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A. Project Overview

In the fall of 11978, Simon%s Rock of Bard College received a
two year FIPSE grant, ,of $94 400 to allow faculty and administration
of the_ College to gaxn a better understanding of -the cogmitive and
affeotlve characteristics and patterns of growth of their younger-
than-average "early college" students. A faculty development pros
gram was ‘instituted ‘which trained faculty:in developmental “th ory
and applications. as they redesigned courses and programs., A con-

‘ commitant.student assessment program was undertaken to deteprmine
, student positions with respect to cognitive, moral, and ego devel-
opment over the first two years of college. Our explorations of-
the role of education in the lives of mid-adolescent students and
the processes by which enduring attitudes, values, and world views
ar® formed, we felt, would have a generality beyond our college to
any 1nst1tutlon commltted to student-centered education. Outcomes
of the project.haVe been disSeminated by several publlcatlons and
a national conference held, in January 1981° at Simon's Rock.

B. Purpose ’ ) -,

The aims of the progect were: 1) to'develop'practioal methods
of determining a student's position with respect to cognitive, moral,

». and ego development and to track entering freshmen across the first
two years of their college experience, 2) to introduce faculty and
. aduinistrators to cognltlve developmental theory ahd appllcatlons,
' and 3) to critique existing ‘coUrses, programs, and policies and to
design courses and co-curricular activities specifically addressed
to meet the developmental needd of students at the collegeé. ’

.

C. Background *
\ .

Simon's Rock was founded in 1964 as an experiment in education
and was based on the assumption that many young people are ready to
go to college earlier than the traditional educational lockstep al=
lows, that 1s, after only two or three years of .collegé. Several
years experience with the diverse expectatiors, behaviors,. and
attitudes of the relatively young student body led faculty to the
recognition that they needed to know a great deal more than they
did about. adolescent development in order to be truly responsive
to the needs of the -students. The project was formulated within
the cognitive-developmental paradigm since recent work by the al-

. ready existing Office of Student Evaluation at Simon's Rock and at
research centers elsewhere had. indicated that cognitive-developmen-
tal theory could be translated into a viable educational 1deology
which emphasizes not Jjust 1ntcllectual but psychologlcal and ethical
growth as well.

[} ‘ 3 ~
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‘ties. Over the two year period, faculty or i%bulty/student working

‘women's studies,-faculty and student-evaluation, freshmen require-
~ments, admissions 1nterv1ew1ng and criteria, residence hall programs,

" responsible for the student assessment program collected information

‘mental principles. In addition to introducing a sharcd developmental

D. Project DesScription ‘ o

Over the course of the two §ears of the project, all faculty
members and most of the administration were introduced to develop-
mental theory (Piaget, Perry, Loevinger, and Kohlberg) in a series
of faculty workshops, led 1n some cases by outside consultants.
Discussion centered on the’relevance of developmental theory to
Simon'"s Rock educatlonal concerns and curriculum plannlng efforts.
The interest generated at the early workshops made it possible to
involve an unexpectedly large number of faculty iIn project activi-

-

groups were formed across dlsc1p11nary lines Yo explore, from a
developmental perspective, such topics as general education, student
wrltlng problems, the teaching/learning process in the classroom,

and judieial actions. -

’

' Simultaneously with the faculty workshops, three faculty members

on the developmental characteristics Qf 1978 and 1979 freshmen. The
1978°class was followed through the end of their sophomore year to
assess change$ in the structure of .thought, sense of .self, values,

and life priorities. A combination  of paper’and pencil tests and
intensive interviews were used. Results from the student assessment
were reported to the faculty work groups as soon ast possible, although
the lagiglme was often.considerable due to the time required for data
collectidn and analys1s

E. Outcomes and Impacts )

A total of 67 freshmen (45 in 1978 and 22 in 1979) partlclpated v
in the’developmental assessment during their fidrst Semester at Simon's
Rock. Of the 45 students from the 1978 class of 64 students, 33 were
tracked for one year and 18 were tracked for two years. The assess-
ment component of the project was complex and time-consuming. While
it ultimately will prove useful to have exténsive longitudinal data
of students, such information came too late in the course of the two-
year project to have much impact during the project's life time. What
had more impact on faculty development were: 1) exposure to develop-
mental theory,. particularly the work of William Perry, which most
faculty felt provided a very uséful framework for thinking about
student growth, 2) sharing teaching strategies, 3) articulating
goals and strategies within the framework of a theory, and L) at-
tempting modifications in individual courses according to develop-

framework and vocabulary 'to ;the College, there were other specific
outcomes: a two-year sequelce of courses called Perspectives on
WOmen which was plunned to take into account the developmental status
of s®udents from point of entrdnce to the end of the sophomore year;
guidelines for a two-year course scquence which is applicable for a

_variely of content issues in a gencral education.program; a develop-
- ' ’
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mental interview and checklist for use in the admissions office
~and designed to elicit information related to Perry, Loevinger,
and Kohlberg states. 'These results and outcomes hdve ‘been pre-
sented at a variety of professipnal educatienal conferences and
workshops (including William Patterson College Conference on
' General Education, Massachusetts Association for Institutional
Research, National Association of College Admissions Counselors,
FIPSE Project Directors Meeting, Harvard Educational Review, and
Denver Conference on Adult Learners). Several publications are
available upon request. Simon's Rock project staff were also -
initiators of- a national network of Perry researchers'which has
been meeting annually for the past three years. In January 1981
. Simon's Rock hosted a national conference called.The Case for
. Educational Restructuring which was conceived as a result of the
FIPSE-~funded study of the developmental needs of early college
students. The three-day conference was attended by educators,
.o national policy-makeré, and representatives from foundations,
corporations, and accrediting agencies. A publication, af the
proceedings is available by writing: Nancy Goldberger, Simon's
Rock of Bard College, Great Barringtoh, MA 01230.

‘

4




PROJECT OVERVIEW - ' s ™ .

This project grew out of a felt .obligation of Simon's Rock
facul'ty and administration to gain a better understanding of the
cognitive and affective characteristics and patterns of growth of
thedir unusual student body. The College was founded in 1964 as

. an experiment in education and was based on, the -assumption that

many young people are ready to go to college earlier than the .

traditional educational lockstep allows; after only two or three

years of high school. Students are admitted to the College's
two-year A.A. prografm or four-year B.A. program before receiving

a high school diploma; at an average age of sixteen to seventeen.

As originally conceived, Simon's Rack was founded as a college not

just for the intellectually pyecocious but for any academically

able and serious student. Hdlever, several years experience with

¢ . the diverse expectations, behaviors, and attitudes of the relatively

young student body led faculty to the recognition that they needed
to .know a great deal more about adolescent development in order to
be truly responsive to.the tieeds of the students.

" It was at this point in 1978 that a proposal was -approved by
FIPSE for = two-yéar project which ‘would allow fagulty to beceme
trained in developmental theory and applications as:they redesigned
courses and programs. A concommitant student assessment program was,
undertaken to determine student positions with respect to cogmitive,
moral, and ego development: The project was formulated within the
cognitive-developmental paradigm since recent work had indicated-
that cognitive-developmental theory could be translated into, a
viable educational ideology which ¢nphasized'not just intellectual
but psychological and ethich”growfh as well.. ’

An.ad'itionaf>considefétion in yndertaking this project was

our beliefl that Simon's Rock Early College was an ideal setting
for examining the- important issue of psychological vs. intellectual ]
readiness for college. . Recent statistics have shown that ghe age T,
range- spanned By-the college years is shifting downward as well as
upwvard (i.e., adult education). We felt our explorations of the
role of educatien in the lives of students, the catalyticd events
that bring about change, and the processes by which enduring atti-
tudes, values, and world views are formed, would have a generality
beyond.our college to any institution committed to studentt-centered, ..
educastion. “ ' . g l ]

' ' - . " ' ¢

Over the course of the two years of the project (1978-1980), '

all facuilty members and most of the administration were introduced
. to developmental theory (Piaget, Perry, Loevinger, and. Kbhlberg)l-
in a series of faculty workshops, led in sbme cases by outside
consultants. Discussion centered on the relevance of dewelopmental
theory to Simon's Rock educational concerns and curriculum planning
efforts. The interest generated at the early workshops nfade it pos-
sible to involve &n unexpectedly large number of faculty in the pro- . .

[
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ject aotivities Over the two year period, faculty'or faculty/ '

student worklng groups were formed acrogs dlsc1pllnary lines to ’
explore, from a developmental perspect1Ve, such topies as: general
.educailon, student wrltlng probtems; thé teachlng/learnlng process

in the classroom; women's studies;, faculty and ,student evaluation; A
freshman requirements; admissions criteria; re81dence hall programs,
and judicial actions. | £ °

. .y -

Slmultaneously with the faculty workshops and work groups, '
‘three faculty members responsmble for‘the student assessment pro-
gram collected information on the developmental characteristics of
the 1978 and 1979 freshmen and seniors. The 1978 freshman class
was followed through the end of their - dophomore year to assess
. changes in the structure of thought, sense of self, values, and .
life prlorltles A combination of paper and percil .tests and. In-
ténsive interviews were used. Results from the student assessment
were reported to the faculty work groups as soon as passible, al-
though the lag time was often considerable due to the time required
for data collection and analysis.

