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Due to ever increasing changes all around us, the situation faced by teacher

educators today js‘different than the one with which they had to deal yesterday.

L2 Lsngtj Lt

In the past, teacher education programs had relatively few goels and the

[

. processes to achieve them were fairly simple and common from one program to

another, Programs all too frequently were characterized by a hidh degree of

f A U

-~ -

vagueness and a Tow level 6f'aceountabiiity. ~Traditionally, programs were

_defined in-terms of coitent "coverage," and success, for the professor, was

/neasured in terms of the amount of content he was able to "adequately" cover.
F

or the'student;.success was equated with grades earned and course credits
taccumulated; Professors lectured, gave -assignments, and_edministered eXams:
‘f students made notes, wrote papers, and took tests, At the end of this knowledge
f accumulation, students part1c1pated in student teach1ng, i.e. they had a 11m1ted
oppcrtun1ty te try and apply what they had accumu]ated. Durlng the student
teaching enperience 'coonerating teachers frequent]y told student teachers to
forget all of that ivory tower theony they had accumu]ated at the university and
;get down to the pract1ca1 aspects ‘of what teach1ng was all about. During the
first few daysD studentsdyere often perp]exed by the conf]1ct1ng v1eWpo1ntsD but

since they had very Tittle, 1f any, comm1tment to the value of the knowledge they

~had a c cumulated t.h ey eventually forgot the ivory

3
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" and the conplex comnunications systems we have developed are thgfsting ﬁnf@rmatf@n

| changes have recent]y taken piace in teacher education°

. have general]y ‘become more specificn and consequentiy they have. become more

-teucher education programs were more often based on tradition than need, the

:know which knowledge is of most wWorth for what in which situ&tio? Our confusﬂom p

to educ«te our popu1at10n to meet and deal with the problems we face. and on the

- aiver§1f?ed popu1ation of educatﬂona? personne]. Increased numbers of goais
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towér abstractions and they adjusted to the system. Becausé decis?ons about

cycle of events continued to be repeated over and over again. y ,
7 The.technological revo1ution has drastically 1ncveased th$ kind amount0 and

speed of change in our 1ives today.. Knowiedge is iﬁcr@asing ag an asteund?ng pac@"'
on us so rapidly and consistent?y that we cannot assimi1ate it dl1. . HWe do not
ieads to f“ust?ation. Aivin Toffier has ]abeied the way this chahge affects us

as 8 kind of future 5hock T : ‘ - \

In the midst of this situation, educators are fa@ed with a p@rpiexing

~

di?emma. on the one hand, demands are 1ncveasing for new and more effective Ways

otﬁer hand, the taxpayers are re?uctant to support education which they feel has

been’?neffective in the past. In vesponse to this probiem some rathér significant
Teacher education programs are currently attempting to prepare a more

have been accompanied by increased processes utilized to achieve them. Programs.

accounc«b?e. Programs are increasing]y being defined {in terms of“competencfes.

' instead of content to be covéred;”suCcess,‘for professors, 1is more.f?equently

. than in the’past'being measured {n terms of étudent achievement. In addition

: stud;nt success is becoming equated with the attainment of teaching competencies

instead of grades earned and courses completed. Professors are 1ndiv1dua1121ng

-,'inSgruction nore ﬁhan they used to, and students are @ften given eariier and
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_more frequenu opportun1t1es to wed theary and practice through 1ncreased

Taboratory and fleld experiences. In additjon, the education profession, as
ii]ustr&ted through teacher center efforts aéﬁoss the countvyo is taking a mo?e‘
active 1nterest in the preparation of its future members. |

In spite m’ all the changes mentienad, %llle design and conduct of f;@ach@r' |
educatign programs still frequently_ieaves a great deal to be desired. - Eﬁst@ad
of “basing decisions bn'traditfoh~(as'1p the pagt) many decisioné are currentiy e
bﬁing made (though perhaps not conscious]y) on the basis of their innovative

appeai ‘8.0 “1t S news et $ give it a try." TraditionaT processes may not

be suited to current problems.’ However, ?nnovation5>shou1d be carqfu11y

3 considered and they should not be adopted haphazardly’//gpstead?bf change for

the sake of changeD it 1s proposed that change be p1anned and directed tow&rd
desired ends.‘ While it may be true that the technologicai revolution has put
us'?aceé to-face with'aOMe problems we did not have béfores'it may be equaily

jtrue that out of the technoibgical revolution has come the means to deal with

the new and cha]lenging prob?ems==the systems approach to educational program-(
1mprove%ent This approach allows teacher educators to plan and direct change
in a s;stematic and systemic way. Instead of having to deal with problems on”

at a time, & systems approach allows one to solve sev/ra] problems at the same

“time.

It js not thé'intent to cover all aspects of. the systemS'approaéh'here;in°
Rather, the approach in genera1 is defined and attention is focused on the

first three steps of the process=-the specification and examinati@n of

| assumptions, theoretical model, and competencies.
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~ ASSUMPTIONS

*

Ao-isAexpiainedcin detail below, a set of assumptions provides the theoretical
underpinning for the entire program. Included in this section is 1nformationv

related to teﬂns associated with systems in genaroI and assumptions in particuiaro

the logical: as well as the psychological value of assumptions methods of

{dentifying and grouping assumptionsﬁ ard factors to be coosider@d in assessing

the acceptabfiity and usab??ity of assumptions.

_ Definition of Terms f ' ' J

Uhile there are a vast number of terms associated with systems technology,
1t‘is not beiievéd'thatftoto1 onderstanding of a comprohensiVe_1ist of technical .
uords 1s essential to begin the.process of specifying and examining assumptions.

It is be11eved that a basic understanding of the components in the system and

thefir re]ationships to each other wouid be helpful to one. beginning the process ’

R oy

of applying the systems approach to tho problem of 1mprov1ng a teacher education

- progran. ConsequentlyD only the most basic terms will be treated.

Uhat 1s 8 s/stem? Cook (1971: 46) defines a svstem as "a 1091ca1 arrangement'

“of interdependent and 1nterre1ated parts which become a connected who]e 1n order

to accompiish a spec!fic objeet%ve." Some examples of various systems c1ted by

| Cooper ahd teber (1973:12) include the human body (a physio]ogical system), the

automobile (a mechanical sy’stem)o and the schoo1 (a social system) A basie
systems~design 1nc1udes input, process or operatiomsB output, and feedbock The T

design can be depicted graphicaliy as fo]1ows.

. PROCESS ORl____ "
IN?UT — OPERATIONS > | UTPUT

| —{FLEDBACK | ¢———— .
Eueh/ system depends on the quality of its output for its continuance. Ina

teacner education program, spudents are the majoo 1nput. ‘the sum total of thelr

4
.
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) aducational experience while'they are in thé'program constitoteslthe procesév
3 and certified graduates are the output of the system. ‘The ultimate success of
- “the teacher education system rests on the success of 1ts graduates in attempting
J' | to bring about, in turn, desired outcomes in their studentsv In addition to the
*1 o overﬂll system, a system frequently includes several sub=oy§toms° For sxample,
v‘f the total teocherveducation system might 1noiude ah instwuctionaj subasystemu
iz | manogementlsubas'g;étemD and an evaluation sub-system. |
7 ~ . UWhat is a systems aoproach? “éoﬁmon sense by design” is one of Banathy’s
= ‘ (1968a) definitions of a systems approach. A more—comprehensive deso?iption .
VJ - ’(Banathy, 1968b) is as foTTows. the purpose of a system 1s achieved through
| ~ processes 1in which 1nteract1ng components of the system engage to produce a .
‘3 predetermined output. The purpose determines the process required and the
~{ process will determine the components of the system. AS pointed out by Cooper
- and Weber (1973:12)D the app11cation of this systemic strategy to a human process
3 is called a systems approach. -

What are elemenﬁs of an instructionol system? Elements of an 1nstructﬁono1

| S

| system are the components thought to be essential to the overa]? effective
functioning of the system. An effect?ve 1nstructiona1 system usually includes at
Teast the fol]owing five elements: (1) assumptions, (2) goals and objectives, ’
- (3) 1n;tructiona1 strategies, (4) assessment procedures, and (5) feedback nechonism°

The 1e4as State Commission for P?ofessionai Competencies (1974.11 =12) {denti-"

)

)

] Y fied seven elements of an 1nstructional system they believe to be essent‘iaio Thay

] o are: (7) assumptions, (2) conceptual model, (3) competencies, (4) 1nstructiono1 | ;
prograif, (5) assessnent and evaluation, "(6) governonce and managememt9 and - | |

3 (7 description of the development process.

: v | Notice that 1n both examples the first element in the system i{s the a

4 assumptions. The assumptions *hook". all of theﬁfest of the system togethere

pery
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= They orovide the foandation or base for ai? decision making that follows
~,3 - ccncerning the other parts of the: system.

What .is an assumption? Very simpﬂy statedw an assumpt1on is a be?ievo 1t

{s & value statement. It is a Justificat?on for educational practice, Snmetimes

13 . (Houston, 1972:27) these b@‘l‘lefs9 hunchesD or Justifications are based on resear@h

~J" and sometimes they are based on envirdnmentai factorso Iﬂ efther euse, sinee !

