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PREFACE B , :

-

The work described Here was conducted to identify feasible alternative
methods for reaching consensus abou,t major educational issues--ﬁethods raflec-
ting thre pluraliatic nature of education and the professional and public
parties with _ - ey

*2CY
directions for education at nationmal, state, and local ~1evelc. ’
" The result is a set of "components" and "elegents" needed to comstruct

mpdels of methods for. reaching consensus.’ Moreover, three such general i
models are presented, each one accompanied by an aétual case illustration.
demonstrating how it has been applied. .

" The work was performed during the7 1975 76 academic year and was reported °
in the fall of 1976. .

- The project under which the work was conductq@ wvag supported by the U S.
Office of Education under a Multi-State’ Grant from Sectiom 505, Title V-A,
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The project was administered by the
State of Ohio under the diréctimn of Dr. Martin W. Essex, Superintendent of
Public Instruction. Georgia was a participating gtate under the direction
of Dr. Jack P, Nix, State Superintendent of Schools. Iowa:was a participat-

state under the direction of Dr. Robert-3B. Benton, Supérintendent of
Pu%iic Imstruction, . -

~

s

Mr, John Adams, Assistant Director, Division qf Planning and Evaluatibn
Ohio Department of Education, served as Project Director. §
f
Mr, Roget Lulow, Director Division of Planning and Evalua;{ion, Ohio
Department of Education, provided general supervision of the work -

The following individuals aerved as a Panel of Consultants to the project:
. . -

Henry M. Br#ckell, Director . . .. *

Policy Studies in Education ' o

New. York, New York -

- ) Jack Culbertson, Executive Director
University Council on Educational Adminieu' tion

. " . Ohio State Universiey . NN
Williem R. Drury, Superintendent ' ’ _— "’ -
Beavercreek Local Schools ' ) L '
Xenia, Oh‘o\—"’;,/' L | o

. .o . I

Egon Guba, Associate Dean . T
School of cation . / . . -
Indiana University ° '

N Ken Hansen :
Forner State Superintendent of

{
lic Instruction
Neyada -

. . S . . »
5 : -
- .
“h




K . /;/ R “"v
1d Luckie, Direttor =\ . / B )
R . Division of Planning, Researc

‘ Georgia Department of ‘Education

. Kevin Ryan, Associate Dean
. College of Education
. , -+ Ohio State University'

.\ b4

This fina1~report was prepared‘by

gtyff of Policy Studies in Edu= - -

cation, New York, New York, a department of the Educational Research Council

of America, a not-for—ptofit educati

nal research and develqpment orgafiization.

" Reactions to draft versions
in this repott were solicited £

6f the ‘three policy setting models presented
a large number of local, state, and federal'

officials concerned with educagion. Those reactiéns were valyable tp the :
. project staff in completing this final reg\?t. s »

. The three sponporinz etates hereby acknowledge their appreciation to all
"“those who participated in the projeqt members of the staff, consultants,
outside organizations, or/reattors the draft models. The'wotk could not
have been successfully Yeted without their generous cooperation.

. ( . \
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. i NEED FOR AND RATURE OF _

: UNIFIED POLICY SETTING MODELS

» - , .t . . , | ' .

Lack of confidence and credibility charagterize: the public view of
~_ government at the federal,astate and local level bo&ay» American ‘education
——38, of course, na exception and the absence of these Ffundamental qualities—-
eredibilitynaad—publierconfidence—-hao—severely hanperedvefforts‘to redesign
and reform elementary and secon'ary education ‘80 that it may more adequately
respond to the demands and needs of the lgft,quapter of this ,century.

-

A History of.Unified Educational Policy . . _ RN
< -
: ] In less complex periods, when social and culturai pluralism was ‘less
< prevalent, American educatton constructively anticipated and tesponded fo
the crises and concerns of, society. Reform and* improvements have charac-
terized elementary and secondary education during* thése periods when unified
public support was avhilable. Horace Mann's 18¢h century concept of a
grammar school education for all youngsters was a revolutionary and montu-~ .
mental step forward in moving our nation toward literacy., It was an effort
which#as essential i1f the myriad ‘of pemsons from different cultures which
found their way to the United States' shores were to become Americanized
and it was widely supported. The opening of the high achool to the masses
which resulted rom thé Kalamazoo decision was another giant step forward
in undergirding this nation's economic and political independence. Public
support to implement that decision was, of course, essential. The G.I.
" B111, which opgned higher education to large numbers of people, represents
anothe: major and unique accomplishment in American®education. It became
a reality, due in large part to a natiomal concesn and a unified ‘policy
. pbsition. 'The enactments of the National Defense Education Act, the
. _Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and the Vocational Amendments of
- - 1968 are additional examples of how.this nation-—onceé unified in one direcﬁ
N tion——can find solutions to its educational problens.

N

. Many more examples, although lesser known, can be'drawn from the ex-
. perience of individual states and localities.

a . ) 3 - . . -
Thé Power of Articulate Policz‘Statemsnts -

"
'

* Unified, policy positions have historically had a broad impact upon * -
the direction of American,education. The "Report of the Gommittee of Ten"
published in 1893 and the "Repozt of the Committee of Fifteen" published
- in 1895 had a‘significant effect upon expaading high schools to serve .
noncollege bound youth. The Commission on the Reorganization of Secondary
Education, which in 1918 formulated the famous cardinal principlea, did
. much to shape the course of secofidary education throhggout the first.half
of the 20th century. Another, dynamic influencé in the’ fmprovement of
schopl curricilum was the Education Policy Commission. Its reports
- focused on a number of topics;, including ecopomic education,.citizenship
education, international reldtions, higher education, and preschool edu-
cation. Their influence on the schools and the schools curriculum was
indeed significant. e s o ;

- & ° . ”
. . i N “u \ .
, .
- - . .

o ¢
e
.

'/)

»




-~ - ! oo N -
Ths Absence_of Policy \Cohsensus Today
[ \ -
» Regrettably, the unifying forces which permitted these revolutionary :
policy chan to emerge and become reality appear to be absent from the
(Ameriean seéne today. The absence of such unifying forces—-combined with
the growing cultural and social pluralism’in our society——has left a vacuum
. of consensus on the most desirable edwéational pplicy. direction 4 ' ab-
_eence of unifying forcks for educatién is-one of jthe most critical igsues
facing the government agencids responsible for ucatiqn.

» ' '

QE'Need for Unified .Policz at National, State, _and Local Levels

At a time vwhen national priorities must de, set in response to worsen-
ing crises, a unified national consensus for education is needed to ensure
relevance, cohesivenéss, and coordination in national policies that affect
education.

[

'

In addition, arriving at public, and profesasional consensus on matters of
state educational-policy is essential. The states, as the major instrumen-

talities‘ for the sup, tport. of public education, must have broad support for
“policy improvements. . (

Moreover, local education agencies gre in need of an evident majority.
“f their constituerts béhind their policy changes or they cannot move
forward to solve local problems. - . -

v

Inadequate Consensus Models

[N 4

It 19 difficult to isolate the exact cause and effect factors present
. unified policy existed "and education respomded through significart
. policy directions. But among those factors, it appears that reaching con-
, sensus was easier when communities, states, and the nation were less popu-
. loys; when the American people™Wiire less mobile (every year 1 out of 5
\families moves to a new loca.ﬁnh and when cultural unity rather than
Sultural pluralism was the central American ideal. It also appears that
eaching consénsus was eas:ier when the profession itself was'more unified
.Th its own views; when.there wert fewer alternative educational programs
to choose from, when teachers and administrators and boards of education
had not yet developed their separate identities .and their concerds about
power. It also appears that .reaching consensus was easier. when govermment
.agencies and voluntary organizations outside of education were less likely
to use legal. interventions, confrontation, and pressure tactics to achieve
what they wanted: that is, when the courts were not ordering new systems
of racial balance, when governors and mayors were not as directly concerned
with educational finance, and when parent groups requested rather than *
demanded changes .

-

Whatever the causes, we have inadequate mechanisms for réaching con-
sensus about the .educationgl issues which trouble us today. Bold new effec-
""tive means of redching consensus and setting policy positions mkst be found.

New unified policy setting models must be identified, teﬂ:ed, and perfected
’ through use.

- . .
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° Thé Value of Good Comsensus Models . ) ( Co e o .‘#

» . -

It seems quite cledr thét our nation is able to make rapid progreps
in education when the agenqles,-organizations, kroups, and individuals
" concerned with education have reached consensus ahout a problem and about
what .must’ be done to solve it. Lacking such a consensus, we are ‘unable. to
. marshall the moral force, the professiondl energy,’the public enthusiasm, v

¢

, and the taxpayer éillingness needed to accomplish: hnjor—ehanges e .

-

. »
- If we had satifactory mechanisms for inﬂbrming fublic amd ﬁrofessional
opinions, gathering themy weighidg them, converging them, and gaiting general
acceptance of the public policies and professional activitie eded to imple- ,
R ment a’.chosen solution, education could be improved, significaW®y at local,
state, and national levels or a combination of Shes three. e

» ! 5 ,
i

) L. « s :
InvQlving the Public and Professionals in Policy Decisions l /

' Given the patterns of governance we have, established‘for public educa-

on in the United States, major improvements’cannot be accomplished without
ereating a broad consensus both within the public ‘and within the profession.
Public influente ofi publc education is expressed in myriad ways. Local
citizensg sit as*members of school boards, advisory ttees, and parent/
teacher -associationg. Local citizens offer their {1 » form pressure groups,
volunteer their time, ahid vote their taxes as ways of exgressing their in-.
terest what the schools teach and how they teach, At Moreover, in about
152 of the school Wistricts, citizens sit as members of municipal governing
boards which have a veto ‘power over school taxes. ] i

The .pattern’of public influence on public education is the same at the
state level. Citizens sit as members of state boards of ucation and ad-
visory committees and councils. They constitute the paid staffs of the
agencies of state government with which state education departments must
deal. Most important, they 'sit as members of state legislatures and serve
_1n the state administration, where t ke highly significant decisions
" about what - schools_will accomplish how they will{be finsnced and con-
trolled in accompliéhing it.//; , - . ) -

Thes pattern 1is repeated at the national level even though there 18 no
_ federal board of education. “There are advisory committees' and councils, there
"are other federal agenties ¥hich influence what federal education" agencies-
can accomplish, and thére is Congress and the Adminidtration.

In short, withéut public ‘involvement. there can be no unified policies
for public education.

« It is obvioue that copsensus smong professionals-~those at local, state,
and national levels; those who teach, those who specialize, those who admin-
ister; those‘vho prepare teachers and thoge who employ tdachers--is a pre=
requisite to'any significant change in education. Furthermore, there are
8o many thousands of professionals in education-wmore tkan two million in
the nation agya whole--that formal consénsus~building mechanisms are neces-

Iy 8o as to unform their opinions, coliéct them, weigh them, comvetge them,

btein their egreement to implement significant new policy decisiohs.




' There bas been and’ continues to be extended debatecabout the appro-
qpriate domain for public participa@ion ins policy setting in relation tq\
the appropriate domain for prof!ssional participation in poligy setting
‘The distinction' comménly recommended is that the public be as to decide
what is to be taught while the profession. hp asked to decjde. how it is to
be taught. But there: is disagreement even ‘about- that. In short, we lack .
a consensus even- about how-members of the public and members of the pro-
. fession_)hould reach a consensus. "That is, we- -do not have a set of clear,

~
.

agreed-upon ’rules about how to hold eur discuasions. The same can be said' '

' about mechanisms for reaching cénsensus withﬂp the public and mechanisms
for” reaching congensus withih the profession. That 18, within those two
sectors as well as between them, we do not havé clear, agreed-upon rules
for dis§nssion.

‘. 4 . ..
- - A
' » .

'Criteria for Adegnate Colisensus Models : g "

-

" In order to lead to-unified policy positions, consensus mechanisms
“must have certain easential characteristics: .
. v A N '
1. They must maké it widely knowm that policy changes are
" being contemplated. L
{hey must, open the ddors wide to parti€ipation so that all
interested parties can express their opinions.
- Y
They must make it conVﬁPient for participants to express
. their opinions.

v

! .

- - - R
They mu;t h4ave both the actuality and the. appearance of -
falrness oliciting; recarding, and' reporting parti—
cipants' opindons. , . . O
= e
They must fit the participants-—public or professionale or
a combination—in the iasues they posé, .the informatiou
they supply, and the kinds of ‘opinions they solicit.
b~

They must have a mechanism for identiﬁying policy~isaues,
policy options, and poligy arguments.
PR /
They must frame the policy debate within recognizable boun-
di?%"ﬁio that ‘participants, address the same issues and

engage In genuine debate rather than random conversation.

[ .t ‘ \
»Thdy must inform' partiéipants about Teasonpble policy

" options and the arguments i:o and con for each. -

“ -

3

A
9, 1§ey must have a‘means of - tallying nd/or weighing-oPinions{

10. They must have a way of dealing with minority views as well
as majority views in their recording and reporting.

' 11. They must arrange, not only for the expresaion of vié&s ‘but
for the converge e of views.\ S
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They mst be“fast enough to finish collecting and cc‘verging
opinions before the action deadline. -
AN - .
They must have a means of presenting the re&lts to ‘
those empowered to adopt new policy. - , . R

They must ‘result in action or lead toward actiom® so that par-

'ticipants w_ﬂT not feel theis efforts were a mere exercise. '_

They must be within the capacity of. personnel within the

sponsoring égency or an outside agent:y. /
They must be acceptable to all partie.s. ) e L
- . [N A v A ,
They must be affordable. . o, ' .
. , - . 7

They must be legal.
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N This” port;clescribes thfee sample models for reaching comsensus about
$londl policies: and presents & case illugtration about how-each model
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the cages, the reader needs to consider certain attributes of models.ang to
«consdder how they, can be applied, how they can be modified, and how new ones
‘can be built.. . oo L ’

4 : ’-' ". ‘f\ /5' ' “ ' ’ ' "I : } . L ‘
"*  The most” important attribute of the models presented in this, report is )
that they arxe sets of compomends witlt alternative elements. #hat-that means
is explained below. . P e - Sy
. 4 . . ) oo P . .
(.4 cL. . ’ =] ! - .
Models as Séts of Coinponentg with A‘ltlernativejlements R T

N . *

A el is an abstract répresentation of reality. ol —~ ./

Y 7 e -’ . % ]
A ul\iif’d policy settTng model Ts a general dedériptien 6f procedures <

that might be used fo inf‘orm, collest, and.converge public and/or profes-
siona}”opinion on policy issues.” ~. " . ) e,
& ' -

d . - ' R te . - . ) ‘\. )
- The unified policy setting mgdels offeted in this document consist of § .
.o e . R : : N .

" sets .of components. ) : - . - .

* Lo . -

Each component éoﬁsists of one ;u" pbre"selecte'd 'elel.n[édts“. "(An element -

of ‘a policy setting model is a procedure for obtaining-consensug: thus the ..
terms elememnt and procedure are used interchangeaBly in this. di#¥ssion.)

= .

, . , . >
"+ For edch cotiponent, there are alternative competing elements or pro~
«¢dures which might be better. Thus ‘choosing an element is exercising an*’
optdon. ~For(example, participant®' opinions can be obtained through . = °
various procedures: ' individual ‘interviews, group interviews, voice votes -

- at meetings, wpplause at meg.‘tings,’ questjordnaires at meetings,: qye'stionnaires ‘

* be .charfged by replacing that elenent with some ch_ei"}rocea\\re.‘ ,

by mail, questionnaires attpublic'pl,acgs; telephone interviews; responses
at computer termimals,.and so gn. Any modek calls for uaing eéne or, more of
those prgcedureﬁ for collecting pagticipants' opinions, But the model could "

s ‘
Each compoment of the model is'ﬁecessaiy (that 1s, there mﬁat ‘be soine -

wag to collect participantd’ -opinions) but each.element of ‘the model 1is
optional (that is, there are many ways t;(/collécs.their Jopinionu)'c
h . . - ° , - h R N ” '

S

Lo 7 \

‘N "“ , . N . ‘ K‘_‘ .
Applying Sample Models © . oo , -

, 'Y Ve o ~ . ,
- : N ' . .

A ‘mode‘]‘. is l.xseful as a general set of procedures.but not as an e.:;ac,;: '
blueprint. 'Any model must be adapted in the process of applying it' to a!

particalar circutstance, This ig discussed. later at length when each of -
thrée genera} models.is presgnted along with an actual case illustratiom.
. t “ . . -

\ 7 [}

v

Seding to-studythe models dnd—
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ModifyinLSEple Models : -
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The eimplest and most common way to modify an existing -model 1is'to
'substitu“te some elements for others--to, replace face-to—fa,ce interviews °
with telephone interviews or to substitute questionnaires distributed by .

-, mail fér questionnaires printed in newspapers.
ort can of course be- modified in that Wway.'
ents for each componeat is provided~later to make that easier.

« in this T
native el

|

) Bﬂ!, ldng New Models

e

Alternative procedures can/be th

e Tements ToF the set of necess $37
going to the checklist, revie the
element fot ,edch aecessary compm%

The sample models offered
And a 1ist of alter-

» . -

a ghecklist of optional.

8 buikding a model means
ementst,and checking one

- / - !

e

The 1list on the following -page shows that many, many models could be
built using the set of necessary compqpents and choosing from among the

optional elements/ N \ "
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\ . CHECKLIST OF MODEL COMPONENTS AND ELEMENTS - e

Necessary Comporients

Optional Eléments

5. FRAMING DEBATE .

/
!
[

. /
/

6. SELECTING PARTICIPANTS

N .
/‘»v‘ - .. - ' - ‘o
'. -~ 1. PURPOSE [[] Sselect goals L
: ‘ .[[] select problems
o ! . . -
[[] select solutions
- . N v "‘ 4 - ’ /
1 2.  SPONSOR * .4, Policy-—setting agency
A - R '
, - D Official gdvisers to agency
( o E] Clierts of agency‘ ’
- N " ~ : ' .
c - AN “"-‘ .o K| ReSpec‘ted‘public intersést group
. \ , -&‘ » .
. ’ \ 4-—:; +
. v ) ‘o
. 3. PERSONNEL . =2 . [C] Agency staff
A : ,
- .
P ’ A [[] Consultants ‘ .
L P I ¢+ [C] outside organizations —. -—-
: - , L . *
*=4 IDENTIFYING ISSUES . [] Expert testimony
: AND OPTIONS .
. D Commissigaed papers from experts
/ ’ .
ZD Relevant litez"\ature Ct
[J 'ipterviews with sample of partfcipants
C L . o
i "

[T] Restricted 1ist of topics

[j Resfﬁig{gd list of options-

[[] sponsor selects " '
, ' L

] Cooperatini organizations select

{C] Participants select themselves

1
i

4
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+ 7. ,TYPES OF PARTICIPANTS

4

.‘ M

© 8. %F PARTICIPANTS

, »
9. ,EXPERTISE OF
. PARTICIPANTS

'.10. DETERMWING
ACCEPTABILITY TOsg,

-~ f

. . ~
. PARTICIPANg‘!:
: :
3 . v - .
11. TYPE OF INFORMATION
. TO BE SUPPLIED TO

* PARTICIPANTS

M

e

t

12. TYPE OF INFORMATIQN\ -
T0 BE COLLECTED FROM
'EARTICIPANTS )

P

. [ "f{)pics.

’

000 00000

4

§ .

] vreaders
D”Spoke’sperson_s S

[C] Individuals speaking for themselves

Up to 100 s ’ ) )
100 to 1000 - ..
Over 1000 o
Low . ‘(l

' ' .

High [

agogo goo

Comb %nat ion —~

b~

[ Rely on past experience |

[ Ask lehders

I - ="
Background .. o . \
R . i .

