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' ABSTRACT . . ’
o . - Current perfornance objectlves of a f1e1d-based

and revision are presented in this paper. The le of teacher .

educators. in the deteramination of perfornance objectives for

field-based course work is dispussed. It is suggegted that the

° teacher-educator must drav on exper1ences and recommendations of
inservice prograns, personal- experiences -and observations, and needs
of children in the school where field-based vork is being done, as
vell as on lists of performance objectives and -teaching competencies
which are available thtough the .literature. The respon31bilxty of the
unxver51ty professor in a field-based reading program is presented.

- It is suggested that the professor ptov1de the preparatory teacher

' with a series of carefully Selected experiences that make a real

difference.in later teaching perfor-ance. Also discussed is the

importarce ‘of an open fqrnl atmosphere in which the performance

objectives-.and the experiences of the college student are freely

discussed and evaluated.. (WR) \ o

reading education program and factors which xgié;:nce their selection
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Towara Detfining Pertormance Objectives
of a Vield-pased Reading Educarion Program

o

Whether the change is induceJ,externallv or internally, the nation's

’ L AR X . .
{-
classroom teachers and teacher educator~ mutually experience the push -and

pull which is a part of all edu@ational change. Today some oi the "push
{ ’ ’
and pull" xoras in education and teacher edutation are "relevant experiences

3
B

"pe;rurmange-based programs,” "competency-based certification," ,and account -

abilitv." While they mean different things to different people, and conse-

B
-

quently in applicat}on,may appear formidable or even:dangerous, therc are
ey invoived in proiessional education who'would not ,agree to their basic,

uvaderlying concepts. Each of them has emerged bccause another step necded

.

to be taken toward responsible gducation of todaY's chi]dren. A major

qu<~t10n vhich the rom t iowever, is how teacher education rograms are
yp p prog

.

deV(loptd which incorporare the best from the mOVLments assoc1ated with

these words, and thns prodnce better teachers, Given the pressures which

already exist for teachers to bei"all things to all people, more direct

questions, ror those QhO are involyéd snecifically in ;eading education are:

Taking into account the demands today on classroom teachers and their time
A . . ) ‘ '
and energy, and the beliefs, experiences, and resources of university per-
' >,
sonnel, ho¥® reading education program may be developed which places the

undergraduates in a "relevant" environment and - proviaes maximum opportunities

for their growth? Given a relevant environment what is it that the under-‘

graduate.should learn to do? _Wnicb specific competencies shouldfhc or she .
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develop? Which are the more critical? Who should decide this? How will

competence in them be measured? The deeper the probing, the more compli-

catec the questious. As.is true with all compiex human goals, the general
. . - . .
direction is reasonably clear to the people involved in making .the cdecicions;

the details of how to get. there are very much a matter of debate.

-

- An _Operaticnal Model

There is evidence in chelliterature that to change a reading education
4 , ) . : \
program the persons involved must begin by deciding the over-all objective

and the operat1ona1 model through‘which they will work Detailed object-

s ives should also receivebattentiqp but evolve over a period of time. Thus Ce
. ot J

a total program "conversion model" at the outset is of questionable wisdom
(3). Accordingly, several years ago at‘GegrgiavState University reading
faculty eStabiishedvthat work would“be begun toward the development of a
field-based underéraduete reading education program. The over-all objesrév,

, P - ‘s . .
ive wes a working model of a successful reading education program in which
[N —— ' . i .

locati scﬁbol-faculty, university students, and university professors weculd

mutually work ‘and benefit. Emphasis would be on the undergraduatevobtain- ¢

-

ing'direct’experience in helping‘éhildren read suéceséfully, thus devel-
ogin <professiona1 competence while at the same time providing help for the'

teachers aad children Wuth whom he or she was involved.

N % ' > . ‘ . -
It was decided to begin by offering the undergraduate course in reaoinp

- ¢

-mechods and the course in assessing progress in baqic school subJects : o v

o 4
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togzether in a.block-of-t}me arrangement, and in a 4ocal sehool setting.
Other sections ol these oourses would for the time being . remain on-campu-
and bu taught in a nore tonvcotional manner. Field-based students wotiid
socnd tour mornings a week in a school, one hali ol each devoted to work in
the reading and language program of the'sehool, the other half to cless
presentations and discessions.

Initial teaching/learning objectives were drawn up, and what came to

be known as-the "reading block'-was implemented.

LY

Defirition aodvRefinement of Objectives

The «first several quarters duraﬁ///oich the rcading block was offered

revealec a need for contlnued work on the development of the. teachlng/
. )

legrning objectives of °the course. A great deal of time is requlred of the
tield-based ‘'student, as it likewise is of'the'school;faculty and the pro-

fessor involved.' jhe‘;ofk associated with some of the early objeetiveS'wes
judged by all to be of less.impoftancé‘than the amount of time'being devoted

’

to them in the course, Revision was needed:- ) ’ ®

~>

. Requests were'also made for more arrangéd. planning time between class- °.

