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Preface
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is unique. -
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> . .
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) A Center of,Nﬁtiona& Leédership for the _
Performance-Based Teacher Educdtion Movement:
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o THE CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

This report has a double purpose: (1) it describes a study of the fea-
2
sibility of creating a national organization to stimulate, develop, integrate,
A
and lead a movement for performance-based teacher education and certification;

(2) it ﬂroposes creating such an organization. Although the twofold purpose

is adhered to in the organization of the report, both parts are explained and

developed throughdut in their relationship to the rationale for the performance-

>
®

based education movement: its philosophy and its emergent technology.

The feasibilit§ study was undertaken because Ehe fragmentation of the
movement appeared to be eroding its potential support: its advocates had
been moving in directions that were either unrelated or at cross-purposes.
w;rse, recently recommended changes, demanding complete reorganization of
programs, new functions for faculties, and new styles of learning for students
have, by their scope, exacerbated fears and encouraged pestiveness.

Indeed, some of these fears are not entirely unrealistic. In recent .
years, both the states and’schools of education have engaged in a flurry

<

of activity with regard to teacher evaluation and certification. Each move

N 3

has in its way prese?ted problems. Several states, for example, have either
enacted legislation or taken administrative action to change the rules e
'governing certification. They are asking candidates to present evidence

of demonstrated teach{hg competence or requiring schools and departments of
education to develop program; emphasizing the acquisition of teaching'

competence. Some have even proposed that certification be renewed N

periodicatﬁy, and that the. criteria for such renewals be based on evaluations AN

of demonstrated teaching competence. Assuredly, such actions will be a

~

powerful stimulus in changing programs for the education of teachers, but

v
-~

T

r

T T Ty T T . - T T T T T T S S S O T ST VLY P Dy S DU Ty TSt Ty Ty I T P R ST SO e poapara




. they have aroused anxiety and even hostility. Teacher educators resent
the imposition of changes by the state or they claim that too much is s

expected too soon or they are threatened by the dilution of the university

. and colleges' traditional control over the education of teachers.
Schools of educatioi, too, have begun to develop performance-based
programs, but these efforts are generally unrelated. One consequence of
uncoordinated development is that teaching competence has come to be -
S defined %n many different ways--nof necessarily incompatibly, but with no
cleaq~relation to each other. If proérams were to continue developing

. in this manner, it would be difficult to specify minimum levels of competence
/

4

. for all teachers. Nor would there be any way of determining whether teachers

N v

educated in one program were more or less effective than those educated in

* oyt ! - \’ . ’
another. : . + ’
1]

’

‘ispa’rat-e efforts, four’thermore, dilute the limited resources available

for deQElopmenc.: Exchange of ideas, methods, and matevials continues to be
3 ©

extremely limited. Thus, each new developmental enterprise perforce begins

about where its predecessors did, by defining anew teaching competencies
and by developing its own instructional and assessment systems. The
h ) -~
N inevitable. consequence of such isolation is that new programs emerge VvVery

M —

slowly, and they unfbrtunately aggravate the anxiety of those seeking to

—

satisfy demands for rapid change. Moreover, many new programs are liable

.

to charges of p%Fochialism or idiosyncrasz.
L)
Thus, despite great interest and purposeful movement toward change,

there is a squandering of resources, disparity of effort , and too-5low

v
B Y .

&y
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progress in creating.viable programs. In the absence of common conceptions
about the naturemof teaching competence and of assessment systems for
measuring it, the impact of the initiated changes is deflected. This
dilemma permits those opposed to change to exaggerate the difficulties

inherent in describing and measuring teaching competence and hence to

. PR

,c%gim that the movement can never succeed. But even the sympathetic are
v

disheartened by the overwhelming quantity of work needed to bring about

effective change in the context of an uncoordinated movement.

~

Nevertheless, there continues to be genuine intereét in and commitment
to evaluatingfteachers' effect on student learning. This climate of

opinion has arisen because both professionals and laymen are distressed

e
e

with the quality of teaching, as each yeaf yields further evidence that
. ° s

» A

large numbers of children are not ,mastering the pasic skills. The ennui of

-

t, 7
youth, the drug culture, the dropouts, the c¢dunter-culture, the disorder in

the universities have all also been taken as evidence that the American
/ ~) ‘
educational system is somehow inadequate to its responsibilities.

Explanatiéns offered to account for these phenomena have sften been
absurdiy simplistic, and the proposed solutions.havs been, s@ say the least,
bewildering in their d}versity. There are calls, fof exaﬁple,.for
alternative schools, for a deeﬁphasis on schoofing, for ths initiation of
statewide assessmeét %f student learning, for the passage of accountability
laws, for delaying the grangiﬁg of tenure to'teachers, and for their

periodic recertification. But there is a common call: . something must be

done to improve the quality of teaching in 4merican schools. Many suspect,

e

(
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and with good .reason, that teachers lack sufficient instructional skills. t

.

Teachers are quther sesp as insensitive to students, unable to motivate

_ ~
or hglp them to learn, ana\ﬁhable;to adapt their teaching to changing

e

. social mores and life-styles. ' “

A

The impugning of teachers has probably been too sweeping: 1in many i

1

instances it is little more than bewildered scapegoating. But the post- -

e

World War II era has lavished large sums on improving teache;s' salaries,
school facilities, ;nd curricula. It is‘therefore hardly surprisiﬁg that
the public thinks it now time to demand improvements in educational
results. This accounts for their interest in imﬁroving the effeétiveness
of teaching. ,

5 There ‘is surprising consensus on the cause of ineffective teacliing

It is generally believed that the programs of schools and dgpart— |

ments of educgtion are at fault bgﬁause they teach about teaching rather
than faciliégte the practical acquisition of teachiﬂg competence. Programs
for prospective teachers typically comprise courses set in the frgditional

. academic .mold: fixed hours for 1ecturés and discussions, assigned readings,
and periodic tests. Grades in such courses mean just about what they usually
mean in academic courses -- éhey denote standing of the student relative
to others in a class. But they are rarely meaéurés from(which aﬁ accurate
estimate of te;ching competence may be made.

. Where minimal practigal gxperiencé is indeed provided, it'may be

, inadequately supervised. Moreover, if a prospective teacher performs poorly

' in practiéal work, the only consequence to him is a lower grade. ' He is not




L]

. . - . .
prevented from moving into a teaching post. It is a safe gengralization, -

in any case;—that graduates of most programs have had very little direct’

. :
teaching experience and that practically npthing is known about the

. \ )
prospective teacher's instructional skills or potentidl.
- / _ |
The status quo is prolonged year after year -- not because teacher

educators or their students are upaware of the predicament, but

because of impediments to developing comprehensive altermatives. It

is obviously difficult to change the academic course structure where habit

impedes imagination, Further, although there are few who do not pay lip

~

service to the value of practical experience, educators are often loaéﬁ’\n\
to scant, for its sake, what they regard as important theoretical knowledge
(no matter now remote or: tenuous its relevance to practice). When more
practical experience, éuch as.internships, is a&ﬁed to programs, it

is not infrequently more of the typical under-supervised kind. Obviously

o

a comprehensive reform is badly needed.
\ N

Those who advocate the ghift to performance-based teacher aducation

’

3
programs are seeking just such«radicalyﬂ&ggge. This change should
achieve, before all else, an educational program that trains for and

assesses teaching competence. Another important goal is to change teachers'
2

ideas of professional responsibility and to help them learn the attitudes

and skills required to assume this new responsibility.

. . A
Professional responsibility should mean that teachers accept the .

. charge to evaluate the quality of their teaching and to improve it. Account-

1
|

ability should not, of course, have to be imposed on teacher?. But 1if teachers
are to be more responsible in this sense, they cannot be educated as they
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. ’

are now. The prospective/teacher typically plays a passive role as a

- » .
student, with little regponsibility for self-direction and self-evaluation. !

s

The consequence is a person who enters the profession expecting to be
monitored and evaldated by others and expecting to be told how to improve.
. '

When such help is inadequate, as it all too frequently is, teachers can be
‘ /

mired in heiplessness, an impasse they seek to circumvent by routines that:

may reassur€ them but that of fer few benefits for their students. Since \/// 1
the goal of performance-based teacher education programs is to produce p)

¢

teachers who can assume dgsponsibility for personal improvement, the

g
« 7 . 3
programs emphasize self-evaluation and learning how to learn on one's own
13

. initiative. «
\

*===“\,'q The advocates of performance-based teacher educ programs-are
urging significant changes in the goals, methods, and spirit of programs

° e
for training teachers. The most important of these changes is to be the

.

primary purpose of the students' work and, consequently, of the crite
' / - e

by which the program is¥to be judged:- the student's goal-mﬂ§?¢be the

achievement of instructional competencies. These are d&fined as specific

‘teaching skills and combinations thereof whose acquisitiohfthe student

A

‘must demonst%ate to some pre-specified level of performance. The trainee

is not _to be permitted to.move through the ins actional system until he
- - : 4 - ~
a h | l . /\
s has demonstrated that he has acquired competepce at each step and level; ///
- . he may not graduate or complete réquirements simply by taking courst;%/{ 5 - 4?
Designers of performance-based programs dlso advocate crespfng struc- ‘f

.

tional modules whose function is to facilitatq acquiring-each specific

|

u 4
.

;

}

W
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-
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v

teaching skil'l. When this paradigm is applied, one result wili be to -

eliminate the traditional structﬁre of colirses. Another result will be

the student's greater freedom to learm and rgsponsibility for his own

learning. That is, each tr%;nee will be permitted to demonstrate competence

. ¢ ’
as quickly as he or she feels ready to. Nor will the trainee be obldged

‘V
§§ go through any instructional module if he or she can demonstrate the

of the methods for svaluating students' achievement of

\S?mpet nce. Thesd4 methods must above all evaluate teaching performance;
N . . N ~\ ‘
’ésgegsme & of knowledge about teaching is only of secondary importance.

N ’ \ ]
N

Evalﬁasio will be made againstia pre-specified criterion (which meéans

.

that tgzaig\onal grading systems will disappear) . Evaluatidns must hglp
\ ‘ :
o . » . o
clarify what th&¥3tudent negds to do to improve. The student is to be
, . ®
encouraged and helped also. to evaluate hi% own competence. Finally, a

product of the evaluation system would be a well focused picture of the

Y. : -~ »
. wr Y.
student's strengths, so.that he and others will know'what he does well

and where he functions with only minimal competence. . >\$

- . Such changes are not mere gimmickery; their purpose is not to eliminate

the traditional in faver of modish innovation. Rather, their intent is

. -

to reform teacher educationyby changing its focus, eﬁphasis, and methods.

Their effect will be to pfomote institutional and professional accountability

@

through comprehensive and objective evaluation of teaching skills.

il
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,and fycilitate the growth of teaching competence, and only if those students
who havd demonstrated competence may be certified to teach, will any sub-

stantial lmprovement be made in the educational profession. It is this

belief that\has spurred the performance-based teacher education movement.
Thus, if th;\h

. . ‘.
ovement is to achieve its goals of reforming teacher education,
\

A ’ ‘
descriptions of  teaching competence must be expeditiously developed and

their validity must be tested. Instructional and assessment systems must

similarly be designed and tested. But these are not simple tasks; they

J

require a massive effort. - AN &

If the promise is ‘great, then the lack of direction, coordination, and

4

leadership is a critical matter. There is a very real danger that the
combination of rising expecﬁations about what performance-based teacher
education can accomplish, and the need to meet the rapidly changingorequire—

ments for certification will catch.the universities and colleges unprepared.
4 ~\ . s ‘

The feasibility study described in this report was conducted to determine

what could be done to create leadership and hasten its development, to

’

stimulate the movement's rapid growth, and to résolve its problems especially

in the context of a pressing situation in which certification requirements

.

are changing while institutions are ill-equipped to meet then and school

1 .
systems unpreépared to participate in training and evaluating new teachers. .
N

AN
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GOALS OF THE FEASTIBILITY STUDY

B One of the major goals of the feasibility study was to determine

. whether there was widespread concern about the directions which the
l per formance-based teacher education movement was going in and whether
othegs‘felt the need to oréanizq present efforts into a comprehensive
and coordinated\ggvement, with well-defined g?als and articulated
programs/of researéﬁ and'development. Was our.impression that there

A

was a lack of leadership a valid assessment? Was there a desire to

organize into a coordinated and integ;ated movegén;? Did others

see the need for national leadership and direction? Would they be willing

to work together to create a national center? v
) A second goal was to assess the state oé the art. What was actually

being done? How many and what kinds of programs had been initiated? What

kinds of instructional materials were available for widespread use? What
\

resources might be available for future developmerts? Who were. the leaders
- in the movement and what had they accoﬁplished? What organizations were
expressing an interest in performance-based teacher education? Were there

groups or persons likely to oppose the development of performancé—based teacher

¢
education and certification? ¢

-

The ahird goal was to determine what kindshof programs of research and
development needed to be initiated. How couldethose working on performance-
based programs be brought Eogether tdrinterrelate and integggte their efforts,
to use each other's work, to create centers of performhnce—baged teacher

education serving as models for emulation or adaptation? What needed to be

done to anticipate problems that were obviously emerging when faculties

g
J L]




N “

\
’

and certification officers attempted to create performance-based teacher

. education programs and certification systems? Did an organization need
v . N a

A

to be created to lead the movement, and if so, what kind of organization:
what would be its purposes, its programs, its resources? N

The work of the feasibility study was organized to answer these

>
questions. This report describes the answers to these questions at this
. .
point " in time. . ’ . -

’

. Procedures | . .

1] . 4
x

Two general methods were used to construct the study. First, we
~ C W™ - <
engaged in extensive consultation.on the need for creating an organization
”

to lead the performance-based teacher education movement. Second, We

-

analyzed'the current state of the art, out of which emerged the proposals A

for action.

v

Between February, 1972!and'August, 1972, we held three major meetings.

.

At the first meeting in Atlangic City, in February, 1972, we assembled

a number of persons who were of national prominence in teacher education

©

to seek their advice on®the need for a national organization and on the e

-

characteristics such an organization might have. Originally, we had

considered forming a consortium of the states which yere.already making ,

-

» rapid progress in stipulating new requirements for certification. Those
. . . )

.

present at this meeting told us that there was a great need for coordinating

the performance-based teacher education movement, but they urged us to *
2 - . ‘K’;
consider other ways of structuring such an organization. They argued -

<. that ‘integrating the programs of the states was too difficult because of

3 ’ the diversity of these programs and because creating a consortium of

‘

states would be fraught with political problems.
rd

ERIC \ : .
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The second meeting was held in Princeton, in March 1972. Deans of

schools of education, directors of teacher educat ion programs, and

state certificatiom officers were invited to attend. The invitations went
-~ . . ' ‘
tc those states and institutions which were presently making changes or

which hadlplanﬁ to do so. This group comprised those persons who would

. . ! J
P . & . .
have to give their consent to erganizing the leadershipsof.the performance-

based teacher education movement. They were those whose cooperation and
.o . \ ’
assistance were essential to the creation and influence of a center for

national léadership. , .

’

v This group also assured us that organizing the movement, particularly |
N . ¢
if it were directed to .solving certain problems, .was essential. Much of the

. . oy - - .
meeting was spent in describing what needed to be done to make pg;formance—

[N
.

based téacher education a reality. -

A third- meeting was held in Princeton, ié August, 1972, We invited

to this meeting those known to be making major contributions to research

and development in performance-based teacher education. By fhis t‘gk

.

we had formulated a tentative concept of the kind-of organization needed.

‘
3

We asked the conferees for their ideas. on the kinds of programs a national

organization should undertake. Again, this meeting was of critical 4

importance because the advice and consent of the individuals prese would .
. . %

-

eventually be necessary if the center for nationé}‘ﬁeadership were to take

-

-

form. A detailed description of the purposes and discussions of these

»

meetings as well és a list of the participants.ds presénted in Appendix A. -

There was almost unanimous agreement that the performance-based teacher

K

education movement needed leadership. Those who were doubtful thought
. : t

’

, .
a national organization might not be practical because of the diverse

institutions to be involved. 'Some were also concerned that centralized

~

leaderxh?p might be too restrictive. Most of the advisors, however,

v S B I R

N AN
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agreed that this very diversity required a centé: to focus and coordiﬁate
1 ‘ I
it. They also thought that if a naEional ‘organization provid;d for . ,
genuine participation of all codcerned, consulted extensively, and
‘ worked with wh;t was being done, there would be no reason to fear undue

influence. Much of the discussion centered on what kinds of problems .

needed to be solved, what kind of organization should be created to-

)

3

facilitate their solutions, who should be involved in the organization, .

_— C— . -

and how it might help work already underway. From these discussions

« emerged a very clear idea of the kinds of problems that:gseded solution,

Tt was also apparent that there would be willing cooperation in an brganiza-

~

4

: tion if participants were assured of an effective role-in its creation ,

- and development and if its undertakings fac%litated their piésent work

i3

ang did not seek to supersede it. - o
Ou: second\method fgr conducting the feasibjlity study was to create
a Coordinating Commitgee which served as a continging body, to determine
"what was occurring in the performance-based féacher educativn movement,
to assess its stage of development and.its wor;h, to analyze the substance

of the discussions conducted with many educators and researchers, and to N

. - ‘refine a concept of a center for national leadership in the movement.
. - &

-

-

,The’Coordinating Committee was created shortly after the Atlantic City
, 14 - .
meeting and worked on this study over the next efght months. The persons °

< T who were asked to join this group were themselves leaders in the performance- ‘

. Based téacher education program. Each was involved in a significant way

» ' R .

in the work of creating.Rerformance—based programs, had many national .

s 7/

contacts that.served as -a"source of information for the Coordinating Committee,
N g Co

Ky
.

. . i

was deeply committed to the idea of creating a center, and was willing to %
v

N . !

spend his energies to create one. . ’ ‘4

' |

1

|

i
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The members of the Coordinating Committee were: Mr. Theodore Andrews,
Bureau of Teacher Education, New York State Department of Education.
Mr. Andrews is director of the Multi-State Consortium, a project to
coordinate tﬁe efforts of state education departments in developing’

i ~

information and management systems for pgrformance—based certification

]

systems; Dr. Karl Massanari, Associate Director, American Association of”

Colleges of Teacher Education, and Chairman of the AACTE's Committee on

Competency-Based Eggggyiqn; Dr. Robert Houston, Director of the Performance-

’

based Elementary Education Program, University of Houston, and coauthor
L4

of Competency-Based Teacher Education; Drs Howard Coron, Director of New

York Uﬁiversity's Project on PefformaﬁgérBégéd‘Teacher Educatiom,, one of .
the trial p ojecEs approved by the Ngw York State Department of Education;

Dr. Horace Aubertine, who served as Associa%s Director of this project.

»

C . .. s ” . .
Dr. Aubertine is Coordinator of Teacher Education at Illinois State University,

one of the largest ‘teacher-training institutions in the country, where -

~

there has been active development of per formance-based programs and which

conducted a program of research on performance-based asséssmeft in conjunction

’

v Sy

with Educational Testing Service; Dr. Frederick J. McDonald, Projeet Director

of this study, is Director of the Division of Educational Studies and
. ~ -

chairman of the Teacher Behavior Research Group at Educational Testing Service: .

ER1

Pr. David Potter, member of the Teacher Behavior Research Group at Educational.

* Testing Service. JDr. Potter is director of the ETS participation in the

Hofstra Consortium, another trial project approved by the New-York State

1 - - [

’ President of Educational Testing SerVice, and the Project Director for the

Conant Studies of Teacher Education; Dr. Allen Schmieder, Bureau of Educational

Personnel, U.S. Office of Education, joined the group in the later stages .

. .
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Department of Education; Mr. J. Hollister, Executive Associate to the ) . 'i
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* certification laws; Dr. Potter is chairman of the Task Force on the

- )

|
of the studyy Dr. James Deneen, Director Of Teacher Examination Programs,

W
s

Educational Testing Service, contributed valuable advice to the Commit tee

13
over the period, of its work. ;

- e e T

Each member participated in many meetings with ce}}eagues who are
developing representative programs in performance-based teacher education.
Dr. Coron, for example, served for the Sears Foundation in the University

of Tol:do's program, one of the most completely developed in the country. -
Ay . .

Dr. Massanari has been in touch\with practicifly every performancg-based
program in the United States. Pr. Schmieder 'has helped to develop the
major programs in performance-based educatign supported by the Office of

Education. Dr. Aubertine kept us current op the work of the Illinois
3 N | . i
Task Force on Performance—-Based Certification. Dr. Deneen has worked

- . ‘

with the Teacher’ Licensing Board of the State'pf California and the

ralifornia Teachers Association on }I?ps for implementing the state's

¢
"

. <
new certification law. Dr. Houstdn is one of the most freégently called

upon speakers on performance-based teacher education, and is a member of

a group df directors of the Model Elementary Education Prograpi, a projeét

.

T . &
supported by the Office of Education, and one whichyhas had considerable

influence on the growth of competency-based programs. Mr. Andrews'

Multi-State Consortium project has joined together the certification officers

in those states that have made the most progress in changing their state
. 5

. ~ }‘_’ﬁ: - v
Definition of Competencies of the Hofstra Consortitim. _The credentials

LS
N

of these professionals are'described in fgrther‘detail in Appendix B.
Thé Coordinating Committee mét once a month for several days at a

v \

time, and on two occasiens it had working périods of four and five days. W

-~

- .
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The members also served as sounding boards for those attending the three

meetings discussed above. Further details about the work of the Coordinating

Comnittee may be found in Appendix C.

One outcome of the Committee's exploratory work was a foregone

conclusion: they could find no common focus for development in extant

El

programs. Moreover, they discovered no common goals toward which programs

of research were moving. Such funding as had been made available was

being used principally for stimulating interest in the concept of performance-

based educadtion. Furqﬁhr, it became apparent that many of our colleagues,

concerned .about the blunting of effor genuinely desired leadership.

The task of the Coordinating Commiftee, therefore, was to design both

an organization and a program agcéeptable to the committed and involved,

one that would Satisfy thein iplying needs.
A major idea about how

cmerged in these discussions. Hroblem was to create an organization,

but what were we to organize? Originally, as we have noted, we thought of

organizing around states that were changing their requirements for certification,

a

But our advisors stressed that the proposed organization should be independent.

It codthgnot lead 1f it had to, cope with the problems. that would inevitably

-

arise if it “were linked too closely to existing institutions. They also
~

"stqcssed how importah¢ it was that this organization be flexible. They

e
B ]
-, >

meant fh&E\lt should have the freedom to begin new programs expeditiously,

~.‘~~ e .
S,
.,

seeklng to 1nvorve persons whose knowledge and skill were most relevant to

the task at hand., Out of our di@gussions of this advice emerged a concept

. s,

\

M
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of an organization unencumbered by bureaucratic sloth, par0chial‘inL§£§sts

¢

and local commitments, an organization free to find the best talent for,

3

\
its work, free to consult widely and to involve persons in various ways.

We decided that a National Commission (whose characteristics will

be described in Part II) was the most promising method for organizing
o

such a center of dational leadership. But we needed to decide what this

(ommission ought to'do. What specific programs should be the substance

N *

Our studyhaf the cu)rent state of performance-based teacher

‘

education led to the inevitable conclusion that it needed as underpithing

an integratqg\program of research and.development on ‘teaching competence’,

on what were the most effective ways to train for it, and on how to evaluate

it. It will be useful in understanding our proposals for both the structure
. » L

~

of the Commission and its programs to consider what we learmed when we

‘

examined what was happening ‘as p%;formance-based teacher education programs

began to develop and as thg ideaﬁgf such programs began to stir interest.

A

re
'
™~
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THE SCIENCE AND ART OF_PER?ORMANCE—EiSED EDUCATION

) . 4
We needed to know how far the science and art of perfermance- P ‘

% o

based education had advanced because the National Commission was to mount ‘ |

a program of research and development. If there were sufficient knowledge
> it

A

about teaching competence that could be applied, then the/rééearch and
developmeﬁt program o;ght to be directed to devz}opipg instructional systems
so that teachers acﬁuired this knowledge and the“skills d;rivea from it.
l£, howgber; there was an inadequate scientifgc basis for stipuléting
what competencies a teacher ought to acquire, then the Commission should
stimulate the development of this knowledge.

A related dhestioniwas,how much is known about the practical.arts of
teaching that might both be used i; tratning teachers and be a starting

point for research? Many practical arts develdp be(ore there is a body of

scientific knowledge that supports the practice; médicine and engineering are
‘ 7
notable examples.

-
-

Siqilarly, we might ask whether the educator of teachers is already
so skilled in the arts of training teachers that he or she can readily apply

what is known to a new style, a new-modality for educating teachers.

Research on Teaching Skills ' -

What do we know about thosg’%indS‘of teaching competence that are

likely to affect significang changes in’ students? First,,~ﬁgre is yet to
. V2 ~ '

be developed a description of the essential competensiéé requiréa\fqprteaching.
~

For many reasons--comparatively little research,,iﬁgdequate research, impoverished

coﬁceptualizationé of the nature of teaching><the research on teaching
. - . /’ .’i

s




sLompetence has not produced enough knowledge from which to derive a clear -

concept, of the goals of a perforqgncéébased teacher education program.
£

» 3

/ The lack of a substantial scientific foundation to support the choice
. of teaching skills to be learned does not mean that professional educators

or teacHers themselves have no idea as to relevant competencies needed

A
in teaching. There is a rich, if not overabundant, literature.on teaching

and teaching skills. But the concepts, theories, and hypotheses about

. teaching skills necessary to produce certain desirable changes in pupils

are largely-untested. To say that they are untested does not mean that the

3

ideas are worthless, only that their validity remains to be demonstrated.
Further, some of these concepts of teaching are contradictory; that
is, if one were to accept one theory or one concept of relevant teaching

skills, he ought not & accept a competing theory or’ concept. Yany of the

. -

theories are still only vaguely described. There are, to be sure, lists”

L
itemizing highly specific skills, but their interrelations are still un-
known. Still, this body of knowledge will be a rich base from which to
ultimately derive more valid concepts ogbspecific teaching skills.

3
It is essential to grasp the significance of this point. We cannot

assyme that‘creating performance-based teacher education programs is simply

a matter of devising a better program of training. It is simply not suffi-

¢ »

cient, for example, to add hmore practical, experience to teacher training
e .

Lt . programs or to make these programs, in the current jargon, "field-centered"

without first answering fhe critical question: for what competency shall

+ <

this practical experience train?

-
v
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. P The Development of Assessment Strategigs and Proceduyes
. T
The concept of a pertormance-based tegcher edufation movement dictates
. »~

that evaluations be made of the teaching skills acquired by students so
- educated. Performance-based programs provide for continuous training and
: evaluation of the candidates until they reach a specified criterion level
- -~
of perforMance. Both the acquisition of specific teaching skills and of
e G
general teaching competence must be assessed and evaluated. .
—
Many of the persons with whom we consulted pointed out again and again

. that the greatest lack in the performance-based education movement was

assessment strategies for evaluating competence. There are several reasons

why this is so. First, th essment of teaching performance is an’

i
undeveloped field of measugbmenn& There are measures of subject-matter

knowledge teachers must have, measures of knowledge about the psychology of

-

teaching and about teaching methods, and measures of teachers' attitudes and

values. These are not, of course, measures of teaching performance. The

3

relevance to teaching skill of what-they measure has yet to be demonstrated.
Not only do new techniques have to be devised to assess teaching performance,

but also the decision-making strategies required for evaluating teaching

4
competence must be developed.

EY

Apart from a large number of observational systems of Qariable quality,
there are, however\ no measures of teaching skill. Existing observational
. systems are baseg on some concegt or theory of what constitutes adequate
teaching. One assumes that they are valid measures of teaching performance
-
only if one can grant that what they are measuring is a teaching skilI.
But in fact many lack the necessary'cﬁaracteristics of an acceptable

N

measuring instrument.

ERIC | o .
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' The seeoid reason that teaching-performance assesément strategies "
have not been developed is that the instructional strategies and systems
. B used igrperformance—based teacher education programs must be different.
Unlike much traditional testing, performance assessment is not designed ‘t'
~ . .

~21-

to select those who already have high aptitude for teaching. Neither is

.

the function of performancé assessment to describe large groups of teachers

7 . . _
in terms of where they stand with respect to each other in teaching skill.
o

Teaching-performance assessment will have two purposes; ofie purpose will

~ : ;
be to provide the teacher educator with continuus information on the acqui-~
. [ - *

sition of specific skills by the teacher trainees. The teacher educq}or needs

. A
: to know, as the candidate proceeds through ﬂQg instructional program, whether

. -~

'y

. . Lo - .
or not he or she has reached specified criterion levels for specific 'teaching

-

skills. Y .o
@& .

e ‘ - . - Rt am.

The second purpose of ﬁerformance-asseqsment will be to provide,thg tehcher

educator with information that he needs to make a summative evaluatidn about “/;,;f’

Plcd

the competence of a teacher that is to be certified. Summative evaluations

must tell the teacher educator whether E?~not the specffic skills have been’

. ‘%ntcgfated into complex behaJioral'patterns which the teacher trainee can adapt

.

to a wide variety of teaching tasks, such as those associated with differences -

in pupils, differences in purposes, and,differences in the . conditions in .which
‘ . v, )

learning takes place. The teacher ed;catorﬂﬁégds to know whether the teacher

Pl

trainee will perform as a competent teacher consistently on a day-~to-day .basis

i

under normal teaching conditions. He also needs to know the spéc;fic capabilities
Y R - - ,

or aptitudes that fit one teacher fcr one type of specifiéuteaching‘situation“
» K °

or-problem rather than for .another.

' ) * 2 R . ) . . | ! | . v
O ‘ * \ B NRY) ) .
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e Two concepts prevail in most discussions of what performance assessment .
s ¢ , ,
— shquld be like. One of these is that assessment procedures ‘should be

&,
criterion-referenced: that is, the level of attainment of a teaching skill

- should be specified, and the trainee should not move from one training
i

-component in a system to another until he or she has reached thJ’specified

criterion level for the performance in the first training component.

The secbnd concept #s that the assessment program must provide
) . } v
L\Eﬁxf;omation on a variety of skills by specifying the degree to which a
P Y y sp ying ) g

. R
, teacher is competent in each., The assessment system must proviie v \\\‘—
information of this kind about the trainee at each stage of his

~ -

— or her development as each trainee progresses through the training program.

Because teaching performance assessment is undeveloped, we made the

development of assessment ‘strategies and procedures an integral part of .
- . ) _

our projected program of research and development\for specifying and validading _

\ ; teaching skills. The reason for linking these two aspects of teaching .

.4

. ) ‘ ‘
~ performance--one, the behavis;al definition of the skill -and demonstration
%f its utility, and%he other, the procedure for measuring the level of
skill acquired--is that the two aspects are intimately related. The

process of defining and describing in behavioral terms the nature of the

teaching performance is part and parcel of the process of.devéloping an

e

. assessment procedure. An assessment procedure cannot be developed without
N L, .
a clear description of a skill, .and testing the relationship of the skill

x to pupil learning cannpot be studied unless one has the procedures for ~
\\\ 2‘;9 evaluating teacher performance and student pérformance. |
\\\ The firstprogram of the ﬁroposed National Commissi?g, therefore,

\\ has two major;p; inSprr;iated ?oals One, ;tg aevelop a taﬂaybmy of teaching

‘ performance whose elements have been demonqtrated to affect sthdent 1earning

AN / | .
. / i o /’

~
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significantly; and two, the development of reliable and valid measures of
these teaching performances. It is worth repeating that unless a research
and development program is initiated which attacks these two problems,

- the performance-based teacher education movement is not likely to have

-

much impact on teacher education progrgms.

.