’ »

Short descriptions of options
. . p #

Arguments pro and con —
" Sample poli y~§tatement8 . ‘ I’

Definftions of key terms
. oot ,

Arguments .
Choices of options& -

New options

0
\
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.u ' ) - - lxN " M . ”, . . - " , - - . . / . ‘\
" .7 13. MEDIA FOR SUPPLYING O Television -
;s - INFORMATION . ... . )
R o [:I Radio ‘ o
‘ ' ‘j s ¥ - D News.'papers . ‘./“ .o ' . "4. .
- - [C] vagazines ' SR Ch
o . BN - - R .
) T - [] Brochures e SN
o' ' T - . ) . s
\ .Qr . 4;;* . 5 . ‘. ) ) . — - B —ﬁo'(;ks - \:tq" - ! . :,
. * |:] etin 8
. ~ .. . g - '
_ o — ‘. , D Telephone | -
. ! ‘e 2 ' " - '&% - : ) N f
_ 14. MEDIA FOR COLLECTING M Face-to-face ind;lvidual interviews
;- INFORMATION
Pt e s (C]~ Face-to-face group interviews
ol i &
. - : » ’ ‘
- ) ‘. . . - [] Telephone Andividual interviews
- R & . .~ . ~, -~ . ”
. v © '+ [ voice votes at:meetings
* . . [j Applause at meetings
N . I [—_—] Questionnaires at meetings . ' g
» o / L, . D Questionnaites' by mail ., A 7
Dot . . . [[] Questionnaires at public places
. . . - . . - - , N
T, L N AN ) D Responses at ‘“onputer terminals ’
. . - N : . . . E . ] © .
P 15. IDENTIFYING'PARTIGIPANTS Nameés of individuals )
’ . M * R . h‘ : ' N s
PR . - Profesgional position ' .
-~ ‘ . . . . e
, f - .7 " D Organization. membgrship . .
b ’ [:j ‘Demographic cha?acteristics e ..
’ * ! b |‘ o B .
I " Geographic louﬂicm L. '
ki . ’ v : ' » e
. - [J\unidentified .- -+ -~ B
16, .WEIGﬁING OP‘INIbNS L D One person, one vate . '
,"" e ! D Special weight for prof sional position
‘, D Special weigh: for org nization membership
. . L %
n E] Special weighjor demographic characteristics
‘ D Specél weight for qe&gra‘phic lcqcatio_é .
Qo T / e ! © 12 - ¢

) f v y . \ ' " 16
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17. , CONVERGING OPINIONS
j

{

~ ¢

by

18.

él
° -
B :
L2 -

4

=19 PRESENTING RESULTS

TO POLICY-SETTING
BODY y

A

LY

| 28. PRESENTING RESULTS
¥ TO PARTICIPANTS

Y

>

e

F L

i g

- .

~ A ‘
# -

'

=

~

r
[3‘ ‘Meefit‘xgs,-«- ' O |
[:l Telfephone . .
\ D §e\}eral mon‘ls -
(PN
D Oné year ) ',, )

"o : ‘ ' D ‘Several yea?;
E - l ‘ ) ) . : ) ..l ~
«  22. COST . . (] under $25,000 '
t P . R . ) Y .y
’ , [C] $25,000 to $100,000 ‘
v " - : | L S
Over .
' [ 4 N 4 o g ¢ D € s * i \
£ Pl .t " -
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) . . ) &UNIFIED POLICY SETTING MQDELS " %
- ’; . ’ - -
. Formulat ing policy is slow ahd difficult. Adogting policy 48 quick and
easy-if the policy has been well formulated. . ,
N

. That is, the final official act which gives a policy authoritq.tive status——

as when'a state boayd of education adopts new standards for teacher preparation

. and -certification—usually comes at the end of a protracted period of exchang-
ing information,: collecting viewpoints, clarifyimg opposing positions, negotia-
cing and compromising, and finally reaching sufficient agreaent to allow a

€Y
-

j Ing it.official. . . / ) ‘. .
C 7 The models presented in this report and the case illustrations accompanyh
[ ing’ them deal exclusively with policy formulation and do not include the '
. / . mechanics of actual pglicy adoption, for the reasom’ given above. The adop—
tion of a Policy gov&ng public educafion—-"adoption” in the narrow, legal - .
j senge--usually takes place on the majority vote of a policy board whigh has -
* beén gither elected or appointed by an elected official. This pattern holds * *.
true, at jocal, state, and national levels. - But the "adoption" of a policy . .
T broad social ‘sense cannot angd-doés not.sccur on the vote of a public ¢ .,
i ‘Boﬂy. Instead, it ocours as the result of agreementf reached among and ~ : Lo
. betveen the public and the p:ofession, agteaents usually reached over an :
Y . extended period of time during which all parties have the chanae to etchange
' " .views and work otit policy positions acceptable to all. The final vote of =
ey the public body merely ratifieswhat has already been edtablished as accep-

. [ - table .to'tHe public i'pd to the profedéion. ~If a public’ body attémpts to " -~
. . make a major policy change. i the absehce of a general public and prbfessional
o cons .. the policy adopted may never be implemted .

The fact that polic ‘adoption by an official public bbjdy simply ratifies ' .
vhat has already been agreed to by a much larger group reflects the complexity
- . ¢ of public- and professiofial relationshiph, the enormous size of the educational
. system, and" the extreme:ly wide distribution of power among’ y different - '
—_— interested parties. , It ref;l.ects, of course,’the deliberate dedentralization

3 of ‘control ovef education which has characterized our nation from the begin- o
. ning and which is intended, among other things, to preveat education from ~
i - heing contrxolled by an’y one group an ,used to adv. the interest of -that
: one group. . N v K
7 { 7 r,
. F‘r‘om Consensus of Opinion to Policy -Position. The Checklist o C_g_mgonent
o, and Elements presented" earlier (see page 10) includes ¢he following eesential
) components: - -
: - IR 16.- Weighing Opinions / ,‘ . ‘ T / .
- & . .. . . t P . |
N o 7., Conve:‘ging opidtogs ‘ ) '
* : ,- 18, RepontingOpinions‘, . .
. - . o ' ‘ ¢ v
4 19 Proienting Results .to Policy-Settillg Body .

-
*

. - ’
oo ' "'18 ' / )
' . .
, .
. .
. .

L Lol




. 20. Ptesent:l.ng Results to Particigsnts .
v * .
Esch of these components ha.a to do with processing the results of the con-
sensus sx!tivity and reporting {t'fn such .a way as to influence policy. How-
r, because ghe genersl model was not developed for the exclusiye use of’
licy-making ies alone, it deliberately allows for. instances 'in whigh
outside - organi¥ktions, groups, or ‘individuals are conduacting the consennus .
getivity. Fot this reason, the modef does nof deal WHth,the inner.workings -
.of the policy-making. bédy-'—specifically, hew 1t will process and act -on the
.advice it receives. [Thp actuyal ptocedures policy boa'rds use to process
. and™ weligh éuch information, ms,well as what they copsider in weiqh,ing it,’
-differ greatly from tige ‘to time. and place-to plidce and topic to topic. .
, That 18, G¢hat a specific board ‘does ‘when it feceives policy advice based on
) widely—held opinions vsr}es aecording to’ circmstance. "But generally, public
qu;“_‘_(_rhboards tend “to_be- responsive. wch ddviceé, : 1 ear L. Lhe 'y
vy " “actions of- public boards usyally constitute ratificstions 'of what has slready
. f '~\ . béen d'ecided ‘by theia; pl\Blic. and profes,siond‘r‘eonstituents. ’ )

'u-. s

e Y Gﬂide.s for 008 el.- Cértain of the“Criteria for Adequste Con-
. . sensu 8 ‘Modelg Iisted eq:lier gsee Ppages:6-7) tan be used, along vith other .
o "" criteris, -as wﬁes for choosing’ a model for achieving consensus. The first
five,guides below are repeateé frbm tZlier Criterian =

b

e 2 l Tbe mpdel, mst"be fsst to finish collecting 'and con~
. ;-vergipg opinions before:the. ac.tiof desdline. -

. “Z' 'I.'he uodel must be wﬂhin the oaptity of personnel within the

Woring agency or an @utside agency.

N
L

3.‘ The modeI must: be acceptnhle to sll psrties. '

- L3

"I’he model must be*ffordable. i :
Q ;Uhénodel must Be legal. B
e 6»" The model misf- afit the. intended audi’ence. ’

s '7. "Thé moael must; fit the sponsoring sgency. ‘. .
Toe N . . -‘ .
Esch of thd three eamp'ie quels ﬁresented in this report has been care-
fully deegigrfed "and successfully appliéd.  In get;era’i, then, any of the three
coyld’ be chosen with confi_denée.' But each prospective user should consider
‘whether each nodel - could be operated rapidly enough to Meet any upconting
décision .deadlines! whether personnel in the sponsoring-®rganization havae.
the time' and taient needed to carry it -out, whether it would meet with
‘.-opposition from some significsnt group tnside or. outsjde the sponsoring
_organization, whether the persdnpel can be. assigned the money obtained,
whether there are any- legal prohibitions against its use, whether those Who
would participate in the consensus. activity would prefer tme over the other,
- and whether the policy-pétting agency would be more influenced by sdvice
. .gstheréd one way or another. o _ . .

-

' -

‘" Guides foru Mifzing a Model. The. three unple noqels presented in this
reyort caa be modified to fic situations dif.forent from those in the Sase ),

19 . T e
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] " ) . : ) ’ ': . . L7 » *, ‘ i '
illustrations. Indeed the’ modela ahould be sd modified. The Profile of each - °
« mbdel provides a-convenient list.of alternative "elements" which can be sub-
stituted for those used in the mod‘el. . sl e d T

»
L
- . N

‘Again, the earlier 1i8t of Critez‘la for Adequate Consensus Models (seé: " F
pages 6-7) supply useful ,guidance for adapting a model 'to *local cir‘ctmatanoeq;f '
A11 of the following guides are repeated from that list.of Criteria: | "L ;

v g

*

1. _They must have a mechanism for identifying policy ise issuee, E
’ policy options, and policy arguments. ) ’
R E - . A v ‘ N ;‘b

. @ . q ,
If an organization \(lahes to. adapt the’ P‘ro‘feasional Consensus o

"+ Model for ‘use by a emall group of highly qualified scholars -~ -
_ espect each other, it could turn fo item 4 (Iden-

e

. tifying Isgues and Options) in the Profile of that model and _
. adjust i;é; eliminating expert testimony, relevant literature,
and interviews with a sample of participant limiting the N
. method for idemtifying 1ssues and optians to- commissgiofed- papers -°, -
. 4 fron highly respected experts. ., S

‘-
L]

2, They musdt inform partici‘pant& about reaaonable policy options
and the arguments pro and con for each, o
G e 2 - R
T If the same organization wighes to adapt the Professional Con- ! < .
', Bensys Model to take advantage of she fact ‘that.its membership_ ’
‘ 1s already thoroughly scquainted with the topics to be debated oL
C and has adequate backgrbund Information' about them, it'can modify \
. . item 11 (Typé Of Information To Be Supplied To Participants) in .
4 777 the Profile by-elimingting Topics and Backgroundy asking its com-
missioned paper yriters to ‘supply bnly short déscriptiona of
R options and arguménts pro and con. ° . .

-

- ~
il .
Ey

3. ' They must have a means pf prsaenting. the reaults to tbose empowerd_
) to adopt new policy. -

‘'
- i ‘

If the ‘organizatiof ia goyerned by an_Exécutive . cqmittee of its .
_ members, the organization may want td modify jtem 19 (Presenting: .
Results To Policy-Sefting Body) in’ the Profile’ by eltminating i i
_ the oral report and relying instead on’a written report, usually o
¢ a more suitable.form of commication for scholarly readers. ;\

. .,

These three examplea serve to illustrate the fact that sach component in’ \ -
each model can be modified by changing the optipnal-elements to make the model -
a bgtter fit for the organization aponsor‘kng the consensus activity' 3 —_—
Guides for Buildin& a Model. As axplained earlier, organizations intarcsted
-. in spondoring a consensus activity can create a dew model by using.the Checklist ., |
* of Components and Elements starting on page 10. Once .again, the number of *
Criteria for Adequate Consensus Models listed earlier (see pages 6-7) .can be
used for that purpose, ‘Taking the Checklist in one hand and the Criteria 1n -
the other, the elected leaders of the o,rganization plus key mehljers of any”~ T |
paid professional staff plus a small camittee ofs outside a8VYTBors conaisting 'q*‘
of members ‘and/or prospective participants who are, not members can debate the
optional elements for each conponent ‘of the model and construct a Profd-le which' ¢

L - S




.

fits the ei cumstances‘perfectly. <7 o ’ o .
- ) * Lo 4 7
"Because the Profile and the riteria are rather compiete and because
their .full.meaning is .amply demonstrated by the three sample models with
accompanying cage illustrations presented later in this report, what the
builders of the new model need to ,bring to their planning sessions is a -
thorough undersnanding of 1) the policy-setting agency which/ultimately must
adapt an official policy change, 2) their owm memberghip and the kinds of
leadership and assistance they will be willing to supply during the consensus

activity, and- 3) outsiders whose’participétion is being sought, Equipped

with that imformation the designers should be able to build a practical and
-effective model for unifying viewpoints on significant policy issues.

¢

\ .
Selectggg;;ﬁree Models With Case Illustrations. The thnee models with
accqppanying cases presented in the next section of this report were chosen

%?esaébi}ieieswenmﬁhewbaeismefwsheméellewiagmeEite%ie

st »,‘ 1.

They were developed through cateful planning, with ‘early critical
. reviews of theilr elements and were modified in accordance with
o + g~ thoge criticisms /
'3 ét They had been applied on a large scale in a local, state, or
- pational setting. . ) .
. - - ’
~ , 3. They had -been successful--or promised to be successful--in

achieving a consensus.( .

K

They dlalt with highly significant educatiqnal—-or social--
problems. . -

-

B
'S v —_— .- hd -

5. They were thoroughly documented, allowipg for a complete and
- detailed description

As would be true for’ any models based on the Checklist included in this
report (see page 10) the models have 22 iderticgl components (in addition to”
the faqt that they meet the five criteria’ cited 1n -the list-above). Bup this
does not mean that -they are completely interchangeable. They differ in stgni-

ficant ways ag well as being similar in significant, ways.

.

As explained in detail in the descriptioh of each model -with its aceém-
panying.case illustration, and as summarized in the Profile.of each model,
they differ in the elements chosen to constitute their compenents. That is,
while each has a purpose, each has a different purpose; while each has a . ,
sponsor, each has a different sponsor while each used a’ combination of agency
personnel‘and outside personnel each used a different combination. And so
for each of the 22 components, there are significant differences among the
three model%, , — .

\ . e N

An organization considering using or sdapting one of the three models

.8hould study the Profile of each model and Tead the accompanying case 111us-

‘tration carefully, keeping alwsys in mind the characteristics of the policy-
setting agency which ulkimately must act, the charscteristics of the sponsoring
orgsnization, and the characteristics of the_ prospective participants

| ~'

- \
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THREE SAHPLE MOBELS WITH 'CASE I ‘Q§I§AEIONS i,

Since policy chsngeg n education cannot be undertaken ,without the
concurrence of public and/professional opinion, educational - .agencies -must
use unified policy setting models ‘which inform, collect, .,and . cotverge .
both the views of laypersons and’professionals. Thus, this section of the
report -offers three sample consensus models designed to.reach both popula-
tions. Each model is accompanied by an actual case illustration.

.Public Consensus Model. . S
' Model 1 - '

"*'“"ﬁaBE"itiusttatton=f B e

Professional Consensus Model
Model 2 N
Case- Illustratipn 2

. Public/Professional Consansus Mbdel
Model 3 .
" Case Tllustration 37 -

»

-y

The models are particularly suitable for state eﬂueation agencies,
federal education agencies, and large local education agencies. They are
also suitable, with appropriate adaptations, for use by ststerprofessional
associations and public orgenizations interested in education, national -
professional associations and public organizations cqpcerned with education,’
and large local professional associations and public organizations:dealing
vith education. That is, the techniques -seem applicable to government
agencies, quasi:guve t organizations, . and ongovernment organizations
and they seem gpplicsble to professional associations as well as _to public

- organi&atibns . .

> , :

Presumably, .small education dgencies, professional associatidms, and
public organizations can use policy-determining’ models that are simpler,

" less formal, less elaborate, and ]less expensive than those 8escribed here.
But the principles embodied in these models seem generally applicable to -
organizations of any size and type. Hbreover, the models themselves can
be simplified and msdew expensive by the substitution of other elements

for those in the ?odéls .

-
* -

Any model must be distinguished ‘from the application of that.model
in a given circumstance. The modgl is by nature an ahstrsctiOn. it is -
general not particular, it will fit many situations lﬁosely but no situ-
ation precisely. In short, the model cannot and shoulld not be used as
it stands. It should be adapted to the psrticulsr Xircumstances in which
it will' be used. .

2
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=;_emc cipatinnl

That 1s the relation between the three models and_ the threé case
illustrations presented here. That is, each .case illustration-is an
adaptation of each model. The model has been tailored to the agenty,
time, place, ‘and -circumstances in which it was used. Thus there is not
an exact one-to-one correspondence between each model and its accom“anying
caée 1llustration--and there should not ‘be.

* . * .
s -

Public Consensus Model o /

-This model is particularly suitable for inmforming, collecting, and

converging public opinion on complex policy issyes. 1Its design character=

istics include allowing for extremely broad participation and offering a
1imited number of simpk%fied .policy choices to encourage suck broad parti-

\ )
The’ accompanying'case illustration i8 drawn from a recent experience

' of the Regional Plan Association of the .New York-New Jersey-Connecticyt

‘Urban Region, W;gﬂ funds from the Federal Housing and Urban Development’
agency, the ﬁpgional Plan ASSOciati used a combination of mass media
(television, newspapers, films, and a ‘paperback book) plus public meetings
to inform nearly three million people in three states about pioblems and
possible solutions and used five printed ballots to collect thousands of.
opinions. .

-

The effort cost nearly $2 million in money and donated eervices, roughly .

a third frpm foundations, a third from corporaticns, and a third from HUD.

% ‘g .
Although educational issues were not a matter of debate, the caseé illus-

tration chosen because of its largegecale, {ts use in a complex and

troubled ulpan ‘region, the competence with which the work was .done, and the *

rematkably frank and helpful way in which the results were reported.

!

Professional Consensus Model .
' {
This model is particularly- suitable for informing, collecting, "and

converging proféssional’ opipion on'complex policy issues where the differences
in choices are relatively subtle. Its design characteristics include provi-

ding a great deal of information to participants éﬂ traditional modes of
communication among professional- Teaders (policy
and arranging for suctessive tiers of policy debate.,

~

", The accompanying case sllustration‘is drawn from an activity of the
National Institute of Education. NIE conducted:a .searching re-examination

of its established policies in supporting curriculum developfient and imple-

mentation and considered major changes. NIE knew it could not make major
changes without widespread professional endorsement inasmuch as NIE ig a
research and development agency without power to improve education except
throuéh offering sclentific evidence and .quality producte to those who

opergte schools. ‘Professional support of its policy posftions ts essential---
-.if it 18 to have constructive influence.

A ] . «
. P ] ”
el ' - 23 .
' * - N . ' . . .
LI 4 " 19 ' PO

nalysis papers, for example)




N s
. NIE commissioned a variety of professional papers explicating and . - .
- fr debating the policy issues it faces,, generating a substantial set of dis- " -
] ¢ussion guides to frime the debate attending meet ings of prqfeasioﬂal .
- associations gnd public organizations, interviewing leading spokesmen/ for
- .o profegsional and public groups, and conducting small meetings plus a hajor R
national conference to inform, collect; and hopefully converge opinion.

, Ii

The effort w1l cost over $100 000" in mongy and contributed services
and will require approxlmately gne year to comple e.' .. -,

Although NIE‘is collec,ti?é public as we11 as professional opinion, the |
effort is designed.primarily ds a natidnal conversation among professionals .
and the communications devices employed are particularly suitable for pro- |
fessiogals. The case illustration was chosen because it represents a

‘troublesome issuee about which there s much disagreement dnd because it ~

. uaeé an array 'of communications devices. ) /3\ ‘ .
Public[Profee:sional Conoeneus Model. - o ' 4 E
’ [ ' f . . TS * o
. e . ¢ . . .. . ) . .
) ‘This ‘model is particularly suitable, for informing, collecting, and .
< converging both pub].i|c and professional opinion on complex policy issues. ,
Fts design characteristics include a three-tiered policy debate, repeated?' »
returns to participants in a search for convergence, and espread agree- .

- ment on poficy change prior to making the change.

_ The accompanying case ,illusttation ig drawn. ftom the recent successful
" experience. of the State Board of Education # Ohio in redesigning teacher
edycation. Following a statewide census of prqblems, the Department of Edu-
cation officials identified teacher education ds a prime area needing reform.
The State ‘Board decided that the time and the circumstances were right. 0.
Starting by convening leaders from the 54 private and public colleges an
---  universities which prepared teachers in Ohio, the Department sponsored .over "\
100 regiornial ard statewide meetings built-around an agenda of pre-select —
topics accompanied by printed informarion sheets to guide the conversatio
The work resulted in a new set of yidely accepted standatds adopted by th
State Board of Education to govern teacher education programs in the 52
institgtione.

