972,p%9)

U done by the State education agency on the
o .. iﬂ\most States the means of teacher certification is ), recommendatiom of

~ - i

-
- - -

L an institugién<yhose progrémme has been apﬁrovediby‘the‘SEAQe education

N L
(‘ -

o agency. The Toledo_progfamme.is.an «=ample of a PBIE prpgrdmme which

| ;,doeé not base a recommendation for certification on the completion of
T - : an, - .

ERIC | &3 ,

D% o | : .
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set of objectives were to be adopted as the basi§ of approval of teacher

A N\
N
-
Ld
f
.
v '
’
&
.
.
~
>
- -~
&=
y ]
“
O

. < N .
) .7 “ ’
T 38.
: -
the stated objectives in Ebe modules offerrad. Such a PBTE programmé ,

\ . ) N . N
may be developed to a stage that the staff felt that any student who -

° . :‘. N . 1." . N
mastered the set objectives was worthy of certifiecation and so that
e . P o . e ;
certification might be implemented in that fashion. Certification solely:
. . )

on the basis of demonstrated competence in the form of mastery of

stipulated objectives may also be implemented by the State education

[

The State education agengy may either prescribe the objectives

. —

agency.

- - cv e e = - s

o be included in any approved teacher education currlculum or it may

w ~

prescribe the objectives of an external examinafion for the teacher's

certificate. .In states where the education egency indicated that a

. .
v o € . f 2 -

education programmes there has been considerable opposition resulting . ’ 2N

. . . . . " ., ¥ - .
in modification of the objectives ;% postponement of their implementation.
¢ [/

‘

. . o
Nonetheless the modification of state certification requirements has . .o

been, and is, a powcrful force in support of the implementation of

¢ + 43
PBTE programmes in colleges. €An alterndtive approgch which would "

enable State educatfon agencies to certify etudents on the basis of

. " . r

demonstrated mastery of specified teachlng tasks and related competenc1es

w

' N
while allowing colleges td include'wh;&eyer they saw fit in their ‘

1 K - h

programme, is an‘ﬁifernal examination for the teacher's certificate.! In

. e
- - . .

such a situation-a college may seek to provide a curriculum which directly -

prepares the student for the external equjnation,or the college may cY
- il » -
provide a wider based offering based on what; the ﬁééulty perceive as the
' N - LY
- I “

most useful offering.they can provide. Such’'an alternative would not

2 .

. PR P - —— — -

42. Yor examples sed Appendix A ard Andrews, T.E., (197%,p.13). The
opp051t1%§\bn the basis  of lnfrlngemnﬂt of academic freedom and on the
basis of obglggrpn to behaviorlsm la’UlSCUSSCd in éhe following chapter.

et -~ . - ’."

S . . - -
e

43, This approach” was sdgéééted to me by Profcssor 11, Broudy who,iﬁdicated

that other profebbion§ ‘use an extern: L eXaminatidn:for certification.-

= 4 -

1
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4

.The 1968 Uodels like the PBTE programnes'which‘have since followed, are .

' , .

’

|
infringe on academic freedom nor create the situation.where the

prescribed objectives were taken to c¢onstitute both the minimum and

g . .

max imum sQandatd§ to be achieved by students prior to entry into teaching,

<

COMMENT 5, . . .
’ ; ! ! ’ ‘ o

; | T " - An attempt has been made in this chaptér to present a “,
H ) IS -\_"\ rd
survey of PBTE programmes and.related features in order to lndlcate what
to . A [

is actually Being done in the name of PBTE, as opposed,.what is claimed

as being-the potential*of PBTE. The 1968 Models, with their emphasis

- .‘. s ] s t ’
on behavioral oriented teacher education programmes designed as a result

} . . >
of systems analysis and incorporating significant elements of student .

o LT . o\ - N
teaching egperience and inserviceé courses, have provided a wealth of ‘< -

. - L] < M X
matetial—and‘inspiration for those wishing‘to implement PBTE programmes.

- -

.

-,_, -
=3 N

clalmed to 1nd1v1duallze and personallze 1nstructiQn for étudents and by o
_Ok \;\»- .
tth claim is meant that students .can’ select the mod&leg which seem to .

S ~

e ‘ ~a DU .

them and their advxsor;‘td*be approprlate anﬁ fﬁeylnai preuta;t out of g
those modules or take as_idng as d; ‘éf.t}o compIeEé Eh@&?‘ ~The acfua1{ ;
PBTE ptogrammes do place.consxderable-;éggi'tti0n~oa-éne freedom. of T ;

L D +. 3
dstudent cnzice of course work and, to ;hv*'axtentf the PBTE _programmes . \?2;;:

ES BT N4

. N -~

w" ~-—-‘ ) .
often do not live up to some of - the more. xtravagant promlses-nmde for L. e
i, ~ ~ I A - N i
them. The~ advantage of the use of‘modules as the baSLS of. lnstruction R

.

N

. 8 - - L
e wme o

is offset somewhat in that the student cannot have an' individual or

¢
N f -
. - .

hpe;sonal form of insﬂiudtibn suited ‘to tbgi; Qyn interests unless their L -

. - . . b . JeN,
%ﬁterests happeh to coincide with a'module‘%ﬁichnhas already'been written

. a._, . L. : )
i

and they cannot pursue their intefests @1d4way through a module 1f they

- ~

- oF e o .

happen to dlverge from the programme alraady‘e§tabllshed‘ The claim to

. .
- X N

I
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limited scnse and is not always able to be implemented as much as the
; ' ‘
programme designers might wish. A ‘second feature of?the.1968 ii6dels

L -l

wvhich is sharequ§ the PBTE programmes is a 1imitéé'émbunt of theoretical
dcyelop@pﬁt/a; a bqéié for the programme. While d;ffcrent in nature ’ -
dﬁa detail, the ;hsoriziﬁg'in the Toledo,” ComField and Georgia Models -~
~ is inadeq;ate;;o supp;rt the,edeice which Ais sought i:d the developers ! ‘ E
C . of, PBTE broérqﬁmes have h;d,sufficient ih%ediétéﬁéfactical problems to
< N

face without spending time on preliminary theorizing. The result is an

- -

inseeure foundation for' the PBTE ﬁrogramme.

. - ) . <y : \\ ;
L 7 ' In °selecting” PBTE programmes as part of the sample for

N

this report the intention was to present aspects which illustrated the

.

. . ) 3 .
% " ‘innovative features of PBTE programmes and attgmpbﬁ\to tackle some of '
- . i .

= x .
a

_the main problems facing PBTE. A constraint on the selection was the . ° )

~ ., X

. .- ] .
availability of information on the programmes and the opportunity to

visit tbe‘programme and/or discuss it with'a staff member. Only °

[]

«.- _ untoward circumstances prevented a visit to the Oregon College of ~

s

c . . L - ' *

U Education but some direct centact was made with each of the other
' . ) R 'S .

“.. ™ programmes included. The Toledo programme illustrated both the overall'’

approach to implemeq;ing a PBTE pfogramme as well as, what appeared to

. .

T be, desirable innovations in the Carcer Decisions Program and in general
. - ]
) - . Y

school/university relations. The Florida International University' <~ -

Y,
O

programme indicated some of the aspects involved in 'setting up a PBTE ‘ . :

-,

- ,programme in a mew university and difficulties of evaluation. The latter

- feature was also the focus of attention at Oregon, together with an,
[ h f

] N . . *
N S ¢

. :?: agﬁémptuto come to grips with problems of defiﬁing éeacheq competence in
: e q A : Co. ’
méaningful terms which also were measurable, The Prentice-Hall péogramme

\ DR ‘

] ?“uséd at the Upiversity—ef—JIttinois exemplified the possible. use of part
Lot B T . ’ ’

b >
N

>

"of+a PBTE dpproach within a general course which is unsympathetic to 'PBTE. w
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r Gerierally, those who are committed -to PBTE are

"enthusiastféafly attacking the oractical difficulties involved in

>

endeavouring to create PBTE programmes which will improve teacher

.

education in the USA, 1Included on the staff of many tegcher education

institutions-are some who are opposed to any change in their established

oppose PBTE. Many supporters of PBTE see sition to PBTE as

examples of obstructionism of the kind indicatéd above and so approve

»

of the use of such means as certification requirements to sweep, aside
such imoediments. While certification requirements are effective in
establlshlng PBTE programmes it May be that the cost of the.use of such _
requirements may be too great because the new programmes may well simply
be thf old programmes with 4 different éescription. 7uw£urther'cost of

the use of certification requirements to promote the implementation of

. H

PBTE is that such requirements are subject to political considerations
~ ‘ .

and it may be the case that what is politically desirable may.not. be

. = L J

educationally desirable and sound educational practice may lose out.