The Art of Designing Instructional Systems in Pefformance—Based Teacher
Education Programs

Since teacher educators spend most of their professibnal time in the

4 .

training of teachers, one wouﬂg think that the faculties of colleges and univer-

’

v " sities would have little difficulty in adapting their

owledge in the service of

developing perfofmance—based programs. Realistically, however, we must face

the fact that most teacher educators are not instructional psychologists;
” " .
’ ¢

that they teach much as they have been taught themselves; that the
. . ~

[

range of teaching methodologies uséé in training programs is limited largely

to lectures and discussion. The objectives of the courses in these programs

4 ’
s are frequently vaguely defined and often specify what one ought to know

- -

1
. .o about reaching rather than what one hds to learn to teach effectively. The

methods of assessment are typically measures of knowledge about. teaching

and are rarely well-designed melsurement procedures. Many teacher educators .

are more interested in the substance of what th are teaching about than
/
. in the science and art of inculcating learning in their students. Unfor-
tunately, teacher educators are not noticealfly different from other univer-
;7 .

sity and college professors in their apprgéch to instruction.

* ‘

/
But a performance—based.teacher education program is built.on such

- e principles as: (1) clear specification of what is to be learned; (2) testing

modules of instruction for whether they produce the acquisition of the -

- 4 \
specific objectives; (3) assessment proceddres specifically related to the

\ .
Q g ’ : (S )
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objectives of instruction. In other words, the design and construction
N A | . .

? ] . - °
A ‘ of a sound performance-based teach education program require the skills

03

of an instructional engineer.

s O

In making a change from traditional programs to this new type of

. program, the teacher educator faces several problems. TFirst, the new *

w

type of program reqyires a total redesigngef the teacher education program.

; 1
o N
L\

e effectiveness of his training modules. Further,.he faces the uncertainities

) 7
that have been described above of what constitutes competence and how it
- L]

&

©

may be measured.

¢

' the country work with scant funds and in almost total isolation from

each other to-develop instructional systems and the instructional modules

which ‘they comprise. It is true that a few schools have developed fairly

/ nesota. B in these cases relatively small numbers o
. P L

J—
are involved.An the programs or;ﬁhé‘programS/Eiyé'just

LS d // ‘
and their~” effects are yet unkfiown.
/s

In a few places a most discpuraging practice is occurring. Traditional

' ' cohrseé are simply being repackaged as instructional modules. In such’

cases, it is dubious whegﬁgr these programs. are perfofmance-based.

~.
B
I P T .~ s
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There is a genuine need for tested instructional systems significant

for teaching because of their ieﬁgrencé to a proven body of data.
' . 3
" ?
- We decided, therefore, that a program of research and development was

.

essential to create effective instructional modules and, subsequently,-

effective instructional systems, but that such a program should start

. @ "
only after some solid achievement in validating competencies and developing

L

w

procedures to measure them.
Our plan is to begin within the first year a program to describe, test,
andﬂpeasure teaching skills; and in the second year to begin another program’

for developing and testing instructiorral modules designed to train, for the’

o

validated skills. The Commission's structure is designed to gfve great

flexibility in initjating programs at times when it becomes obvious that
oy s N - K

. such programs should be initiated. We expect, therefore, to begin work
. .

. s ,-»—-:/
“on the design of instructional systems as quickly as possible. /;he/start
0y / N

wofk}gill depend upon‘the progress made in our first 'progra&.<
, - : /

. v L

We Qere;eb%ﬁ }epeatedly that creating performance+/based programs
créated unique ‘administrative problems. - The grading of siﬁdents, for
example, in perfogﬁ;nce—based pfbgrams és entirely different from that in
traditional ppogfams.e . .

The question o£ %ow to maéage tﬁe grading system in a perﬁorma6ce-based
education progra; is repreientative of a number of administrative problemsu'“
- ' Each of these problem; arises because the organiz§ti?n of instruction will

“change in some significan} way ;nd ;he old methods of monitoring and cost-

%cc0uhting the system will no longer be useful. Further, administrators

of these programs have difficulty anticipating the/problems that are likely

. ,-)/~
o : ' oV

[
- . a "
[ - .
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' to arise in the new organizational system which mediates the ‘performance-

.
based program.

On the other hand, those who.héve already worked on performance-.

v

" based programs have acquired considerable experience in solving the problems

of managing them. But like much of the knowledge of the administration of higher

-y N #
N education, the ideas garnered from these experiences reside largeiy in the

c

N t .
heads of the developers and managers.

. We decided, therefore, that the third major program of the National N,

Comm1551on should be to assemble those .experienced in managing these programs,

have them analyze the management problems to be golved, and train others

*
lﬂbeginning new programs in tée required skilig.
A‘related\problem ischow states will manage certification processes as*

7 these programs become established. The  Multi-State Consortium is working

: ////, / " on this questloy// Wecexpect to work closely with the Consortium and use its
, .

s ”/// expertise to build mgnagement systems. - - -

-

- \ Research and Deveiopment and Educational Reform
The preceding sections have sketched the problems that many months
- 4 ,

‘ of observatlon} qnalyses, and‘dlscussfﬁf revealed to be critica%‘leading

,/‘us to conclude %Qat the performance -based movement would become another

g s

N - ~
12

hucatlonal fad if they were j;ﬁ first solved
. It may be useful to consjder briefly the difference between what we
sbi}l propose as a research and development program to be sponsored by the

National Commission and the educational reform movement of the pagt fifteen
- ?

' / years--the history of curriculum reform in the '60s is a relevant example. -

The curriculum reform movement should have succeeded far better than it

[
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did, because it did not have to face SQQ? of the problems that the perfor-
mance-based. teacher education movement must face. The curriculum reform
[ . ’

nmvemént, for example, had relatively little difficulty in persuading

.

people of the worthiness of its goals. Large numbers of professionals
. <
were readily assembled to construct curricular materials. There were
. © N

attempts .to evaluate the curricular reforms on a national scale. Yet ,
these changes in educational programs, despite all the support and re-

A . '
sources of money and talent, have done comparatively little to -improve
. ”

the"quality,of education.,

\ s

/ .
One of the reasons is that thé reformers identifie “only part of the
problem. They éhought that refurbishing, up;;:EGng, modernizing the substance

of the curriculum was sufficient to produce a¥%adical improvement in the

quality of‘eduSE;' 7 They undereétimated the need for changing the ‘\\

- way that t athers taught. There was only a miniscule amount of research

A L}

'\_/ ;
- ———on effective teaching methods and on effective ways of training teachers

to teach the new curricula.

/ There are two conclusiong/ o be drawn from the experience. Educa-

tional quality will not improve without substantially affecting how teacners

teach, and it is not sufficient to‘haye good intentions or ideas if they

- — ~ * ’

2 ~
are largely umtested in practice. The performance-~based teacher education !

movement is similarly characterized by ekcellent intentions and ideas,

- '

but it to¢ will ‘not *succeed in reforming teacher education unless it “

faces up to its most serious challenges--what competencies are teachers

to acqu\¥e how shall.we know that they have acquired tgém, and what are

\
the most effgftive ways for instructing teachers so that they may acquire

Q)

/
e
oo
M)

N “‘\‘1 \ ! : »;--.“
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those competencies? Thus we must create a program of research and

o

development that puts our ideas to the ultimate empirical test.

;e . \ 3 .
+ 1In the early days of our discussions we considered some obvious™~functions
L4
AN
\ that a national organization\mighﬁ perform. For example, communication \

-

among thobe developing performancéﬁb?sed teacher programs is essential

and is likely to promote the development of such programs. However,

v we decided that tbe Commission as such would not undertakg‘puilding an
e - . .

information exchange as its major program,/ We had two reasons for re%egating

o

the interchange of information to a #écondary role. We thought that exchanging
. . ] -

untested ideas had relatively little value. Initially such exchanges m{gpt
‘ . - .,
* help promote concepts and practice, but eventually a moment of,truEh arrives
~. —— -
for all practical educational programs--do they produce what they claim they ~ -

.

will produce? ©

v

. ]
Our second reason was practical. There were other organizations that » .

could better perform this function. They had already well-established communi-

.

cation channels and were regularly looked to for information and advice.

We

capacities of one or more of these organizatioms. o .

v

-1

-~

The more we studied what exists in the field, considered this new

reform movement in the light of our experience of the past fifteen years, i
looked at the practical problems of developing berfdrmance—based
programs, examined the materials that people wére using, studied the

specific kinds of competencies for which the training.programs were being

.

decided to support and seek to fund .the development sof the communication 1
|
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
|

created, the more convinced We became that, unless the performance- ///J
) ' |

based education movement were undergirded by a research and development

-

|

]

. |

1

program, it would founder. ' :
w 1

i

1

:

Q - . 3(‘\ % ' ~ .'1
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QOur problem became how we could persuade our colleagues and the public

- ~ that unless such an effort is undertaken the promise of performance-bascd ,
= k4 -~
education-is unlikely to be realized. How do we convince others that we ¢ *
P .
. * ¢ - .
are not advocating research and development simply because it is 'good;" ////”

but because it is necessary. Practically, how do we create a program that

u

does not create t impression tha eventually,_after long research; v

. . - - v .
\mlghc come up with a well-validdted program of performance-based education? -

How do we make our program 2 genuine combination of developmental activity

~e

-

and solid reseafch so that progress is being continually made, so that

programs are being created which are ragred in research that tests the

Ve

v /

K\\ validity - of their concgptions‘and their methods? . ’

N .

- ¢ Ve
The solution to this *problem is critical to both the acceptance of

the idea of the Commission and the aéhievement of its goal. If the °*
»

Commission were seen only as a fu;E}n§\agency to generate support for - '\‘

a variety of diverse projects, it mighf\be ;;pealing to those who want

such a mechanism to generate support for their own activity. But it
~N ’
.would contribute nothing to the development of a'solidly founded movement.

Furthermore, we have had fifteen years of experience yith a variety of
funding mechanisms, and if one conclusion is unequivocal)\ it is that .

the support of the individual educational researcher has relatively

little payoff fgi practical change in education. If the program of

n

reseafch and development seems unduly protratgsgy/ff’q}§;’be‘

.

— honored as negeS§ﬁiy but consiiz:ii/iggge1§i1;relevant. We would again \\\

hear the "doérs" saying that performance-based teacher education is too

»

important to wait for the results af research.

-

s
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. We have therefore set goals for ourselves of creating a sophis-

ticated and practical program of research and deveiopment. We have
proposed programs that are targeted to specific goals. We have set time

limits for the accomplishments of,th?se goals. We have looked at the
‘ — .
possible course of evolution of our program over a five-year period.

'

We shall,specify priorities for accomplishment so that the program migh

be both integrated and-evolutionary. We shall create mechanisms fo

¢ *

“keeping in touch with the practical application of research in programs

.

~ and for using what was being created in programs as . basis for farther
research. We are careful to distinguish between formative research and
N . S
summativé\§fsearch, so that we _may promote the former to help develop

ot

.

programs while anticipiting the necessity of the\Thtgsr as'programs become

fully developed. : \ ’ . !
- - —
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s raoted in the fayé that the

The need for a National Commissi

performance-based teacher education movement is sprawling, diverse, and
L4 -

]

uncoordinated, working under the most difficult circumstances. Those

~

involved expreéé fﬁeir need for national leadership.

D - . .
But what is there to begin with? First, there is’a corps of practi-

Il

tioners spread tﬁroughout the United States who are totally committed to —

the concepts and principles already describeﬁ. They havs(expended considerable
energy and effort in elucidating the concept of performénce—based teacher

education and in persuading their colleagues that teacher_ education must

move in this direction. Further, these same persons have set about creating
gg . " the kinds of programs they have advocated. Although these programs are not

numerous in proportion to the large numbers of 'students being trained as
) ’ "

tgachers, they are a gopd beginning. Only osp who appreciates how different |

)

the pefformance—base education program is from the traditional program can

appreciate the significance of, for example,'the creation bf the Weber State
program; or the :importance of institutions like Southwestern Minnesota

and the University of Toledo, and, soon, Flbrida International, tﬁifing their

: ; : -
' L /
\« entire programs to performance-based ones; or the meaning of a program such
. -~ _b% as that iq)Western Washington where the activities must pe coordinated with™

. the desires and approval of groups other than teacher educators. There has
. ™ AW v -

been significant achievement. There are thus cadres to gupport the performand®-

;

AN F based teacher education movement and to count on as a nucleus for its Lruitfyls

. . development. ° . — - o ‘

. 9 ) 7 ’ ’
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In the light of the foregoing aha}yéis of/g;pﬁigms in developing a \\

) C, : . . . . v .
performance-based teacher education movement, this optimistic statement may .

appear self-contradictory. The read::\hight be helped, however, in resolving

.

the apparent ;?ntradiction bz'recalling that the authors of this report are

themselyes deeply involved in the movement and have spent countless hours

L \ .
consulting with those committed to developing and promoting it.//The criticism,

.

insight into problems, concern about what needs to be done 66ﬁe from professionals

. N .

.~ who know and are involved in the performance—bgsed te

. R S
These are the preoccupations and criticisms of those who have come far, but

¢

who know how much further they must go to make a genuine reform movement.

.

7 N ' .
Another reason to be optimistig,ébout the possibilities of a National

Commission is the kinds of activities occurring in states as they consider

’ )

how to shift certification systems to performance-based standardsu It is

difficult to state precisely at this moment what and whether significant

changes in the requirements for certifiéation have actually been made.

. Several states are far along in designing new certification systems. Such T,

4

/ states as Texas, Florida, and New York have master plans or administrative :
: - )

directives that specify how and when teacher education programs must be

»

shifted to a performancesbase. Other states,,such as California, have enacted

n

legislation which will require a shift to performance-based teacher training.
. S =

However, in some instances, legislation has ndg yet begn backed by-either
the resources to stimulate the change or by widespread acknowledgement of

4
the reality that change must come. .

L4

- . 4

1

~~-_ , States such as I1linois have task forces that have developed programs

and pIéns for shifting to performance-based certification protedures.

~

- ~ bY N

L T A
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New Jersey has set up task forceé to develop performance-based critevia

*

. for certification. Washington is almost three years into a,program for
* \ \ - ’ 4 :, " \
~ P . : 3 - .
.developing new certification standards. ‘Among the states most active In
R “~ TN .
promoting changes in certification are Connecticut grd~New Yotk in\the
L}
\ Northeast, Florida in the Southeast, Texas and Arizona in the Southwest, '
Michigan and IYlinois in the Midwest, and Washington and California in the

Far West. We expect such states as Ohio, Oregon, and Georgia to translate

\\\\\\\\ their ﬁeanning into attion -within the next year.
. “

. N \
. Several agencies of the Feder§1 gove mss{\:ave invested substantial
sums in the development .of progra " of teacher e uE?tipn which are pe{formance- ‘i
\ , -

N . N~ X \
b ) based ahd in projects which will fontribute to the developﬁﬁpt of suth programs.

~ + K

G
aat

]

.

Teacher Corps, for example, has khanged its programs to perfofﬁﬁngs:?ased ones.
. . ] -\
H ™~ RN
. . The Medel Elementary Education Erograms project has had a substantial influence _ .

. ~

. on the conceptualization of programs. The Trainihg\gf Teachers of Teachers ~
‘ e \ \ o
projects stimulated marly reformg\and promoted a spirit of\iggovation. The

v N
. Multi-State Consortium, the Protocols Projectmehg Southern Consortium, and

the Texas Teaching Centers are major projects underway which will stimulate -

the growth of performance-based teacher educationh.

L L
v

‘ Thus, there are people and programs, ideas<and projects, and commitments ~
. and desires to maké reform in teacher education a reality. The proposed

o _‘ National Commission will supply the missing ingredients in these diverse

L1
ke

activities, and will give the movment thrust and a substantive base.

¢

b

In the following section we provide the details of the proposed

aﬂ_‘h—-_——aaﬁﬁission's structure and program. The plan of the Commission provides

for its evolution as its influence and achievement grow. Its beginning

\ ‘ will be relatively modest; itd promise and potential are great.

N -
. z o

ERIC | ~ \ o
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In the preceding section pe argued the cage for a center of npt;ogaJ

leadership for the oarforrance-based teacher education movement. }n,thie

a . - - ' )
sectioq we describe the‘charactegistiﬁs of a Nat}onal Commission and -its

~

- . programs. . A
P .

The Commission, we propobse, will be jm Lndependent; non-profit organ-

v v ;
\&zation. During ,its first year, the Co ssiq? will operate under the aegis

P . ) .
+ of ETS, using/the tesources of that prganization to provide support services

-~

which it wgnild otherwise have to provide itself. By the end of the second

°
\

year, however, the Commission's oBerations will expand to\the point where

~N
. it willﬂbe\giii:;tal to incorporate'the Commission as a separa:e, self- S

sustaining entity. The propose¢ rganiza&ionéi structure has been designed N
—— . §\ ’ h/D . B -
to accommodate and stimulate this growth\ LT .

. . .
Representativeness of thé cohétgtﬁengies.and interests in performan

ba%ed teacher education wil%/he achieved by composing ezfofﬁgfgﬁszﬁgi:ee,
lv\ . . \J N — ~
a Coordinatipg Committee Whiich, will serve as thefexecutive committee of
. : " " R
] . ey ‘*—,\\?'
the Commission,«and Task Foréfs to develop and carry out programs, The *
. ) .
\ . T . A
. Task Forces will also insure ﬁeexibility o that the Commission can solve

)

new orohlems'as they arise; théx\wifl also provide for increasingly wide-

spread partlcipation in the Compiigsion’ s activ1ties.

\ .

THE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE COMM ION T
: 7
. . The s\;:iture of the National Commission will have four 1evels. \ .
B - - « . L. 3
Figure 1 po tays the organizational structure of the Commission. The top \

level is the Board of Trustees, which'will be responsible for setting .

policy, reviewing the progress and activities of the Commission, a advising
£ . ! :

the Coordinatggg Committee on long-range .platning.,
~ ' BN )
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The second lével willVXe the Coordinating Committee, chaired by an

T 3

executive director, and having ultimate responsibility for all Commission

activities. The Coordinating Committee will plan, organize, and monitor

[ g ' . ’
all of the Commission's operations and programs. It will be accountable

tq%both the Board of Trustees and funding agencies, and will be responsible

“

/
/

for pol}cy implementation.
S i .
“Management of the day-to-day operations of the Commission will be the’

This office, under

o

resbonsi%ility of the third level, the central office.

the supervision of a program manager, will act as the liaison between the

f

Coordinating Committee ‘and outside agencies such as funding sources, task ¢
/ N

N < ! o, -

forces, consultants, institutions, and persons engaged in the Commission's
a A

¥ v ]

programs It will be the administiatiVe arm of the Qpordinating Committee,

¢ A
ing such basic functions as monitoring project funds and expendi-

v

perfo
tures, preparing budgets for broposalsx monitoring the task forces and

projects' progress, maintaining Commission records, and carrying on all
' 14
other activities necessary Lo support the Commission.
"

"The National Commission's research and devalopment projects and

assessment activities will®be carried out at the fourth level of the

organization. The programs of the Commission will be conducted through
. . ’ ~ -

task forces that will be groups of persons or organizations that conduct ,

specific research and development activities. Three pérmanent task ,
" a

forces will conduct the major work of the Commission in the foreseeable

, .

[ARY
1y

future; others will be added as needed. Later in this section we shall

<

\ N M > .
describe the specific activities of *the task forces. Each has been set -
up to solve current major problems of berfermance—Basea tzecher education.
N * N < . 4
I

| 4
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Figure 1: The Organizational Structure of the National Commission

- ! \‘\ . ) O ] ,
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. Implements policy - plans, organizes, and controls
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The Board of Trustees of the National Commission

The credibility and impact of the National Commission will depend on
its success in involving all of the diverse groups thét have an iﬁterest
in and an effect upon American education. The composition ;f the Board
of ?rustees will reflect this concern; mZébers will hold prominent positiops
in education, business, government and national affairs, and othé} pro-
fessions. Final selection of the members Af the Board will be made as

soon as the Commission is established. The following names are repre-

sentative of the kinds of persons who will be invited to join the Board

v ™~

of Trustees: .
Publishing
1. Mr. Fred M. Hechinger 1.

Editorial Board
New'York Times

2. Mr. Norman Cousins 2.
Editor: World
Formerly Editor of the
Saturdav Review

Mr. Hedley Donovan . 3.
Publisher

Time Magazipe
-

Co

. "4,
Business & Finance
1. Mr. David Packard 1.
Hewlett-Packard Inc.
2. Mr. Rudy Petérson 2.
Chairmen of Board
Bank of America (Retired)
3.

-

Professionaly Organizations

1. Dr. Edward Pomeroy - 1,
Executive Director AACTE

N
.

o

Education
Dr. Michael Scriven )
Professor of Philosophy

University of California ’

Dr. David Krathwohl, Dean

School of Education

Syracuse University

)

Dr.* E. Nyquist
Commissioner of Education
State of New York' .

-

Dr. John Porter *

Superintendent of Public Instruction
Michigan

¢  Foundationms .

v

Dr. H. Thomas James
President, The Spencer Foundation

Dr. Edward Meade
Ford Foundatien .

. L
Dr. Wayne Holtzman, President
Hogg Foundation

I3
Federal Government

B

Dr. Donald Davies
Deputy Commissioner USOE
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2. Mr. David Selden - 2. The Honorable Edith Creen
President AFT ' Member of U.S.
) ) * * House of Representatives
(\‘ 3. President or representative , NFA ~
P 3. The Honorable John-Brademas
- [
‘ 4. Dr. Harold Webb Member of U.S.
. Executive Director House of Representatives
, National School Boards Association .
5. Representative of American Bar ) ;
Association ’
6. Representative of American , ‘ . ’
Medical Association
4
Coordinating Committee ‘
1
The single element most crucial to the development of the Commission
will be the Coordinating Committee. This group will be directly responsible
‘ 3
for project planning, allogation of resources, and solicitation of resources. |
It will plan, organize, monitor and control the Commission's opérations.
It is, therefore, essential that this group be composed of persons who
hav: lemonstrazez préfessional competence relevant to performance-based .
educition; are cdedicated to the performance-based education movement: and
have demopst?ated their ability to work together as members of a highly
b
.professional team.
We propose that the individuals who have ~onducted the study leading
~ to this report serve as the Coordinating Committee. Others may be added if
S~ e .
~ I - . . -
._the need for additional expertise arises. Commitments to continue as members
- < .
' og\zﬁé ordinating Co%m;ttee have already been received f;om: Dr. Frederick ¥

" J. McDonald, Ed tional Testing Service; -Dr. Horace Aubertine, Illiqpis

State University; Mr. Theodore Andrews, New Ycrk State Department of Edu-
> . ;
cation: Dr. Howard Coron, New York University: Dr. Robert Houston, University

of Houston: Dr. Karl Massanari, AACTE; Dr. David Potter, Educational Tééting ’

Service; and Dr. Allen Schmieder, United States Office of FEducation.

“n

.
W
.
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Centrél Office

\ The Central Staff must be administratively efficient. We saw no need

to create a large staff. We chose therefore to place administration under a

program manager who would have a small support staff. The Central Staff

can be expanded as the scope of the National Commission's activities

expands. ' 4

LS

The selection of a highly qualified person as program manager is

.

essential to successfully coordinating and maintaining the daily operationms

of the Commission. The description of the qualifications and resppnsi- ’

w

bilities of the program manager are Th Appendix D.

?

Task Forces
- . : : y
The staffing of the projects and activities in Level 4 of the,

Commission's organizational structure will be determined by the require-

ments of each program which the Commission undertakes . However, in order

\

~

to maintain close working relationships with the Coordinating Committee,

members of the Coordinating Committee will -act as chairmen® of#the task-

force projects established during the first year of operation. For

be chaired by Dr. Robert Houston. The p}oposed task-force project on

the Management Traiming Institute will be chaired by Dr. Horace Aubertine.

N

example, the proposed task-force project on Instructional Models will 1

The permanent Task Forces are these: 1) the Task Force on Research on

Teaching Competence; 2) the Task Force on Program Management and Evaluation
}

Systems; 3) the Task Force on Systéﬁs or Training Teachiqg Compqtence.;

[N

Each is obviously directed to solving the basic problems we described in

\ PO /

Part I.

. 45
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Specific programs have been developed for two of the Task Forces: the

‘ Task Force on Research on Teaching‘Coppetence, whose program has been
projected over a five-year period; and the Task Force on Program Management
and Evaluation Systems. A specific program for the Task Force on Systems
for Training Teaching Competence will be developed'in the Commission's

firit year because its work will be dependent on the achievements of the

Task Force on Research on Teaching Competence.
A major characteristic of the work of these groups 1is thaf their
- prdgrams are interdependent. The prééram of the Task F&rce on Res?arch on
Teachlng Competence has specific goals to achieve each year, and what isﬂ

learned id‘?E;:Ling these goals §hapes.the work to be undertaken in‘the
other two Task Forces. Their acco%plishments in turn shape the program of
tﬂe Task Force on Research on ;Eaching Competence. |

OQur purposes in designing each prograp.aré to create specific goals
to accomplish on a realistic but precise Eime séhedule, engage the most
competent persons in the country to carry out a program and {nclude them
in the planning of the spedif%cs, ensure that each program is likely to
have consequences for other programs, and find ways to;getvlhe results of

these programs applied as quickly as possible. \\ . A:

Budget for The National Commission Activities: 1973 ' -

~

The foll&wing budget is the estimated expenses for the National Commission's
operations fof the first year, at three levels. Level 4, the task-force
éfojects, is to be financed through separate proposals for funding and is

.nst considered as part of the fixed costs of the National Commission.

Only the first—year's budget has been developed for the National

Commission. These costs, however, will remain relatively fixed in successive
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years except for normal increases. We have attempted to keep the adminis-
tration of the Commission lean. The administrative work is mainly planninrs
and monitoring. It should also be kept in mind that the members of the '
Coordinating Committee including the executive director will be involved
more than appears in this budget because they will be working as chairmen
of Task Forces and directors of specific projects. The costs for ghis , ‘
work will be absorbed into the funds for specific projects. ‘&

As the work of the Commission expands‘there will be corresponding increases 1in

time for some personnel categories. We have, however, estimated time and

in terms of accomplishments and next steps.

[
cost requirements for work to be done, and expect to justify future budgets
|
|




S THE MAJOR PROGRAMS OF THE COMMISSION
P .

-

The pregsding pages describe the formal organization of the National
[ .

Commission on Performance-Based Education. What is the Commission going

to do that requires this structure? -

Research on the kinds of teaching performances which significantly

3

affect student performance is the most critical need. Three kinds of

I

activities are needed. A taxonomy of teaching performances must be de-

a9

veloped. Assessment procedures and strategies for measuring Competence
in these performances must be developed. The research which demonstrates
the relation of these performances to pupil pegfbrmance,gyst be under-

taken. We established a program to meet these needs under the direction

of the Task Force on Research on Teaching Competence. s -

We established a second program Eé solve a problem which we were

-

told repeatedly was a critical one. Deans and program directors said-they

were having substantial difficulties in managing/performance—based pro-

-

K

grams. These difficulties arise from two characteristics of such programs.

The programs typically are’'modularized.” This framework eliminates the
. .

traditional course-credit structure in which instruction is organized.
Moreover, students in these programs are evaluated in terms of achieve~

. .
ment of speciﬁied kinds and levels of competence. This characteristic

]
eliminates traditional grading procedures. The problems of institutions

are compounded at the state level where a system is needed for evaluating,

recording, and disseminating descriptions of teaching competence “achieved

by teacher trainees seeking state certification. Our second program was

established to conduct research and develophent on these problems. This

»

program is the responsibility of the Task Force on Program Management

and Evaluation Systems.

-

43
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— A specific project” was developed for each_ of these‘yrogrqms,andk

plans for successive years were outlined.

«

The Models of Instruction Project s

One of the two highest priorities for a first year project set by the

r

Coordinating Committee is to initiate a project to select and test five

~ -

instructional models that have applicability to the design aﬁd operation s

of programs of performance-based education. The choice of this project

by the Committee GAvaasgd on the following grounds:
There is a need foé.the ftofession to become mb%e“séiéhfific in .
the specification and refinement of instructional models which

. will bé the basis for the training models of performance-based

. teacher education.

There is a lack of empirically tested theories of instruction
to seérve this purpose. -

%he selection and testing of the models of instruction will

- ' facilitate the development of a Taxonomy of Teaching Competencies, .

contributing to the evolution of viable theories of imstruction

“

. and strategies for the assessment of teaching competence.

In the first phase of the project.five modéls of instruction will be i
- subjected to testing. Thege models were selected'fromwthose described by i
' - Professor Bruce Joyce of Teachers College, Columbia University. 1 His

]
descriptions are based on a careful study of educational, psychological |
and sociological literature, and study of institutional styles.. The five

1

models selected -are the instructional models for:

1 Joyce, Bruce & Weil, Marsha, Models of Teaching, Prentice Hall, Inc.
\ Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1972, 398 pp. -

\
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. 1. Concept Learning
« 2. Contingeﬁqy Management - -
3. Inquiry Training ' -
- 4. Awareness Training

5. Creativity Training

Objectives of the Project: &
The several specific objectives of the éroject are §Bese; o
1. Draft, test aﬂ% revise the spec&f{béfions of the five Models of ’
X . L : .
Instruction. ~— } ,
4 2. Draw and test implications of each.instrdctional model for tggcher
training. _ , ' .
3. Analyze the five models of instruction for common characteristics’,
. attributes and goals, and distinguish the salient aspects unique
to each model. : ’ o
, A To accomplish these objectives, the following steps will be taken: C
“ 1. /épecify the kinds of behavior change expected of pupils when
each model is the basis of instruction.
2. Identify'the teaching c?mpetence necessary to fa?ilitatelégese n i
changes in students. ’ . - - ?
B—

3. Investigate through reseafch the relations between thes& specifica-
fions of teaching performance and pupi}ﬁleaining.

4. Conceptualize the training systems for the teaching competencies.

"
i

5. Develop the procedures for assessing teaching competence.
° 6. Organize the teaching competencies into a taxonomy of teaching .

performances.
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In order to ac¢complish the above objectives a plan spanning five

. [

years of research and development has been prepared. During the first

and succeeding years, the results of the projects's efforts will provide
s

additional fﬁ§igh£ and direction in formulating plans for succeeding
. I - . . .

aspects of the project. Appendix E contains a list of the operational

.

objectives for egch of the five years, a Gantt chart schedule for the

project, and a budget. ‘

%
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A Tréining Program for Managers of

Performance -Based Teacher Education Programs"—

«

For the performance-based educational movement to make an appreciable
: /
impact, the National Commission must devote a share of resources to - -/
" b ad - e i
. . , ]
developing and testing strategies for implement ation of performance - i

— - -
PP e D ——

baséa,programs. Many Pgtentially worthwhile innovative educétional programs come”
[ 4 / ’
to grief because-fheir developers lack expertise in translating a blu%priﬁt g

—

for action into a functioning system.

One of the causes of difficulties and fatlures is the inadequate ///

/

>

. %

attention paid to such factors as: - Lo
1. formative evaluation of sﬁstem componenég

2. pilog testing of a prototype program

»
»

.3. interests and abilities of training personnel

4. development of back—up systems

5.~ development of capacity to modify program during its operation

—

6. design and operation of the decisiggjpaktngﬁgistem

T
e -

f. involvement of kroad,segméﬁfg/of available personnel in program

T ~

o -
development and assessment

\ 1

Edhcatioﬁal managers ard.pot trained to think in terms of the design
and operations of a system, a task\ﬁﬁé§ must be able to master to install

~.

kin of problems’imp;ied in the list 6f factors above, in part because

N - . v
these p Plems have beep Tesolved inm the programs they now manage. PBTE

programs needAﬁénagerguﬁﬁo‘HEVe the skills of systems analysis.