3 “ -

RO e
The effort cost ‘nearly $200 000 in gpney‘ andteffort by Bepprtment 1 .
R personnel and others and took about one year to complete. : .o

The case illustration was choeen because it is a succeae story, because .
-4t required both public and professional consensus, becaug‘a\ it involved many
govermment and non-government agencies and organizatioms, " an‘ikbecause it
was conducted skillfully by a state education aget'u:y5 N
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© 22-item profile a
%géé not use t

. .+ PUBLIC CONSENSUS MODEL
. [4 o

'E:g- .' ‘.’ ' [ - "\_
This model has 22 necessary compbnents and 22 matching optional"
elements compris%?g those components, as’shown on the following pages.

-

Each element is déne choice from among the. available alternaxives,Y

thus each element could be replaced with andther——perhaps better—-

.elenlipt to adapt it to a particular situation. The inddel should be

adapted to the agency, time, place, and circumstances in which $t will

be used. *“ o '. _ .

The accompanying case 111ustration-—immediatély following the .
22-item description of the model {tself--
model im its pure form, of course. Some elements

ve been repliced and some\pew components have been added. The case

- 11lustrates flexible, skillful'use gf .the general ideas in:the model

L3

rather than rigid adherence to them

i
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Necessary Components

PROFILE OF PUBLIC CONSENSUS MODEL
. ~
: Optional Elemepts -

’

PURPOSE _

.

: )2.-531101\15011 o

.

4w

.

—y"‘-’ Selectisolutions S

. - ’

[j Jelect goals = |

] Select problems

IS

.
N ' -
o
Id

D Pollcy—setting agency * B

b ’:] 0ff1C1al adv1sers to_ agency

I:] Cllents of agency

gRespected public interest group .
o . ‘ 4
] ’ -
3. PERSONNEL Agency staff’ . .
B/Cons\tants : o . R
2 " * ’ - ) v
. S T Outside organjZations -
4. IDENTIFYING ISSVES Ezr’;xpert testimony - R
AND OPTIONS , .
hd : (] commissioned papers’ from experts " w.
- ~ B 4 ’
e [] Relevant literature . e’
' N [::j Interviews with sample of pai‘tic'ipants '
5. | FRAMING DEBATE ’ EEr?Restrlcted list of topics . " .
[ . B’Restricted 1ist of options
L ’ s ~ =
. ; - R . ‘., —
'6.'SELECTING PARTICIPANTS * (] Sponsor selects . .4

O Coé'f);afati:ng oxganizations select’
VParti;:'ipgnc.; sgleét themselves.

~ n,
* ' - -
.
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7.

8.

_9. -

10.

12.

«

/

4

TYPES OF PARTICIPANTS
s ° :

<

.

/

-

v

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS

— . [

ExpoRTSE 0F
PARTICIPANTS

w
DETERMINING

ACCEPTABILITY TO
PARTICIPANTS

£

B ! , »
.+11. TYPE OF ﬁFORMATION
L

'TO BE SUPPLIED TO
. PARTICIPANTS

$

K/

-~

TYPE OF INFORMATION
TO BE-.COLLECTED FROM_
PARTICIPANTS

. |z/1‘0pics . \

. [] Leaders

E] Spokespersons

- .
/ -

[E/Individuals speaking for themsélygs. .
B ) \ .

(] up to'-100 ‘ /

] 100 to 1000

EZT’Bver 1000

"

* [J uigh

[:] Combination

‘E/Rely on past experience

[] Msk leaders

I3

-
D Ask spokespersons

~
'

{j Survey sample of prospectiye participants

*
[B/Backgroungl .
’ %hovr“t desc‘riptio;s of options s
[B/Arguments pro and con o p
Mmple‘ policy sta-tement; : -' v
N Definiti’on's. of key terms - ' ,
N7
] Arguments « , - ” N
. ~ "

: E’Choices of options

7[_—_:] New options 4

o




. . . - ’
e ’ d
- . > " -
13. MEDIA FOR SUPPLYING @41evision .
: INFORMATION '

. D Radio ' .

- : / Newspapers
3 . IE/Magazmes " ,
o ‘ E/Brochures ¥ X
7 \ MJOks ) i\\\\
- . ) VMeetings T . ‘\\

S T Telephone LT T

3 .

14. MEDIA FOR COLLECTING [] - Face-to-face individual interviews - I
INFORMATION b : e
- . (] Face-to-fice group interviews. '
D Telephone individual interviews .
o [[] vVoice votes at meetings -
oy . 4 ’ Y a oo
- - ! " [] Applause at meetings
e » ’
' Questionniijes" at meetings ' ..
. : Mues_( onnaires by mail .
\' .
y B/Questi‘onnaires. at public places

e , [C] Responses at computer terminals

-
L4

15%. IDENTIFYING PARTICIPANTS [ ] Names of individuals
N . ] Pr‘ofessi‘onal position
L (] oOrganization membership

.-
N ) ’B/Demographic characteristics

. [T] Geographic 'location

x : (] .Unidentiéied ' . o
16. WEIGHING OPINIONS IZ/One ‘person, one;vote
L . ) | Special weight for professional posit1on

- : ' . I Special ‘we{ght for organization membership

' [:l “Special-weighufor demographic characteristics

Q , -, "’, D‘ Special weight for geographic location

-—




17. CONVERGING OPINIONS Wcussiop‘a‘. T e

. L \ ] Exchanging minttes ) .
“ : ) » ; . -
) Repeated voting
4 R M - » : "
’ 18. _REPORTING OPINIONS . @/Majorny views - \
: Vﬁiﬁbrity views - .
- . [.E/Speqial populations' views
‘ .
19, Seresenring RESULTS | [ Written repote . .
.« TO POLICY-SETTING . g . .
.BODY _ [] oral reporg ‘ N
! .. ) e ; .
i . . ' . . -
. 20. PRESENTING RESULTS [] Television
H » - IO’ PARTICIPANTS ’ - .
~ - [] Radio,
- [B/Newspapers
‘ . , [C] Magazines

) o @/ Brochures
) y . L= ! Dr Books,
3 | ! ' Meetings '

. — . - O Teiephone *
S 2. TIME SPAN . [ several months
One year

+ [ several years

22. COSTg (] Under $25,000
. | . [J $25,000 to-$100,000
R . [Z/wér $100,000
B ’ . - .
i Y -
4 30
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DESCRIPTION OF PUBLEC CONSENSUS MODEL L

' -
’ — 1 . . ’

6

1. Its purpose isito inform, collect, and converge public opinion ‘about a -
series of pessible splutions to educational problems--solutionsg dhich_
cannot- be adqpted by an ‘educational agency without widespread public -

understanding and agreement.

2. It 1s sponsored by a regpected public inzerest group widely recognized for
its impartiality, competente, and codcern for public ﬁarticipat;oq in set-

ting educational policy. - . R FERRRES .- n~ﬂ»—{um~»~

3. It 15 staffed by personnel from the sponsoring qgehcy,:supplemented by .
cpnsultants who specialize in the educational issues under debate -and
by outside organizations which specialize in comminications media and in
the logistics of informimg, <¢ollecting; and converging public opinion.

<« 4. It identifies issues and opttons by convening ‘consultants to testify, e ,
chooses issues of Wwide public concern, and ‘selects sharply divergent options.)

%, It frames debate by restricting both issues and options to a preselected '
l1st; designs a résponse form which allows only agreement, disagreement,’ or -
unce:gﬂﬁnty; and it disallows supplementary comments. ) oL .
' - 7 . e . T ' . ’
6. It broadcasts open itwitations through mass media to ’l organizationd and . -
individuals in its service area and makey .response forms widely available

to that participants can select themselves. L .

- -
.

7. It arranges for individuals to speak for themselves rather than going - S
through intermediary spokesperséns or through their elected or appointed

* leaders, so as tq get the most direct and accuraté statements of the full
diversity of their opinionms. . o

- - -

8.. It seeks thousands of’pAréiéipa of every background and ‘viewpoint so
that it.can study and report.background/viewpoint relationphips.to inform °* -

the gélicy—setting agency about who thinks what. ‘ . ) .
9. It requires no expertise of its participants and it assumes that it will '
need to inform them both about the issues and' the optionms.-

'S L]

10. It relies on-the sponsor's past experience to determine the issues Qn'whiéh '

’

the public is willing to express its views to the aponsoiﬂ , ;

- -

11. It supplies the participants with every kind of information the} concéivably ‘' ¢ o
may need td arrive at informed, thoughtful opinions: topics, background data '—

_%nd higtorical context, a'list of issues, choices ‘for each isgue, -argumentsy -
“for and against each choice, and even drafts of potential policy‘lapguage . 7
-, for the governing agency to adopt. ' y, s L

12. ‘It collects from thé participants oniy the cioiceq they make, witﬁout thleir
accompanying arguments and without their qualifications or strength of °

. . *
31 - " Ve AR
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feeling about the issues.”
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"* 14.. It- colletts the views

22. It cos@h in excess of $100,000 in money and/or

~

. It employs teleyision, fihns newspapers, magazines, spedial brochures,
full—length peperbagk books, and many kinds of meetings sponsored by coop-

‘r\ erating organizationskt: supply ipformation/to participants.

participants by arranging for them to answef ques-

tionnaireés at’ meetings or to answer them by mail or to answer them at public
places where large numbers gather or pass through. . - :

.15, It identifies partici zants only by their demographic characteristics to
enrich the interpretation of their answerg; “otherwise all participants are
anonymous and are so assured. )

916.,It.weights every response the same as every other response, irrespective

- of the participant's professional
demographic characteristics ’ when

~

ews are recorded and reported.

17. It relies on discussiol at group meetings sponsored by cooperating agencies

z‘ to, converge opinions. ’ .
8. It reports majority opinions, minority opinions, and breaks out ‘the- opiniona
of special populations when'reporting findings. .
L i

19. It provides for a written.report of the results to be presented to all
policy—setting bodies which could make constructive use of them.

20, It summarizes neaults for the participants “themsel and publishes them
in newspapers and in special brochures to be used: at meetings of the cooper-’
.- atipg organizations which conducted ‘discusstons. -
21.° It.requires approximately one: year to accomplish after necessary funds have - -
beer obtained and plans %re completed and staff is on hand and reddy to work.

ontributed servfces and

. should not be undertaken unless resources'of at“least that quantity can be

obtained d
N . . i t o
i - ) '.‘ ) J ' . )
’
“ . H
t )
'
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S
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- ! - 32 ’ 5

3Fsition, organization membership, or .
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_Case Illustration l:- REGIONAL PLAN ASSOCIATION
New York—New 4gtseya-Connecticut Urban Region

Housing, Transportation, Environment Poverty,
and .Cities and Suburbs Choices !

. \ . ,

K CHOICES FOR '76 was conducted in 1973 by the Regional Plan Association,

-Inc., 'a research and planning -agency supported by'voluntary membership to

pramote the coordinated'development.nf the New York--New Jersey--Connecticut

Urban Region. The ' following summary of the effort has been’developed from

Listening to the Metropolis. 96 pp. Regional Plah Association, 235 East 45th.
Street, “New York, New York 10017, (212) 682-7750. December 1974 _¢§ .00.

@

A4

N

- SEEKING GGNSENSBS" T

CHOICES FOR '76 was a project in which a half-century-old civic research
organization, Regional Plan Assoéiation, presented infoymation on 51 critical
policy Choices the people of the New York Urban Region (from Trenton to
New Haven). E\'.’nnformation was conveyed via every single teleyision channel
in the’ Region plus two in Hartford, in both English and Spanish.® It was
summarized in six daily neéwspapers and on one or two radid stationa. A
background book, How to Save Utban America (Signet, 1973), was available on
newsstands and in. bookstores and was distributed to many social studies
teacheas in the Region and by some corporations to employees.

. The presentations grew out of many-years of research by Regional Plan
-and public agencies at all levels of government. The public agencies re-
-viewed.and advised on the material. A 137-member Citizen Advisory Comfittee
also reviewed the material and made considerable changes.
. There were’ five topics discussed on ‘Qne-hour television programs
. every two weeks, beginning March 17, 1973, and in the book and newspapers:.
Housing, Transportation, Environment, Poverty, and. Cities and Suburbs.
L] - &£

+The public wes asked to discuss the issues in small groups--at home, in

church, at work places, in fraternal halls, in schools.

Finally, pggple were asked to send in their own opinions after each of

the presentatiofis on printed ballots available in many banks and libraries,
distrfbuted to employees by New York City government and many corporations,
and run in nearly all the Region's newspapers. The whole process was re- . .
ferred to as regional Town Meetings., - . Co
CHOICES involved nearly three millibn people in.a process of (1) ob-
taining new information and insights or the New York Region 8 urban problems,
(2) discushing alternatives, and (3) registering their views. There was some
disagreement amohg the organizers on whether the prpcess should seek to re-
place democratic pluralism or simply improve it. It did mot begin to replace
the present plurdlistic system; it does Yeem to have" taken some steps toward
improving the sy em. The great expense (of appealing to a mass audience
via elaborate television programs appears to pave been worth the cost.

-
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- §tarting Out . L
' (]

' Three comni tments. aré needed: TV time, financing, and recruiting of °
participants. Each commitment will be tentative until all, three are ‘“in
’ hand. It probably doesn't matter which commitment is sought first. The
sponsoring grganization must: (1) have widely recognized competence or,
if* new, be“{eaded by individuals known to be competent; (2) have sincere
interest in enlarging the number of people -who rationally deal with public
issues; (3) be known to the org iza%gons whose commitment is needed: e.g.,
TV companies, civic groups;~Q2£§zrations, foundations, governménts.

L]

-

f

Teleuision Time

Commitment o

L v

B gy VG T P LN

Having all 18 TV stations in the Region run the Town Meeting films
“undoubtedly helped- gain the newspaper and financial support needed and -
probably enlarged,;he number of civic activists who watched by giving them
a wide.choice of times. But the total audience, especially the. hard to :
interest, might have been larger with much more advertising of the programs,
even with fewer stations. ®Ratings indicated that the petwork stations out-g
drew the non-network statioms 3-1, that prime time probably is not good for
serious documentaries, that listenexship did not decline much from the filrst
’program to the last compared‘to the decline of total television viewing.as
Spring camé on--though most series of educational shows do lose audience
. ‘from the first program to the last.

LR

'y . 4

Gefting the Money jAnd Donated Services)

- LR S

Nearly $2 million in money -and donated’ services was contributed for ’
CHOICES, roughly a third from foundatioms, :a third from corporations ‘and
. a third from HUD. The idea appealed quickly, but getting money required
multiple trips to the same, potential contributors, mainly because the *
project seemed so difficult that the potential contributor had to be.per-
suaded that Regional Plan could do it all.. So we had to carry dut the pro- °
ject wikh day-to-day financing, never kmbwing the total budget, but usinz )
‘accompli hments ‘from each contribution to persuade other contributors”it
could be done: ' Among the. fund-raising lessons: small foundations can con- '
tribute on tlie strength of an idea; rporacions and larg€ foundations are
ore cautious Corporations don't wint to move out ahead to support a new
a; they contributed mainly in industry groups. Contributions of services
were valuable: corporations contributed about $150,000 worth, in additionv;a
air timé. The CHOICES idea appealed to many corporations which never had.
supported Regional Plan before; some have now begun to contribute to the
Association directly.

.
P . 3
¢

Content and Choice Development: Goals and Evaluation -

The content’ development goals of CHOICES were: to reach a far broader
audience th&n regional planning issues usually'do by making the information
clearly relevant, understandable and attractive, to keep the information and
Choices unbiased; to get to the essence of the issues 'below superficial

o 3. ,
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solutions; and to explain these essentials in.broad enough principles so

the ideas can be uséd in considering future issues. We feel we did better
than previous projects have done, judged by .these eriteria,” but not as well
as we had hoped to do. Many more people without a &ollegé education saw
the films and read the book than usually receive information of this type,
and they were influenced by the material in about the same way ard degree

as college-educated respondents. But Wwe did not presert the material in

the form we originally had hoped to do -personal and dramatic, ljke the
television programs agﬁ reading .that d reach'most people. Many called the
. Choices-biased, but ©6st of them seemed to be objecting to making a forced
choice among difficult alternatives. Some claimed we had left out better
alternatives, but no alternatiyes-were suggeﬁted which we had not considered
carefully and rejected. Only a.few said the backgroind material was biased.

/ ~-~

i i e U VS AP
.

The Process of .Content Development \ /

N [

The 16 distinct steps of content and Choice development can be sum-
marize® as: drifting the Choices, getting expert comments and revising
them, drafting information and arguments on each Choice and res nding to
€xpert comgent on them, responding .o a Citizen Advisory Committee's com-
ments on Chégges and background informakion, and shepherding the final -
material thréﬁ§h~ﬁook Publication and filming, relying on comments of only
a few outside experts at the end. Most time-consuming were trying to get
to the root of the issues so the public would not be diverted to superficial
Solutions and illustrating.the principles so, the public would have a basis
for’judgi@g later issues. - Segmenting the interlocked concepts into five Town
Meeting pieces also wgs difficult, Most-frustrating was the parochialism
of many commentdtors who did not want to see the viewpoints of the others -
in the Region with whom they necessarily share decision-making on many
isgues: city people who would not recognize that zoning of vacant land was
. @ much ‘a city issue as suburban; blacks who did not want to see middle-
class white viewpoints on enyironmentul issues even though these viewpoints
affected their pocketbooks aid opportunities. Amorig critical issues: we .
felt we were right in keeping most of the Choices yes-or-no and in consulting
the citizen advisers only .after we had a great deal of the facts and concepts
researched 9nd approved by experts.: We are not sure we were right in the ~
way we organized the material (into five topits and- separate Choices within
those topids). _ P ’ .

~ »
" )

The%Efﬁect of Participation: Television, Reading, Discussions
Watching the film had, a-great effect on participants' opinions (as

expressed on the ballots)--glightly more effect than reading the book. On
over a third of the Choices, watching TV made at least 4 30-point differenée
in the ballot responses. The impact was about the same on persoms of every

catiorial attainment. A Gallup scientific survey indicated that when the

ICES voters started the project, they were--on the whole--no more inclined
toward policy changes than the wliole population. Discussion tended to de-
crease support for policy change a little more often than it increased
support, but the net effect of discussion on votes was very small.

’
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v Making the Filme'°

The Regional Plan staff intervened in the film procesg far more than
v, either, they or the film team had anticipated. Regional Plan and the filw-
producers agreed that a several-day seminar with the fiim team before start-
ing would have improved the process. Regional Plan further concluded that:
, 1. Botlg groups must be considered equally 4n charge. Irying to define &
» in which film expertness or subject matter expertness shoyld prevail d
. . work. 2. Probably the subject-matter agency should hire a film expert on
ot © staff to relieve the executive producer of much of thé routine wosk and to
K mediate between film people and the subject experts. If the sponsor does
» not hire a staff film person, it should recognize that the executive praogducer ~-
. probably will not hgve time tq contribute much directly to the films, so the
~ producer of the individual films should-be hired “im consultation with-the--
sponsor; not by the executive producer alon8. It is the producer of the .
indggidual film with. whom the sponsor will be working primarily.

'Publishggg,the Book . e

-
.

.Six times as many CHOICES "voters said- they watched television as said
Ehey read, the book and probé‘}y 20 times as many persons saw the films as
read the book--and the TV setmed to have even more impact on its audience.
Then why bother with a book? 1. The combination of reading the book and
watching télevision had a greater impact than one or the qther ballot results.