Wh}}e some educators:attack PBTE ‘because they object .to change and’

. i o

others attack PBTE because they are required to -implement it without

t . ‘ * '

'adQQUate guidance, tlie most significant reason for. réjectiﬁg PBTE is”

:

t

that it is unsound\educatlonal practice likely to lead, as House/{;972,p.69)
’ At
says of atcountablllty, to a dlsaster of the klnd produced by payment by
results one cegtury ago. House 1dent1fues the drlve to reduce publlc
e N S ] ’ .
expenditure/6n educatiogggnd the concentrated effort by teachers to

. ’
have al}/students reﬁva minimum standard of proficiency and no more, !
2 . " :

as. the downfall- of payment by{results and, by implication, a}so leading

Alhe downfall of %pcoumtability in education?-_lt is to the pebuttal of

2 .
.

. M [} .
attacks on behaviorism, to the development of a theory which can account for,

E ‘ the whole tcéching ac¢t, and a .refutation of the'kind‘of arguments that House
s SR . &7 ..
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THE PBTE DEBATE o ,

THE RANGE OF THE DEBAE

E Debate over PBTE has ranged over wany areas including o
ng .

. -
.the use of objectives as the basis of tcacher education, the emphasis on _

.
.

performance, the details of gurriculum and instructional modéls and heﬂhods, Sesrme
‘ =
accountability, certification and other issues which are related to the,. PBTE

o=t
.

-
oeme, e

movement but not central ‘to the notions underlylng PBTE. Y

?

Part of the difficulty with the debate over PBTE is that R
promoters of the movement have been somewhat prone to promiéé”ﬁére than
they can-deliver with the present state of research and develome@t on

PBTE. The Director of the Teacher and Continuing Education Division of

the Vermont State Department of Education said, in a presentation to the

M -
. Vermont House Committee on Education, R S

"Performance-Based Teacher Education is a means of making new and e T
experlencea teachers more competent in teaching children than they, . -
<are now and of assuring the taxpayer and parent that in return for -
a $10,000 teacher salary they will receive competent 1nstruct10n.
+ (Vail, R,, 1973,p.2) .
|
|

® - S
Apgfc from the ambiguity of this statement, the claim that PBTE is such - )

N

a means is not yeﬁ supported by research evidence, nor By a well developed

e e

- theory which might promise that such a claim will be able to be fulfilled
- ’ , 1 ] ¢ - 4
and, most importantly, not by the ultimate evidence, that<is, of PBTE - "

-V
EN

. .-
. programmes which.have produced better teachers. This latter form of ;- . R

e

-~ ”~
- - -~

evidence is .ultimate in that if PBTE programmes were te produce hetter L |

- .
«

teachers than traditional programmes and no overwhelming moral or findncial - .

reasons could be adduced agalnst tite 'PBTE programmes, _then that would‘be. . %

- » t - .

suff1c1en; reason to lmplement PBTE notw1thstand1ng the lack of other

-

-

regearch or theoretical eviderce in favour of PBTE, One reason for such

—. - “ -

\ Lo T R "

~ T
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-~ . . -
evidence not being available at present is that PBTE programmes have not
e

sy

been going long ¢nough to enable adequate assessment of their graduates.

A more difficult problem to overcome before such cvidence is available

is how to assess which teacher is better than another and whether that

. T

superiodrity is attributable to the form of training received. Partly .
because of the extravagant claims made for PBTE without suﬁﬁorting evidence,
critics have not been reluctant to attack PBTE. D,E, Griffiths (1973,p.1) says -

"Ignoring the lessons of history and proceeding without adequate
theoretical foundations, the competency-based teacher education
movement is the latest example of an anti-intellectual tradition
that prevents teathing from becoming fully professional."

)

Such a criticism links the PBTE movement with thg failures of the
; e
clementalist psychelogy of the 1920's and the Cooperative Program in o

Educational Adminjistration sponsored by the Kellogg Foundation i? the >
1950!s and decries the lack of an édequate theoretical base. While
L4

some of the supporters of PBTE would disagree with the latter criticism,

/ . >
the first publication of tHe AACTE Committee on Performance-Based Teacher

. , ‘ Pi
Education concluded that the PBTE movement nceded "adequate support for

”

resecarch to stréngthep the thin khowledge base, particularly in the field

of measuremeﬁt, upoﬁ which it must rest." (Elam, S,, 1971, p.23) The

’ AACTE Cpmmittee on Performance-Based Teacher Education (1974,p.29), in”

its final publication, said "whilw sound in theory, PBTE may prove so
e ' 1 g - B
d{fficplq_in practice that its accomplishments fall far short of its
- - A -
promise.... the €ommittee believes the potentialities justify a large-scale
. - - . . .

Ee)

" effort and offers a series of recommendations... for improvements in ;
. 4 1 -

\ ~ .

practice.'" Given the state of knowledge about PBTE and its underlying

-~

theory it is not altogether surprising that part of the debate about - .,

EBfE‘has centred on issues which Have nothing to do with PBTE as such

v

_but ‘which are linked to the PBLE moverent.

- an,

v

Eatd
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. EXTRAMEOUS ISSUES .. N B}
. ‘ | . g .
» The issues which are rafsed in .the debate over PBTE but

—

which do not have any direct relationship with the notion under ¥ying PBTE

include dissatisfaction with traditional teacher cducation programmes, the
i .

Hawthorne effect resulting from the implementation of a new programme, the
A}

' . - .
T, bandwagon effect, ‘the need for enrodled students and funds and thpe pressures

. . N .from legislatures and state educational agencies. Statements of. Jissatisfaction
about aspects of the traditional teacher education programgme abound 4in the
- literature on PBTE butwhile such statements may indicate that some new

.teacher education programme is needed they.do not of themselves provide

. ®

any support for PBTE in particular. As PBTE is often presented as the

l -

. alternative to.traditional teacher education programmes, the arguments
- »,-. 7._ o . N . " . -
against traditional teacher education programmes may be taken to provide

-

support for PBTE and this is not the case. That the distinction between

; ,arguments against the existing progyanmes and those for specifig new
. - 3 2 ' ° . : N
programmes may seem obvious it is the case that when one leading

®

* developer of a PBTE ppogramme was asked for the reason for the introéuction
’ » - ®

- of PBTE on a wide scale into teacher education in the USA he quoéted the
44 ‘ %
Hawthorng Effect. Whatever Virtue the Hawthorne Effect may have in this
: - . - ’ Q«S ) %‘:
respect it is shared by any new teacher cducation programme and not just Lt
LA PBTE and this point did not seem to be appreciated at the Qimeb‘aMoreover,

‘ . . &, ' .
while the speaker ddmitted that in implementing PBTE at its present state

R \
- of development was to undertake a massive research programme withcuntrained .
- K

L2 . . .
and unwitting researchers he did not think that to be a significant problem

. R .
$3 or

as it was not, #s vas suggcsted to hlm likely to lead to confusion and

," ' disillusion and result in a chaotic brcakdown of the teacher education

; - ) - .
“ 44, In convergation after a session at the AACTE convention in Chicago
February 1974 < -
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.. Mattempts toimprove our p:oféssionil sequence in light of the State

T 45.

-

. -

system. Some other persons involved in .teacher education in the USA who

-
¥

either dislike or do not understand the PB1E theory and who have witnessed
inadequate tcacher education ynder the guise of PBTE are not so sanguine

about the results of implementing PBTE on a nationwide scale without further
! -

L

- 12
N

One of the common accusations against those who support
PBTE is that they are simply jumping on the most recent educatiomal -

bandwagon. Such an accusation may be intended as a criticism of educators
. - /

S N

who support PBTE because they see.it as a way of advancing themselves and/or
their institutions in the educational world. Individudls who have

talents particularly suited to the PBTE approach may support it for that —_

reason, as those whose jobs are threatened may oppose it for that reason.
Colleges have taken up PBTE for reasons whichgﬁave nothing to do with

the excellence or otherwise of PBTE %nd an example of this is given in -,
the rationale for the %TEM Project which stated , .

A \
"Je¢thin the last year, because of enrollment difficulties and a desire
of the college to grow and continue its role in higher education in
West Virginia and the nation, the Board of Trustees of Salkem, its
administrative staff and its faculty haye comnmitted themselves™to the
recruitment and retention of students. Xs a consequence, members of
the Department of Education, with the approval and support of the

4

Administration, have embarked upon the development of a Teacher
tducation Model which would, not only accentuate rectruitment and
retention, but continue to build upon the éxcellence of the - o .
existing programs.' (Spears, J.R. and McAllister,G.S., '1974,p.1)
L ' ! !
The Salém ColTege STEM Project émbodies im its published rationale

several of the features which critics of PBTE have decried. Apart from

the recruitment issue, the STEM Project rationale includes a reference
P - . -

to the role of the state educational agency when it states that the model

IS -

Department of Education's recommendations." (Spears,J.R. and McAllister,

‘ oy, ®
G.S.,1974,p.i) _The bandwagon accusation tends tqﬁ@ﬁin force from - ,

N

statements like "STEM challenges us to keep pace with new issges°and ' 4w

-

bt

\
?