BACKGROUND - T

X .Simon's Rock of Bard College was founded im Great Barrlngton, L e
MaSSachusetts, in 1964 as Slmon s .Roek™ Early Collgge. Our affilia-. ’
“tion with Bard beganp in 1979. The College accepts capable 10th and
11th grade students into a college liberal arts program ‘characterized
by small classes, extensive contact with faculty in and out of the
classroom, and opportunities for independent work on ‘and off campus .
Students can elect an A.A. degree after two years of study or com-
,plete a B.A. degree in four §ears. The size of the student body has
‘consistently been between 200 and 250 each.year W1th 60-70% females.
Durlng the 11fet1me of. the project, the currlculum was organlzed
into six interdisciplinary majors with relatively few distribution
requirements. The 27 full-time faculty can be characterlzed as young,
dedicated to teaching, and accustomed to self-examination and innova-
~tiom.. Approximately 80% have Ph.D. .§ in their fields of qpec1alty
The faculty are organized accordlng to major rather than the more
traditional department structure. Indeed, many faculty members are
one person departments and teach a wide range of courses ususally
taught by separate individuals in more traditional settlngs. 7The
normal téaching® load is four courses, per 1l3.week semester and one
course offering during a four—week Sprlng term. . Service on com-
mittees, advising, and supervising extracurrlcular activities round
out the institutional expectations. Most faculty would probably -7
describe their jobs as intense but quite rewarding. There is no
-tenur'e system although after five years at the College the insti-
., tution may offer a ten-year contract.
.* Because of Simon's Rockfs unique position in higher education,
an 0ffice of Student Evaluation was establighed in 1973 to study the
cognitive.and affective development of students and to determine some

-
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of the factoré~un@crlying successful academic and social adjustment
at an early college. Each year from 1873 to 1978 .studgnts were .
tested for critical thlnklng ability (the Watson-Glaser Test) and
ego development (Loevinger Sentence Complction Test). Prior to the
start of the FIPSE project, the Director of Evaluation, who later
served as one of the project directors, ‘conducted workshops for

+ faculwby to prov1de igpformation about the Simon's Rock students.

These activities formed a basis for the emphasis on developmental
descriptions contained in the progect

Most*faculty who participated in graht activities did npt' s

receive release time. They continued primarily because a sense
of their own development as teachers was important to them. Per-
haps an additional factor involved the relative ease with which
cources can be modified, redesigned, or added to the curriculum
at Simon's Roek. Although new courses must be approved by the
Academic Policy and Planning Committee, it often takes only a
semcster to install a new course in the program. Departmental
politics is virtually absent and communication among faculty is
remarkably open. The project gctivities served to increase the
degree of ooperatlon among faculty who began to feel even more
comfortabld with oné)another as they shared 1deas ‘about teaching.

PPO]e activities tended to strdicture the already existing

.. faculty interests in the nature of 1nterd1%c1p11nary education,

general education, and: teachlng problems related to the needs of
the early. college student. Workshops consistently drew 75% of the
faculty. A core of approximately 30% were more intimately involved
over the two year span and will probably remain committed to a
contlnulng exploration of these critical issues. A core of faculty,
about 20%, evidenced littde or no- interest in developmental Ltheory
or progect actlvltles . - .

A

o ' ? -
. - RATIONALE. FOR PROJECT ! .

The project emerged gradudlly from the efforts of an ad hoc
committee which was glven ‘the "broad charge of reviewing the ¢ Simon's
Rock curriculum. In our discussions we hoped to define better the
n®ture of 1nicrdlsc1p11nary study, clarify learning objectlves
throughout the four- ~year sequence leading to the B.A., and begln
to address the issue of a general education component in the’ G;Lmon'c
Rock curriculum, It became clear that our discussions of such com-
plex issues 'should be informed by theoretical notions which rclate
directly to ‘the students themselves and we chose to focus on the
developmental scheme outlined by William Perry in his book Forms

[ {

of InLellectual and Ethical Development in the College Years.

Perry s framework was 1mmed1ately appealing. As faculty, we }
knew’ that students differed but our descriptive vocabulary was ‘not
only weak but it also did not offer us means to effect\changds in
the curriculum, ourselves, or our students. While not prescriptive,
Perry's scheme offered us a chance to escape the sgimplistic labeling
of studepts as bright-dull, motivated-unmotivated, mature-immature.

B i » <, "
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reasoning (Kohlberg). ¢

. ¢ [ 2 - ' A
It helped us make sense of student dlver81ty in ways unrelated
.to traditional aptitude measures. - And it helped us understand
the wide range of reactions to ideas or assignments %hich we had
often observed. . v

From past studies done by the.O0ffice of Evaluatien 4t Simon's
Rock, we knew that a student's level of ego development (Loevinger)
could be an important predictor of academic and social~success. We
hoped to begin to understand the relationships between intellectual
development and ego development We also became concerned with the
role of the curriculum in supporting the development of moral

-

Our focus on psychological "theories of intellectual, moral and
ego development appeared to be advantageous sinde: 1) all faculty
would agree that students are expected to develop in college, 2)°

"tHe notion of change as a progression. through stages mitigates

against the use of labels which imply no possibilities for change,
and 3) the theories $uggest that growth occurs(when existing cog-
nitive and emotional stryctures-are challenged'in an enviroument
which provides support for the student to procecd to .a more complex
understanding of'hyﬂgelf and hlS world. We were also convinced that
an uninformed vision of a liberal arts education; general education
or even a sequence of a881gnmentshwlth1n a -course might conitribute
to an environment which, for some students, would encourage statis
or, even regression in developmental terms. N

Given that brief background, the probleﬁé addressed by the
project can be best' appreciated by reviewing its intended outeomes.
We wished to accomplish the following: 1) obtain a comprchensive
understanding of the developnental stages of ourn sLudents (Perry,
Koblberg, Loev1nger) by means of an a3sessment program of testing
and intepvieWws; 2) track students on these measures through their
sophomore year to explore the catalytic events: in their lives
which they felt have contributed to their- intellectual growth and
their sense of identity; 3) determine the kinds of academic and® \
extracurricular experiences best suited to students at different
leveéls of development; 4) determine how developmental theory can
help faculty organize their observations about students and make
reasonable adjustments in teaching style &hd course content; and
5) suggest modifications in the academic program and cocurricular
activities which take account of cognitive, moral and ego develop-
ment.  In broad terms there were threc majér interrelated components
to the project: 1) Student assessment, 2) faculty development, and
3) curriculum development. . .

>

. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

‘ P
The project operated w1Lh a total budget of $95,000 over the

the major expendltures 6f the grant was for salaries (release timc)’
of the

“two- yeiz period ($45,000 in Year 1; $50,000 in Year 2). One of

ensonnel who 1n1t1aLed and supcrv1sed the grant activities.

|
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The direcctor of the grant was the College's Director of Student
Evaluation. and member of the Social Science faculty who devoLed ,

half-time to the pPOJé%% in the first year and full-time the ’

second year (ha her salary the second year was contributed by v
Simon's Rock). fThe co-director was a member of the Sotial Science
faculty who sbhent half-time on the grant (a quarter of his salary

was contribyted by Simon's Rock). A member of the Humanities

faculty spent half-time the first year ‘and a quartdr time the

second year. These three persons were responsible for all of the
student .assessment program {testing, interviewing, scoring, and

data analysis) and for organizing the faculty development activiw
ties. They also participated in most of the curriculum and program
development activities during the two-year periods

Student Assessment ‘ s

1

. . . i :

The theoretical framework for the assessment approach, and
indeed for all of the grant activities, was cognitive-developmental,
as elaborated in the work of Diaget, Kohlberg, Perry, and Loevinger.
The basis of the cognitive-decvelopmental pesition is the principle
of cognitive stages which states that 1) there are qualitatively
different modes of thinking at different ages, 2) that these’'dif-
ferent modes of thought form an invariant scquence of stages in
individual development, and, while cultural factors may spced up,

‘slow down, or stop developmert, they dq not change its sequence,

and 3) ‘the "stages are hierarchically organized in that each stage
stems from the prev1ou stage and prepares the way for the subse-

qQuént stage. s opposed to maturational theories of, development
which stress a gradual unfolding of innate potentlalltnem, and,
environmental theorics which stress_ stimulus contingencics which .

lead to the learning of 8001ally dppPOVed modes of behav1or, cog~ &
n1t1vo~dayelopmental theory is bascd on the premise that cogn1L1Vu
and affe”ilve structures emerge from the interaction. of the in-
dividual and ~the environment ynder conditions that fosLer,or allow

growth and changc_ From this perspectivé, the function/of education. .

is not simply thé direct transmissiéh of cultural inforfmation and
rules (the env1ronmentq11 t position) or the provision of a frec
and permissive climate Tn-which inner abilities and virtues will =~ "1,
unfold (the maturationist posmtlon) The cognitive- dov“lopmentqllfts,
giveh tHelr assumption of a natural “sequence ©f intellectual and

.morai stages c]alzfﬁhat the aim 6f eduecation should be the stim- .

ulation of thc next step of development. Adequate stimulation for
any. individual reéquires an understanding of the individual's stage i
of functioning, challenge to the existing structures and assumptions
i’ an atmosphere of support, and exposure toymodes of thought one
step beyond the' individual's own level. A

~

¥ In this project approx1mately $l2 OOO of the .total budget'ﬁas

spent 'on student assessment, total® of 67 freshmen (45 i 1978
.and 22 in 1979) particlpated it the intentive ‘dgvelopmental agssess-

ment during their first’ semester at Simon's Rack. Of the HS stu- - -
dents from the 1978 freshman class of 64 students, 38 were tracked *

Afor one year and 18 werc Lracked for two yecars, thal,1 2 until ‘the’ "

» <
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end of their sophomore year. Student attrition from the dssessment
project can be accounted for as follows: 16 students left Simon's

. Rock before the end of their sophomore year, 3 studentg refused ‘to
participate after initial testing, and the remainder were dropped
from the sample because of scheduling problems or equlpment failure.