‘ 2. The book could be more complete, so discussion groups-which inc¢luded a’

' . book reader had more facts. 3. The book is permanent. (The most important

] results of previous Regional Plan public participation efforts resulted from
persons reading the book after -the meeting.) . Looked at anBther way, CHOICES
gave Regional Plan a chance to have its material circulated nationally by a
major publisher. Only three possibilities for disséminhating adequate back—
ground reading appear feasible: 1) a fast-published commercial paperback, -
7 as CHOICES had; (2) long articles in a regional edition of a gmgazine or
.. Sunday newspaper supplement; aund (3) direct publication of ‘booklets or a

4 "book by a sponsor.' Since a commercial publisher has to have a.national ’
market, that alternative will be difficult for regions which do.mot include-
a tenth of the natiofi's population and a much higher shate of the nation's

! book-buyers, as the New York Region does. Direct publication and circula-’

) tion by the sponsor can be very expemsive, e.g., finding retail outlets or ‘
mailing books. So a first target probably should be magazines and Sunday
supplements or using Regional Plan's book with brief" newspaper articles to
3pprly the points locally. °

P v . -

. Newspaper Partihigation . T e . . . v

Neuspapers probabfy were the most selfless cortributors to CHOICES.
=~ They provided continued publicity, editorial ‘support, ballots publighed at
their own expemnse, and reports on ballot results; a few of them published
'extensive background reading before each Town Meeting. 'All this despite
Ythe fact that the newspapers agth rival, television, was clearly the star
of the project (even though we ‘scrupulously refrained from calling 1¢ *
"Television Town Meetings") Much of this newspaper support appears to
\‘l‘ L] . ., . e .
ERIC: ' 12 6
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have resulted at least as much from a very long, close and trusted relation-
ship between Regiopal Plan and the newspapers as from their enthusiasm for
the project. Unfortunately, the effect of the newspaper Contribution has
been too difPicult to unravel, but data would be made available to social
scientists to do so. . ’

N

s

Discussion Groups .. . . ’ -
We estimate that upwards of 20,000 persons took part in a discussion
group at least once, with a much higher percentage of non-college than college

people in groups. We expected discussions to (1) add information, (2) apply-
the general TV ideas to personal situations, (3) test the participants ideas,
(4) force careﬁul consideration of the issues after the TV input, (5) demon-

strate the need to meld different views in plamming decisions, ‘(’6) +fwpress-—---- oo

people that group action, not just a ballot response, ‘'will be needed to
achieve policy goals, and (7) perhaps stimulate initial group action. - Ob-
gervers found each of these goals being achieved in some groups, though other
groups seemed to achieve none. More help to group leaders and a .discussion
agenda probably would have improved performance. Although mﬁny CHOICES or-
ganizers felt that recruiting discussion groups was too complicated and re-

~ cruitment should have concentrated instead on‘getting people to watch and

vote,' the premise that more ballots would have resulted may not be valid.

> -

-~

Recruiting Participants

Explaining CHOICES was_difficult: 1. It was complex, imvolving readiang,
watching TV, balloting and getting individuals to organize and chair dis~-
cussion groups. 2. RPA had to be described, too-—and mardy people are not ~
aware of how civic organizations work. 3. The importance of regional issues
had to be argued; and most people don't recognize that they live in a Region. -
Furthertnore, the people recruited typically®were active in legal civic affairs;
they had to be convinced ‘that regional issues were relevant to their local
_concerns. We had hoped shat just ‘having the4€ilms on every TV station and
" having extensive publicity in every newspaper would create an event that *
people would join because everyone was, doing At. This did not happen (though
in a smaller regiom, it might) Other lessons: (1) face-to-face recruiting
is edsential even with mass media publicity, (2) an audio-visual aid is use-
ful for meetings; (3) you cannot rely on large organizations to recruit
participafits through their own hierarchy, from the top; (4) corporate re-
cruittent of employees probably is the best way to get participants who are
not civic activists; (5) most people do not-see this kind of project as a
favor to them but rather as a civic chore; (6) most people are not dyimg to
have their viewpoint ‘expressed. Tactical detisions €0 be made: {1) alloca-
tion of effort between getting discussion groupa pfdd just getting people to .
watch T¥ and vote; (2) allocation of_effort between otganizing through re-
gional associations and organizing through local or county associations;
(3) allocation ‘of resources between organizing and advertising. -

o
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7~ mot so ubiquitous tkat people 4re (1) encouraged

‘Inteipreting'and Reporting Ballot Results and Getti Poliqy Results

tion in CHOICES is very difficult. So yes-no questions are much the most

 Managing'the Project ~* §

* The problem: hav.ing ballots rea&il& availayle d easy to depositwbut’

ill them out withbut ° |
participating in the project in other ways or (2) given the impression that
the ballot process is sloppy and not to be trusted. |We succeedeéd fairly

“ well by distributimg bailots: ‘(1) by mall to pre-registered discussion

hosts; (2) printed in newspapers; (3) in banks and libraries; (4) by gorpo-
rations to employees; (5) by civic, church and educdtional organizations to,
members. Ballots were distributed "ahd picked up by [United Parcel, by check
" delivery systems of banks and by book distribution gystems of libraries as
well as by mail. Processlng of ballots was contributed by corporations, it
worked, but it was slow

While it is tempting to ask many and complicatied ballot questions,
few people will sit still long enough~to read or hgar the answers, properly’
explained and qualified, of any but a few simple questions. Even the analy-
8is of complicated questions by demography, geography and type,of participa-

useful. Ballot results should inform politicians and civic organizatdons
of*tssues on which they might successfully exercisg leadership, particularly
helping them mobilize a majority in favor of policyy change when an opposed
minority has successfully stopped it. By themselves, the ballot results did
not seem to change political leaders' positions. [But ballots are not th
only impetus for change that CHOICES provided. y changes in peysonal
viewpoint and motivation have been reported, andMqZStern Connecticut and
Westchester civic and business organizations held [follow-up conferences

" stimulated by CHOICES, aimed at direct action on éome of the issues the
project had put on the agenda. — | [

) , |
/

2 i
/

Thi'e special manageﬂent problems might well plague other CHOICES

" projects as they did ‘Regional Plan: (1)'raisiné the money while the project
is going on, (2) operating a project that 1!§as big as'the whole continuing
program of the sponsor, and (;) having to r8ly on volunteer help and short-
term employees. - Operating without a firm bu&hgt requires a sequence of _~
prioritiesg which can be plugged in as soon as added money is available.
Doubling the staff requires adequate orientation and continued integratYom
of new employees with old. Volunteers require a well-drganized operation
and good supervision or they should not be employed. Short-term organizers
succeeded, on the whole, even though[;;ey were not fully experienced and had
little time to learn. Contributed sefvices caused some management problems
but were well worth the extra-trouble. . J
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1]  RegionalPlan Associafions CHOICES®

. TOWNMEETING ONHOUSING - |
* - Sample Baflot S

2CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF YOUR CHOICE

¢

CHOICE 1. Would -yhgh%jor or oppose replacing local school
taxes with #ome form of a state-wide tax?

1. FAVOR‘A. « 2. OPPOSE 3. NO OPINION

<
f €HOICE 2. To allow the construction of more private housing,
. would you favor or oppose zoning more vacant land
. . , - for less expensive hausing (attached or on. smali lots),
~ N even if soe zoning responsibility were shifted to
- * eounty or state governmnents? R
. , . . . 1. FAVORY~, 2. OPPOSE 3. NO OPINION
“ ‘ - - C
TOWN MEETING FQHEDULE CHOICE 3. Do you favor or oppose allowing more mobile homé
1 HOUSING MARCH 17-13 . 1973 ¢ parks in thlsun.egl';)n, providing they conform o high
N - LA n . -
2. ‘Il"RAN,SPORTA'_If_ION — MARCH 31-APRIL 2, 1073 design stan8ards - . ®
3 ENVIRONMEN © CAPRIL saag 1978 - g 1. FAVOR 2. OPPOSE 3. NO OPINION
5. CITIES AND SUBURBS ~ — MAY 12-14, 1973 ’ . .
il . » CHOICE 4: Do you favor or oppose :pubiic programs which
T " encourage the transfer of management responsibility -
- . for deteriorating housing from private owners to
Please tell us a fittle about yourlelf below so that your views on tenant groups and community °"°a"'z{“953 .
the issues ¢an have their full impact THIS BALLOT iS ANONY- ° . Y
MOUS Your personal responses cannd) be traced to you as an L. 1. FAVOR - 2. OPPOSE 3. NO OPINION
ind{yidual - .

’ ’ ' CHOICE 5. Do you favor or opp reater public investment in

Z|P CODE.of your home address, rehabilitating and maintaini Ider cit ?
(refer to your Phone Book for ZIP) ol ¢ aining o g housing’

Z2IP CODE.of the addréss where you 1. FAVOR 2. OPPOSE 3. NO OP'N'O.':‘

assisted) housing for low-income people be buiit?

AGE. Enter the years of your age Check one.

SEX. Enter 1 for Female, 2 for Male. g 1. Predominantly in ghetto areas .
How many children under 18 live n

2. Quiside ghetto areas
your household? Leave blank if none. Q"'_" g

- ™ . - .
Do you feel you should have had more 3. No more subsidized housing should be buiit

I
regularly’ work, “study er carry out _. E’ . ) ] .
daily activities - CHOICE 8. Where shoyld most new subsidized (government
-

information on a CHOICE in this bailot?

If so, enter the number of the CHOICE. : 4. No opinton ‘ 0T
PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF YOUR CHOICE CHOICE 7. If iow-'mebme hhousing we're‘ tg be jocated away from .
- - « ghetto areas, what principle sMouid govern'sife selec-
Do you consider yourselt . ‘ . fon? Chock gie. 1€ S .
1. Black 2. White ; : . . .
3. Qther than Black or White 4. Puerto Rican i - 1. Require eac“r} munncupﬁali}y. rgg'ardbess of location,
What Is your approximate faquly income? ) ' 4o accept a “fair-share” o new low-income housing
1: Under $4,000 2. $4,000-$8,500 ~ 3. $8,501-$13,000 ] 2. Place low-income housing only near. jobs and
4. $13,001-820,000 5. $20,001-$35,000  6..Over $35,000 - public transportation ¢ s .
How far have you gone in school? . ) 3. No opinion .- 7 .
£, 1. No High Schogl dipioma . ) . )
2. High School diploma °* o CHOICE 8. Would you favor or oppose a shift awdy f\rom building
, M . public, housing projects for" low-income families
3. Some education after High Sghool . . . toward providing them with & "housing allowance” »
4. Four year college dégree (BA, BS)) - that enablea‘them tr? purchtase oL re?nt moderate-
’ ’ i nt ivate -
5. Graduise oF professional degree . income hous nu @ priva _ma:' et
in participating in this Town Mgeting did you. . 1. FAVOR 2. OPPOSE 3. NO OPINION
(Circle as many as apply) | . . . ) . .
~ 1. Watch the television program? ° . CHOICE 8. To eréqpuraqfe middle-income peopie to live fﬂcmes,
; . woul Oou favor or oppose greate! subsidies for
2. Read newspaper articles on CHOICES issues? i . . * middiedinc housing in cities?
a %0~ “HOW TO SAVE URBAN AMERICA,” the 39 . 4
- l C.Es- background book? ; - : . 1. FAVOR .2. OPPOSE 3. NO OPINION
EK 38 the issues in .a group? 35 : ' ,
. .

- — l I Al

. . s ——




. ‘ » X ) A,' ':A A ’ - i
e _ « BALLOT MUS! BE TAPED HERE , | - ,

. ~ Funding for CHOICES 976

. : as of February 14, 1973
toL Fmancial support has included a major grant from the U.S Department of Housing and
. B
_ Urban Development and contributions from the ‘followng foundations and corporations. = '
» L4 . . °©
. FOUNDATIONS ” Prime Comributors Unumes .
vincent Astor Foungalion . - The Belt System Belt Laboratonies
Roberi Sterting Clark Foundation ~ Chase Manhatton Bank Consobdated Edisorf Company el New Yoré
The Ford Foundation N . Coca-Cola Bottiing Co of New vm f Long Island Lighting Compan, 4 r
Fung For The Ctty Of New York L] New Jerséy BeH Telepnone Company
- J M Xapian Fund . New Yorh Telephone Company ’
A Charies F Kettering Foundation . = SECURITIES INOUSTRY . Pubtic Service Etecinc & Gas Co :
New York Community Trust Bache $ Co Inc - Soulhern New England Telephone Company s
New Yorn Foundalion . Charies E Merri! Trust Westetn Electiic
'@ Ralph E Ogden Foundation ' Paine Webber Jackson 8 Curlts
Otin Corporation Chantable Trust . Snearson Hammii & Co SAVINGS BANKS
The Prospect Hift Foundation Y - American Savings Bank -
L . Rockelelie: Browe:s Fung . INSURANCE COMPANIES " Bowery Savings Banhks .
Rocheletter Foundation Equitable Lit€ Assurance Socreéty The Bront Savings Bank
The Florence and John Schumann Foundat on insuPince Corfipany of North Amenca ggnnal Savings Bank
. Taconic Foundalion . Mutuai Lile Insutance Company of New Yark ity Savings Bank — Bridgeport ’
f Wallace Eljabar Fund A4 Mutuat Benetit Lite Insurance Company «Dene Savings Bank of New Yorn
- i N 4 - New Yorh Ll;le Insuramo® Company Ory Dock Savengs Bank R -
- COMMERCIAL BANKS Prudential (ndurance Company of America Emgrant Savings Bank -
- American Nationa! Bank & Tryust Compar, Teachers insurance & Annwty Assnriation nf Amen Greenwich Federa' Savings and Loan Assoc s 10r
Bankers irusi Lompany The Lincoin Savings Bann
. Chemcat Bank INDUSTRIAL CO’IPOIAVIONS © New Yorh Gank tor Savings ~
Connecticug Bank 8 Trust Company — Darnen Ci8A GEIGY Corpbrat 5n Norwatk Savings Soc ety
Fusi Nationai City Bank ContinentagCanCompany Peopte s Saving Banh — Bnugeaau
. FPst Natiemar State Bank of fvew Jersey Generat Eteciric Company - Soutn Norwalk Savings-Bank
Irving Trust Company General Telephone & Elegronics Corprrahon Stamf, Saving Bank
s Manufacturers Hanover Trust Company Internationat Paper Crmpgr . United States Satings Bank of an.m New Jetsey
Marnne Midiand Bank — NewYork Merck 4 Company
Peoples Trudh of New Jerssy — Hackensack Moore Business Forms Inc .
Prospect Park Natonal Bank — New Jersey J € P¥ney Company . -
» State Nawonal Bank of Connecticul — Bridgepori- Phizer Incorporated » % v ‘e
SchernngCorporaton
S«nger Company - - . — e
. The Sperry & Hutchinson Company - ‘ ‘ . -
; . - . &
FOLD BACK HERE SECOND . .
b ¥ —— . -
-———————_-h——-—_~—.—-——_—l~—7— ————— —,—_—_———-—————__——_‘__—-*’___-
’ ) b
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+
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- . . GEORGE GALLUP,CHOICESFOR'76 . . . -
L . P.O-BOX1476 . - % . |
. GRAND CENTRABISTATION = ’
NEW. YORK, NEW YORK 1oo17 L :

. . * L. ¢

’ ‘ ¢

P » PS
LI ,:4». - ) L

. + L I
. .- B .
- —:_r—-—.-——-__—___._._____.__'_'-..._..__..-.—-....___ __._’:—.-_-‘.-s_‘_._.-_.__-_-_-
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+ " Inwhich direction sl)all we Head this New <HOW TO SAVE URBKN AMERICA, " avail
o . Jersey, New York, Connecticut Urban Regior, at newsstands and bookstores, provides m

“in time for the Nation’s 200th anniversary in : backgrour)d Many schools, chutches, union, 7 *

1976'7 Thls is your chaqc\e to tell those who businesses, civic organizations and individua:

..are maklng the decisions. Information - citizens are forming groups to-faich the
. explaining the CHOICES is being presented on,’ program and discuss the issues before eac:

on -hour TV programs to be broadcast overl‘ )'t - person marks a baiiot. 'Participate;n a group

2 - alifhe Regdon s TV channéls: Many news- ¥ »;", if possiblg Votes will be announped quickly ¢

will publish articles on the’ CHIOLCES. via nevvs;?aper raduc}ana TV. - b
EMC s o ) .- ‘ , R
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: - ? PROFESSIONAL CONSENSUS MODEL
- . ' ) §

~

i . . &

This model has 22 necessary componentp and 22 matching optional
-elements comprising those comwents, as shown on the followiz pages.

Each element is one choice from among the available alterpatives;
thus each element could be’replaced with another--perhaps better--
element to adapt it to‘a particular situation. The model should be
adapted to the agency, time, place, and ‘circumstances in which it will
he used. ag\ . CT

'

<

‘The ac«.ompanying case<illustration--immediately following t:he
22-item profile and the 22-item description of the model itself--
does not use the model in its pure form, of course. Some elements
have “been replaced and some wiew' components have been added. The case
iltustrates ‘flex 111ful use of, the general ideas in the model
rather -than rigi rencdfxe them, - )

-
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6.

. IDENTIFYING ISSUES

‘PROFILE OF PROFESSIONAL CONSENSUS MODEL
%

-
. ]

"Necessary Gomponents

i
.

. PURPOSE

SPONSOR

PERSONNEL

b

*
-t

-AND OPTIONS

”

FRAM\IN{DEBAT‘E

N
'j l
SELECTING PARTICIPANTS

Optiohal _Elements

\

Select solutions

Policy-setting agency

4 -
Official-advisers to agency
Clients of agency

Respected public interest group

" [E/Agency staff
: &
Consultants

(B/Oumide organizations

.
U Expert testimony ;

j&emissioned papers from experts

-
@/Relevant literatgre )

[jmtetviews with sample of participants

Wesfricted list of topics

(] Restricted list of options

[[] Sponsor selects -
[KCooperating organizations select

(] Participants select themselves




7. TYPES OF PARTICIPANTS . E(Leadei:s - \ ’

4 4
. E(pokespersons )
- Individuals speaking for thémselves
8. NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS <[] Up to 100
b4
: .
[1 100 to 1000
» [ .
. ..Ijz/Over 1000 '
. . - . v
9. EXPERTISE OF : [ tow’ v '
« PARTICIPANTS .
‘ C - [ wuign . o~
. N » [Z/Combination" e
. ‘L . ‘ L .
10, DETERMINING . - . [:] ’lely on past experience
« ACCEPTABILITY TO >
'~ PARTICIPANTS _ ° : @/Ask leaders -
L v G - ) .
¢ R ?Ask spokespersons )
o . : ' B/Survey sample of prospective ‘participants
K ‘ ‘;-;?‘ «"i/;’:w ' ¢ . . ‘ ! )
11. TYPE OF INFORMATION = O Topics o
TO BE SUPPLIED~R0
PARTICIPANTS - [Z/sac'kground
o ' 1. o ., ' Shorrr‘descriptions of éptions ’
- L ’ ) - Wrg\ments pro and con T
W AN . N
A . - : ',L [ ] sample policy statements "/
",0 J' ‘ * ’(
) - {] Definitions of key terms.
': “‘ * . . s . . 1 -. ’ »
12.. TYPE OF IERMA’TION Arguments \
‘TO BEC ECTED, FROM : :
»,  BARTICIPANLS 5 [B/Chaices of options o
. . / ’
. ’\" ' * * ‘New,options . [
. ~ .
" - “ ” N
- P - i
¢ ) i. e
— - - . - )
{ R - .o
. «
M N W ' ;
- w 44 /‘




. < ¢
. . .. . ., /‘ [}
13. MEDIA FOR SUPPRYING (] Television it
INFORMATION :
[ Rradio -
= 4
o - D Newspa'pers‘

' D Magazines - . ) -
! SN IE/Brochurés ]

| - - ) ] Books ' g .

F ‘/ . Vﬂeetings'g ‘ ) '

) Q [:] T;‘lephonex ‘ . N

x4

12

14. MMWIA FOR COLLECTING @/Face-to-face individual interviews
A INFORMATION *
‘ -~ . z,Fac;e-to-face group interviews

Melephone individual interviews

D Voice votes at meetings

x : . . [:] Applause at meetings

@/Questionnaires at meetings o
'—} » l. “ *
g Muestionnaires by mail

[J Questionnaires at public places

*
.

D Responses at computer terminals

’ ¢ .
L) :

‘1!5 IDENTIFYING PARTICIPANTS [YNames of indivi;iuals (E ‘.

- ' B/Professiona-l position ‘ ‘ ‘~

) ~‘ E/Organizatiqn me;nbership »
[Ynemographic‘ characgeristics

E] 'Geog‘raphic location

. * . oo v,
[B/Unidentified )

16, WEIGHING OPINIONS | . EB/One person, orte vote
v ! WSpeci;zl weight for professional position
P [E{Speci'a.l weight fora organ’z;F,ion memb;arship \ ‘.
) ) L « T . '- ) :.[B/Special weightefor '&ez;xpg;aphi.c characteristics
. . , - .. . .

D Special weight for geographic locati:on -

. . A 4/5




°

18. REPORTING OPINIONS

19. PRESENTING RESULTS
' TO POLICY-SETTING
BODY

(3

]

20. PRESENTING RESULTS
TO PARTICIPANTS-

22. COST .

"17," CONVEBRGING OPINIONS ; [Q/Discussion'

|

s /

ay
mchanging minutes _

D Repeated voting ,

[

%
-'[ﬂajority views
?Minority’ views

WSpec ial populations' views

‘%ritteﬁ report
wral report T

- —

[] Television :
] Radio -

D Newspépers

] Magazines
[E/Brochures '

] Books - \

[B/Meet ings .

[[] Telephone ..