Teay

emerging naéiohui trends." (Spears,J,R. and McAllister, G.S., 1974,p.i)

particularly when no further rescarch .data is adduced in support of the

. +
claims made, in glowing terms, for the STEM model.
- . . ' >
’ . Attitudes, such as those expressed by the leading .
v Sy * N -

-

dueveloper of a PBTE programme, and rationales for teacher education

\

, programmes couched in terms like that for the STEM ?roject aré the sortw

of things which may lead critics of PBTE to attack it on the extraneous )

.

issues surrounding PBTE. They ate also the sort of arguments which

persuade teacher educators to adopt PBTE without consideration of the

issues central to PBTE. Some of these.central issugs are considered in :
" the following.sections. . & ' R4 ) |
“THE RATIONALE FOR PBTE . S :
-—// o Not all attempti;27;ncviding a rationale for PBTE are

of the kind published by Balem College and, 'in particular, F,J, McDonald

. (1974,p.29) hasfprovided a rationale which attempts

and that for thLlr desxgn. The ratlonale for the content derives from
a philosophy of education - a phxlosophy of what children should be '
edugated for - and from diverse models of the teaching learning process....
The rationale for competency based programs derives from concepts

: about the nature of what is to be learned - teaching competefce -
and Trom a model of a system most likely to enhance this acquisition.'™

McDonald claims that the rationale for the content of the programmés is

common®to all teacher education programmeg. He also claims that, given

that what students have to learn is)teaching‘competence, the model of
. ) T, .
s

learning which is most appropriate is a cybetjeyic model which utilises

\ continuous feédback (not reinforcement) tqytﬂe learner. McDonald (1974,

o

. p.25) concludes that : o
.\l i
"the rationale for competency bascd programs is rooted in the nature
. of teachlng acts. The argumentcakout the behavxorxstlc character of
o - “tlie movement are beside the ppint, A behavioral description of
ERIC . performande is necessary if we are to design a progrem that educatee
. effective Yeachers, . But it is nOL sufficient,” e

w Pries

. . -
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Two of the main issues in the PBTE debate are raised in this conclusion

and they are raised in a manner that would provoke a vigourous response

from a critic of PBTE. It is not as though a crific would disagree with

what ficDonald has said,

the basis for the programmes,

.

) .
for example about the nature of teaching acts as

or the necessity for a behavioural description

of, teaching performance,

or the fact that the latter description is not

sufficient, but rather that the critic is liable to claim that either
°

. one agrees with what McDonald has said or one develops a PRTE programme

r

but one cannot do both.

acts and the-insufficiency of a behavioural description of teaching
~ . ~ 1] .

The criticism centres on the nature of teaching

per formance. B _ . \ 3 .

The objéqtion to basing PBTE programmes on the nature of
A3e

teaching acts is simply that we do not have a clear notion of what the
~ ’

.nature of teaching acts are. If we are to develop PBTE programmes then

the prior concern is to undertake research on the nature of teaching acts,
The propaganda for PBTE indicates that one of the facts which has lead to

>

_the PBTE mevement is the work during the past decade on models of teaching.

7 But this work'has not produced?adeqpate empirical déscripﬁioﬁs of

4

teaching acts and little funding haé'been available for theoretical
« t 45 M 7. v
research on the nature of teachlng
{ .
» ,

.

o The main’ area of d&bate, irrgépebtive of what McDonald

seems to dhink, is overt the behaviéristic character of the PBTE movement.

. g ..
trether a behaviorial descriptign of the desired teaching performance is @

a necessary but not sufficient feature of a programme that educates
el . - <

i
-

’

%
~ 45, Kerr, D.H. and Soltls,wJ F.,(1974 pp.3-16) provide an example of the

kind of research needed beforq a PBTE programme can be developed but it
has come six years after the ﬁrogrammus were begun and has yet to be
applied in a programme.

-
53
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cffective teachers or whether it is sufficient by itsclf or whether it

is a disaster for a teacher education programme are matters of debate.

: . . —

. R.W. Burns (1972,wp.19) gives an account of tlic behaviorist posirion when

'
Ly

he argues that
> v

"Leach!r education is fundamcntally a learning situation for prospective .

teachers. There can be little argument that learning is an individualized

process. Logically then, teacher education should be individualised.

Traditionally and presently it-is not.'Next we should note that the

only evidencé# available to shpw that an individual has learned

something is his ability to perfort or do something that overtly >

demonstrates the learning, Such behaviors or performances provide

the quantitative and qualitative data that can be used to struoture,

scquence, validate and revise tedcher-education programs. However,

we not only VANt the teacher to perform; we want.him to perfofm well,

or competently, Thereforé;ﬁye conclude that a teacher-education program

should be basced on ob3ect1vesn,1nc1ud1ng (when desirable or necessary)

standards of performance. °-.

Frem a pragmatic standpdint, we- recognlie the desirability
of efficiency and effectiveness in téadcher education. Objectives ()
provide the means for measuring accomplishment of these goals. The
use of bchavioral objectives can make a countablllty in education a
practical reabity.” h

v

: L
, The first four sentences of the quote constitute one arguﬁént which does

!

. '
not contribute much force to the claim that teacher education ought to

be based on explicit statements of behavioral objectives and this *lagk

of force is due to two reasoms. First, there can be little argument that*

. . c g s i .. .
learning -is an individualized process for it is not at all clear what

'individualized' is supposed to-mean.' Second and notwithstanding anything

°

by
-

that may be said in answer to the first problem,/the argument is such that

. * )
one of its consequences is that no learning takes place in traditional and

H

present teacher education progragmes ‘and this would seem to fly in the

¢

face of considerable evidence. The remaindetr of the first paragraph is

4 .
an argument whigh is common to many of the statements in.favour of” PBTE
IR - M

"and which & the subject of mdch’ criticism,

A

o . ce - ' '
The first point of criticism of the argument for the
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use of behavioral objectives as the basis of eacher.education progranune
o : R JUN '
is’ that in de51gn%ng such a programme the'major consideration is to .
- £ i .
:produce- something that will enable students to become effective teachers, \

¢ =

That is, the basis of the teachef eduycation programme is whatever is

thought fikcly tdiachicve‘thathaim. The restriction of t&;:gésié of the

teacher education prnga?mea;o behqvioral objective;'is not éone for thac

reason at all but rather because such objectives ﬁyo;idé the data Aeeded

togﬁéru%ture,fsequencc, ialidate and revige téaéher education ;;ogrammes.
L .

Behavioral objectives have been shéwn,\Ez\this argument, to be the basis
of the research measurement to be undertaken on a teacher education

B . S
.

programme for programme development purposes. It would seem that the

“ . . : A . %

.

.use of behavioral objectives as the basis of teacher education programmes

is a-case of fitting the education to suit "educational technolegy", as the
- . . " - N . .

term is used by R.M. Gdgné (1974,p.3) where;ﬁé says Ya bodyxof technical

-
. - r

knowledge:- about the systematic design and conduct of educatlon based
: 46
: L4 . .
upon scientific rescgrch.”. In the debate over the use*of behavioral
R . . 4 ) P
objectives as the basis fér PBTﬁ'progrémmes the issue is whether the
S p .

. *8,
1 15

. ) AR Iy N -
restrictions imposed by the particular method of scieftific research
) . . .

~. -

on what are to count as acceptable objectives are justified. In ..z

o}

att1v1ty to «those thlngs which the educatlohal reseatch communlty say

-
e
v

they can measure®

2 b
-

i - o N . . .
Claims of the great "value of-behavioral obJectlves are~

%

not lacking and an example is thé assertion by P.D. Plowman (197%,p. xx111)

e
nalt L
v . -

46, There. is no shortage of examples o @ducation being fitted to "educat10na1
technology” in'the other sense that Gagne (1974,p.3) uses s that is, the
things’ of cducation such as. tapes, tomputers , teleVLs;on and texﬁbooks.