¢ ~
3
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The Nature and Scopejof Educationai\Management
; z P

7y ' ’ . . .
, Educational mag}zént must be concerned with four basic questions:
7, PE - -
L 4 . Y
1. What y“/ the intended OutCOmes)«f the programs? (objectives)
5 ]
Ve
el the intended Outynés going to be realized? (program)

How will it be de;er%riﬁed whether the program}s"functioning as/
o P oL
ed? (formative evaluation) % /

How will it be determined whether the intended oucﬁs of the

v ~

*,

e program have been realized? (summative ,eyaluat:ion,r)

These questions are focal points for many acéivities. The educational

A

manager must, therefore, initiate a variety of processes- which fal} into three

categories and which keep attention focussed on these questions. First,

| N .

processes must be developed to define,‘clarify\and specify purposes, and

-
to reach consensuson their relative significance. ) Précessés must be
finitiated to design a;nd test t:l.me'ti’aini.ng system, to stage its implement:ation,’
4 and to redesign it when the purposes of the progra:m or its components
are not being achievéd sat:isfactc;:'ily. L-astly, the manager must -insure
* that the effects of the program's components as well as it:s{ products 2 f

are evaluated. The manager must also'or?aniz'e these processes so that 1
1 .
‘ N
they interrelate to each other meaningfully. 1

‘ L3
- § Currently in many performance-based teacher education programs there<
L)
is a discernible 1ack of formative evaluative procedures, & lack which tends to

~

‘reduce their flexil;ilit,y and adaptability. It is important to avoid

fossilizing arr inndvative program at the drawing-boardstage or in the first

» .
' A

form of it$ operation. oo often programs are abandoned or modified in the

direction of the traditional program because the trainers are not prepared

’

——

Y S (
to learn from mistakes or to properly identify them or to redesign whei\,///ﬂ__J

' objectives arS/not being met satisfactorily.
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§ The day-to-day opeWtions of aOPBIE prograﬁ'need monltofing more than
do traditiohal programs¥ We<learned of one pgRgram that failed Fx‘ a .

’ because lt could not‘keeo students on s;;edule and could not lead them '

chréggh the system, so that they knew what was expected of them -at each, )

step. The students portrayed their plight graphically in the student

' newspaper by a cartpon showing a student: surrounded by question marks and

N : ' P .e
P arrows pointing in all directiomns. \ S
. . ‘

y

P ’ The importance of &eyeloping, planning, and monitori

these-problems is apparent when one considers the complexi
¥ > [

- . i .

. performande—baséd/ﬁpdgl. Recall that students progeéd throu
AN

in55;q¢{;:;;3
' ~

modules at different times. The system usually requires con61derable technology.s

e

The trainers atd managers getminiormation bout students' performance in a,

~
var1ety of ways and must evaluate itg cred1b111ty, relevance, and 51gn1f1cance

. \ ) 1

. " There must be provisions for handling various klnds of breakdowns .in the ]

¢

system. Obviously a system is needed to plan schedules and to monitor their

1 > I’

operation, to zssign personrel effici y, and to detect problems 'as they .
4 . ’

A"

’r
’7

¢ occ N .
e —_\h . . ' - . 3
_ ——While—these systems are efsential to the successful operation of @
rg\\ﬁ";ﬁ"‘/,’/ - » ’ R . N
program, a most critical elemenf is the'necessity fof pilot testing

~ ~

of the p&ototype before full-scale implementation occurs,. + Adequate planning

__,»’——"""“'"—Z;;—;;I;_;:;:;I;E the problems a new program will have, but it cannot

|

|

S anticipate eve problem Plloé teStlng provides an even greater opportunity %

‘ <

. - h .

‘ for program designers to ferret out and to correct hidden problems,“thus }

— . ! Iy . ' |

. enhancing the probabjlity of a successful implementatipn. o , Y

— Among .the ordinary problems that may be identified in a pilot test ‘ 1

R, - N ‘ LY v

. are discrepancies between stated objeotives and training pr0tedures, in- ) ;
) !

Ay i

sufficient or inadequate facilit1ec -nd technology, 1ncapacity to i

- . |

) provide students with evaluations o5 their performances, and conflicting j

’ ' ) g 3

S~ . schedules of supervision. Each pilot test also turns up problems that i

]

\ERIC ™ B4

* .
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are not usually anticipated, arfsing from-the personalities of"the -

individuals involved, the culture of the school, its rules'.and policies,

“

the expectations of gtudénts and their teachers, and the difficulties

. ~ .

. of "adopting new habits to get onself to different places at ‘different times.-
. \\\ ) . -

If alk of these problems are not quickly idgdtified.énd résolved before ~A

]

a program is put into operation, it is likely to founder, never to be revived.

s

4 - .
N e - e = - - - s v e e el et e — e
Another factor that is critical -in the managemen§1pgqcesg of program

' - “

impleméntation is the inclusi®n of all rélevang personnel,‘Whenevér possible,
. S . ' "y

. -

! . . Py . - LN . ) -
~in the deci§iohrmaking process. Commitment to a program can ‘be geperated
e .

' ) 'r . ‘ . I
if a conscientious effort is made to prqQvide a’ proad base.of participation
. . o N

. - N

and opén communication among the involved persons. Some of the turrent

. . . ' '
performance-based teacher -education programs have been planned without

“
»
~ e o4

: p \ s . o : . N
involving the teachers who will serve as supervisors of student teachers in

- N €
their practical work.s The lack of such participation creates doubts about
; d

v

. W
the slikely success of new programs. Experience has shown that teacher

i . o ey eq ' . .
_ educators must establish their credibility through genuine involvement

-

of and work with teachers in program design and testing.

Moreovér, the desire for "'parity" in deciding who enters the profession,

Y

¢ i -
expressed by.teachers through their organizational representatives, is
. .

’

growing, afid cannot be ignordd by collegiate pérsonnel. Tt is reasonatble

-

to, assume that new teacher education programs will have to be developed
. . \

within a shared working reLAtionship among teachers, college faculty, -and

state department personnel if the implementation of new PBTE programs is

+ ; *

going to hav hance to succeed. \ ' .
. T o R ~ \_

o
v i

-

<

A
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- of five training institutes is proposed, to be instituted over a five-year ‘

. h
* period ¢ . ~ . . -0

N

b e
g . . . \
> ~ .

: The primary objective of the training institute will be "to develop
. N . ! - " ‘ "
3 : , .

the following skills of. each particiﬁant: .

. - ) Kt t

r 1. To plan and develop PBTE programs using a systemsapproach.

2. To develop strategies for implementation of programs. : “
.3. To develop strategies and acquire the art of monitoring programs.

v L

4. To develop problem=solving skills for coping with problems as
they emerge in the operation of a program. '

. \ . .
. 5. To develop formative and summative strategies Tor program evaluation.

’
.

) ! .
4 ‘ ‘
. : -52-
| ‘
~ ‘ .
) ‘ Training Institutes for Program Managers . '
~— In order to dgvelgp'a cadre of skilled PBE program mana%ers a series .
6. To selectgand train personnel for designing and operating programs. i
i
i

7. To design formative and summative evaluation strategies.
. ' . ’ s

-

i . 8. Th'develop a dissemination system.
. ? ) . v

The Institutes will be performance-based; that is, the instructional

.

program will be organized around instrucfional models directed to acquire
. A

the specific cgmpetengieg associated with the objectives described agove.
v ' Tgese modules will be designed by exéerienced program hanagers. ELach
, : B »
participant will receive a profile of his or her skills derived from
eva}uations of theig per formance in the Institute. 'An advisory service
will be” available to former participants to help them with théi} problems
in fheifapome institutions. The effects of the Institutes will @é evaluated

-

by ‘the.Commission. ‘ . ‘

A five~yedr plan for the operation of these Institutes|is presented

e '

in Appendix F.

: v : . I
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Proposal for a National Information Clearinghouse on

¢ ’

.-Performance-Based" Fducation

S ' The creation and operation of a national information clearinghouse

4

are needed to support the research and development activities of the “ational

\

Commission on PBE. If the Commission is to keep in touch with a paLionaL

movement, it must know what is happening ;ﬁd\where: If it_§$ to help give

L) v

direction to the movement, it must be in contact with educational insti-
* ~

- tutions and agencies. Through the collection, processing, and dissemination \

Q

T .
cf information abgu{ existing and emerging programs; experiments, pilot .

étudie§, and research activities, the Commission ¢an keep in 4duch with the
state of the movement and help to give it ditection. ~
<

The reader will recall that we have said at several points in this

.
3

. .
. . report that the Commission would concentrate its efforts on the creation of

’

.o . A 4

~

) N a research and development plan, ang that it would not be an information .

. , . exchange as such. But such an, gxchange will be necessary. Therefore, we
. ' - . .

- L]
. are proposing that the Commission seek funding for another agency to

ﬁ . . + .
establish this exchange.. .-

. .
. . . 0

Functions,of the Clearinghouse

1. Serve as an information storage and retrieval center.

. -
% Provide facilities'fbr_small on-the-spot research projects.
) 3. Provide educational displays and training packages for
. -
" " institutions, conferences,  and worksﬁqps. A
. > . o
-
3 e - - \‘ N
. . - LY
~ * Y 1
. -
0 , . 24
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»

4. Develop and apply criteria for the collection and processing
of “information. . L
5. Develop and disseminate pertinent reports, bibliographies,

Y

and- other related informational pieces.

*

It is expected that the Commission will draw on the resources and

capabilities of other existing national agencies to perform this important

(s

7

v
task. It proposes to utilize the experience and capabilities of other

agehe\igi\rather thﬁduplicatg activity that is already underway. t

-~

example, the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE)
in Washingfon, D.C. and its affiliated ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education

have the kind of capability needed to support the research and development .

activities of the Commission. The AACTE, composed of nearly 900 colleges
MW 13

~ - ;
and universities, has an established communications network at the national

>
»

level which could be utilized for the collection and dissemination of

information about PBE. It is affiliated with and its offices are adjacent

.

to the ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education, which has extensive infor-
mation storage and retrieval capacities. The ERIC Clearinghouse is nart
of a larger national network of such centers.

Currently engaged in a national project on perforﬁaﬁce-based teacher

-

education, the AACTE is well acquainted with the movement and is exerting
ité influence Ea\help\give it appropriate direction. Its publ;catiod ‘
N

capabilities would further\énhagge this project. As part of its PBTE

)

project, the AACTE has already set dﬁxan.iqformation clearinghoué%, but it

is operating on a ''shoe-string” basis. As now operated, it would be.

inadequate to support the research and development activities proposed by

>

‘the éommission. The plans and budgeﬁ for this project are in Appendix G, (

<
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A Proposal for a National Survey and Assessment of

[ 4
Performance-Based Teacher Education *

7 .
As we consulfed with various persons about the state of the art

4

in performance-based teacher education, it became apparent that it was

difficult to obtain precise information about what was going on. Details
about the specifics of programs, Such_as the number of students enrolled,
the kinds of instructional modules being used, the evaluation strategies,
faculty inVodved,.and similar items were not available. A more important
observation was that there waé no information about the quality of materials
and programs, though ‘individuals did give us their impressions. It was

this lack of detail that made us suspicious of ctaims about how much had
been or was about to be achieved and which stimulated us to design the

Commission's activities to solve research and development problems. Also,

-

we were regularly turning up persons and programs that had little prominence

¢

but looked promising.

©

We proﬁose that a national survey and assessment be conducted with two
. goals: (1) to find out what is being done and by whom; (2) to assess its
worth: The first goal is directly related to the Commission's goal of

involving persons and institutions committed to and actively engaged in

N

performance-based education. While we think we have sufficient information

o
] “

in this respect to begin the work of\the Commission, .more precise information
will be needed as the Commission's program q§velops. Further, this information
can be fed into the National Clearinghouse fo make it available to others.:

Some type of assessment of available materials is badly needed. Such

materials and programs ought to be evaluated in the ways we have advocated

n . A
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throughout this proposal. But it makes sense as a first step to use

. -

* another form of evaluation t8 sort out the pwomising from the unpromising.

- ’,

. ' R - . : ¢ . . )
, A program of evaluation based on expert judgment used against clear criteria

is a useful way of achieving this sorting out. There are precedents for

..

this type of -evaluation which have been successful; for example, the U. S.
S~ Office of Education's ‘dissemination branch established such a program to

\\\\\\\\M‘ evaluate the products of the Regional Laboratories and the R and D Centers.

»
~

 We propose to develop a similar type of program.
In general, the deﬁelopment of a comprehensive plan- for national

'leadership and for research and development in PBE requires from the first

~ N ’

as clear a picture as possible of the nature and promise of PBE and of

programp progress to date so that the following will occur:
1. The National Commission and its Task Forces will have an accurate
° perspective on the national situation.
3
+ 2. Program priorities of the National Commission will relate as
closely as possible to the needs of current programs.
3. Program plans can be built as much as p0551b1e upon work. alreadv
done so that "wheels will not be rediscovered.'
4, Program plans can as much as possible strengthen current efforts
by linking them more effectively and helping them td relate to a
national strategy for program development.

5. There will be a higher degree of "sharing" and a greater economy

P . of development. . '
- 6. eré will be ah tdentification of current centers of actiom, of
. X key resources and materials.
- \ " . .

- 7. There will be developed a firm basis from which to communicate to
S . the gubllc the essential characteristics .and promise of PBE. -

- . —— s ~r s —

. The specific activities to be carried out in this survey and assessment
- \ are described in Appendix H. Lach activity is described in terms of what

>

is to be/ﬂéne and 'who is to do it; a projected upper limit on cost is also

given. " . . .

FRIC | L': GU -
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The National Commission will seek funding for these activities and develup

———————

R a master plan for carrying them out and integrating them into the wourk

of the Commission. :
. R

Other Projects

The Commission is set up so that it can begin other projects as the

» -

need develops. One important line of activity ;ill be developing plan§ Ec
coordinate work with such groups as the Multi-State Consortium, tife Southern
Consortium, and similar groups. We know, for example, that working with

the Multi-State Consortium will soon require our attention so that we can

’ -
help institutions coordinate with the plans for the information systems

being Qeveloped by this Consortium.’ ’ ’
¢ —’-”.///'.r/ﬂ N
\\\\\ The Coordinating.Cowmittee will be responsible for initiating these

~ —" .

relations and new projedts growing out of them. We have requested in our

v -

i

. budget a relatively small sum tp facilitate the initial stages of development
\\\ . ¢
X i . k 4
. E;of such projects. . v
»
- Conclusion .

-

, \ . )
This section of our report has presggted a plan for a National Commission

on Performance-Based Education. The organizational structure is lean but

v t
has the capability of expanding if that seems desirable. It provides for
< )

-
.

the wide participation nece§sar§\to achieve consensus and commitment to the

N

leadership of the Commission. It is designed to involve ‘many persons in
carrying out its programs. We therefore\think we have created an=organ-
ization with td% characteristics our advisors said were necessary if. the

Commission were to be accepted as the leader of the national movement te

3
. >

perfdrmance-based teacher education.

ERIC .
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’ .

Equally important is the character of the program ..f the Commission.
" There is no question that the Commission proposes to do what is not being

done and what needs to be done if the movement is to achieve its goals.
N .

Its ;?bgiiiimare concrete; they are not vague statements about desirable

goals or fl1i outlines of what might be.done. They have been tested on

professionals who will nse their products. We have obtained the cooperation

-

. . . ¥ X .
who will p \EiCIPate in them. In short, the Commission is
AN h ~

of the persons

ready to go to work.

~

For these reasons, we are optimistic about what the Commission will

accomplist, as .are those who have reviewed our plans. Enthusiasm and

-
commitment prévail among those willing to support the Commission. For

once, the goal of reforming teacher education seems realistic.

a

2
Jd
—
.
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Meeting to Discuss Problems

Related to forming a

[+

e E .
Consortium of StatespInterested in

ol
3

Teacher.Certification Based ¢n Performance

3

-~

Time:

10:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m. February 16, 1972 (Wedncsday)

N

Place: Chalfonte—Haddon Hall. Hotel, Atlantic City, New Jerszé

Acceptances
8
Dr. Theodore Andrews
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22 Washington Avenue .
Albany, New York 12210 -

Dr. Robert F. Carbone, Dean
College of Education
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. i
) Dr: David Darland, Editor
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Dr. Don Dawvies

Deputy Commissioner
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Mr. Fred M. Hechinger
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L)

518-474-6440
)

301-454-2011

212-832-7042

202-833-4187
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212-556-1234
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v

Atlantic City, New Jersey

[

» Meeting to Discuss Consortium of States on Performance‘Certificatlon of Teachers

* .
1 . d

- . £ -~
- ————

The purpose of this medting is to discuss with you and. to receive your
advice on the preliminary plans that we have made for the organization of a’

. tonsortium. We have assuméd that the role that the potential members of the
consortium will expect us (ETS) to play is that of coordinator of.the activitiés
of the organization. We assume that they will want us to propose ideas about
how the consortium may be organized. Therefore, we have sketched out what we

Y, + think is,a workable organization and which we will propose to its potential

. members. We are asking you to critize the concept and the specific tasks

’ outlined for the various components of the organization. As you review the
. plans will you please prepare your comments around the following items: - .
-~ ~ \ N .
‘ 1) What do you think of the concept of the Organlzation proposed7
The Council of Superlntendents is designed as a major element because the
superxn;endents leadership in each state is' necessary for the S uccess of
\ the consortium., Other committees proposed represent groups who are important
for the development of the consortium.
%
S . 2) What do you think of the comp051t10n and role of the Coordlnatlng
-Commjttee? This committee is ‘the worklng committee which will doordinate and
PR . integrate the plans of tbe other' groups and will draw up the' final report on
the consortium's work. > : ; >

o

«

- ' '

. ‘: ' 3) What do you think of the tasks assigned to‘each of the cguncil and ’ .

o i committees? We tried to select tasks that needed to be done and that could
. . A best be.done by ‘the committees to which they are allotted. . oL

.o . R ¢ : e 2

In'regﬁonding to these questions it might bé helpful t¢ remember that the

. * . goal of the first phase of the consortium is to develop plans that will be
coordinated among the states fox carrying out the eventual construction of a -
. . " performance hased certification system. It is also the purpose of this phasé
- o of the consortium's work to idéntify people who will be committed to the
RN project over a five to ten year period and who can make commitments for themsel ves
o " ' and-their institutions to do the, work of the consortium. Following is a list
:) | . .of specific questions about’ thL tasks aqsigned to the various groups which we
v . wish to discuss with you: . L »

o i - . o X o - : " v . L -
A~":" : ) v 1., In'what ways do you think the euperlntenﬁents <zm~§:gjditate \‘\\
’ »; . state acceptance of &he conSOr#um" RN 1 : 1
. ﬁ 2. What might"be the two or three major probléms a super ntendent

.ol would encounter 1n gettlng state part1c1pation in the consortium?» .~ *] . :
q‘ 4;- , -~ M i

P ) hd ‘r.'i ' oo ! - » . T e T
N . ' . . , | ‘ ) ! M -
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"""" ’ 3. What might be some alternatives available to a superintendent
solve these problems? .
4. In what ways can a superintendent enlist support for the ~/
consortium amofig the business leaders and interested citizens in the state?
What are some of the pitfalls likely to be encountered in working with business
leaders and interested citizens?

5. How might a superintendent approach institutions of higher
education within a state to obtain their support and participation in a consortium?

.z

6. How can the consortium fac111tate the Performance Based
Certification Movement within a state?
’ 7. What citizens' groups might be interested and concerned with
supporting and publicizing the goals of the consortium? How might such support
be obtdined? What problems do you foreseé in involving these groups?

i 8. Should business leaders become involved in the task of.
obtaining financial support for the consortium? If so, to what extent? And
in what ways? : :

9. Should funding be sought on a yearly basis or a long term basis?

1
1
! . I . 1
10. Do funds raised within a state remain within that state, or
are they shared among the states? s j
i
1

e 11. Should citizens' groups 1obb§ for funds from state and federal
governments, or should lobbying be left to some other group?
L2 1
12. What are the potential sources of friction and conflict
between state teacher certification officers (and boards) and the state
superlntendents teacher educat10n.1nst1tut10ns, and teachers’ organizations?
13. What would prohibit or inhibit state certification officers
from working together as a committee? :

gy {i& What might be the two or three major problems a dean would
. encounter in gaining ingtitutional support for participation in ‘the consort1un°
. s~
., 15. Should the issue of réciprocity of certification standards be
. ralsed at this time with the state “superirftendents? If so, in what way?
. . 16. What kinds of proplems may arise in_gaining the approval and -
’ s support of the governlni\bodies of the participating colleges and universities?

17. Should\the deans reqyest funds from their own institutions
; for thevsupport of «heir developing programs. If so, to what extent?

n . -

18. What problemstshould we anticipate with the teachers' organizations

E o . . » . .
I ] * ) tl
~ . LY . bl * - \ . !
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These dquestions occurred to us as we thought about three:problems;
1) how do we secure the participation and cooperation of each of.the
individuals and groups whose assistance the consortium needs if it is to
sucteed; 2) how do we create widgppread interest so that the consortium is
the focal point of a movement; 3) since future developments will. depend on
funding, what should we be doing now that will lead to securing that funding?

OtEér questions ‘and problems will occur to you asryou read this proposal.
We are hoping that you will raige these qUEStions and point out the problems‘_

We will revise this proposal or completely rework it after we meet with
you. Our next proposed step after that will be to .dnvite the superlnggndents
to Princeton in March to discuss the idea and plan of the consortium. After
that we propose calling meetings of the various advisory committees.,

. . .

‘ 2}

f a
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Preliminary Planning Meeting For ,
‘The Rockefeller Brothers Cansortium of States:
An Outline of Major Polnts
‘Educational “Testing Service
" Princeton, N.J.
February 1972

' .
.
@
. -

MORNING SESSION ) .

N L3
I. Introductory Material - ETS - Fred McDonald:
A. Plan for formation of a Consortium--proposed general structure:

Advisory Council

Consortium Coordinating Committee
Council of State Superintendents
Special Advisory Committees (working committees):

b3

E-SN S BN N

. Deans and Teacher Education Directors
State Certification Officers W
Citizen § Business Leader Groups ‘ :
Teacher's Organizations

A0 O e

B. Major questions to be, answered:

1. 'Wﬁkt kind of organization should we attempt to create?’
- 2. Who should bg 1nvolved?
: 3. What kinds of “things should they do?

~
-

C.» Central.lssue:. Yhe deyelopment of basic materials of inst;ucflon
and asséssment-evaluation in the area of teacher performance.
I1. General Discussion - Major Points: . e -
. Y ‘
" A. Organizational Purposes * ' ~k ~ 7 - .
1. Marshal funds for research and development in field
2. Create mechanisp for mutual stimulation and result sharing.

a. ‘Several states and colleges have initiated programs
independently. .
b. NEA Conference on topic

S.i!ldentify useful common measures for teacher performance and
pool knowledge. ”

a. For assessment of teacher performance
b. For development of instructional materials {possible
opposition noted)
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2. Edﬁcher Corps Associates Program - Trying to enlarge pool of
expertise in people who can offer assistance and development
in performance-based programs.

Fourth Reporty- Karl Massanari - Committee on performance-based
education program

A. Broad basé of partjcipation and diversified viewpoints gives slow
but careful advancgment
B. Has representatiop from: -

1. Association jof Classroom teachers
2. American Asfociation of Teachers

3. College ang University sectors

4. Researchexs

5. Genera ofessional organizations
6. State departments of education

7. Minority/ groups ’

8. Student$ .
9. School jadministrators =

e to be added soon

J

(@]

Has liaison officers and groups
D. fxpansion is to include: o
Soutpern Consortium
Ben Rosner's Outhouse group . . .
Model directors
Ted’ Andrews' new multi-stdte consortium
Rockefeller Brothers Consortium of States group (future)

{ .
E. Commit#ee's prior work

[Sa R~ SN I NS

lfl/Z vears

1.
_ 2. Started with inservice education on performance-based met hods
"3. Prepared on site case studies to get and articulate facts
4. Prepared preliminary bibliography
5. QOmmissioned‘papers
d. state of the art paper - PBTE in historical perspective,
l indicating its promises, potential, and problems (eg.
! assessment) - ’
working papers from Weber State, University of Washington
at Seattle .
cl Houston, Utah (institutional) and Ted Andrews (state) papers
. L. on assessment--others to be added

3
1
]

6. Sth Svot search--current paper topics

a.l PBTExand humanism in teacher education
. Implikations when decision-making base is broadened.
Thoughts from the office of education
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F. Noted lack of natidngl support - proposing six regional confercnces
(with teacher co dissemination ang performance-based methods.
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L. Necessity of having performance-based evaluation for all levels
of teaching (not just at certification level--certification too weak).

F. Perhaps include other groups--for both positive and negative reasons”
(negative - to avoid vetos).
1} Professional (such as MLA, national Math organization, etc.)
2. School administrators
‘3. Other. groups (at whatever level) which have aqu?dy started
smaller programs of this kind. : :
&

. AFTERNOON SESSION

On-going projects in performance-based education

I. First Report - Al Schmieder
A.  Other national-level organizations concerned with same set of problenms

1. AACTE
Teacher Centers - Leadership Training Centers (had general group
define majay problems; then appointed specialists to work on
solutions) * i ‘

3. Models Group - two kinds of experience:

. a. Consortium as resource pool
b. Their own separate plans

4. Teacher Corps
State Consortium ("'Title Five")

6. Office of Education educational renewal efforts - coordinating
. money for more local impact

w

"B. Publications in the field

1. The Power of Competency-Based Teacher Education (to be published
by Allyn Bacon) . '

2. R. llouston (ed.): Problems, Prospects and Progress (to be
published by SRA) -

-

3. "Proceedings of the Teachers' Conference'" in Education Today
(April '72 issue)

4. Reader's Guide to the Comprehensive Models for Preparing, Llementary
Teachers

5. Other bibliographies (including one put out by Task-Force '72)

3

+

A. Task Question: What are the various mixes that can be recognized and
give some form to the following five, elements (at various stages of
development or funded in prior years)?

’

- 1. Protocol materials ‘

°

2. "Training

IT. Second Report - Ben Rosner - Task-Force-'72 '
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3. ' Concept of performance-based teacher educafion ar teacher
certification

4. Elementary models .

5. Training complex

B. Identified key problem for competency-based“teacher education as
the measurement problem.

» C. Recommendations

Q
- 1. Fund a group to begin the-systematic task of devising operational
- . measures of various competencies.
.2. Fund the development of instructional materials.
3. Found a "training-1lab" or ''teaching center' to house instruc-
4 : tional materials for organization ¢f certification process
' (leading hopefully to eventual sepfaration of training and
. certifying agencies). .
4. Consider new approaches to encougage teachers to augment present
skills -.(a number of specific rgcommendations were made).
D. Other projects ” :
¥ 1. Identified six criterion level$ in teacher education
2. Prepared models for state and lfregional operations ;,of developing
competernicy-based modes of edudation. (example: model established
some effects of population density)
II1. Third Report - Jim Steffensen - Teacheér Corps AR
TOA Present” Developmental Orientations ,
1. Oriented now toward buylng competency rather than just putting
N 2. Trying to join together a research effort (models) with an
operational program -

3. Looking at teacher corps as)part of competency-based movement--
. the developmental part (as opposed to operational) in four areas:

a., Training
il ) b. Development
c. Technical assistance, ~
d. Forward planning X ‘
A
B. Present Developmental Projects -

1:. Model development :
a. Bank in- Houston - competency based programs and models by
specialists
b. University of Wisconsin: What are the smallest units (somc-
thing larger than a course) which can‘'stand alone independent .

of the rest of the teacher education program?

»
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2. yeﬁchcr Corps Associates Program - Trying to enlarge pool of
Fexpertise in people who can offer assistance and development
in performance-based programs.

Fourth Report\<~Karl Massanar1 - Committce on performance-based )
education program - "

A. Broad basé of partjcipation and diversified viewpoints gives slow
but careful advan
B. Has representatio

Association jof Classroom teachers
American Asfociation of Teachers
College and University sectors
Researchers

Genera
State de

rofessional organizations
tments of education

Minority/ groups ’

Studentg ~~

School jadministrators =
) i

OO0 IO BN

e to be added soon

C. Has liaisgn officers and groups )
D. jgxpansion is to include: 7
D s
' 1. Southern Consortium d
2. Ben Rosner's Outhouse group ) . .
3. Model directors
4. Ted Andrews' new multi-stdte consortium
5. Rockefeller Brothers Consortium of States group (future)

! »

f
E. Commit}ee's prior work

1. IZI/Z vears
. 2. Started with inservice education on performance-based methods
3. Pﬁepared on site case studies to get and articulate facts
4.” Prepared preliminary bibliography
5. pmmissioned‘papers .
4. state of the art paper - PBTE in historical perspective,
ﬂ indicating its promises, potential, and problems (eg.
J assessment) -~ :
. working papers from Weber State, University of Washington
at Seattle .
c\ Houston, Utah (institutional) and Ted Andrews (state) papers
® | _on assessment--others to be added

PBTE%and humanism in teacher education

Implikations when decision-making base is broadened.
from the office of education

cat problem

A
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F. Noted lack of natidnql support - proposing six regional conferences
(with teacher compshio (dissemination and performance-based methods.

N
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V.

I.

1T.

I1T.

A. Support for multi-state Consortium on PBTE assured
B. To begin in April ('72) with following states:

1 Washington
2 Oregon

3 Arizona

4. Utah

5. Minnesota
6 Texas”

7 Vermont

8 New York

9 Florida =

C. FEach state will establish a management system for development and use
of P.B. approach to T.E{ and T.C.--where- "management system" is
defined as a detailed description of the logical steps needed to move
an idea from its initial conception to its full implementation.

D.” Focus questions

1. What has been done?
2. What needs to be done?

E. Future projects
1. Possibly publish newsletter as liaison effort

2. Planning summer work shops (assessment, teacher corps, etc.)

CLOS1NG REMARKS ¢

}kmﬂ:a number of institutions, centers, and individuals interested and

s

...13_
Fifth Report - Ted Andrews - New York State Department
|
|
|
|
|
|
5
3
|

ready to move on these performgnce-based programs.
8 .
We need:
R z ~. . * .
A. Definitions - before -going to the¢ public - ;
bevelopnent of an acceptable 'pachage deal"--i.e., shouldn't attempt
to evaluate people separately from program evaluations.
C. A committment orientation - to avoid piecemeal trial and crror approach.
D. Clear understanding and statement of the proposed consorfiun's mission
/‘ ————
1. Should it pull all related interests together to make desiravle
changes (may be difficult due to size and diversity) or... ) .
2. Should we first give the Consortium a focus with a key clement
such as the development of a measurement apparatus for PbTE and
PBTC? (Problems may arise here too, however, if we view per formance-
based programs as involving asscssment, specification of objectives,
management capabilities, and instructional systems and yet focus
the consortiun's efforts on only one or ywo of these.)

Continue planning efforts at next meeting in Prihceton, N.J. on March 714th
and 15th, 1972. . T

’
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Section II

First General Meeting, March 14 & 15, 1972, P;:;Z;ton, N.J.

Participants

Agenda

Ql\\\\ Summary
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PARTICIPANTS
CONSORTIUM OF STATES “ ’

1. Mr., Wendall C. Allen
» Assistant Superintendent of
Teacher Education and Certification ° . .-
Board of Education
Olympia, Washington 98501
206: 753-6738 .

2. Dr. Theodore Andrews
. Associate in Teacher Education
) N. Y. State Department of Education
~22 Washington Avenue -
__= Albany, New York 12210
/ 518: 474-6440

Coordinator of Teacher Education .
Room 301, Schroeder Hall ’ .
College of Education ‘

. Illinois State University
£

- Normal, Illinocis 61761 .
309: 438-2103 .4
4, Dr. Willard Bear ( ,

Director of Accreditation and Certif:ﬂ'bcation

Oregon Board of Education

942 Lancaster Drive, NE

Salem, Oregon 97310

503: 378-3569 o

5. Mr. Vito C. Bigheco
* Assistant Supfrintendgent .
Department of Pro\bee]sional Relations and Services
. 212 East Monroe Street
Springfield, Il1linois 62706
217: 525-3774
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3. Dr. Horace Aubertine 1
1
;
1
|
]
1
1
|
i
1
|
|
|
|
1
}
|
|
]
]

6. Dr. Caseel D. Burk:e

Dean ) O
School of Education ) P 1
Weber State College . - g J

Ogden, 'Utah 84400 7 : o )\
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g 7. Dr. Howard Coron e ///
Director of Student Teaching LT~ ,
New York University - :
School of Education

Washington Square ° : ‘
New York,’ NﬁgﬁYork 10003 \\\
212: 598-28 .

