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o INTRODUCT ION

<’

As researchers and educators have attempted to examlne teacher
. .0

behavnor and understand what constltutes a ''good “teacher", experlmentai

.

programs have been developed and tried in many institutions.i‘This ;

-

exploratlon is surely a sign of vntallty |n “an |mportant segment of
higher'education. "Educators dlssarlsfled with the more trad|t|onal

teacher-training_programs,.faced with the |ncreas|ngly critlcal scrutiny

of their programs and the teachers they produce are seeking me thods to

' . - . . .

. improve the training of classroom teachers

One of the new approaches, which began to develop momentum in the

. . '
S|xt|es, is the performance or competency-based approach “to teacher . . -

@

education, which, simply_%tated, 1S an attempt to deflnex understand and

¢ '\}

replicate the components of good teaching performance in the claasroom.

Margaret Lindsay in the.Journai of Teacher Educatlon] gives a more

' ’ -

~detailed definltlon “The process of .designing a competency-based program

-

of |n|t|al teacher educat|on requlres speclfylng |n ‘advance expected
~

outcomes in terms. of competencies to be demonstrated by ‘graduates of the

program, developing,iearnlng opportunltles and envnronments expected to

a

, -

1. Lindsay, Margaret, “Performance ba§ed Teacher Edudétion Examination

of a Slogan,' Journal of Teacher Education,: Volume XX1v, Fall 1973,
No. 3, p.181. - | .

2




' movement or--a major breakthrough in teacher educatnon

C

. / - -
- . .
- .

’
[ . . s
-

- .
facnlltate students’ progressbtoward speclfled outcomes, and constructlng

“and usang evaldatlng procedures and |nstruments dlrectly relevant te the

stated competencies.' The complex process of designing this" type of
N {
curr|culum is exactlng and expensnve, but more and more |nst|tut|ons are

v

attempting the task. There are. now about one hundred programs in varyvng

-
-

stages, and many more are plannrng them.

- ~Educators, colleges and educatlonal organlzat;Ohs are |nterested in
monltornng these new development’s. .Some gre concerned wnth larger
questlons of qualnty and relatnve mer|t of performance based edi:cation;

N Y

othérs are concentiating on module development program management and

- ! .

assessmenq All are\watchlng carefully to see whether th|s is an. ephemeral

Purpose of the Survey

- \

»

The American Assocnatlon of £olleges for Teacher Education (AACTE)
has been very actlve in the performance -hased movement.* Their Commlttee
on Performance-Based Teacher Educatlcn (herelnafter«PBT€) headed by
Dr Karl Massanarl has" sponsored wonkshops and conferences and has produced

'an excellent series of. booklets on the subJect

in the fall of 1972 the ‘AACTE conducted a prellmnnary survey of
' t
1,250 |nst|tut|ons asklng whith |nst|tut|ons were operat|ng, |nvest|gat|ng

~ >
. .

—

. *There is some d|sagreement regarding the use of the words performance-

based and competepcy-based. For the purpose of this survey ‘and report,
' the ‘words are used |nterchangeably :

. an

-

— .




and/or.planhing PBTE“programs. of the 783 respondents (a 63%areturn),

_131 (17/) said they were operatlng 'PBTE ‘programs, 228 (29%) said they

/ —_—
were not and a large number,’ 424 (SQ/) said they were' in some stage of °

.
—~—

|nvest|gat|on

Teacher Programs and‘Servuces of Educatldnal Testlng Servuce (ETS)
“is vntallyv|nterested 4in the changes taking place in teacher tratnuhg.
As;the coordinators of theANatﬁonal Teacher Examinations (NTE) and the -
sponsors of various Stydies'en teacher behavfdr, and as-a research- |

‘ - . - 3 3 ;
oriented educational organization, ETS is anxious to learn as ‘much as

. ) ' . - ' /'/ v
possible about the ''state cf the art'. ", !

. / _
Accordingly, the staff of -Teacher Pfograms- and Services, in con-
! 4 . . ‘ ; .

junction with the staff of AACTE drafted a questionnaire;vaimed at -
examininAg as closely as possuble the status of PBTE programs. The

questlonnalre was revuewed by leadlng educators in the movement "and

-

most suggestions weﬁg incorporateu. The limitations of a paper and
I . e : I L

pencil survey are evident; the data provide .a quantitative view and

> . '
, S | .

‘raise many more questions than can be adswered here. |f feasible,
% . 1 " . )

sample follow-up visits will be made iniorder to gain a more qualitative .

%;?nderstandung of some of the programs Nonetheless, the results of the

survey provude the most recent and detalled information avaulable or

PBTE programs .




.. ' THE SURVEY PROCESS .

i}
«

- The ;ﬁfvey is compoéed of 37lquestions, most of which requiqe a

checkea response;vll allow for wrtte-in comp1etieni or explanatibas. e
It is divided into three genetal areas:®
TR . . \Gea:ral'bata - cencerning the breakdeh ef' ‘
;l o e - PBTE programs, the numbers of studeate and _‘: .

faculty'and the.problems;jnvolved in
. o ' i :
changing over from traditiomal patterns.

2. Program Characfteristics - concerning the
.details of th7-pr99rams; goals, methodology,
- field experiehcesﬁpnd module development.

- 3. Evaluation - concerning the ways in which
£y

bthe students, faculty and programs are

revuewed and assessed.

" »

Sample

The survey. was maiied on Ma§ 4, 1573 to 124 inetituttons that had
, TdeAtiﬁted sthemselves as having performanceebased pﬁagrams on the initiaL
eurQEy mentioned dbove. (Those 7 not included.arrived late at AACTE.)
A follow-up lettér was sent on May 3], to those_institutions not tespending
to the first mailing. (See Apéendices A.ana.B;)

VBy June‘30, a total of 83 responaes or 67% were reeeived. 0f these,
75 responses wefe usable (60%). Of the elght non- usable r'eturns, Six

'respondents indicated that they did not have separate or total performance-

4 !




s

/“ B ; , '’ .7
based programs but rather were |ncorporat|ng¢|deas abou ompetencies

PN . 8.

|nto§the|r exustlng programs, one |nst|tut|on expects their [

lbe operatlve in the spr|ng of l97b and another sa|d that they were forced

to drop thenr PBTE program and revert to a tradltuonal program due to’

a ,*personnel changes 7 A telephone sample of non- respondents |nd|cated .

&

;efpartlal PBTE development and some reluctance to call themselves

lt”performance based“-stmllar to some of tre respondents included in this

{l';~“report Many of the r spond|ng |nst|tut|ons sent supolementary mater.als

,'along wnth the|r returns wh|ch reveal a great deal of actnv;ty and -
- vntallty in theSe new pﬁograms ?\\ S ’

) v : . : . [ \

’ Representatnveness ‘ | . < f . oo

. = \ v - - [

in ‘the 75 usable returns there is a d|verse’group,of |nst|tut|Ons

& ot ie

”urepresented, as shown by. Table l, accord|ng to thé criteria of control,

B ‘0 . .
size and geographlc locatlon. C ’ -

L]

~

Table 1

Dlstrubutnon of Respondnng}lnstltutlons Accordungwto

e . Control Slze and Geographlc Location
Control - Size - . Geographic Location
Public' - 48.(64%) ’Less than 1,000 - 13 (17%)  NE, MA S 2h (32%)
Private - 27 (36%) 7,000 - 10,000 - b5 (60%) M4~ 25 (33%)
« 7T More than 10,000 - 17 (23%) s, sE =11 (15%)
' | ©t S, FW, NW - 15 (20%)
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N ‘ | ; SURVEY RESULTS _

3 . . .- ]
is i

General Data : ’ . r

] » ' : - .