- .
i ' .
. . .
: ,
X . ; . e . ‘,x) ,'




. w
' "Behavioral objectives can be instrumental.in producing this kind of
effective tcaching (i.e. improvin% the behaviour of children). As
). , expectancics, they can formulape and channel activity, so that they
‘e " arc uselul tooly in guiding and improving both tegching and learning. o
- Those objectives that are of the greatest value not only describe the
behavior sought, but also identify expected levels of proficiency,
mediating conditions, and methods for assessing whether or not the”
expected levelaof profTEiency has been attained." : ) oY
) ’ ’ ) 'S .
Yet, for all the statements of this kind, E.R, House (1973,p.3) claims * . s
that there is not ) ;0
. . . . : Ve
: "any significant evidence suggesting that elaborate prespecification A
) - results in better learning. There are fewer than five studies on the /// B
effectiveness of '"behavioral objectives! (Stake,1973); and those are .
equivecal. At least one study indicates that the more attention paid - .
: to planning objectives, the less paid to immediate pupil concerns." o
If House is correct it would seem to suggest that the efificacy claimed
) » ’ . i - . .
for behavioral objectives as tools for guiding and improving teachin§° o
’ , 47 . e
and learning is not based on empirical resecarch findings but rafgei on
. 5. - * ya
some other grounds. « In pat¥t, the grounds may be of the kind“put forward )
J , - ' . . . /, ’ .t /
: by R.F.“Mager (1962,p.4) when he says "With clear objectives in view, the . gy
- B X4 . - e - pa L4
' - . -~ // ’ . ’
student knows which activities on his part are relevant to his success, and P
. . . S
1 3 . , -7 . A
it is no longer nccessary for him to 'psych out' the instructor." If these -~ -
} ~ e 7 //
grounds are to bc used to support the use of behavioral objectives then at
» . . s
. P ‘ .
least it myst be shown that such objectives are clear and if the‘gr0unds' ' A
are to be used to show behavioral objectives to be superior to cher:kinds
.
) . - . )
¢ Of objectives then behavioral objectives must be shown to be clearer than
77— : ‘ 224 . :
. other kinds. Plowman (1971,p.xxviiy4¥ys "Behavioral objectives 'deal with
: N RN
concrete, specific, measureble goals, whereas the non-bsbavioral deal with
} .. - il o < T : . .- boe ~.
- , .. s - . . ~ co
. i AR . R . R
47 Lg‘shgglg’gg/notea that behavioral.objectives are claimed to fulfill three
fur'lctlon\g;’3 namely’}%/ﬂlr?ctign for teaching and curriculum development, 2)
gu1dag9e quevquhglgnwﬁnd 3) facilitation of learning and only one of — '
NI ,ltbeie"fUHCCEQQS;1§'m““tloned by House. P.C, Duchastel and P.¥. Merrili
- . ﬂl973,p?.§3—6};rev1ewed the research on the use of behavioral objectives
Jfor facilitating.-stadent-learning and found .
- ."tha;'bbggéinés~s§hetimcs help and are almost never harmful,.,,
‘ It wouldibg'lndqed‘uqfoqunate il this_review yere used in-one way \
- or éngfhc;Aghggth overgeneralizal.lon to influenequqr advocate a
Qo posktion yithires§?cp.to the valuc¢ of behavioral objectives in their .
[ERJ!: - other (and Peﬁhﬂﬂg,ﬂn;mary) funqLLons: directinn-foﬁ reaching and rs{;'
N LS

. ‘guidance in-evaladtigm." -

~.
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e
Vd . \,:';* S A - . o
more abstract concepts - philosophic, ideological, attitudimals- which can't

¢asily be measured." .The ease of measurement, which is’often quoted as a”

. 3
’ ' =

major virtue of bchavioral objectives, -is not the same as clarity and it
) .

was clear objectives which Magqf argued for in the quote above. The .
A

assumption scems to be that the more specific an objective is with regard

.
-

to obscrvable behaviour then the easier it is to measure and the clearer

it is, Plowman (197f,p‘xxviiiérgues for the use of both general objectives,

4
usually stated in non-behavioural terms, and specific objectives, usually

Y s

stated in behavioural terms, but with the following restriction regarding -
\..", K -

the clarity of the general objectives: "Genéﬁgi objectives enhance
communication only when persons in the gfoup éggiyhom-they are intended
. 8
translate such objectives into approximgéply thez§9me specific objectives‘"‘
' "\ R N N
If Plowman means b{ 'the same éﬁegific‘ébjbétivgs'¥éhg specificatioh of
.the‘snmc observdk%c behaviour and the appréx%matio;jéé?urging i; the

2,

differring linguistic, formulations Jf the oﬁjégtives Eﬁen his claim 1is

\‘i . .
false. For a group'of people may specify any number of different f
C : ~ .
observable behaviours which meet the requirements of the general objective,
N -

~ ’

. B - ) ’ B )
» What is ndeded for communication_sp be possible’ is that the group in
N ) . d ’ .
question can ragognise that .the other behavioGrs specified are of the same

- . @
.«

~ . S X o
kind as that which .they specified, that is,.they can apply the criteria-
z‘ A
‘\P

ERIC
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which a particular ohserved®behavipur is judged to meet the general -
:K\ - R
objective, The significant thing%is not that all persons in the group

.

LY
7

translate a general objective into-appfoximately the same specific

- ’

. . N P . X
objectives but that they have some sort of general agreément on what

constitufﬁsthe relevant criteria for
2 * . ¢ .

general objective having been met,

To illustrate the claim made above, consider .thé

following ‘objectives: . . RN
- 1

1. The student will understand the significance of.eduéational e

. R : oy
s1ilosophy to educational practice; <34 ' 0

T l
identifying an instance of the ’



-
v

>

¢

2. The student will read the relevant work‘dﬁ eduistional phildsophef%

- °

” . )
as part of the procedure for making educational deéi%ibns‘during his career;

4

3. Under examinatinn conditions, the student will write a statement of :

kS

the significance 6f.phiLosophy of education to educational practice which

incorporatéf four of the five main points given in the lectures.
. ]
On the basis of Plowman's criteria for objectiyes , the most valuable of -

v

these£§éhple objectives is 3 for it describes the beﬁaviour sought, it

~

identifies the expected level of proficiency aﬁd the method and conditions
Vs L]

<

of assessment. Objective 2 does not specify the level’ of proficiency or

the method of assessuent and so must be less valuable than 3. As objective

-

* . '_\ . ‘ R
1 does not meet any of Plowman's criteria it must be the worst of these

sample objectives to be used as a tool to guide and improve teaching and

learningt On the other hand, objective 3 does provide a basis for e e

< R < |
designing a course and that basis is such that very little effort must |
s |

be expended to’come up with a resdlt, viz., one short lecture in which-

five main points are stated as succiﬁﬁly as possible and repeated as

4
-~

often as is thought necegsary and followed by an examination consisting
. e ' ’ ’ b ¢
of one question "What- are four of the five points made in the lecture?"
R ) , - * ’. . -—
, .
" 1f objective 3 is not sufficient by itself as an objective for a course

e — L4 . e

S - T =

then more objectives could be added and so avbid the chargé that such

'
—tc

O

ERIC
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Tourscs must CONCEntrare O ©r ;}alicy. trntess it Tanr be shown tiat
objectives like 3 can specify,all the componénts and links within a
...

worthwhile activity then the addition of ‘more.objectives would merely

result in huge quantities of trivia. One of the main charges again§tv - .
N ¢ A . .

the use of bebaviorallobiectives is that their use tends to be such oL N

that £he concentration on what can easily be measured results in the - ~ , L

’

“effective teaching and learning of trivia. However, apart from-the

efficacy of objeétives of the kind like objective 3 in providing a.basis

for instruction, the éroﬁlem remains as to why such an objective should ; "EE -,4
N . N IS “ () .

h, et -at all. If obiective 3 can be seen to be a member of a-class of
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) - ' ~-
specific objectives, that is, writing such an examination answer is an

indication that the student does understand the significance of philosophy

of education to cducational practice, and that eath’ of those‘specific

ObJeCCl%FS w ,to0 a greater or lesser extent, ”rd?lectfthe critical, factors

~ o

does o
required for the accomp119hment of a goal” (Plowman P-D., 1971, pfxxii),

then one can see why that specific objective can be set. But if one can

~ .

sce why specific objectives of that kind can be set’ then the advantage of

setting one or more of those objectives, instead of giving the overall

T

goal or the set of criteria for selecting specific objectives, needs to
be shown. hag%r sought clear objectives to enable the student to know
what was required of him but if confronted by a huge list ofa%seci‘fic
objectives, some of which wiil and some of which will not be tested,

the student must still "psych out™ the instructor. Nothing is gainéd b
psy g gall y

- -7
that procedure: If the specific behavioral objectives are thogght to be,

. < ’ s
clearer than non-behavioral objectives, such as objective 1, this may be

vt

so. if' éach.specific ohjective. is looked at individually but mot so if

- - - - - * . ¢ s .) & " -
the totdl.list is considered.” Some specific behavioral objectives may .
. 3
contradict other objectives in the list_or two objectives may provide

alternafiye—strategies or tactics for,handling a situation without there
¥ M ~

belng a further spec1f1c behav10ra1 obJectlve regardlng the manner of

choosing between these alternatives. A list of spec1f1c behav10ra1

5

‘e

"
.