.3" they p]ay such an %mportant roie in the design of the tota1 system, 1t {s essena ;
i t{al that In the deveiopment of systemic teacher @ducat?on programs assumpt?©nsA ;
j should be stated expiicitiy as a first step {n the processo '

‘3 Logica] and PsvchoIogica] Values of Assumptions i

The importance of expiic?tly and clear?y stated- assumptiuns cannot he -

| S

overstated. The basis for this statementn as has been indicated, ﬂs the fact
_that they form the theoreticaT underpinning for the entire prog'ramc o
What are the 1qg1ca1 and p_ychoiggica] va1ues of assumptjons? As statgd by

hhe Texas State Commﬂss?on for Professional C@mpetencies (ié;/)é)o “@ssumptigns p
are a vital aspect of sound program pianning. They undergird the degisﬂons made
by program deve]opers as they conceptu&iizep design, imp?ementp manag@u and

evaluate programs." just good common sense, as Banathy might put {t, €0
basé a system on explicitly stated beliefs. It is logical. Furthermoreu the o

b d eed B

| W

Comwission (T exag State Conmission for Professional Competencies, 1974:14) stat@s

e —,————— T

that the specificat1on of assumptions is advantageous psychoiogﬂcaiﬁy because of X

the tendency of an {ndividual's behavior to be based on certain beiiefs. Con= ;ié

B sequently, when program developers have'specified their asgumptions for a '2
,f_' P?eparation programD they. will have committed themseivesD psychoiogicaiTyD to %
P} | the k1nds of competenc?es which are compatible with the stated assumptionsc é
i

FewD 1? any, seri us program pianners wouid disagree w?th the above »

N mentioned sfcatemehts° cheverp 1n_sp1te of this fact, the failure of,gffovts
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to improve teacher education programs can frequehtiy be %raced’ta‘a Tack of

clearly stated assumptfbns that form the foundation.of the program. Perhaps

an examp?e wi1l he?p ?Iiustrata the p@iﬁt. . ) : ;
Assume that elther because of some d%ssaﬁisf&ction thait surfaces from within
(perhaps student ‘eriticism ov facuity concern) or a veakness pointed out by an
externa? agency (perhaps an accreditation team)n efforts arve %ni%iated to improvo
a program. Task fcrceg may be organized to prgpave a p?an ef @ctﬂnno o the
responsibility may be assigned to an cxisting commitiee. The group {s asked %o .
prepare 1tsVrémommendatioﬁs by a certain time and they duti?ul}y get down to
wgrka But where do they start? . ‘
Typicaiiyp task forces or committees erganized to 1mprove a program cancevn

themselves with instructional or organizationa? {ssues. Are they Tectuving t@@

" juch? Yoo 1{ttle? Are their classes too large? Too smalT? Shouid ﬁhey use |

move graduste assistants? Fewer?. Are the texthooks that are being used‘tco
Tong? Too short? Should they organize into teams? Do their anvthﬂmg? And |
the questions go on and on, Uhomever 1s most persuasive usuai?y gets heard.
If he or she can defend his or her answers to the questiens with 1nfovmation '
from the source of concern, so much the better, Solutions are proposed, som@a‘é
times adopted, and oCcasionaT?y 1nstitutionai?§éd. From & Jogical point of |
viaWL what 1s wrong with ‘this -approach? ‘ ‘ \ - o
- First of all, the approdch described has not deaTt with, pvecedent e?ements
that are essential jn a Togical approach to the problem. They have not addressed
the‘?ssue'of where they want to go (goaTs and objectives) o why they should go
that w«y (assumptions) Furthermore, essential antecedent elements have'aiéa '
been Tgnored. Their eva?uation pracedures (assessment) cannot be tied to theiv

desir@d goals, and the form&tive information they might get (feedback) wili not

e e ey B r e e s s
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- be very useful in terms of hmiping'thﬁm‘Beterﬁéﬁ@ better ﬁﬁys to achleve desived
ends. In shgv&g 8 logical saquanae of program development ﬁas a0t been followad.

I¥ one p?oceeds 1n a 1ogica3 rﬂﬁhiéﬁn the goals and objectives can be d@wevaé

| fvcn tha‘stated aﬁsumpti@ns and the decisions. sangernﬁng nadif?catﬂ@ﬂs in -’

1nstruct$@nai stwategies can be made on the basis of what ls i@ be achieved -
(gaa?s and ‘ohjectives) aﬁé why 1¢ is inparﬁana to achieve them (assumpti@mﬁ)
In addi@icna measures of success (evaiaation) can be tied to d@siﬁad enés (goals

~and objectivas) and the total process can be c@nstaﬁtiy improved thvaugh s;stagatic

‘ “iﬁput abnut the effectiveness gf the interactions betizen the eiﬁﬁents of th@

sybten {feedbask) Without a sound foundation in the #@rﬁ @f ‘elearly stated |
&ssunpt?anﬁ the teacher education pwagram w11, at best, be a weok structure,

and, at wnrstp 1% may ca??apsa‘

athods of Ideaﬁify?nq and Grouping Assumptions | ;

Before one can begin to identify assumptions, one ﬁeeés %o know where to
Teok, Basically, %h@?e_@r@ three major sourcés from hich assumptions or
Justifications are drawn, They ave: (1) philosophy, (2) psycholoay, and
(3) sociology. Iéeas put together from these three sources p%ﬂvide the major
Justifications ?ow*educaﬁ?cnai pracﬁkbeo' They constitute a thought patterﬁl
Thay provide the foqndat?on for a program's statement of mission or philesophy. '

| it sbould const&nt?y be kept 1n mind that statenent% of assunpt?ons p?avide
the t%eoretﬁca? underpinn¢ng for ; program. They provide statcnents of beﬁief
that yuide action, 1t simply s ﬂat sufficient to say that the assumptimns a?@
{nplied or “understood.” Mhi?e it may be True that.many.prograqs aren 0 some
éxtento based on aséumpt?ons that a;é supposedly underst@od, it is also true

that a great deal of confus?on and conf?ict?ng effort can be avo%ded if -

assumptions are made exp]fcit right from the startq Once this is d@nen poiats

49 2
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L ef dﬁsagreemant or canfasiaﬁ w111 becéﬁa\yzix\\e aﬁﬁ”?ﬁay‘”&a be dﬂscus&ed ané
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4 ‘ahqp&fu1¥y resa!vad o ‘;;4f/'i;.; : , , C
. Hoy are assumpt?cn& 1dentified? Mhile there aﬁ%ugany'dif?Efen$ appvaac&es'ﬁ

. that naﬁ he used ta idautiﬁy agsumptqaﬁ5° ﬁhvea VQay ba$iéFaneg prav%de ﬂnaggh  ;:‘
"“>yaﬁﬁiﬁng w gﬁﬁ one. ﬁﬁgﬂﬁ n the process, - Fav Tack ﬁ?‘betﬁe? nama°L;%he fivst

approach 1s !abaTaﬁ “crmative brainstcrming and ‘the seaond appraach 15 ealled R

"-~“strﬂ¥mmn (ar strawner on 1f‘yau prefev) reaciing.” Tha f%nnﬁ app?each %sugx‘*aﬁ\’
. R , \

= 5yntﬁas€s af tha first tun, , 1 : ,‘”'; .
~In the creative hrainstnrmiag aggraﬂl particﬁpants start frcm acraﬁch and

115% all of ﬁha assumptfans they ba11eva tﬁ be re?evant to the program. Once -

; fgftkis hqg been accamp713had %he separate Iists awa cénbihad “fnto a aing!a Tiﬁt

i A§ aﬂd sam&ane 18 givem the task of @ditﬁﬂg 1ﬂ ardev %0 aliminate overiap and g

;ﬂij'tpravida consistent &evm?noiagy. The $ina} 1¥st is reviewad hy the Q?igiﬂﬂi

Lt
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The strawman reacting aphroach 15 one‘ﬁ which previausly genaﬁaﬁed lisﬁa

of assumptions arﬂ presanted‘tn thw graup for tﬁeir vaactian. The graup can
4A eithe? adcpt one of the Tsts prus»nted. or 1t can generate one- of its otn by ®
" madiﬁying an ax?st!ng Tist Ar by cumbining elements from severai 115%5 {nto |
:‘;new one. If no lists are avai?&qu, an officially adopted mission statement

: ar a statemenk of ph11asophy might be examined for stated or 1mp11ed assumptians.'

The‘mast desirable appruach is a combination of" cre&tive~braiﬁstorming and -

'strawman reacting.
~ the resulting Tists veflect the unique nature of the fndividuals and ?nstitutionﬁ
~1nvoived. These ?15%& are then synthesized and the resut%ing Iist 15 used as &
gtpaman® for grqug reactionx stnce the strawman ﬂﬁed Ws tha resuiﬁ of 1nt@rna1

l
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The process begins with creative ﬁvainstormiag COnsequentﬂyaf
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'assu&x;:ﬁ?aﬁs 'iss that ﬁhe '!mna'l of conceam shau’id a'may.a &a k@pﬁ: ’lﬁ inind, M uﬁﬁ .