There are a total of 123 separate PBTE programs or’ratwng for/the —

tra|n|ng of teachers for nursery school through grade 8, wuth 59 parallel

: v progrgms which were labeled ''traditional'.. This :eprusents the bU|k of -
N Ao S - .
] all the PBTE programs reporting. As shown in Table,Z,below, three.
categories were formed for this-grouping,——Nursery-Kindergarten, Gradésc /
\ " \
_1-3, and Grades h 8 —in order to see more preclsely where the changes ! o e
..I‘ \ .
are taklng place. " At the secondary level there are 53 programs, wi th 32} )
! ! I
running parallel to’ trad|t|onal programs// Nearly all of the respondlng C
S institutions have both PBTE'and tradltlonal programs “availsble. Some
respondents noted that PBTE was an Optlon for tneur students, others ' '
;'; emphasnzed the partta‘ nature of their program or coursework; still
: others repofted that they were in the embryonic stages of development
and were basing the|r answers to the.questlonnplre on planned, rather )
e than’actual, programs. RO _ ’ :
flhe : \\ " ¢ ‘ ’ /
- oL '{ Table 2 \ . , -
o E - ‘ PBTE and Trad|t10nal Programs Accordung to -
b L 6_ : 2 : *Grade Level or SubJect
Programs | eBTE - "Traditional"
- Nursery-Kindergarteng ' 21- : 8
| - Early Childhood (]-3) T R . B
3 . " Elementary (4-8) . 56 3 28 S | e
= . - Secondary -+ 53 | 32 Jﬂ. |
’ " Special Education. 16 < 24 o o
Guidance Counseling 12 o 721 ) '
Graduate Level Programs - 20 . : 32
, , . )
. s 4 / ‘
a ! fl'd’y#h / « . » v‘
d N o .




It should be noted that most of the actnvnty is, taking plade on the
‘ undergradUate level, only Specnal Educatlon, Guldance Counselnng and the

Graduate Le@el show .more trad|t|onal programs than PBTE programs |n the

lnstqtutlons reportlng . However, graduate level PBTE is possibly under-

represented because un|vers|t|es that have graduate teacher programs only'

¥ . . - [N

were not solicited ' A

! Accprd:ng to the returns, there are~a total of 2b 399 students
“the performance based programs An the respondlng |nst|tut|ons Oné/of :\
these - |nst|tut|ons clalms 2 700 or 11% ofhthe‘total
is' shown in Tablem3.;,_ ‘ '\_ /

Y ‘,‘

The d|str|but|on

' Table ;

"Number of Students in PBTE Programs

‘ ' ' . Students 'lnstituSionsmi~'v§_
1-50* 18 ﬂ guy
. 51-100 17 L0 '23%
, 101=150 - 7 gl
) 151+ 30 - - ko%
(N.A. = hg)

—— .

The number of students completlng PBTE - programs is shown |n Table L,

- q

o

~

i

1able L

1 Jpa——

- Number of Students Gradugted From PBTE - Programs

T

) 3 1. \\»\\\;u;,f
Students lnstjtutfons g?\\?'
0 o2 " 28%
1-50 19 25%
L5110 9 o2
101-150 e 83
151+ 7 22 S 29%

RS

%




B tot?l’nymber of students graduated is lZ 996 Some |nst|tut|ons with

i : - : A}

The highest sungle number reported here was 3;000 in one |nst:tut|on,
/ |

(not the same one mentroned WIth ll of the. total enrollment) The.

mul le rogram gave more- than one response ﬁo th|s quer
iple p ﬁ P ¥

/

. /// A large proportlon of the respondents-—7l% (53 lnstntutlons)-have )

/
/

1

. involved in PBTE programs is significant | in the numbers, extent and

been operat|ng their PBTE programs less than two years, wnth 29% (22

_lnst|tut|ons) operatlng longer. Here too there was some variance for

mult|ple programs wnthln a sungle institution.

The numbers of faculty involved in PBTE programs varied consnderably, '

{
37 programs (k92) had 5 persons or less (usnng full -time equlvalents,

~ i.e., 4 people @ quarter time = l?, 30 had more than 5 (hO/) with '8 not

{

R

respond|ngw(ll%). One |nst|tut|oT said they had bb staff people involyed

in the|r PBTE program

Al

. The response to a questlon concernlng retra|n|ng programs for faculty

S *\

xarlety ofmretrarnlng golng.on " The methods are l|sted below |n order of

N

preference: L e
Table 5

' Frequencx,of Tralnlng Programs for Faculty

Among Respondlng_lnstltutlons

_ No. of lnstitutions ' g_;

*Informal meetnngs 58 77%
¢ ‘ Conferences ~ 48 6L4% .
vf Seminars . 3k E ' hSZ‘ '

)cher (see below) . ‘ ‘t 18 ' 24%

“None S L -7 : 9%




~

n Only 7 |nst|tut|ons (9%) do not have any formal retraining provnsaons
Many respondents descr|bed workshops, on-the- JOb asslgnments, consultant
actlvuty and cooperatlve plannlng |n.the space przvlded for “Other“.

* N |
e

When- asked to describe traunlng programs ava|lable for classroom

teachers how worklng w|th students from PBTE programs, l2 |nst|tutTons~~““'

v

|nd|cated in- servnce tra|n|ng, 11 |nd|cated course: work offered at the|

T unnversnty for. classroom teachers, and another 1 sald |nformal meetlngs

./
o

, o Y
~L and/or seminars were avallable. Others mentloned V|deotaped programs,

on-site instruction andiwofkshops. Elghteen |nst|tutlons ‘do not have
programs for the classroom teachers. ; -
A notable 73% or 55 |nst|tut|ons, said they were engaged in or

. plann|ng a teach|ng center or consort|um arramgement, as shown in the

Table below. (A teachlng center was,deflned as ''a coord|nat|ng site . .

'—)

-

" for teacher educat|on where performance crlterla are formulated, shper-'
\' vised and evaluated and/or where research and development.are: undertaken )
dsa . ‘ c . . . .
/v’l N . ,v ' . Tab]e 6 v - ; f ' ,

Response to Questlon #8 Concernnng Teachlng_Centers ' -

Consortia and Groups Invo]ved

Teachlng Center .. . : . . _7 /

T or Consortium ’ L _ .| -Groups Involved* - ;

- - 4

» . o '

1. Engaged in.- 30 40%: 1. Local-School Dis’triéts -39 1%
2. Planning. {7'?5 33% 2. Unnversntles & CoLleges - 15  27%
No ‘<y—»20 27% 3. Local Teacher Assoclatlons - 6 11%

Sy ) l// .

L *The percentage used is based. upon the number of cnstltut|ons responding
o . tol g 2 (a total of 55) from the column on the left ‘
’ ' - o |

a
v




LA

: checked more than one response here.) : I

' _'~. - . fe . . ! 1e - ’ & ) . | . ~
Many institutions 4nd|cated that two-or three school districts were

/ " .
cooperatnng wnth the|r PBTE programs (One was working with‘ten schooI ..

dlstrlcts ) Other afflluatlons noted were with State Teacher Associations,

School Boards, communoty groups and students
A large number of respondents (41) said their training pragrams had

been evaluated ‘and approved by the State Board of Education, 17 sa|d they
N
have not been approved and 29 are approved on a pllot\eaSIs These

f|gures may be: mlsleadlng, however, since some of the programs ‘described

(3

are partial, not total, ‘new _programs and the approval may have\EEBn\glven
son the bas|s of the total tra|n|ng programs, or on crnter:a other than

‘ \
performance-based crlterla. (For th|$ reason perhaps, some |nst|tut|ons

"
Do

-~
b | A

Many problems were encountered in changlng from one t&pe of ‘program

to another, according to the response to quéstion #10, The problems are

!