A total of 12 seniors out of,a possible 24 from the classes of

1978" and 1979 were given the assesspent interviews and tests. In
general, it proved to be more "diffidult to arrange interviews 'with
the seniors than the lower claqsmen because of their heavier sched-
ules. Senilors also tended fo request more extensive ihformation
about the objecilves of the project, “the Wway in which the data '
wbuld be used, and feedback about our 1nterpretatlon of theilr . ‘o
developmental status. We found that the best strategy for enlisting 7/
student pavtlclpation, whatever their ycar in college, in a project.
such as this was to be straightforward about our motives, the theo-
retical framework, and the results of the individual assessments.-
Students, at least at Simon's Rock, are resistant to being used as
"guinea pigs" and are most reccptlve when treated as éollaborators
rather ‘than research sub]ects

ihe follow1ng developmental rnformatlon was obtalned from par-
t101pﬁt1ng students: , . .
e 1) Ipo deveLmecntaJ stape determined by mgans, of ~the
Locvinger (hasulngton University.) Sentence Complétlon
. Test. Thxq 1s’ & 45 minute paper-and- penc;l test that
must be ‘scor®d by trained raters. ATl 1ncom1ng stu~
dents in 1978 aad 1979 took this test..

2) TFormal thinking as measured by the’ Watson- Glascr Test )
of Critical Thinking, a paper and -pencil test which
takes approxlmoiely one¢ hour to' complete. All in-
eoming students 1n 1978 and 1979 took ths teaL ‘ h

- [N

- 3 “Formal thlnklng as mcasnred by the.Unlver81t§ of o

Nebraska/Lincoln ADAPT test. This paper-and-pencil
-test was given to the freshman class of 1878 but,
dropped the second year because of redundancy and

unreliable scoring.y: .« _

Iy

-
-

4) Perry stage of intellectual development as determined
by a specially designed student two-hour interview & .
(see Appéndix A). <Sp(01al questions within our in- ' »
terview wene drawn from a Perry interview designed
*by Clinchy nad Zimmerman at Wellesley College. The -
designation of a Perry stage was made by three in- . ’
v dependént, trained interview raters from Simon's Rpck.

" Disc¢repancies were recolyﬁd by discussion. The inter- "

+ Yiew was chosen over the' commonly used Perry paper- .
and-penail measure developed by Knefelkamp at Univer-
sity of Maryland known as the KNIWI because we had. '

e found in an earlier c‘tudy 1haL the KNIWI underesti-

. . . |
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. < mated siage p081tlon. The interview also elicited
’ far richer” ;nformatlon on student attjtudes, and y
.- . . thinking pr¥cesses and was. more appealing to “the o
. . " ' students, themselves. We now have Perry change .-
" scores’ on 33 students over a one-yeaq_perlog and
18 students over a two- -year peripd.

\ 5) Stage of moral reasoning as determlned by-Ahe stan- .
. " dard Kohlberg interview on_hypothetical moral dilem- '
mas."Thé“Kohlberg section of the two-hour interview « :
. o was scored on 4§ freshmen from 1978 and on the 18 - _
. students who were ne1nterv1ewed at the end of their T
sophomore year.

-~

* 6) Learning style as measured by the Omnibus Personality
Inventory (OPI). This hour-long. paper-and- pen01l test'
was only introduced into the assessment battery in .
. 1979 as a result of Simon's Rock partlclpatlon in a .
. national consortium' of colleges involved in student/
_faculty development activi¥ties under the «iregtion of

. "Mildred Henry at New College ‘of Callfornla and Joseph
— . Katz of ,SUNY/Stony Brook. ,All incdoming freshmen in- .
1879 took the OPI. Reésults from the student OPIs -~
were the basis for formation of student/faculty dis-
cussion groups to.be described later under Faculty
. 4 Development. ' .

' ot ¢

-~

The student assessment program was one of the most 1nformat1ve
v and personally gratifying aspects of ‘the grant activities for those
faculty who were responsible for it. Unfortunately, as originally
conceived, only 3 TacuXty were budgetted to do the assessments; the
bulk of the faculty heard about the results second-hand. In retyro-
spect, had more fatulty been responsible for student interviewing, :
not only could it have ‘been completed sooner, but the faculty them-
selves could not help but be changed and enriched by exposure to
students in «he interview setting. We now find ourselves in the

. position of having a wealth of fascinating data on students which
" is just being compléted and compiled and ¢only three persons who' are
. truly awvare of its, value. o s

. .
. N - N

. [ t
) Somé of the main requts from the student assessment and gen-=

: eralizations relatlng developmental status of students to educa- .
! tional programmlng can be Found -im the Qutcomcs sectlon of ihls .
report 1 , - -

%
- A -
L)
e ~s » . 3

Faculty Dovelopment

.

Approx1maLely $8,000 of thé two-year budgct went to faculty
werkshops and’” consultaan. Werhaps the sost important gonsidera- _
. Tion in designing developmentally-bascd educational programs con- ’
, cerns the faculty development. that precedes planning. Too often
. " faculty members alt the college level assume. that the students who
reach their clagsrooms are already capable of critigal Lhoughtland
. able to deal with whatever level of abstraction, and theory the in-
. structor feels is approprlate to the course objectives. If stu-

RN




. dents are\not thinking critically,; faculty tend to relegate the
. . pbroblem t remedlatlon instructors. Similarly, asking faculty
- to become 'sensitive to, and cope with, students' struggles with
. identity or values dilemmas is asklng.them to step into territory
usually reserved for college counseloy or Dean of Students, and
many college instructors retreat from such psychologically-tinged
involvemen%z with students. Thus, the first question in planning
+ faculty.programs focdused on .student development is how best to '

ful discussion and mlnlmal resistance. .

At Slmon‘s Rock We were fortunate in hav1ng a faculty who
had already had some éxposure to developmental theory and applicd-
,tion becauseé of earlier studies by .the Office' of Student Evaluation.
The project dlrectors dld not*have to work hard to elicit 1nterest
and commitment to the grant activities. Over the two. years, how-

2

ever, faculty interest in the project fluctuated and took unexpected ~

turns so that the-outcomes of the project were somewhat different
from those antlclpated A chronolog&,of the various faculty devel-

‘opment dctivities can best describe the vicissitudes of translating

developmental theory into practice.

Year One. An August 1978 workshop attendedﬁby the entlfz
/teachlng faculty at Simon's Roz2k introduced the prOposed project
activities. The major developmental stage theories.(Perry, Kohl-
berg, agd Loevinger) were reviewed. Discu#sion centered on the
relevance of developmental theory to Simon's Rock educational
concerns and curriculum plannlng efforts. It is important to
note that most faculties tend to respond more favorably to Perry's
theory., than to Kohlberg and Loevinger, since his descriptive scheme
focuses on student attitudes and behavior that are apparent in any
college classroom. Perry's framework for understanding studemt
differences organizes, for most people, things they already know
but often poorly understand or cannot articulate. In addition,
his scheme describes the developmental course' inm the maturation

+ of thought and thus gives clues as to what has preceded and may
‘follow in the. process of growth. K .

e "Following' the 1ntnqductory workshop, a group of 'six faculty
s (from Mathematics, Environmental Studies, Political Science,
Psychology, Literature, and Art) began meeting each week with the °
project directors. Enitially, the instructors observed students
' in their classes in an effort to observe behaviors which could be )
related to Perry stages The exchange of these observations proved
to be a valuable exercise which served to focus our attention on
'student differences in classes. It was a supportive atmosphere
which facilitated the exchange of problems (many of which, the
faculty dlscovered, were held in common) ahd of possible solutlons
Some faculty made minor revisions in the nature of class assignments
_Or course content on the basis of these discussions. Each member
"of this core group of faculty began to report back to their respec-
. tive divisions, and through the divisional meetlngs, part of the .
. - agenda for the;next workshop evolved.

"y
v

¢
i

introduce the topic and the theory in order to stimulate meaning-

-
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u;' In January 1979, twenty faculty (out of 27) .attehded a two-day.

’..workshop which ineluded two outside consultants: ~ Mildred Henry from e

“New " College of California and the FIPSE- funded PAIDBIA project, and

-+ Charles Hoffman of SUNY/Stony Brook from their FIPSE-funded Master

-Learner project. Ms. Henry spoke about her work on student develop- -
ment and learning styles and Dr. Hoffman spoke about his experiences
with the general education and related Master Learner' programs at
Stony Brook. There were also reports from the d1v181ons on the
status of divisional efforts to incorporate developmental theory
in curriculum planning. The Science division led a discussion of °
the developmental differencés between Pre-medical and Environmental
Studies majors and asked whether these dlfferences were being ad-
dressed in the classroom; Sot¢ial Science focused on the nature of
developmental changes and asked whether these changes were reflected
in our.senior year expectatlons, Arts and_Aesthetics discussed the
issue of student subject1v1ty as a teachlng problem; and English
instructors considered the content vs.. process issue in the sélec-
tion of reading a851gnments, and began a discussion of student -
writing problems in an effort to discover whether these problems
vere developmentally based.

Four major 1ssu¥s emerged from the January workshop: 1) how
can a growing knowledge of student development inform discussions
on general education, 2) are there developmentally based obgectlves'
for 100-level through 400-level courses, 3) how can an instifution
provide Opportunltles for constructive feedback to 1nd1v1dual faculty
members concerning developmentally based teaching problems), gpd 4)
how are student writing probléms related to develppmental staﬂ%

By the end of the first year of the grant,/almost. one-half-of
the Simon's Rock faculty were’ actlvely workingf together on these
questions. Although interest in general educatlon and student |
writing was high, faculty attention at this point was greatly di-
verted by the merger of Simon's Rock ,and Bard College and the sub-
sequent. introduction of a new Trans1t;onal ‘tudies Program (TSP) ‘
for ninth graders (pre~collegiate) which was to be developed apd
in place by the coming fall

»*

}

Year Two. We began the 1979 Fall semester with a faculty
workshopg focused on general’ education and development. Mlldred
‘Henry was our outside consultang. The ‘FIPSE .committee on general
education reported to the faculty the results of a survey of faculty
attitides about general eéducation at Simon's- Rock The survey indi-
cated that there was a good deal of consensi's that some kind of "
‘general educat}on core program was desirabde but there was the.
usual diversity on what the content of suchﬁa program should include.
We did agree that the best planning was probably going to proceed in
the smaller groups of faculty who were, most committed to the idea.
Developmental guidelines were predpred for thd general:education
planning group (Appendix B).

s,

¢+ A winter writing workshop for faculty was held in January
1980. An outside consultant Eloise Blanpied from Ithaca College,

-
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reported on her FIPSE-funded writing project and began the discus-

sion of student writing development. As a result of this workshop,’

a writing clinic was set up for faculty that met,during the spring

. of 1980 under the direction of two of our FIPSE staff from psychol-

ogy and humanities. The part1c1pants, approx:imately one- -quarter of
the full-time faculty, brought in writing assignments and samples

of student work for group discussion. Discussion topics included:
subjectivity/objectivity in student papers: probléms in organization
and development of arguments; strycture and spacing.of wrltlng
a881gnments, and the evaluation of assignments. .