‘"";_ )

efvort. tnst sead a? exmraal ’im;mamiom tha psyaha’!agi«:a‘i cﬂmwﬁz@m t:a it 4s°

. B .@nt.im pmgram caam ba sarmuﬁw umiaminad. n@aismnﬁ shmﬂsi Bo, mtwmf
| {bf‘ra’ahw ﬁaan emz» ion&’h w mnﬂﬂaﬁs am mt faasﬂy msa‘iveﬁg ﬁ‘& might b@ umﬂs‘i

&nhamﬁd‘ e T I N S
")' '?f — ..g,m N a

Regawdlem of tha appraach usad, avary eﬁ’art sﬁnu?d be made fm el 'imimt@ E »
~ wnﬂic&ing assumpmons. z?‘ 'ﬂaﬂ; unresgwed ﬁ\e smmﬂ eﬂac‘tﬁvemsﬁ w&‘ e&zﬁ» _ "f}f?

& i’?ml ;mim: ti%at na@dﬁ m b m&d@ mmerﬁ*ing thra w@nﬁﬁ%ﬁm m’v’

s 5tat<iﬁg pmgram amumpwons hé?’ are W!zeiy ts !m at a diffemﬁ Tevel “than -
'~ *i**‘ one is sﬁat‘ing ﬁswmptﬁans f’ar am ant‘h*@ inst%ut‘mn. | Iﬁs&%u@inna‘l a&smpﬁenv
“\amst, a*i' neuasaitm ba mm ‘le an@uqh '&9 acc@mdaw za'd’l pmgram anm are a geai*t
. m’ ﬁaa %ﬁtitﬂthﬁ. As 8 msu'ii:, the- ‘Hs% c:i"’ a&smy&‘mnﬁ W afa @ntis”@ unwaw?af
s 'iike'ay E:

' - How ave AS SN

_,.,i,e s%mrter than the list %r pr@gmm s@nmﬁhad w?th’in ‘3'&, S

| §ons rouped? drsst as thzam aw: mvam*ﬁ appmachaﬁ that cﬁn o
 be used to iderxtwy éss mians. thare ave, an almsﬁ ual“ﬁm’iﬁe{i nwﬂber @i’ woys |
B thay can be gwapad. For @xammﬁ 5@% *cat@gwias inc‘mde assmpﬁam abwﬁ
' {ndividual differences, learningy so‘f%vagﬂ forces, teacher voles, schools,
‘ aducwﬁom 1nsi:ﬂ:utians,‘ @rgamzatiana’i stt%&gres, scepe @Y pmgm\i\iﬁdfwdﬁa‘i
‘ m s.ﬁmugh the catega?ms mentiomd shove may be peff&&ﬂy viabie cholces in o
&ome $ituaﬁoﬂs, they may mt work in others. Some are vm,y g\?a@s:al and sen
are quite spec’lﬁc. Somea s*ituat‘ions ::a’ﬂ feﬁsmzifﬂ. caﬁegories whama&z sﬂmt‘s“
mig%"t requira eatagnries i;hat are mnre encompassing m oyder 1o &a@p ona 'ﬁ'ﬁm \
. having to invent a new categdry every time & nev assumpmn {s added. Mm N

analogy- 11ustrates the polnt. Suppose that ene tms trying to declde.on seme

e ~

R - ; .-m-: ) ) . : *
R ot ‘n . S - :_ . -




- f ﬁﬁﬁagﬂri&ﬁ to yse for grﬁagiagxidentifying characteristics of 11pstic£ The' f:”fl

-

SN

ﬁatagaﬁy “red“ mightzbe se1éat&d, but 1F it wasg what %ﬂ&ld happan when one’ cama |
ac?033 5&%& $??var Tipstfck? ‘In t&ia case a 1arger-categnny is needed»»parhaps , -?7y€
ﬁ@i@?. Qaior is ﬂ‘categeﬁy*tﬁat inclﬁdes ail pa&sibie tints and shadas. Tha " .
éﬁﬁ?d?ﬁ% ?aatav %ﬁ g@aaraily tha 1avel ﬂﬁ conéern.. Educatieﬁ in genar&? migh% ﬁ

t&il fﬁr nove gtohal categarias thian s?eciai @ducation in parzicgiar‘ T giff.

| &$ﬂgmptigﬂﬁ ve?atad o %ﬁﬁ“her education programs; c&n gan&ra!ly be g?ouped“;‘ .
dﬂde? ﬁhwea madav heaﬁings, (I) the Tearner, (2) th@ seciety, and (3) Qﬁdagagy; s .

Oiﬁer passibiiitiasAexﬁstg bat thase three, wiﬁh o casiana? subwheadfngs, wi?l ,;kﬁﬁ, ,'f
catagar%&agawayﬁ ts cemb%n@ them $hnuid ba axplorad Anathev ganeral ru!e

fﬁ?law is tﬁat any tfma one gets mﬁre than sevea tn niha items uaﬂar a headfﬁgu B
ﬁiﬁhar & submhaadfﬂg shﬂd1d be 1ntroéuced or same 1tems shﬂu?d be al?minated 9? |  ”:éf§
samhinad 50 aa ﬁa gat thg tctal back 1n. the seven %a niﬁ& vaaqe. | R

aa&avs A?fecﬁ?ag Acaeptabi?itg and usabiiit§ nf ﬁssumgtfbns {;f%?ffw
. cawst?azting a aat.af pragram assumptfans is tha importanﬁ first step taward

sy$tamic %mﬁravemeﬁﬁ ﬂf a teacher educatian pragram, 7&& dec?siaﬁ to ﬁake th&% |
sﬁ&rtada ca?a shaa?d ﬁe taken tn ansure Tts success‘ In this regard, severa?
factavs shnu?ﬁ be aansiderad in order ﬁa enhanca the acceptabiTity anﬁ asabf?igy'i‘
af the assumptiond ﬁdentif?ed during the 1n1tia1 part nf the pracess.. -,:;w.“‘-' 
Mﬁ&t facxors affect acteptabi!ity and usabi!i&y 0f assumptiﬁns? Fiva majaw

?aﬁﬁ*?s affect ‘the ﬁﬁﬁeﬂtﬂbi?fﬁy and ﬂsab**ity of any set o? program. assﬁmptions. .
Thay aves (1) 1nun1v&mgnt~ {2) %mp!icatﬂnaaﬁ (3) a&prsva!, (4) w@axityp aﬁd o
{S} va?idiﬁy,' o o i e ‘*;‘:5 e Bt

! ‘, o '""“\w«“h; ©
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| ’:'point will be time weii spent. Hf,- “'. REET S ,,j‘

‘_assump%ionfxghat are of @ factual nature

B of the five items, involvement isAprobabiy the singie most important factor. .
Lixert {1951 stated.that the degree of progress of an organizafion increased '

o significantiy as more individaais An the organization became involved An the ‘;.f‘! -

;decision«making process affeoting the organization. This is Just as true for

an odurationai organization as it is for any othen type of organization,_ Invoiveé

iment in the identification of asspmptions increases the stake one has’ in them and :
: ,‘it increases the ligpiihood of‘their receiving approvai (another factor of

importanee) o ,* . i \.‘ o IR . 1 -

)
Unce assumpﬁions have.been identifiedd attempts shouid be made~to state nii

.possibie impiioations s0 that they can be discussed before proceeding. -It can be

. veny fnustrating and time wasting ta reach a 1ater stage o? deveiopment only o _‘

have somenne yeii “foui“ because ﬁ“’diainot reaiize that a particuiar approach

S »was impiied by a given assunption. Naturaiiy, not all impiications wiii surfoce
*5tr_;aﬁ the'initiai stage.; Howevero the effort to identify and discuss them at that

.
-“-
i.' '\

The iast two factops. reaiity and vaiidity, are reiated to the reuevance of

the stated assumpi;ons. Items ‘that are not reievant 4re'se1\om usabie even though

- nany persons mny havg been invoived in idgntifying, discussingb and approving. tnem.
. »Reaiity can be checked by determining the reiationships between the assumptions
. rt’and the "reai“ confext of the program. ﬁ7rceptions of a11 constituencies should -
. be checkﬂd¢ Johnson and Shearron (19/1é2v2) indicate that vaiidity for .

can- be. demonstrated. Fon exampieg’one '

can obsevve the fact that students differ from one another physicaiiy. Vaiidity

cnf s%atemfnés thﬂt are hypothesized can be tested However. the vaiidity of pure:
A value type assumy*inna nust, by thai" ve“y natureB rest on mutuai agreement°

j'~1his oon;titut&s a type of face validity. B
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' d1fferent schoo] sett1ngs LWh11e the quant1ty of supp]y has kept up with the :

_THEORETICI\L MODEL

As ]1fc becomcs moro eomp]cx we -human be1ngs create new structures that we
hope w111 he]p Uus make bctter~sense out of the mass of. confus1on we face '
Certa1n1y teacher educators are no except1on. Gonefare thevdays when 11tt1e was
expected in teacher’ educat1on oeyond offer1ng a few theoretical coursesvand a
br1ef student teach1nn exper1ence for pract1c1ng what was supposed]y 1earned
Increas1ngly, graduates of teacher educat1on programs are expected to be prepared

\

to perform a var1ety of functions 1n highly spec1a112ed teach1ng ro]es W1th1n

- demand, the qua]lty has ‘not always 11ved up to’ expectattons.