R ’ . . l,

listed in Table 7. BN S

o N i ‘ ‘é‘ ) 4 !
- S , Table 7 . ' o
. \, . ¢ v i . ) Vo

. Frequenqvnof Problems Re]ated to PBTE Pro rams ’

\ -

~

~ No. of \‘ S
- ‘ ) 3 Fristitutiong b .
N Faculty allocations . . 50 r 67% i ’
n Financial Support . : 43 ,/ 57%
Other “(see below) . ’ ',; kL L5%
i Space Problems o 29 39%
Equipment - ' 24 32% - \
Cooperation of institution 15 20%




-11- - - . L
P . .

Only. three institutions indicated no problems at all, all three being

new unrverS|t|es where problems would appear more eas|ly avo|dable

Other difficulties ment i oned |nvolved money-for faculty release time,

st|pends for summer sessnons and tu|t|on, for research, l|brary facil-

ities, etc. EleVen respondents menxloned staff ’!snstance as a factor,
\

Vi

both W|th|n their own departments and on the un|Vers1ty faculty, and a

-,

few ment|onedlthe l|mLtat|ons of time placed upon their facultyz noting

that performance based programs requ|re a great ‘deal more time both from

¥ . . \ . -

the faculty and the students. One respondent’ wrote in "Energy!!"" ‘Another

' »

wrote, [the] “largest problem was (and |s) wltb/the student who has .come

‘'up through l3-lS years of smryctured, trad|t|onal educatlon, and now must

a

suddenly assume.responsibility for his time management,Apnd his educatlonal ,’
| ) < . ¢ ’ :

actjvities."

Program Characteristics ; ' o

)

The initial questlon of the second section asked at what stage a

»

student appl|ed for entry |nto a PBTE program. Twenty seven |nst|tut|ons

&

_answered junior year which is comparable to trad|t|onal programs, 9

i

indica&gd‘freshmen year and~2l sophomore year. Seventeen;sald,that entry

varies according to the program; four others did not check a particular

year at all ‘ : .
. The quest|on |mmed|ately foV4:;|ng asked how a student ga|ns entry

into the PBTE program. The selection cr|ter|a and responses are l|sted

"in the Table below. - , » Sy

- . . ’

B




. S R v . -
- ;5’ . *;. ‘ "ﬂ'- o ;]23, : )
1@£e8 . ' \ o : - )
o R Freqyencx_of Selectlon Crtterla Used ’
SR . : & s v o o : _ '
AN 'd. : | | o No. of . ’ : ' |
\\\\\_ . .77 .Criterion: Institutions A e N
o y  Setf-selection o 45 ‘ ¥60% : ‘
. E - ’ .‘Intefview_ T 3§/ : L8% - o
e \f‘h: S . ' . Recommendat rons 31 RT3 ;
| \éi.. R ) Minimum GPA ¢ 31 - W%
- , ° _Counseling L 22 ' 29%
b Other | - 18 .. 2hky /
Examinatjons . .6 : 8%

-~

Almost all the respondents checked moregthan one criterion. It is

lnterestlng to. note that SO many institutions checked self selectlon :

o,

f'although only 8 of the bS checked self selectlon only.

ln order’ to learn more about the formulatlon of obJeCtnves for a s

VPBTE program; three of the most probable methods of deveLopnng objectives

-

were lnsted. Some:nnstltutlons checked -all three methods, but ‘most o

! 'checkeg the;flrst two..
o ' Table 9°
Classification gj_Expressed’Objectives

[

»

“No. “of

InstFtutions , - "Method .
65 ~ . . Performance-based (partucupantfus required i ’
; ' to do something rather than slmply know ’
. ' somethlng)
”:gﬁf - I Cognitive (participant.is required. to
L Lo RPRE " demonstrate knowledge and |ntellectual
7 abiljties). - _
" .26 Consequence-based (part|c1pant is required i
to brlng about specified performance and/or .
~ change in others) .- :
12 . Other

; . . . R
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A ll@t of characterlstlcs of performance -based programs was taken
from Stan\iy Elam's- AACTE pamphlet (which. itself was a capsulazatlon of
the. monogr ph;entltled '"What is the State of‘theMArt?" in the Performance-

- Based Teac%er EducationiSeries, No. l.); the check l|st with the number ©

institutions respondlng follows below:

are bas¢c to your PBTE: program.

-Competencles (knowledge, skllls, behayiors) demonstrated by the

.studeqt are: o ’ ,,'«i B ' .{c fﬁ N
~ [54] der|ved from explncnt concept|ons of teacher roles.
[57]1] stated so as to permit assessment of a student s behavnor~

/

[60]

Criteria employed in assessnng competencnes are

[60]

| '[53]

Assessment of the: student s. ¢ mpetency

[61]

(471

[54]

e

. [wol

ki

On the follownng check-list, please lndlcate whlth characterlstlcs

»and learnlng behavuor. S 1 «

, ] -13-
o

S —

. .
*

Table lo o N\,

e

Lo M

~

Response to Questlon #lS-—PBTE characterlstlcs\\\'

N

&

i

in relat\on to< pecific competencles
/

made public in aﬁbance. . ;-
g,

S : | e

based upon, and 1n harmony wnth, Spéleled competencnes.
expllclt in statlng e pected levels of mastpry and under

Speclfled,condltlons.

made public in adVance .

I

uses, hus/her performance as the pr|mary sohrce of evudence

takes |nto account student .S knowledge relevant to teachlng

-

strives Fortobjectlvlty. | AN

4]

ot
O
I8

o




Other elements

[}

k,[#h] The student s rate of progress through the program is
‘ demonstrated competency rather than by time or course
'completlon. . , .
. [61]1 The'instructional program i5 intended to faci]itate~the
' development, and evaluation of the student's athievement
of'competencoes specnfled s .
[59] The emphasls is on exit, not on entrance, reqU|rements. .
" -[54]1  The program is fleld -centered. v
N [hl] Instruction moves from mastery of specrfled techniques

o

to role integration. O
- Most instithtions-checked all the items on the list, al though somef‘

wrote in quallflcations, (a. g., Ynot yet“ "sometfmes‘, and e are

~

trying n). On the last |tenk for example which |s “‘the most dlfflcult

cr|ter|on to attain accordnng ‘to Elam, some respondents tndocated they
were stnll worknng on this. The flve |tems checked mos t frequently

specufy the core criteria in the PBTE programs respondlng
y .

1) made publlc in advance (60) _
2) based upan, and in harmony w;th, Specifned T
competencues (60) - o
_5)'fuses hls/her performance as the prlmary source
of -evidence (61) _ :
T L) ,the |nstructnonal program is |ntended to faculltate
"the development and evaluatldgvof th student s
achlevement of competencies specifi (6]) - 7
5) the emphasls is on exit, not on entrance, . 7

-

requirements. (59). - _-?ﬂ :

e C . ;

n
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5 . ' 8 ° . . :
The two items least checked on:the l|st |nd|cate§§ome of the problems '

confrontlng new performance-based programs

‘ ; 1) expllclt |n statlng expected levels of mastery and .
under spec|f|ed COHdItIOnS (ko) '
ho 2). |nstruct|on moves from mastery of spec|f|ed technlques

to role |ntegrat|on. (bl)

4
=

k4 .

2 ’ 2 i
. :

It |s dlfflcult to assess 6r confirm the accuracy“of responses to

this klnd of check-llst. There are probably many programs that claim ﬂ

to ‘be performance-based which use the rhetorlc and know the llterature,
but whose programs may, in fact, fall short of actually fulfllllng the

~elements descrlbed on th|s check- llSt.‘ it 4s nonetheless strlklng to
~ ’ ; k)

!

see how many idstitutions. say they are developing along the llnes |nd|cated~ -

,'/ . L hEN
', ©

< L PR - o

- here. )

. In try|ng to further explore what components of the respondlng

/
/ -

|nst|tut|ons curruculums were performance based we. d|V|ded the program

-

;nto three areaS‘ general studles, subJect-matter specnallzatlon, and
//courses in the professnonal educatlon sequence. . Almost all of the

presppndents, ql. 7%, clalmed that all. or some. of thelr courses in the

Jprofessconal educatlon sequence Were performance based 'and where per-

centages of fourses. were |nd|cated by respondents, the range was 40% to

80%. For-subject- matter special|Zat|on and- general studles, far fewer

-~ . -

hinstitutions have changed or'reformu]ated.thelr,courses, though some
& 4 [ . . .