. . Another aspect of faculty development activities grew out of . .
our participation in the Hénry-Katz FIPSE-funded PAIDEIA project. -
Having included the Omnibus Personaiity Inventory in the 1979 fresh-
men assessment battery, we selected approximately 20 of these fresh-
men from five different courses to meet bi- ﬁekly with the course

" instructor and a faculty member who was auditing the course. These . -
five small groups of faculty and students met throughout thé academic
year to talk about the teaching/learning process. Facllty and stu-
dents shared’ their own OPI results with each other so that group
discussions could focus on differences in intellectual style, aca- ,
demic motivation,-assumptions about the nature of knbwledge, and
mutual expectations:in the classroom. The faculty auditor who
attended the class regularly, met periodically with individual
students and the course 1nstructor tq offer constructive feedback
"about the class. This kind oﬁ interaction among faculty and stu-
dents has been so successful that we are considering cont1nu1ng the
small group meetings with new faculty/student participants in the
future 2 ‘

Curriculum and Program Developnent ‘
{
Beglnnlng as early as the Fall of 1978 faculty began to use,
their new understanding of student development to modify their own

. courses. Some faculty adopted some of Kohlberg's techinques for

stimulating moral discussions around the moral dilemmas that grew
out of, the courée content, for instance, the ethical controversies -
in Environmental Studles, Political Sc1ence, and Human Biology.
Several faculty made dramatic changes in the degree of structure

and support prov1ded in their introductory courses (more detailed
syllabi, explicit deai%lnes, shorter and more frequent assignments,
minimal wyse' of texts ich survey contradictory theories without
analy81s or synthesis, use of exercises to promote self-reflection .

O Ln studentg, frequent feedbgck with 1nd1v1dually tailored- assxgn— ‘
ments when p0881ble) -—-Faculty also reported that one of the bene-
fits.of a deVelopmental perspective was that it made them more

,sen81t1ve to students in classroom discussions and advising ses-

'sions (that is, -more aware of how a student's comments and

behaylor emerge from’ hlS eplstemology) Faculty reported, as a

general rule, that participaticn.in the FIPSE act1v1t1es had made

them more ' effective teachers, advisors, and mentprs However,

faculty did occasionally express frustration over.having no clear .

1deas, guldellnes, or (at worst) "cookbook" for translating deVel—

e . # e ‘
- . & ; . é . |

-
-

£l

. » * . . B
Lo
« . 1o .
= LTS | "
EMC : N . . . ot ' A
- . . ‘ . L L
A v proviea o eric R - . o . b
. . L . . . 4
s L m o)
R f ‘e g



11.

opmental . theopry into practice. It.is probably true that any ' - -.
faculty, deliberately setting out to use developmental theory $
in. educational planning, has some unrealistic visions of an
ultimate product. In a progect such as this one, although

there are "products" to point to, we feel that the most profound
effécts involved transformations in individual perspectives on
what teachlng and learning is &11 about;,that, at best, it is a
humane, mut&ally rewarding, and growth inducing process for all

involved: - v
Lf OUTGOMES
Student Deveiopment B T SRk L, T .
-y o “ - - N * R v r'r;"'" .o

At Simon's Rock, we have turned to developmental theory to
help us understand how students think during the college years.
One such scheme was introduced by William Perry, a psychologlst~
at Harvard. Perry's work represents, in part, an extension of
Plaget s concern for cognitive development up to ‘the yeabs of
earlyifadolestcence and the.attainment of formal thought. . Perry
describes the gchanges -- both dramatic and subtle —- in college
students' assumptlons about the origins of knowledge and values '
and the eventual‘formatlon of personal commitments in a pluralis-
tlc society. He¥ouflines a movemént across nine p081tlons or

. stages from a position of "dualism" where the student views the

world 1r1;mﬂar1t1es of right/wrong; we/they, and good/bad, and
believes in external authority as the fountain of truth. The
highest stages are the "relativistic" positions where all knowl-
edge and values are seen as contextual or relafivistic within

:whlch affirmation of personal 1dent1ty and commitment evolve. N
-In_the process of moving from dualism to relativism, students

pass through intermediate "multiplisticg" posmtlons where faith

in authority is shaken as a result of the increasing awareness

of diversity of opinion and multiple perspectives on .the good

and the ;right. It is only gradually that a student comes to
understand that.authorities may not have the right answers, that
experts may disagree, that the old formula of honest, h&rd work
does not.necessarily result in good grades, and althouoh profes~
sors acknowledge varylng opinions, some of them evaluate and grade
as though their own opinions are "rlght " .Growing through these
stages, of doubt and ekperlmentatmon can be stressful as anyone

. knows ‘who has found, His own ideas and values-crumbling around him.

3

. While moving through the intermediate, "multlpllstlc" stages,
there hay be periods of: rebellion against authority as the individ-
ual begins to grow beyond dependence. Sometimes this restiveness
may_be antisodial, and educators,  parents, and other "authority
flgures" have "to welgh carefully, those adolescent actions which
represent. legitimate exploratory self-expressign and those which
are’'so antisocial as to warrant punishment. OIten students in
the'middle stages wild. have trouble seeing the distinction. be-
tween a mere opinién and a carefully .supported opinion. They will
. : . . o
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.stage. per year
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,argue recklessly or claim that there is no rlght S wrong, every- A N

"thing is simply a matter of optnlon

P |

Refusal to judge others and 1n51stence on "doing your own-

thing" are popular manifestations of multiplistic thlnklng Just
as the person at this stage sees no valid grounds on which to
evaluate the beliefs and béhavior of others, so too does he retreat
from an analytical, evdluative approach go ideas, often adopting an
antl—lntellectual stance in the classroom.

<

A

The following flgures represent the percentages of our student
sample at the four main Perry-stage positions as scored from our

¥nterviews. Sixty-seven were interviewed at the begimming of thelr'
freshman year though only etgnteen were 1nterv1ewed through the end
of -the#%sophonore - year k5 1 e ,:’ e
\ . R I ix -
R _ - g/‘ Dualist Multiplist erre—rel. Rel.
. n=67 Freshman‘ 25 39 . Qﬁwés B
I \J
n=31/}:'nd Freshman * .6 u5 29 19
'n=18 End Sophomore '5. 26 26 -u2

.
x -

' Although one-quarter bf our sample were scored Perry dualists at

entrance, ‘by. the end of the freshman year, gany had moved to the
multlpllstlc stage. The major shift during the second year St :
college appears to involve shiftg from the multiplistic and pre-
relativistic stages irto relatlvis '

The movement through stage positions can be” seen more eaoily
in Figure 1 for 31 students for whom we have at least two interviews;

18 of those .students were also interviewed at the end of their sopho- '

more year. ln this figure, the major stages are broken down into
sub- stages, two scores indicate a transition between stages with the
minor score in parentheses (for example, a 4(5) score indicates that
a student”at.Position u is beglnnlng the transition into Posltlon 5).
Regression in fiye students Ls 1ndxcated'by an arrow.
who were below the stage of commitment failed to advance as.a result
of Oorie year of college while two students remained at their entering
pos1tlon after two years of college work. Of the students who
reached the stage'of relativisism at the end of one or two years,
all had entered at least at the hlgher multiplistic stages and all’
except one were scored dt\g/pre -relativistic stage at least. once
prior to their final 1nterv1ew Most students_advanced one full

-«
<

We also obtained OPI 1nf0rmatlon for a small SampLe of students
for whom Perry stage scores were ,available. As‘a group, dualists
scored lowest on all intellectual scales ‘which measure reflective
thlnkmng, appreciation of complex1ty, as well as a tendency to or-
ganize within known oategorles of, thought, and Pperception of an
esthetic dlmensnon They scored’ lowest on #utonomous thinking and

. dlso}ayed a closed emotional pattern whlch, taken Logether with .

]
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thelr intellectual profile, suggests a decreased willingness to
téke;élsks and to explore. They also, scorad lowest on the altrulsm.-
dimenbion ard highest on the scale which indicatés a tenderfdy. to
approach new experlence w1th an eye toward a more practlcal out-
come ¢ . .

Conversely, a small graup of relativists combined an appreci—
ation for domplexity with an ability to reflect about thought, a

,high level of autonomous thinking, and a willingness to take risks

and explore areas without the necessity of their leading to some
practical outcome. As a group, these students most resembled the
composite faculty OPI profile. .