8. Mr. James Deneen N , \\
Director v N
. ", Teacher Examinations, General Programs ’ \j
~—Education3I Testing Service )
Princeton, New Jersey 08540 -
= 609: 921-9000 - _ 4 '

9, Dr. Edward Dicharme N
Assistant Director -
New England Program in Teacher Education
////’ Rhode Island College
“oo—— s -~ Mt., Pleasant Avenue
*  Providence, Rhode Island 02908
{ . : N
10. Dr. Lionel Duncan
Department of Education
Morgan .State College ‘
Hillen Road & Cold Spring Lane ' !
Baltimore, Maryland
301: 323-2270

11. Dr. Joseph Durham
Dean . . -
School of Education b
Howard University i . /

T Y

- . 916: 445-0228

Washington, D. C. 20000 ) ' N /
202: 636-7340 : / .
o
- \
1 ¢ . //‘
12, "Mrs. E. L. Evans }
Member on Committee for Teacher Preparation and Licensing /
~ 1020 Street ‘ ) ) ;
Sacramento, pallfornla 95814 ' ;
’ C. ’ / - 1
< / .
13. Mr. George Gustafson L - ’ |
Executive Secretary - v ’ i
Commission for Tecachex Preparation and Licensing / 3
1020 Street . / /~ Loe 3
Sacramento, Califorﬁia 9@814 . . ~j
|
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14, Mr. James Hartgraves .
Deputy Superintendent
Department of Education
Suite 165, State Capitol
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

602:  271-4272 !
. 15. Dr. Henry J. Hermanowicz
Dean . '
College of Education
' g University of Illinois
Normal, Illinois 61761 ~T
309: 438-2103 .

16. Dr. Richard H. Hersh
Chairman - ‘
Secondary Education .,
University of Toledo
Toledo, Ohio
419: 531-5711

"17. Dr. Herbert Hite : g
De an ’ - Yoo
Western Washington State College
Bellingham, Washington 98225
206: 676-3000

i » N 4

18. Mr. John Hollister
*  Executive Associate
Of fice of the President 3
) Educational Testing Service
v Princeton, New Jersey 08540 . .
609: 921-9000 . oo 1S

19. Dr. Robert Houston
Bureau of Educational Research . .
College of Education . . )
University of Houston - . L -

Houston, ‘Texas 77004 . -
713: 748-6600 . :

.
S Y

20. )Dr. nge?t Howsam
. ,Bureau of Educational Resed%ph
PO ‘College of Education )
. . University of Houston ' i ) i -
Houston, Texas 77004 : "

' ©3:  748B-66060 :
"o l\\ Egm . ’ -
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21. Dr. Lorrin Kennamear
; Dean o '
‘College of Education : .
' University of Texas . , . . ’ i
Austin, Texas ‘78712 ’ ' )

,”

- 22. Mr. Richard Lacey
The Ford Foundation -7
_ . 320 East 43rq Street —
. : New York, New York 10017
212:  573-5000 -

23. Mr. Richard Majetic
Program Director .
National Teacher Examinatjfns / K
General Programs : - ? /

. Educational Testing Sexvice

..~ Princetqn, New Jersey 08540

609: 921-9000 ’,/7

. . : T4
24. Dr,-Karl Massanari’
ASsociate Director
s " American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education
) .« , One~Dypont Circle
. k’

s

sington, D. 20036 ‘
’ ~ 20 N
i . \ "
25. Dr. Fredérick J. McDonald *
' . Direc
Edycational Studies
i ® / Educational Testing Service o

Princeton, New Jersey 08540
Y £ 609:  921-9000

P

_— «26. Mr. Richard McNair

4 . Commission for Jeacher Preparation and Licensing
Van 1020 Street - .xlt /
Sacramento, Calif ia 95814 . « a
: 916: 445-0228

4
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" L. §

27.: Mr. Edyard J. Meade, Jr.
Program Of ficer in Charge
Public Education
The Ford Foundation
320 East 43rd Street
New York, New York 10017 -

, 8(’\

. " 212: 573-5000
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e ‘ 28. Dr. Jonathan Messerli .

¢« . ;G T . Dean T ' . . e -
S e . "Hofstra Universir.y of Educatiom - o SR NI S
: : 5 Hempstea Lor}g Island, New Xork™ 1155¢% - ' K

.. Bl6: -05009 . ‘ ~
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R 29, Mr.’ Charles W. Nix T . \ T
< :  Asspciate Commissiofer for Pladning T

. e Higher Educat ion .Agency S 7 -1 -

. ‘201, Eagt 11th Street’ \ ) \ , . - .
R ,Austin, Téxas - 78701 . - . ) , * .
L3 ] \ \. A ,“ N ‘. '

°3Q. <Dr. Edward Pomeroy - . - L ' .

Executl\ce@Dl rector © : - - A .

American Assoc1atlpn oP"Colleges for Teacher Educat‘ion ( AACTE)

- : Washmgton
< L. 202: 293- 245_

-, Princeton, Aew Jersey 08540 "o -
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. - 32.-.Dr.-Thomas J,. Quirk =  ° n - : , .
L, * , * ' Research Psychologist T~ . ; 1
Ve oL " Teacher'Behavior . .., _ ‘ . . o DY
. Educational Studies - =~ -, o~ . C YA
- Edycational Testing.Service . - S o . T e s |
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35. Dr. Ward Sinclair ’ “
' ., Director of College Curriculum for Teacher Educatlon
¢ . Department of Education . -
: 225 West State Street
- ~ Trenton, New Jersey 08625 . »
609: 292-4477 3 e

. . 36. Dr. G. Wesley Sowards - .
. N Dean - ° . . , ) . >
- School of Education e s
- Florida International University J
Tamiami Trail . R
Miami, Florida 33144 ST
. ) ’ v ) ’ ‘ . .\ .
» 37. Dr. James P. Steffenson . \ o~ .
Chief of Program Development Branch )
. Room 2089, C Teacher CORPS , ‘.
" © 400 Maryland Avenue, S. W. .
Washington, D. C. 20202 . . * |
202: °"962-7981 ) 1
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g{' 38. Dr. Tom T. Walker -
. Directqr

"~ Division of Teacher Education and Certlflcation . -

N Texas Education Agency

i g 20t East 1lth Street o - ¥

.Austin, Texas 78701 R ¥ .. :

) " 475-2721 . ' ‘ ”
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,/ . . Plan for tHe Méeting

’

Purposes: .
.

.
< Y <

The general purposes of this meeting are twofold; 1) to identify the

, problems and peeds of state departments, teacher training institutions, teachers'
. o . Lot . A

organizations, and research and development groups _and organizations with

* ' - '] : o 3
p respect to using teacher performance as a‘basis for certification and training; -

4
- 2) to create a structure which will develop a plan for a consortium of
these groups that will work together over the next five to ten years to-.

~ ‘solve these problems and to meet these needs. ’ -

’ - e

. -The work of this meecing is discussing and planning. It will be the
' ) ' 0

first in a-series which will heig;io\ehape a proposal for the future devel-
- i opment of the_ Consortium. \\\\ . .

~

pecific Objectives: ‘;:TNN“ rxx::\\\ '

\ .
1) Identify thg ptlorlty\geeds .and prdblems related to the develooment “

-

.

ofsperformance~based programs o te her éducation, the accreditatlon of . .
\‘ P Y -

these programs, ‘and the certifxcatlon of teachers on the basis of performance, "“dJ
- v «*” . / ﬁ)

. /- - 2) Achleve consensus among the dlfferenc grouns represented at the =, *
. . . - e P o
. - ¢ A )
. meetlngs on the prlo?ity needs and problems' : - o e -

.
P . e, )

. 'y 4
) - 3) "Recommend’ the categorles dﬂ infofmation fo be su(veyed\tb assess

. . ' » 7 . s

! the current status of perSormance—based education and certification and plans

M -
for its development, SO . -

.

o

. A) Identlfy alternatlve structures for the organization of the Consortium.
. . . . . - i "- . \
RN Meetings: = . . . - L .

. ’

v ‘ There are three kinds of meetings planned, genéral sessiong and two
. ~ « * .,
kinds of smalll group work. The general sessions are to be used for’presenta-

) . . . . ]
tions and open\discussion among all the members. ~ - .

- N .

- . - d . . .I '

ERIC . - : 85 e

s . ¢ ‘ . )
. - .
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The snaL} é%oups for ciscussion are organized in two different ways.
]

On Tuesday morning groups will be qrganized by institutions and roles.

.

These groups will have common experiences and views. The purposes of these

meetings is to have the different grouos renresented describe the needs an§

.

problems ,of performance-based education and certification and_their prioritigs

s
>

as they see them.

-

On Tuesday afternoon, the groups will be'reorganized across institutional

3

affiliations. The purpose of this afternoon's meeting is to achieve consensus

on the priority needs and problems. . .
Ot Wednesday, we will meet again in mixed groups to discuss other problems
. ~

of the Consortium.

<
~
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I. Conceptualization of the System
A. Definition and position
1. Develop and standardize definitions of basic P.B.-System
concepts and terms

-~ 2. Develop position papers to give consistent and coherent
' : theongtical strength to the groundwork of the- Consortium

B. Structure s . <N i

l. Grand Design 5

a. Purpose of education - perhaps develop a position paper &

* . b. " Development of present and future Consortium structure = ’

. (see #2. below) . 'Y

. ¢. Educational governance system -

‘- ’ '{. The need exists and will surface with the rise of P.B.T.E.

ii. The purpose would be to operationally interrelate the -
following elements:
. - (a) State boards of education
‘ . (b)' Colleges and University :
’ (c)g Local school districts
(d)f Professional organizations
iii. The working-model construction might best be undertaken
gutside the Consortium = The Consortium could, however,
stimulate this action.
- iv. The goals-would be a def1n1t1ve 1eglslat1ve DOllCV statement
. and a related working model
2. Structural organization of the initial Consortium
. _a. Purpose of the Con$ortium -- (What are we attempting “to do? --
Where should we place- and/or allocate our emphasis?)
i. Production? .

s

o

ii. Direction?t ’ N e
— iii. Delivery? ’
b. Consortium identity -- (What are.we?) Suggestions and questlons

i. Development group (as opposéd to dissemination group)
ii. Not a loose confederation . .
1ii. Include: planning group (ot pollcy-formatlon group) that
T ¥ is representative, yet separate from advisory group
T iv. Small advisory group »
_v. Larger group as idea source and/or sounding board
vi. Involve special interest groups (e.g., State Department
of Education, AACTE, etc.) through spegial assignments
and Consortium planning projects
vii. Establish satellite groups -
viii. Select leaders with strength, concern, and time to lead.
ix. Eipand System to include more teacher ssociation members
.aund (local) NEA representatives. a\k
q{:/'Select or encourage teacher association members and/or
i NEA members to form a P-~B. concern group similar to ours -— -
- to do -what we have done without our suggestiodg, with the
goal of pooling ideas and perhaps drawing a new planning
group from both working groups -

Y »

" . - L
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c.” Membership 'suggestions. and criteria -- (Who are we? --
Who should we be?)
i. General criteria . -
(a) Committment from participating organizations to
guarantee regular participation of selected members
(who not only provide status but a.solid contribution
as well) .
(b) Limit participating organizations to those that can
) benefit )
(¢) Aim prime participation at organizations that can
benefit and contribute -- direct Consortium efforts
: toward (mutually) beneficial tasks and provide '
evidence of benefits to participating and/or’
‘ desirable orgnaizations.

ii. Representation ‘concerns
> (a) How should social and environmental divisions effec*

. ) representation? (Consider - geographical, city vs.
rural, and minority group representation)
(b) Membership suggestions include:

> (1) Observors (non—active members) g
s (2) Administrator groups id
(3) Teacher groups g PR
(4) Speicalized groups (e.g., NCTM, NCTE,. AAAS)
¢ . (5) Those who control money . B
- ] (6) Those who control certification A
. —_— (7) Teacher educators £l
. (9) School representatives ‘ .

(10) Concerned citizen representatives
iii. Spetific criteria suggestions
(a) State criteria —-— (parfial list) . 2
(1) Committment of personnel and time to‘Consortium
.or P.B.E. ' )
‘ - (2) 1§tgte funds for P.B.E. -
4 (3) Evidence of state interest (s*g;: literature,
. . \ meetings, etcl) . .
. (b) Institutional criteria —- Such criteria are needed
to avoid the inelegibility of interested institutions
from uninterested states -- Criteria could involve
A proposal, papers, effort expen?ed, degree of committment,

e, -

r

\’:“ \ etc.\ 3 1 '

K . . . . 3 ’ .

A;d. Initial Consortium goals #-squestions 'and recommendations:
H - NI

¥y i. 1In general the Consottium should;

1

1

. (8) Discipline represeﬁtatives - .t i
oo |

|

|

1

|

i

1

%

K (a) Permit a more comprehensive P,B.T.E. and P.B.T?C. movemenpi

* v than possible by separate institutions or grodps A
" K - (b) Generate greater visibility, impact, and interest .
. y than probable via single institutions or groups
. S (c) Enhance external funding possibilities ™
, e (4). Share Lgegﬁﬂ experiences, activities, results, and
" difficul

X*és .
iand coordinate other group efforts . "

"

(e) Encourag

A




II. Operation of the System

N ii. Establish: . )
. (a) Standards on which to evaluate prrlormance-
AN based programs
N (b) A grand design for a governance of teacher ed =5
iii. Define and fund initial tasks leading o F.B.T.E. .
* _example: ) ‘ Y
(a) A task force to supply and/or increase knowledge ™,
of ;tB T.E. to future participants and the general N
public
(b) Task efforts to increase and display particinant
benefits -
i Consider: N
a) Preliminary plénning meeting recommendations:
(1) 'Provide brainstorming sessions and writing
. time following these
Perhaps have group chairmen meet foruan additional -
day to write proposals and meeting summaries
(b) ©Objectives and prO]ectlons for the future
System administration
a. Centralized -- ETS, Other?
b. Decentralized -7°
If yes, . l

-

i, To what degree°
ii. Which functions are best centralized and which best 1
decentralized? ’ i
3 : ~ |
. ' }
A. Methods and Informatiom: Development and Exchange ‘ i
1. Commumication - ) j
Gathering, storlng, retrieving, and disseminating information !
a. Strengthend “and develop internal mechanisms and liaisons—- 1

i. Consortium letters, reports, surveys
. ii. Group meetings i
~_ iii. Dgyelop intergtoup (non-meeting) means of communication |
as operational superstructure unfolds 1
;

b. Develop external mechanisms and liaisons-- =~ - ’ .

-i. Comsoftium.could function as a coordinator and dlstrlbutor j

of information’ j

ii. Consortium or sub-groups could gather ‘data thtough evlsting |
organizations which wofd then be incorporated into the .

superstructure and/or create appropriately affiliated i

groups for such purposes.——For most kinds of "data the |

- former approach seems more reasonable . ) i

i

!

i

4

. 2. Subject - Matter . . - .
a. Developmental experiments ’ i o 1

b. Model testing——
«Develop mechanisms for testlng ehg effect1veness of the system
madels garried- into operation, for furthet developing,them
Development, testing,-and dissemination of performance—based

c. :
- _/////i ma55fI§13“~“~\“\‘R . i “ﬁ
/43’ Resources . * > -
7 a. Recognize early production needs for effective Consortium
b® Focus disparate re§ﬁj%ces—-What mechanisms exist or c uld be -
developed for the' pirpose of providing’a useful focusQS?\\\ . {
. framework to @Td in the use of current disparate, resources - -
or those that might” develop° PO

' T Organize and uke existing apparatus

‘et . ~
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i

i. Obvious cooperative contacts: /
. (a) AACTE ///,
' (b) ERIC
‘ , . (c) NCATE

(d) N.Y. State - 0.E.

ii, Survey proposal:
Dr. James Deneen (ETS—-Director-Teacher Examinations)
volunteered to circulate a questionnaire (to bhe used
to survey U.S. Educational Institutions) to all Consortium v
members for their reactions (i.e., additions, objections,
comments). The results of the survey will then be

shared with the Consortium. \
. ew current "P.B." practices - no adequate descriptions
\\\\“n::\\ of’it??tntwieacher—education programs (traditional or P.B.T.E.)
. exist. e, - ““n%h .
' ) ' \“% e. Allocate on- nee?ﬁhxgs “”“%mh%m
~ B. ﬁssessment and Evaluation - ) QMW“”"“"M»mmMM%WM
) 1. ~Mechanisms and methods of thé System - (points of 9tructure)”'““m~m“
. 4. Define P.B.T.E. System components N www”
- b." Perhaps construct a communication or cybernetlc model on _ .
. . . definition base
¢ . c. Est abl4 sh guidelines for asse951ng both component and model
- functipn and adaptabitity to change R
d. Stimulate data—-base work, mqdel studies, cost analyses, ‘and
evaluation—feasibility studies
e. (Create centralized mechanisms for adding needed experfimental
. . . flexability or administrative focus as the svstem develonq
o 2. Trainlng me thods, materials, and Products of P.B.T.E. -: (pointsg .
’ . of content) ’ .
a. Identify and analyze present practices . -
“b. Develop a P.B.T.E. parame;gz\theory ’ o
c. Level—of—competeﬂce parametetrs-to include (at 1east) ..
i. Teachiag knowl edg R performance, decisions, strategies s
- . ii. Content knowledge ’
' . iii. Complex-learning outcomes
’ S - . (a) Tdentify and, analyze these, apnarently as correlated
: P . with teachdhg decisions and/or strategies
. ° \\\\i (b) What complex~learning outcomgs are the objective
N of P.B.T.E.? (Criteria descriptive rather. than
. % RE ) prescriptive) ~ , .
d. Identify any universal criteria Tbr\\pmpecency
’ ) . e. Identify criteria and/otr performance stan\ards wh1ch are,
. . . unique to learning characteristics B N
L, - “fr—-clzgwigit;il and advanced competency demonstrathps by
: students d teachers
- g. Study and assess teaching expertise in different teacher education
. : v ~—_schools und colleges s
’ . © - h. Stud\‘aﬁ&‘as criyeria of style of both teaching and learning
o i. Study and assess performing'teachers as decision-makers as well
v . as technologists : o
- - "49 - \\ "
. e v . voo. v
. - N . : :

\ EMC < N \\ . .

- . hR M ° v .

G 4 v 3 . > . vea
A o e £

5

|
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2. Winning acceptauﬁf«- Q\\\\\
.\ ”»

Involve:
a. Students - /
b. Teachers
c. Administrators (power base)
d.” Community
3. Avoiding_and alleviating opposition
(offensively and defene1ve]v)
a. Corrective strategies for existing and ant1c1pated forms af. | - .
opposition
N i. Responsible objections--suggested corrective®strategies:

: \\ (a) Have clear understanding of opposing position
. " (b) Assess its importance
\ . o . (c) ‘Communicate with those opposed
i . ’ \\ (d) Attempt to achieve cooperation ‘ .
ii.. Objections.based on misunderstanding . . /
™ (a) Possible causes:’

(1) Complete or partial lack of information »

2(2)

Faulty information

? (b) gested corrective strategies:
. (1)™<Educational campaign--provide promotional,
T ’/“\:7 h explanatory, and justificatory materials . . .
‘ ‘ (2) Emphasize change concepts and their advantages

- (3) Adapt information and its presentation to
inﬁividual\gfoupg and their needs .
iii. Blind objections--suggested Corrective strategies:

: “. (a) Attempt to involve those in question

N e

e

Help eliminate 'the sources of blindness (e.g., fear
Of change, status threat, fear of involvement,
o, additional work load, etc.)
. . * (c) Use modes of confrontation judiciously
) . b. Fffective communication tactics
i. Develop and maintain sensitivity to informational needs
ii.” Judiciously select and assignm, spokesmen to. ind4ividual
. . . interesy groups -
’ ) iii. Develop »d maintain sensitive -feedback mechanisms
) iv. _Develop a system or functional model for effective
. utilization of feedback and adjustment of communication

LT
IO s e

, 3
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- B > .
C. Support .o
1. Determining and galning financial a1d
I
|
|
;
1
|
|
|

’ ) procedures
. v. ProWide operational cv1dence—(through successful P.B.-
N systems in operation) .
) c. Dissonance avoidance by problem anticipation
+ d. Cooperation and communicatipn with other consortia
N D.” Certification and Accreditation ,
1. Establish relevant relationships between the P .B.,~movement and .

the teaching profession'and public school-practices
. 2. Work toward an. 1ntegrat1on of these-related elements of teacher
. . education

- . v




’

_/' a Section III rttkv \Y;\
P . < L e
. ’ ) 1\‘\

Second General Meeting, Mugust 10, 11, 12, 1972, Princeton, N.J.

]

Participants

' Outline forgfask Forces
. . "\\

Paper Developed by ‘Herbert”Hite

e

Questions and Problems Developed by Allen Schmieder
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/ ’ [
/

/

Dé. Hugh Baird

.Green House

Brigham Young University
Provo, Utah = 84601

Dr. Bruce Joyce .
Teachers College < -

Columbia University
\WNew Yotk New,York 10027
. “\

Dr. Charles Reed
State Department 6f Educatiom -

1118 Miles Johnson“Bldg.
Tallahassee, Florida -

i .

Dr. Herber: Hite ™

Western Washington State College
Bellingham, Washington 98225

Dr. Rcbert Peck

. University of Texas

. Education Annex 3.203
Austin, Texas 78712

e Dr. Vere M. DeVault
Proflessor, C & I
« University-of Wisconsin
< 750 University Avenue
Madison, Wiscgpsin ".53706 -

4.
Dr. Gil Shearron
College of Education
University ofo Georgia .
Athz: , Georgia ‘30601

A 3

-

-
ks

Dr. Allen Schmieder - e

U. S, 0ffice of Education
7th and D’ Street, S.W., Room 3682
* " Washington, D. c. 20202
. g
Dr. Norman Dodl
Florida State University
Tallahassee, Florida ) L

National Commission on Performance-Based
Teacher Education

Princeton, New Jersey

(-

*

.Dr. Hérace.Aqurgiﬁﬁ
College of Educathﬁ\\\\\\\\\;
Illinois State University -
Normal, Illinois 61761

. /// 1

-

-

Dr. Howard Co oh
+ New York Uni‘rsity
School of Education

Waghington Square
New York, New York 10003

Dr. Karl Massanari o
CTE .

One Dupont Circle, Suite 610
Washigton, D.C. . 20036

Dr. Theodore Andrews
N.~Y¥~- State Dept. of Education
.99 Waghingf“Tr .
Albany, New York 240“

~h\\\~¢%-nﬁ
@ Dr. Robert -Houéton . ©

Bureau of Educational Research
College of Education

University of Houston .
‘Houston, Texas 77004 )

»

|
l
ick J. McDonald (ETS)
Mr. Jim Deneen
Dr. David Potter (ETS i
AN o n
Mr. John Hollistgrj(ETS) 1
Miss Puff Rice (ETS) |
' Dr. Judith,Henderson
Professor ©f Education.
Erickson Hall

Michigan State University .
East.Lansing, Michigan 1
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MODELS TASK FORCLS -

1. Describe dinrnsions along
which nodels ‘may be
differentiated.

<

Theory

-
Process “N“‘“*“—K§X<gff;

in RoN Sv(‘\)( o

. Theory ot Training
ﬁ/' b
2.\ Identify alternative poten-

tial models worth deve]gging

(ABTE)

L
a. Give basic rationale of
each

b. Major distinguishing
characteristics

‘l

»

3. Develop plan for developing
models:

Conceptualization
[

a
b. System design
c.  Needed Research

d. Cost 0f’dgvé1opymht plan.

A

e - Q

1.

»

~

TRATHIIG TASK TORCE

Describe diwrensions along vhich
Training Systlems can bhe
divferentiated

N -

v

Identify fajor training systiems
to be developed:

a. Give basic rationa]evof
each
b. Major distinguishing

characteristics

c. Problems to be solved

Plan for Development

a. Conceptua]iiation
b. System design
c. Needed Research

d. Cost of development plan.

4
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Texrminology .
» * o
‘ ‘

’ Assessment - The process of measuring an cffect, -

) »

‘Evaluation - To judge an cffect against a criterion.
. Research 1: Hypothesis-testing rescarch;.c.g., rodation

.

between teacher behavior and pupil behavior.,

-

..

Rescarch 2: Decisiop-making rescarch: c.g., ("Does this

: . program produce the desired periformances; |
(2) doec this progrgn produce the result more
effectively than an ' 'alternative?)

*

Research 3: Asscssment research: the process of developing
the measuremeMt techniques, their reliability and
) validity. 7

o

Rescarch 4: Operation rescarch

(a) this model )
. (b) operating program .
(? 1
- [ / . .
% .
A , . .,
. ’ 4 Y n ) '
[ ~ . * L)
- - ! . ‘
. - : . Pe N
ERIC | R '
L Q * . ’ N .
S—— /\ ’ PR o ‘ .. v v .
v 2 . . . . © o
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‘. . -
N\ . a1 { g |
| : 7 MODFL! )
N o : 1
2. ~\Instructiona
Congcptua]é%% a ‘ BE?iZn
T AXONOMY ~— Classification System ) §
- L
N Tormative
®  Resecarch
(QLocal Operation) g
Select Teacher Behavior Research 2 °
and Pupil Dehavior .,
- Linkages L
. py d
Research 20
1 2 (Sumaat L ve ’
. Research) -
" !
Research Research 1 ' ’
3 -
B Model Revision  e—aed
-
: N
o 3 C
v
+
. Output
rogram Development 4|
Prog Develop
' (Generalizations)

9

(g

(

!

Research ¢
Operations Resbarch
(Local Operation)




To
To
To
To

To
To

-34=

Paper Developed by Herbert Hite

OBJLCTIVES

extend CBTE to significant degree
develop X operational'CBTE programs
prepare X T's by CBTE

modify elementary-secondary educatlon in cooperating schools
whose teachers participate in CBTE

define CBTE models and demonstrate their efficacy

)

.

develop and test a TTT mesl of CRTE

.

PROPOSAL:

J

Define ' non—negotlables of CBTE

Identify X institutions with emerging CBTE programs——which
are different from each other, but which exemplify the
non-negotiables .

Solicit other institutions associated with
to develop- pilot CBTE programs

w

"schooling' types

-

—-each will choose one of above (Inst.A.)

Inst. A will implement a process in which TT's at Inst.. B will
define their choices as to nature of components of their
own CBTE pilot program

Inst. B. will contract to test their definition of CBTE with X
students of teaching in period of time

L

--Cooperating schools and experienced T's will contract
%0 define components relef#t to their expertise--e. g s
pupil traits
)
~Goal of CBTE will be in terms of appropriate changes in elementary
and secondary pupils

> > > —

~\\\\\\Eié?back system . .

e

[}

h\EIEmaQEariEsecondary pupil changes -

changes in performance of students, of teaching

! o

changes in strategies of TT's (

»

achievement of objectives of Ipst. B'S\C§T§ programs

'

achievement of National Commission's goals--via Inst. A
(igplemenf CBTE program definitions in B .Inst.)

]

. \ ' .

ey
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S | @ |
—— " - PROPOSAL 2 . -

R

Establish a centinuous and free-floating seminar on CBTE research

Identify significant and persistent rxesearch problems associated’
with CBTE e.g., effects of specifying objectives upon behavior
of T's and/or TIT's : i

o ¢

4

feasibility of identifying and evaluating teaching behaviorg

associlted with complex learning objectives. )

2

Identify researchable problems generated by development teams

Outline and assign to participants or research team

(43

Disseminate to operational programs - field test and revise.

1 : h

4

—r

4 ) . . |

e L

- - . | T
| . | . : v.‘ A .. Jj
|

3

Cn
&©
(]
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Questions and Problems Developed by Allen Schmiedorﬁ % g
1. Levels of performance goals - determine levels and focus development
~ on highest level :
‘ Turner, etc. 6 criterion levels
Joyce - 14 domains ) : ] /,
\

o <
e

L e Yo [
” ,
2. How to demonstrate expected behavior in other than real situations-- |
i.e. as in past, students will not always have access to real class-—-
. 80 protocols, micro-teaching, etc. will need to be used but are
' presently not necessarily performance based.

3. If PBis to hold student accountzble for "essential tasks of teaching,”
. what are they? what evidence do.we have that they are essential:
. are some more essential than othérs?

s

-

.
0}

4. What processes are best for determining key competencies co be
demonstrated? What are built in systems for adjusting the key list
regularly? ) ] «

5. How do we really know when competencies have been mastered? What
are levels of mastery? What reinforcements agze needed? What growths
can be expected after lst level mastery, etc.?:

..

1

. |

6. What populations or mixes of populations should determine key cgmpetencies? |
Will it be c¢_iferent for skills and knowledge competencies? 0f should |

the reservoir uf competencies be made as large as possible t |
vast range of knowledge-skill mixes--with complex .systems of/selection 1
|

1

|

.at the ready to develop and retrieve these mixes.

~

7. One of the major possible goals of the TP approach is a piore personalized _

. training program. What program stra:tegies work begt? ow do we e.g
© ™ at MSO work thousands of students through X numbey’ of ¢gompetencies? . |
~ The logistics will be immensely complicated-twha&t are fresearch implications “

-

. - of individualizing programs at a time when people .ar
scarce. ' . ’

abundant and dollérs

1

1

1

|

8. What are the best kinds of modules? Who develops /them? How "hard" -
should they be? What kinds of deYivery systems gre needed to maximize ,1

. "sharing" of modules across regions and states? / What are the problems |
of "sharing." Transfer (adaptation) étc. have been key issues since co-op ]
— . research, yet little research on problem. ’ 1
f 1

. / |

L /
9. What evidence do we have anywhere that programs with exit requirements * |

. have:worked——that proves that such prior qualifications are not necessarily f
needed? ’ .- |

10. What kinds of feedback systems are most effective? How do we train people |

to ‘develop and use these systems? — §

ERIC S ; T
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1l. What are some new and effective systems for field intern¥hips?
What are implications for pupils of student teachers? (e.g. might
they have even stronger levels of mischief than in days of lab schools.)

‘ . - .
{

12. How can diverse groups most effectively work together? What will
major problems be re consortia, e.g. over-lapping decision domains, etc.
-

13. Protocol ang training materials being developed  are for most part
demonstrative/a small piece of the range of goodies needed. What are
most crucial p & t materials? What is ™adequate" range of p &
materials? Can p & t materials be developed "locally'? !

] ———

14, What are best examples of "regenerative" systems?///

15. Need to explore implications of a broader base of research, e.g.
greater involvement of teachers.

Implications of constantly adjusting to new situations i.e, if - /- .
= knowledge base and maybe even system change in several years,
) can't wait on traditional research cycle. . ) '

-

\\\\ 16. "What are best systems for developing a professional from beginpihg
\ to end? TFor linking pre and inservice? Research implications pf same?
What are major developmiental questions for TP re pre-service? Re ST
in-service? ’ . :
- - L4

17. What are best techniques for measuring relationships between® teacher

' dehaviors and student learning? How do you measure complex
relationships e.g. deeper love of life, etc.? ) N

18. What are implications of TP/and vice versa for other "major innovations"
of last decade or so, e.g. protocols, mini-courses, programmed instruction,
differentiated staffing, etc. ' - .

.

19. What are different problems in introducing concept to the great
variety of unfamilia# constituencies-- e.g.problems of introducing,
(let alone implementation) to community are quite different from
problems of -introducing to'adninistrators and supervisors.