. . .o - . ' . )
indicated they hope to do so.

oy
, ¢




- S Table 11 R

. Response tQ_Question #16

a

~Which of the following areas of your program are performance based?

o : All . -Some . None ‘ No Answer -

_General Studies - s T2 3%
Subject-Matter Specialization - o b 26 16 B 29
g * Courses in Professional Education .31 Lo ""l} 3

;~ o ~ An attempt was made to probe the approach used in content development

1]

in order to comprehend the program changes descrlbed in Table 11; the f‘

J results are.shown be low.

‘Table 12

. N

‘ Methods Used in_Content Development -

- . : (
- . \ )

- No. of o h i".p S . )
Institutions - : , Method Used - , B N
v 40 _ y _ Task’ analysus (observatlons of teathers teachnng to : T
S y - - - develop competencles) I ;f.
tlt - 38 ° ; ) Studynng the needs of childrep : , /ld . -
s | 34 - Cluster apdroach (|dent|fucat|on of currlculum areas, ’ ' )
o . and deductlon of behavnoral obJectnves) o
32 .Reformulatlon of current courses : S ’/ e T o
: 29 - Use of competency lists formulated elsewherec / ’ o -
? a q:;- . 27 " Theoretical ‘approach’ . e L ,ﬁ;;x,;v_ A
T 2 Other methods o o
In the wrlte-ln space pnoyﬁded some respondents noted that their plograms
had evolved\from reformulatlon of courses to-a cluster approach others.
said they used competency lists formulated by their faculty and other

»2
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\

: sources. Onevrespondent-said that the “development...of competencies,

’

for each course may vary from teacher to teacher."
Those groups and agenc|es named as having part|c|pated in currlculum

L4

development were\varled, and dependent on the part|cular needs of- each

program. They |ncluded varlou% specnal:sts, Teacher COIPS, faculty,_

\

publ|c school personnel, students, communnty persons, Reg|onal Labs, etc.

- ©
O

A three part questlon followed concern|ng students and thelrmfleld

experlences. Responses to Part A, (“At what p01nt is the\student intro-, -

ducéd to the classroom settnng?“) showed that students are. in the

classroom very early'ln their programs 28 |nst|tut|ons |nd|cated

o ’

freshmenzyear, lb - sophomore, lS - junior and 2 - senior. Seven

»

respondents sa|d that th|s |ntroduct|on varled accord|ng to the program, ‘

L e .

w|th allowances for transfer students and except|onal cases. . Some :

.

©

emphaslzed that a student could be in a classroom as soon as he or she

kot w

‘chose to do so. (Four hnstltutuons did not respond ) |h|S was supported

by Part C, (""what’ f|eld experlences are ava|lable to your students?“),

-

whlch-revealed that 67 (89%) of the respondents offered fseld experlences.

Pdrt B of thlsiquestlon, (“What is the length of t|me alloted for

" student teachlng?“) showed that the durat|on varies cons|derably Most :

|nst|tut|ons |nd|cated one Semester, but with dl;ferlng amounts of tlme-—

6 8 or 10 weeks, ‘and some have half day as opposed to all day programs.

I
0nly 9 programs sa|d they had morecthan one year of student teachlng.>.

Quest.ion” #20 requested more deta|led |nformat|on on the strategles

and methods used in “he implementation of<curr|culums. The results are’

q . - -

shown in the Table below. . .. . 5 ‘ 1 -

&y

‘\J
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; ' : ‘ - Table 13 T .
o -’.Besfzonse‘ to Questioh\_@—lg_ what extent are each . ' . o
N - . - ’g_f_‘_tle_ following used in your PBTE program? . _ : o w '
A Great . : ,_ Not . No R
peal % Moderate % Rarely % AtAll g Answer - % : .
Microteaching 21 28%| 42 sex| 5 7% -3 - M| & 5|
Classroom Observations 43 . 57% 25 33%| -3 4yl 2 3% 2 3% S
Simulation T DY AR 38 s1%1 21 28%| 3 bg{ 6 - 8|
Observation Schedules =~ | 12 163" 36 w8z & 9% 3 gl 1w 1% -
| instructional Modules h2. . 56% 22 . 292@;/& 3 4y 2 3] 6 8%
\ Clusters o *27 36%| 200 . 27%] 0 3%} 5 . 7% .13 7%
- |individualized Instruction| 33  &4%| 31 1} 5 7% 1 1% %5‘ 7% SR
. | Team Teaching : 30 4oz| 33 mx| 7 9x| vooaxTAoLos¥)
. - ; . .
i f the first two columns in Table 13, a great deal'''and ''moderate't,
; ; R Tl . l A ’ . v _ . i y
v are grouped’ together, we see that five items are mentioned most frequently - {
in PBTE training ﬁrograms:' microteachjng L . B : N
. o classroom observations . AT
~ instructional modules B ' ; T f
o ' ' 7 indjviduali;ed instruction
- ) tegm teaching. |~ W . - o R
It is also interesting to Qet ‘that the tow number andaperceqt for
. : : { L S o
simulation and observation schedules in the codumn labeled ''a great deal"
T s in stfong contrast to‘tﬂe-other items. Simuiation geﬁerélly,requireé . '
o -/ e -
B |nvestment in equnpment and therefore has a fnnanC|al consnderatuon, ‘
e whnch, as wnll be ponn;ed out later.on, is a prlmary prob]em for PBTE o M
ﬁrograms;;>The modest use\of oBSﬁrvatlon‘schedules may also relate to L
o .
K - fiscal Proplems, §ince they requnLe extensive tralnnng. o
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The |nstruct|onal module is the d°W¢/g”t un|t belng used | o -

’ performance-based programs and ‘as seen above, is indeed in heavy’ use. .

’

The next question,. therefore was a series of |nqu|r|es about them.- (An-

¥ -

e instructlonal module was defined as “a set of learning act|V|t|es-—W|th !
'obectlves, prerequ|S|tes, pre assessment |nstruct|onal act|V|t|es, ) '
_post-assessment,  and remedlatlon.“) -0f those respondents using modules, .. u

“ -

35 institutions had less than 50, and' 21 had,more.‘ One institution sa|d

it hasbl,500 modules! AFifty-sii, or all those responding.tovthis question,

-

oL said that some or all of their modules were developed locally. Those
‘obtalning modules elsewhere generally |nd|cated State Departments of.

Educatlon and catalogs of competencies as thelr sources. Thlrty-four

institutions sa+d the|r modules were fleld tested before |mplementat|on, /.
A e - -

[ e
'

14 said thelrs were not*tested and 47 said that moduies are currently

‘being-developed'for thelr ‘programs. One respondent wrote, ”All are : . ’
. mundergoino revision in a¢cord with evaluation results.'" Another insti? . .
. ) ) ; S
tutloﬁ said |t was “not .sure 'modules’ describes”instructional strategy.;.
more a one- -to-one teachlng/learnlno strategy,” suggestlng a Llngerlpg % warr,w X
problem of definltion.i ' ;. ’l |
, o . The level of satlsfactlon of those institutions using |nstruct|onal L

' modules var|ed f rom very good (ll) to lnadequate (l), WIth the bulk (bb) By *
- ““ranging in the middle, (l9 - satisfactory, 13 - adequate and 14 - mi xed- )
‘ Some'respondents checked more than one response here, and 21 did not

v

answer. °

a
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" . The numbers of modules in use and the numbers being developed

a underllhe the need_for the:coordination of mOduleJdeveldpment, in the

’ & e - ~
hope of future exchanges, or, module ""banks'' Concern was expressed for
the valndatlon and assessment of all modules in use. In add|t|on,

> -

'g\\‘\~although most respondents sfressed local|zatlon, i:e., modules- tailored

1
~

- to the needs of, their own programs, many also noted a concern for some ..