Our information concernlng ego development (Loev1ngeﬂ) is not
longltudlnai since most Students appeared reluctant to take the
test-at the end of their sophomore year. We grouped the stages
for our freshmen into three major categories: 1) Pre-conformist
which includes Loevinger's impulsive and self-protective stages
where impulses are acted upon rather than controlled for the sake

of social order and thjn%ing is'stereotyped, s1mp11st;c and dichot- - 7~

omous; 2) Conformist which includes the conformist and transitional
self-aware stages where there is an emphasis on conformity to group
standards and values, and ‘a preoccupation with social acceptability
and appearance; and 3) Post- conformist whicht includes Loev1nger'
consc1entlous, autonomous, and integrated stages where there is an S
1ncreas1ng concern for self-evaluated standapds and internally de-
fined goals. The folldwing figures refer,to the peﬁéenﬁages of our
male and female freshmen at entrance:

e *J i
' . .. Pre. Conf. . DPost. , “
Female 2 . 61 ‘7«“37 Ff '
. Male 23 68 9 -

We have consistently been impressed with the relatlonshlp
between developmental levels (Perry, Loevinger) and success in
school. ' Figure 2 compares developmental levels and SAT scores
as prédictors of first-semester GPA. While there is a relation-
ship of SAT to GPA, high Perry scores predict higher GPA while
low Loevinger scores predict low GPA relative to SAT. We do not
find a linear relatlonshlp between the two developmental measures.
One factor which appears to preclude such-a correlation results
whén many ‘students auv Perry's 4UMC stage are scored as Loevinger
Pre-conformists. We have only recéntly begun examining all of
these factors with respect to Kohlberg stages. A

.’

: Cunrlculum Develgpmentt“ .. s 2 .

The influence of Perry's work is clear in much of the curriculum
planning at Simon's Rock. The common goal is to help students move
away from simplistic, absolutist tHlnklng, and away, from the "multi-
plistic dilemma" of believing that all opinions are equally valid, a

I~
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PREDICTORS OF FIRST SEMESTER GRADF Po;NT AVERAGE )
o . Simon's' Rock of Bard Collegej;,m 5 b
"5t°I
SAT SCORES (Verbalwand Math Combined)
Freshmen 990 ~ 9901090 « 71100+
1977-78 ) 2.13 (C) 1.84 (Cc~/C)y . 2.69 (B-)’ -
+1978=79 - 2.35 (C+) - 2.48 (C+/B~) 2595 (B)., - =
1979-80 . 2,57 (C+/B-). 2.56 (C+/B-)~- 2.61 (B-/C+)
. o ¥ *»
PERRY STAGES o B
Freshmen _ .. Dualist - Multipglist, . Relativist
"o [ RN .
1977+78 . 1.68 (Cc-) _ 2.20 (C+) " -3.40 (B+)
1978-79 2.43 {c+) : °2.58 (C+/B-) ~[2.74 (B-/B)
1979-80 2.23 (C+) . 2.26 (C+) '3.30 (B+)
L]
LOEVINGER EGO STAGES - ) e if "
Freshmen '+ PreConformist Conformist . PostConformist
e 1977-78 1.16 (D) 2.38 (C+) . 2.55 (C+/B-)
© 1978-79 - f 2,11 (c) ‘2.67 (B-) 2.39 (C+)
1979-80 , 171 (C-) 2.68 (B~) 2.76 (B~/B)
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positionleading to irresponsibly subjectiveyghoices..."What feels
right to-me." Stated positively, the educatifnal goal is Perry!s
"contextual relativism," a recognition that djyfficult questions
have multiple answers but that within suc ‘ativism one can
nonetheless make reasonable choices ang¢ fgrmulate enduring com-

_mitments.

Planning, the Curriculum. *EQéry year some proportion of our
entering freshmen class, usually less_than 25%, can be described

_as not yet fully formal in logical thinking; copformists who are

overly rglﬂant-on and susceptible to externally-derived standards
and mores; Kohlberg and, in Perry's terms, dualists. Classroom
Sbservations by.our faculty have shown that students classified
as dualists dislpay the need for stpucture (that is, lecture as
opposed. to discussion) which, from the students' point of view, &
should ‘also provide,¢§e right answers. Such students are often '
confused by contrddictory information and are particularly upset
when the professor's lecture diverges from the textbook. , They
are very critical of some textbooks, such as those which are so
frequently found in the social sciences, in which an-array of
theories 1s presented without any direction as to how to choose
the "right" theory. Team-teaching is a problem for these students
since they do not know,which teacher is tife true authority.’ They
are insecure in their own views, often very quiet in class, and *
have a great deal of difficulty accepting the distinction between
quality as opposed to quantity of performance«r In & course which
emphasizes~relativistic thinking, these students may try to learn
what the feacher want$, but are unable to formulate genéral rules
for quality argukentation. Their inability to succeed is often-
blamed.on the tedcher who they feel should supply answers which
the student canslearn. We have found that.dualistic students
grivitate tq sciencé and math where they feel right answe¥s can
be found. Too often teaching in the sciences reinforces this il-
‘lusion by its over-emphasis on logical proof and experimental
method and not on the context for scientific thought. Dualistic
students tend to avoid.the social scigzées and the humanities '
which they perceive as arbitrary, disobganized, and even :
threatening. During an interview;  one pre-med student: spoke .
of dropping introductory sociology, saying: :
¢ ’ > )
I'm scared of social science’ courses.
I haven't learned how to approach them... “
© Who's to say what is right and what isn't: -

Science is more exacgt. : ‘ ‘ %
.o - . - N v
Surprisingly, subjectivism in the.arts is not as disfurbing to
dualistic students\since they consider painting, dance, or music
to be a purely private experience) thus a’'legitimate undertaking.

3

H
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The need for certainty may also influence the social behavior
of these students. They tepd to haVe'stereofyped attitudes about
acceptable behavior and to digide the world jsito in and out groups.
The social and *intellectual digersity confronted for the first time
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’ at coIiéEefmay be eye-openihg, &nd 11berat1ng for some students, ¢
_ but, for others, may lead tofa tendency to cllng to famlllar social ¢
groups and values

In planning.a curriculum for students at the duallstlc stage,
educators should be responsive both to the intellectual limitations;
that is, the concreteness, pass1v1ty, ‘and either-or thinking, and
té the personal insecurity over v%nturlng into ‘unknown territory.

As the student is challenged with idiversity of opirion- -and multiple
perspectives, he must be offered concurrently structure, direction, *
dand emotional support. Instructors, should not expect students to
worX independently; they need guidance, frequent assignments and
feedback, clearly articulated objec¢tives for the course and class
ass1gnments, .and if at.all poss1ble, one-on-one debriefing sessions’;
after each assignment. ) \ L

These students indeed need to begin to deal with issues con-
cerning values, choice, "and respons1b111ty but first in their daily
life and in their immediate community. Theim educatlon should be
concrete and personal it should-include "hands-on" experience,
field and communltyhbased progects, .group assignments (as long as
attention is given to group process), campus committee partlclpa-
tion, .volunteer programs, work/study programs. Skills development
should be subsumed as a part of the over-all curricular emphasis on
thlnklng about alternatlves and choice. °

The second category of students aare those who can be class1f1ed_
as Perry multlpllsts At Simon's Rock and probably at other liberal
arts colleges, this is the modal pos1t10n for freshmen students.
Approximately 60-70% of our students ‘are in this category. The®
multiplistic stage is a peridd of transition for the student -~ )
of .2an &tressful as old assumptlons crumble, &ften exhilerating,as
the student realizes he is no longey deperndent on authorlty to sup—
Ply the answers. However, when a student begins to view all knowl-
edge as;slmply a matter of opinion,, he ‘becomes less and less willing
to move beyond intuitive, subjecthe arguments Simonfs Rock seems
to attract multlpllsts, students,who a]%cady see themselves as out-
of - the-malnstream, independent, unlque“l g1V1duals Unlike dualists,
they no longer mimic the teacher's oplnlons, but often insist that .
the  students' opinions cannot be jud &% inferior to the teacher's.
However,. they are not yet able to mage distinctions based on quality.
The more oppositional students at this stage can be vocal and domi-
neevlng in class, and instructors see them_ as hostlle, opimionated,
und1501p11nes, and disorganized. Faced. with an essay question (or
.reading assignment or discussion topic) requiring a critique- of| two
or more -contradictory theories,' the student multiplist takes a
cafeteria approach to ideas, selecting what feels right and dis-
missing 'the rest as "somebody else's bag.". As one might expect,
grading and evaluation are suspect since, to the ‘student, it's
simply a matter of opinion.

.o

. A skills-oriented éurricuium promoting the dévelopment of
critical thought seems ideal for this group;.the pedagogical focus

-

-
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should be: on the dilemma of Sublgct1v1§y * The -instructor should

be prepareq to challenge unsupported oplnlon at every turn, in

claséroom diScussién and written work. ASSlgnments should be
designed thh the explicit objectlve of helping students learn

to recognlgeﬂpre supp081tlons in drguments and to dlstlngulsh

relevancg fyom irrelevance.” A thorough grounding in the logic .

of one theor or point of view should be insisted upon-before the

student 1is al* wed to compare one theory with another. The point
should contlnu ly be made to the student that, until he under-

- stands the con %3t for a particular point of view, choice among
points of v1ew"s irresponsible, However, the K instructor should
also be preparedito cope with the emotional resistance when the
multiplistic sfﬂéent is asked to evaluate or judge ideas, people,

-and, arguments. ﬁus non-judgmental stance seems, to him, the only
rational and legfﬁlmate position possible, and, even though he may
be troubled by hrs%own conclu81ons, he may cllng to Waam.

It is during ﬁhe process of learning the internal logic of
major systems of thought of becoming thoroughly acquainted with
sgveral theoietlcalaperspectlves on the same issue, that an epis-
temological "flip".'dan occur. As Perry puts it, the student ‘begins
to realize that con%extual relativism is not so much as case of
"how they want us tomthlnk“ as "how the world is. Ideas can be
compared as contextuaﬁ and better-worse, rather than rlght—wrong.