“~
Many teacher educators fe]t the so]ut1on was aust around the corner w1th the

arr1va1 of competency based teacher educat1on (CBTE) and its app11cat1ons of

7;sy=tems approaches. However, after a-great dea] of progress 1t appears that o

’sometn1ng is st111 m1ss1nq It seems tnat CBTE structures rrequent]y do not f1t

the thcoret1ca1 underp1nn1ngs prov1ded by tne1r assumpt1ons. It is a1most as 1f
a foundat1on (assumpt1ons) wat poured more or ]ess random]x in one area and a
bu11d1n3 (CBTE program) was bu11t, in the same manner, somep]ace e]se F1na11y
the two were joined together. S1nce»there nad.been no b uepr1nt to gu1de and
coordinate construct1on, both the foundat1on (assumptions) and the building
(program) were weak and 1nadequate 1nd1V1dua1]y as we]] as in conb1nat1on.,‘

Advocates and cr1t1cs of CBTE a11ke have noted the weakness ment1oned above L

.‘Harry Brody has stated that L/PBTL 1gnorcs the nece551ty of deve]op1ng theoretica]

~vframeworks that are fundamtntal to professwona] enterprtse./ La Grone Lottes,‘

1973:111) indicated that "the profe551ona1 component as. we]] as other componentso
of the teacher educat1on program w111 cont1nue to exper1ence extreme d1ff1cu1ty
unt11 a workab]e conceptua] has1s has been created and genera]]y accepted."

»
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ﬁterms of the organization of its characteristics or components.. :

"i‘what Are the Tlasses, Categories, and Sub-Categories I

(W R T | e e

N i

and 3) professiona] contexts. -

1

-~ would make_use]ess any kind,of attempt to~accessvprofessiona1 competence in

e

What Is a Theoreticai Mode] for Teacher Education? SR - ¥ L

A tneoretica] model for teacher education {s a structura] design of the

* ment of a teacher education program as a b]ueprint is to the construction of a-

| buixding. The model may be thought of as a con,cptuai genera.ization fiowing

* i

: from the assumptions and proviaing the framework for the overa]i organization =

: and operation of the total program Like any concept. it can be exp]ained in

Y

Yoo,

of a Theoretical FodeT for_Teacher’ Educati¥*7: S R o Q.QQ \

R

The concept of a theoretica] mode] for teacher educ%tion 1s stiii 1n a 1°

formative stage. A]though noteworthy attempts have been made- (Joyce@ 1972. and _if'
] Lottes, 1973) to deveiop»a workab]e modeia no- sing]e conceptua] basis has yet

oy

'ireceived generai acceptance. Suggestions and examplesiused herein represent'what'

as weli as additiona] items the author belieVes are representatiVe of current.

“best thinking on the topic. The concept of a theoneticai mpde] for teacher _i

RS

5.education presented henein is. presented ih terms of its component classesD

categories, and sub-categories.

g PR o

The three major classes which -are inc]uded in the concept of a thedﬁetica] o

_ mode] for teacher education are: 1) professiOnai basesn 2) professionaé actidnsg."

o : . \t
. . E . ,
Professiona] bases contain two maJor categories 1) know]edge' fnd<va1ue;

R a
The: sub-categories of knowledge are (]) genera and (2)" pecia]. Lottes '

'(1973 63) states that "the absence of commitment to common professiona] bases . «

!

\

. —

' ;conceptuai and functionai components of the total” system. It is totthe deve]opw L

o

. 1s recommended by the Texas State Commission for Professionai cgmpetencies (1974)A5‘»i‘?
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:teaching " Every profession is based on knowiedge~—some generai and some

“highly sp?cialized There is a body of know]edget commonly cai]ed genera]

education, which 1s fairiy common among the prnfe551ons It is- norma]iy thought

of as the. iiberai arts For examp]e, ski]l in communication (orai and written)

. 1s required in a]i professions. The fundamental ideas of. effective communications, ‘

are app]icabie in all professions Prospective doctors," 1awyers. and teachers '

can aii study communications together with iittle difficu]ty In fact they can

probabiy heip each other Aii of the traditionai discip]ines contribute to the

’general know]edge base of any profession However. as a professiona] studies
generai ideasD he’is doing so as a specia]ist He puts the ideas in a particuiar
- frame of reference which resu]ts from the speciaiized information that forms a :
»'knowiedge base unique to his profession This speciaiized know]edge is not

N generaiiy possessed by. the common man. According to La Grone (1974 145) it

s the “Know what" and the "know how" of the profession

Every profession aiso has a va]ue base. The value base of the;profession

i~\iinciudes valies of the society served and values’ of the profession itse]f The

N .
g about & person without prior\consent. ‘,RL-;~ "

hsociety has certain vaiues concerning the peop]e to- be served by the profession

as we]i as the services tney are to receive. A vaiue heid by our society that

:.’affects the“practice of - iaw is the notion that a person is {nnocent until provenn‘ .'
“guiity.- Every profession is governed by vaiues—-usua]iy ca]ied professional }
, ethics--that are unique to that profession The vaiue imposed,by society of
- presumed innocence resuits in ethica] standards for lawyers that contro] the

tconduct of trials so as to protect this hotion. - ~In the area of educationo -

society va]ues the 1ndividuai’s right to privacy. COnsequentlyo in the conduct

of educationai research it wou]d be considered unethica] to reveai information
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| La'Grone,(1974 147) deflnes rat1ona1 action as "(1) t he ab111ty to make c]ear the ”fo h

91

Profess1ona1 actions for a]] profe551ons are assumed ‘to. be rat1ona1

‘ goa1 of act1on, (2) the, ab111ty to formu]ate a set of procedures that... [are

1nfcrred to] 1ead to the atta1nment of the obgectuve, (3) the ab111ty to make:

p1a1n what will count as evxdence that the obJect1ve has been attaxned (4) the :

’ ab1]1ty to put the procedures 1nto effect and, (5) the»ab111ty to determ1ne the

, effect1vene\s\of the procedures. The layman may make dec1s1ons em t1onal1y, Ddt

. the profess1ona1 is always rat1ona1 in h1s dec1s1ons re]atedlto h1§ pro.ess1on.,‘

B

©

;J\\\\\ 1nc1ude the ut111zat1on of sk1115, strateg1es, and ro]es, and va11dat1ng 1nc1udes

j \\\valuat1ng. exp1a1n1ng, and Just1fy1ng. . | - _ e
\\\\The last two 1tems (exp1a1n1ng and 3ust1fj1ng) bear a part1cu1ar1y s1gn1f1cant -

The class of\profess1ona1 act1ons in teacher educatlon 1s divided into two maJor ,'

categor1es f& 1mprovement, and 2) teach1ng Sub~ categor1es of 1mprovement /

. /
include: 1) se]f«wmprovement and 2) 1_provement of one's profess1on. The /

—
‘category of teach1ng is d1v1ded 1nto three sub categor1es 1) formulating; '

2) Tmp]ement1ng, “and 3) va11dat1ng.

In any profe551on the person. has an obligation (due to knowledge and value .
= : : e
bases) to 1mprove h1mse1f as well as. h1s profe551on. Self-improvement in -

[

teacher educat1on frequently takes the form of post graduate studv to refresh

ref1ne or deve]op needed Skl]]s strateg1es, or ro]es. In the area of improve=- -

ment of. the profess1on teacher educators frequently conduct research and repovt
onasuccessful approaches so as to. 1ncrease the base of the pro.ess1on.

- Profe551ona1 actions also 1nc1ude the all 1mportant catenory of teach1ng. T
In teach1ng the profess1ona1 is required to perform act1ons in three sub-

categor1es 1) formu]at1ng, 2) 1mp1ementvng, and 3) va11dat1nq Formu]at1ng - o

-actions 1nc1ude d1agnos1ng, p]ann1ng,mmnd prescr1b1ng Imp]ement1ng actions.

\

48




At s gustiffed

_the use of these modols becomes the context 1n which the tra1nee learns the

L____._l L. L|Aj

?actions to beer on problem situat1ons both rea1 and fabricated. ’%. '

e b Lol Ll Wb

¥

relationshtp to the notion of rat1ona1 action. La Grone‘(1§74-150)‘states that

. vioe xglain a teaching action 1s to. set forth a generalization from wh1ch spec1f1c

| ,action can be deduced when the action meets the cond1ttons of the generalizat1on, ‘<‘f

i
. .

 The c?ass of professionéﬂ contexts is espec1a11y 1mportant 1n +he overaIl

g 1ntegrat10n of the var1ous components of the model. It relates to the “setting

\
1n which 1nstructton takes WTace. Two basic categor1es make up this class.