1

L vunlformity and guality leltatlons of- fiscal resources hamper the

: development of modules in many of the respondlng |nst|tut|ons : ' :
Forty four |nst|tut|ons (59%) descrlbed other internal eor external
' — ‘support sérvnces used in the|r PBTE programs, 8 (ll%) used none wuth h L
13 (l7%)-not respondlng.' Many respondents l|sted catalogs of competen-

cies, AACTE conferences, State Department sponsored workshops and vnsnts

A . -

togother campuses with PBTE programs, (e.gfi/Weber State, which was

‘ ‘mentioned frequently)1 Others listed cdnsultants, professional meetings,

-

and ‘interaction between centers. The State of Connecticut for example,
. has its own Clearinghouse for PBTE; another group, the Muitl-State
: . . ‘

Consortium on PBTE,_compriSed‘of seven cooperating states,\pfflj;hes a
.newsletter on PBTE. One respondent wrote in, "It's been trial and error."

Another said, ''On our budget you must be kidding.'

¢ - A flnal question inm the sect|on on program characternstlcs asked for

,‘?5
' requ1rements for graduation. Some of the requnrements l|sted are obvnously

P

all university requnrements, and not str|ctly those of a PBTE program so .

there must be some qualification in the use of this response. The highest

v, percentage, 83%, (62 institutions),.checked ''competencies completed“, a ,
’ } . . ’ N | . ‘ ‘ N " ! ‘ . \ ‘0
) :"'&: . I //\‘ I
\ ‘ . 206 .ot
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trait that would seem to be a necess1ty for a. PBTE programw A minimum

e

number of hours, On the other hand is not wholly conslstent wuth PBTE

A theory.' Below 'is a Table of_the responqes.

- . Table 1 ‘ | ‘ - : k
B . N Graduatlon Requlrements _ u'.f' ?
i.‘ - ‘ . '
: ) - o Institutions - 2% ) } .
c ; : CompetencieSrcompleted- o 62 o B83% . . '
| ‘ Minimum number oF.hours. 4 52 69% - Q
Supervisory’ evaluations b5 - 60% - ' |
Midimum GPA Y P
s ériterion:referenced.tests‘ ' 20 . 27% .
. &Microteaching evaluations.. 20 ~2j% f -
S 7 other 8 113 '
| Observation schedule - =~ 6 8%
) analyses g ‘ ‘ o : .
. N.AL -7 (9%) o o

gvatluation
L

The sectlon on evaluatlon revealed a press1ng need for the va14dation

and assessment of performance based programs-—both the movement as a whole

. 4
» and its component parts. Many respondents expressed their concerns on this .

N /

R

'subject (See Appendlx C. )

The f|rst four quest|ons in this sectlon dealt with evaluatuve methods

used in modules: Both the quest|ons and the answers follow: ) ‘ Lo
j ’ [
. ‘L, e .
' /
) . Vi
pt : .
2 | S
\ ! ' ’. w /' . - . T
! D ° ) . N . 7
. - i T
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26. xuo your students have to meet a speclfled achlevement
* 'level in each module? DO o

. Answer: Yes - 60 (80%)
. . ‘ /)No - 7 (9%) Lo
o ~\.// N.A- 8 (\l%) _ L
.27. Do you have retra|n|ng or- recycllng procedures for N .
th0se who do not reach competencl levels? - = . Y o
-Answer:' Yes -‘6l (81%) o | - ;m__uv :
'No” 7 (9%) - » _—
N, A - 7 (9% o .
- 28. Is there a max imum number of . tr|als allowed for
competencnes? P :

Answer: Yes - 19 (13%)
: No - 56 (65%)

N.A.- 9 (12%). //
29. Is there agmaximum”amount of time/allowed?

. Answer: Yes = 2U (32%) “ i LT
. “Ng - k3 (57%) | :
N.A.- 8 (11%)

b B

In the first three questions, there seems‘to‘pe Qeneral agreement'on
,module procedure 0nly |nnquest|on #29-1is there any w|despread dlsagree-
ment expressed ‘concerning the amount of t|me allowed for completlon of
the‘modules.‘ Qne.problem here would oEynously concern“the program's
capacity.to recelve new~students without setting some limits on those
;already enrolled- One respondent noted “We~have not found it necéssary
at‘thls,pO|nt However, we do find that a number of students deselect
hthemselves - ¥ ;

'

A questlon on the gatherlng of evndence to assess achlevement levels

of the modules (or other- training programs) revealed the largest number of

<D . &

[~




|nst|tut|ons relylng 6n observatlon, although there were no questlons or
"
explanatlons on the methods of observation used _ The responses are llsted
P
below in order of preference.
f. )

[

Table,15 - )
Erequencngi'Measures‘Used for,AchieVementheve1s .
e - I k o’ ' N R
s No. of
) Institutions L%
Observation .62 83% ' '
o Self-report T 50 . 6T
R ertten tests K b9 " 65%
. A Oral tests , ) o " 56% G
y = ‘Other ~ 20 2% L
. CONALC - 7(9%): S

[ . . .

Some of those cHecking |"‘c':>ther“ wrote in, “changes in"pupPl-behavior", S

""cooperating teacher reports“ and “perﬁgrmance on special prOJeCtS

The follewing questlon concerned the grad|ng system(s) used. Here,

L ¢

the letter grade is still most prevalent, even though many of 'the model

<1

»

programs*and descrlptlons say that |ncomplete/complete is the mos t accurate

and appropriate way tonmeasure competence However a grading system. is
génerally an |nst|tuttonal requlrement and not the cholce of a department
&

or/a program wuthln that department, as " sofie questlonnalres specifically

noted. Following are the numbers and percents for the responses to

grading patterns.

N
ey

d

g |
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’ STable 16 o e
:Y A\.\; N . o
- ' ‘GradingAPracbices"«v_,. . O
i o - 3 ~ No. of . )
o ' Method fnstitutions -~ %
Letter grade ) ' 33 o bhy -
- Pass/Fail = 25 33%
. Varies : ) 19 25% n s
< Other . IR Th - 19% N
L - lncomplete/Complete 10 o 13% - o

“ | . Negotiable ‘ .3 N N

1 -

completing & E program provoked varled reSponses. A few institu

all along the way were necessary. ‘Some programsrindicated various
' . s
,contracts and/or check points, with conferences, !ntervnews; and ¢ |é§z|on~' .

referenced evaluatuon. One institution said they use the colleétu

college FacUlty. Other respondent= noted hax dnffucult it was to arr|ve

PBTE program also showed interesting results. For curriculum r view, the /
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Table 17 -
: Currieulum,Review X h
o : IR No. of : f;
- o Method - ... Institutions % - L
Faculty commlttees 5 = 73% o \
Student commutteesz - ©bs 603 . -
5 . of f campus personne] i 260 ° 35%
T . Other, = - 19 - 25%
v - N.A. - 10 (13%) k

* L

Those checking "other'!, meritioned ""'state accrediting teams' and "internal .

and external evaluatoreh. For review of faculty performance, student

' ~
ratings were most heavily used: .
© . Table 18 L . -
fFacultx;PerforméncerMeasures o
) —_— - © 7 Ne. of .
Method - " Institutions %
Student ratings .. 56 f%%ﬂ
Seif-evalpation - T oh2” 56% ‘
Classroom visitation. ' . 31 . boz
Achievement test results 10 ,, 13% .
Other "‘ : B [ 13%

A. - 8 (112)

>

Additional notations cited ''graduate”student studies of programs' and the

~

“extent to which students meet criteria’. An increasing‘emphasis on

~ graduate feedback for revuew of teacher training was also noted

4 ) ¥ .“
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- s I
Elghty-four percent of the respondents do something related to studylng the

-~

performance, satlsfactlon and whereabouts of the|r graduates,\as seen below

3

L L Table 19

v ;'Methods-Used'for Graduate Feedback

Ay

3
Questionnaires )‘n 60% : -
Informal report , - 35% .
; © On-site. visits 3%
o . . Other o | 128 .
- ) Co N.A. - 12 (16%) .