5 -

20. Lack of cBnceptual clarity. ,

, ' 21. Lack of commoh terminology.
y . ’ *

1

22. How to best show it (TP) is not "anti-humanist". _ i
|

o
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v

23. Problems of specifying the "unspecifiable"
24, Lack of a coﬁprehensive national strategy--how does R & D relate to
whole? What should R & D priorities be? N
25. How do you get maximum quality and keep 'minimum restraints when
getting more and more specific? N
* N 26. Are competencies determined within perspectiVe\of today' s world or to
' prepare for tomorrow's? \
AN
27. How to best deal with all those "external factors" that influence
the process of learning a competency- €.g.environment, quality of
o . __._+.. .materials, teacher-trainee, student's receptivi;y. ‘
. 5 L -
—————————28.— What are implications of major reform directions e.g. field centered ,
A teacher training, more technology, etc. for TP and Vice versa. .
- - ) - ' .
. 8 M * -

29 Materials base shallow--theorétical range immense--how to set priorities
. . H

4
30. Do TP programs cost more or less than others? .
x
. /
N g .
~ AN . R o
) “\\' - N
AN . .
IR P “R~%*_r-—w- e .
I .

) \ .
- \
\ .
C . /- .
. //L; , . [
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e -
4
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VITA ‘ -

Frederick J. McDonald

'Présent Position: Senior Researcﬁ Psychologist; Director, Division of
Educational Studies; Chairman Teacher Behavior Research
Group, Educational Testing Service, Pr%pceton, New Jersey.

¢ ®
Former Positions: Associate Dean for Instruction New York University,
1968-1970. Professor of Education, and Psychology,
Stanford University, 1956-1968; Director of Technical
® Skills of Teaching Program and Intern Data Bank Research;
Director of Heuristic Teaching Program Stanford Center
for Research and Development in Teaching, 1965-1968.

s+ e e e Member of Advisory Committee, University of Texas Research
and Development Center in Teacher Education. Member of
) Advisory and Evaluation Committee for the Center for the
Study of Social Organizations of Schools and the Learning
Process: The Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Maryland,
* , 1967-1968. '

Education: Ph.DL, 1956, Stanford University, Stanford, California.

’ ’

ki ©

Books :

Educational Psychology: Wadsworth Publishing Co., San Francisco, 1939,
721 pp. (Asian Edition, Overseas Publications, Ltd. Kaigai Suppan Boeki,
KK. Tokyo, Japan) British Edition, Prentice-Hall International, Inc.,
London, England, 1961.

-

. Educational Psychology: Second Edition, Wadsworth Publishing Co., Belmont,
,» 1965. .
B
Chapters in Books: . /

"Pgychological Foundations of Educatjon," Chapter 5 in On Becoming/an
Educator, V. Morris, (Ed.), New York, Houghton-Mifflin, 1963, pp, 120-168.

"The Relation of Learning Theory to Education: 1900-1950," in /Theories
of Learning and Instruction, E. R. Hilgard, (Ed.), 63rd Yearbgok of the
National Society for the Study of Education, Part 1, Chicago University
of Chicago Press, 1964, pp. 1-26. .

"Heuristic Teaching"hin Research in Teacher Education, B. 0. Smith (Ed.),
Prentice-Hall, 1970. ‘

o : 104
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"Beyond the Schoolhouse" in The Schoolhouse in the City, A. T.
_Offler «(Ed.), New York: Frederick A. Praeger, J968. ¢

Articles:

-

"An Investigation of Presentatinn, Response, and Correction Factors
in Programmed Instruction" (with D. Allen), Journal of Educational

Research, July 1962, 502-507, (55).

"Children's Judgments of Theft from Individual and Corporate Owners,"
Child Development, March, 1963, 34, 141-150. 1~

"Meaningful Learning and Retention: Task and Method Variables,"
Review of Educational Research, 1964, 24, 530-544.

"The Influence of Social Reinforcement and the Behavior of Models in ,
Shaping Children's Moral Judgments" (with A. Bandura), Journal of
Abnormal and Social Psychology, September, 1963.

"Beyond the Schoolhouse," Urban Review, 3, 1968, 10-15. .

-
3

Research Reports:

"Teaching Scientific Thinking at the High School Level” (with W. (
Shockley), U. S. Office of Education Project 2-090, August, 1964.

"Training EPfects of Feedback and Modeling Procedures on Teaching '
Performance," U. S. Office of Education Project OE-6-10-078, 1967.

’

"Experimental Test of the Shockley Training Program,"” U. S. Office
of Education, Project OE-6-10-026, 1967. o /

Recent Papers: . ) ‘

"A Theoretical Model of Teacher Training Variables," American Educational
Research Association Convention, Los Angeles, California, 1969. /;)

"Heuristic Teéching," American' Educational Research Association,
Minneapolis, Minnespta, 1970. -

*~

Major Research Grants: ‘ v

S
»

" Teaching Scientific Thinking at the High School Level (with W.
Shockley and P, Hurd), U. S. Office of Education, 1964.
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Teaching Scientific Thinkiqg at the High ‘School Level (with W, Shockley
and P, Hurd), U. S. Office of Education, 1965-1967.

The Effects of Modelingﬁand Feedback on the Acquisition of Teaching
Behavior, U. S. Office of Education, 1964.

@

The Evaluation of an Experimental Curriculum in Nursing, NIH, 1964,

The Effects of Age and Practice upon Children s Conceptualization of
Space, National Institute of Health, 1965-1966.

An Experimental Investigation of the Influence of Mpdel Characteristics
and Reinforcement Contingencies on the Imitative Behavior of Children,
1965, Proctor and Gamble Fund, Stanford School of Education.

Influence of Discriminatlve Context and Relative Effectiveness of
Perceptual and Graphemic Repregentation in Second Language Learning,
U. S. Office of Education, 1966.

Training Studies in the Learning of Teaching Behavior, Stanford Research
and Development Center on Teaching, 1963. .
Heuristic Teaching Researéh, Stanford Research and Development Center
on Teaching, 1967.

The Development of a Teaching Anxiety Scale, Proctor and Gamble Fund,
Stanford School of Education, 1966.

Influence of Level of Abstraction and Number of Examples on Complex
Concept Learning, Proctor and Gamble Fund, Stanford School of Education,
1967, ~, .
. . A ; / - Y
The Development of Performaqﬁe Measures of Teaching Behavior, Educational
Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey, 1970.% .

- 4

. .

"/
> Professional Organizations:
Fellow and President-Elect, Division 15, American Psychological
Association; American Educational Research Association; American
* . Association for Advancement of Science; Sigma Xi; Phi Delta Kappan,
Certified Psychologist with the State of California.
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<«

I. Current Position: Coordinator of Teacher Eaucatzon - Iliinois
: 'State Un;versx»j {1970) -

DR -

]

Specialization: Social S tudies Curr¢culun and Instruction
‘ . .. 5 .
. II. Educational Background: A.B., University of California
(Bexkeley), 1950 o -
M.A,, University of Callfornla

. ' (Berkeley), 1952
- . X M.A., Stanford University, 1954
) Ed.D., Staniord University, 156¢4-
ITI. A. Professional Experfence: ‘qu ////
: . ® . T \
) ‘ K . 1956~1960 Menlo-Atherton High School i v

, 1960~1961 San Carlos High School ,
1964-1966 Whitman College '
o 1966-1967 Aleéna State University
.o 1967-1970 Colorado State University
- 'S8, 1965 | Pennsylvania State University C
S§S, 1966 Washington State College '

B. Related Experience: * - N
4 .
- 1956~1961 ‘Social Studies Curriculum Committee menber,
: Economics and, U.S. History, Sequoia Union -
High School District

4 ¢

|
1966 Social Studies Curriculum Consultant, Walla = |
: X o Walla Publig School District, Walla Walla, L
> e ) Washington - 1
’ 1966 " Gocial Studies Curriculum Comsultant, Rich
R ‘land, Washington .o
) onsultant for Media Project of AM.C.T.E.

Reader and Zvaluator for social studles project 1
proposals, Projectﬂzace, Title III, U.S. Oifice j
of Education . ;
© 1969-1970 Chairman, Social.Sciences Urndergraduate Cur- |
) . riculum Committee, Colorado State University o
N .+ CQurrent Reader and .Evaluator Ior project proposals to _ .’j

be submitted to U.S. Cifice of Educatior, ouuuc/////ﬁ

of Minnesota, S:ta'te Department of Educat:ion , j

’ . A N V
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B '
Current Assdciate Proggct Dlretuor, Natlonal C&mmlssnon
! ) J : " on, Performance Based 7eacher Education and
. | . Certifitacion (ﬁ ederick J. Mcbonald, Pr oject
-Dl;ector), Planning Grant - Roc&efeller Brothers
Foundation -~ $69,000.00 - (Relgased time from / (
. I.S.U. - % time - February to July, 1972) h
Current Consultant, Teacher Rducation Studies, Tducational )
, Testlng Serv1ce‘ Princeton, New Jersey
& Currgnt Institutional Coordinator of Peace Corgs*V15ta
, Programs at Illlnoﬂf State University ) )
» ¢ . - .
-
1V. Funded Rgsearch: \ S
- » -
1961-1964 Research Assistant, Stanford Qh;verslty, Setondasy,
Teacher Education Progect funded by the Ford '
. Foundat ik 4 . .
§s, 1967 Research Associate, Teaching Skllls Pro;ect ‘
Research and Development Center for Teacher Educa-

- . R

N ¥ . . tion, Stanford Unlversity ,

- ) 1969 Field Researchf*Worx with Cheyenne, Wyoming high //'
h school social studles teachers developing a.program ‘
Y ’ for including and\geveloplng soc1a1 studies skills

in the curriculum *

1970-1972 Project Director, U.S.O. E. Exper1mental Elementary -

Current Teacher Edbcation Project for So 1a% Sc1ehce Majors
1$75, 000) ] -
1971-1972 Project Sunervxsof/ Teacher Educatlo Research . .
. Current Projects Educational Testing Service| ($23,500) ,
X
V. Publications: o
‘ . & . »
, Aubertine, Horace. "The Use of Simulation-Games 'in Classroom
o -Instructiqn" Paper presented at the National Association of
( iolocgy Teachers, ChiciQO' Illinois,¢Octpber, ,1971.

» i
p .

* . N i ‘
< . Nubertine, Horace, and Jonnson, ﬁﬁlllam D "Paacher Perform-
‘ance, Appraisal Scale", copyrighted, Spring, 1969.

Aubzrtine, Horace. Co-inventor, Fducational Game in Ggography
"Bestination", for use in-junior and senior high schoo} social

.

studies classes, Spring, 1969.

Aube}tine, Horace. "Rural Student Sooaks Ou“", Phi Delta E
Kappan, Junc, 1969, v b
~ 2 ' ' ¢ ’
Aubertine, Hotace. "New Tools for Educational Research apd. . B
\Qeuhher ‘ralnxng“, ndu:gtlonal T*lgvns*??, yaxch, 196 - g . +

= . ’\ " . ]
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VI.

- “
LrACS RUSERTING

Aubertlpg, Horace. "The Use of Mlcro-Teachlﬁg "in the Process

. Accepted for Publication 1972-73: ° "The Renaissance of the

. —45- /
Aubertine, Horace. "The Use of Micro-Teaciing ,in Training -
Supervising Teachers", The High School Jourral, November,
1967. )

o
Aubertine, Horace.* "The Set %pduction Process and Its Appli=-
cation in.Teaching”, The Journal®of Educational Reseaxch,
April, 1968, , - -

*,

» [N

of Trai ing Clinical Superv1sors“, Paper presented at Session
210 of -EsR.A, Convention,’ February, 1967. |, .

Laboratory Schools*® by ‘The Journal of Teacher Education.

. ' ‘ -
“Secondary Curriculum Design" by Education.Technology, Fall,
1972: Special Issffe on Competency-Based Education. ~ |

‘ ) .
Graduate Faculty g§pef1en§§ ‘ 4 ' *
R 2 .

Chairman of doctoral committee for -
Robert Schuck, Ed. D., Arizona State QplverSLty, 1967,

?

Chairman qf Mastér of Education conmlttee for -
Seng Seok Hoon, M.Ed., Colorado State University, 1969.’
Mary Opoku, M.Ed., Colorado State University, 1969.

‘Constance Behr, M.Ed., Colorado State University, 3970,

4
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_VITA SHEET
\ ~
‘ Theodoxg E. Andrews ‘
4
R 3
Academic Study : ‘

Little Falls ngh School, *Little Falls, New York - 1950

Hartwick College, Oneonta - B?ﬁﬁ (Historqugjor,'English minor) - 1954
o4 >

1

State University of Nev York at Albany - M.A, - 1960

State University of New York at Albaey - Candidate for Ph.D. degreé in
Foundations of Education (History). Topic.accepted,:

rescarch completed, writing underway.
- g - —

<

Certified to teach secondary English and Soc ‘Studies

United States Army - 1954-56

Taug@t at Laurens Central School, Laurens, New York - 1956-58

North Colonie School District, New York - 1958~

. @\ , .
Assistant Professor, State Univeésity of New York at Albany (Englis?/,—-r”

Taught at Shaker. High School,

-~

- @§ducation) - 1962-66 .
Assoc1ate Bureau of Teacher hducat1on, New York State Educat ion
Department - 19606 to present

»
s

—— e —————— e = ———
——

Con51derab1c experience as a newspancr reporter (including a pobitlon
with. the A]bany Times Union)
Date of birth -

May 2, 1932 . -

Married to former Katherine Coady AN R o

~
.

Two Children - Laura - four

% " Barbara - nine - .
’ ‘ N A~
Reside at: 8 Sevilla Drive -
Elnpra, New Yovk . )
Telephone: _AC S18 371-65¢3
by
)

110} :
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Professional Publications and Activities:

"A Mandate for Action," New York State'Education,
s November, 1967, :

"Humanities Education in the Elementary Schogl," The
Humanities Journal, Fall, 1968.

"The Search for 'Better Folk,' ' New York State Education,
February, 1970,

MPreface," The Assessment Revolution, National Syméosium on
Evaluation in Education, Robert Berkhart, Moderator-
Editor,; New w York State Education Department, Division
of Teacher Education and Certification--Buffalo State
. University College--Teacher Learning Center,

H"Observer Comments," ‘1970 Annual I%aqher Education Conferéhce,

Ellensburg, Washington n o .
. New Directions in Certification, Case Study,’ ate of

Washington, Office of Teacher Education Certifi- '

cation--Funded. by Improving State Leader p in Education, '

Denver, Colorado--AssoEﬁatlon of Teacher Educators
Publlcation, 1971

- " - -
57" Manchester Interview: Competency-Based TGdCer|EdUCZ?ION/Certifi-
cation, Performance-Based Teacher Education Project, American
l Association of Colleges for T%f;pers (February, 1972 publica-
" tion). “

"Competency-Based Certification," To pe published in omgeténcy-
Based Teacher Education: Progress, Problems, Process by
Al Science Research Associates, 1972. ) °

.
<N



‘ ; In addition to the attached vita, 1 have posed the following
quest ions (and answered them) as a slightly different approach to
a vita presentation, -

[N

BRIEFLY WHAT EDUCATIONAL POSITIONS HAVE 1 HELD?

Laurens Central School, 1956-58, two years as a high' school
teacher of Engllsh and social studies, Laurens, New York.

. ‘ Shaker Hih School, 1958- 62, four years as a high school  * «
B teacher of English in the North Colonie School District,
= a suburb of Albany, New York,

The State University of New York at Albany, 1962- 66, four
years as an Assistant Professor in English Education
working with student teachcrs and ‘teaching cducation

® courses, .

. . The New York §tate'Education Department, 1966-71, five ye;;s

‘ as an Associate in the Bureau of Teacher Education in
Albany, New York,*

WHAT ACADEMIC STUDY HAVE 1 COMPLETED? ' ' .

Graduated from Little Falls High School.in 1950, H@ttle Falls,
3 ol New York, . B

. .

S—
Graduated from Hartwick College in 1954, B.A. in history.

Graduated from the-State Unlversity of New York at Albany in . ‘
1960, M.A. in Teaching, . . , . o

’ ’
Sixty hours pof additional graduate work beyond the Master's .
¢ degree,

-

1

Recognized candidate for Ph.D, degreé, progkdm in History of
Edgga;}on at the State University of New York at Albany, dissertatic
topic accepted, research completed, writing underway.

WHAT HAVE BEEN MY RESPONSIBI ITIEQ IN THE,NEW YORK STATE EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT” . .

&

. . The Bureau of Teacher Education in whlch 13 Associate is .
responsible for approving teacher education pg@g in approxirately
110 colleges and universities in New York Statg. We are legally charged
- with reviewing proposals for all programs for the preparation of teachers
‘and for scheduling and coordinating onsite visits to the campuses, gt
least once every five.years. \

1 have acted as chairman for approximately 30 college visits a
A . year. 1In most cases ‘these weré. team visits utilizing consultants hoth.
from with}::f{e Education Department and from outside educational ’

‘\) ‘ " . - . 1,1?53 :- ' » -
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institutions. It has been my responsibility not only to schedule .
and coordinate team activities but also to prepare the written
.. report on the visit and make recommendations for’ official State
. - action.on the programs that were reviewed, Samples of ‘such
reports could be made available to you, if you wish to see them.
I have also participated in numerous Middle States and NCATE
evaluation v1sits. I
In additidon to the formal approval and registration responslbilities,
I spend a great dedl of time in informal consultation ‘with the colleges
that are preparing teachers. Approximately 40 such visits have taken
plare each year that I have been with the Department. These visits are
shorfer and often clearly designed to deal with only one particular
problem, for example, how to establish a full-tlime stugent teaching
experience within a liberal arts college. A .

1 ]

-

Another ongoing activity has been appearing at professlonal meetings
to present mater1a1 to the f1e1d on positions that the Department has fe
taken. For example; 1 have ‘spoken in recent years at meefings of the o,
New York State Association for Student Teachers, the New York Stale.
Council of Teachers of English, and the New York State Business Teachers
s Assoc1at10n. ) o ] .
7 ‘ N T
WHAT OTHER PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL ACTIVITILS HAVE 1 ENGAGED IN?
1 have been specializing for the past three years in developments
in the field of certi icat1on by performance. Beginning with the - [
* responsibility for planming the Nxtional Symposiuni on luation in 1968,
i . I have often acted as the Department liaison at State and Nathﬂil meetings
to discu§s the feasibility of developing a performance ba31s for
certificatlon. P -

D .
' During my years as a public¢ school teacher I was active in the .. .
New York State "Teachers Association serving as a representative to the
. State house of delegates in 1957. In the past few years I have been
B Voost active in Lat is now the Associativn-of Teacher EJULaLurs.,yl hdve
been{chosen Phogram direttpr for the 1972. ATE Nationfl Worksﬂbﬁ to .

be h State Universxty College at Fredonia, New:York. The® topgc

for this meeting is the Assessment of Performanc and approx1maLely L EREY
500 participants are expected S E, > ? ¥

N
l-.

In addition to .my schpol teaching experience and my educational- §

experience 1, for many years, had a dual career as a newspaper reporter ,
and I have writtcn hundreds of articles in the varying daily and weekly 1

newspapers .for which 1 worked. Because ofhthls I have bcen’involved in

- other writing activit1es for te Department such as a report ¢n the . |
Returned Peace Corps Volunteer®Conference published im 1967. Also - i
,while 1 was a member of the staff at the.North Colonie School District, /‘ 3
\p 1 was assigned the responsibility for lic .relations in that district. |
As a part of these responsibilitics 1 '*rcndud'al Boarvd of Edﬁcqtinn * - 1
. meetings} scheduled press conferences wherfjappropriate, edited a district ]
newsletter that appeared three times a ytzz, and prepared a 20 minute j
sound movie on a prospective bond issue, . ;
|
1
|

¥

[ 4
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’ - ' ' Howard Coron ! '
f r -
Present Position: Associate Professor of Education, New York .University.

!

k ' (Early Childhood and Elementary Education)

- Dlreétor of Student Teaching - Elementary and Secondary

i: .

Dlrector of Teaching Performance Center
(a}v1deo center for the ana1y51s of teaching behavior) Y

.
’ (

- - . H

Education: B:k(, Brdoklyn College =
‘ oy e

’MiA. Teacher's College, Columbia University _

‘L x . o -

.,.__..-; P— ~ e -

6t Year Diploma. Queen College (Supervision and Admlnlstrat}

H

?hD., Unlver51ty of Wlscon81n (Cgfglculum and Instruction)

¥ & ) ‘

Professional
Education: l9$4 = 1964 Elementary School Teacher ", :
< ‘;:3 i !
1964 =/1968 Instructor and Supervisor, University of Wisconsi
. N A
e e Mﬂng ~Other Curre t ?i‘EL% i - - ‘ )
t Activities l }i élrman of the Policy Board of the NYU-Park East
¢ t . ‘g High Sohool N.Y.S. Trial Project’ - P.B.T.E. - Engllsh 'Educatio
| 'Creator of P B.T.E. gu1delines for the Appreneice Teacher ~
f' . program of the NYC Board of Education
) No—
‘ N AASCU-Sears‘Fougdatlon member of adv1sory ‘Board and Slte
NI Visitor for planning projects in P.B.T.E. . ;
* ELE
c Writer of several reports on teacher training programs for
y.Y.U., AACTE; and Board of Education, City of New York
N . ) ) z . Co—Cha;rman of WNET-Channel 13's Committee'on'Higher Educaflou
) " ’ , ’ ) p.ov ¢ " ‘ hd ‘ )
. - - ——— .
« . ":‘ N [3 .
; . - < .
' . N '




PROFESSIONAL DATA

W. Robert Houston

Oifice LT %
- N
444 Education Bldg, i 9c3]1 Voguc -; .

Hougton, Texas | -
- |

University of Houston
77Q55

Houston, Texas 770047 ]
ne: (713) 467-3088

Phone: (713) 749-3621

e ; Educational Bxperience

1970-Present University of Houston, Hous

Professor éﬁ Curriculup and iInstruction .

i ks
Director, :Competency-Based Teacher Center.
. Purposc of the center is to design and tesg
- © innovative tcacher preparation progr.i.
.ecmphsizing comp$tcncics, personalization and
modular instruction. Supported by USOE and
. . Texas Education Agency grant:’ .

" Co-director, Southwest Technical Assistance
Center. Provides tecnnical assistance in-

: competency~-based teacher education to Tcacher
Corps programs and Colleges of Education in

, 13 universities in Southwestern United States.
Supported by National Teacher Corps.

-
———— e ——— -

Tok

‘. T Director and Senior author of the Houston Needs
R _ Assessment Systém, designed for individual
' schools to explore their programmatic and tearhex’
L T ) : competency needs, and to formulate programs on
i . the basis of results. Supported by grants from
- Texas Educational Renéwal Center.

Co-Director, Competency-based Module Developnment

Project. Exemplary modules are being cesvgred

through’ this project which is supported: oy USOE
v and the Teacher Corps.,

o L4

Coordlnatlng Committee, National Commission on

Performance-Based Teacher Education, runded Y

Roqkfellow Bros. to Educatlonal Testing Service
, to focus national efforts: in 1mprqv1ng teacher
———education on vital issues, and coordlnate thos$e

efforts. - - )

115

.
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W. Robert Houston ’ .

9

=

1961-1964 -

1966-1970

.

1961l-present

1961~-present

L1
Planning Committce, six regional «rid 6neC maciocnal
confercnce, 1972-1973, spoasorcd iy t.c /i.ccican
Association for Colleaes of Tcacner Lducation;
with respon51b111ty for designing the program
devoted to instructional developnernt.

-~

Member, Six-man raé&lltat&on Tean uthlng with
USOE Associate Commissioner orn soecta- _&scignment.
During 1971-1972, projects have ﬂC;hCCQ beu )
reorganization pattern,” USOE staif interviews
training, Community Task Force, a d/béadersn;p
lng Institutes reformulation. .

e

mittee, Texas Educational Renewal /

Center.

°

’

Consultant to about ten collegees in competency-
based teacher education.

[

Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan

1961-~1963 Assistant- Professor o
1963-1967 Associate Professor
1967-1970 Professor . . ’

-~

L S " °
'Coordlnator of.experlmental Stude t Teacner
'hducatlon Program. ,

» 4
Director “f Elcmentary Intern Procram. il 18 a
four-year ‘undergraduate program Cusuminating,in
a full year of internship. Students co*al=te
professional work in one ot the efev an ~I. cen'
ay

, -
" teaching strategies, pve internship teaching, and
internship. Interns are supervised on a six to

were enrolled during 1969-1970. In each center,
an MSUNfaculty member coordinates the instrucc onal

]
one ratio by intern consultants. -Over 500 - studénts ¢

program\\%uperv1ses intern consultants, and main-
.tains commlinication with the local scnool discricts
and ¢ommuni college, The EI2 Directoxr is respon-
sible for the 'statewide direction of the program. -

g

Instructor in graduate and unaer@radua*c clhs;éé‘ﬁ*j
in mathematics education and in elerritary cducatio

Consultant in elenentafy mathcmatic: cducation to
- school districts .in Michigan, Ohio, Illincis, Texas,
- and the Panama Canal Zone; to American Schools in
San Salvador; Tecgucigalpa, Honduras, Guatcmalyg City
The Hague,. Amsterdam, Rotterpdam, and Do ot cohits]
Netherlands; and, DOD schoo /S in Helccloer , Germany

£ ]
B R

L
E
s
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W. Robert Houstén . ' :

1968 i Project Dircctor for the Behavioral Seicace
Tcachex Ecucation Piddgrai, one ol nin. ncgiccts
: in the natilon support < by tne USOL burcau of
. Research to dovelop ihnovative teachcr cducation 2
J,fwwf*~——*”"/,dfp___ij_oodels. BSTEP focused on thce contributions of
the behavioral scienceg to all aspects of pro-
- - fessional and gencraﬁ ducatlon, and cmploved
- the "clinic behavior style" as/e modce Zor develop-
- ment and implementation| More than 2700 ez JllClt
instructional modules weére developced by a gtaxx
— of over 150 professionals representing scven:
~ colleges in MSU, -other niversities, schocis, and
/ ) : educational agencles n addition, a complex
r/ ' P formation retrieval-system was developed and -
a managemei;édeSLgn projected. Project Contra

/ . b No. OEC-0-8 025-3314 J(010) . ,///*/”/"
S 1

1969-1970 — Project biykctor of FeasibilitV Study of 28TEP
- again supygorted-by USOE| to determince the v1a9111ty
} and potept#ality of a competency- basea, personalize
o E program. PERT‘diagrans arnd designs were
- utilized in projecting/sequences for progran
) develgpmewt; - the theoretlcal conseruct of a cost-

14

" developed-

F Project fontract No. OEC- 029 -320424-
: ) 404 10)./

; , &

Summer, 1963€ Visi#ting Professor in mathematlcs educaéigg, .
a Unlver51t of Hawa i

’Summer1 1964~ VlSltlng Profess in mathematlcs educatlon,'

1965 Texas T chnologlfal College. .
~ | , - ’ ”@ L
Univergity of ash'ington. . '
1966~1968 f ; sgarch .Committee, Mathematics Currlcul
b ) ’ yjchigan State Department of Education.

Summer, 1969 Visiting Prdfes or in mathematics educatlon, Q
i
|
]

- .l9§lﬁ:j\\\ Consulfqpt/
‘ . . “"““*—oneolégifey

‘{967 , ; Director of a"two-week conference for 30 eolrege
__.7—~*—”” professors of mathematics education sponsored by
= « . the National Science Foundatlon. , (NSF Grant)

O New York State Department oxtEcucatlo
practlce in teacher education.

I
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Preaeni Addnaa: Mivried. & gons \

1110 Baach Modeo "*ree‘ bate of nirth: liay 20. 1915
& Coshen, Indiana ’ ileight: 5 f:et 10 inches
Trlephoire:  335-3509 Welghts 180 1bs-
fregent Ponizion: Director of Teacher Education  ‘

Rl ‘ Profussor of REducution . N
! © -Goshen College, Goshen, Indizaa .
. . Bagan scxvices at Geshen Coiloge in 1843,
~
Office: P Room #13, Administration Building - v
Co Goshen Collesz, Gqshen:} Indigra. -1 i -\
\ Talephone: 53323161, Hxtensfva 221 S
* N ' ) s ' \ > 2 A\
€ @ = i Ml < .
Education: Gtaduate of Fioher High. Scbnol, PLsker—It ‘inqi.s 1932 - o2
. ,__———-v/‘(
5 . .
)‘V& Graduate of Coshen COlleoc, B.A. degrey, 1356 N
- Major: iusic idoozs; ulsto ry Luplizh T S e
. Graduate school, Ghio State Univc:aitym svamer 1937, sn buddc 7
R aducatieni X ' -
o ¢ ’
_ . Gra(ucte work, Vulversity of Illirois. s T *
¢ . Educaticn, Music :’ducation. and\ History. .
. o~ ‘ o LY
‘ . Mo A. doegres, 51‘)42 & T R — " B
Ed. M. dearce, 1943 in Dduczation ~ A
T, D. dodiece, 1949 in !id'.:;:aticn-:';' Acminisrraticn .
’ ‘Post graduata wrork, Univeraity of sinnaszota. sumwex 957, i )
' Righer Education, . .

) " . i . ‘/'/ .4’
Przaﬁcssional Secoudary schoo} tezcher:: Musie, Englisih, Mo hond t{cs T
Experdinnce; Berlin Public, Schools, ucrlin,, Okio, ;'ﬂ !'h? /

T - _SQcondary acheol teacher: rusic, :‘liz:‘%"y ‘/’ -
) Mehomet High Schoel, idahomet, 11lino: “1?42:
N Secondary school gdministrater and' tesunort - .
‘ Maho:m,t. riigh Sencol, .anoz~:. “lli.z.zi»- ‘;"s 1997, e
— | . , / 2
‘ ' Graduate R2search Ar,aie“mxt. ¢ollege of flscatiow, Duress of
, Regesreh and Sarvices, Uaiversity of Ilituvds, Waoana, Iiliucls,
19472948, . L
CAsarsiste Profegscor of Bdeeailen. Geshen (o logc, 1048-3051,
) Peafagser of Siecatica, Godfey Mllev “? ‘ L .
N ’ ’ raning daga, Qoslon f ""\.L':."_‘.. “‘J)"Ll.) \196P 7.306 Ny
vireglor of Loostar t'v:r- rlmu 1130 N ) -
. - '.r: whlipenurses dagoee Nory Bloasvtion, otud{mt weschingd )
S . n(’\'vlk‘“"}“ﬂ‘.i‘l gepeacke ';y,{‘.‘u.c, :.:;'cu:.'leay. .‘.;utmda T
) - Teaching, indepeadont Sundy - .ol
- ' ~Curriculun Canguliant, Divielgs of Guaidavze, nm! teacher at  « o
‘lC s Jena lligh ‘Sceood} nitshaweda, Ind..ann, ..':'J' 33959 (m-'ms L
V ) “~ ’ . 4 S""bbt“C‘ll ‘e{"y/a’.( -
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W. RobcrE Houston N +

3. (With others), A Mcans to a Midsion. Washgngbolf DGl .
National Center for tne Improvcncnt ‘0of Education Svystems,

USOE, 1972. ; ‘ o e

4. (With others), Elemensary Education In The Seveantices.
Neyyyork: Holt, Ringchart and Winston, 1970. Pt

" S. (With others), The New Elementary School Curricuii.si. New
York: Van Nostrand Reiﬁhold, 1570) 384 pages.

6. (Wlth‘others), Unacrseandlhc the Number Systcn /Columbus,

Ohio: Charles E. Merrill, 1969, 189 pagcs. -

7. (With ofhers), Extending Understandings of [labh.-.:
Columbds, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill, 1969, 168 paccs. — ~

8. Behavioral Sc1ence Elcneneary Tecacher Education wrocrim,
Volume I, Volume II, Volume III. (Bditoyx and Prejcct X T\
A/,Director) East Lansing: Michigan State Universily (de.cription
of model teacher preparation program), 1968, 1975 pages.