. - oo

1) models, and (2) problems. J" SRS ." IR . o k\ |

The category of models uses as 1ts po1nt of departure the various models of

teaching such as “generalist.“ “Innovators“ and “Ind1v1dua1izer. 2 Tra1n1ng fn

f

"f actions 1n the teaching category. - R g o fﬁ h , o?t;

'AF\

Another opt1on in terms of contexts is. the problems approach Included in

' the problems category aré probIems that are simulated. c11n1ca11y derived\ and

fleld 1dent1fied In this sett1ng the trainee brings the professional bases and R

~
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d; s one can te]] by compar1ng this: mode] w1th that of La Grone (1974 152) th1s
3 author has acccptcc much of that or1g1na1 “and extreme]y usefu] work. However, |
', 'espec1a11y 1n the category of teach1ng and the c]ass of profess1ona1 contexts, -
‘-_there\have been some s1gn1f1cant changes suggested It is’ honed that these |
fchanges, coup]ed w1th other mlnor ones, will 1mprove and not weaken the overa]l
' .;model U1t1mate1y, tnat Judgmert is left to the reader. Regard]ess, the quote
La Grone (Lottes, 1973: 111) once aga1n;" the profess1ona1 component, as well as.
.other components, of”’ the teacher educat1on program w111 cont1nue to exper1ence

, 'extreme d1ff1cu]ty until a workable conceptua] bas1s has been created and

T

: ' 3 C
- o -
: . . N w“
' s ‘ . %

.How Does One Deve1op a Theoret1ca1 Mode]? @

.

A]though a number of apprnaches are ava11ab1e, ‘the two most funct1ona1

" seem to be an 1nduct1ve approach and a deduct1ve approach We w111 examwne the

."'-L';'ﬂ'_ :

deduct1ve approach f1rst. ‘ o _
Joyce=and We11 (1972: 5) ‘indicate that program e]ements shou]d be deve]oped‘ i

in.a who]1st1c fash1on not a part1cu1ar1st1c one They exp1a1n that in

R

,'part1cu1ar1st1c approaches, elements are des1gned and bu11t separate]y On the
other hand whol1stﬁc approaches f]ow from an overal] concept1on whxch contro]s
, the creat1on of the p1eces and prov1des a number of screens through which they

~are f11tered and: un1f1ed Th1s whol1st1c approach comes under the head1ng of a

deduct1ve approach “In the deduct1ve approach a mode] of the teacher is n

constructed 1n terms of thc competence areas 1ncluded in a g1ven role of the

teacher (doyce and Weil, 1972 a) In this approach a theoret1ca1 pos1t1on is

'assumed and the teacher education pr09ram is bu11t around it (the M1ch1gan State

. University Elementary Mode] and the Co]umb1a Un1vers1ty Mode] Program are

examples of the utilization of thTS apprqach, The mode] of teacher def1nes the
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~ How Can Integration Be Promoted Across Mode] Components? >

1!

”substance of ‘the program by\telling us. what know]edge w111 be taught. which sk1115~

wil] be acquired. and how these will fit together: (Joyce, 1974: 25)

Another strategy 1n the deduct1ve anrroach 1s to move from ‘the assumpt1ons
to the spec1f1cat1on of other parts of the program by deducing each component
Fron the prev1ous one.-.. . .

The mador strength of- this approach is its promotion of unityav Its. major

weakness 1s in 1ts requ1rement for- almost complete agreement among the members -

;‘:of the deve]opment team Furthermore, Joyce and Weil (1972: 5) indicate that

tcentra]ized contro] of the process is probab]y necessary as well.

»In an 1nduct1ve<_pproach desired characterist1cs are 1isted first then ohe

, works 1nduct1ve1y to conutruct a program designed to bring about tuu desired -
qua]ities. For exampl the "1dea1" student can. a]so be used as’ a starting point f
‘éﬂil in: creating a theoret1ca1 model for a teacher educat1on program., The "1dea1“"

’ f.student 1s described and the characterlstics needed by the teacher to bring

about the desired resu]ts are hypothe51zed then the program structure thought

 to be necessany to- promote the development of the des1red teacher competencies e

Regard]ess of the approach chosen it should be kept constantTy in m1nd that

{ an effecttVe program has a h1gh degree of conceptual un1ty among 1ts partsq‘fa

Systemic programs are high]y 1nteractiona1

~
h

Lottes (1973: 28) states that the components 1n professiona1 preparatfon
should 1nc1ude every significant class of teaching action. However9 as we have

seen, this covers a 1ot of territory and Joyce (1974 3) cautions us that ”1f compe-

.‘tency based programs are to. succeed they must .« o e have the'power to help the

_teacher integrate competencies . . . ." Fine. but how? After a fa1r amount of

=
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-and descr1b1ng a strategy. (1) syntax (describes mode] in acttonuasequente o?

9%

. s pere Ty
s ,,w,;mn"""""’ S

-k

_“hands-on“ experience w1th CBTE programs, and a rather extensive'rev1ew of'the

I

-'ltterature, the positicn taken here1n is- that tno approaches are needed to pro«.'.

'1'v1de a meaningtul profess1ona1 context which will tru1y promote tntegrat1on across

all components of the teacher education program. They are: (1) mode1 contextD '

'Qand (2) prob1ems contaxt. Both are used throughout the program., o

,The model context provides a very effective vehicle for ensuring meaningful

program 1ntegrat10n. COmbs and Kinzer (1974 182) point out that the modern

' teacher must F111. more ro]es tha. just that of a d1rector. Furthermore.'"sinct
' -people learn most effective]y from their own experience, teacher education =8
' prograins shou]d temonstrate in the1r ph11050phy. pract1ces, and human re]ation» )

.'ships a wide variety of mode15. Weil (1974:117) indtcates that one’ of the major

advantages of a model of teach1ng is that it operationalizes a philosophy of
education and/or a learning theory 1nto a pattern of activities called a teaching
strategy. Teachers can be tratned to perform a teach1ng strategy. o

weii (1974 117) def1nes a teaching strategy as “comp]ex behav1ora1 events

| in which the teacher carries out a sequence of activities designed to 1mp1ement
'part1cu1ar educat1ona1 objectives and goa15.“ She contrasts strategies with »g‘ "

o sk1115 by pointing out that skills are sma]]er units of teach*lng° frequentiy a

single. “move. : Bas1ca11y, skil]s are instructional technzques and procedures

B

'_Vthat are used 1n a variety of combinations depend1ng on the need. Using a

’footbaII anangyn one might think of b]ock1ng and tack11ng as " ski]]s and the

'split T formation as a model. The game p]an for the particu]ar way the formatton '
(mode]) will be. emp]oyed is the strategy Obviously. the b10ck1ng and tack]ing :
sk1115 lose meaning outside of the context of a format1on and a strategy.

Weil (1974 117) 1dent1f1es four concepts that ‘are useful in extrapoiating ;1'

AL ._ \\ _‘ \" | | . o .. . L ‘ 23 .
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. events, 2) prunc1p]es of react1on (how teacher responﬁs to student), 3) 5001a1

\system (ro]es and norins. encouraged--dea]s w¥th the degree of‘structure 1n the
\environment),and 4) suppbrt system (requ1rements beyond the usuaT human sk1]}s)
lJoyce (1974 19- 20) 1dent1f1es S1xteen 1nstruct1ona1 strategaes (or mode]s) that
\he groups into four broad categor1es' 1) 1nformation processing<models (systems"i
to 1mprove ab111ty to organ12e data, fac1l1tate 1nduct1Ve thlnklng, and promote
concept deve]opment), ?) soc1a1 1nteract?on mode]s (through democratlc process },
and group re]at1ons deve1op one’s aB\11ty to’ relate to others), 3) 1nd1v1dua1 |

person mode]s (emphas1zes creativity and deve1opment of se]f—concept), and 4)

- wehavjor mod1f1cation (shap1ng behav1or)

v

The teacher we see in action most frequent]y is the "Gsnera11st " The model

of the genera11st 1nc1udes at least f1ve ro]es (Joyce, 1974; 16) They are: -

b 1) counse]or 2) academ1c1an, 3) skiil bu11der, 4) product1ve th1nqu, and. 5)

. commun1ty builder., The f1ve roles require the ab111ty to app1y a number of

_

“" models in the c]assroom.

In choos1ng mode]s for emphas1s in a program,"ideal" cons1derat1ons must
‘hot be a]]owed to tota]ly crowd out practlca] reality. Preserv1ce teacher ';
education shou]d emphasize enough models te enab]e the teacher to begin dea11ng
effective]y with the real prob1ems he W111 face. /Along th1s line, Joyce (1974
30) states that "the competency or1entat1on app?érs to require seTect1ng a model

©of the teacher f]ex1b1e enough for persona1 var1at1on and creat1ng components

direct]y re]ated to the mode] " Furthennore, careful se]ectxon of a few baSIC
mode]s can have a very powerfu] un1fy1ng e;fect on a program. WQ1T (1974 140)
]TStS three maJor advantages of u51ng a mode] or teach1ng strategy appraach.