- -

""Group and individual interviews“’and-”bffice,of Teacher Placement reports''

were among the t\.ngs mentioned for ”other“

- ' 1

. LY
Thlrty institutions (40%) said. ‘that they have formal research or

=N “development programs in conJunctlon with the|r PBTE programs. Thirty-

seven (49%) did nots with 8 (ll%) not respondlng,~

.,

-

'This third section. ended with an open question asfing what the
Institution'snPBTE program needed most,and the answers summarize most of
. the problems involved with PBTE. We added in parentheses,‘“Please do not

say 'money’,. instead,'state mhat'the money would support.' Most institu-

tions stnll said money, which is clearly an over;ndnng concern. -(One said

.or

we took the fun out of it by adding that constrannt') Many Pnstitutions

-~

-'would like money for faculty release time, support materials,‘equipment,

o

computer time and moduie~deveiopment,. hany emphasized the need for

. ; o 32 | Lo

evaluative studies on the competencies in use, on performance-based . .

-

el
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,propramsvln general,'and on the future possibillties andrpotentialtof
.-:.f _this system. One respondent said they needed,,“development of under-
;(§€§§§Nng of what PBTE and competency- based programs really are. “_ Another
- said ”lncreased staff to superv;se fleld experlences, and money to conduct
a.comprehensiVe'program of evaluatlon. (See Appendlx c for further

3

comments, page 41.)

-

. %

* Some of the final comments in the questlonnalre expresg, very well \

L
the enthusnasm and concern of the |nst|tut|ons sampled in the survey
. "If we can soIVe...these problems, we feel. that we can "have a sngnlflcant

effect on the quallty of educatlon-far more than with a trad|t|onal

o

'course-oruented approach to...teacher education.'" And another sald
"In CBTE the total teacher edUcatlon faculty feels they are involved in .
- a, vital process of.discovery‘and they.are stimulated by the accompanylng

»

- - e .
excitement of the search...."
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CONCLUSION .

b

- v
S ) + .
e

This survey proViaes new data on- the degree and extent of development'
- - 4

of competency based education programs.’ Among the "75 institutions in the

sample,,some are still in embryonic and experimental stages, others have ' ¢

s . -

attempted to change their entire teacher preparation curriculum over to a»

. s
.

competency based“program. The numbers of students, Faculty and separate

 PBTE programs vary considerably from institution to institution. ;Ihe' o *

[

'problems faced bymthewinstitutions; however, are similar. financial

§upport faculty allocations and instructional development. According to

1 o

he res onses‘to _the questions on program characteristics, the theory, - - .
P q Y

£

the approach and the obJectives of these .programs are generally similar.

The differences lie in the'specific instructional_strategies Being used

and their implementation.~ These programs responding have clearly spent

, . . N ) . o -
a great deal of time and money on the development of modules and other . .

program materials. There is, in addition, an increasing degree of .

exchange and - cooperation between the schools, faculties and profesSional

K -

associations, as institutions continue to develop their programs and ‘want
“to share information -and keep up WIth the literature and the research
A maJor concern of almost all the institutions reporting is the

evaluation of their students, modules and programs;j Rosner has written

that "o -factor is more crucial to the success ‘of competency-based




>
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Coe e ' L ! L . : - @ -

'educatlon than the method of assessnng the mastery of concepts and’

skllls. 2i The_ comments added by many reSpondents noted thlS, stressing

.

the dlfflcultles |nvolved in developlng or obta|n|ng good evaluative T

- ' ] .

measures. o .
| N . .
;'ﬁ o Nonetheless, the enthusnasm for thIS approach to teach{f’educatlon

. - ¢

. -'|s wndespread ”Some pe0ple belleve that CBTE ust another development ‘ e

« which wili fade away into the obl|V|on eﬁeedgcatlonal faddlsm,” Karl
. .1._.41 , .
Massanarn has written |n the Fall Journal of Teacher Education. 3 “On the
' e
other hand some of us believe that CBTE-—glven intélFigent leadershlp and

>
[ H i

adequate development and research support can generate the klnds of refofm™

-

s0 long sought and now so Jrgently needed " The:movément is well under

‘way according to the data from these lnstltufﬁons, an awareness of faddism

2

k-1

is generally evident, but the excltement and preliminary_ sense of accom- ~ .

-~ °
. - .

plishment is also very strong.

. ¢

» ) ) : ¢ . o
2. Rosner, B., The Powen/of Competency-Based Educatlon. a report, Allyn N
. and Bacon, Boiton, Mass., 1972, p-30. . AT \

13

. o . : |

3. op. cit., oaky. /. o

A 85 L




h S .30- -t . APPENDIX A
- | PERFORMANCE-BASED TEACHER EDUCATlON (PBTE) PO,
' e : QUESTlONNAlRE -
3 - A . /;' o . . '
|NSTITUT|0N _ . il L. - ‘ .
' PUBLlC V’PRlVAT‘% ' SlZE (TOTAL/STUDENT POPULATlON) S
NUMBER OF PROFESSIONAL STAFF m EDUCATION/ |

NAME AND F]TLE OF PERSON COMPLETlNG QUESTlONNAlRE T‘

. /, ) -

"‘," ‘ ) - . \ .
GENERAL DATA’ g - / ' - " ‘

1. Please indicate’ below whether yo u have a PBTE program, a -
“tr@ﬁntlonal“ program, or another ‘form of expernmental program

. in the following areas. Where: appllcable, please indicate how
many PBTE programs are current‘y offered. s ‘
; 3 . i A
| : - ‘ . ,7,'“ : . ‘ “"Tradi~
s - »  Programs r PBTE Number tional' | Other
| Nursery-Kindergarten [y - ] 0 ] .
Early Chlldhood (grades4l -3 ] ‘ N A U A
Elementary (grades #%-8) 11 ' (1 r1
Secondary L [] R [] 1] -
Special Education */ [] o [1r 11
Guidance Counseling (1 . 1 []
Graduate Level . 7. . : - o
_ - [] ' (] [}
) R d 7 -
1 ( - ' T 01 : [} []
o . . T
Other ;- - P . g
IR IR & T &
4 . . .
f L N

/ ) -, - ,

£

Ao ' .
\ ‘ , .
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PSR v o . o S
| o | | | - _ R
2. How many students are presently in PBTE'proé}ams in your
institution? ” SR R '
%[dlﬂwa many student; have completed PBTE programs?
. “ [1 None. L ) - -
4. . How. long have your PBTE programs been ‘in bperatjon?
5. How:mény faculty and staff are iavolved full-time in performance-
“‘based programs? (Please. use full-time qguivalents, e.g., b4 people .
@ quarter time = 1.) - _ o .
. X . ) : a6 4 R
" 6. Please indicate what kihd of retraining program, or accessibility )
" to retraining, you have for,faculty.involved in your programs?
['1 Seminars . . - " [ 1 “Conferences - - ; T
['] Informal meetings <[ 1-None . . . S
"[ 1 other (please describe) : il " '
: Lo : . - ) s < /. .'
» - . s o«

o P ' ‘ , . ‘ .
S Please describe the training programs you haye for classroom

| _ .. ...teachers involved in PBTE programs? [ ] None. ,
. / N - .
8. Are you engagded in, or operating, a teaching center (i.e., a coordin-

. .ating site for teacher education whergvperformance criteria are :
formulated,ﬁsupervised and evaluated, and/or where research and ..
development are undertaken), or a consortium arrangement? -

. v . ~ o ' . ) - A
[[]1 Engaged in “’[ 1 Planning .1 No R .