At

O
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objectives is-not, of itself, a guarantee of clarity any more than a’

general non-behavioral objective must be obscure.

Sample objective.3, which meets the criteria set out for

objectives by. Plowman, would also:géémhﬁowbe cYear, able to be used to
e - -~ . - .

[y

) : “-“ Sl . «
structure, sequence, vatidate and révﬁggxa teacher education'programme,

suited te measuring the outcome of ‘the programme and generally able to

.serve §s the basis of a tcacher‘eduan%op\programme.; Such an ObJeCClVC ’

. L]

by itself is inadequate as a basis of a teacher education pfbgrﬁmme because

the terminal behaviour nominated* is trivial. A large number of specific, -

G S L Ll B9
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.

o?jectivgs are required but they may also not solve the problem because

.

N the terminallbehaviours nominated by each of the objectives may also be

trivial. The poinf of a teachgr education programme is not to produce \

a student who, on command, per forms, prespecified measurable terminal

o -

behaviours., The programme seeks to produce effective teachers and sp

the measure of success lies in the effectiveness of the teacher in the

school. Objective 2 would seem to have more relevance to the teacher
-

-

education programme than does objective 3, despite the latter's apparent
technical superiority. However, objective 2 has two main limitationsj

the first is that nothing the student does as part of -the teacher education

L2

programme can count as fulfilling that objective and so is of limited use

as a basis Efr a tcacher education programme, the second limitation is

~
that the objective is prescriptive and llmltlng in a way that goes beyond

-

. the moral and technical competence of a teacher educator. Objective 1
® does not have either of the®limitations indicated as “plaguing objéctive 2

for obJectlvc’l can be measured during the teacher education programme
& e : LR ey
wand it does not require & teacher to utilise the understandlng so gained,
A LI 3 .

If it can be shown that detailed planning objectives for a teacher

-~

" seducation programme are desirable then it would.seem that objectives
- L

A

-

) ) ¢ : -
+ - such as objective 1l are as clear, measurable and useful for planning

foans

as bpec1£1c behavioral obJectlves suth as objective -3, which have been
. £

"

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

selected as a "critical factor required for the accompllshment of a
goal'. (ﬁf%wman, P.D., 1971, p.xxii) But even if agreéhént can be
reached ﬁs to the form of the. objectives to be set, such ag agreeme{t
is_uséless until /the goals of th:h%BTE prograﬁme are specified. The

goals of a PB?Q priagramme are to be specified in the form éf competencies
rggurred of stude%éf who are to become teachers and those PBTE supporters,
such as t.cDonald, who are more committed to systems design rather than

’ «
behavioral objectives as the basis ol PBTE are relying on teacher

)

[ERJ!: competencies as much as any behaviourist. ;
compete . GO

. o
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) COMPETENCY IDENTIFICATION ’ N .

e ¢
. Irrespective of the favouredslearning theory accepted by
a supporter of PBTE;'Such a person can accept the AACTE €ommittee on
= v . )

) + Performance-Based eacher Education's summary of PBIE in that "It stresses
. . .

careful definition of*objectives and it chus‘es instructional effort

through continuous feedback'" (Elam, S., 1971,p.22) while also acknowledging
that no adequate means of assessing a part or .all of a PBTE programme %s

now available. Without an adequate means of assessment it is impossible
. 1
_to provide any feedback, let alone provide continuous feedback as the PBTE
) ' concepqﬂtequires. The lack of an adequate assessment dévice is due, in

part, to the lack of sufficiently sophisticated measuring'ihstruments but
- Syt e . '
also due, in part, to a clear understanding of what it is that is to be

aﬁcg5ur£§. Thusxphe full thrust of the PBTE movement gq‘throqﬁ.on the , "~
1 "~ : )

adequacy or otherwise of the lists of teacher competencies which are

— . » s 8 I P T e i B
. Pproduced and upon which PBTE programmes can be based. It may come as . o
¢ P g £ ¢ y

) somewhat of a sﬁrpfiSG'to find that; in 1§71, the AACTE Committee on

Performance-Based Teacher Education should say
"What is a’professional teacher? Primatily, someone who can facilitate
learning in pupils (or, more specifically, promote cognitive, affective .
’ and psychiomotor growth), All of the roles®a teacher plays should
> contitibute directly or indirectly to this outcome. It is the promise
of PBTE that it constitutes a potentially powerful strategy for

enhancing this outcome. One of.the huniiliating uncertainties that
hovers over every PBTE experiment, however, is this: What will be
accepted as cvidence of successful performdnce By, the teacher candidate?
) Unfortunately, we do not have even a satisfactory list of the crucial
skills and behaviors which a teacher must possess in order to perform
reasonably well and to survive in the ordinary classroom with v =5
. personal satisfaction.” (Elam, 8,,1971,p.15)

Apart from the questionable assumption that 'promote cognitive, affective

P i?d psychoﬁotor growth' is any more specific than 'learping' and also apart
N - N . - 5 '
from the griﬁuiéous assé}tion that PBTE is a 'pqteptially perrfﬁl
j ' stfﬁteéy?, the wonder\is why PBTE supporters have not been humiliated by
’[]{Ik: : thefiac5wof an §ccsptaglé list ‘of teacher competeSZies and why gﬁe PBTE o
Pz | — . -~ = ~ e . ()jt

‘
<

o - - . e q e BT casa { - cueh g ligb . g do
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being undertaken on the matter but to point out that either thére should

be strong theoretical grounds for -supposing, that such a list can be’

~-

_)‘ - drawn up orelse, after seventy years of investigation using several

R differing models of research design and fen yeéars of rescarch using the

B . model favoured by PBTE supporters, we should be close to having sugh a

| -
- ‘ ) .
» . - 56.
! . '
3 - not.to say that such a list should aétually'exist prior to research .
|
3 list. There are not.any generally accepted theoretical grounds for j
supposing that an adequate list of teacher- competencies can be drawn up
/ e - . . \

in the manner now being-utilised so the emphasis, or onus of proof, is °
- ‘) -

. ~ . <

3 squarely on the lists actually produced. b

There is no shortage of lists, either now completed or ‘
. .

N " N
being worked on by various groups throughout the USA, but, while théy

-
- &

« * mdy be the best “such roapé can ﬁrqduce; they do not ép}ear to be
) y N g y ;
~ e =

Y *

adequate to- fulfil théitask of providing the b;sis for PBTE. A.";najo;z

contribution to providing lists of teacher competencies was the detailed

N .
iy iy Y

2 specifications of ogjc%t%bes in the.ten Elementary ;pacﬁa;uzfucation ‘
Models. Such detailed li;Es of ob}%ctivés, up to 2,790ﬁ2bjectives, d?i ‘}( |
not provide a list ofj;he necessar§ objectives as thcytqllow a'degréc of ’ .
' L .. ] * :
) student choice as to which objectives they will meeEiéﬂauﬁﬁigﬁﬁEﬁg§wﬁili - 7A7u7mﬁ;#z%
L N s . :

omit and no indication is given of Lhe relative importance of;specific

hd -~
~

... objectives. llowever, the value of a detailed list ofi specific—obj ctiveés
. obj 2L L P - 1
) * is dependent upon the source of- those objectives aﬁﬂ there Seem to be

. Pl

< A !

three main 5ources of such lists. One source is some sort of theoretical~ ' .

»

- - model from which the teacher competencies are derived gnd examples of this

: approach are the use of '"teaching strategies" (Weil,iﬁ., 1974,p.117 at ..

=

_Columbia University TeacheTs College, ‘the specification of "the functions

. . of a certficated tg@ch%pg position" (Schalock,ll,D. aﬂd.Kegsh,B.Y., 1973,
. . . . L. X R
O ‘ ' * Do oo . v '{—;?H . ."
E MC P , - K -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . ' 4 ¢
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2) at Oregoh College of Education, and the specification of the "fundamental
N g -

assumptions aﬁopt teacher education" at the University of Houston. A second
source of a list of teacher ;ompetencies is by mehns of the Delphi

teachnique and this method has been eiteﬁsively used with varying results.
The third_sourcc of a list of teacher competencies is the existing
curriculum in colléges, that is, when fa?&é‘with a*request or demand that

the college should implement PBTE the staff produce a list of teacher

' ;
competencies by transferring the examination questions from the end of - |

the course to the beginning (with suitable linguistic modification) and - |
v “

thus creating the desired list by means of a form of "transubstantiation’

by semantic incanta&ion." (Broudy, H., 1973,p.10) While this means of
M ﬁ . . & ;
solving the practlcal problem of melementlng PBTE is not often admltted f'}

2 ’ S e,

to by college staff or adminStrators it is_acknowledged by both supporters - e

’ «. - and opponents of PBTE to be a common occurrence. i . o
. ) ‘ .