[C] several months

[?One year

[[] several years

" ] Under $25,000
[B/szs,ooo to $100,000
] Over $100,000

¥




/S . ’ .
DESCRIPTION OF PROFESSIONAL -CONSENSUS MODEL
%

. ) , ’

1. Its purpose is to determine goals, sort out problems, and select golutions
to those problems by going to those specialized experts and general prac-
titioners in the profession.upon whogse good opinion the effectiveness of
the educational agency depends. : ot ’

, . o ,
© 2. 1t is sponsgred by the policy setting agency itself, for which it is a basic

- and continuing approach to policy determinafion because it depends upon

professiongl good will and endorsement for its success.

3.\* is staffed by agency personnel, supplemented by widely rgcognized out-
side consyltants known to be expert in the mategqrs being debated and by
outside organizations to assist with producing substantive publications
and with logistical -matters at meetings.

4. It identifies potentlal goals, significant problems, and possible solutions
by using a combination of expert testimony gathéred through face-to-face and
telephone interviews, commissioned papers to explicate issues and options
and to provide in-depth background information and reasoning, surveys of
relevant literature, and interviews with samples of participants.

L4

5. It uses a ;eafricted list of toiics apd a suggested list of options but
" lnvites scholars, experts, and general practitiqners to improve the agenda,
the arguments, and the solutions. ’

6. It asks a broad group of cooperating professional associations to appoint
or ‘select participants as a way of assuring that many individuals will take
part and as a way of gaining endorsement for the enterprise from those
N associations 80 'asg to make it credible. e . ‘
f. It iovites elected and hppS;nted leaders and others who typically serve as. <
. spokesmen for their profesdional colleagues to take part, along with a
cross-section of the membership of the cooperating organizations. . <
8. It seeka to involve many thousands of individual professionals partly to
gain an accurate understanding of their views and partly to increase the

v

constituency and improve the imdge of the agency. o
9. It yses procedures appropriate for an enormous range of professional know-
ledge because it assumes that distinguish@l -scholars,in the substance of
the d#cussions as well ds persons completely unfamiliar with the issues

and options will want to air their views. .

b * . - P . * ‘
" 10. It checks every aspect of the-operational plan and the text of every agency .
4 statement about the issues and options-with leaders, spokespersons, and -
tYPigﬁ},nenbers of ‘the cooperating erganizations before making ‘them official. °
! ¥
11. Ft supplies all participants with a list of topics, bqbkgrounq teading, an
overview of the process itself, brief descriptions of the problems-and pos-

sible solutions, and balanced pro and con arguments about'thg options. - -

™

' | 5 » 43 '4‘;‘;4 . ‘T\%\ “n’
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12. It col}ects the participants' arguments, choices of options, new options,
and new issues as well as deliberately seeking.lessons learned from their
,professioﬂal experiences. - . *

13. It avoids_all forms of mass media and depends instead on a series of special

publications prepared by the agency staff -and outside consultants and organi-

zations--plus attendance by the agency staff at many meetings of the coopera-
ting organizations--to lain the issues and the options to participants.

14, It collects information from participants through face-to-face interviews
,'wifh-&istinguished scholars and well-placed leaders and spokespersons,

through face-to-face intetviews with significant groups of professionals,
thréugh frequent telephone interviews with/influential individuals, and
through questionnaires collected at meetings and returned to the agency by
mail® 5 . ) » J

15. It identifies influential individuals by name, position, organization mem-
bership and degree of professional expertise; it identiftes general prac-
tit@ners in the profession only by professional position but not by name
or other characteristics.

16. It .assigns distinctly different wbkights to thé opinions of participants
according to their professional pesitions, memberships, and demographic ' *
characteristics, giving especially heavy weightg to those who are most
expert in the substance being discussed and who are expected to have a
close relatiohship with the agency in the future., ' -,

) : .

17, It relies on discussion at. meetings and the exchanging of minutes among
groups as means of converging opinions, along with a serial arfangeément
of meetings that allows for cumulatiye‘thrnking by successive groups,

18. It reports majority, minority, and special populations"views, giving
differentiated weights to those views not according to quantity but accor-
-ding to the professional Btanding of thosé holding-the views.

19. It presents results te the governing board and the chief administrators
of the agency.in a complete technical report accompanied by elaborate
oral explanations and interpretatidns. .

20. It eummarizes results for particiﬁahts and for the professioh at large in
brochures and tlirough presentations by agency staff at meetings of the
cooperating organizatioms. N

. 21. It takes place during a period of at least one year—;or longer\if necessary

to build general understanding and a consensus, at least: ramong highly ig~
fluential professional ‘leaders. . .

22. It costs from $25,000 to $100,000, dépending upoh the number of issues to
be considered and the number of participants to be, involved. ‘

' . L




Case Illustratipn 2: NATLONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

P

Curriculum Development Policy
_\ ’ -

SEEKING CONSENSUS

LS

The National Institute of Education is a unit within the Department
of Hedlth, Education and Welfare specifically coneerned with research and
development in education. As an agency separate from and parallel to the
U.S. Office of Education, NIE is responsible for generating new scientific
knowledge and creating new educatiohal ideas and products to improve
education.

Policy for ﬁ&E is determined by its National Council on Educational
Research (NCER). The membership of NCER consists of laypersons and pro-
fessionals. - . .

The NIE Curriculum Development Task Forcé was established ih November,
1975. 1It’is a temporary group spedifically responsible for conducting a
national discussion of curriculum development and implementation. issues
about which NCER must formulate policy for NIE. The Task Force began its -
work in November, 1975 and expects to conclude 1t early in 1977.

»

1y . -

Curriculum Developmént Singled Out as a Problem’ .
A y : . 1

In August, 1975, a group of outside consultants appointed by NIE sub-
mitted to NCER and to the Director a report titled R & § Funding Policies
of the National Institute of Education: Review and Recommendations. Ome .
recommendation concerned "Isgues of the Present Value of Currigulum Develop-
ment as a Strategy For Afding Schoolg":

That the NIE dewQte explicit and public attention to issues

of the present value of curriculum development as a strategy
for aiding schools. We sense strongly-held and “diverse views
on the subject, and there appear to be policigs mad¥, in part,
on private judgements of the merits of the case. But we notice
little public airing of the debate. Some writing, convening,
and general discussion of the value of Fegeral support of cur-
riculum development would be a national gervice, as well as
useful in rea ng and explaining a key. NIE policy choice.

In September, 1975, NCER passed,the following resolution:

The Council requests the Director to arrange, if possible in
conjunction with NSE and the Chief Staty School Officers, for
the preparation of contending, informed "briefs" on the .value ¢
of curriculum change as an aid to schools, for systematic
public discussion of the briefs, and for the preparation of
recommendations to the Federal Government on future funding .
policy-in this area. - .

~gY ¢
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NCER instructed its*Program Subcommittee to oversee the work-of the Task
Force and to keep NCER informed about its progress.

Identifying Curriculum Issues'~ .

-

In November, 1975, the NIE Di;;E r appointed a 4-member Task Force
and an 1l-member Steering Committee 'to oversee its work. The Task Force
then appointed fiye outside expert consultants in currtculum to assist it ]
in identifying the foremost issues, pro%lens, and concerns in curriculum
development and implementation. ’

First Round of Interviews.. In December, 1975, Task Force members and ¢
other NIE staff intexviewed representatives of over 60 organizations of
laypersons and brofelsioqpls and studied almost 50 documents. That work
turned up an agenda of six critical curriculum issues: ;

1. Who should .play what roles in curriculum development and °
change? . What rodes should be played by national, regional,-.
and state agencies? by parents' and citizens' organizationsf ji,.
- by schools and districts? by professionals and experts?

2. In situations where values conflict, whose values should be
embodied in the curriculum df the schools and how should this
be decided? . -

3. Should the Federal Govermment be~tnvolved in curriculum
development? 1If so, how? s . .

’ 4. How can local prerogatives with respect to curriculum develop- -,
ment be preserved and enhanced? bt
3. How.beneficial have been the curriculum changes of the past
. two decades?
_ ~
6. What kinds of substantive curriculum improvements are needed
now? -

-

»

A Call for a Larger Conversation

Ay - r -

It quickly became clear to the Task Force that these curriculum issues -
concerned an enormously wide array of individuals and groups. What made it
80 clear was-that the first wave of interviews shouwed the following:

F

1. The over-riding interest was in hndq;g 8 piece of the nctibu
° at all levels of decision-making. This means having a voice

in what federal and gtate ‘8¢ﬂ¢10'-42“l' well as seeing to
it that local prerogatives are in no Way usurped or infringed
upon by these agencies. In fact, the classic curticulum
questions of what shall be taught and of how programs shall

» -




be organized were overshadowed by the desire to make a dif-
ference, to be consulted, and®to be involved in the making
of curricular decisions. While individuals and groups often
had strong views on'what should and. should not be emphasized
in school programs, concern for "who should make curricular
decisions?" appeared to take priority over the question of

"what shall be taught?"’

This concern for involvement and for not '"being put upon" )

was accompanied by a fe of impotence, of not being heard,
and of having only a limited scope of influence. There was °
also the view, rather widely held, that somebody else or some
other group controls the ball game--be it professionals,
bureaucrats, or some ubiquitous "they." 1In effect, there did

not appear to be easy communication among groups with paratlel
concerns but different views. There were mahy different voices
but little joining of these voices in a give-and-take exchange. .

Most of the views expressed began with or implied assumptions
about where decisiops were being made, who was and was not -
listened to and, indeed, what existed school programs and

had to be changed. Theése assumptions tually placed one’ .
set of positions in competition with some other set; there® °
were antagonists and protagonists, imagined or real. There

were undesirable things to be corrected in schools,

imagined ¢r real. The claims and charges were often so con-
tradictory or mutually exclusive that one is led to wonder

what actually goes on in schools, whether generalizations are
possible and whether anybody knows. - °
Although approaches to resolving the dilémmas for curricular
improvement posed by the foregoing observatioms®do not come
through, the designated arena for resolution was local. The
desired role perceived for federal involvement ranged from
no activity in curriculum development to providing resources’
for those things not easily done solely by local communities,
Thie raises the question as to whether federal (and state)
agencies have a responsibility to serve both what various
groups state as their interests and needs and what the
Repyblic requires that may trafscend more parochial matters.
For example, the responses, with a few notable exceptions,
failed to mention continuing cr¥ses in urban edu ation, the
educational needs of ethnic mindrities, and those other prob-
lem areas dominating the national commitments' of the '60's.

-

Related to much “of the above, there was widespread dissatis-
factlon with the failure of past,strategies of curriculum’ °
development and change to enlist the collaboration of many
groups pexceiving themselves to have a stakg in the enter-
prise. Consequently, 1% is doubtful that any_ logical, rational °
approach guided solely By "experts" and theories will capture
more than a very limited ¢ ituggpy. Further, there did
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- not ayise out of an analysis of what individuals or groups

. ” . . sald any strategies or propésals likely to capture the imagina-

: tion of others. It appeared that there was a need to effect
genuine debate over cgntral issues; to sort out What various
groups do, wish to do, and might do in curriculum develdpment;
and to provide the kinds of information about current programs
and practices which might serve both to enlighten the debate
and point to. greas of needed improvement around which construc-.
tive, collaborative efforts,might coalesce..

7 -

Alternative Plans for a Lafger Conversation s

In response, the Task Force went to NCER with several alternmatives for
enlarging the curriculym discussions. Itusaid in® part:e:
.The NIE should provide a number of forums for ¢iscussion of
- ' current curriculum issues under conditions that would facilitate
"and encourage a more genuine debate than has heretofore taken
place, and in which there would be a presentation of the full
_ range of vigws and maximum attention paid to relevant research
and scholarship. One goal of this exchange is to better, inform
" the Institute and other agencies (Federal, Btate,.local, and
private) about the desires, interests, concerns, and capabilities
of the various participants in curriculum development, and there-
by to enable the Institute to decide whether and, if so, ‘where
and how to commit its energies. To provide such forums, the
- Institute could employ a variety of deyices. It could:

.0 Organize fotnal discussions at the scheduled meetings ’
- of concerned organizations, professional and lay.

- ‘ e Work with the Public Broadcasting Service or the &om-
mercial networks to create f@levig;on programs for
nationwide airing presenting issues and contending s
views. .Possibilities im other media should be.explored
as well.
¢ Sponsor conferences at which contending briéfs could.
be presented and discussed, with the printed proceed- .
-« Ings made gvailable for the enrichment -of local debates. .
- - . e Distribute the various reports emerging from the .
Institute's curriculum activities to interested organi-
. zations with%gaquests for their %eactions. ' Sumnaries)
of the responses could be made part of the Institute's:
ongoing curriculum reporting. Specifically, should the
- Council approii of the presedt report as arn expression
‘ of NIE's current plans and position with)respect to
curriculum change, the document should be circulated 'to
interested parties.’ Responses should be solicited.

<
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, ' ' ® Create a public affairs kit showing how local schools g
. ) - and school districts can organize publit discussions . «
i yof curriculum matters arising “in their commynities. e
Such a-kit might include a list of resources and re-
) , source persons likely to be useful in such discussions,
& " ' -ldeas for organizing the presentation of diverse points
A o of view, and other helpful suggestianss ‘ T

. » ® Map out the arenas where curriculum actions npw occur, _
- ) - the actbrs in the-process, and the manner in Which ac- 7 ‘
tions are taken. ) . . g !

¢ . . ® Commission position ﬂapers"‘to éxplore ways to open up
’ < ' the process to all with a legitimate stake in the re-. ,
o sults., ‘The papers should 41lso examine ways to make the
process more effective and efficient, and they should
* - suggest actions NIE and other govermmental agencie’s
might take to bring: about needed improvements. . -

[ . »

. - \ ‘ ) :
Organizing a Larger Conversatiemn’ - N T

¥ . Early in 1976, the NCER Program Subcommittee recommended, and the full )
' - membership of NCER agreed, that the Task Force should undertake a six-month
interlocked series of events to widen the conversation about’ what NIE
should adopt as its curriculum development and implementation policy:

. .
N .
s - - ‘e .

Bringing in an Outside A&ency

. The Task Porce began to lay out the plan, continuing to talk with its
outside consultants and to seek advice from other individuals and organiza-
tions as to what the total plan should be. The Task Force.also retained
an outside agency to help it plan and execute .the series of events.

- - )
« Those consultations resulted in the“elaborate plan. described below.

- -

v
[ “

. . , B . -
DevelopiE& Seven Products ' C . , T
. — LS i .
- In July, 1975, the Task .Fo;'ée presented to the NCER Program Subcommittee
and received approval of a pla.n, a diagram of which appears on the following
page. | e ;

The activities called for wpuld résult in a set of seven policy-shaping
documents, 4s shown in the diagram. ~ ‘I - i ‘
' i ) v ' 3 o ‘ . .

- n \Thé“ products are as follows: - oL , P et e

. M The Task Force commissioned its. outside agency >
Y, co ‘ to develop a logical outlige for thinking about school im- ‘ .
2 : , Provements, focusing spec#fically on topics and issues
L ) « 4 * .-, .

»

~ 1.
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‘surrounding curriculum development as one means for curri-

'@ Major approaches to currﬁ;ulum development.

culum improvement. It & to establish clear boundaries for
the ensfmg work (what 1s and what 1is not part of “curriculum
deyelopment and impl!mentation?") and to delineate a set of
important, interrelated topics fer the subsequent papers, ..
discussions, and conference described below. -
Msppinngaper The Task Force also commissioned its outside
agency to prepare a description of the current state of the

nation's curricylum development enterprise: the participants,w

their activities, and dynamics of their interactions. :Two
versions were called-for--the first a detailed, bachnical
version for scholars, curriculiun specialists, and other
especlally interested parties; the second a brief,’readable *
version for the lay public. The mapping papers w{ll be used
to establish a backdrop—for later papers- and convérsations
and will serve to remind all writers and discussants ¢f the
complexiﬁy of curriculum activity in the United Stgtes

A5
Analytical Pap;rs? The Task Force commissioned six indivi-
dual scholars to prepare the following analyses:

oA brief history of systematic curriculum development.'
i e -

- ® An*asgessment of the legal constraints, ‘responsibilities,

and‘rights of key actors and agencies in curriculum de-
velopment. * . A
¥

' @ An assessment of}fgrces influencing curriculum change and '
stability. : . .. e

>

e An asbessment of who influences the curriculum “and iq’vﬁat
ways.

. . . :
- . A
P 4

o ‘Educational improvements bést ser"g by curriculum dévelop-
ment. 0 .

[ ] "
L4

The scholarly analysgs will be used to bring fOrward the
history of curriculum development and display.what we. have

.-learned over- several decades The analyseg will be used by

the poliry: paper writers. and by those attending the nationsl
conference described below. R

Policy Papers The Task Force will commissdion experienced
federa} policy adwisors or advocates o? varying policy
positions to articulate the arguments Tor and against NIE's,
policy alternatives. Theae.papers will.be informed by the
mapping paper and. the analytical papers described above and

by the discussion guides and.the geports of guided discussions -
- described below. They will be use@ &y participants at the

natiénal-conferemce td gharpen the issues and stimulate in-"~
formed debate. : 54 _ . .
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. 5. Discussion Guides. »TH Force commissioned its. outside
- . . ' agency to prepare a’get, of discussion guides to provide focus

to conversations at. the ‘meetings’ schedul‘ed for the fall of. v
1976, insuring that thesdeliberations of the Qrarious groups . .

will relate to the’policy paper topics. Thi:s wiil allow the,
advice of the experienced federal policy advisors to be
: . compared and contrasted witly thé advice coming from. the diverse
< - , 8&woups descridbed below. That, §n turn, will enablé those o,
atténd}ng the ‘national conference.to weigh advice from both \
sources. (Two samples of the set of ten discussion guldes+

- &

&; . .are , attached ) ‘ . : .v;' P
- . . . - "4
. d".’ .. 6. Reports of Guided Discussions. 'Th¢ quk Force will continue
; to meet with the representatives df many. different educatiomal
constituencies at annual meetings (where: people from all parts
of the natiSh can participate) and at’ special meetings with
.. various organizational leaders 4n Washington. In ad ition,

" «the Task Force will provide quantities of discussion guides
vt to organizations wigshing to hold their own meetings or to mail
[ I *  the guides to their membership as mail-batk ballbts. The
Task Force will write mimutes of its meetings with various
groups ¥nd will tabulate responses to the gui'des. repor ng
the results to participants at the national conference
descrig.ed below.

7. National Conference‘roceedings. The Task Force will sponsor
. N . a pational conferende at the end of 1976. It will be at-
CoN tended by the paper writers, representatives of *important
educational constituencie}and representatives”of federal &

agencies having an intereglfin curriculum development. The
* results of the deliberat@Pbns conducted up to that point will
be"presented in writing and in speeches at the conference,
. which 18 expected fo synthesize the thipking done up to that
time and--hopefully--to reach concensus on what curriculum
“policies NCER should adopt for NIE.: The set of ?ublished

- ® + cConference proceedinigs will include summaries of' the various

Upapers, digests of what the participants said about those -

o papers, ‘and summaries of the participants’ policy recofimen-
dations to the federal government. -, /

« Three versions of the papers will, be prepared: The firgt
, ' an executive summary of key ppints to guide the NIE Director
J . .in making curricululimpaldcy ommendations to NCER, the
.second a detailed technical monograph, and the third a book
or series of d'rticles for the general public. \\

.

Anticipated Results - . i

L d -

»

The 'I‘ask Force expects that the above activitiég ‘add products resulting
therefrom will enable the Director in. December:, 'l9l to.submit a report to

NCER explain,ing the following: . . . B
Q .
Y . - ',.fl
. 5(.) - !
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?hé nature of important current idsues in curriculum develop-
ment and implementation and in federal curriculum policy.

. . ‘. - .
Alternative positiqns,and arguments with respect to each

issue. e — ‘.

The positions of specific groups (students, teachers, admin-
istrators, etc.) with respect to each 1§§ue. .

The main alternative policy stances £&¢ NIE. - -

The likgly assets any liabilMies of each stance.
» o . i’
The D or's policy recommendations.