‘This comparlson of interpretations and
thought—systems with one another intro-
duces meta-thinking, the Odpa01ty to think
about thought, including one's own. Theo-
ries becoime not truth, but metaphors or

‘models, approx1mat1ng the order of observed
data and’ experlence (Perry)

4

A Y

Few students enteri$1mon s Rock already on the other side of
the epistemological shifit; that is,<we have almost no freshmen
reélativists. Perry, however, reports that a number  -of freshmen
come to Harvard having made the transition. In any event, by the
junior and senior yearsy probably most students in llbera] arts
colleges are beginning to, think relat1v1st1cally What are rela-
tivists like as students? . At Simon's Rock, faculty perceive them
to be responsive to criticism and able to use criticism in credtive
achievement rather tRan blindly aéceptlng or re]ectlng a teacher.s
arguments. These students tend to view structure in a course as a
.sprlngbpard rather *than a limit to inquiry. They enjoy lecture
courses as well as seminars, although they express annoyance at
the naivete of dualists and the diversionary tactics of multiplists.
in classroom discussions. One gets the impression, reading profes-
sor's comments about relativistic students, that they are markedly
dif ferent from the rest of the class: mature, serious, and delighted .
by scholarship. Since most of us would probably agree that a class
full of relativistic students is close to ideal, one might wonder-
if, from the student's point of view, contextual relativism is ex-
périenced ‘as the ultimate in intellectual and personal growth. Our '
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interviews w1th students suggest not. Once agaln, the dllemma of

choice emerges as a profound and disturbing procCupatlon. Whereas,

for dualists, exposure to intellectual and social dlvers1ty simply

open them up to the possibiliity of choice in their Yives, for

relativists, the dilemma is the: choice among multiplé contexts.

As Perry and Erik Erikson have pointed out .the successful arrival

personal identity and meanlng in one's life involves a commit-’

ment with relativism, that is, the act of faith, the affirmation
. »0f personal choices,  after the long and stressful perlod of detach-

ment doubt, and awareness of alternatives. T B

e
A humanities-oriented general education curriculum can play

an 1mportant part in the personal evolution of the under-graduate
relativist. Hav1ng accepted the revolutlonary perception of the
generdl relativism of all knowledge" (Perry), the student is ripe
for the study of lasting human values and, for the first time, is
able to evaluate crltlcally the hlstorloal socio~cultural, and
individual contexts in which values and commitments are formed.
The relativist, of all the categories of students discussed, can
truly benefit /from and contribute to 1nter»d1sc1p11nary dlscusslons
about social roblems and world futuré. He is not only capable of
dealing with fthe internal logic and methods of proof within any
disciplinary’/perspectsve, but also of tolerating the many questions
that d1s01p11nes can provide no answers to. As students begin to
work out their own commitments through the study of the flow and
fluctuation of values, they will also begin to confpont what Perry
calls "the dialectical logic in commitments" that is, the "para-
doxical necessjity to be both wholehearted and tentative."

wblass Size. The size of a class is a highly significant factor
from a developmental point of view. Obviousdly the size of the -col~
lege or university will dictate, to some extent, the size of classes
and the possibilities for student-teacher interaction. The faculty
member teaching a class of 250 cannot be expected to get to know
each student individually. . However, developmental theory suggests,
that the most valuable learnlng takés place when the student is able
to take an active part in the classroom process, that is &when one

cdn challenge and be challenged by others, can participate in group

problom-solv1ng, can dream up and test hypotheses. The large lecture
class, With little opportunity for questlons, let alone dlscuss1on,,
is developmentally disasterous for some kinds*of students Y

) The Perry dualist will feel .comfortable with‘the lecture format
but will tend to take class. notes furlously so as not to miss the .
words of "truth" eherging from "authority's" mouth; he will not
question and may never see the value,of placing the "facts" of the
course in a larger context or system of thought. The Perry multi-
plist may either begin to. feel constrained by the lecture format

.and begin to cut class -- or will demonstrate the '"cafeteria ap-
proach" to knowledge: "I'll take what appeals to me and forget the
rest." .The subjectivity and personal dogma of the multiplist cannot

be challénged in a large 'lecture. And a relativist also needs. a
forum in which to discuss and critique the competing viewpoints he

L3
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is trying to evaluate.  Thus, from the developmental perspective,
virtually -no one profits from large classes. JSome would even-
argue. that such "education" isn't education for development at
all. .

v * - . ) ) N .

Assignments. When it comes to course planning, our findings -
suggest that most college teachers need t6 review the nature, num-
ber, and rationale behind specific assignments all fthe way from
freshman year to senior graduatiol. Once students' developmental
levels are known (if not individually, at least as a group), faculty
must concern themselves with the degree of match or mismatch between
their expectations of students and the students' actual development
level.

For example, entering freshmen who are Perry dualists would be
baffled by an essay question requiring a critique of two or more
contradlctory theories. Such questigns are favorites in“social
science courses which thrive on disagreement. The dualist looks
for certainty and expects the teﬁr to provide it. The -allegedly

more precise natural sciences ma ove more attractive to-the dual-
ist than the messy, ambiguous, re tivistic humanities.

S
-

, K multiplistic student, faced with tHe same essay questlon (or
reading assignment or discussion topic) selects what feels right
and expresses little interest in confllctlng views or evidence. The
relativists in the class may find the assignment appropriately chal-
lenging, but their dualist and multiplistic colleagues may frustrate
them, making discussion very difficult and tense. The pedagogical
problem for the instructor with such a mixture of students at dlf—
ferent points in thaer—development is considerable. .

¥

Individually tailored ass1gnments are ‘one successful strategy
for this situation -- class size permitting. Another is small group
discussion of the student essays. The resulting exposure to other
modes of thinking, .the challenge to clarify one's own oplnlon, to
tolerate*others, to disagree productlvely -~ all these experiences
provide cru01al stimuli for growth. -

[
¢

Advising. The adVising process is dll too often overfooked
as an educational opportunity for the students and faculty dinvolved.
Most students view advising as a chancec .to discuss with an informed
adult their explicit. questions about academic decisions: how ‘to
select courses, to evaluate.hearsay about teachers, to choose a
major, to estimate graduate school poss1b111t1es, to make long term
plans for employment.

o v

But implicit questions are often present too. An unfocused —
student. may be wondering, tacitly, how 1ong he will be allowed to
wander in' the curriculum. A student with apparently definite career
goals) may be wondering if his choice is rlght or has come too early.
The-developmentally sophlstlcated advisor is often better able to
-heXp his students examine their own underlying assumptions. Compli-
cated ironies can be involved. An unfocused student might turn out
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to be developmentally advanced in Perry terms. (that is, relativis-
tic). His as yet uncertain commitment may stem from his rapidly
,growing. appreciation for dlvergent perspectlves on the world ahd
from a blossoming of choices in his own life. If a parent or ad-
visor pushes such a student #too far too quickly toward commitment,
he/she may alienate the student from the learning process itself. '
Conversely, the student with clear-cut goals may be develop-

mentally "lower" than his unfocused peer. . His case could represent
whdat developmentallst Erik Erikson calls "premature commltment,, =
.the result of an insufficiently examined life with few crises or

doubts. For both types of students, the advisor must find a way,

to “encourage developmentally sound self-scrutiny. Neither a routine
appllcatlon of currlcplar rules nor an uncritical acceptance at face,/A

value of what students say they want is healthy.

¥ .

. Extracurrlcular and Communlty Life. Developmental theory main-
tains that the most productive learning occurs in situations charac-
tefized by dynamic ‘interaction between teacher and student and by
"hands-on'" .practical experience with the subject matter. Sinhce ~
students spend far more time out of class than in, one might rea-
sonably ask what kind of learnlng does .the college encourage beyond
the classroom?.-If faculty remain essentially anonymous, to students, .
they. cannot serve as role models of adult behavior in the intellec-
tual or any other sense. Conversely, if students have opportunities
to meet faculty outside™of class, for dlscuss1on, play or community
service, thé knowledge and teachlng/learnlng style that the ?“acher
represents in the student's eyes will come tc seem less abstract and
moreée meaningful in a practical sense. In a smaldl and flexible col- v
lege such as Simon's Rock, where developmental principles are taken
seriously, we have created opportunltles for out-of~classroom student
and teacher interaction. Small mixed groups of faculty and students
in the same coubse meet out Qf class to discuss the teachlng/learnlng
process ‘and the conflicts of interest' and assumptions that may arise.
Faculty and .students work together on projects for, the "good of the
community,” such as theatrical events, energy producing or conserving
efforts, and campus land-use planning. Ad hoc discussion groups have
been arrggned to talk through- current campus issues such as dormltory
regulations, administrative actions, or anticipated changes in aca-
demic programs, For most undergraduates, the immediate environment,
the campus. itself, is of primeaimportance. \\; oL

Perspectives on Women. This sequence serves as orie specific
curricular modification which was designed to involve students in -
a two-year program of study and personal exploration of thg myths,
facts, and assumptions about the relatlonshlp between men and women.
The sequence of courses and "experiences'" were planned to take into
account the developmental status of students from the point of en-
trance to the end of the sophomore year. The early courses empha-
size the need of younger students to identify the problem, tembe
"given permission" to focus ‘on sex roles as a legitimate academic
tépic, to relate the new ideas to personal experience.  Exercises
in journal keeping, role playing, and group discussions of personal

\ e,
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experlence are built into the first year courses. The second year
courses invélve students in more academically rlgorous examination

of sex bias in- theory and research, primarily in the social sciences.
The developmental issue here is the need to move students from the
stage of uncrltlcal acceptance of opinions to a closer, systematic
evaluation of opinions, arguments and theories. ,At the end of. the
second year students dare encouraged to move from thought to actlon,
and a testing of commltments, by spendlng time in local communlty
settlngs where women's 1ssues are being addressed and dealt with .
(e.g., family planning ‘clinics, rape centers, women's art collabor- -
atives, parent education programs, etc.). ’

General Education. Based on our work with students, we have,
prepared a se* of guidelines for a two-year course sequence which
would be applicable for a vdriety of content’issues in a general °
eduation program. The guidelines can be found in Appendix B

*

Faculty Development

Faculty participation in project activities *has -already been °
mentioned. The most productive outgome for faculty involved their
changing perceptlons of their students and thelr 'willingness to:
make mod1f1¢atlon in eXLStlng courses. Faculty "development could
" have been enhanced had the project staff been able to wQrk more
closely with ‘interested individuals. A

The assessment component was complex and time donsuming, and
in retrospect its design appears too research oriented. While it
will ultimately prove useful to have, extensive longitudinal data

.and although the interviews themselves are a r.ch source of infor-

-

mation about students and their reactions to the curriculum, such.
information comes too late in the course of a two-year project to
have much 1mpact during the project's lifetime. MWhat appears to
have had more impact on faculty involved the following: 1) exposure
to a theory: (Perry), 2) workshops on curricular issues with Perry as
a framework, 3) sharing seaching strategies, W) articulating goals
and stnategles within the framework of a theory, and 5) attemptlng'
minor modlflcatlons in individual courses.