First, 1t.const1tutes a funct1onal unit of behavior, Second, it 1s cons1stent

XL (

1

‘ 1n terms of theoret1ca1 propert1es, and last, trateg1es can be 11nked more -
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dxrect]y to learnep outcomes than can a single teaching skwli‘ - . STﬁﬁﬁ

The prnblens context becomes 3ncrea$1n91y 1mportant as the tralnae pragresses o

3through the program..adoyce (1974 4) says tnat because Qf the ccmplex nature of !

the t gac h e r s rq P e, a [t ra inin q 3\~ p ro g ra m

necessary s0. that the teaqher w111 not oniy master spec1f1¢ competencxes but

also intﬁgrgxe‘them 1nte111gent1y. The probiem context provzdes~an appropriate o

. : settzng for th1s 1ntegration., ’ . “ 5ﬁ : : ,'. k; ;'Kug

}

-

. Lottes (}973 30) presents another argument in favoﬂ of the prcb?ems

L4

o
»

'approach He states that "press1ng prab]ems" are the sm&?!esﬁ uﬁ%ﬁa‘ihia?w%?@h

]“f‘i teachnng act1v1ty can be anaTyzed and remain professzcna}ly functronal He

Joints out that an act such as ask;ng questions makes nd sense when perfarmed 1n
3solat1on. what must be rea1zzed 15 that "the occasiou wﬁen an act’ may~or mustuf
be performed and the way zn which the act ought to be performed depends upon the i
curricular gﬁntexﬁ, the way in whzch previous acts have been ‘performed, the
prqfess1onal values, and so. forth." (Lottes, 1973: 2}

The simulated probiems approach used by many is goed as far as. jt gmas, but
it does not go quite far enough It sets up a series of “sxmu]ated“ problems
for the learner to solve. Thzs by itself, 15 1nadequate. The prob?ems are .

frequent?y on?y perceived as hurdles by the tearner, Comb‘s nntioﬂ of vraeanl

‘perce1ved problems is much better. In this approach a real 51tuation, such as a

| clinical interaction or a field experience prQV1des,the problem to be. resolved.

" Here the teacher must recognize (diagnose) the prab?em, propase fprescr1be)

a solutwon,»tny it out (1mp1ement it), check the results (evaluate), and do it

_‘aI} over again'if necessary (recyc1e) A1l of these act1ons ave part of the

professional action of teachiﬁﬁ. Rea1 xntegratxon will: occurr in ‘this setting.

. .
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Them are many advantages tg a pmb'iem appmaula. bm: only tm p@inted @ut

| b,y f:ombs aﬂd Kinzer (1974,79) W1l be mentione& h&m, F'Irst. a pmmems abpmwh
'makes the afaacher agxd the stmsdent partners in a cgﬁmm pmjan% az"‘ seconrd, |
“people do not ald to ba remé'dﬁd, cajoled, m' punished to dxea'i iﬁh matmws e
that affess them 1n foportant, 0nd dmodicts wayB" | |

2
If ene ac&?pt& ﬁmtvzmad*s deﬁnitwn of edu@aﬁim éﬁ% ,far’t of amufr'mg

the abﬂ%w te uﬁ’uza imew‘hadge) then 'i:ha pmbl&ms appmach m%ges a ‘Emt of saﬂsa. L

Hauavan to be able to solve pmb@ems una needs knemadg&. As 3 msu}@pmbabw

. "”‘tha m@sﬁ dﬁsimme approach 'is i:ﬁ use the cgmhmaﬁm @f &aﬁh mﬂmxw suggasmz

_ iH the, ﬁgure on the f’anw%ng page.. As is ind%éameﬁ. atze bagms th@ tm’inﬁg ’
pmgram with the major emphas%s ﬁ‘f tratl rﬂng ‘facma&d on p&vformm% cwpateﬁc?es “
‘with‘ln the mode] context. Rs knmﬂedge is mcmasad and more pmmms a?iseg : .
" ; the c;mphas'i*s gradua‘ﬂy sh?%s: 0 c@naequance cex gaat@mcies *:s%tmﬂ the pmb‘ﬁm

v "

coni:ext. .
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_ educatxon pragram. Peter (1975) states:

f‘Parhaps we never wxl?.

- (1974) states that “large comp]ex ﬁehaVTOPS are not the summat1on of smaller

 COMPETENCIES

o
Competency, if not pr0f1c1ency, should be the’ m1n1mum goal of a teacher

T
o

NI teachxng is to be worthy of the t1t1e professxon, its members

must possess competencies not present in non-members of. the profession.’
-~ Dentists can repair teeth and perform dental surgery. Surgeons can :
- perform operatwcns. Architects: can ‘prepare plans and specifications, N

Lay persons are not -competent to do these things. Through competency-

based teacher education, teachers can acquire unique capabilities to

promote learning in children, Teachzng, which is the most important

profe551on, ccu]d‘then become tru]y ‘the greatest profession.”

whzle thefabove mentwaned statement is quite straightfoward, it is.not as
ea511y accomp?ished as one might think. Many decades of research éfforts have N
been di{ected toward the search for what makes an effective teacher. Combs (1974)

defires the effective teacher as "... a unique human being who has learned to use

vrrhimséﬁf effect1?ely aﬁdrefficientiy to ca%ny out his own and saciety‘s'purboses
‘-'in the eduéatzun of athers.“ Joyce (1974 23) states that "competence... 1s the

4 _ability to select, then use curr1cular and 1nstruct1ona1 models and adaust them ‘

to suit the charavt ri t1cs of studentst“. In other words, (Joyce, 1974: 22)

A,«..sguad teachzng is kaely to b& a matter of using 5K111q or modeas appropr1ate )

to the learner and to the types of outcomes whwch are sought " In sp1te of these _

statenents, we still do not have an ac cepted definitlon of an effectwve teacher.

.

A major prob]em arises when campetenc1es are taken out of contéxt. Nei!

bebaviors, but tra1ning 1n the 1atter can certainiy contr1bute to greater . .- B

‘ effect;veness 1n more compTex behavzorsﬁ‘ ‘When one Tooks at trawts, behavwors, or

. “tampeﬁenaies“ in xsa!ation, one 1gnores the fact that they are interactive.

Conpetencies must. be viewed 1nteract1ve1y'wzthin the context of the- assumptzons‘

¥
* . . .
*- . - - -
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person is competent he is. "safe "

they do not mean the same th1ng Houston (1972 23) states that'bne measures

t r;;.. L-'.;J;" l. ].; 1

e
f=]

~and the theoretical model whi ch were identified for thefprogram. If we start

from a sound theoretical model, we are more likely to avoid disconnectedness and
achieve a deSIrable end, For examp]e, in the part of th1s paper dea11ng with the

theoret1ca1 mode], 1t was po1nted out that teachers shou]d perform rat1ona]

’ teach1ns and 1mproving actions in a context supported by know]edge and va]ue 3

‘base$. Using thfsapproach La Grone s def1n1t1on of a competent teacher is

particu]arly a%j:opr1ate. He states {1973: 151) that a competent teacher 15 "one

~ who. is -able-to perform in a manner consistent m1th the eth1ca1 societal, and '

' know;edge hases_of the teach1ng,profe551on over,all,.. classes of teaching

action.”

: What is a Competency?

4

A competency is a knowledge, sk111, att1tude or behar1or that is @',"

demonstrated within a given context up to a specified minifiun standard., When a

n .

Although many persons use the terms performance and competency 1nterchangeab1y, ;“?

l

performance but evaluates competence." We want performance of course, but more

'1mportant1y, we. want competent performance at the’ very. 1east For example, if
. one emphas1zed performance only -in teacher educat1on the resu]t m1ght be o
,vgrad ates who co"‘d ask quest1ons, identify concepts, create 31fferent structures,
- but not be able to ut111ze an 1nduct1ve teach1ng strategy to facilitate 1earn1ng
- in a student, Houston(1972 73)p01nts out another difference between performance )

“and CQmpetenCe. He states that whereas performance can be measured in a short

period of tume, competence must be -evaluated over a longer per1od of time..
Frequently, ompetenc1es thought to be essent1a1 for effect1Ve teach1ng are

referred to as the "termwnaI" obJect1ves of a teacher educat1on program. These:

3
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objcctives are usua]ly one of three types: 1) knowledge, ’2) performance, and.

3) onscguence. Very often programs 1nc1ude'bxper1ent1a1” or "exp]orator,;g"r

obJectwves in the1r programs too. These types of obJect1ves can be in any .

- domain of ]earning (cogn1t1ve, psychomotor or affect1ve)

Once agreement has- been reached on the def1n1t1on of a competency, one 1s
ready to proceed to the actual Spec1f1cat1on of the competenc1es.
Wh11e there are-many waysvto approach the specification of program

" competencies, most of them are simply a variation on seven basic approaches:

|
‘ . '. . .
‘? - How Does 0ne Approach Competency Spec1f1cat1on? )
l
I
L
d

1) mission statement, 2).60mpetency collection, 3) philosophicalxposition, 4) \\;': ﬁ

- 'program and/or course conversion,w5) needs assessment, 6) task or role analysis, -

7

and 7 ) model of the teacher.

In the mission statement approach one deduces the comoefen;/es from the.
program goa]s spec1f1ed in the missinn statement Johnson and hearron (1971) -
state that "... teacher educat1on goals.[a m1ss1on statement], whetneﬁ 1mp11c1t |

or exp11c1t, are one bas1s for deve]op1ng and spec}fyaug competenc1es. From

each goa] a. numberof competenc1es can be deduced These, 1n turn, can be“broken'

down 1nto obJect1ves that “enab]e“ the ach1evement of the competencv or term1na]
Ty : o ) ' . o '

4 .~ In order to use: th1s approach one e1ther has to have a m1551on statement

18

| .
:} ; ava11ab1e or one must be deve]oped If th1s approach is se]ected and no mission

tatement is readily available one can be deve]oped very eas11y by fo]lOW1ng the i

: ,f procedure outlined on the following page. As ind.cpced, the assumptions and thej;'
JiE | theoretica1 mode1 serve as innut'from wh{ch goals are deduced"‘Once'the goals;.-

,'3 : have been stated they may be grouped to fac111tate con51derat1ons. One institutiOn
.grouped goaTs under the following head1nps.~ 1) students, 2) programs and: 3)

e
{: staff.
. Q .