[} s / .
9. Feasibility Study of the Behav1oral Science Teachcr Zducatis:

Program (Editor and Project Dlrector) East ﬂhns/né’ urcurgan
Michigan State' University, 1970, 417'pages

10. ~(With others), Exploring Regions of Latin Amerlca and Gégzoal
Chicago: Follett, 1968, 414 pages . }

1l. , Improving Mathematics Eoucatggn for Elementaﬂy,School Teachers,
.-East Lansing: Michigan €tate University (repot¥t.of 1967 ‘..
Conference for professors of mathematics educ\ﬁion), 105 pages.

.

12;~ (With C.C. Collier, R.R. Scﬁmatz) W.J. Walsh) Teachine in tne .-
Modern Elementary Séhool, New York: Macmillan, 19§<; 310 pages. -
n)

13. (With Frank Blackin ton‘III and Horton Southworti rofessional

————6rowEth Through Student Tehching. Columbus, Ohio: Charles E-

Merrill Books, Inc., 1965, 311 pages. .

14. (With Roger Osborn, M.V. DeVault, and” Clauae “Bovd) Exté ding-
~ Mathematics Understanding. Celumbus., Ohio; Charlos‘E‘gﬁerrlll
Books, Inc., 1961, 278 pages. e :

N -

15. (With M.V. bevault) sir Isaac Vewton. Austin: The Steck . - —-
. Company, 1960, 48 pages. - -
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: W. Robert Houston . ~
-T:d— -—-———‘-—-—v~‘-—~‘*;‘"‘/‘_’:*” T " /.{/ . ’ >t
- , ' Research Morographs .
.- 1. (With others) Television and Consultant Serviccs zz Mokl 2o of
in-Scrvice Education for Eilementary SChOOl ALLiCNilu Of rduiig=
) matics: Bureau of Laboratory Schools Publication wo. i4, Tae
) - bnlverslty of Texas, 1961, 125 pages. (A report'of research
A project number 7 41-070. 00 thle VII, National Dcfensce Educa=-
paE tion Act, 1958).' ' - _

/1‘| ' . . , 3
. 2. cted Methpds—of In-Service Dducatlon and the Mathematies
| - Acnlevement and Interest of Elemenfiary School Puwr! . Un-

' . . published doctoral dissertation: Austin: The\\nrvcr51ty of
~  Texas, 1961. . ° . i

3. (With M.V. DeVault "Mathematics In-Service Educatiorn: Teacher
Growth Increases Pupil Growth," The Arithmetic Teacher. (May,
. 1963), pp.243-247. ‘ - ’ , .
/ , - . . . Il
g 4. ((With M.V. DeVault and C.C. Boyd)."Do Consultant Services Make |
- a Difference?" School Science and Mathematlcs, (May, 1963), pp.

285 290.

S. (Wlth Ann Olmsted and Frank Blacklngton) Teacher Stances: A
Five-Year /Study of Styles of#Sixty Teachers. (nast uanslng
v T Michigan Sta@e Unlvers;ty, 1970) .

hd L}

e

5 'JOURNAL ARTICLES, CHAPTERS, AND INSTRUCTIONAL' SYSTEMS . » ° :
+ C T . ‘ ) 3
| - C o w1 //‘t : . ‘ ;
f*’ 1. (With oye 'Y. Hollis), ."Personalizing Mathematics achér :

. Prepara 'on," Educational Technology, March, 1372, pp. 48-50. _

. 2. "Objectives* for Prospective Elementary “Peachers of Math m#tiCSu‘
ol A Developmental Procgss," The Journal of Teacher nducat L, ;
T ) Fall, 1971, "pp. 326-30 , - \
.- [l " - - e . o L
t | ’ l e - i -
- 3. (With Bruce Burke), "Teacher Education” &s Interd1=c1pllna1;4é:;?
; S '~\ Study " Chapter 6 in Dan W. Anderson;-et. al., Now Direct y —

in Teacher Educatlon (Berkeley, California: McCutchan, 972).}3

o > o _ :

. . 4. rf6rmance-/Cpmpetency-/or Proficiency-Based Teacher Educa-
) v on," (Washington, D.C.: ERIC Clearlnghouse for Teacher ..°
T Edbcation, 1972)% - , &
i : 3 C e
N 5. Gulae for staff Development of School Admlnlstrators (Houston':
S Houston School District, 1972) . :

' R ‘ 6. (With others), Developing Instructional Modvles (Houston:
3‘”%;/, _ College of Education, 1972). Includes 190-page worktoext,
s Director's Guide, four slmde presentatlons and five au«mn-

e . v
; . .. tapes. . - .
3 . f . T . . -
v T s SR o> » - Patd
.. o e L PR W " . . B e 7
(P . . - 22NN ‘A-‘: _.:; et . :z L. , i‘ . '7"":\”' T h k.
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12.

13.
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15.

‘18,

W. Robert tlouston

" Program (Austin:
' |

‘14,

16.

- Education International, 1965,

(With others),. Develoning a Volurntecr Teachor, (u'n=°(7u4hin9£on
D.C.: National Teacher Corps, 1971)+ Ing;naes an 87 page
worktext, slide and audio- tape presentatlon. \

e

Comoctency-Based Teacher Pducatlon (Austln. Tcexas Educatiehz//

_ Agency, 1972). , 1

5‘/ - . ‘ : ’
e ’y
StratGQies for Desiening A Cornetencv-RBased Teacihr Fducation
Texas Education Agency, 1972). -

‘.

Colicae of Education,

e . [}
Houston Neceds Assessmdt, Svstem (Houston:

1972). Includes*Directédr's Gulde, several instruments, and a
slide/tape presentatlon. ° :
“Behavioral Science Teacher Education Progran -- Feasibility

Study Summary," Journal of Research and Development in Dduca-
tion, Spring, 1970, pp. 45—55. / . g
"ohe Michigan State Benavioxral Scierde |
Rescaxcin and

(wWith John E. Ivey, ‘)
*Elenentary Teacher Education Program, " Journal of
&vglqgment in" Education, Sorlng, 1969, pp. 36-39.

i

"ObJectlves of Mathematics Education =-- A Developmental Process"
Section I in Improving Mathematics Educatlon for Blementarv
School Teachers,,l967, pp. 11-19. : : -

(With Jullan B_agggndon)MECunrecuLum—Revo%uttons—anu
MaEhR, " Format June, 1969. p. 2 5. ,

[

[ ]
(With John gT\i;ey, Jn.) "The Michigan State Model Program,"
Elementary Teacher Training Models, 1969, pp. 36—3?\\;iff -
"A Guide to Behavioral Science Elementary Teacher Edugaﬁion
Program,” A Reader's Guide to the Comprehensiveé-Models for

Prevaring Elementary Teachers, Washington, D.C. ERIC Clearlng
house for Teacher Educatlon, 1969, pp. .23-50.

-
(With William Joyce). "The Plowden Report: Englishnen “valuahe
Primary Eduqetxon," Cchildhood Education, Oceober, 1968, ..’
106-110. : §

"The Challenge of In-Service Education," New Directions :n !
Mathcmatics. Washington, D.C.: Association-.for Childrhood |
pp. 65-70..* ~ j

< . y "i
"Preparing Prospectlve Teachers of Elementary Schooil Matnematlcq
The Arlthmetlc Teacher, November, 1968, pp. 643-647. 1
1}

i

]

i

1

|

b

i

:

(Wlth W.R. Fielder) "Number Patterns.. A ferreting Process,"
The Arithmetic Teacher, (March, 1962), pp. 119-121. “

’ i

N \
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W. Robert ilouston &, - ¢ . A
14 ! N .- w . . "
) A 'A ‘ ..y
21. "EvaluatLon and Sclf-Evaluation "in S udent Tcaching," Cuupteér
“’”‘\\ 10, liandbook for Student Teaching, ed. Hugo David, DUDucue, .
sIswa:  Wme. C. Brown, 1964, PP 457-475. ’
22, (With elev1saon and Consultant Services", Super-
visory ¥Ehavior/in Education, Ben M. Harrls, Englcwood
r . "Cliffs, \L—}""Prentlce -Hall, 1963, pp 457 -475. ‘ -
; 23. 'Dlmtﬁb;on of Mathematics InstrUCtlon. Numbcer Puaccerns,”
39 minutg- mstrip. East Lansing, MLChlgu * Instruc~
. ‘tlona ’ Mlchlgan State Unlveralty, L964
- 24, "DlanSlonS of Mathematics Instruct10n~ ﬂntlog and Dlgltal

Instructional’ Mateplals " 30 minute audio-filmstripn. qu//
Lanblng, Michigan: Instruqtlonal Mcdla Centcr, Michigan )
. Stafe Unlver51ty, ‘1963 . ¢ A o L '

N e
. 4 > ‘
* AT . 3 . . .
3 .

£.25. (With Hugh Grecne) "Prbject‘ Mathematics - Videotapc'Tcaéhes
) Teachers, NAEB Journal (March,/Aprll 1961), pp~ 45-50. C
d N '—T\\"} . .
26. "Shared Destiny," Soc1al Studies Texas X, Vo 2 (Novemper, =
.> 1957) p. 5.." _ ‘ ~ . 'A 4 g
27. "Identlfylpg the Role of Mathematics Wltnln the TOtal Progran,"
Chapter V;—Improving Mathematics Programs, ed. M.V. DtVauLt.
- Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Books, Inc., 1961, pp.~
146=192. - ' e : ST
28. (With others) "An In-Service 'athematics'Education‘Pro%rSm, )
4 for Intermediate Grade Teac rsc;/The Arithmetic Teacher. T

{February, 1961), pp. 65-68.
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i Preseai Addenza; o M n:xie.d & song ’ \ .
: 1110 Houch H;Ln-straqs bate of nirth: tay 20, 1916 !
: ¢ Coshen, Tndiana - . fleights 5 feet 10 inches
Trlrpuoite:  335-3509 ) Walghts 160 1bs.
* fredent Position: Directoy of Tescher Education !
. R . Professor of Educetion M .
- * Goahen College, Goshen, Iandizaa N
. R Bagan scrvices at Geshen Coiluge in 1943,
Coe . . ~
Office: P Room #13, Administration Building -
Co . Goshen Collej:, Geshen, Indisna. -2 ‘
T L“\«\ " Telephone: 533-3101, éﬁteasion 221 - S
N T~ * . \ - \?-.. .
Edbcation: " - Graduate of Figher High. Scbﬂcl, P£°L£«~;::1\\919, 192 -
N ! P
¥ . . Sy N
‘ ilﬂa Graduate of Coshen Collecc, B.A. degree, 136 \\\\\Tj\\\
s : Major: Huaic ticozs; u‘storv Luglish f' N
P ."*& - ¢ r o ’* < \\ .
- : . Gradua‘_ s»aooi Ghio State 0niversityw BLiamew 1937 in Hsdic
' I ¢ Aduca tien,g oo ’
- ‘ ¢ -
. 2 G.afucte worl, Vuiversity of Iilinoiz. N v
" s o Educa Lion, Husic Vducation. and\Histarv .
‘© . - K. A d*sreu,,1“42 8 to T . ’ .
_Bd, M. dearce, 1943 in Ddudation T -
", " Tdl D. dodoee, 1949 ia qu‘aticp' Aduinisrraticn S——
L ' ‘Post graduata uotk, Univeraity of Minnasoin. swmer 937, in '
' Righer Education, . .
- ) - - - : :,/4/'i
L2 Prifessionsl Secoudary scheol teacher: Music, Ehglish, Miihoadties T
Expordance: Berlin Public, Schools, uerlin, OLio, 33l !’,7 o .
L4 . — - , N .
- ‘ e _Secondary sciicol teacher: rusic, ey .

Mehomet Righ School, itahomet, tllind:: 03791942,

. . N Secondary acihool administrater and ten.wori - ;
Mehiomet hHigh School, lahonet, Y1liasis. 5;w;~1)»lm iﬁq
o — . s N : / X -
' Craduste eszearch Assistaut, (ollege 0% »Lucatioa, turean of
Retearch and gervicd, University of Ilifueds, Wuoava, Iliiucls,

’ 1957-1.948, N -
- & . *
Asacsiate Profegcor of Bducai/en. C“3ﬂcn (e ‘logc, 1948=-1951., :
) ;:"“"ruu-- s 2liusatica, {‘.o\h'.a llera, 1&?" - .-
N Lo faning agm, CGoshen Cai“*n:~”1%22~i35.,\19§3~136& S i
. pizuelosr of ﬂc:.:L-:“f:'."Jf,:‘f'..lc-xh 1L 36 NS y /
. ToochigTecurses -da.iiee ."~" Biantion, studant E:Qchln~, <3
e ' Deve lcnwnncvl-vu';aclccyn'“vuco Ferenclogy, :uth,d “r g
) N . . Teaching, indepeadoint 3cudy ' . .
ﬁ; o . wCurriculun Cingnleant, Diviclers of Ggicanzc. ond teacher at
;gEz [C. S . 2enn iligh ‘Sencoll ritshaweca, Ind4ann, 1355 1959 (lasiug i
%
, i
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«  Profossional \ Consultang fctivities Co
Activitias: -
Champaign-Urbana Scnool Survey (by Usivowsiiy of tllin i Y, 1544,
‘ ' Peoria, Illinois, School Suwvey, (hy Mivassity of Il/! 0is), 1v.9.
; Culp, Arkansas, Schbxl Syrvcy, 1953, ° o/ A
« / >
TN Curriculum Consultant,' Penn gh Sehool, 125302, '
Accreditation Ccnutaj.s...mmer«1,~d Woan S c" ia “,"~':') .
* mm_(‘f Sonty Schoal District Remx‘ apisation (uiedtttes, 1000-C1
. < Advisor-and suthor of "mmitx.ec 8 f’am ohiasden, C“.ﬂ"".
. ~\, ) T e .
\ _‘ Teachar BEducet Ccnsultant, }::c::th Caatra. 'ssosioticn besishop,
- “\, A L‘nivarsi.:y of Mivfogota, summer, 1962, ;
" y . . R
. . t % e
o . C Ba&ania Schcbl #ibonitoy Puceto Rico, gu . =27I962+
- ppance I’Lblic ..»Mrve 1962
- , BKiddldhury Cor:munity Schools sizvey, 1965.’ '
. B S , —_—— e N -
i < Goshen éB‘m. ity uChQDl’s Survey, 1'%5. * N
i F 2 »-  Consultant for deted institut:!o..a segiting UZATR Accrvditmernt., }
; Y - ‘\ “ \\\\
, . . 388 N \ ; . < \\
S . - \ v
i . (‘Iation-ﬂ Couricil for Accz;;,dita oa of Taschor Nducation)
j ) . , Member and Chairman o” HCATE %isiting Teans £ O}cﬂl’l/ es ip s
, . \ uichig..n,, wowz, aznd Illi‘nm.s, 1997+ J
*‘\\\ . . . = 7 \; /
= \{;;1\ Merbor oF. th;e CATZ 's Visitation and Appzolsal Cornitice AT A
- ~ - Comnitte win.h meetzings in Ninneapolis, fe. londs, snd Hcasas | -
Sl e *ctty{f?ﬁlol%b - ~
"' o P T——t g o
~ . Associate Dimct:or, MUCATR, Washington, D.C.. suaxer, 1964, / v
4 M [ .
. ) . L ,Ot'mr Pkofegsmnal tﬁctivﬂg oY} /
A ’ \ 7/
- ' Membar:  Horth Coagral Aa ociation Liberal srts Study Steering
: Comnittag, ..‘.‘Sls. )
B ./ Mcoazber: St:eexkigg COmm :tee,‘f‘diana‘”s‘eachcf Edv,a:i.on Yozlshop,
oo 1955«1957./ , # .
A ]
I ’ ’ tembe: vth Centzzl Aissoclatio; *ccreditﬂtwn ):/e'ms vzs‘tin;,
. }Il'*dlr.ou..y Higa ocﬁool and Tean hlbh School, 395!~1
) Chatvmin of Goshea Colloc,c foculty te1a of partdeipen®s dn the
4 »  Danforth Youndaticn Worlkshop,, Cglo,.a,.o co.\wzf:. suewcr, 1258,
’ i ~  Membex: Sta"e of ;u/ iana Accrec'i on Tarm 550:: Deihel Collese, 3563, .
|~ . . o \ . con ‘

' ) .. - ) :’! . ) .
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‘and the U, S, ﬁepsrtment'of State, X N
Secretary: Goshen Collazze PFaculty, )
Namber of Goshen College Faculty Conmi.tLavss

Library

Curziculum and Inuc‘uct‘on, Chair: .

Plans and Trojects R

) LY S "
drorican “e7ociat~oh ef Calle o3 for Teachey Hd

' Coamencement addiesses, ¢ 7
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Mewber of seven-wan study tean Lo FQLAUY, Aprily 41063, spo . ~orsg
by the Arevicali Assncintion of (vllegss Sor Taochor “ducar!

Tazcher Dducation Advisory Counciz, £z, Gocretary

Traiuﬁgship: University of tiinnesota « 1265 (oqg veealk)
’ Kentel Retardation
d¥ewber: Indiana State TUPS Committee 19 35-G7

Prasident-elect Indicna ‘Associacvion for Student Teaching
" (A52) - 1966-67 ’ ,

‘ Asacziation Nembatshi~
/ > '

Indizna State Teackers Asaccintion _
Interustiennl Couacil om iducation for Teaching
Hotional #sscedaticon of Secoruary-Scheol ™ incinalc

¥ationel Education Association o N

Phi Delta Eappa . 3

Asaociutiﬁj For Student Te aching . .

T Taiks ’

A serias of rzdio ndoro;scs on rnorqqa*ri.. nchoal distet FﬁT

wILL,.Hni\ehsiay of I1lineis, 19473945,

2alks to Vi), orolins, terchefs' workshops, ezoucol rdministrarors,
Suaday c,.zél tcathers, Tig! eusicnal orgahiaatiorn, aluenl
groups, eté, / / // .7

.-

Tubljieatidns ead
tird.ing:
i

R
”"Beﬂocraric Particinstion in Lhoﬂﬁséﬁﬁlgffhu of "a Hifra Scheol

- i o . 4‘
. Publica;icns

g

Avard Syston', Sehool Activiiies, Septembar, 1967.

"s Techaique for Tdontifying '@esmunity Pwil'™. Tha Javenr i o,
Bdueat/anal S?cxolo“., Uacembsr, 1947, ) le3,

"pon't Undermine Recsgimization”, I1livois ..anahiﬁ £nh havel, 1947,
'.‘ . A
"Comdalgn for Recranization: A Cisé Siwdy of Idve Commun;ry .

r .
Unit Schoui- blotsict Blection*" I1ine. . . aesditn, Octesvr, 1946.

s
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“cnaﬂl Nizten
M n..'g e

« 4
* 85,  "public ¢pinion as Relnted tb ghe Pwaalon of
, . - Reormni..atio. ia Jelected Arer9 i uli.ai*"
o metial Ednentlon,

(Major portion of ductoral thesis),

. .
&

A Compxehensive Plan for the Rearganizacioca of the School

6.
) ' Corporations of. Elkhart County, Indfana™, Criobew, 1981 (Uircogirephed
7. Editor, 1B, (Toacher Bgucaticn Builctiu) Gouhen College, Goalen,
¥ Indiana.. h - NN
8. 'eacher Fducation at Goshen College: A Handbook for Students
and Counselors', 1963, N '
) - . Unpublished I-Jriciny,s ’
* 1. “Steps “Ahead in ZTeacher Educattcn" {at Goshen College). o
- . " ) \
) J2. 'l'he Role of the School fin M..ntal Hbt\ N
N ’ (] \ ’
) . : 3. "Juutor Pield Work in Sgcondary RBducctionl', llondbook, 1 61 1
Y "leacha: Education at Goshen College: 4 Rewort to the flational
) . ’ COuvcibfc“ Accr edi«.dt‘i'bn of Teccher Ddu 'x{.:.o:.*’, Jonbazy, Li&G,
. . . Flve major cvaluation e o:ts pzepared for ta: lla ;iouql ucmcil
P ) ' £or Accreditation of Teagher Bducation: - - ))
. e
5, Report of the Visiting Team on Clarike Colles:, Gubugve, Toua.
i A ’ ' » . .
‘ r . 6. o now " " ," 8il2adale t2li-3ug-Hilladale, wbehindo
' . R - . o / I'd
IR oo won / Hepe collnge,, nclla...x, .Iichtu-a...‘ :
)., / ' /-a - -~ or
. ' 8. T s L D 1.3 noio Ye an Univ., B..r*cm':,,.cw,,
A ) ——/—J/)' u'/ N 7 Ill"nma.. ‘
, fo oo . - ‘
) 9, w - " »oow ouve.. comg,,, olivet, wichizas.
. ; 7 T : : = ™ ’
v Cocrunity 7 - ' v / . L / . . - 4 .
Activitica: - Mamber: College iignné:;ite Ghyrch, 1943_». : : .

r'ﬂmber and past 'ar sld ank:

Monbags

Sunday-School t:eacn
youth, COh.cfm ?a..nox}tco *:ru;,ch, i

. ' dicmber:

Hembar:

. Chairman:

-

J\\:o"".s’3. ’

(321letdin won zop state award t.oq{m. imes

Eti;ha;:t CTounty Study Commiztor,

P

o Coumuuicy Ceator, 19635, / ,

12

o

ad doparteont c’mi”mﬂn m. A%

Cuurc\’wCh\.pcl Loard q~ Dirceters, Inz., 3053= T

19067

Elk.ha t County Eeonomic Cpportunity At

/‘z schinol- aue

v Sl

Gost:en *,r: suanze - Gl

Culletin Ddi~o, Coslean u:cnan{;e Clueh, 3'\)’?—--1-. BT KE

’lanning Coumitto,

Pablici‘ v Comuittes for Goannerofs Villa: Retirenent
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‘ N Present addressg . | . N '

= Other préfess¥onal activities:
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AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF COLLEGES FOR TEACHER EDUCATION
« One Dupont Clrclc Washington, D C.20036(202)293- 1450

-

| February 1970 N \ 5

Supplement to Karl Massanari VITA s

7012 River Road : >
"Bethesda, Maryland 20034 t °

Telephone: 229-5847
P . ' ) ~

Pr&t\position : i ) ) ’

[}

ty

Associate Secretary, AACTE - ' ' o
« One Dupont Cirlle, - - :
Washingjhon, D., C. 20036

Telephone: 202-!293-2[;50
?ro*‘essional expex'ienceL 7 ) .
e / 3 ,_/“
Served as-staff person for th,e Evaluative Criteria Study
Committee which developed new national standa.rds for the . i .
accredn.tatn.on of teacher. educat:x.on, 1966-1969, e

AR

L ‘ “"Haﬂb iﬁi lecturing staff, Washlngton International Center.

. Cons J;t.anﬁ to a numbér of member institutions of AACTE.

- . hddresses to a number of professional organizations, including
Lo ’ Amerdican Home Economics Association
e ‘ American Association of Health, Physical Education,
. and Recreation
National Association of’ Schools of Music
National Association of Art Education
. Amerigan’ Association of Theatre Educators .
NEA's Department of Audio-Visual Fducation
- Associated Organ:.zations -of Teacher qucation

/

Member of NCATE's new ttee on Standards and Process
- Director, AACTE's Perform Based Taacher Fducation Project
Consultant to state department educiation and golleges
and universities about performa.nc based teacher education/certification

e ')12«
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< Supplememt continued “ T
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N ° N

. o

Publication$

Editor, Evaluative Criteria for Accrediting.Teacher Education:
* A Source Book on Selected Issues, published by AACTE,
1967. ~

-

Author, "The AACTE-NCATE Feasibility Project: A Test of Proposed
", New Adcreditation Standards Teacher Education",
Journal of Teycher Education, Spxing 1969.
N . @

_ Yo

Participant in'yriti g the new accreditation\standards
Retommended Standards .for Tedcher Education,

i/ : published by AACTE, 1969. ;\ ¢ ,

Author, "AA Explores Performance-Baged Ie!cher Education",

* \JACTE etin, Volume XXIV Number 1/ March 1971 . _.
A g | ~
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. Research Strategy for PBTE. Paper to be presented ds part of. 4 symposium
on performance-based teacher education at the anmal convention of the
American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, 1973.

The relation of student achievement and stugent ratings of teachers. Paper
to be presented to the annual convention of the American Educational Research

Association, New Orleans, 1973. . . A
- L4
. 6. Related Professional Experiences ‘
Member, Coordinating Committeeg National Commission on Performance-Based
Education. - -

Member, Board of Visitors, Teacher Education Research Center, State University
College, Fredonia, New York

Member (ETS Representative), Hofstra Consortium on Teacher Performance Criteria.

Chairman, Reinforcement and problem-solving behavior. Paper session, anhual
convention, American Psychological Association, Honolulu, 1972. )

Invited member, panel discussion on evaluation of college teaching. New

. Jersey State Confererce, American Association of University Professors,
November, 1972.

Reader, Program Committee (Division 15) for the annual convention of the
American Psychological Association, 1972.

\ '

7. Professional Societjes "
) American Educational Research Association -

American Psychzlogical Association N

! Phi Kagpa Phi -

Psi Chi
% 7. References - will _be furnished upon request.
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>~ — ) DAVID A. POTTER

1, Personal Data ’ s
orn: September 7, 1942 ' . o
Height: :5'10'
Weight: - 155° -
. . Marital Statug: Married, two children
. e ) Military Statuf:

Address:

50Q Princeton~Kingston Road ’ . ’ ‘ *
Princeton, New/Jersey 08540 .

- Busitiess = 609/921-9000 y '
Home - — 609/924-4770 .

[3

»

2. loyment History . : ' ’
K\\ . 1971-present: Associate Research Psychologist, 'Educational Testing Service, .
; / Princeton, New Jersey. Basic duty - conduct research into the relation-
e ship between teacher behavior and studemt growth. Other related duties
involve participation on the coordinating committee of a proposed National
Commission on Performance-Based Education; preparing and presenting a
J segment of an intensive resident course on "Inservice Teacher- Evaluatlon.

- meeting with various excternal groups to discuss tie  iesearch or Lie “leatuet
Behavior Research Group; directing segments of research projects; supervising
the day~-to-day operations of the research group; and proposal and budget
preparation. o

e —————— e —————

’

1970—1971 Supervisor, Ofgaq;zation and Personnel Consulting, Ernst & Ernst,
St. Louis, Missouri. Duties include managemgnt consulting assigmments for
’ . . a variety of clients in industry, health, and government. These engagements
involve areas such as organization planning, management evaluation and
testing, compensation, operations review of personnel departments, EEOC
= —  compliance; and-position-description and- evaluation. .- -

1969: Instructor, summer session, Department of Psychologyf“State\University
. of New York,ég/hlege at Cortland, New York. Duties involved teaching an -
undergraduaté. course in industrial psychology and an undergraduate—graduate
level course in social psychology. ;

v

=
1968: Research Xssistant Department of Psychology, Co eTf?/ﬁz/;;siﬁy,
’ ’ Ithaca, New'téEk.

Qo ' . 0 S - . ’
e, - I |




- * Delaware, s Duties involved teaching an undergraduate course in developmental
psychol gy and supervising a special studies program for several graduate
students (in conjunction with the developmental course).

1966-1969: Teaching Fellow, Department of Psychology, Cornell University,’
- It;#ca, New York. Assisted in courses in genelal industrial, and social
chology; theories of personality, statistics, and research design.

. 'l
3. Edu tion

i Ph.D. in' Personality and Social Psychology, with minors in Industrial
4 Psychology and Organizational Behavior (the latter in the College of
Industrial and Labor Relations); Cornell University, Ithaca,; New York, 1970.

/o / o

/ M.A. in_Sgcial Psychology and” Industrial Psychology, Cornell University,

oS

Ithaca, New York, 1968
//// B.A. in Psychology, University of Delaware, Newark, Delaware, 1966.

4. Honors .
Phi Kappa Phi, Cornell University - Member
Psi Chi, University of Delaware —:Member —
r NIGMS Trainee in Social Psychology, Cornell University, 1969-1970.
Halsey M. MacPhee Psi Chi Award as the outstanding Senior in the Department
of rqycnnl{aav - "njvprgw ty of- "m}_nware 1966,

0o

4
i ¢

N 5. Selected Publications _
N Socfal Comparison Theory: The evaluative drive as a function of peryceived

™~ - utility of evaluative information. Master's thesis, Corndhi=Ys versity,
1968. \ y
' Leadership Training Program for the National convention of Chi Phi Fraternity

at Cornell in 1968. The program included lectures, movies, and demonstration
. and laboratory—type groups. -
Accuracy and Interpersonal Attraction. Doctoral dissertation, Cornell Univer-
*  sity, 1970 s )

Why Certification? Paper presented to the Hofstra Consortium on Teacher
*, Performance Criteria, Hofstra University, 1972. G

: B 2 ’ > 4 \ \
—67:' £
1968: Lecturer Department of Poychology, University of Declaware, Newark,
1
|
Accuracy of interpersonal evaluations and liking reciprocity. To be 1
published as a Research Bulletin, Educational Testing Service, 1972. . J
Performance-Based Teacher Education: Issues and Strategies. Symposium. ]
. organized for the annual convention of the American Educational Research
: ;  Association; New (rleans, 1973.

K

J
Personalism and Interpersonal Attraction. In press, Journal of ., ?
Personality and Social Psychology. -~ T

|

%

|

}




6.

7.

.

American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, 1973.

The relation of student achievement and stugent ratings of teachers. Paper
to be presented to the annual convention of the American Educational Research
Association, New Orleans, 1973. - . L /

] RN

v
Related Professional Experiences

Member, Coordinating Committeeg National Commission on Performance-Based
Education. - -

Member, Board of Visitors, Teacher Education Research Center, State University
College, Fredonia, New York.

Member (ETS Representative), Hofstra Consortium on Teacher Performance Criteria.

Chairman, Reinforcement and problem-solving behavior. Paper session, annual
convention, American Psychological Association, Honmolulu, 1972.

Invited member, panel discussion on evaluation of college teaching. New
Jersey State Confererce, American Association of University Professors,
November, 1972.

Reader, Program Committee (Division 15) for the annual convention of the
American Psychological Association, 1972.

1 .

Professional Societjes " .
American Educational Research Association

American Psychological Association .
Phi Kappa Phi -

Psi Chi

References - will be furnished upon request.

. - e d

2% .