Our view of the role of the studenL assessment program ih
faculty and curriculum development has changed as a result of our’
experience. Both faculty gnd curriculum development might have
been enhancéd (at least durlng the prOJect s lifetime) had we
considered two opilons 1) changlng the scope of the assessment,
or 2) involving more faculty in the assessment procedures. Con-
sidering the first option it could be argued that S1mply Lralnlng
faculty in Perry's theory alone and allow1ng “them to gain experience
detectlng developmental differences in their students can make the
theory ¢come alive and might lead quickly to adjustments in courses.
The project dlrectors and other core faculty. could have prov1ded
the peer support.

E

I

) Our owc reactions to the value, of the interviews leads us to
favor the stcond alternative. Each of us felt that doing the in- L

]
’
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terviews was one Sf the most rewarding day-to-day aspects of the
project. -By relaxing some of the structure which a research model
imposes, we could have recruited other faculty who would have found
the experlence equally rewarding. We could have gained reasonably
pre01se longitudinal information and enabled more faculty and stu-
dents ti feel more closely involved with the project. Our own time
could then have been spent working more closely with these faculty
to monitor their use of thHe theory in effectlng change in their !
courses. It would appear now that the possibilities for short-term, coom.
. impact could have been increased while the possibilities for long-

term impact remain ggsentlally unchanged or even enhanced. p
. . . 4 - ) 4 . "

0]

In retrospect, making a.new theory come alive is an important
component cf faculty development. Structured classroom observations:
and intensive interviews with students would have probably contri-
buted to more faculty feeling that they Were partlclpatlng in an
unusually frultful and personally 1nvolv1ng enterprlse

” Other Grant Activities . - .3

P J
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K4 - £ % - %

Adm1881ons Interv1ew'and Checklist. During ig79- 80, “one of

the project directors met regularly with staff of the Admissions 3

Office at Simon's Rock .to review developmental theopry, the past : s

studies and findings on the academic and social adjustment of o

Simon's Roek students to college, .and the implications of the i

« ‘ findings for admissions and &tudent life. We have designed a- new
admissions interview (similar to the developmental interview used

+ in the student assessment) which elicits information related to

Perry and Loevinger stages. A checklistgused with the iriterview -

sumnarizes the interviewer's impression of the applicant in various

areas., such as cognitive style, level and nature of academic 'moti- *

vation, assumptions about education and Simon's Rock, psychological

maturity, prominent values and priorities, attitudes toward authorit

and law, and degree of self-<refilection &nd insight. The Anterview %

and checklist are included in Appendix C. During the first year of . ’

its use, the information gathered on applicants will be analyzéed to? A

get a better sense of the differenées between students we accept )

and reject and to track student performance as a function of charac-

teristics noted in the admissions’ 1nuerv1ew The question usually

arises 'if we intend to use such 1nformaulon to screen appllcants

Although we will attend to the .developmental information in the -

process of gcreening &applicants. for a while, it will be given no

more weilght than the usual admissions, criteria, such ‘as, SATs or .

high' school record. However, we feel that the information will

help us understand better the kinds of students who are likely to

be attracted by the early college option. The rationale and early:

results of our developmental programming efforts in admissions were

reported at the meetlng of the National A88001at10n of Admissions

Counselors in Detroit in October 1980. ’ .t S

Nationdl Educational Conference, January 1981. Educators, -

-

national policy-makers, and planners joined representatives from
foundations, corporations, ige accrediting agencies at Simon's .
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f . Rock in January 1981 for a three-day conference on educational :
! restructuring. The,conference, sponsored by FIPSE together with !
™he Ford Foundation and The Braitmayer Foundation, was conceived
‘%' as a result of the work at Simon's Rdck, funded by FIPSE, to study
% . the developmental needs of early,college students. Workshops,
y panel discussions, speeches and planning sessions focused on ways
. in which glverse constituencies can work together on behalf: of
youth whose educational needs have. outstripped the .limited re-
sponses of traditional sequential schooling and standard curricula.
y Consensus was reached on the critical need to raise puyblic awareness
ir(of optional programs and of the crippling effects on éducatlon of
overregulatlon and entrenched 1nst1tutlonal bureaucracies.

v In response to a mandate of conference partlclpants, Simon's
‘Rock will seek fundlng to establish a Resource Center to ‘offer con-
sultation to schools and colleges seeking 1nformatlon on alternate
. structures for college-ready adolescents and other underserved

populatlons, disseminate material on developmental education, d
‘convene future conferences to maintain dlalogue between thewdlv se
publlc and prlvate sectors. %y

More detailed coverage of the January canference rationale and *
resolutions for the future is included in Appendix D. A publication
_of the conference proceedings is avallable by wrltlng Nancy Goldberger,
" Simon's Rock of Bard Collegé Great Barrington, MA 01230.

. Dlssemlnatlon A list of papers which can be obtained by writing
- Nancy Goldberger appears in Appendlg E.

»
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_Appendix D. B

CONFERENCE  RATIONALE AND RESOLUTIONS FOR THE. FUTURE

~

On January 13-15, 1981, Simon's Rock of Bard College, in. co-
operation with the Ford Foundation, the Fund for the Improvement
of Postsecondary Eduycation, the Braitmayer Foundation, and the Bard
College Center held a conference, "The Case for Educational Restruc-
turing," designed to re-examine the values and assumptlons underlylng
the traditional structure of secondary and postsecondary education.
The central concern of the conference was to make a case for educa-
Co. . tlonal'restructurlng and to consider possibilities for the formula-
tion of a national, comprehensive youth policy which would foster
access to higher education opportunities based on readiness rather
than.chronologlcal age. The conference.was unanimous and clear ‘in
seeing a need for such a youth policy to challenge the rigidities
of an inadequate traditional structure which préscribes four years
of seconda@ry schpol prior to admission into a colleglatﬁ‘enV1ronment.
Members of the conference pointed to the wastefulness of, intellectual
N energies, time and money 1nhepent in, this tradlt onal structure and .
e to -the need for e%ploration into new strategies’ %o énhanéé the optlon
for students to vary.the pattern~of their education. While the par-
ticipants were cautious in moving toward the formation of a compre-
hensive youth policy, they were quick to see the need for a contlnulng
. and coordinated effort in this direction. What follows here is a
brief description of the rationale for the conference and an outline
of plans for future work resulting from this year's meetings. More
complete discussions of specific issues are contained in the papers
and remarks by conference participants in succeeding pages.

o s AT

-

There are few generalizations in education -that are universally
agreed upon, but one of them is that people learn at different rates
an® possess. differing aptitudes. It is critical to realize that
present educatlon systems and public policies, presumably dedicated
te providing the best education for all students, are so structured
that they block effective means to accommodate these differences.-

While almost every other structure in the United States has
been replaced or remodelled as modernization required, education
has remained fundamentally unaltered. It is'a sequence established
without regafd for structural integrity. Children enter at the bot-
tom and emerge at the ,top prepared, presumably to enter the adult
world. By 1mp11cat10p each higher level is more important than the
lower; and also by implication, the higher the, level attained by the
. student &the more important his worth ‘as an individual. Hence the
race towthe top and the grow1ng tendency to emphasize competence in
stair- -climbing at the expense of individual development and the true
relatlonshlp between educatlonal process and its.desired goal, that
all shall 'be matured along the way and.made ready to take their
places in the adult world. At a time when adolescents are reaching. ,
maturity earlief, the structure of education should be re-evaluated
to more responsibly accommodate the changlng needs of stndents.

. 4 ki ) .
Compounding the problem of structure is a series of curricula ‘
which do fiot respond to the rapidly changing educational needs of

' B
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students. As noted in'the Carnegie Commission reéport on higher
education ,(Less Time, More Options-1971) a deficiency of both high
school and college is that two thirds of the last two years of high
school and the first year of college in particular are repetitious.
This fact suggests that we are wasting our students' time and talents.
There is a tendency to encapsulate our youth in undemanding educa-
tional env1ronments that reinforce many immature elements of their
persenalltles This together with a lack of guldance geared to the
cognitive development of 1nd1v;‘ual student80prgdhces a system whith
cannot accommodate excellence or identify educational needs. As a
result, some of the most able students between the ages of 16 and 22
have helped to produce an astonlshlngly high drop-out rate in no small
part due to boredom with unrespon81ve currlcula

? ' . Although there have been and contlnue to be isolated attempts
to introduce greater flexibility in the educational structure, there -
remain obstacles to change from federal discrimination in scholarship
guidelines to admissions bias in higher educatlon related to age and
degrgg completion. While resistancge to change is largely based on a
percéived ecanomic self-interest, there is also a'genuine lack of urf~
derstanding among educators of the characteristics and needs of stu-
dents who elect an early transition from high school to college.
Imaginative leadership not bound to the traditional lockstep struc-
» ture is required -if significant options are to be developed.
From the Hutchins' 'venture at the University of Chicago to the
current proliferation of programs such as the Gifted Students Progfam
at the Johns Hopkins University and other early admissions programs
opportunities have existed for a few select students to begin colle-
giate study before completion of high school. Developmental psychol-
ogists note that young people mature earlier and enter college more
-knrwledgeable than did students in the past.  But with few available
alternatives, many of these students who mature early opt out of
formal education completely. The research on changlng adolescent
needs is indeed meager and recommendations td meet these changes
have been few and, thus, have not made an impact on national educa-
tion policy. Several states have passes laws allowing "early-out"

examinations for secondary students, but the significant number of a

-

students who drop out without official sanction is indicative of the
fallure to address the ‘public pollcy questlon of viable options for
-~ young adults. - L ‘
It has been argued that early admissions programs do indeed
respond to the need of adolescents for more options in education.
iHowever, it should be noted-that-these options are largely elitest
in that they are usually designed for gifted young people from mid-
dle to upper class families. Thus, they do not 81gn1flcantly impact"
educational and social programs that affect minorities or the .eco-
nomically deprived -- the very groups constituting a majority of C
young people who opt out of the conventional school sequence. The
need to break the lockstep of an educational sequence which too
often serves time rather than achievement has long been recognized
by many; but if the break has occurred, it has not been to the bene-
, fit of the majority of those students who need it. oo TE
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- fic program descrlptlons N

Pparent organizations, and others. An additional and frequently men-

a

! . i .