30
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After goa]s haVe been wrftten and grouped, they are submitted to apprOPrfate
groups for review and suggested revision. Fo]lowing th?s the goals are

‘synthesized and presented 1n a narrative form which becomes the missfon sgatgmeng;g5 g
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’;' pronvaMs InVOTVLment 1n, and research reTated to CBTE has y1e1ded a vast number
. 1t wou]d be 1mposs1b1e for students to acqu1re aTT of the competenc1es that have
~.competenc1es for the1r program. A number of. comprehens1ve "cata]ogs“ are - ,~ .i§
~ava11ab1e for th1s purpose (Turner, 1973: Dod], 1973) The approach 1nvoTVes

- looking through the catalog and seTect1ng those competenc1es belleved to be

appropr1ate.
jthe wrong dynam1cs. Weil (1974) po1nts out that wh11e many program are bu11t on‘ A %

'der1ved from a part1cu1ar strategy. The . search for teaching sk1lls is pr1mar11y
‘ .1naporopr1ate They can be used quite effect1ve1y as’'a rheﬂk to see if the des1red

- 'some, In this approach a ph1]osoph1ca1 pos1t1on is assumed ‘and competenc1es are

- deduced from it. ,For examp]e, one who accepts the pos1t1on advocated by

_expermence One bu11d1ng a-program arounu existential phenomeno]ogy wou]d be

S - '_'f"los

1 3
Thc competency CO]]LCtTOﬂ approach is one whvch has been used by a number of

of competenc1es. Program deveTopers empToy1ng competency coTTect1on rea11ze that

been stated, S0 they use: ‘the “maiT order cataTog strategy“ to: 1dent1fy the

9

The major weakness of this approach 1s the attent1on that it conce trates on
a ser1es of m1cro-1eve1 competencies, these sma]], 1nd1V1dua1 behav1ors should be -

deductiVe--the competency coTTect1on approach is pr1mar11y 1nduct1ve.

It shou]d not be 1mp11ed that the use of competency cataTogs 1s totally

areas have been covered. - - , . : P '

The ph1losoph1ca1 pos1t1on approach is another method that has been used by

John Dewey (Exper\menta]is.) would 11keTy 1nc1ude compétencies re]ated to the use

of inductive strateg1és democrat1c classroocm, organ1zat1on, and structure of

more T1ke!y to 1nc1ude competenc1es reTated to the promot1on of seTf-concept”

values’of an 1nd1v1dua] nature,.and individual tutor1ng.

The pr1mary advantage of bu11d1ng a program around a s1ng]e ph1Tosoph1ca1
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o pos1t1on is that 1t y1e1ds an extremeiy hlgh degree of un1ty. }ts major -

P

dzsadvantage is the 1nf1ex1b1]1ty of th\\\pproach You are putt1ng all of your }‘

money on one horse If he does not come 1n\you (and the student) are sunk.

One: of the most frequent]y used- approaches is the course or program

trans]ation approach. w1th th1s method one reformulates existing courses and/or

programs 1n'behav1ora1 terms. Once th1s has beén done modu]es are usua]]y

. deVe]oped to fac111tate the accomp11shment of the obJect1ves..

One of the b1ggest d1sadvantages of this approach is the fact that courses

are usua]ly re"1sed 1ndependent1y which. resu1ts in 11tt1e, 1f anyp 1ntegrat1on.

Houston (1972 21) indicates that "the under1y1ng assumpt1ons of CBTE are so

drastica]]y different from trad1t1ona1 approaches that they are 1ncompatab1e.“

Trad1twona1 courses Just do not convert to CBTE courses. As 1s the case ‘with the‘;lj,_*%

<

'competency colil ect1on approach the,;ourse or program convers1on approach does

have the advantage of mak1ng gaps and over]aps v1sab1e° A]so, ‘the common aSpects

can be 1dent1f1ed and grouped into an essent1a1 competency core.

The needs assessment approach ‘can zero in on e1ther the needs -of the 1earner

- or the needs of" soc1ety. In this approach (pr1mar11y a deduct1ve one) the needs

~are 1dent1f1ed the program-. 1s deve]oped, and the competenc1es needed to

1mp1ement the program are deduced A need, as used herein, 1s a "gap" between
the actual and the des1red C?os1ng those gaps becomes the teacher's goal. -

An advantage of this approach is its appeal to 1earners and soc1ety.- :

' However, 1t has the maJor d1sadvantage of not be1ng in contro]

of 1nterven1ng var1ab1es that come into p]ayvbetween the,destred product and the
1dentified competencies. | | |

The task or role ana]ysis approach is-one in wh1ch teachen;may be observed'

L in act1on or asked to list competenc1es th6j must possess.» " Another wayvth1s ‘

.35&




"to be seen as a s1ng1e move rather fhan a part of an on001n9 strategy

approach ]s used is for a professional to hypothes1ze about des1rab1e

o competenc1es. E]am (1972 1) states that ‘a program 1s performance based if .
Jcompetenc1es are der1ved from teacher roles wh1ch are stated 1n such a manner that; ,

St is poss1b1e to assess a student s behavior gn relat1on to spec1f1c competenc1es,-

and made pub11c in advance. The maJor advantage of this approach is 1ts re?evance

" to "the functions actua]]y performed by teachers. However, one serious drawback

1s,the amount of t1me and ffort that are requ1red to co11ect data-on wh1ch to

- base a decision. Furthermore, when observation is used tne act observed tends

Performance observed is h1gh]y s1tuat1ona1 SO extreme care must be taken so as |

i not to m1s1nterpret act1ons.

“The fina] method presented is the mode] of the teacher approach T {lr

_-Where the theoret1ca1 mode] is bu11t around mode]s of teaching or teach1ng

fstrateg1es, as was the case W1th the theoret1ca1 modeI here1n competenc1es can .

be\der1ved or deduced from the mode] of the teacher, Weil (1974:128) points .out .
that the learner can be required to acqu1re fompetenc1es that 1ncrease his - .
repertoire of micro;behaviors when'a‘mOdeTs approach is used Furthermore-(WeiT
1974‘131) the basic ski1ls that cut across mode]s ,mod1fy1ng cogn1t1ve 1eve1
structuring, and focus1ng) can be V1ewed as a core of essent1a1 competenc1es

wh11e the 1deosyncrat1c skills that are. un1que to a part1cular strategy can be

requ1red of those.who will f111 part1cu]ar ro]es.

A number of models have been descr1bed that could be ut1112ed by an

Vinstitutwon w1sh1ng to use this approach. ,Joyce, So]t1s,,and.We11 (1974) Tist’
ifour‘mode]‘types_(information processors, socia1 persoha], and behavior

_modification) ‘that 1nc1ude sixteen spec1f1c mode]s. Hous ton (1972: 38-39) ment1ons

tnree models (chi]d focusers task focusers, and pragmat1sts) Supporters of_.

‘s




-109
fthis'approach assert that competencies must be related to‘a'model of'the teacher"
' or eise they wiii be Just as disconnected as they were in the oid. traditiona]
_approach ' o | | |
Regardiess of the model chosen, according to Wei] (1974 119) there are four
'steps to follow in the proc 56 of deriving competency statements from the modei.’,
" They are: (1) initial ext apoiation. (2) basic skills, (3) deve]opment of
‘instructionai training Sys em. (4) ciinicai assessment of mode] performance. g'“

The initiai extrapoia ion ‘refers to a condenSation of the origina] theoretical o

description in terms of syn. , sociai system, principies of reaction, and support f

systems (Weil, 1974: 119) N \ | » |
Basic. skiiis are the micro b haviors that are common to aii strategies. 'i

Modif/ing the cognitive levei, st turing. and focusing are examples of basic

skii]s. Well (1974 119) points out that every strategy has a dominant skii]. ‘;;

For example, structuring is the -essence of group investigation whi]e modiﬁying '
- the cognitive ievei is the focus of inductive thinking. | . |

_ Deve]oping an instructional troining system inVoives breaking complex

behaviors into smaller prerequisite and constituent behaviors and~designing

; the training sequence with evaluation and- feedback built in. It invoives an ;

Zanaiysis of phases of activity, key modei eiements the teacher s role {n each
task, and specific teacher competencies (Neil 1974:132).
The £inal step is the ciinical assessment of the model performance. Weil _
(1974: 132) states that these measures make up the feedback tools of the training
" system. Each {tem in instruction is a potential competency.
Wedl (1974 140) Tists two major advantages of the models approach of
specifying competencies. First she,says that competencies derived in this manner

~are likely to be a more permanent part of a teacher's repertoire than-those = ' .