4 .
- . e

- - \\\ ’
! y
-68- *
Research Strategy for PBTE. Paper to be presented ds part of. 3 symposium
on performance~based teacher education at the annval convention of the
1
]
:
|
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A
v o

v Resume of the Proposal

1. The Rockefeller Brothers Foundation lawarded a grant of .

Wi
- . - §Q9,000 to Educational Testing Servide for the purpdse of
\‘ ! : Py ~ ' r\ il
‘ ¥ doing a ten-month's feasibility.study' concerning the :
~ T N,
\ establishment of a consortium of states that would mdve the
" K ) ‘7"‘ ° ’ ¢ ‘ ‘ \\
! ‘“w * member states toward adopting effgctive teaching perfomance
- v \ i
A \ as the criterion for teacher c\ertificat:ion. Frederick J. i “
i . ] - TR -,
b : . ” ~— A AN
McDonald of ETS was anoim:ed Director, and Horace Aubertine
. o of Illinois State University was appointed Assistant Project '
. ¥ - - F 1
. el * v - P CE
) Director (part-time). ’ " .o
. ) < . . :s . . L
: ore specifically, t\hf purposes of the feasie.bilit:y study were
2 . a. to select.states for participation in the consortium; ¥
- . ‘\ b. to develop, in each state sélected, a commitment to \
. -~ Y - '
<. ' . . \ create a task force that would develop a plan for - e 3
[ * ' - o
LY . i :
» . . n{odifying its teacher certification, system; T ]
' ) . & K N R Y N
0 d . c. \to help create in eéchAst;at&e bac working task force that i ”i':'i
- X R
o . . . . - s
e e \ .would ‘draw,up a plan to change tiﬁg st:?'t:e's certification— o
o - R . - . *
3 processes; N
- d. to assess in each state what problems migﬁt be encountered
< 4
- . ~ R -
s . , in developing a new system of certificationy .
* , N . . - 3
L4
- s - e. to assess the costs of Xeveloping such a system; )
W - Py Lo ’ o :
A 4 f. to develop . a plan for a permanent consortium of states -, N
¢ - ’
- . . . > [
tk\a‘trwould '&\Jork together to change tertifidation practices.
. . [ 4 . A . Py o
\ . ) ) ’0 ."
. 3 l. . .. N . R
. > . = N ' ) Ay .
" ) v v ' ; \\
\._.u 14 * * \
! [N v 4 - AS
[y o . h' - i . . ?. , \\
\ & -~ ) - (4 '
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'. . . . ‘e “ . L, .- . ' 13"’" N N AN
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<. Vitae for Allen A. Schmieder,’

. Professional Organizations: | :

. v - ——
National Council for Geographic Edui:ation, Executive Board
National Council® for the Social Studies-

. Association of American Geographers, Chairman; Geopraphers -in-*&e Federal
. Government - ‘

L Honors Awards' B : " .
' ‘ Outsta.ndmg Professor Avard, The Oh:Lo State University, 1959, 1960
. : Umversn;y of Haryland 1962 1963 196%
e e e BELS — .
+  ,Who's Who Among .Students in American Universities and Colleres, 195%-55
Who's %no in’ine East, 1969-72, Who's %ho in Government, 1971 _—~
'ano"‘ tho in 'rensan Ldutation, 19(1

v . .
’ : Pﬂbli'catio'xs' < ™ .
) A chtlonarv of Basic Geograph Allyn—Bacon, Co., 1970, second printing, o
. 19715~ Trhe Historice, Ceo-fn ""' of the Irie Trimm~le, Universitr. .
Microfilrs Press, l5vl; Reforrmile J(.r;ro" A Glossary on Bducational
Re form, 1.-‘.*305 1972, over 50 articles and monographs on geography, : )
‘ the socwl studles and teacher ducation. . ) .
- - 3 * .
In Preparation: ~ . . : -
rep ion . » - .
The Hyth of the Population Eyplers:xon and Ecological Overskill in Contemnorary ’
y - America . . . B 3
o \" Poetm’—&hilcsophb' oories- ® - s ' . e
- o © . “Some-Profound Simp'litudes - - ///‘ e T j
B . | And So I Asked Myself _ : 7 : N |
- ‘ NeW Porms: , T ’ ,
J . Love Poems® . -7 g ) 1
. Dialogues with God ) L ) o i
s v wakitqem B ‘;,- .« . 'Cdn'fe"x"énce 'P.oe.m's I oty . ,¢;p5.. L N L e e e ..:-A 0o g . [y Cagre w .11
*Many poesm from the following ‘series g B ‘ . 7 j

have been published separately. Ap~ j
proximately ten are scheduled- for inclusion - ' . ]
in the September, 1972 edition of Todays - T
Education - ~ . a j
. L - . - . . - !




‘\\_Lecturés; E .

1 . -

" Vitae for Allen.Schmieder; p

Delivered approximately 500 lecture3~o
colleges, civic orpganizations apd

Some ‘selected national programs: Amg
Administrators, Association of
Education, National Council fo
Pducational Research Associstidn, Hational Council for Geographic
Education, Association of American Geographers, American Historical
Association, Arerican EcongmicsAssociation, American Political
Science Association, Arericen Society for Curriculum Developrént,
National Counecil of Teachers'of Enelish, American Association of
Land Grant Colleres and Universities, Southern Associstion of
Sol}gve PrESidgnts, WEA GRIP Conferences(d), Annual State Education
kee.lngs, (ALabama, Arizona, Qeliforania, Ceorgia, Haryland.’Ohio,'
fexas, Verwont, hev ilampshire)

Since 1965 have traveled anproxirately one-half million miles” visiting -
" schools, colleges, universities end communitie to observe out~’
standing education programs and to discuss important national’

education issue§>;\ o ‘

4

Have -served on several special task forces--President's Task Force on
Inter-Agency Talent Development, President's Task vored on National
Teaching Awards, Department of H.E.W.'s Task“Force on Crises in
American Lducaticn. -

- © N r . ‘

Ofie of tke architects and OE program mcnitor of the Nor;;\bakota Projcct
in Educction which was highlighted in Silberman's Book, Crisis in

American Education. ;

s :
f & .
__Whenvreviewing some of the highlipht's of amcrican education in the
1960's the, Yew York Times, described the TTT Program.as vpossibly :
the most significant new federally sponsored educational progrem ’

of the §egade. _

»

B '”'&héfgéd5?§€h'éxhhihihﬁ'chrﬁént‘movem%nﬁs'in-dajionﬁl-educational'
- reform and their implications for U.S. Office of Education Programs.
. The Task Force which emphasized -communication and involvement with
the field met directly with over 10,000 educators and was responsible
I .. for the development of. approxlmapely/30‘§eparate reports on educational
‘Feform. The most significant’ of theese ‘were: Competency-Based Téacher = ° -
Education: Progress, Problems. and Prospects {Palto, Alto, California,
SRA, June 1972; Ihe P of Corpetency Based Teacher Education (Boston,

& Bacon Co.i91972); Task Force 72 rfinal Revort, U.S, Government

72.

* DigEctor’ of Task Force '72, A U.S. Office of Education task Force R
Allyn {
Printing Office, |
| |

1

|

|

a

|
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meetings expressed a willingness to discuss the Consortium of
States notion at greater -length and accepted invitations to come

.to the meeting in Princeton in March.

March, 1972

krinceton, March 14-15

1. Attending this meeting were ten state department personnel, repre-—

senting six states, as well as ng\nndrews, chairman of the Multi-

State, Consortium; 17 college and university deans and directors

of teacher education, located in 13 states; and representatlves of
S}

the Office 6f Educatiop, AACTE, the Ford Foundation, and the Teacher

. <

< Corps.
2. The two~-day meeting had been-organiaad by an enlarged Coordinating
Committee. TFred McDonaln and(ﬂack$Hollister of ETS, and Horace
Aubertine of Illin?is State, nad been joined by Robert Houston,
'Prnfessor of Education at the qPiversity of Hous;;n,'an expert in
the design, implgmentation; and assessment of'§9m§5tency—based
' teacher;edSEat}on programs; Ted Andréws, Associate in Teacher
Education at cﬁéngw York State Department of Education and chairman
of the\Multi—State\bqni:rtium; and Karl Massanari, Associate Director

of the AACTE and chairman of its Performance-Based Education Committee.

“The participants reached consensus that a national organization on
P.B.T. E. training and certification whs not only desirable, but should ;
be activated as quitkly as possible. Some of the reasons for

N .
- subporting this national organization were:




»
p &
/( /
'y
h.
-
}
i

. f‘

—_— P A
<

\'\
.
¥
N
I'd
‘.
o
’ ,

‘ &%

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

~74- ‘
2 \ ‘

to write a proposal noting the fund&\reduired to operdte

1

* . 4 \
a consortium and to conduct the reseafgp-and—developmcnt ///

plan. Funding for this proposa% would be sought from

federal and state agencies and private foundations;

—

to initiate the formal organization that would carry out

the work of the, consortium. '
' \ ‘ //‘\

)
.
.

Four kinds of activities were to be undertaken over the

ten-months' period? (1) creation of Coordinating

»
Committee charged with the responsibility of drawing up a .

plan for the consortium;' (2) meetings of thé‘@rineipal ” >

officers of the states' educational systems, deans of

major teacher—tréining institutions, and superintendents _

6f major city gchool systemeE "(3) meetings of the general

advfgory»countil in consultation with the Coordinating

v

T
Commlttee for purposaa\of program plannlng and implementation;
(4) meefl \;\bf the Task Fofce 1n each state ~and perlodlc

\ ~
meetings with the‘Ceorainatng Commi&gee.or individual

members thereof, -~

.It was assumed that, at the conCIueioq\o

this time,
i

each state would have developed a plan‘de}ineating three

distinc} phases‘related to (a) performanee—based éertifm—

cation and (b) performance—based education programs,
eELlopment and implementation and (¢) formative

and summative’ assessment schemes.

including d

N ’ . -
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2. The initial TiJQF/ggtiVity planned by the interim I

) Coordinating Committee was to hold a meeting in Atlantic .
T~ . .
City, on February 16th, to coincide with the American

~. A

Association of School Administrators (AASA) convéntion.
The purpose of this meeting was to obtain input on the'v .

idea of a National Consortium of States on Performance-—. :

-~

. —
_-Based Education and Certification from a sample of .

L —

‘ /// educators and publigzdff;;ials. In preparation for this ‘
) / .

.

meeting the Coordinating Committee prepézza\and‘sent to

- selected individuals "A Proposed Organization for the

{ -
i

Consortium of States to Develép a Plan for the Performance-
" Based Certification of Teachers," and als;\hn outline of ’
what it considered the role and t?sks of various groups to
. - be. ’ 'i . : )

February, 1972

o
.

1. Attending the Atlantic City meeting, on February 16, were

refresentatives of state departments®of education, the
W . 3

R Office of Education, teacher-training institutions, private

funding agencies, professional orgénizations, and civic groups.

. 't .
* At the formal meeting five reports were given on the state of -
Y

the art of performance-based education (PBE). Allen

s

- Schmeider of the Office of Educatioﬁ\géve an overview of

-
3 o
- » 54

1
-national organizations and groups concerned with PBE; ¥

-

e

Behjamin Rosner of CUNY discussed Task Force '72 and identified

as a key problem the measurement of teacher competency as
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. o . 4 . . ’
/ ) § ' 4 3

. ) ’ related to pupil performance; Jim Steffenson reported on 'the

Teacher Corps and its activities in this area; Karl Massanari

gave background information on the American Association ofcgolleges

s

% . . \
of Teacher Education's (AACTE) Committee on PerformééeezBaseq
* © . \
Teacher Education 'and the state of the art as revealed through\\

comissioned papers; and Theodore Andrews of the New York State

_Educat o _Department discussed the Multi-State Consortium, which

~

- .
was attempting to develop a management system needed to move ’
A

P.B.T.E. and teacher certificetion from initial conception to

full iﬁplementation..

x * s

2. A major directional chanée occurred in the Coordinating Committee's

thinking at this time, although it did not yet emerge as a policy

L_._d&zcis ion. - . N -
b 8. It had been adsumed that state 5upe:;ﬁtgndents would play

. a major role in the development of PBTﬁ\\e{Eifii;flon pro-

cedures, but it was apparent from the comments of many
state superintendenfs that they were dealing with too many

) other problems to give this movement their concerted effort.

. In addition, PBE certification presented them'ﬁith_many
problems related to their relationship with various teachet
. . ‘ . i

. associations.

. R b. The Multi-State Consortium appeared to be struggling with

the certificatien issues and. there was some question about
L ~ R , .

N\ AY

" duplication pf resources.’ e .

- . ~

. . , \ - N % )
! ! c. There was still’ some feeling that the consortium could be
' 4
g developed around the certiﬁication officers currently

.

*

. i . interested and dofng some work in this area, -but only if 1“5
r .J -'. v.‘ I‘

teacher training ihstitutions could be found in .those states

we T




working on performance-based teacher tra}ning. Florida,
appeared to be the only state that had a close-knit relation- °

ship between teacher trainers and certification officers

working on P.B.T.E. programs and -certificetion. There were

other states moving in this directipn, but not enough to make

a consortium feasible. . /;/

—

3. lIt was the consensus of those who participated in the day-long
\ deliberations at Atlantic City and those who met informally that a

form of national organization was needed to develop a perspective
on' the P.B.T.E. movement and give it direction. At present no one

’s

group, agency, or-institution could-fulfill these goals. A decision -

was made at this meetiRg to hold -a two-day conference in March at
B . S

ETS in Princeton with a bxoad range of persons engaged in P.B.T.E.

and éértification. In addit , théﬁptgissi\jirector and assistant

»

& -

of Teacher Education (ATE) meeting\ip Chicago (Febrhary é1-24) for
cu .

interviews of deans and

LN
~—
3

the purpose of continuing\{gfii\?nfarm

project director planned to attng the AACTE and™sthe Association i
teacher trainers and other groups attending\the meeting, and of }

inviting interested parties to the Princeton me

N 4. AACTE-ATE meeting in Chicago, February 21-24 .
[ ' \ e
< ~ During this time the project director and assistant project directqr
' \\\\ met in a series of meetings and informally with many educators and

state department of education officials to discuss the feasibility O

National Consortium on P.B.T.E... Many individuals indicated

that a tonal consortium should be broader in scope than just

" state department personnel and should include all persons and groupé

working on performance-based teacher education and certification.

Severadl of those with whom the director and assistant director had

141
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March, 1972

meetings expressed a willingness to discuss the Consortium of

States notion at greater -length and accepted invitations to come

.to the meeting in Princeton in March.

{rinceton, March 14-15

1.

Attending this meeting were ten state department personnel, repre-
senting six states, as well as Ted Andrews, chairman of the Multi-
\\

State Consortium; 17 college and university deans and directors

of teacher education, located in 13 states; and representatlves of

N,

the Office 6f Educatiop, AACTE, the Ford Foundation, and the Teacher
Corps. N

The tvo—day meeting had been<organiaed by an enlarged Coordinating
Committee. Ffed McDonald and’Jack‘Hollister of ETS, and Horace

Auber tine of Illinois State, had been joined by Robert Houston,
T

. Professor of Education at the University of Houston an expert in

the design, implementation, and assessment of ngﬁetency—based
’, \\
teacher-education programs; Ted Andrews, Associate in Teacher

Education at the\gew York State Department of Education and chairman
\ .

of the Multi-State Cqonsortium; and Karl Massanari, Associate Director

of the AACTE and chairman of its Performance-Based Education Committee.

“The participants reached consensus that a national organization on

P

P.B.T. E training and certification w%s not only desirable, but should ;
be activated as quiékly as possible. Some of the reasons for

N ’ . \
supporting this national organization were:




.

b. the need to place into perspective the scope and direction”

}

[y

/ ) -

a. the lack of/a centralized agency -that could collect,

organize, and disseminate information about P.B.T.E.

and certification throughout the nation;

of the movement, what has to be done, as well as the

definition of "what is meant by performance-based teacher ,

education?";
%

3

c. the need for some mechanism in which an institution, -
individual, or state could get .assistance or find
out where assistance might be obtained relative to a parti-

.cular P.B.T.E. problem or issue;

d. the need for an organization to conduct research and develop-

v
M

ment work in P.B.T.E. that could not be done at present within—

current institutions or agencies. This last bbint was given
great emphasis by the parti?ipants, and the Coordinating
Committee took cognizance of tﬁis fact in. later developments.
»
The participants also qade the following observations ands

. oo y
retommendations cShierning the consortium and the‘concept of a

consortium:

-

provide\.

‘e

c. There were gréater possipilitie of attracting external fuﬁding

¢

. ¥ Y -
with a consortium than with individual institutions or projects. &

Vo c N
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d. A group effort could encourage and coordinate other grqup efforts.

b
~

>

e

e. A group effort could establish standards on which to eyaluate

performance of individuals and groups and P.B./T.E.

D

+

programs.

\

3. Many issues and problems raised by those attending the

were left to the Coordinating Committee to discuss and:

[

| iy

mee t’ing

then prepare
\\\&

a consortium proposaf for dissemination. It should be noted here”

that those problems raised in Atlantic City concerning a State

Concortium had now been fully discussed By the participants at

Princeton and by the Coordinating Committee. A P.B.T.E. consortium ,

repgeéenting many constituencies was now beling gecommended. At the
< v

‘6;;,of this meeting the project director officially announced'the

-

'Coordihating Committee membersﬁip as follows:
—_— / - Al Q . ,
Fred McDonald, Director

~ . o
Theodore Ardréws

-

Robert Houston Horace Aubertine, Assistant Director

N

Karl Massanari |, '\ Jack Hollister, ETS

- |

Howard Coron * ‘ James Deneen (ex officio), ETS

4, The Coordinaéing Committee met briefly at the end of tfii/meeting
and set April 10-1] forn the accomplishment of the following objectives:
- - 'ar~'t6*revieW*éhewinput,cfnthe various participants in formal

meetings, and éhe input'qégvarious informal discussions;

b. to establish a time schedule for work sessions of the

/ Coordinating Committee; \

-

* Pfofessor Howard Coron, Digecfﬁr\of\Sgggng Teaching and the Teaching

) / - o

1
;
|
|
i
|
v B} } 'j’kAr - - . ‘ i
|
!
i
7

Performance Cenfer at New York ﬁniversigy and a Policy Boéf& Chairman
Y . .

of a New York State Trial pro}ect in Performance~based teacher education |

was asked to join the Coord}nati?g CO@mittee, at the conclusion of ths
. \ ‘- . \

1
ij
1

meeting.

144
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April, 1972

- . Work of

o / -
> [ )
i - ~

' i -81~ "
c. to define roles and’ tasks of members of the Coordinatlng .

- . ﬁ' -

Commit:t:ee, ’ )

. ) ) ! ' N
d.' to discuss possible organizational batteyns for a National . /

-— . s

« Consortium and possible ﬁrojects\that could be undertaken
) . Ny

[N
-

= .
during the first year, the next f;ve years, and over a decade.

y .

-

/

the Coordinating Committee

1.

" for a May 1 presentation to the Mhlti—State

— AN
Consortium plan would be far enough along for a meeting, to be held

/o B
. ] j
Outcomes of the Coordiﬁating Committee meeting, on April 10-11:

The Committee

.a. A schedule for future meetings was established.

would meet at E.T.S. on?

- April 24-26 :
May 1-2 ° ‘ .
Ma}; 15-17 | 1
June 5-6 :
i June 19-20 ‘.
A preliminary draft of a proposed National Consortium was read{e;>:7
-
Consortium May 3 V/

meeting to be held at Sugarbush Inn; Warren, Vermont. Members of ;%
Multi-State consortium would be asked to suggest revisions‘of\the;’

draft.

(representatiyes of eleven states).

¢

A third working paper was prepared, based on the inp received from

It was anticipated that the P.B.T.E. National

3
A revised working paper was mailed to the full Multi~State‘ Consortium. 1
the\membership. 1

at ETS early in the sunher, with representativee of foundations that

mi%ht be interested in funding various aspects of the program.

A .

N
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5. At itd April mgfting the Coor;;;stigg\siféittee addressed itself to:

\ -~
a. the establishment of objectives of the Consortium for the next

two years, the next five years, and the next ten years;

< b. the outlining of specific systems or strutEures that the National -
Conéorpium would establish (fo; exampié, a National 4§sessment
\v} ::Eénéer). \ :
/ ° "@
. | | \
1. The culmination of’thé'work*gessions of the‘?gprdinating Committ?e
was a workiﬁé paper subﬁitted ts a meéting of the niml State ‘
Consortium préject, on May 5 at Sugarbush Inn, Vermont, under the
direction of Theodore Andrews.‘ |
, 2. A key decision was made as a ;ésuit\of the meeting in‘Vermont. It
e - .

was decided to abandon the noti[ﬂ of a "Consortium of Stffff:/and

to adopt the ¢oncept of a "Natibnal Commission'. A National Commission

would be less restrictive and provide greater opportunities for /

individuals and institutions within a state to participate. Further—/

» '

\ / . o . !
more, a National Commission did not rule out the possibility-of an ° /

i -

entire state's becoming a full member.

3, The results of the Coordinating Commip;ee's work by May 30 was.compiped

in a preliminary document, which was to be examined and re-edited at

the =mext meetiag, on June 1-4, at Lumberville, Pennsylvania. -

-

\




-\

4.

~

e
' as related to the overall goals of the Commission, and give
AN ’

The Working Style of the Coordinating Committee

Tﬁe: Comittee was compoeed of individuals, some of whom had hed
only syperficial contact with each\o_t:her prior to being named to the
Coordinating Committee, but who were. aware of each other's activities
in the P.B.T.E. movement. Their selection to the Coordinating
Committee was based on~their history of ?nvolvement: in the P.B.T.E.

movement, knowledge of the subject, their willingnes:s to give a
great deal of time to working on the project, t:\heir general enthusiasm
about the potential of P.B.T.E., and their task-bérientedness.

'During the various meet:inge it became apparent:' that the
Coordinating Committee was composed of individuals who could accept
and build upon the ideas of other members, reject inappropriate ideas

. — —

R .
constructive criticism. During ?Wlong hours the grOLllp was

.
' togefher, the members observed that they !re so attuned to each

AN

other's$ t:hinking that t:hey could often finjish t:he sentences begun
\
by others. At the same t::i.me‘z they were séphisticated enough to hold

for a future agenda cowments which might indicate t:hat: an indi dual
\\
was\é\ixki g a tack not: useful to the group at Fhe part 1ar time.

This supportive behavior reinforced for each member his desire\ to
t N R ~

continue working with the group.\ ) _—_/
\ \ '

\ Much of the meeting time was taken up by group discussions. As

r -

ide*'s were clarified and \projects suggested, ®mall task g oups met
to ;Qsh out the ideas, t:hen bri g them back to the largi'i groups for

¢ \ A
‘ analysis and further deveZ_Lopment:. Often individuals woul

\\'(?terials and spend time At home preparing a more det:ailed n lysis

\\ ‘ '\ \ |
\\ ' o . ’
14% .

e
oxthe -group' & ideas. Constant evaluation sessions were held'gnd

ITs
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new directions emerged as a result 'of the interaction. The group

consistently reviewed the input of other profesgionals and incorporated
P - s )
those ideas that furthered the development of the Commission. Quite

often members of the group played devil's advocate éolely for the pur—

pose of clarifying the ideas. It became apparent that the members were
bad .

learning from each other; there was litgls\géed to take "ego trips"

LY

to present credentials. The members trusted each other.

-

\

At the work session at Lumberville,.Pénnsylvania, on June l-Q, the

Coordinating Committee analyzed and edited the progress repsyt of work,

dated May 30.

Members of the Coordinating Committee met on Jung 5 with Presi

Turnbull and other officials of ETS to discuss th pro§ress and projection

A2

T

of the Coordinating Committee at that point in time.\ Some of the

suggestions offered were: e L

- \\
a. There was a need to re-examine . the Siganizaﬁionéi/:tructure and to

M ¢ .

récohs%der devéloping a highly centrglized structure. .
b, Discusg%bns shoyld be held congerning the cpncept o:\g Board bﬁ
Trustees, and‘iheir rola. * | - \. |
c. It migh; ?e helpful b in luge a h§stopian*on“tﬁé“fi?gi—ygar
planning staff to‘doQ\ment tg\ dewelopmeﬁt of the Natioﬂal
Commission. . ’ ‘; ‘ | N

d. A statement Was needed on the need for-and-scépe of the National

A Commission.
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[

{ )
3. On June 19-21, the Cdgrdinating Committee et at Houston, Texas to:

PEEERY
: > . -

a, examine the revised progress report ,(June %6) based up5n the
work at the Lumberville meeting and the outcome of the meeting
‘with E.T.S. ¢fficers on June 5 at Princeton;

b. establish a calendar.of activities for the remaining months of |

/
* - the planning period;
i o ¢. develop additional projeg;s/;élated to thé ng?ission. )
F . . N
Additional Outcomes were these: N
$ . ) .
2. An invitational conference was set up to be held”on \ -
) : \
. August 10-12 at ETS in Pfigfeton, New Jersey, for the pur-

. . L -
pose of obtaining input from invited experts, in two areas of
immediate interest to the Coérdinatiné Committee and other

4 . participantsi -

\ - \
~ ) e 1. Modeli\?f teaching and :EEthQ\\Fraining \//

2. The training of teacher aducators.

b. summary sEatement completed July 31, 19;5” was prepared

for the participants at the August conference.

\ ’ - ////
c. Bpecifiqrfgllgggnp—meéting dates weré‘@gferred unti} ELr'/

August meeting.

~

d. A proposed meeting with national leaders of teacher -

‘organizatién groups, scheduled for July, was cancelled because
| of inconQenient time. This cgnéellation concerned the“
. Coorqinatidé Committee.,* It wés.ap;arent ithat too few ieade;s
of teacher organizations had been represeXted in the deliberation

althqugh individuals had been contacted on an informaf cases.
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Y. An invitational conference was held at Princeton, New Jersey, on

v » August lO—lé for the purpose of gainiqg input relative ko,the
o following topics: . . .
&.. Models of tegching and” their implications. . % g '
l ‘ b. Training of teacher educators.
{\\ ’ 2. Attending this meeting, besides the Coordinating Committee, were teﬁ
N\ : individuals involved in the implementation of P.B.T.E. programs.
. ‘ .
\\\ In addition, there'yerf~representatives froﬁ\shg Office of Education

and the Floridg State Eduéation Department .

‘3, The conference fell somewhat short of achieving its inteqded' -

ectives. ?Berggneral discussion that ensued during the

* ]

conferencé/berioé indicateé clearly to the Coord;hating Committee

el

that:

2

) i . . . t z
it had addressed itself to the central issues regarding P.B.T.E.

during their spring sessions. The ideas that emerged from the

. [ X '
conferenge participants had been identified and discussed at soTe
P 4 S ]
‘ ' length by the Cbord{nating.toumuttee earlier in the year;
. ° i N 'v‘ ' \
" b. it became quite evident again that one of the immediate priorities

L4 . re

of the National CommiSSioﬁ would be to sdrvey-ﬁhe field and

] -
L]

\\ ‘ develop perspective on the P.B.T.E. movement; ‘.

.

c. it 'was soon realized that o‘ter professions (medicine, dentistry,

.

nursing, law, engineering and others) were interested‘in.perforﬁance—

% -t
M |

based education. As a result, the word "teacher" was dropped from

the title of the orggnization to symbolize the broadening of the
- ' - . c o

National Commission's scope; . o N

i s \

ERC ‘ 150 . o
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5 . . ~
d. Allen'Schmeidé; of the Office of Educatiqn‘was invited to
N : 7 LY ’
becofmes a member of the Coordinating Committee;

. .

. . B - .
e. a meeting date of September 14, 15, and 16 was set for the
L ’ . BN
purp&se of: . : ° . . : é? -
— 1. 'Rresenting working papérs’on: ‘ * - N SR
- * I . 1 N

' - a. A Rationale for the National Gommlssion (Khrl MasSanarl)

SN b. The Models of Instruction (BobaHous:on. Howard Coron)

- * b . " . N

’ . " . i ' » . . ,
. i c. The Logistics of Program Implémengatldn (Horace Aubertlne) : 1
2. c%ptlnuing discussion on the nature and-structure of the )

. . . R 1
. Commission and ‘the composition of the Coordinating Committee. 1
September, 1972 " * J T !
, ‘ y . . -~ i . :
1. The Coordinating Committee met at Princeton on September 14, 15 and 1

. ‘ . @
16, and formulated. the, general outlines for specific projects to be i

considered. during the first year of operatior of the National

A
Commission.”

. ,a Proposal topics selected were based upon the following criteria:

. 1. immediacy of heed and contribution to P.B.E. movement;

g [

by any existing 'gency, institution, or state. '

1
|
» 2. |those which were not being done or could not be done readily
¢
\ s . ¢ ¢
. , The ‘groposed topics were: '

1. g%dels of instruction coupled with taxonomies of teaching

) ) _ (Houston and Coron);, : i
* .

-

P 2,, Training educators for managing program implementation

(Aubertine); . -

o

| e |
-~ / i1 :
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. 3. Survey of P.B.E. and certification as a2 means to develop national

perspective. ' | ’ ‘

b b. Agreement was reached to develop the National Commission's \ ‘

v
a
3

¢ . > . .
- ~administrative strucdtur.e on an evolutiorary/gradual basis. Thé
" - > .

Y .

N first year of d’pe'rat:ion would be an interim stage in which<

- ¥
. .
.

1l.. the Advisory board membership, the policy-making unit ‘of.the
- P Y

- » .

. Commission, could be formulated in a deliberate manner; : )

2. the co's't: of administrative operation could be more,closeiy tied
\ * . \
) . in with emerging pglicies and programs-as’determined by thé
* »

., . '

advisory bqard;

[N
- ~

3,
(

. c. More detailed analysis of the projects was needed for the Coor;;linat:ing .

Committee's work séssion and fofr assembling and synthesizingthe )
- ' ‘ ) ‘\

October, 1972 =~ ) ) . "

'
-

~
The Coordinating Commitfee met at Princeton, October 5, &. and 7, for the
~N.

components for the work ~ and propésal to the Rockefeller Brothers ‘
Foundation in November of 1972.f . . e e
k-l ’ .
|

- N

. speoific purposes of: '

¥

iy ] 1. reviewing and revising- the four proposals for the first-year activities .

of the National Commission:

a. developing models of performance-based Leducation;

14

: b. planning and conducting a Management:‘-Trainihg Institute for Personnel
. - */
in PBE Program Implementation;
A ] . )

c. survey of PBE and Certification throughtout the United States;
/’d. establishing a National Clearinghouse for PBE. . ) '
. .\ N ~
' \
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1.

2.

" following posts and policies:

1 . , ’

' -89~
. \ ¢ \
. R A
SUMMARY OF KEY DECISIONS AND DEVELOPMENTS DURING THE PIANNINQ PERIOD ‘
The nature of. the national organization changed from-a "Cansortium of States"

to 4 "National Commission." The latter expands the eligibility of membership
‘ “ s

to include individuals, agncies, and institutions, in addition to states.

< . ) . ‘ ~

- <
The National Commission's activities: ' . | -

|
]
a. focus on the evolvement of a "Consortium of Foundations" in addition to 1
government agencies interested in P.B.E. in funding projects. ‘ i
N . - : .
b. . seek long-range-funding commitments for National Commission's operatiom. 1
i
1
1
1
|
i
|
1
!

S~

The proposed framework of. the National Commission would consist of the

-

a. Advisdry‘board (policy determination)- ) .
b. Coordinating Committee (responsible for policy 'implementation and mahage~
\ .

-

. ment gf activities) . ' -

c. Special task forces to carry, out projects based onApdlicies formulated by'

.
U .
x ® .

the National Commission

d. Activities undertaken by the National Commission would be confined only

to those areas that cannot ‘be accomplished by machinery in existing

’
-

Y

oﬂfanizations ) C p

e. " The_ National Commission would be an independent,'non—profit Qrganization

A

an interim or intermediate administrative _operation.

§

The Nationél Commission on P.B.E. will include in its scope of interest and *“'

activities the professions of medicine, dentistry, nursing, pharmacy, law, and

.

i
|
3
|
|
|
i
f. Durtng the first year, the Commissions organization would function with i
1
.

engineering, in add#tion to teacher.education. i . .
The first year's activities of the. National Commission &ill be as follows:

N R
.

- kS .
a. “To set four task forces: ’ . \\\ . . >
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s

1. *survey of.P.B.E, nationwide. o ; N ,
. .t 4 . . . LI

; 2. instructional models development.

-
.

. . 3. management training for educational implementation.

4, national "(‘."learing house’ for P.B.E. ~N . . . .

3

b. ."i’o establish an advisory board ~andc incorporate the }Jational Commission:
.
< 1. location of adm‘inistra‘tive offices.
2. selection ,o'f. executive director an;:l support staff.
c. Tc; develop a pérspective paper on status on P.B,}‘%., which afso s&ests:
1. innnfedj.ate priorities (1-3 years)
2. ixlterm‘ediate priorities ( 3-5 years)

3. Long range plans (5-10 years)

d. To seek a broad base of financial support.’