' . < - - .
Moreover, the’ Task Force expects the resultq will lead td improved
professional and public understanding and support of whatever curriculum

_polities NCER adopte for NIE,

.
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NIE cukmcku DEVELOPMENT ISSUFS
' Guid for Pnbhc Di-cnnion '

mmonm’. msnwtz\s-c-m}cmmn
» ’,, WA.HINGTON D { - 8020. L4
' -

.
. ] [l
5

" OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR' c = - a
The enclosed discussion guides are a significant part of the work of the NIE
Curriculum Development Task Force, which was established in November, 1975,

at the request of NIM's policy making body, the Natfonal Council on Educa-
tional Research. v -
&

~ ° I\.
*The National Council is now cansidering 2 number of policy choices for guiding.
NIE's curriculum activities. The Coungil has asked the Task Force to gather
information that will help to guide those policy choices. -

\

’The»C%uncilﬁis seeking tfe ansvers to these questions:

2 1. How should NIE define "curriculum'? . . )
,‘ . 2. Should NIE develop new curricula] - e
, . 3. Should NIE evaluate new curricela?- . ./ @
T 4." Should NIE helff implement new curricula?
*'5, Who should plan curriculum activities with NIE?
6. How much curriculum leadership should NIE exert?
7. Who should perform curriculum activities for NIE?
8. Should NIE emphasize research, developmerit, or implementation?
+«- 9. How should NIE divide itaidevelopment efforts?
- .103' What types of new.curricula should NLE develop? .

One of the 'most crucial types of informa;ion for answering these questions

is the views of all interested. parties--p#ents, other citizens, students,

schoql personnel, curriculum specialists, scholars, and so forth. For each
question, the Task Force has developed a yellow disgussion guide outlining

some policy choices and it has developed. a‘blue summary of all choites for

all questions. The yelldw guides and the blue summary accompanying this

letter have been designed to help us 8 céllect your views, either in a dis-
cussion session or through your written reactions.

. 4+
Thank you your time and interest responding to these questions. We

look forwal¥l to hearing from you and pYomise to consider your statements
carefully as we develop our policTes.

~
e W/W

- Harold L. Hodgkinson
Director // :,
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- . What The Task Force Has.Done So Far

} J. - N . ‘
— A year ago the Task Forge began by'idfutifying carriculum issues, pro- ' .
blems, and concerns .expressed by professionals and laypersons in over 60
.organizations and in 50 key documents. “he results were published in January,
, 1976 as Current Issues, Problems, and ‘Concerns in Curriculum Development. ) '

The report was widely circulated. ;;;Ri;e for a copy if you are interested.)

Last spring the Task Force’ confinued to seek_oﬁinions and then condensed
>~/ the issues into the accompanying yellow discussion guides and blue summary. .

Last summet the Task Force commissioned a-national panel of .scholars to
to descirbe qurriculum deQelopment in the U.S. during the past century--par-
ticulary the past 20.years-—commissionéd a national’ cross-section of curricu=
lum developers to tell what they have learned through personal experience, .
and commissioned a national panel of policy dnalysts to write "the merits of )
alternitive curriculum policies for NIE. (Write for copies of the papers. _ - -
1f you are interested.) o) . °

l' T _~ . L 4 R
. . What The Task Force Is Doing Now S,
N , e - »

The Task Force is’ currently holding meeti;gs'to discuss the topics.ip .» .
the discussion guides. And it is working .with professional associationq?and‘
other organjations”to mail the guides to interested membefs who want to- . .
send in their opinions. . ) ;

- N 3
»

R

. “What The Task Forcer Will Db Next ° , v

"This winter the: Task Yorce is sponsoring a_national conférence at yﬁich_ h
the scholars, the experienced curriculum developers, the policy analysts, |
~ local school persanniel, state and Federal officials,‘andaLéypersons will dis-
cuss issues in curriculum development, what would be an appropriate Federal ' - .
role, and what would be the best role for NIE. (Write for a copy of the - , ’
proceedings 1f you are inserested.) J ) -

How To Voice Your Opinion . %

-
©

By ?ésponding to the discussion guides, any vidual can act as a

policy advisor. Opinions expressed at meetings, %gh}ephqne, and in the mail
will-become”a very important part of what the TaSk*E\;be sends to the National
Council. . 3 . R LA . .

Please diséusg, telephgne,\nﬁ;e, or simply use the blue summary accompany-,
ing the yellowyfuides. (You are welcome to keep the gufdes.)

v If y# choose to use tq. blue summafy, note that 1t contains a place to

indicate youg opinion on the alternatives presented in each yellow guide. . L
After study:‘:c.h guide ‘and forming an op‘inior}, selest. an alternative in |}

the summary o ite your own. Then send thg:su@mary to us soon so that your

opinions can be considered. o ‘ - C L

L \ L

&

‘ Those Are Not NIE's PROs And CONs In ,The Guides
-~ Al ‘

Those PROs and CONs in _the ygl}ow éuides are not NIE's arguments, please !
remember. They are simply arguments the Task Force has heard and are re- .
peated in the guides to stimulate discussion. They do not necessarily indi- '

cate NIE's views.

. o 59 ,
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L - © THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF¥EDUCATION ™ |
. . L LY .

The Natiopal Institute_bf éducat1on (NIE) was created by the Cong;éss
in 1972 to "help solve or alleviate" critical prodlems of American education
through resegrch and devalopmen&. ' . : :

.

* The need was and isiélear. The N#tion invests nearly $120-®%illion -per
year in education--more than the total U.S. defense budget--yet- less sthan
a fraction of one percent of thE total is spent on research and developmeht
to improve education. By comparison, agriculture spends abouf 3.2 percent
on reseanchuang_pevelopTent; health about 3.6 percent. _

The quality of education our children receive will help to détermine
their future. If we are to improve American education, we must make a firm
National commitment to examine critical problems, develop new methods and
‘practices, try out new ideas in schools, evaluate, their effectiveness, and -
help States and local districts adopt proven ideas-and practices.,-State
education agencies and local sehool districts simply do not, have the time,
money, oW personnel to carry such résearch and development ‘programs.
Nor could the Nation afford &&rﬁless duplication that would result from
such localized efforts. With thi¥7in mind, the Congress concluded in NIE's
enabling legislation that "while the direction of the education system re-
mains primarily the responsibil-ity of State and local governments, the
Federal government has a clear responsibility to provide’leadership in the
@onduct and support of scientific inquiry ‘into the éducgtional process."”

- g CONTINUED ON THE N

7
E%é%%ﬁv / Aéi: o
=<“=FOLDALONG THISLINE~ e}

IF YOU WISH MORE INFORMATION,TCUT OFF, st-;AL WITH TAPE AND MAIL TO NIE.
4' * o, 's ' . N

Yoe . - é .
Please send me any materials circulated by the Carriculum bﬂddpmem Task Force.
- M R J

Name o e

Position

lnslituli‘on .
N [
Mailing Address

-

Nember
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" Now ,in its fourth year, NIE has developed a specific problem-oriented -
program.that responds to the &oncerns and rieeds of educators, the Congress, :
and the rican bub1ipf Institute policy is set by the Natiopal Council
ional Research, ¢ panel of distinguished citizens appointed by
the jdent and confirmed by the Senate. -To fous NIE activities on the
‘. most predsing acddemic and administrative problems in the scheols, the Coun-

" cil has identified six program areas which form the basis for-the Institute's

organization. They'are: Basic Skills; Educational Equity; Educatiopn. and
Work: Finance and Productivity; Sghool Capacity for Proplem Solving;-and
Dissemination amd Resources. « o '

3
S

' =~ The Institute's plans and activities within each program reflect more
* »  than.two years qé;work, involving Chief State School Officers, the Congress,
represeptatives education assoc¥afions and minority groups,, State legisla- -
. tors, Federal officials, State and local school board'mgmbersz and scores ’ ‘S\\\:‘
of teachers, researchers, and school administrators.f o )

. To prepare thos?lgns, the Institute has held national conferences on g :
- such issues as readind comprehension problems; teaching competencies; “white '
flight" from urban to suburban communities; declining ,test scores; mathe-

matical skills; racial, ethnic, or sexual test bjas; the role of Federal -
and State governments in disseminating educational innovations ‘and information;
the educational needs of women and minorities; and the neural mechanisms

that affect learning and memory.

¥

»

-t

‘.. ' - The curgiculum Development Task Force is*continuing that kind of involvement.

CUT ALONG THIS.LINE -
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OLD'ALONG THIS LINE -—-=
DEPARTMENT OF

EALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE - t . . i
TIOPAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION ~» 5 : L ~ PLACE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20208 ) ~ STAMP
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- Jon Schaffarzick, Chairman . g

NIE Cugriculum Development Task Force
National Institute pf Education

- oom 815 :
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NIE CURRICULUM Pouctnsgpssmn.cumn

’ . ONE IN A SERIES

NIE wants to what you think about the pohcy alternatives it is-considering on ~
this topic. Llease discuss, telephone, write, or simply indicate your opinion on the blue
summary accompanying these guides and send it to us. If you want further information, .
please send your name and addrcss .

°

SHOULD NIE HELP-IMPLEMENT NEW CURRlCleA? . \

' .
The best designed new currimsla have np value whatever to students unless they

are properly implemented--pro_perly putrinto practice inh the classroom. | ’»

If NIE develops fiew curricula, what should it do about moving them into use by

the s¢hools? , . ~ . ” ' -

. ”

One answer is: nothing at all. A reasonable answer. But there are other
equally reasonable answers. One 1s that if.NIE has a ggod reason to &axglop new
curricula, it has an equally ‘good reason to get them used.

-

. But there are answers between those two NIE might simply offer to cooperate
with others who wish to distribute what it has develo Or it might take its pro-
ducts a far as commercial publication, leaving theianate to the energies of the
publish¢rs and the judgments of the schools as to whethei they will ;e‘purchased
Or it ght instead improve the abilities of }mcal edugation agencies to choose «
good products and to use them wisely. L. 3 od

- "

J!

. L4
[ RefertotheTast page 0 o thE guid¥ for background information ] ' = .

S~

- Turn to page 4 of. the enclosed blue summary. As you read the following dis-
cussion, check alternatives on the symmary or write your own. And write better ar-
guments in the marging of the mmmary o o,

IF NIE_DEVELOPS NEW CURRIQULA, WHAT. SHOULD I7. DO ABOUT MOVING THEM INTO USE BY THE
SCHOOLS? o G _ '

% 1. thing , NIE should ike no a\tt.empt to get 1ts products ‘used.
Q

BRO ° Federal products ought to be selected by the schools on their own
‘merits. They ought to compete with alt;emative curricula under
normal market conditions. If they are poor, they do not deserve
Federal promotion. If they are strong, they do not need Federal
promotiont - .o .

CON e Anything wor th developing is worth using. Kn’ything d#stinctly }fett'er
is likely to be distinctly different. ' Anything distinctly different
will need some kind of special promotion, at'least.at the beginning.

a 2. Supply information. NIE thuld of fer informati,on‘(descriptive"bgochures, 11lus~

‘trative lessons, samplé test items) about its new curricula but should play ,an
easentially passive role even at that and should go no\‘—urther .
~

-

. v . o - s

- B st NIE Curniculum Development Task Force

. . " 5 Chawman' Jon Schaffarzick, 202-254-5706 )

Nauonal Institute of Edycstion, Raom 815,'1200%19th Street, N. W., Washington, . C 20208
- - Prep-red for NI; by Policy Studies in Education. New York. New York -
o 58 6 2 N
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v PRO o NIE owes it to ‘loc¢al education agencies, gtate educaéion agencies,

and publishers.to announce what it has produced. This is service
not a promotion. ’ ’ ~

CONii_A_ggssive offer of information is not enoﬁgh to bring: new
. ’ curricula to the attention of the schools, given the flood
: e of competing promotional information they get from other

sources. NIE must go further simply to.get its products a
. ~ fair hearing. -

- * ° 1}
Stimulate othérs. "NIE shouldfz;courage others to help schools use its .
products. Publishers, nonprofit organizations, universities,.atate educa-'
tion .agencies, gervice centers in intermedilte school districts, individual

’y8chool
' to this.
) explaining the problems and opportunities they

kinds of training and assistance teachers might

istricts and cooperatives such as study councils are posi;iouig
Encouragement ‘can come in the form of anoouncing the new pr

to
ucts,
address,. and suggesting whdt
need to use them.

PRO. # 'NIE must bring its progcts at least thie far--showing them, to

progpective distributo
schools are to learn that they exist.
promotion. . Moreover, it interposes a

and encouraging their interest—if

Thfs stops short of
decision-paking layer

*between NIE and the gchools to double-check NIE's views about
s .

- -ts own products.

CON o No. .
dies .OmOTTOW.

~

deral "encouragement" today will become Federal subsi- -
The fact that new curricula

were Federally- “‘ .

e

supported--along with their ap
encouragement .to distributors.

Pgrent quality--will be sufficiegt
Any product with those advantages

vwhich fails 4o look attractive/does not merig distribution. .

4. Arrange for<ggb11cétion. " NIE sbould.arraﬂge for publication of. its
"“ecurricular materials, offering attractive copyrights and accepting ) -
modest rpyaities to promote their wideaspread distribution.

”

"RO ® This is the minimum NIE must do to insure that schpols get a ° »
chance to purchase its products. But purchase is not obliga-
tory and a commercial product mugerplear many hurdles to .
, be selected by tfe schools. Thus Federal domination of the ) :
- . v cirriculum is not™a risk. * . '

The repeated experience of the National Science Foundation in
marketing its science courses through commercial publishers .
demonstrated that Federal curriculum products have an immedi-
ate and unfair competitive edge in the marketplace, even if

they do not merit ft. If an NIE product merits publication,

, publishers will seek it out. NIE need not initiate the publi-

- . catiom of worthy products. . .

CON- o

. Offer traig;gg;gnd.technical aséietan&e.. NIE ghould provide training
" (either-in ‘how & use its specific products or in how to use new product;‘
of the same type) to help institutions and classroom feachers implemént
them. . - ; . N
. . 4 . :

o
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PRO ® Good development means nothing without good implementation.
The key to good implementatiou ig good training.

- .

CON o Money for résearch and deve}opment in general education
is extremely gcarce. NIE's budget is the largest single
pool of ,sich money. NIE should not spend those scarce ,
dollars on training and marketing. <
: . . .

Y. . . «

Promote NIE curricu?a. NIE should offer the full range of implementation

-

" supports needed towpromote the spread of‘its new curricula, taking every

necessary step from announcing their availabiTT!?‘through arranging the
publication of their curricular materia}s to training teachers in how to
use them. . >
PRO e Judgments about the need for new curricula ghould be made before
. they are developed. Once they are developed and tested, any-
thing less than active promotion effectively reverses the ori-
ginal decision and wastes the money spent to create them.

CON e This is without question the surest way to Federalization

of the curriculum. It woulM soon eliminate the diversity and |,
variety that have enriched our culture and sustained our demo-

: " cracy for 200 years. . P Do

Build selectivity rather than building demand. What NIE "should create

L}

in the schools 18 not a desire for its products but instead the ability
to choose products intelligently. It should publish guides to help the

"schools choose products, suggest techniques Yowm small-scale pilot evalu-

ations before massive implementation, Yiscuss what kinds of products .
work best in what circumstanges when used bx‘what ‘teachers with what students,
PRO e NIE should seek nothing more than interligent consumers.” It
should let its products stand or fall on their merits.
'/' ¢
CON e The best way for N\E to create intelligent consumers is to’
promote the spread 'of better products. An educated consumer
cannot imptove his situation df there\ts/hothing better to .
consume.
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The Importance of Curricular Materials. Teachers in elementary and ‘

secondary schools depend heavily on instructional materials to carry the .
substantive content and to support the instructional methods of their teach-
ing. The most useful materials and thus the most influential are those de- ~

.8igned for use by students rather than thpse designed for use by teachers.

It follows:- that new curricula which cannot be expressed in the form of .
student materials have difficulty reaching the classrooms and may not stay
permanently once they arrive. Far example, programs which enter the class-— .o

rooms in the hands of trained teachers but without supporting pupil materials
may leave the classrooms when those teachers leave. In ,contrast, programs

which arrive in the form of Student materials--as in the case of textbooks .
adopted, purchased, and retained in five-year cycles--may survive a shifting ‘e
cadre of teachers. . .

Student materials, usuaIly in the form of textbooks designed to provide
a year's worth of information and classroom activities, are produced and
marketed to schools by commercial publishers. The publishers maintain na-
tional distribution networks through.advertising and sales representatives
‘which give them access to virtually all the school markets they wish to
reach '

This means that new curricula developed by NIE will prpbably have to
travel--possibly in the forii of textbooks--through commercial puMication -
channels if they are to reach an appreciable number of schools and to con- -
tinue in ugse. Thus the question of how much initiative NIE should use in
placing its products into those channels and helping move them through is
critical.

.The Importance of Teacher Training. Historically, preservice teacher -
training dealt in specific teaching techniques ‘and occasionally 1in specific 3
instructfonal products. But in recent decades--especially since the 1930s--
teacher training has become much less specific. New teachers are fairly
well grounded in the substantive content they must teach, know something a-
bout student psychological‘development have a general understanding of class-
room organization and teaching methods, but have 1imited field experience
in actual classroom teaching. (The current movement toward competency-based
teacher preparation has reversed this trend in some institutions but is not
b typical nationwide.) -

Inservice teacher education. is 1argely a matter of on~the-job learning
under sparse supervision. This has bee particularly true since the 1930s.
N

Both beginning teachers and exparfenced teachers can cope reasonably
well with traditional school curricula. But distinctive new curricula which
require distinctive new teaching behaviors are difficult for many.teachers ad
to implement unless they get special training in those new behaviors.

This means that if NIE produces new curricula which require very dif-
ferent kinds of teaching, some kind of training must be provided. Thus
the issue of how NIE should arrange for that training is critical.

Yy
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This model has 22 necessary co-puﬁcnta and 22 natching optional

elenents q_iprising those components, as shown on the following pages.

- -
Each element is one choice from among the available altg;natives,
thus ‘each elément could Jbe replaced-with anotﬁzr-—perhaps hetter~— -
element to adapt it to & particular sittation. ' The model should be
adapted to " the agency, time, place, and circnlstances it which ;t will
be used.

; L4

The accompanying case illustration-immediately followi
22-item ptofile and the 22-item descriptiem of the model itself- '

_ does not use the.model in its pure form, of course.: Some elemerits .
have been replaced and some new components have been added. The case
illustratés flexible, skillful use of the genethl ideas in thé model
rather than rigid adherence to them
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Necessary Components -

hY

1, PURPOSE -
- ﬁ-
< - -

2. SBONSOR

- ‘\" ) -
-"* ’
3. PERSONNEL
y @

4. IDENTIFYING ISSUES
AND OPTIONS

A

.5. FRAMING DEBATE

. - -

' 6 3ELECTING PARTICIPMS

* ’ hd
. =

L 3

¢

?

1

¢/' »

P - )
d PROFILE OF PUBLIC/PROFESSIONAL CONSENSUS MODEL

g

Optizonal Elements

E] Seléctéoals'
D Select probléms 4

?Select solutions .

B/Po],icy-setti'ng agenéy
[] official advisers to agency
. *

"[CJ clients of agenty

’
ﬂ Respected public interest group-

\ . -
Wuency staff - 4

[C] cConsultants

. E/’Outs,ide orgat‘xizat ions

B/Expert ‘testimony
' ]

< ‘ ‘ .,
D Commissioned papers 'from experts

D Relevant literature .

-

{?/Interviews with Sample of participants

WRestricted list of topits

O Restrieted list of options \

ySponsor selects - ~

E/Cooperating organizations select

C .- - 7 :
’ TN %erticipmts select themselves
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CONVERGING OPINIONS

" 18. REPORTING OPINIONS
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*."+1. Its purpose is-to _select solutions to problems previously yidenti.fied-

4

.

-

A

.

»

-~ Bnd s0 that the recowl of their deliberatiods an be

" 6. It bas the'spdnior select a limited number of hy participants to gie -

'_ cooperating public ahd professional otgenizationd and on’:lnat;l'tgtionsq T

S

T

L4

-

-

- they. are acquainted with eduéatiqnal institutions and wi et | - v
¢ 1ssdes and solutions which M customary in educational circlesg? e
. .ot ’ - ¢ ’ § ..
'§o‘.‘ ‘It relies on the past’ esperience of the sp ing agency, as to t the’ ¥
.. -public and the profession regard as sigiificahnt issues and as" priate ' ..’
) ways to debate them but, it confirms 2ts understan®ing by confe wth. - "
. public and profess:!. 1 leradgrn. T v .' AT e -
N . : : P ./,' ”~i'¥t~,,}."_
- 11. It supplied.the participants with g compléte roster of topics, br I back~

-

[y

-

W DESCRIPTION OF PUBLIC/PROFESSIONAL ‘coNs®Nsus MODEL - ’
"‘L ! ' . ' . ! hd .

"’- L d ‘ ’ ' .n * ﬁz
. ! * . . . AN . N\ .

g

T : - v :

_solﬁtiqué\w}dch require a combination of public and professional agree-
ment in order.to become am official policy, observed not only in the letter
but in ‘tike spirit. . . ; ' .