Thus, the conference participants addressed ‘issues which chal-
lenged the values and assumptions of the traditional structure by
proposing alternatives to it and by acknowledging the trend toward
the diffusion of boundariés between high school,and'college.'

To insure an effective conference, promlnent national- figures
from bus1ness, government; public and private foundations and educa-
tion were invitéd to offer their insights into issues‘of reform in
education. Participants in the conference were selected from con-
stituencie$ whose representatives are in a position to affect change
or. to be influenced by varzatlons in the traditional structure. Those
constituencies represented in the .confefence were college and univer-
s1ty pPresidents, deans, and progriam heads; state education system:®
representatives; foundation executlves, tuition asslstance groups;
federal funding agencies; national, association of colleges, national,
board members, and officials from existing alternative programs. ‘The
conference agenda and™the work prepared for the conference by these
part1c1pants is contained in the pages which follow along with speci-

- ¥ o Yos

The conference generated a wealth of suggestions for future ini-
tiatives and numerous letters of\pos1t1ve response from participants
and panelists. The most specific suggestlon in addition to publlshlng
the conference prOCeedlngs was to hold a second conference at Simon's
Rock to continue the initial dialogue and expand the part1c1pants to
include representatives from.business and industry, teacher unions,

<

tioned recommendation from conference participants was that Simon's
Rock in cooperatlon with other institutions develop a plan for a
Resource Institute concerned with educational restructuring which
would serve as an information, research and consultation center®
Foundation representatives suggested brokering a proposal for .
fundingﬂsuch a center to several foundatipns.

In order to discuss further some of these suggestions, Nancy"
Goldberger of Simon's Rock, Wendy Shepard Bard College Center,
Janet Lleberman,<LaGuard1a Comiiunity College, Franklin Patt®rson,
Center for Studies in Policy and Public Interest, University of
Massachusetts, Daniel Yankelovich, Yankelovich, Skelly and White,
and Arthur Greenberg, Middle College High School, met for an all-
day session in New York City. The discussion was far-ranging and
included consideration of varieties of resource centers and services.
However, the consensus of the group was ‘that Simon's Rock 1is in a
unique position.to lead a national cohference concerned with the
economic, social and technologfbal cQanges that will contribute to
the heed for educational restructuring in the next two or three
decades. Simon's Rock's record as a successful challenge to the
educational structure and as a school that is responsive to the
developmental needs of the students itsserves places the College.
in a speical and influential position in American education.

r

In view of this; it was suggested that Simon's Rock seek funding
for a second donference on educational restructuring to be part of a




series of annual coriferences on educational change. The content of
this second conference would focus on servxng the needs of new stu~
dent populations: women, Hispanics, immigrants, and unemployed youth
. _ among others. The whole spectrum of educational agencies would con=-
vene to discuss the range of options avallable for the new student
currently. Consistent with Peter Druckin's thesis that the demand
for education is not declining, only the, demand for traditional ed--
ucation, the conference would critique the programs currently avail-
,. able and make recommendations for the kind of programs that need to
be 'developed for the new diversity. The core ‘audience :would include
last year's participants as well as members of the corporate sector

engaged in education. T conference would take place in June, 1982 )
at Slmon s Rock . hé! ‘ . . . ) T
A unique feature of the sedond conferénce and ‘subsequent follow-
up would be a series of reglonal conferences held during the year
.follow1ng the June conference. These-regional conferences would be
thematlcally related to the laﬁger national conference, perhaps
fochsed more on educatlgnal 1ssues spe01f e ta-~the geographlcal
reg?on and”population. A core plannlng co nit¥fee would Serve as
consultants to supervise, the regional: conferences which would be
organized by local organizations and personnel. . It was suggested
that some of the regional conferences might bé organlzed through
agenc1es such as the National Association of Secondary School
Pr1nc1bals, and teachers unions. If the idea of an annual June .
conference is realized, these regional conferences could become a
permanent feature. Fundlng for each national and regional conference
sequerice would vary, approachingdifferent fundlng sources depending
" on the year's thematic focus.

¢
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Concommitant with the conference activities, and perhaps inde-
pendently funded, would be the planning toward a more permanent ~
Resource Institute. on Educational Restructuring. During the 1981~
82 'vear, a planning group will be esiabllshed .During the initial
. plénnlng year, theAgroup can analyze ‘ahd document the need for the
continuing publlc discussion of educational change and restructuring.
One suggestlon waé that this could best be accomplished by interviewing
lay figures in edug ition, 1ndustry and uhions, etc. to begin to map
out the variety of; erspectlves on American education in the future.
This planning grou w"ﬁ‘»lould then describe the broad mandate, delineate
i the important 1ssue§ around the topic of educational restructuring
) and make recommendations about the approath to best attack the need
i + coémprehensively. This blueprint document would then be used for

further fund-raising to support, activities of the Resources Institute.
The planning group would also contract -'individuals to write two or
three seminal artidles on special issues related to change in.the -
structure of education. These papers would also define the para-
i . - Mmeters of educational: problems and outline potential strategies to
address the dlsCOntlnulty currently existing between providers and
users of education. .

v
‘ il




1. .Goldberger, N., A. Marwine, J. Paskus. “The Relatlonshlp
Between Intellectual Stage and the Behavior of College
Freshmen .in the Classroom. Paper presented at Eastern

* Psy¢hological Assoc1at10n, 1978.

2. Goldberger, N. Developmental Assumptions Underlying
Models of General Education. Paper .presented at the
Thifd Annual Metropolitan Conference on General Educa-
tion and the Entering Learner, The Wllilam Patterson
College oIf%New Jersey, April- 1979. :

3. Goldberger N. Meetlng the Developm tal Needs of the

. Early College Sfudent; The Slmon S . ock"™ EXperlehCe,
May 1980.

4, Goldberger, N. Educatlo;\ﬁ Quality:! Or Where is the

’ Student in Educational Planning? Paper presented at
the January 1981 Conference "The Case for Educational
Restructuring: The Impllcatlons of Early College ..
Readiness for National Youth Policy in Education," :
Simon's Rock of Bard College, Great Barrington, MA

™ N
'

# "y

~ 5. A Case for Educational Restructurmng Proceedings f“om
Conference ‘at Simon's Rock of Bard College, January 1981

SV o

/




SOPHOMORE -INTERVIEW / .

Simon"s Rock of Bard College

N

1. what stands out for you over thg past, two years (since- you ve T
been at Simon's Rock?) :
‘Why 1is that 51gn1f1cant°
Anythlng else'>
14
\,‘

2. Do you think that you have changed 51gg;f1cantly since you ‘have

been here? S A
What have been the turning points? \ Ty
What were you like before? - ‘ ' ' © :
-Do you now thlnk about yourself o; ‘the world in new.or different
ways? PR = > - =
g . . . b i \s ‘ " .
3. How would .you describe yourself to yourself now? = .

~
oo
3

v
1

4. What ‘'stands’out for you as far as academics at Simon's Rock is
concerned? Individual courses? Individual teachers'> Other educat10na1
or academic experiences?

t <

oo -y

5. What is,the best idea you'v¢ come across in the past two years?
What have you gotten most excited by in your academic work?

) .
. o~ - o
; ‘ . 14

6. What things would you most like to learn now? Why?

7. Are there any areas of study that you tend to avoid? Why? - ' ~

b

- .. ‘ 5

8. Have you ever been in a class where there is somé controver;y on
a topic, either between student and student, or student and teacher?
' How do you react? Y
How db you decide what™to th:Lnk'>
Is there any way of resolv1ng dlsagreements such as these?
What '1f experts on some issue disagree?
. - ,{?\;

° .
[N \

9. What stands out for you as far as the non- academlc 51de of campus ,
life is concérned?

Do you think this chqued you oxr the way.you,think‘about things?’

~




{f * ’. ) Pl . _‘ ) . ‘&\. T v el
" 12. How ‘80 ‘you See yourself changifg~in the™“faturgs " = w3

‘G;ve followining Perry/Wellesley items: (student reads aloud)

16. How do you tend to handle - things that bother you?
, Has your ability to cope with new situations, frustrations,
problems,. etc. changed since you'ye been here? Example?

\

) = A
N v 3

, ¥ L :
11. Have you given ary thought to what.you.will be doing during the’
next few-years? :nzv zr. \ . i :
What are your plans for next year? N
What are your long-term plans, if any?

, [ . ' | -

W

[ N
&. 7 S,

+ Do you have a sense of the 1ssues you're going. to have to
work on (things about yourself you'd like to change)?
- .

-~

% © H

1. Good teachers don't like to give you all the right answers.
They try to teach you to find the right answers on your own: .

&

2. In math and science there are absolutes--things that are known to
be true. But in other areas, like the humanities, there are. no

absolute answers. And in &£hings like the social sciences the experts

don't have the answers yet.

U

3. When I write a paper, I try to be fair to both points of view.

Give Kohlberg dilemmas: Heinz and Officer Brown/Judge

* .