Please specify with whom or with which groups you are inyclVed.
. SR T o _ -

-

| ‘
7 : - .

3
i . .

Q - N ; L | ) . | ‘ 33/‘ ) | ‘ ' ' . ‘ =
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. B Eale >

- B

e . [ ! , ’ )
9. Has your tra%ning'prodram.é“gn evaluated and'approved-by tbé State
. Board of Education? f RN o > e .

[1 ves -, [] #Ha~  [170na pilgt basis ..

10. Please indicate beloﬁ what knn&s\of,problems were: encouﬁtered in, -
changung from “ene type of program to another._ B

Space problgms a0 ] Flnanc1al Support o
Equipment o _ //ﬂ [] COOperatlon of institution !\ .-
Faculty dllocatiens ., [ ] Other (please descrlbe)

3 . v .

.
e
3

y .r . g . .

_ PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

11. . At what stage in bis/her academdc career does a student apply fOF%
entry lnto a PBTE program? °

) - 4 . : :\ Y - &
[ 1 Freshmen ° .[ ] Sophmore [ 1 -Junior - \[.] Senior, L
. , ). graduéte [ '] varies . P : "‘ .
12.  How does*a student gain entry into the program? e
L [ 1 self-selection : [ ] Minimum GPA ; : e
: - [} Recommendations - [ 1 Counseling : ‘ T
” [ ] Interview. [ 1 Examinations (specify)
- [ ] other (specify) . . - - S ' ’
" 13. . Do ypu‘héve a atement of goals, or a. ratlonale, ‘for your overall o
.. PBTE program? {1f avallable, please enclosé a c0py ) S i‘i&~

Lo k'] Yes. ' '“['], No el |n¥process

w




v - ‘Other elements:

_33_

lhi Are the ‘expressed. obJect|Ves of your program classvfied in any: of
the following ways7 .. :

. S
% g

[1, Cognitlve (pa.tucnpant is requnred to «demonstrate knowledge
: . ‘and-intellectual abilities). :
. [ 1 Performance-based (partlcipant is required to do’ someth|ng
] ' ' g rather than simply know something). ¥

[ ] Consequence based (participant is reduired to bring about
. ¢ specified performance dnd/or change in-others).
- [ 1 other (please descrlbe) . . SR

[

15. On the following check=list, please indicate- whlch characterlstncs
are basic to your PBTE program. : ’
Competencles (knowledge, skills, behavnors) demonstrated by the

' student are:. - T -
N ] derived from explicit conceptions of teacher roles. I
2[ ] stated so as to permit assessment of a-. student-s behavior =
' in relation to specific competencies. .’
[ ] made public.in advance.

P

L)

Criteria employed in assessing competencies are:

[T based upon, and in harmony with, specifled competencies

[] explicit in stating expectéed levels of-mastery and under
specified conditions.

[ 1 made public in advance.

Assessment of the student's competency: co ' .

[ 1 .uses his/her performance as the primary source of evidence. .
[ 1 takes into account ‘student's knowledge relevant to teaching
and learning behavior. ' . .
-~ [ ] strives for objectivity. . e

’

[ 1 The student's rate of progrfess through the program s

' demonstrated competency rather than by time or course
completion. o .

[ ] The instructional ‘program is intended to-facilitate the

development and evaluation of the student's achievement -

of competencies specified. .

The emphasis is on exit, not.on entrance, requurements

The.program is field centered.

Instruction moves from mastery of specufied technlques to

‘role integration. " : -

P
—— — —
et bt d

N
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16, Which of the’folldwing}aréaé of your p%égram’a?e performance-based?
\ - , .. ) - » ‘ ' Cos - T e -

N3

L All:- Some None % (if determined) ;
: ' 7k General studies” . k?]” [1] . [ i . ¢;v./
LI . . N o \ -_— .

. | \Subject tatter . [ ] 0] [1 e
! Specialization” \ Lo

A1l cousses in the [] Ir1— 11 _

: ~ Professional
e . Education sequence .’ : !
. ! - )

. . ‘ A . H
' / = N - - ‘ - / — o -
g . E
- - v; N : ~

- - - f ' . .
17.- What.aqproach’do you use’in content development? (Please check
wherever” applicable.) '

& . ['
[

\

Reformulation of current courses. ' o
Task analysis (observations of teachers teaching to develop
_‘competencies) . ' ERR R »oo :

Studying the rieeds of childréq.' '
. .. Theoretical approach. ' \ , _
Cluster approach (identification of curriculum areas, and
.deduction of behavioral objectfves)." .
[ 1 use of competency lists formulated elsewhere. : .
[ 1 Other methods (please describe). ,//

-
»

-

~

[—g - [—y -

(
[
[

Sod

\ i . .

18. If*you have developed your own cufriculum as descriqu in 17; a
please indicate who has been involved in this procesg; R

3
e

N -

<

&

19.° a. At what pofnt in your. program is the student introduced to the
" classroom setting? : '

. — ,‘
b. What is the length of time allotted for student teaching?

4 . (‘} . —y %

P

c. ‘Wwat other field experiences are available toﬂyour students?

! . +
| . . i ”
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' 20. To whaf extent are each of the following used in your PBTE programs?
) A great | Moder- | - -1 Not at )
N deal ately vRarely all
- _Miﬁcrc’:tea‘ching S I I T [1- L1 []
Classroom observations [‘] x'a' [ ] [ ] L ¥
Simstation  , | L1 .. 0] (1 0y
" ‘Observation schedules :‘ SRR N R A B “[] ]
Instructional modules - o0 | | ] 11 [1 R
Clusters (a group of o | 1 (1 1] 11 . .
“related modules) , . a ‘
Individualized . ' (1 0] N (1]
:instruction o v o L. !
Team teaching .~ | 01 1 17 01 .

2]. If, as indicated |n 20, you use |nstruct|onal modules (defined  as

;
3 ' ” ) ' *
3 : g "» P M *

M3 set of learnnng\act|V|t|es--W|th objectives, prerequisites, .pre- S
assessment, instruct jonal activities, post- assessment, and remeduatuon,”)
_ please answer the questnons below: < : o !
a. What is the total number of modules used in your program(s)7 ¢ o
, * ; - S.‘x‘, " ’ ’ . ' lw
b.. Of these, how many were developed locally? . !
c. &here did you obta?n the others? .
i ' d. Howﬁmaﬁy were fleld tested before |mplementat|on7 C ; i .
S e. How many modulesif re currently being deveIOped for your “
- .. program(s)? f f
il
» » ) ' ' . i . o » i L. -
o 41 : a
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If you use modules extenstely, please iqdicaté your level’of satisr
faction with the modules currently in use: ' : :

[ 1 Very good [ ] Satisfactory [ ] Adequate [ ] ‘Mixed -
. [ 1. Inadequate - R

Have you_develdbed or modified training ﬁa;erials;’othér than °

instructional modules, for your program? : '

[ﬁ]“ Yes. [-] No‘L(aestribe)

1 »

-

What other internal or external 'support gerviceé have you‘used-(e.g.,
existing catalogue of competencies, outside consultants, State
Departments of Education, etc.)? -

T

Which of the following requirements do you use for graduation from
your program? I - o '

>

e
~

Minimum number of hours [ Minimum GPA )
Competencies’ completed [ Microtepching evaluations
Supervisory evaluations - N Obsqrvaz?on schedule analyses
Criterion-referenced tests [ Other (please specify) '

-

EVALUATION .

26.
27,

28.

Do your students have to meet a specffied achievement level in each
module? [ ] VYes I 1 Nos - - ‘
: ' - .. . v B < .
Do you have retraining (or recycling) procedures for those who do
not reach competency levels? [ 1 Yes [ 1% No.. -

Is there a maximum number of trials allowed forAcompetencies?'