The inadequacy of the lists currently produced is

) " exemplified by the following items selected from 481 items presented to 3
- , :
the 60 cducators at the second Illinois Vocational Teachers Competencies PR
] ) A . , __‘ L i
Conference in 1972, Of all the items presented only five were considered . - |
, necessary -teacher éompctcncies ?{ 1007 of the-respondents and after each -
item has been included the'percentage of respondents who regarded the T g f
v © identified competency as necessary for vocational teachers.,
"60. irect student laboratory experiences., (100%)
! 62, Rednforce learnlng. (100%) .
273. The ab¥lity to communicate what is.going on. To make visible. .
: Business has a product which is easily observable. Do we? (88,347%) |
AR ‘274, The ability to determine creative and innovative roles. Do we o
o have instruments to identify,creativity - non, conformity, etc.? '
) Once we have identified a creative individual how do we develop .- . 1
' ! his talents? (75%) ° -~
275. The ability to file claim forms. to recejive approyal from state
; agencies. (58.84%) ‘ -
, .o 276. The_ability to ?ercpive the past, present and future and to be
. : © able td'successﬁulIy deal with the present. (80%)
E T(j " . 1277, Ability;necded jto anticipate~the type of defense needed for . \
. N L7 prcsenting a proposal. wbBuild into the proposal prlor to E}:S
£ Y ' ‘e

submd 54 Lon . 5(65%) . ,

1
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'“\ - whlch the PBTE movement “can sink but does not, of itselfy- show that mbre

. S ‘»:-.

‘J“bcmpg the fatuous nonsense they are. What is disheartening is that so

o

o many- educators Were able to identify these items as being necessary -
S

S Lo T, . _
L teacher competencles qnd so suggest that_a teacher must reinforce

f" N

1éarning whenpln fact he. may elther retnforce reSponscs or facilitate
\

Iearnlng but ne ‘er relnforce learnlng A n

"Zn' Such a 1L§t oﬁ teacher competencies as that from whxch
R
i \t: . < . . < ./

the QBOVe sample was taken Lndlcates the lower depths of 1ncompetence to

[y . 'rb
s

i el
sophzstlcatedxeducators cannot cgme up with a better list, The grosser

’,Ax

. 3 PRI ~"v: . N . N .
Sy Fas o : i
. Y LS [
% . .

.
-

.

e

d ' / 4
58.
- . “% ’ J
) 278." Ability to 1nteract with people with different phllOSOphleS
and backgrounds" (85%)
(Terry, D.R., Thompson,R.L. and Evans,R.N., 1972, Appendix.t)
2 R
The. items which all respondents agtee Ve necessaryﬁﬁompetencies do not
) make scnse insofar as ‘they are not written in sentence form and none of
the items satisfy the triteria set out by Plowman for behavioral objectives.
1 .
Itefis 273 and 274 contain plaintive squeaks in addition to attempting to
) - identify something about communication and creativity. At least item 275
is clear ‘about the trivial competéncy it idEntifies'although it is not
obvious that all 58.84% of the respendents who thought that item 275
- .
) identifies a necessary competency for vocational teachers could agree on
ﬁ% - what would count as sathfylng the item. Item 2%{ is totally lacklng in
any kind of 1nd1catlon as to the type of . proposal a vocatlonal teacher
) may beé thought to neéd to defend or the criteria by which One mlght /l
) decx@e whetlier this competency had been met by a student, One hopes that
the 20% who dld not accept 1tem 276 as, necessary and the 15% who did not
)hg_nj__h ] accept item 278 acted as_ they did because they recognised .them as .

\\\ R %J’ ~, .

3

]

-



were to serve as the basis of a list of competencies for students in the
University of Georgia programme, The University of Toledo 'broadly

defined statement of "goals for teacher education" contained in Appendix
. .
D.2,2 may be largely acceptable to the 24 respondents and quite probably’

'

acceptable in a traditional teacher educatiop programme but goals stated

in the form 'Each teacher should«pt prepared to employ teacher behaviors

k

which will help every child acquire (or understand, etec.,)....' witheut
detailed specification, backed by evidence, of which behaviours do help

every child to achieve what is intended, are ﬁardly goals upon which

PBTE can place much relidnce. Even the much referred to thrida Catalog

of Teacher CompetenCies compiled by N, Dodl has been attacked in the
) @
following ternis: ‘
" L . ) . ' . - .
"Examination of the catalog reveals it to be an indefinite portion of
an undefined. set of vague but tediously classified and cross-
classifiad homilies which even the author viecws as yet to be
operationalized " The statements have simply’ been compiled with
- no attempt to show them to be independent, mutually exclusive, ‘or
exhaustive, (Maxwell, W.D,, 1974,p.308)

-«

It is- ot nqggssary-that all lists of teacher competencies be a series

of nonsense itemsor” homilies and the University of Massachusetts
. : 49
Elementary Teabhef Bducation Model programme contains an example

Y

of two differing forms of specification of competencies, 1In the section

~

outlining part of a music programme the aims indicate the competency to

be demonstrated and in the Social studies section the competencies are

included under the heading 'criterion', Fach of these competencies is

specific and an indication is given as to how. they may be taught And

M

' : : : . : °
tested but whether each competency is necessary for a teacher or;why

. . [} ’ Vs 1e e
they.might be thought to“bewnecessary is not made clcar. ‘By utilising

somethrﬁg like the Massachusetts formit of speCifylng competencies some

PR -

“2ﬁﬁgf the more obvious difficulties encountered with other lists could be

See{Appendix L.
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A

N
'Y LI . .

avoided but the one fundamental problem still remaining is that of showing
the identified competencies to be dircctly related to pupil learning.

—_—

The AACTE qumittee;on Performance-Based Teacher Education

-claimed that ’

"pupil learning is the appropriate criterion for assessing the effectiveness
of teacher trainers and training programs; but until fclationships

between teacher behavior and pupil learning can be more firmly

established through research and improved measurement, judgments will

have to be made on a priori grounds, There id a danger that competencies
that are easy to describe and evaluate will dominate PBTE, hence a

special effort will be needed to broaden the concept and to emphasize

more divergent, creative, and personal experiences." (Elam, $,,1971,
p.23) 2 b

fac

The AACTE Committee on Performance-Based Teacher hduca%fbn (1974,pp.14-5)
did not come to grips with the problems indicated in their first paper

because in their final recommendations on the issue of identificatipn of

-

competencies they only had the following to say:
""Recommendation No.l - A clear description of the roles of the -~
professiondl to be prepared should be in hand before the instructional
program as such is formulated.,.. 4
Recommendation No. 2 - Agencies fostering PBTE should provide for the
deve lopment of several sample lists of generic competencies for widely
utilized teaching positions.... . ’ .
Recommendation No. 3 - There should be a published exchange of views
- among "the best minds in the field" to explore the feasibility of
requiring the same competencies of all ‘teachers or of defined groups
lﬂfﬁ teachers with similar responsibilities."

[ -
#

These recommendations still proceed on the assumption that lists of

teacher competencies can be, .or have been produced, and that PRTE
‘ ?
programmes can be baged upon them. Little appreciable progress has been
‘ - . .
madé since 1971 when.the first statement quoted .above was made and yet

these recommendations do not reflect the need for positive research *

’ . ' R i °
findings on the crucial issue of. the relationship between teacher

performance and- pupil learning. Nor do these recommendations reflect

any attempt to come to grips with the type of criticism.leveled by

Bfoudy (1972,p.3) that the sum of the parts, that is the specified

66
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" competenc ies;“i:oes not cohstitute the whole or professional teacher.
N . . % .

¢
When attempts are made to answer criticism of the kind that Broudy wade

2z -
Ed

. . ,

or similar to that acknowledged as a danger by the AACTLE €ommittee in

. . , .

the quote above; in’that PBTE may concentrate on the simple and avoid
PRE -7 I Tae €

-

o

. ' ! )
-the important, the tendency is to claim that these important, difficult

. failure to produce lists of acceptable teacher competencies and

.