. - * - »
% > * Pl

] s

- . ! 1] ‘ N
2'. It 1s sponsored by 'the policy-setting agency which must make ghe .final
decisiors about how to act on the adwdce it collects from participants. . ‘

. , s ¥y
3. It 'is staffed by personnel from.-the agency “who ‘specializé in the area of B '
ed8cation beifg debated, sup'plegentegl.by. outside organizations which are
experienced in the process .6f cqllectitg public and professional opinion
. but whigh:are #néwn to be neutral with gespect’to the isues undér gebate. -

4. It identifies issues and options’ by poolfng the opinfonms. of :the agency .-
staff specializing in'thg ared, soliciting the views 'dffutc:l.Qe experts, oo
and interviewing a sample of prospective pqrﬁcipantsr K ' . .

5. Iggfocuses debate’ around a'comprebensive lis’\t‘g'fftopich,» addressed one at™ .

ime and sarially so that .participants will ‘engage in orderly discugsions
ulhnng'ed'bit Adther

»

roups in a search for coflvergence. .

¢ . -
- - 1

sure that respected leaders will be represe'ntegi,- but depends largely on.

employing professionals to encourage their membérs to take part. And it .. .

makes a limited provision to include volunteers not named by their organi- ,'

zations. . ‘ - . I
. . » ) % ) ,‘ I y , ." .
7. It collects views from leaders, ‘from épokespersons, and from volunteers. i

8. .1t .seeks, thousands ‘of citizens and professi'omfs as participants and makes .. .

certain that they hedr each other's views both face-to-face and through | .*
documeats. .’ ' . . : .. C

', . - ° - .

’ ) . . N » ) ‘£ ‘ 's . . b ‘ P
9: It does not require expertise of its participants but it .does adsyme that R

ground informatiod, a short descriptioh of thfe.reasgmblgz optiops, some
positivé and pegatdve arguments-for each option, definitions of key terms)

»

and drafts of policy language which-Right’ be.'gdopted once Qolsedsu‘s.'occu!:s‘. Voo ‘
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.+12. It gathers both the participants' opidiond about the options presented by
’ the aponaoring a*ency and any new options the participants have genkrated.’ -

13 It 1limits its use of\edia te brochures listing the topics, ohiono, and
arguments and it di;tributea these mainly at public and professional neeti@s

* . called for tlie specific purpose of debating the issues. Rather than relyins !
on general public,and profesgsional mgetings, the agency itself .sponsors _ -
and staffs all meetings, uei&g a combination of its own persgnnel and those *
from outside organizations. v . .t ‘ ('

14, Ittollects the vieweiof partipants through an extended eeriea of face-to-
. facg group interviews and through questionnaires collected at meetings vher;
the issnes have \been aired. s - ' e 1
. c e
15. It identifies principal participants by namte and professional ‘positiOn andi
v ‘it™identifies dther participants by organization membership, working on the
. assumption that recogiized leaders as well.as key organizations—~both bltc
and "’ profesaionaI—pist .ultimately unify their ,viega around specif posi'.cies .
' if they are to be*edopted and carried out, . Yy o /‘

e

=,

16. It gives special weight to the responses of those whose wholehearted coop-:
. eration i3 essential to policy execution,va category which includes both
.~ well-pldced individual leaders-and officials of key institutiona as weu

< “as the ﬁlberahip of powerf@btganizationa - . N
17. It relies on discuasioﬁ at peetings, the excbange of ninutee nnong groups,

repeated vpting on ‘successively narrower statements- of agr t. ar!sing .

" fiom the groups, and the submissfon of- .actual policy la ier final .

apgroval before adoption by the 'policy—eetting Pbody.

_ y majority opinions and. identifiee the grou and organiza- *
_*tiong from which those opiniohs come s0Q that others will g]? to 'modify,'
; their views ac ordingly. .. . ’ -

-~ M .

+10. It presents results ‘to t‘he policy ,aetting body of the sponeoring agency inf

) writing, along with-gn inﬁiucation of /the ¥inds of s:wrt that the recom- - " ’
"¢ Dended ‘Eklicy actiona.quld enjoy. » .
20. It ‘supma iZes results for par!icipantoﬂ:ontinuo“aly through ;Ié i&erchange : .

of I.inuteo and- thrbugh the submission of‘ouccessively narrover stat ts
of agreement so that they see the policy recommendations energe amd jell

-
e

.o before aubm,iaaion to the’ spaonaoring ageney. ) ) - g

4 . ’ ’ ‘o

-,

21. It requires a time span of one year or Imger, dépending- upon how long it, i '

«+ ~takéds to participants to reach oonsensus. . .

.',' o0 ' 1 .
(22, Tt osts over $100,0UO in mo::ey and/or staff time. . . "
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- .Teacher Education Redesign

a

S ——~

Through_a massive 18-month statewide cemsus of problens in education--
a census involving both the public and professionals in elementary, secon-
-da¥y, and’ higher educatiqn—-the Ohio Department of- Education identified
a ranked list of problens causing b professional and public concern.

e

Jl'eacher Sducation ranked nepr the top of the list. Moreover, c¢ircum-
stances 8/ right—-partly because a balance in the supply and demand
" ratio for teacBers had been reached after decades oLSher ahor;‘hg ~for

a major redesign in the pattern af teacher preparat

Selecting the prob'l- ‘for top priority attention, the Ohio Stata Bova
of Education called on Departnent officials-to lay out a couplqe plan fox
a thorough statewide series of conversations--involving both the public and

profeasionals--not g to probe problems in teacher education bt also to Y

design solutions." henatic~representation of the entire eéffort, which

became a major Departhent activity cvfr the next ‘18 months, appears on the 5 _

'following page. ; .
t -' ' . . . b .0" - ‘:

. 3 . o
» . .. . . ’ (2]
s .

Getting Started . . . ‘ <y

= : . ) . .
Thé Ohio State Bhard of, Education resolved in of 1973 thatmg state-

wide meeting. of representatives. of Ohdo'g 52 teacher preparation dpstitu-
tions should be held to r:&v the signif,icant issues in teacher education
and t® discuss a strategy for creating consensus on desirable directions - ’

¢ for redesigning ‘teacher education programs. The.Board thought that gett 4
the initial approval of key adginistrative and faculty leaders in the Y.
collega and'universitiea was an essential first step. ‘

~In Se%tenber of 1973,  presidents, duns, téacher education departunt
‘heads, and .college bf-education faculty members werd con&puet{. Joining B
them at the meeting were the President of the State Board of..Educationm,-the
State Superintendent of Public Instructign, and thp 28 officials in the -
Department of Education who were reéponaible in one way or another for. lc:'- .
crediting teacher preparation programs in thes colleges-and univcraitioﬁ and
for certifyigg individual teachers' to work 1n the pub‘lic schools. ‘Dﬁo the
meeting brought together both the suppliers of getcher education ;nd. the
~governmt officials who regulatcd the suppl re. ¢ .

- . - -

Decisio at the'First tin _v P . -

» ‘ ',' - .

President ©of the Stgte Boqrd of Education and Department of Educa-/ g

tion officials ocfupied the. platform st the meetthy. They reviewed the

public ‘and profegsional’ conce!‘nn sbout teachcr eﬂucation t‘hat had lurf,uccd .

-

. . .¥h }’. " . oL . " - g

. . . .- , ? .,; :-.. . t . \' . . "'
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* Dgpartment Heads, !‘acw

University Presidents -~
College of Education Deans,

Representatives

OOD:E.

A. Reviev teacher education
issues

B, Discuss strategy for-

consensus .

Stragegy Des

_consolidating professional

Establish procedures™for -

and public viewpoints on

improving teacher education

A\l * L]

3
Paraltel Sets\ of Discussions

. &

\,..

Redesign

[ State.Advisory
't Committee on"
Teacher Education | .

\\

ﬁénizat ional
Repredentatives

A. Discuss issues
B. Propose reso-

. lutions

Representative Counc 1ils

Teacher Education: Deans, /
Departuent Heads
1 Boards

PI:A itizens
Agsociation of ‘Teacher
Educators

0.E.A.
0.F.T.
B.A.S.A. I .
0.A.E.S.P. < :
0.A
0.D

E
1s -
S&F

K Agreenents

. -
' I “
. ' *

Vs |

Lt

[ Stgte}\{ﬁeory Cosmittee |

|

thative Teacher Education ‘

Standards * 4

. o A
- ® 4
.

. . Review.
A
-, . » ’ . '
- .- ‘ .
» . 3 .

Representative Councils

. »~

‘| Regional Meetifigs Raview }

* :
. R Y

.\_-.

Re: ional Heet

| Teacher educators

Education students

Teachers °

3

‘Administraty

PTA
Cit:luns

‘Boardmber

Proposing Final Standards

State Advisory Committs

rJ/“'
iy




ty

il

during the ‘eviOus 18 months; revievd the results of the Department 8
field evaluations of ten representative teacher education programs, and .
bcalled for a major redesign of the system . '
= The State Superinteudent of Public Inggruction gead a 1list' of proposed
" reforms cousisting of these points:” A N . ' : .

, v 1. Professional methodology should become an ofganized dis-
- «<ipline offering clear principles of teachinp and learning.

2. Clinical professors should be certified as being qualified
to train teachers to use professional instruments to diag-
) . nose learning needs and prescribe instruction for indivi-
2 ' . duals and for entire classes.
3. 'Field professors should be certified as being qudlified
master tegchers to guide earlier. longer, and more meaning—
ful field experiences for students in training. 'Y

" 4. Elementary teachers should master at least one substantive ‘
- academic speciality in addition to professional nethodology.

5. No individual with a rank below that of associate professor
o - should supervise clinical 1nstruction‘gfield experiences,

, or student teaching. . L
. 6. A1l teachers should have extensive pgeparatidn andiexperience

k in the methpds of teaching reading regsrdless of their ather

specialities. \ .

= 7. Every graduate should serve a miuinun of‘)ne year in aeclosely '
. ' su!rvised internship before receiving agular certification- ~
qualified teacher. T

/8, ‘The student tktchihg expétience should i"lude bOth 1inner-
. city and’ perimeter ‘or rural schools. .
. . ! ’
. & 9, New approaches for screening prospective teachers——iucludit}s
.earlier and more frequent contact with school childreu as a
. test of the candidate's potentisl to notivate and manage *’
) ¢ learning,—should be developed .
lO Funding for teacher education sbould be upped by about 50
werc in state-supported universities, which pr?are 75.
perce t of Oh:lo 8 teachera. o .

' ‘ ‘ . ‘ Q '

¢ : The college and university leaders at the neeting agreed that the' . =

©* - Superintendent of Public Instruction had Identified major problems--if not .,
. perfect solutiegs—and suggested how solution ideas might be. elaborated.

They also called.for attention to additional problens and pointed to the
. need of a sequential,’ tntegreted set of standarda for redeligning tucher

' educat«ion . . ‘_ .

-é




Conferees were given 3 proposed outline mapping out the entire terri-
. tory for a series of public and professional discussions to be held in
ggming months. After examining.the outline, participaats poimted out that
\ - e topicg differed enormously in importance and that *Bome were controversial
» while others were not. Duyring small group discussions, the confereeh sug-
gested changeg in the togical outline and 8aid that the final version should
have the following features. .
1. Topics should be clearly stated to assure proper inter- i
|

pretat‘gus. . N K

-

N
2. Topics should have continuity and be properly sequenced.

] ™
'}3. Topics should be - flexibly structured to fac}litate clarity
~ and possible adaptation .
4. Topics-sho&ld.be broadly based, timely, and relevant to
teacher education standards and programs.
Conferebs Were alsg';reBEnted with semples of discussion guides pro- *
posed for use at .coming meetings. Each guide explicdted an issue in teacher
education -and offered sample apprdaches to resolving the issue. Partici-
paats were asked to react 'to the clarity, style, and usefulness of the guides
"+ for framing the coming discussions. They endorsed the discussion guide
technique, recommended that the issues be described objectively, and said .
that -individuals should be encouraged to suggest other approaches to solu-
"tions to supplement those contafned in the guides. -
Conferees were also preéented with an elaborate plen for a‘massive series
.of regional and statewide discussions involving both the public and profes-
sionals in the coming months. The plan called for three groups of discus-
sants to emgage in three parallel sets of discussions. The groups gave
general approval to the plan, put called for better methods of keeping B
- each group\inforned about what the others were saying. : - N
i
’ Benefits of. the First Meeting. The first :eeting did ‘several ilpor
" tant things: - ¢ - ° L i -
. 1. By couvening those who provided teacher education aibh those
- who governed teacher education, it created the feeling that ..
- | - a critical mass of primary decision mskers was avail-
able to make whegg!ﬂ=~changes they could agree to make.

. S o

L . 2. By having the State Superintendent of Public Instruction
L ) ’ advance specific proposals for change, it created the feeling
that things were in the saddle and that any one concerned
with teacher education .could only hope to influence-~but not

' .ljf/f”' to stop entirely—-the changes to come,
4 ’ .« . i
-~ 3. By initiating the action uith those directly reeponsible

for teacher education, both in thé colleges and universities
. ., - ) /.’- . ) . . - ’ 4 . ‘
' M ) .H . ) ’ . ] o ) - .77 ,' 0' )
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.

-inaccurately. . i . N

s .

e and the Department of Education, it sought and won their
=~. approval before. bringing into the conversation the public
and professionals who were not directly respomsible for
- ‘. teacher education fand had less to gain or lose from the Coe
; ultimate outcomé.

.
P
- . . . »

4. By submitting the intellectual substance to be discussed <
at the coming meetings, it pretested the content and ob-
tained the advance approval of those who would have been
best able to attack that content subsequently if they had

. not been' consulted.

Ve

5. By submitting the logistical plan for the coming meetings,
it sought and obtained the endorsement of those who would . |
»  become the main figures in the future discussions and assured - . 7 _.
Y. 2 their participation in them. . |

v . B |

Using an Outside Agency

. .

The overall strategy for the coming discussions--the list of topics,
the discussion guides, the plan for-three groups of discussions and three
parallel gets.of discussions--had been drawnsup by a consulting firm ex-
tedpal to the State of Ohio and external to the Ohio Department of Educatio
The pergonnel from the ¥firm were retained to chair, conduct, and record the
results of all the subsequent discussionms. '

This arrangement had the advantage of having the diacnsqiom moderated
and reported by neutral outsiders rather than by any one of the parties
responsible for or interested in teacher education in Ohio. It servéd to -
reassure the participants that no one party would take advantage of a.
chairmanship to conduct the discussions unfairly or report the concluaionp

N e e -

K

Three ‘Sets oi Discussants - . * L ot

. ", ° T
Following the meeting in September of 1973, three sets of pecple ware =~ .

identified and persuaded to take part in a sqsles of discus intended_

to inform and converge public and professio opinion about Ahe redesign

of teacher education.

The three groups are described below. o ‘

-
-

. S .
A State Advisory Committee on Teacher Education Redesign was first

appointed by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction.. The Committee

consisted of 3Q repreaentatives of the major ﬁzups interested in téacher

-education, nominated by their organizations. presented were.deans and Lo
presidents of tedcher education institutions;’ public school‘boards of edu- .
cation, district superintendents, elementary and secondary priseipals, ° v
teacher edycation faculty neibers, cupervisors teachers, citizens, and

members of the state &egishtuﬁ" ’ '

.
% Lz
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lov-bot, “and Docc-bor of 1973. el

- ’

Representative Councils were also formed by eight interest -groups,

with each interest being represented by 8 to 11 persons. Those groups in-

cluded were Ohio School Boards Association, teach¥r preparation institu=
tions, the Parent Teacher Association, Association of Teacher Edicators,

Ohio Education Association, Ohio Federaton of Teachers, Buckeye Association

of School Administrators, Ohio Association ofs Elementary School Principals,
Ohio Association of Secondary School Principals, and the Ohio Department of
ﬁducat:ion. -

Re ional meetin 8 (three of them) were he]:d in each of the six regions
of the state to hear the views of teacher educatiot’x;gguities, elementary -
and secondary teachers, college students preparing e teachers, school»
adminigtrators, school board members, PTA members, and interested citizens.

Rationale For Using Three Sets. The planners believed that conducting
reg. meetings open to all interested members of the public and all pro-
fessi®nals’ at six convenient locations throughout the state,would have

. both the actuality and the appearance of making the discussions open to

ideas from all sources. Theéy would represeat ‘deliberate outreach on the -
part of the State Board of Education and the Départment of Education,
continuing the pattern of massive participation which had.Been used earlier
to identify teacher education as a problem of widespread public and pro- °
fessional concern. The :.‘I.anners also thought that mixing the publit; and
professionals at the regiomal tings would allow for an exchange ‘of

‘views and a cross-fertilization of ideas. And the planners believed that

the problems and solutions identified at the.regional meetings would .
verify--or supplement-~those brought up by the elected leaders and ‘spokes-
men constituting the Representative Councils and the State Advisory
Committee. \ &
The planners thought that the Legtesentative Council gonaistins of '
homogeneous gubsets of the public and professionals wouid make the fastest,
most substantial progress. The planners expected the members of each '

o

. . group to have similar opinions and to advocate them vigorpusly in the

absence of opposing speakérs from otler groups. '
’ e

- The planners intended the' State Advi‘.'ébgfﬁonittée to converge the
public and professipnal views that had been advanced and debated in greater
detail at the regionnl neetinse and by the Representative Councils. Accard-
ingly the planners expected the State Advisory Committee to dedicate its
time primarily to’ cbntroversial issues about which the groups it Tepre-
sented could not agree alyl to make*telatively slow progress. On the other
hand, the planners thought that whdteyer the State Advisory Committee could
agree to had -an- eqx'ceuenlr chance of being endorged subsequeﬂtly by the
members of their conatituenciu.

. 2

Gemrally, these cxpectatiom vere confirud .. - J
- Three Parallel Sets of Diowim o . T e

: -

The three utn discussions--each mwlving the publ:tc ind profec-
sionals--conducted t:hr parallel sets of di-cuuions during Octobery

.
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* . made it tlear that consensus had jbeen reached on some but not all topics.

. .
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Meetings of the State Advisory Committee and meetings Qf the Represen- .-
tative Councils-were scheduled .approximately every two weeks at_ the. con-

. venience of the members.. Regional Meetings were schedtled in two_ separate
rounds. Dates were announced by the Ohfo Department of-Educatfom through .
mailings to school districts @nd information ‘supplied tp news media. School
officials ‘were expected to notify school personnel; the news media were

- expected to notify the public. ) e C o
Framing the Discussions. An’attempt wagemade to have discussions use -
a common definition of terms, a common topical outline, amd g coumonm set.

' of digcussion guides. (All three documents are described later.) "The- .
planners thought that 1) without.common definitions, it would be impossible )
for  the ,public and professﬁals to understahd ‘each other and reach agrée- S
ment; 27\pwithout a ‘common; topical outline, it would be,impossible to organize’
or to report the discugsions; and 3) without discussion guides, it would be ~
impossible to inform public and professional opinion about problems and
solutions, in the” absence of which the process woild yield a certain
amount of ignorant advice. - :

‘.. -

, -Reporting the Di/:cussions. Personnel from the outeide cons®lting -
firm recorded majority opinion' (not minority opinion) at every mieting ‘of
every group, reported all results according tq_the common topical outline, .
and circulated copies to members before the next meeting. In the case
of the regional meetings, copies of minutes from the first round were
distributed €6 everyome attending the second round. _(The fomqf of those
reports is described. later.) . T S ' 2. ‘

<y

[

The reports were lmited t‘p.vint poir;ta only, copeentrated on matters -
of agreement within the meeting, were more formally expressed than the L
transactions in the meetings themselves, were written in identical language "

for all groups which had the same ideds, and divided vhat coujd becomd - ° :
- Department of Education regulations from what was merely. discussjon that -
-{ fell short of-recommending new Debartment of Education regulatioms. Every

Representative Cound{l and the State Advisory Committee was sent -the repor'ts
of every/meetings of every other group. .. <

' Number of Meetings. (About 85 meetings wére ‘held 4n 3 months.. - - .o

4 -~ ~e

4 - -

Seeking Greiter Cqm.rergeﬁncﬁet Through .a Su
a k3 ¢

- In late December of 1973, a Progress- Report was drafted to conaolj.dn_te’ .
for convenient review the opinions.of all thes divTduals and organizations
participating ‘in the October, November, and ember meetings. That report

—
L4 14 -

The planners decided that-turther discussions could lead to furthef -
convergence. However, they decitded that since the regional meetings _, ~ -
tended to produce & divergent scattering of ideas rather than a convergent:

drawing together of :I.;feas_’, the r‘:egionalc meetings should not be continued,

i . : g . :
Accordingly, additional mfetinga of the eight Representative Councils
" and the State Mdvigory Comittee were scheduled and held during Jepuary, . .
February,” and March of 1974. Both ‘s& of grauips' used the Decembper Progress . .
Réport as a takeoff point for their Work and sought tp develop pon'itio_ns‘ _—
' that would win general éndorsement. The pattern of supplying every group .
a » o~ s . . - . . S
:' R c o .:.. .y R R ‘\) 86'( . ,,{} /t' i : £ _’v". _'a:-ﬁ' . .!i{
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with the. meeting minutes “of every other group was continued throughout the
three months. That procedure proved esséntial in meaeur:l.ng and reporting
.. Pprogress towatd agreenent. . 5

.. The: Special %‘-'gributmn of the ReLesentati\;e Councils. As expected,
,the Représentat ouncils were able toxconduct the most probing, compre-

hensive, and ctnﬁlative discussions of any of the groups. This may be
credited to their sizé (8 to 11 members), to their homogeneity, to the
existence of a clear constituency for which each one spoke, to the frequency
* of their-meetings, or to the abilities of the individual members who, com—
prised them. The regiomal meetings were as representative but they
tqo.large aad too infrequent (as well as being attended by individdals with
very ‘diverse talents and experiences) to do the same caliber of work. The
State Advisory Committeé was as representatd.ve but 1f had, too many members )
fgr ‘reflective, cumuletive discussions and had td serve mainly as a board .
review, going over what others had proposed. ) . ’ .