36




the model which serves as an 1mp11cqt dec1s1on mak1ng tool. Second' thisfapproach

,y1e1ds more 1nterre1at1onsh1p betWeen various sub sets of sk1lls be]ow baS1c

ff concerned, a comb1nat1on of the m1ss1on statement and the mode]s approach offers

‘How Does Orne 0perat1ona11ze a Competency Statement?

. purposelv to avo1d conf11ct over s1tdat1ona1 context.. An add1txona1 reason»1s to .

~ facilitate personalization of the program by a]]ow1ng these factors to remain ;fﬂi.j”
. useab]e 1n a g1ven “program.
~pertinent cond1txons and the/spec1f1cat1on of the cr1ter1on for measur1ng success.

.prOSpective‘high schoo]{7

teacner w111 se]ect _nd teach a Bach chora]e within one hour so that the choir

se]ected in a Tess wholistic fashion because’they are set inmthetlarge\QOntext of_"

sk111 Tevel because the mode] describes sk111s. ‘
' As we have seen* a number of approaches are. poSS1b1e. The ones'presEnted

here are- not the on]y .ones, but they are representat1ve. As far. as the author 1s

/- .
the best a]ternat1ve. However, others may f1nd a d1fferent approach more pnact1ca1,‘

/! .
- . . ’ '

I"1t1a]]y’ Competenc1es are usua]]y Spec1f1ed in fa1r1y genera] terms,}'f'i'v

. ) K ‘K
they do not 1nc1ude conditions nor a cr1ter1on of performance. This is oone

/

P

somewhat negotiable. Once agreenent ‘can be reached at this level it becomes
necessary to operat1ona11ze the/general competency statements so as to make them _@ﬂy :

Ph1s is done s1mp1y through the addition of any

/.

Perhaps an examp]e wApld be he]pfu]. A genera] competency statement for a
oral director might be: conduct m1xed,cho1r of senior
level. OQOperationalization of th1s general statement m1ght be",g1yen a group

of between 30 and 45 en1or high girls and-boys and a set of chorale books,,the T

-~
-

can perform a cape

a with no errors. 0bv1ous]y, the general competency could
have been,operatiphaIized a number of other ways. Operationa11;ation,1s h1gh}y

situationa],and;shOu]d;be negotiable;
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How: Should Competenc1es be Sequenced?

“p unt11 -this- po1nt we have been very 1og1cai 1n our ‘approach., However,
Houston (1972 70) states that log1ca1]y der1ved obaect1ves usua1]y must be rear-
ranged 1nto a psycho]ogzcal sequence based. on student readzness and deve]opment.

There are severa] factors that mlght be cons1dered when sequenczng campetencies.

-

1. Hove from simpie to complex.

. Bu11d upon basic competenc1es.

2 ;
3.. Consider 1earners psycho1og1cal readiness.
4, Plan 1ntegration 1nto learner's “sty?e.

5.'_Arrange for accampllshment of one competency to serve as feedback on

another.

How Are Competenc1es Evaluated?

‘process evaluation and the second is an actua1 product evaluation, In the

a..

i W J
[

There are bas1ca11y two phases of competency eva?uatinn. The first is'a

. process phase,a yes answer 1s necessany on the following questions.
1o Was consensus . reached concerning
. B.- 2 def1n1t10n of “competency?"
b, “approach(es) to be used to Speczfy competenc1es? .

c. method -nabe used to determwne sequance of objectives?

2. were competene1es
2. ‘made pub!ic prior to 1nstruct1on?
b. wutilized in deve1op1ng the program?
¢. included for each class in the thearetxca} modeI?
3, MWere the competencies clustered so as to relate to the elements of the

professional program? a

m




Kadl f d. ‘level (eiementary, high school)?

L

4. Were competencxes spec1f1ed far prefesszonal roles 1nc1uding B
Ca. all prof9551ona}s? '. ‘ - L L. o

b. genera? roles {teachers, adm1nistraﬁors, c°unse1ars}3 o n

Ca ‘roTe~assagnment (e .g.,prxncxpal superintendent,~tea¢har)? .

-8

e, teachiny speciality (e.g..art, music)?
. gther career cohditions'(g;g,abilingual, uppaﬁ)? |
The second phase of compatenéy éVa!uatidn dééis witﬁ an evajuation of the 4
qualzty of the product 1£self Agawn, a yes answer is, required: for all questi@ns.
#], Does ‘the set of campetencaes 1ogica1iy lead to a teachey mwde1 shown in
the thoretical modei?‘ M‘““;*"’“’“"'“"”y'?' L e '
%2, Does each competenqy ccntrwbute to the nverall mode!? - ]
3.0 Is each ccmpetenqy stated as a measurable objectxve (specific, centains

g b \

cond1taons, and crzter1a ‘For evalu&tzng success).

L

*4."00 program competencies cumnu?ataveiy meet certificat%on requirements? B N

o 5, Is the teacher who can &emnnstrate a set of campetencie& more Tikeiy
to be effective than one who cannot? -
6. Are campetencxes compatib?e with assumptions?
T, ’Are ccmpetencwes related to at least one of the pr@fessﬁonaﬁ actimna @f
either teaching or- xmprovxng? | '
8, ‘Do competencies flou iogically from the m%ss%on statemené%
‘9.* Are compete,uwes acceptabie to students?

*A&apted from Houston (1972: 90~9?)

14

~ We can be certain of at least one thing-~the future waiz be different than
the wvesent.Cansequent!y,Jc@mpetencies must constantly be examined f@r rejevanee,

The entire. p ‘ocess related to the cempaiency phase is. illust?atad on the
following page‘
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' A ﬁTﬁ@y are @%ﬁ@@ﬁ@?a T%@y are fn%@ractﬁV@¢ ne should utw%%za f@adback c@nstantiy

C X
El

. ‘ 4) there vmwld‘he more interplay between. p@r&@n@l g@&i sat iﬁg$ iaf@w%a»a@n

.spatifi©a?3y stated @@wp&t@n@&@& as a basns for teachev @duaaticﬂ" 1} teacnar

effrts to ciapify the nature of destrable pupil cutconss uould be ‘intensified, =

| gatherﬁﬁg, t@@@ﬁﬁ@g awa%ysﬁs, and dssa$smant @f @utc@ma mchievameaﬁsg and 5)

. and id@ﬂtﬁ?yﬁm@ C@ﬁg@tgnb%ﬁé c@nstﬁ%ﬂte th@ f?rst three steps ﬁ% a wyﬁt@ﬁﬁ@
‘aw?@v@ to fmprove t@a@h@v e@me&%ﬁgn @?@grmm§, @h@y éh@u%d not be’ th@ught of as

& §@ﬁ§e@ of ﬁﬁm&ar @@tﬁvat§@$o 535t@%§a by thg%w vemy natu%@» av@ ﬁ@ﬁ %ﬁn@&r.a; ’

'_“gm@@ﬁgsas auﬁ components %mt@rack, and f@edb&ck~frcm @wy @@%m@ can f@?&@

2 : et Y

E N . K . . v
N - N - . - A .
- o T o oo e 4
. . . . : S . -
- . -

* podl- and Snaﬁ@@ (%973 51~52} cn&a fﬁve majar cansequances of usxng

educatﬁ@m w&uﬁd @e%&ﬁ@ A n@nc@urﬁa, m@mgredﬁt.enugvpraaa becaus@ of naaess?&y fbr ;

time f?&X?b%3¥ty. 2} th@r@ ‘could be & wﬁder r&ng@ of educati@nal speczaﬁﬁsts, 3y

@hj@@t%V@@ w@g%ﬁ be more likely to be aﬁt@in@d. B L i . ] ‘1'1i§¥;
~ One final W@?ﬁ@ 'whﬁﬁa spé@ifyﬁng assumptﬁ@ns, deva%@@ﬁag a tﬁ@@?&ti@&% mnd@T,

in an attempt to fmprove - ﬁc@mpﬂat@éﬁ steps @r phases, " Jones @19?2) sﬁat@s *&&%

rﬁ@x&mﬁnazﬁ@@ of an earfier s¢@@ b@f@v@ pf@@@edﬂng further.®. :\r:[
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. APPEHDIX B |
GLOSSARY .O'F-TERMS : -

‘;

- . !

Assumgtion.sjf -- a belief or value' statement that serves as a Just1f1cat1on

for educat1ona1 pract1ce.‘j

Comgetencgd T a know]edge, sk111, att1tude or behav1or that is demonstrated

W1th1n a given context up to a m1n1mum standard

' Mission'Statement a forma] statement of the program goa]s for students to

. accompl1sh., Nhen made more spec1f1c these goa]s become
ob3ect1ve§ or competency statements. |

- a’ 1og1ca1 arrangement of 1nterdependent and 1nterre1ated
parts which become a connected who]e in order to. accomp11sh
a certa1n obJect1ve. i I o .

. Systams Approach‘>- - common sense‘by‘des1gn.:

Teaching Strategy .- complex beharioral events where the teacher .carries out a

2

‘definite sequence of activities designed to promOte

accomp]ishment of particular educational»objectives and goals.

-

Theoretical Model -~ the "b]deprint"~frbm whi ch thevteacher education'prOQram is
| 'deve]oped It is an "advance organfzer" for the entire
program. Stated more forma]]y, it is a structura] des1gn
of the conceptual and funct1ona1‘components of the;total

system.