-

task of‘putting it all together is also included in PBIE. wﬁile defending
the efficiency uf PRTE, such\defepce destroys'the theoretical undg{pinning
of the movement by divorc%ng the preparation of teachers from the strictly
specified teacher competencies.. If teacher competencies which are known

to facilitate pupil learning cannot be specified for the whole or
R ,

significant section of a teacher -education programme then there is no

way of testingiiﬁe\efficaéy of the PBTE programme and without such a
: ] - .
medns of verifying the claims made for PBTE as a potentially superior s

.

étrategy for teacher educ?tion one may suspect, with Broudy (1974,p.73)
"that either PBIE is innocuous or mischievous.,"

, 4 N
INNOCUOUS OR MISCHIEVOUS y :

&

If the:f%rust of the PBTE mogﬁment is baéed on the

.
-
- «

notion of providing explicit specifications of required teacher

<

competencies for teacher education curriculum®development and

M )

evaluation and for student 1earhiné‘and assessment purposes then the

£
o -

arguments show1ng that such 1lStS cannot be produced may be taken to/

ind{cate that the PBTE movement is either innocuous or ﬂuschlevous.

S—

The acceptance of the arguments that lists of acceptable teacher competencies

t .

cannot be produced leads to the conclusion that the P&TE movement 1is .

-innocuous and will shortly fade away to join other educational fads which

. .
- \

" have been allowed a sho?t run before faliing into 6bscurity for some time, &

The acceptducé.of thosejarguments and tgé‘failure of the PBTE movement to

»

! N B r -
f de qway leads to the cdonclusion that some other forces underlic the E517
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movement and that no evidence could be brought which might deter those (/'
educatets emgaged in this misthicevous research and destroy mission against P

-

o

teacher education. If the arguments adduced against the ﬁibility of

producing lists of'acceptable ‘teacher competencies are no cepted but .
< N N - - .

the fact of the failure to producé such lists at presen® is acknowledggd

then the PBTE movement is innocuous insofar as it is a call for additional
research into the matter of teacher competencies. and m%schievous’if it

Y .
calls for the implementation ¢f PBTE on anything other than an experimental

.basis. If the PBTE movement results in teacher educators looking'at

~

. « -
their assumptions and programmes more‘thoroughly than they would otherwise

S -

2 . . i~ . ' . . . ..
have ane then PBTE ts neither innocuous nor mischievous but is instead

quite meritorious. However, if all that results is’a short-term .

'

Hawthorne effect with no ill after-effects then PBTE is innocuous but

if there are disasterous after-effects resulting from the broken

. «
N ‘

promises -of PBTE then it will have beéndmischievoué. Where PBTE hds

.been tried in colleges with poor quality teacher education programmes *
Y . ¢
” - * v .

’

. s . -
and which result in different but equally poor teacher educatiopn

-

programmes then PBTE is innocuous unless it diverts atfention from .. -

e, T N 1 - )
To the -extent that individuals and colleges utilise the PBTE movement to-
§ . - I
* . . . -~ . .
further their own ambitions and to the,extent that state education agencies,

§q -t - . “
stgge legislators and professional; teachers organisations use PBIE as a \ .
A . Vi

o
-

o

o -

A . )
“means to gain control over teacher education then the PBTE movement is
] " '

mischievous in that it cloaks these‘activities in misleading rhetoric.

5

-

|

other ways of improving such programmes in which case PBTE is mischiegous. .J
- :g - ]
i

|

|

i

|

1

|

|

|

|

l

|

|

:

1

* 5. One example of a PBTE programme was described’as having been a success §
.because it Had equally good results as the traditional progpamme in terms ;
of cognitivé learning and was better thap the traditional programme in the |
affective area: ,The speaker, when questioned, admitted that the PBTE 2
programme. cost 507 more than the triditional programme and also that they |
did not hawe any reliable means of unsessing affecqive learning bute she did L |
not perceive that these admissions were relevant tb her initial clain.

¥
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Claims, such.ds that voiced by ‘Burns,” that the use of Behavioural ;
. . Ve B , . . . ., .

. . 4 . + e q . ". v . -~ . . IS .
~ objectives will make accountability in teachdr education a practical “E

reality, .lead many to opposé PBTE. Such opposition is not due to a fear '1'5
e . . - -
of being held accountable but rather that accountability is all too likely
o R . i
Y £0 succunm® to the danger of settling for that which is easy to measure
. \ .
. and omit the 1mportant One example of;;he misthievous nature .

- — -

. ¢
of the PETE movement“to date has b%@n the trend to eliminate the traditional g

foundations courses in such things as the history and.philo&dphy of education
. ' ) 52
although such elements are included in both the ComField Model and the )
. N M 53 ‘
Syracuse University Elemenfary Education Model and the experience of

the University of?’Hodston with implementing a PQTE proéramme has lead to’

.

a recognition that the foundations course need; sta;ngthening.

.
¢

“The -aréa in which the PBTE movement is clearly neither
" ' - .

“ innoguous nof mischievous is in the emphasis on some desirable reforms
e .. N B '\*“"" )

- 3]
.- in teacher éducation which are quite independent of the notien of the

.
~

.. . Prespecjification of teacher.compeféﬁbies. It seems eminently desirable
to include more ex;eéience in %he school and at an earlier point ;n the . . .
’ j brogramme than has b;en the case in'tradi;ional teacher ed tion | f - .
. R ' - - e
progrénmms in the USA.t The cégse links between épllegzland schools

e
. ¥ “

-which are excmplified by the Career Dééisions:Pf%gram of the Univer31ty

——

>
v -

of Toledo and 'the utilisation of schools for work which is -an 1ntegral

0

‘ *

part of methods courses appears WOrthpurSulng and worthy of_ conslderable -

. researchefforts. The other area with which PBTE has been linked, both; R

. . .
~ *

‘51, See Page 7 _ . . .
52. See Appandix F.3 , .. .

. . . '
. 58, See Appendix F.1l ) c . . .o

- 34.. See Appendix ii.3
- ~
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the programmes which claim to be implementing PBTE also ihclude an

.

in the 1968 Elcmentary Teacher Education Models and ‘in~programmes which

°

. o . . . T
have since been implemented, is that of inservice cducation Many of

Y-
»

inservice clement as’ part of their total programme and Project Change

-

at.the State University of New York College at Cortlapd,‘which received

’

the AACTE 1973 Distinguished Achicevement Awird for Excellence in Teacher
Education, is primarily an inservice course in carly childhood as well as

incorporating some prespecification of objectives. While it seems

3.
e

L}
meritorddus to increase the links between schools and teacher education

>

programmes for preservice and jinservice teachers it is mischievous if
this is done under the guise of PBTE and- any improvement in teachers

thereby resulting from the new innovations be ascribed to the whole

PBTE movement., Research®on the relative benefits of closer links with

schools and prespecification of teacher competencies in the form of

.
.

behavioral objectives would seem a gsefhl form of research undertaking.
N 1 ¢ - N
Such research would have to avoid making the grievous error of accepting

-

the advice of the AACTE Commiftee on Performance-Based Teacher Education

s *

to make their judgments on the effectiveness of a teacher education
I%. L

programme on a priori grounds. Without any other indications as to

I3 -

what a priori grounds.might be relevant to assessing the effectiveness

of a teacher education programme, a cynic might feel thdt th€ a priori

ground which is usually appecaled #g ds that if it is a ‘PBTE programme it

must have delivered the success its potential so unmistakably promised.

~ -

1/
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d is publicized as a way to revolutionize instruction,

e ! CHAPTER FIVE

* CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

e

: "DR. ROSNER: I am continually impressed by the fact that
performance based teacher education is, heralded as a panacea, that it
I do not know
who_authors this kind of publicity other than the elected or appointed
officials of state and federal governments who want somehow to see
in this movement an opportunity to emasculate the schools of education,
to focus on the use of technicians, to save money. .

t The people with whom I have worked have not tried to
sell' it as a panacea. We have seen it as an approach to the clarification
of much of the ambiguity that presently surrounds teacher education
programs. We have seen it as an approach to the introduction of
rigorous teacher behavior research. We have not secn it as an approach
that will in‘one fell swoop solve all the problems of teacher education
or solve the problems of the public schools - but it is being sold
that way. It seems to be that the sellers are the ones who perhaps
may be irresponsible - but not the pedple whom I work with or the
writers whom I have read. These peaple, have tried to sell it as an
approach to the introductjion of clarity and rigor in teacher education...,

All of us have a responsibility to look very carefully

at where we are, to come to some decision about w;ere we are going,’

and to make that decision clear and public.

Otherwise, politicians

concerned with economies will make those
(Houston, W.R,(ed), 1974,pp.74-8)

T aneaieetiihg,

decisi;;; for us."

"students

CONCLUSIONS | .