B

- 4
" . 2

¢
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TITLE: Program Manager -
+ REPORTS TO: Executive Director . .
BASIC FUNCTION: under adminidtrative direction, coordinates the day-to- -
. day operations of the Commission.

QUALIFICATIONS: Master's degree in businesg adminjistration or equivalent

s

. ‘ experience; must include familiarity with basic accounting | .

) and financial ﬁanagement prdcedures. -
: . . At\least_one year's experience in an edpcationél researgh
. and deéelopment setting | .
. ﬁemonsgrated aﬂility to coordinate proposal and report
writinglfor federal agencies and foundatiﬁns.
. Demonsf;ated ability to communicate.effecti;ely in
. written and spoken English,

pa gt

. Demdnsfré%é&'gg;iqg§m;g”5ﬁiid and maintain good inter-

Y T

personal relations with diverse segments of the educational
community (e.g., teacher educators, educational researchers,

]

o . foundation personnel, USOE and NIE staff)

." Monitors project funds and expenditures
s T . Prepares budgets for proposals N

v ¥, Maintains accounts of the Commission

- : ' ‘ N :,Prepares the Commission payroll

1
g . BASIC RESPONSIBILITIES: 1

. \
i




A
¥
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Establishes and maintains contact with funding® sources
Coordinates proposal preparation - \V\

v

Codrdinates auh implements preparation of progress and
final reports for programs : - /’

Maintains contact with field personnel (task forces,
project directors) ' .
Maintains Commission records

Makes arrangements for meetings of Coordinating

Committee, Board—ef Trustees, task forces, etc. v

15%
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One

Year

Two

Year

1.—

3.

b,
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Operational Goals

Design specifications for five widely different PBE models.
Plan for development and testing of models.

Initiate design of model assessment procedures.

Develop an appropriate taxonomy for each model.

« o . '
Demonstrate salient characteristics of each m;EET\EhIQQthMIdQQEQEed

episodes.

r | |

Dgvelop resources to support each of the five models; prototype

.2 <
test individual resources; prepare for prototype test of total model.
. j . ~ .

Modify training programs for teacher educators to explicate basic' philosophy

~
~

of each of the 5 models.

Obtain reactions frop educators to model specificationé through national

conferences (ACRA pre-sessicon, AACTE, ASCD, APA). "

-

Develop assessment sSystem which is consistent with each,of Ehg-f£Ve models,

and which considers bot£ impact of the training program on teachers and on
their students. . .

Analyze models f??‘gengric competencies, distinggishing competencies,
‘interrelatedness, and potential for a unified training program.

I&stitut ons which are to conduct proﬁotype tests of each model select students,

faculty, tfain faculty, specify procgiures for prototype tests.
. *
Initiate study of training progyams in other professions with emphasis on PBE,

-

and with particular consideratiop of the 5 models. ) -

A [

.

Modify specification. for 5 models\ for use with varied content areas in
secondary schools fer school administration, counselors, paraprofessionals,

and other educational specialists.

159 | —
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The Five Year Plan

AY . .

N M \

N\ N
1.0 Models Design and Bevelopment < st =]

~

1.1 Design specifications for 5 models for

elementary school teachers ,_._.__;‘___ —— e
1.2 Plah for development and testing C : —_—t
. 1.3 Develop and/or obtain resources for testing —_— E
5 models with prospective elementary teachers . U T o o )
— . . o i i
. 1.4 Prototype test of elementary models \ . - e, : o
1.5 Field test elementary models . . _}________ _ .
114 ]
1.6 Second field test of elementary models e .
* : . i
1.7 Modify specifications 5 models for elementary L .
\, teachers to use with secondary teachers e e e ’ -
1.8 Develop design resources for second\ary teachers I B T

1.9 Prototype test secondary models

© 1.10 Field test secondary models

LN
1.15 Mid-project evaluation of 5 models (theory,
’ assumptions, hypotheses)

- .L__,___.‘_—.—-
1.11 Modify specifications of 5 models for other |
" educational ‘workers (administrators, counselors, . C 2
~—— paraprofessionals) . . . - C e
1.12 Develop/design resources for other educational
personnel —
. 1.13 Prototype test 5 models with other educational :
' workers __) !
' 1.14 Field test 5 models with other, educatidnal o
workers v | e
. !
!
|

1.16 Fifth year evaluation qf 5 models (theory, |
assumptions, hypotheses) 3 ‘o ;

1.17 Other models projected for testing

- H

P SSU R

1.18 Analyze models for generalities, differences

, i

4
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.
[ b

2.0 Assessment

)
. b

. NN 3 g
2.1 Specify assessment design procedure 1
2.2 Modify assessment procedures for fach of 5 2t -
. models - elementary ) :
2.3 Modify as'ses‘\sment* appropriate fér secondary - =
programs ] \ i N\
2.‘4 Modify assessment for* 5 mc‘adels for other . ;
educational personnel i ,§ .
\ - = 4 i
‘ -
r 4
3.0 Taxomony .
3.1 Taxonony.developed for each of 5 models - +- T
“ ]
3.2 Taxonony reassesgsed and revised ] ) A . A A
Rt 3.3 Taxonony related.to secondary teachers "l -’. . -
* \ v
3.4 Taxonomy related to other educational personnel; -2
—

4.0 Training of Bducational Trainers

4.1 Design general training profram materi‘als for >
teacher educators ! Jo
-b
4.2 Modify training programs so they reflect basic ’ ; 3
philosophy of each of the 5 models - '
4.3 Train educators at implementing institutions : L — ' .
4.31 elementary ] : . .
4,32 secondary Lo ql

4.33 other educational ‘personnel —~

< -
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5.0 Involve Other Professions . . :
‘ . ~ / 2 1.3 Y >
5.1 ' Representatives of other professions (e.’g., law § 1 ; : :
“ ' medicine, er}gineering) explore PBIE . . . * 1. __fi
5.2 Representatives test specifications of 5 ———4
models for viability for them, modify u —d e e e
» ) L
5.3 Design/develop materials for prototype test =
. 5.4 Prototype test of salient aspects of 5 models .
. ’ b
5.5 Asséss viability of models for other professions rmrae
- o \ -
6.0 Disseminite Results i ’ .
é ' - ) e !..
6.1 Progress reports made to professional conve.ntions&F— — T
L] ' - '; .
6.2 Profession reacts.to models specifications s 4 4 Q4 .
X ’ : o
6.3 Profession reacts to prototype and field test ! . : 4
o results ’ ' ! 4 A
. { 1
: : . : : i .
6.4 Profession reacts to taxomony . | 4 a4 K q.
v t - !
b.5 Profession reacts to assessment procedures : . A 4 i fal
; L ! AR S ; 7
f :
6.6 Materials from 5 models limited .available for ! . 3 ;
training s ! 3 U B %
' - ) :
6.7 Materials generally available s """"j
’ 6.8 Teacher educator training generally available L i ___1?
. |
1
|
1 i ] J
, ! - i
' |
|
b
: o
» . | i
! \ } 1
- . , } 1‘
’ ; i . |
] P -
/ L) ! '3‘ g
J 16 Lo ; u
i A ' s
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-

4.0 Model Development Summer Institute

During 3-week institute,-specifications o \\¥
for model and taxonomy drawn: Process - )
diagrammed as below: . ’ ' ) .

Y °
\

IHH!!II f\

fCompetencigg]x

- [ Assessment | | Taxonomy |

The basic model (including assumptions,
propositions, hypotheses, research'and
literature, rationale, and basic W
dimens ions) would be described more : :
specifica]]y as teacher competencies,
. then.these in terms of a$sessment

* " capabilities and’ ,2 taxonomy for :

~ that model. : : * .o

Y

- 5 ] While this phase would initizlly be
- planned in 1.1, after the MDSI, they
would be reviewed and revised to N S
incorporate new visions. . <

~
5.2 Dissemination pians ..t1aued in- 'k - B

cluding a pub11cat1on, programs on
national professiona’ conferences, :
and individudl, contact with program o
designers. ’

\\ -
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a - ' Dec. | Jan. ; Feb. | Mar., Apr. | Mayy,June Ju]él
~/ 1.0 Planning .

1.1 Formulate detailed . )
plans for project - i5

1.2 Identify 5 Model ,

Develppment Summer i

Institute leaders,

. . contact them, , ‘ .
secure services, : .

~ determine contractual . / ‘

. ' arrangements. . . ’

1.3 Collect Supporting
Documentatjon
}

2
e

¢

2.0 Leader Orijentation and
Planning

xR - 2.1 Orient 5 MDSi leaders . 4

2.2 Plan Logistics of - : s_1 A ‘
~ summer institute 8-9 |5-6

2.3 Identify MDSI parti- L E
cipants, contact ; 8-9 12
them, secure : :
services

- 3.0 MDSI Participant
Orijentation and

Planning : g0 . S P ﬁ

3.1 Orient MDSI parti- " A
cipants : o 19-21

3.2 Plan for working . \
relations within ) A , o
and among task . . |18-21 _

’ &, forces ‘ q . ‘ o v

prS
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1.0 Planning === /
- , 1.1 Project\pTgns detahded, including .
. o Togistics and locatioRNQf sdmmer

expectations for the tota project,
responsibility de11neat1on for

s ' coordinating committee members , Q¥
’ . working relations in project ( nter
. coordinating comgnittee and inter-
. & task forces; intra-task forces a d
\ between coordinating commlttee

task forces. .®

~
e ——

1.2 Professionals who ‘have
with each of the five models will
. be 1dent1f1ed . list of~those to
invite to lead a task force fo u\\\
lated, leaders contacted‘and ‘\\7 e
services secured for the suﬂﬁer

*

\ conference. . S

AR 1.3 Documents and research re]ated to

\ \ : model building, teaching effective-
" ness, and. the 5 models will be
3 i collected into-a working library
LNl L « for MDSI partjcipantsh‘

ke 2.0 Leader Orientation and Planning - :

. & 2.1

e i ,
(Two.Z:Hay\cgnferences) MDSI 1
Task Force leaders will have

*broject described and ‘

. expectations again outlined N

- for them. ) N\

ngistics of the MDSI out- R
-Tined for Task Farce Chair-
men, then refined on.basis-of
: ) their imput ,’ additional-

. .. . resource needs specified,
S "working\re1atiohs defined. - .

N Ay

2.2

' . ~ . - '
& S e LN -
. . v . * 13 «

,/’

Personnel

_Coordinating Conmittee

<

\

\X\E‘RE\SN o

Coordinating Committee
in consultation with
teacher education leaders

Project director, secretary,
Coordinating Committee,

Task Force chairmen and
participants.

1
> -
ﬁ?
A\

\
\

\
oo,

Coordvnatwng Committee,
Task. Force Chairmen

Task Force Chairmen,——. —

. Coordinating Conmittee

a3

!

:
!
1

1
)
:
.
-




-102~
2.3 Tentative list of Task Force " Task Force Chairmen, !
participants made (theorist, Coordinating Committee °

teacher, educator, curriculum
specialist on each team), con-
tacted, and services secured.

R 3.0 MDSI Participant Orientation and Planning

3.1, (One 2-day conference) Orientation,
. »} team building, project organization,
' and conference expectations out11ned .
for participants. -

3.2 Logistics of worRing relations among
Task Forces and within Task Forces
worked out. Plans for preparation
for conference and individual assign-
ments made. -
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a. design of training program
b. estimated length of institute
c¢. date and-Yoc¢ation for institute

1

d. number of pditicipants

3. Review development of instructional modules.

3rd month:

k3

Task Force committee assembles to complete the following:

1. Continue development of program format.
2. Select instructors for institute.

3. Set qualifications for participants.
- 3

4th m3Ath:
Task Force committee assembles td:
1. Review training program format.

2. Assign particular parts of program for revisions.

v

¢ .
3. Finalize list of participants (confirmation of acceptance).

Sth month: . . ¥
Task Force committee assembles to: ' 7~

1. Make second revision of training program format.

2. Assemble materials for portfolios provided for each participant.

3. Revise time schedule of institute program — complete and ready
- for printers. ’

6th month: : '

Task Force committee assembles to:
1. Make final revisions of training format.

2. Review special assignments of Task Force members..

7th month: . ) ‘ ' ‘ N

Task Force committee assembles to: .

v

. 19 .
1. Provide Coorxrdinating Committee a progress report on plans for

the training institute and Work of Task Force during the planning - *

period. , e

175 S

>
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» -
’

4.0 Model Development Summer Institute

’ \ During 3-week institute,-specifications o \\Y
AN for model and taxonomy drawn: Process . )
diagrammed as below: N ) I .
oot \ MY . Fﬁj‘
MOde] \\ \ .
ICompeténcwéﬁ]\ ‘ ’

. e Assessment L‘fTaxonomy |

The basic model (1nclud1ng assumptions,
V.ol propositions, hypotheses, research and )
. literature, rationale, and basic . e

d1mens1ons) would be described more [ )

spec1f1ca11y as teacher competencies,

., then.these in terms of assessment .
- capabilities .and’ ,a taxonomy for : '

s, _ that model. : ‘ ' * ot

~

.
. {
. .

B 0 Cont1nued Plann1ng7and D1ssem1nat1on

- 5 } While this phase would. initizlly be . .
- planned in 1.1, after the MDSI, they ‘
would be rev1ewed and revised to " Do
incorporate new visions. )

: T 5.2 Dissemination pians *n.t1aued in- - - 7 ’
, cluding a publication, programs on .
national professional conferences, - .
- . . and individud@T contact with program .m>
. designers. ’ .
- -

-
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Year Three

4 i
1. Pgototype tests each of the 5 modeis with prospec tive elementary teachers.

©

2. Delineate potential of models :or other educational workers and for other

7

professionals (e.g., medicine, law, engineering).

3. Conduct mid-~project analysis of models to ascertain whether unique character-

istics are identifiable in teachingpractice, under what conditions, with

«

what student and teacher populations, and in what instructional contexts.
[ .

4. 1Institution to conduct prototype tests for Secondary School teachers select

&

students, train teacher education faculty, and specify procedures for
\ v N

training. . . \\ .

. 5. Develop/design materials for secondary school prototype test of 5 models.

Va

Year Four
1. Conduct field tests of each model for evaluating teachers. Field tests based

on modifications resulting from assessment of prototype tests.

2. Prepare for Prototype test of each of the 5 models with cther professionals.

]

and on the students they taught during prototype testing.
* . R
- 4. Refine assessment proceduies and instructional resources for elementary prog§;;T

. 5. Prototype test secondary program for 5 modeXs and program for other educational
workers. . ‘ i
Year Five .

1. Reassess mod ’specifications on the basig‘of field testing, reconceptualize

|

|

i

i

|

3

;

|

4

|

a

%

|

.o |

3. Assess. the impact of €ach model on teacher traineesy the school environment, ]

1

|

|

|

|

!

)

:

4

i

|

. philosppﬁic and theoretical bases of each, competencies in each, assessment |

D . B 3 1

)

proceddres, and taxonomies. Synthesize and also differentiate unique character- f
istics. . ) .

. , . v }

2. Continue research on impact of each model on teachers, environment, and students.
. - - {

|
i
i
: 1
**3. Conduct second year of field-tests with elementary teachers. ) |

4 ’ . i N d i

Q 4. Conduct training for teacher educators employing-the 5 PBTE models. }
i

|

&
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Year Five (continued) ) 4 AN
§ i .
5. Conduct field-tests of the 5 models for training secondary teachers and other.
educgtional wquers.' '5
b. Disseminate models, materials, and leaaership training procedures to the
- 5

profession.
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Appendix F

A Program of Training Institutes for Managers of
Performance-Based Teacher Education Programs
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The,plﬁn for the Training Institutes is organized into four cycles.

Cpcle I: - Develop, conduct, and assess a prototype training institute
‘ (one year). )

Cycle II: Revise and modify prototype of institute, retest, and assess
(one year).

Cycle III: Formalize institute's program; schedule on regular continuing
basis (two years).

Cycle IV: The management training format will be modifled and revised
depending upon the ‘data received from the ongoing assessment

’ . of the program and its effects in the field.
} \\\\ Plan for Cycle I: (3 stages)

- Phase I: Planniég and designing the prototype institute,
Phase II: Conducting the prototype institute. %
Phase III: Aséessipg outcomes and input for Phase II. i
‘ ’ | |
"Phase I: Planning and designing the prototype model. (estimated duration - - |
7-8 months) 1
- i 1
A. Estimated personnel requirements 1
: /
Task force of 5 persons, plus chairman, a member of the Coordinating ////

Committee of the National Commission on Performance-Based Education. ~
P
Task Force personnel: P

. ' 1. i i . t.’/ ’

Experience in PBE program implementation and managemen//

2. Currently involved in some phase of PBE management,

3. Willing aLd available to develop, conduct, and ssess‘
— prototypetraining institute.
Sgggested candidates: Drs. Hugh Baird, Brigham Young University;
Caseel Burke, Weber State University; Hepbert Hite, Western Washington
State; Gil Shearron, University of Ged{éia; and Richard Hersh,
University of Toledo.
B Estimated budget requirements (7-month ﬁeriod)
1. Task force personnel (5 total) $21,000. 00

based on fo‘\nia\pf $150.00 per day

4 days per r month Over 7 months
o ~ ~

439 | S 7

. T




b. estimated length of institute

c. date and-Yocation for institute

d. number of péiéicipants

3. Reéview developme;t of instructional modules.

3rd month:

~112- ‘ o
a. design of training program '
. 2
Task Force committee assembles to complete the following:
1. Continue development of program format.
2. Select instructors for institute.
3. Set qualifications for part%cipants.
4th moAEh?T™ = -
Task Force committee assembles td: ’
1. Review training program format.
2. Assign particular parts of program for revisions. ,

¢ .
3. Finalize list of participants (confirmation of acceptarce).

Sth month: -

"
’

1. Make second revision of training program format.'
2. Assemble materials for portfolios provided for each participant.

‘ . 3. Revise time schedule of institute program - complete and ready
- for printers. ’

6th month: : :
Task Force committee Essembles to: ’

1. Make final revisions of training format.

2. Review special assignments of Task Force members..

7th month: Lo ' ‘ 7

-

Task Force committee assembles to: . . -

’ . -

%
1
Task Force committee assembles to: ’ 7 1
!
z
|
|
i
|
J
!
|
M A .
1. Provide Coordinating Committee a progress report on plans for 1
the training institute and work of Task Force during the planning - ° i
R i

period. : o

ERIC . Y L '




- ' ‘ -113-

2. \Provide a detailed description of training program, objectives,
* Competencies to'be achieved .activities, and assessment procedures.
{ .

. 3. Make any last-minute modifications of institute's program
(procedural, not substantive).

. '
¥ N . \\

8th month: '

A

Phase II of Cycle I: The Conducting of the Training Institute. (2 weeks)

utilized as , input for mo%ification and refinement

. Phase IIT of Cycle I: Assessment pof training institute's outcomes, to be
of the second institute. O%

-

GANNT CHART FOR CYCLES I, II, AND III

Cycle I: (Phase T Planning, 7 Months Duration) .
Feb D::h April

s . Jan

1.0 Planning: - //f \

1.1 Complete plan for Project — o

1.2 Identify and select four Task
Force members; contract for
their services 315

\\ 2.0 Task Force Work & Planning

2.1 Develop work schedule; identify —

& assign development tasks 30 : ;\ .
. ® 2.2 Development of Institpte Training )
Curriculum (Objectives, Training .
Modules) - o 1
. f
N 2.3 Plan logistics for Institute , i

(Personnel, materials, N 15
accommodations) i

2.4 TIdentify and Select Institute > 15 ' 1

: Participants
3.0 Orientation for Institute ] i -—————m>z 30
: Participants . 1L . .
4:Q\ Consultation with & Reporting ’ 441
© to Coordinating Committee e ’ )

. ’

4 .
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Cycle I: Phase II Conducting the Institute
/ pugust: Duration 3-4 weeks

July August Sgbt.

8.0 Conducting Management .
Training Institute >1-27
(3 - 4 week session)

Assessment of Training Institute
and Dissemination of Information
(4 months duration: Sept. - Dec. 1973)

y
Cycle I: Phs

P

Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec.

g;t@lcipants

! 7.0 Publication of report of ‘
lst Year's Institute

el )
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Appendix G

Plans for a National Information Clearinghouse

Performance-~Based Education

on




v

1. Preparation
a. Establish the center -- obtain personnel,
physical facilities and equipment.

. b. Establish relationships with
‘ (1) other collection agencies, e.g.,

the University of Houston and the . L ’

‘%niversity of Miami (instructional

modules); Indiana University (training

I3 “S(
‘materials):

(2) other Commission-sponsored projects

1

2. Policies and guidelines

3
Establish policies and guidelines for the ’ .

'

collection and processing of information. - . ‘ .

3. Collection of documents, slide/tapes, video .tapes

-~

Begin the collection of pertinent documents about

-

. existing and emerging perfbrmance—based education,
«programs, experimenfs, pilot studies; and research

activities. ' ’ "

|
LY hl
) \ -116- - =
' For Year Ome, th%s project will include six kinds of activities: )
i
!
|
i
|
|
|

5 4. Initial survey of higher education institutions and other

agencies regarding status of PBE and PBTE

o
4

a. Determine kinds of information and adata needed. ' ) e

b, Relate to the preliminary survey now being

-

conducted by AACTE. ;
i ) ot ° ‘
c. Develop the instrument.

Y
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~

d. Conduct survey.

4

. e~ “Analyze findings. f .

f. Preparc.report.

5. Dévelopment of educational exhibits and Eraining packages

Begin the development of educational exhibits and .training
. “‘1
- : packages about PBE and PBTE which could be utilizédﬂ%;

institutions, conferences, workshops, etc.

-

7
6. Dissemination ) k

Information and documents will be disseminated through

either the ERIC Cleafinghousé or IED -~ or regular project
= \
* channels. X T //
» ] -
For Year Two, Three, and Following, the National Information Clearing-

house on PBE .will tontinue to collect, proce%s, aﬁd digseminate information

as required by the needs of other Commission-~sponsored projects and ag

\ dictated by the state of the movement itself. : h /
. /
J A 'NIC/PBE will require personnel to .man thevoperation, facilit&es

* to house it, and equiipment, supplies, and services to support the on-~
going activities. . )
¢ s

- ! N
" . ’ -
\:, . . >
+ -
.

e

-y

Q - ’ . b j:ﬁ((S‘
S -




: and to. provide and exchange intormation. . .
g 3. ‘Other. . . T ’
D . . , / "’ . ¢
o - ) ¢ ) - .
People/Places: : Coordinating Task Force -~ AACTE v .
- ’ , . P ETS - .
. .

Y -
» e RO . .

=122~
Activity Number Four )
) .
. Assess tpe state of the scene for each of the 50 states and facilitate the
development of more effective intra- and inter-state information communi-
‘ cation networks. ) '
» ) :
% 1. a) Develop a protolype state assessment and communication plan
. . and network (build on TISP/TERS),
v - b) Develop a plan for inter-state sharing (build on ERIC/NCES).
) c) Develop ways for "outside" groups to link into the state and
national plan,.
.
2. Develop and conduct a workshop for all interested states on a), b). . 1
Lo , 3. Develop a strategy tor linking national resource network to state
. 4 ! network channels.
. N
. 4, ,Support workshops a) by prototype state for other states and b) by
' r 1interstate network and/or Multi-State Consortium. ~
‘ s ] . 4 ‘ |
. Peoplé/?laces: Muati—State Consortium i
Ted Andrews 1
Cost: $100,000 -
| =
A Activity Number Five |
|
¢ = .+ Sponsor a series of National '"Survey" Couferences ‘
> - . : : 1
, ¢ ’ 5 . ,
. 1. Of leadefs in survey research to plan search strategy. |
; PN i
LS i
‘5’ 2, 0§ leaders of movement t6 clarify proéedures and specifications 1
;
§
:
|
i
{

Estimated Cost: éL&,QOéf _ s - S - . .




7

. this offort. . . '
|~ - - . &

v
Such information regarding the current state of the PBE movyement is

ecsential if the National Commission is to succeed in its goal jof meeting’

fﬁe real needs of the movement without dSblicatipg the effort%’bf currently
succeésful programs. We an;icipate,'however, that the 1ong—génge impgct
- of the gctivities of this task fo'rce wiii be based ‘not only #niit; initial
¢ . .
diaénostic fu&crion but also on the dissemination of its findings.
¢ ¢ . ' -
. f “This Communjcations Task Ferce will be basically a second level

E

&

’ *

management group that will coordinate the ‘activities of a number of ad hoc)

i
. task forces/that will carry out the more specific goal-directed activities
. ¥ . . R - i
N in this area. The basic funcgfions of sthe task force will include: 1
. . : : oo ’ ” v
1. Monitor and coordinate,survegnand assessment task forces.

- * 2. Coordinate liaison activities between the National Commission and

e -, N . i ! '
¢ . the task forces. ‘ . ‘ |
"y - 4 - ) . A " * {
‘ 3.. Set specifications for all survey instruments and strategies to 3
. Y ' Ny, E . ”
. .insure the quality of the survey and the bu;lding of an accurate

N >
.

K . description of both the national scene and the processes used in . *
: :

the cfeation of its components. . . ‘\\\\J/‘_

. . 4, Produce and dissemingte appropriate puiblications related to task

~ 1
N

force activities. | - t . . 3 1

@ a

2
-
)

5. Develop aplan for continual updating of sprvey znd assessment product
. -, : T N o o
Estimated first-year costs for the operatioh of this task force are

., $75;000. L L o ]
Q : K 1(3\\) _ .
ERIC.. . . - S L

.
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2. to serve as a basic document for Survey and Assessment Task Forces

* .

People/Places: United States Office of Education
Schmieder, Ardike

. Cost: $1,000

Activity Number Two ) 0

L3 -~ '
T
! ~ -12i- -~ “
.
1 ?
Activities '
Activity Number One o BN * o
Validate and upgrade current State of the Scene paper : . .
B N 1 .
1. to'serve as a®major resource for the National Commissidn \

instruments and systems, e.g., Interstate Consortium Newsletper, AACTE
Committee publiéations.' Analyze their comPined coverage and impact. .

. %fcommend negﬁé toh}ilied, ;ng\alternatiye gysteﬁs% . . C ’ : “

People/Places: AACTE/ETS Task Force Staff . '

Cost: $2,000 LR - . O

- - A . . )
? Iy . . “ v .

Identify and describe the purpose and range of current PBE information ‘ 1
4
]

Activity Number Threte’ . :

Strengthen ties among professions who are interested and involved in PBE.
. L . N

. . . ’ .
1. Survey other professious for PBE-related materials and activities. .

[ -
4 p

2. Develop a strategy for involving leaders frém other' professions in

PBE-related activities. ’ |

. .
iy .

f [} -
People/Places: Persons from both teacher education and other
. professions now working on performanpe—baseq.prodrams.

.

Cost:, $75,000 ' . : _ - .

El{lC ' . . ) 181 . o .

g . * +
s .
. - - -
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Activity Number Four

t - B
. Assess the state of the scene for each of the 50 states and facilitate the

-

development of more effective intra- and inter-state information communi-

-

cation networks.

» :
* 1. a) Develop a protolype state assessment and communication plan
. . and network (build on TISP/TERG).
v ) b) Develop a plan for inter-stuate sharing (build on ERIC/NCES).
) c) Develop ways for "outside” groups to link into the state and
national plan.
. 2. Develop and conduct a workshop for all interested states on a), b). .
L. ) 3. Develop a strgEggy {or linking national resource network to state
o . ) network channels.

LS

4, Support workshops a) by prototype state for other states and b) by

v ’ r interstate network and/or Multi-State Consortium. -\\-~\tsz ~
o ’ ) , B
~ . &

Peopie/?laces: Muiti—State Consortium

o s
Ted Andrews
Cost: $100,000 ‘ = ‘
. ’Activity Number Five ’
e . "« Sponsor a series of National "Survey" Counferences
& * ’ ;
’ . 1. of 1eaéefs in suryey research“towplan search strategy.

3 . - and to.provide and exchanpge in;ormation. '
i 3.+ ‘Other. ) _ - .
- ; ) , Y ) - .
People/?ldges: : Coordinating Task Force - AACTE L.
- "\‘ .: . ¢ = v .; . * ETS '. *
Estimated Cost: $45,008° * =~ - e g )

!
|
|
i
‘67 2. of 1eaders of movement t6 clarify proﬁedures and specificatlons 1
|
]
]
|
|
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~
a

Communications with {nternatjonal education has'finally reached a promising

.

state -— some of that communication has been about PBE related programs <

T

(Munich module'festivél, for vexample). There would be great advantage to

’ . »
1) surveying useful resources overseas and 2) developing approprjate mechanisms

i

for international sharing of PBE devélobments.
L)

’
°

People/Places: . University of Wisconsin, Vere DeVault
Florida International, Wes Sowards

set A

- - N .

Estimated cost: ‘$50,000 i: 7~

Activity NumberwSeven

-
Identif ication and desCriptioﬁ of developments in areas outside of the PBE

-123- )
Activity Number Six . .
Identify international sresources and establish international gcommunication network.
!
movemeht that could usefully be applied to PBE programs; e.g.: |

N . o ) <
« 1. management infdrmation systems’ ﬂ & «
o . . L
2. competency storage and retrieval i ¢
3. assessment centers v & s
» -~ )
. 4. module development . . ’ J
- B § " ) . i
\ - ot i
5. CAI i
. 6. Other ) ©T 1

Estimated Cost: To be estimated on an+ad hoc basis. :

B

Al * »
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~a

Activi ty Number Eight

Conduct a national survey of states, universities, and/or school districts

' )
to determine: - N

v

1. What materials are available - their strengths and weaknesses.

¢

‘ a. Identify strong materials development centers. ¥
A\ b. DNevelop a strategy for strengthening materials development

" eifort. \

2. To identify as many PBE products as possible through the use of
current national information networks and to explore and estimate
the utility of these systems for use in a national PBE communications
netvork. Recommendations will be made for specific ways in which
X the National Commission can influence these existing systems toward
PBE needs and priorities; i.e., in instruments used, subjects
highlighted, places surveyed, etc. '

’

.

a. National Assessment Program :
~

b. ETS

c. NCES

!
d. NGA Research Division

&

.

; People/Placés: Far .West Laboratory
v . & University of Houston
- & * Kettering Foundation
. . » AACTE Performancé-based Committee-~
. ' ) Texas SEA : )

. . . Estimated Cost: $130,000 . ‘ N
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-

Aétivity Number Nine
A}

Literature search on key CBE issues, e.g. inservice incentives, behavior
modification, computer storage and retrieval systems, etc.- Build as much

as possible on existing literature searches, i.e., "Inservice Training of

’

People/Places: ERIC (Education)

Cost: $60,000 (25 issues @ 2,000)

Activity Number Ten

"Related resources' literature search -- identify and describe products, _*
«

systems, etc. not central to PBE but of considerable significance to R & D

efforts, e.g. needs assessment. modules, individualized instruction, LY

s

management systems; and outcome oriented training programs in business and {

industty. .

People/Places: ERIC (Educatjon) . ‘
%

Estimated Cost: $60,000

\
)

.
( N

Teachers as Behavior Modifiers, Review and Analysis,'" by Herbert Todd Eachus.
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ProdJcts

1. An acad;éte,rrevisable "state gf the $2ene" document -~ a-flexible,

loose-leaf, "monograph" for limited use; e.g. by the National Commission

H

and other leaders of the movement.

.2. A Journal of Case Studies of more successful programs for widespread

dissemination ~ again in a flexible, loose-}eaf format so it can be changed

regularly and be used as an effective two-way communicationr system for the
national leaders in research and development’in performance~based education.

3. A consultant system for performance-based education.

L)

. . . ’ .
4, A Journal of Performance~Based Education which will focus on conceptual

\

questions. \ -
5. A nationmal newsletter which will emphasize the §baring'of activities

in performance-based education (develop along the lines of the Multi-State

Consortium's PBTE newsletter). : :

fa

.
.