.

" Thus the central intell tual ‘work and nuch of the po].iéical accommo-
~ dation was accouplished shrdligh the Representative Councils. -All of them
had available during their discussions the uritten reports of all-the re-
gional meetings and of all the State Advisory Committee meetings. This
enabled them to° “incorporate the thinking of the other groups into their
own deliberations and to comverge toward a comson positionm which- could ul-
timately be eadorsed bys\the State Adgisory Comittee. . N

{

o The result of thé. extra meetinge (about 25 of them)-was that by April-
" ‘aof 1974; the public and\professiongl members of the State” Advisery Committee
. had redched agreemeat on mést major issues in the redesign of teacher educa~ .
~ .tion. The time had come for the next step: conveyting those, agreements
into draft regulations which the State Board of Education could consider
adopting as the goveming idelines for—teacher educa/tion thenceforth."
B - ~ L - * » - /‘ ;‘. ' . ‘
- - - , - .

ﬁraftgg“l'en'tetive Stanggrds ' o ) - ".';

In Apﬁl of 197A Department of Eduqm personnel did a joh that ‘nore
of the.discussants had sufficient technice]. knowledge to do: drafting a-
tentative set of ‘standdrds governing teg.ghet etion.; 'rheir work was '~
publishecL as A.'!'entative "Plan in May of 1974, °

. .- o ;

. Review_ing the *Tentetive Standards i

. * The dra’ft standards were submitted to the State Advisory Committee in
May of 1974, "Minor ‘modificati¢ns were proposed by the Committee, which- -
recomendcd that the tentativeSstandards besiublitted to all diacusunts; A
for a ‘final review before adoption. ] (
-

. -

Follo&ing the Comittee s recomendation, Departueht of . Educatiod
personnel convened yét another round of regional meetings and.scheduled yeb ",
. another series of Representative Couugl). meetings in September and Octobdr’ .
of 1974 to freview ‘the stdndards. Both groups suggested nimor mdificationo.
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" Reaching Agreement on New Standards

. Tl;e State Advisory Conanittee pr*:aed a finad set of“ teacher education ;
standards to the State Board .of Education in November of 1974,

.‘.‘,\\,

the State Board scheduled and held @ series of public hearings required .by

Ohio law and'then formally adopted the
December ‘of 1974,

3

gev t tdacher education standards: in

) -
- ‘'

U

Subsequently,

The standards, by th?at time well known to ail Interested partiea, were
well received

had asked for dpring 18 months o{ meeting;.
, AN .

Samples of M_a,j'or Docymepts T L o

The new standards were,.in effect, what those vartieaﬁ:hemael\res .

The attached pagea illustrate the mjor docuuenta used during the -~

process.

L

L) .""1r:
\ LI *

" finitions. A number of -terms were foPmally defined early in the ) .
discu s and the definitions widely circulated to build a ,common voca- . Lo

" A sample discussion guide is attached.

bulary g the discussants. A suplé page is attached » i
- ‘b ¢ '
. Discussion Topics.” All discussiona were orgmizeﬁrmnd a comon .
topical, putline, -a copy of which,.i.s gttached. . .. S .
LD ¢ e
" Discussion Gu:ldes. The najor topics wete explored in a- series of . R~

written ‘discussion guides, which were: widely distributed duri'ng the' neetings.

\ : Ve .
R_egorts of Meetinga.! A typical page from the Progesf Reggrt issued . |
in Dicember of 4973, 1s attached. " .The numbers in the left margin designate - “ e
the/groups hols ing each reported viéwpoint, constituting a quantitative T

measyre of convergence and mapping agreements ahd#aagt&?ent_s among-, - . .
ﬁecific group3.~ o .  ®. . ‘(. C . - T

Final- Standards. ‘A sample of the language used in the: f standards
for teacher education as adopted by the Stata Board of Education is attached
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' .q M ;);’ 2 .. ." '
.« ' S . (Sample;page) ] S S - s
ot " f * e " Lo .j*, : ’, . o r |
¢ ) N . o a - .
. ) A R DEFINITIONS . _ . S

. P ‘ at - . ) ] 4 ) QF ;' ) ' 7 ) . - . t\
: " - A SELECTED TERMS SICE ’ -
. ' - - . S -, . o - ' :
. . T o L A . gi
~Center, as used in the Redes - ssions, an administrative AR AN
.Teacher = . ° ‘organtZation for eupplying, inservice education to pro- : ¢ *

_Education fessional personnel. Sucil Centers ordinarily involve _
s three-way administration and participation! universities, . j
S . ]:Qal school systems. and tea hers themselves. ’

- '
Gazﬁ:ification, " the first profedsional certificate, perhaps for_a- limite“
Firgt ey ~time and usable only in specified circums An exan\ple
. would ba a certifitat issued before the ¥ of ©° .
, L teaching, indicating that .the holder was ‘ ed~to be~- *
T, S gin teaching -~ but would automatically fbe ject to eval-
. ‘. .:uation after ‘a period such as one year. T e,
| .

N oL o » d it “""»
CErtificttidn, the succession Jof professionaL certificates following
hlrther, ¢+ the initial certificate. In Ohio, ag inh most other states,
‘ ~ , the present ‘series”9f certificaed involve graduateq re-

el LS quirements and ptogressively longer terms. -
~ a . . -
) - - ™ : .
° Gomsortium -~ a combination of institutions or organizations such as’ |
® €« colleges and local school systéms Jodded togethex to acgom-
> R - ,plish some common purpose vhich neither could accomplish as’
¢ wel‘]. alone. 2 L
- Educgdtion, : the broad- selection;of cours'hs teacherb take in order “tg

Genersl “* -become generally-educated persons. The term "general
. . . education" is ‘used interchangeably in €he’ report with the. -
~ tern "liberal arts". , , .
S e L 3 N A,
i Educatlon, * courses aling with tt‘a‘e principles and pracrices of educa- .
ProfessiQnal gion, chading field experience. These’are the.courses .

" designgd. specifically to educate a pérson for’ euering

+ "

A " ‘the profession of, cation. S ,
R S » e " o S * +
. "-l!ducat'qr'e',';., the faculty arnd administration of instituti.ons engaged in

Teachdy . © the preparetion of professional pérsonnel. The teéfm "teacher .
. + | gducators” is uaed interc‘hangeab’ly wioh the term "teacheé -

. €ducation faculty". "" ] _' o
% Entry @ t?e initiaL year of fun-tine respo bility as a professionel
oy : ter basic preparation has ‘béen com leted,
e T r-_~;*_ A ) Ty L. .




e . * TEACHER EDUCATION * '

- Topics fﬁgscunsion‘?
- e Y
L Is ;co,u.:, COMPETENT PROFESSIONALS .

-

s,

A. Knowledge P

* 1 “Ge eral Education or Liberal Arts
- .2, Pr odal Education ' .
‘3., Areao Spej'ial'ization -

s “s PR v
" B. Skills § . Lo ) ’
N L ) ’ e
«™" . 1. Technical , / : ‘
. s 2. Homan . : . v . oS
. 3. Conce'ptual . o . ’

_C. Attitudes and Values RN "

Mi. Peﬂﬂ.e - "' : "" e \- . " '
2, Dbjectq ; ' ; BN

-

3. Abstractions .
11 :'k&cmms: a chxnmm SELECTION, PREPARATION mr,
: ’ CONTINUING SI'AFP DEVKLOPMENT

4 1,

A, »Recruitment of Teacher qucatipn Students

. - - ¢
1, -Responeibility o T ; '
. 2. Identification "-* - R
3. Counseling . - ¢ N B
B. Selection of . Teacher Education Students '. . .
. . 'yt . | . ’ ,
L 1. Responsibility y .o S .
", 2. Criteria . - - /
3 Retetion ‘ re
| YRS ’ Lt . : . . e . e
c. ?reparation‘ of Teacher Education Students | ;
N RO . R ~

L . . a

3. . Proflessional  Education g : !
N . .
i - '6"\
o v .d. ~ Comi;eling of Studente " . '
Lo - ations of Educatiog ~ S -

c. .Met ds of Teaching - o :



’ ‘4 f L3
b U .
i ) ~ " . .
ra ! ~ g N - v '
» .4 L . . . ..‘} .
. . ‘(1) Content Areas ~ '
! - , ) . e . — -
t .. . (a)'Peaching Areas/Fields . . . .
. i (b) Materials and Media . - . o
o~ . (c) Role Differentiation o7 .
. ” W (4) Current Social Concerns , - -
. ‘ (e) Human Rehtions B S -w
. ¢ ‘ . . » ~.
. . (2). Techniques-. . SN ’
. N . ‘ % » 3
‘ ) (a) Courses : R ‘ " '
> e ™ (b) Climical Experience P R
L (c) Fjeld Experience B Y O 7
. (d) Independent Study T 47;
) S (e) COunseliﬁg , : #&i
.- 4, eas of Specialization 3 - - : Lv!
L . 5. Initial Certification e - ¥ .
.D. !ntry Into the Teaching Profesgion ; ' A\-.-'\'l
., e . L
R P Placement; o ~ . -0
- —— - i 2,r Oriemtation DTl _— .
e 3, Teaching Assignments ° . ) T s . .
,* 4. Supervision" i~ E /2 ’ & - S
’ 5, Evaluation T ‘ T %
6. . Counseling & r : E
7. Purther Preparation Co : ’ ‘
( . 8. Further Certification .o P \ : X
. , ) N ) .
<! . f:onﬂtmting Staff Developnent o7 ' . - S N
Lo . 1.; University Gourses L e
' 2. 'Locel Werkshogs / ., . . q -
3. Teacher, Education Gente:s ’ o e 7 { 1
N : 4. Infgrmal Experiencuf - . o ' &
« ) . - .5, ®Performance Reviev : ‘ . .o v
SR S 6. Compensation 4 . )
o / 7. Continuing C'ertification ’
» v : ’ ‘ ’ 4 - 3 N
\' * III. MEANS: TEACHER EDuGMIoN msnmmus . %
oo R | .
. fﬁ" oy A. (‘.qlle{e/aqd Un&eraitied j'/ - g .
‘ ¢ . . ‘ - o ! {’.
" "1, Taculty and Supportive Perconnel = S
;- S o T ;’
) ‘a. Preparation and kperience S o i
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Stated below {s one gg of concern to*those invol\red . }
or-interested in teacher educatian.' Following the statement ' ) |
" are sevemhsample approaches to this issue. As you &iscuss |
the topic, you may- want to add other approaches. N s 1
" . .

. - - e s
' ’ . . .
s - Issue ‘ :
- AR

[y . <
4

|
5 * - . . . - + N [N ‘

., Y. ° . Many teacher educatjpn students enter elementary and" seédhdary schogl - . - |

- classrooms after they h‘ ‘completed most of. the required professiOnal educa- . . |
tion courses. - This presentg‘certain problems. Firsta

. - does not have.the immediaté-relevance to practice whic
). . Second, the field experience often ‘does mnot have the b
-

e course work.often i . |
should have Ce !
its ef,the'parall’el .

' interpretive courses it should have. . .
¢ = . : . T ' -
‘@ A . Moreover, delayed first-hahd experience with ‘children. may -cause .t
s . students to spend months or yearsein a preparation program without an opper-
tualty to diacover whether or not teaching is the best profession for them. ) L

-

v Sample Approached o, » «
‘; . . u ‘ ' . ‘ ’ * o ¥ l’ .' . .
1. 'Simulated classroom experiences carried out at the umersity when :
professionali training begins would be sufficjient, especially n combimed . v
,"" with obseryations actual operating classrooms in schools. ‘Course-work 4
designed repare teachers both in subject mafter and. edi ational method-

. ology, resently the case, uou:Ld continue.

[, .

o

LY

: S
NN ' 2. “The current form o£ field experie’nce--student teaching after basic p‘ro- o
. Sssional course work-:Qhould continue., Earligr assiggment: of observation ' ’
, ssions in operating schools might: also be a part of ghis approach. " In .

-~ - additien, education studepts might be éncouraged to participate as volunteers .' 5

t
. N 3

. ment to become teachers.

’ . L4
3. Teacher prepara ion students should pa\t\ticipate in field-based expetience,.
‘includipg. at yast one full quarter following a faculty member s fegular schedule, :
under the teacher preparation institution's supetvision ] B
at» rs
4. _When professional coursewqu at Ahe univergity is substantially cam-
. . pleted education students shotild be ‘agsigned to work in a school on a full '
Vi : basis without pay. The studentw’ work expe,rience should be guided Joi tly
: by nenber o# the school's teaching 8 aff as'well as by univepaity advigers.
Y B The intent of this field experience shpuld be to provide a student with an ' K
: 7 understanding of all the majbnasks,performed by teachers.’ Consequently, the
" student weyld partii:ipate by teachiﬁg clasges, attendipg school faculty me&tings,
and assisting in co-curricular and extra—curticular activities on the same basis
.. as regularly euployed faculty. 4, S | e .
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’ 5. Teacher preparation ﬂrqgrams sﬂbuld include participabion in\clinical

. experiéhces involving yse of diagnostic testing instruments, observa:ion
technique& and‘indivtdualized prescriptions for learning .
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ProfessionglL Ed cation (C3) . 7 A . e’
_._Field' Expei:ience (C3c2c) S - . ': N . * .’ . - -
) ( . .
The Department will establisb minimmn guidelines and standatds for - !
field experiences. ) . Ca
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of local school districts, local associati,on, teacher preparation

" institutions, and teacher candidates. Thesé experiences will be offefed —

“@ Field experience “for. students prepa;ing to enter /the teaching professton .
will be established after joint development of programs by representatives

under professio 1 conditions coneistent h the existing standards’ and

regulations, . including the, statutes of the State of Ohio. This NS
expetience wilkl e%lish a quality control thmu}h a statdwide program
thch has minimym staudards. : . . .
— - '
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The d of. fiel;d-experie‘qces will. pe ¢ nt and' equal r onsi!si,lity"

of the teacher preparation ‘institution an ylocal school system,
including teachers. Each teacher educati udent will be g erviaed
* supported, and advised by a designated college-faculty member and

cooperating teacher’ with aasistance from other sources. Evaluation® A

of field experiences will be a‘ joint, equal responsibﬂity based' upon

criteria worked:out-by the supe eing team aﬂd the student. : e
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State of Ohio

rt-eﬁt of Bducatinn

smmms FOR COLLEGES. OR ﬁNIvnksxﬁxs PREPARING 'rxAcnzts
Adopted by the State Board of Bduca'tion Decelbet, 1974

1..

“

: -02 ‘C(rriculum
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1

. The body of knowledge, skills. attitudes. and vulues‘deteriined
-~ esseptial for effective teaching shall be specified for each
" field in which the" college or- univegsity is epproved td prepare
- education atudents . A ) ,

* The specified Body of knowled 82y skibls, attit;udes, and values
shall serve as the basis for development 66 the teacher educa-
tion curriculum in each teaching field to include course work -
"in general and profess:lnnal education and in the content atee

0

L3

of specialization,e as reqdited by approved teacher certification:

‘standards.

The - teacher education‘cu

3

reflect identified and significant
which would includ'e

iculum shall adequately’
ade-ic and social concerns

"... — e m e — 2 hY ~

1. the teaching of reeding, as it pertains to ‘t:'he field for
whick certifteation is being aought‘ R o

i

2. hmlan relationa related to both teaching in & cﬁl
pluralistic. soeier and working effectively with s
. regardless of race, political affilieti:on, teligion, age,
L sex, ,s0cio-economic status, or exceptionslity ndt - X

ing a full-tine specia:[ized educatioml )

anplysis and - evaluation of one's perforunq skill; as

they relate to teaching behavior,

¥

.deal

. sechtion.
v, T -tional nedi

-

ation, and effective u:iliution of

facilitate ledrning. *

4

.

-

.

with behnvior problau (e. g., aggreui've,
withdrawal, etpetera); and .

-

Nn(e,\

ucd—

c ‘Each teacuer education student shall

ticfacto'rily pu't:ic
ferent. individual

e in
or;

clinical fieuces vhieh present d

. ~problems invo ving ‘the .application of peinciples and theory in teach-
. ing and learning. Thirough clinicsl experiences under the dirocztg
'*and supprvision of experienced fagulty-—in & college or univess ty

Laboratory, setting, appfoved or: charterad schocl, or other approved

futting-the teacher, education’ student s be involved in the use

of~ diagnostic testing instruments ‘ind obs

tional' techniques to

enable an analysis of pupil lurnin; progress. or diff {es, on .
- ' _both an individual atd group basis, and prescriptions instruttional
LI . ctretegiu. educetioml udin. and -tetialc to maximize pupi:l -1earn-

o ingoutcan- '
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D. Rach betchst educatioh ntudent nl;tll utiufactotﬂy particfpate in
a series of carefully planmned, supervised, and evaluated field bued ,
experiences for which specific learnipg objectives have been set to °
assure increasing proficiemey in performing the yarjgus teaching re~
. ' sponsibilities under actual school tonditions. Experiences and objec-
s .o .+ tives shall be jointly developed among the representatives of approved
. s Or chartered schools or school dutr:lcts, including édministrators,
supervisors and teachers; the college or university preparing teaclut‘
and teacher education studemnts. Field based experiences shall be ¢
. pleted in a variet:y of urban and burban or rural settings. Field
’ based experiences ghall include at least one full quarter of student ,
N - teachiqg. during which-the teacher education student shall,be expected .
+to follow a teachers regular schedule., College or university super-
_ vision of student®teaching sha?t be conducted.or ‘amgmented - by pro- > o
- . e fesaiomll'persons KHaving .specialization within the particuhr field ’
20 of the student’teaching assigmment. pezat teachers in the ‘stu-
Q . dent teaching expérience shall ppuesw‘p:zprute standard certi-
- ficate, and have a minimum of three years of classroom teaching ex-
¢ perience including one year in .the field for which’ t:he service ig be-
Lo e, :Ingprwided.‘ . g
: : A . ; o
o ‘ The clinical anﬂ field based aperieo,ces for teacher éducat:loﬁ atudento
.3 shall be‘ kY . ‘s .
e AT g - :
- ’ } ' . 1. an jfntegral part of the teacher education curriculum, Mhs
; "+ early the‘rein and continuing in a8 sequential manner;

-~

. S 2. related to school age youth, and k’ - N Am
, 3. eqqfvalent in time’to one full quarter in addibian to the stu-~
- ‘ dent teaeh:l.ng uperience as spécified m,part D of th}a sundard.

F. A conplete descﬁption of the téacher education cnrriculm for uch "
field—1including, but not’ 1imited to, the sequentul learning needey .
within the body of knowledge; skills, attitudes, #nd values as 1denti-

» fied tWfough instiuctional objectives and syllabus for each course, ' .
P clinical rience. and field based experiepce therein, together with
! ’ the idenffification and specification of essential prerefiuisites—-shall .
; : be submitted to the state department of educatiomw for spproval at,least | .

y * every five yedrs, or sooner /ﬂ ravigiom Frc gleoir‘d ‘therein. / { i
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