[] Yes ‘I 1 No. - -

“Is there a maximum amount of tfme allowed? [] Yes




. 3Q. What evidence on evaluation of behavior is gathered to assess
aéhievgment'lev;ls of the modules, or other forms of training?
) o / , ’ L - .
[ 1 oObservation - [] Written tests
“ .« [ ], Self-report ’ - [ ] oOral tests
- [ 1 other (Please specify) ____ ° ‘

3. ,Wh;t kind of grgding'syStem(s) doAyou'use?

"

Negotiabie,'

[ ] Letter-grade » L] .
[ ] varies - . [ ] Incomplete-complete
[ ] Pass-fai) : [ 1 oOther (specify)-

32.‘ How do ‘you arrive at a syhfhesis of the individual‘stddent's skills
after he/she has gone through your program?

r

e

33.  How do you evaluatebyqur PBTE, program? e
. _ i

" a.- Curriculum review by:

] Faquiy‘committees-' 1] Off-campds.personnel

[ 1 Student committees [ 1 other (specify) s .

b. Fachlty performance measures:

L

. [ 1 Classroom vjsitation []- Studént‘ratings
[ 1 Achievement test. [ ] self-evaluation
results [ 1 Other (specify)
. b, : . ‘ S N
- c. Graduate feedback: , ‘ ' e
. . - . . ' \ .
[ 1 ‘Informal report - + [] On-site visits
[ ] Questionnaires [ ] Other (specify)’
,u R ' . ‘- A\ - .’ ¥
./
. "y .

=

&,
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34. Do you have formal research or d veloﬁﬁent brogréms/?n éonjunction
with your PBTE. program? [1 [ 1 No. '

35. What would be most helpful pé you in developing your PBTE‘prograh?

(Please dq/ﬁot”sayf”money;“”instgad, state what t7 ‘money would

‘es

suppo r7” _ s
/
/ -/ |

/ - - i . // c .
36. Please give name of person to contact for information on PBTE (i f
other than pame on cover sheet). ; :

— e}

e

: - ; r
/o N < B ! R
37. - Please’add any comments desired. ’
2 f
: |
- - | .
- 1{ -
a %
b -
: : .
]
-
) A S 3
-~ i -
{
) a * THANK YOU ' \
o .- . Y . '
e e - . 1
. 4
i
- '/'
° -'
/
. 44
[




© =39- ~ 'APPENDIX B

k3

- AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF COLLEGES FOR TEACHER EDUCATiON

One Dupont Circle,sthihgton,D.C.zooj6(zoz)zg3—z45o ; :
' ' ~ May k, 1973

. ]
. . ~

4

':Dear Co'l league:

Your institution participated in a preliminary survey about performance-
based teacher education conducted “last fall by the American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education. “That survey.revealed 131 teacher education
institutions with one or more programs which met the criteria for PBTE as
defined by' Elam in PBTE: What Is the State of the Art? (AACTE, 1971). /
- In the response from your institation--which is orie of the 131--you were

" designated as the individual best ‘able to discuss the progress of PBTE /

in your ingtitution. - - S

P . ’ " i A .

Thé Associatign's Committee on Ferformance-Based Teacher Education would

" now like to gg\her more extensive information on these 131 programs in

~ order to build up our depository of information about PBTE, and to provide
_current information for the Committee and the totak educational community.

Several other Hatl nal organizatiops with Wwhich AACTE has worked closely
are very interested ‘tn-determining the current state of the art. One such -
ordanjzation is the Educational Testing Service which includes a group.of
researchers and program”diyectors‘responsible for teacher behavior research
and programs. The research |in teaching now going on at ETS concentrates on o
developing evaluation processes for performance-based, programs. Both AACTE :
and ETS are involved with the proposed national Commission on Performance= "
Baséq\Education. A year-long feasibility study, recently completed,"

recommended establishing such a. commission to act as an information clearing- .

house and research stimulus for PBTE.

s 1

We felt that {:éurvey which combined the interests described above would
save time for all parties, but especially for the respondents. An analysis
of the survey results will be sent to all respondents; the present 'schedule
calls for a preliminary report to be mailed by approximately June 15.

We thank you for your cooperation. i | , |
mes R. Deneen, Director Kar1 Massanari, Director o

eacher Progrdms and Services : Performance-Based Teacher

Educational Testing Service Education Project and .
' ' ' Associate Director, AACTE

-

I4

4.

] R ) - - ) Ay 1
T [N : ' . '
i - | . 45 : L -
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- AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF COLLEGES FOR TEACHER EDUCATION
i One Dupont Circle, Washington,D.C.20036(202) 293-2450

* “May 31, 1973

Dear Colleague:. v

Your institution participated in a preliminary survey about performance-
.based tedcher education conducted last fall by the American Association of
Colieges for Teacher Education. That survey revealed 131 teacher education
institutions with one or more programs which met the criteria for PBTE as '
defined by Elam in PBTE: What is the State of the Art? (AACTE, 1971).
.in the response from your Thstitution--which is one of the 131--you were
designated as the individual best ‘able to discuss the progress of 'PBTE

in your institution. : ' '

R F’ . 1 - 3 -4 )
The Association's Comittee on Performance-Based Teacher Education in
- ‘conjunction with Educational Testing Service would now like to gathef more
extensive. information on these 131 programs in order to build up our
depository of irformation about PBTE, and to provide current information -

for Eb; tommittee and the total educational community.
- b . . . .

-

<

-

We have not: yet received your response to our .earlier mailing of May &,
and .are therefore sending out -this second ,request. If we have crossed in
- the mails, please forgive.us; we are concerned with providing the most
"~ complete reporting possible. . o ‘ 5,

* s

o

The cut-off date for this survey is June 10. An analysis of ‘the survey
results will be sent to al[‘respondents. S
We thank you for yodr cooperation.

. , K

o N b
mes R. Deneen, Director = Karl Massanari, Director -
eacher Programs; and Services ” _ ~ Performance-Based Teacher

Educational Testing Service . ’ . - Education Project and
' ' S - . . . Associate Director, AACTE
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Sahple,Eomments;from Qdestioné 35 and 37:- & =

¥

35.° What would be most helpful to youf'prog?am...? W - : K

"Research personnel to develop the,techniques'to evaluate our
product effectively.' oo .
"The things that money would purchase! i.e., In-Service time

for professional personnel. Think Time. " Travel to visit - .
other programs. Increased secretarial help to develop modules.

The cost of producing a module ‘(not revision, etc.). is over

§1,860." - - | : . ’ ) : e

'”Facultyfskrsonnel; transportation for student to teaching
centers; ‘more -incentives for the teachers in the schools to <
cooperate, such as leaves, released time, attendance at : o

conferences.' o ¥

""Improved integration of program with other parts of Teachers
Colleges ‘and Arts ahd Sciences programs; improved monitoring

'and research services, funded planning time for improvement ‘ Lt
of materials and revision of same; réleased time for staff ' :
and teachers for dual planhing.' o '

“An analytical,study'oT 'iconsequences'' to reduce the prolif- ‘
erating competencies. If we don't synthesize, we are going

. to- pollute tHe effort." o ‘

MTime for deve]oping and researcﬁing CBTE ﬁate?ials; confering.
video-tape materials; inservice-education for all personnel."

'Study qf’differences attributable to PBTE programs compéred
with matched paired control group...." . . -
Vo . N L . -

37. Open comments: . o v

. ’ - 3

N VCBTE will nqp’su;vive unless dissemination is better (peoplé
( nogyhcarding) and there is financial support. - Accessibility
is just too difficult.' - .

1 . .we feel that we can have a significant effect on the : .
 quality &f education—far more than with a traditional course- .
soriented approach to graduate teacher education." :

»

~/"Mt's the only way to fly!" > o v '

~

3
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