- A
“e

1.1.1

. .f

[

developed on.the baSlS of‘careful definition of studenEs

The ccntfalrnotiqn of PBTIE is.that teacher education programmes be:

.performance

goals in assessable:terms- and guidance of instruction by evaluation, of

.
—
- »

' performance.

[
.
1 .

which are cle?rly specified and known fo facilitate pupily learning, together

. ‘ F

’

v

-

with a satisfactory means of evaluating student pérformance in terms of

-
Y

/
.

of the fesults of the evaluatibns-Cp the students.

~ >

1.2

,‘\

.

Ry

!

Aﬁﬁe specified competencies and:a means Of prov}aﬁng continuous feedback

A PBTE programme is lntended to be deelgned as a whole'as a result..

of systems- analySLS but the teacher competéncles need not be specified

5 'y
- . - - -
- IS

\
&%

-

N

.
\2‘
&

.’L
.
‘
o

:c;, .
2 &-
,‘ -

.

-

1.1.2 For a PBTE programme tO éuccegﬂ requires a list of teachermpcompetencies

vl

1 v"v
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{ ~' . \
in the form of behavioral objectives., The PBTE programme need not be,

-

but usually is, based on a behaviourist theory of-learning. .

1.3 No crucial significance is attajched to the use of -dif ferent namés
- . ‘ ~
such as. Performance-Based Teacher Education (PBIE) or Competency-Based

(Y
-

Teacher Education (CBTE).
2.1 Main features associated with, but not central to, the notion of

PBTE include an increasing emphasis on close relations between the
!

- . m .
‘ schools and the colleges of -education in the form of early student i
experiences in schools, college stXff participation in school ‘programmes .

. . . TN . .
and inservice courses-for teachers and an emphasis on restructuring the'

college curriculum into modules with prespecified objectives . N
N

~~ . DN . . )
2.2 A feature associated with PBTE is the atténtion paid to altering .

certification requirements for teachers and the polrtreal struggle for

W
control over teacher education which accompanies such changes.
~ |
, ..
3.1 An impressive argument in favour of PBTE is that it is an approach - . \\

~

, -%Q&f to the introduction of clarity and rigour in teacher educationxk
L " 3.2 It is in the favour of PBTE that it constitutes an attempt, to‘}“1 ;e
< Mo .
@gr;ate or restructure teacher education programmes on the basis bﬁ\ \"‘ 'j*
. ewplic1t model of the teacher which is translated’ into programme ob;: tives,

Lo .,. . MG .-
. N, 9‘» . {‘ Y . “
WM*rather thﬂn seek to alter or create teachex programmes on an\éd hoc basig

< =1

-i?c ,: . . zsk .‘. A .
3 3 It is claimed for PBTE programmes thatethey allow individy ‘Iléed A
. o N .3\_. « ;\'(. ‘x-‘te.:

-

instfﬁction\and the student is able to proceed at his own padé E

L A& TR

. TR

. .a greater degree than is pOSSible in traditional programmes. f& (2.
_-;. . ‘_ﬁ, . ,“ -‘o ;\

-3, 4 17 PBIE is conducive to research in that it is seen by its suppﬁrzers "n": 3?4

as an apéroach to the introduction of rigorous teacher behav10ur research _;&i‘ T
3 5

- ‘ > . . ..“ “'L: -

3.4.2 PpTE_programmes include a research compbnent within their design,\ e

2 : . .

'

Ly
s

to permit xhe'feedback from the studcqg pexformances ‘to influence the ' .

}

1

i

(3 N i
. - o

g

|

|

b1
) 5{ o} : . :
Q continuing modifiéati ons of the programme.
:d :
K
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3.5 Where PBTE is implemented in a part of a programme of teacher cducation,

as opposed to the whole programme being performdnce sted, then sections

such as teaching practice can utilise the notion without entirely disrupting
- .

-

the remainder of the programme and commercially produced material based

on PBTE can be included in traditional courses.
4.1.1 The most immediate criticism of PBIE is that,although a PBTE

programme is based on a list of tgac@er competencies, no adequate list . y

of teacher competencies exists. The danger is that the emphasis on the need

to assess the students' performance will lead to trivial compgtencies being specified
4.1.2 Lompoundlns the difficulty of producing an acceptable Iist of’

’

teacher competencies is the problem that there is no clarity as to what.

is to count as the appropriate level of complexity of bchaviour for the

. .
specification of a teacher competency and so the result is a series of

lists which include.minutely specified competencies to those which include .

general statements of broad areas of activity. i -

4.2 A ﬁore fundamental criticism is that the PBTE movement lacks a

clearly articulated theoretical basis, other than the widely discredited

behaviourism, upon yhich to produce an analysis.of a theory of action.and an
analysis of.ﬁ?aching and learnigg to serve as a guide to empirical

research. . ’ ~

4.3 In the face of the PBTE claims of tﬁe adyantages of prespecification
of objectives, research cvidence has yet to be prodgccd to show those
claims to be well founded with respect to student 'learning and the IPBTE

- . .

' programme developers admit that they lack the means to adequately evaluate

) C ; v . .
student performances or the effectivénesd of ‘the PBTE programmes 'so there
' ° ‘_t : \'TJ N - . ! -

is a lack of research evidence to support the claims in favour of
- R ‘ '

<L -
. - 2

prespecification of objectids asia means of improving programme design
-, DO

Ea) M - N
‘ N .. . 1 - N
N

4.4 'Nany‘PBTE programmes seém to hav.: been implemented in advapge oOf -

. e SR Ca
* -
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adequate theore

task,

~

tical or instructiona

replicating fundamcntal Tesearch apg development done ip

Without having ¢ither the re

and is likely to be worse than, g, well

funded Fescarch Programme undertaken by Sclecteg skilled Tescarchers over

2 long perjog Of time, The 1968 Elementary Teacher Educat jop t.odels
are an &xample of tpe rEEh, shotgun method of Tesearch apqg Were a ysefy]

assessment of the effectiveness L9,

w

» 1s thag PBIE i ¢laimed .

available evidence

warrants. e

4.8 The fear that the Weaknesges of PRTE combined With the Zeal of the

PBTE Supporterg and Machinationg of those who woulg use PBTE for their
& ,

ovn ends, results i an'expgetatiqg that tﬁe PBTE movemen Will resyye

Lo’ the worse form of

«

teacher eddcatiop éimilai

. [prs

that jr Will have g4 devagpéﬁing Tesults op

2 .
S i~

Y
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'To avoid the main weakness of PBTE, that is, the specification of trivial
Y ~

teaéhqf compétencies, invéives a shift away from assessable competeﬁc{es
and thus a- shift away from PBTE.

RECOMMENDATIONS 10 CLAREHNONT TEAC}{ERé COLLEGE /1 OARD
1. Recommend that the Board do not scek tq lmplement a pcrformwnce based

< ", .o vy M
teacher education programme at Claremont Teachers College mor seek to
.

‘

37 *

implement a performance based Education and Psychology programme.
< : .
. ' t
2., Recommend that the Board resist any move-to impose specified teacher’

v ~

‘cdhmpetencies as the basis of either teacher registration or academic

. ! ~
\\\( )
v
.3. Recommend that the Board instigate _an investigation into the desirability.

~

and feasibi¥ity of the Claremont Teachers College Library obtaining the
A ' .

coutse accreditation.

complete Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) microfiche
collection and serving as @Qe fesource centre for this material for
the W.A, Teachers Colleges and possibly the other tertiary institutions

as well. °"Funding for such a project would most likely have to be as

-aé special project request to the TEC. An adveggisemqnt for owf of the
. ) ™
" ERIC Clearinghouées’?s included as Appendix M.

4, Recommend that the Board encourage and support the efforts of Claremont
. . | * -

Teachers College Stdff in the following areas:

o . .

(A) Undertake an extensive survey of student and teacher’ concerns,

on the model of that done by F.F" Fuiler.(1969), to serve as a
. ’ \ % : N4

1

basis for course sequence de@isibns.‘ .

' « literature . ) - ,

* 7 (B) Undertake.a
ol

lecturers-to utilise .school experiences as part of methods ‘courses

'anq ascertain whether any of the approaches discovered are desirable

. and applicable to Claremont Teachurs College.

- 56. Since this report was typed it was learned that W.A.I,T. has the ERIC
system and that the total cost for the microfiche set is about A$6,000 and
ALY 000 per.year. to keep it up to date.

. survey of the means adopted by methods ~ .r

:‘;‘é!;

7S
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(C) VUndertake conceptual research on aspects of theory of actiqn,

teaching and learning so as to provide a theoretical basis for

Claremgnt Teachers College teacher education programme design and

content,
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