-
v

room teachers and college students, and for more of the performance “objéct-

0 - - :
ives to,relate diregtly to the work being done ihvthe classroom.' Very | °
B - .
adually,.what has been called a coalition of efforts in designing speci¢it

-

E
teachinb/learnlng objectives begah to develop, and the local ‘school became,

A ) . ) - ’

v . ) .
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mdre:than just an apprenticeship center, a lab for learning‘abOUt‘teachihg
(3)s Wwith this change, it became more reesonable_toneveluate the performance
of the ccllege §cugents b; ptihary criteria:--that:is, in terms of the pro-
aram's direct eitec;\on their performance or behavior (2). The ihter-
relationships of the work wRich needed to be done.at the school and appro-
. 4 A

priate performarce objectives for the students became clear,

ﬂStill} there was difficulty in articulating the objectives setisfact-
orily. Faculty were trying to identify a group of objectives which, in
summation, fepresented a balanced and eomprEﬁehsive reading education and
educational.assesSment'learning experience, but often foued their objettfves

too broad, having -too many unmentioned components, and essentially.unmeas-

urable, . Yet'when.trying'to adjust them, they sometime$ found they were

tapping only méchanical aspects of teaching, rather than what--seemed to be

the essence of the job., A by-dkoduct of this was-that®too many decisions

were being made totallytfor the university students. -

~ \ -

. The work of Cronlund (é) came to the faculty's attention ani proved
. - e . J

elpful.”'Iﬁ his-material he cautioned tHat a strict oﬁe-to-onetrelationship

- \ . i
-

the trai;Eng\ievel and is useful only for teaching the simplest skllls and

the lowest, 1ev€15\0f9khow1edge. His recommendation was that the first step

-\. .
[y N v

in 1n¢tructlona1 planning should be to state general instructional obJect~‘

\ D

ives, then to clarify each objett1ve by listing samples of the specific'

@ . IR . L. ) . v‘.rJ L9
B v & .
N ) . L , {‘
- o
“ »
. o
. K . LS .
‘ N - -
. L . .
[ hd . & . - .
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behaviors which are acceptable as evidunce of the attainment of that‘object-

“ive. In view of the fact that the néeds of specific children and the strengths
9nd"weaknesses of the individual university students clearly suggested the
_ need tor_alternative ways of satistying certain of the learning objectives,

the structuring of ccurse objectives was changed along the lines suggested

N -~

bv‘ Cronlund, ) : .

\

. .

3 I
Tn addition to the dfffioulties in articulating objectiVes in’avreef-

izable manner, an even deeper concern arose over the question of what

constltued appropriate evidence to use in evaluating the performance of a

' student in relation to certain objectiveb. To, what degree and how well

something was done, what "adequate meant, was’ easily applied to the more' .

“«

simpl~ of\the teaching behaviorg, not so easily'to tasks as complex as ex-
tending the language of childrer or creating an environment which motivated

reading. " Faculty foydd, as has Foster (1), that the problem had many facets, .
" - ¢ Lt ’ .
There did not realistically seem to be a way to avoid interpreting the

'pérforhance of -tne student.in terms of certain "givens," and in terms of

A}

. » ' ,
qualitative differences in performance. - \ : : T
R o N | . Lo
T Other Variables e ) AR ' ) - .
‘ . ' /. . . . . . : N r § .
While university\faculty, classroom tcacher§ and students learned . _ - 3

' together about " teaming their teaching efforts and refining perfo:mence ' \ '
hd : ’ : Y
objectives other factors presented complications' '

‘ . ‘ : - e~ 4
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N - ’ ” ‘ < e‘
s . ’ . .o . .
‘ (1) There was, decpitee attempts to eliminate less essential objcctives, N
v . L . .. . . . i ] - . . .
? _a Constant: struggle due to a lack-of sime to accoaplis all of the work which

neede’ to<be done. To obtain taximum benefit of the work, studentsﬂalbo“

'~ needed more time to.tallk with the classroom teéacheérs with whom they were - AN

workirg,

L

’ ® “s '(2) Differences in pérsbhaliﬁies of the‘peOPIc involved and in avail- "6 a
- A © //l ’ ’ : :

- v able phy§ica1 facilities sometimes influenced which ebjectives realistically .

-

could be met, . e

(3} What Gentry and Johnson (g)'éall "interface conflicts,” or the .

variance in the policies of two or more systems and their means of control,

developed, Sometimes objectives or fest;ain‘s of the local. school ﬁrohibitedv - .\
. ——— ~ h . ‘|

the students' freedom to try certain approaches. and 'to breax from the usual

_ptogfam; ?ome local faculty and childrén found it difficult’to adjust to , 'y
the shifts in the students each qﬁartet,‘and to the time wvhen none were ) o

"~ there .at all between quarters.’
" . M) L

- While they did not brévenE the program from developing and «improving,
* he ¥ « N “ : : - : . S ' . :
- factors such as these dill create moments of strain for the persons involvec,

”

and at times requiréd -a fe-interpfgtqtion:of the performance objectives“éf‘ : .

’ - . : . L

the: course, . T - ' : . S .
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The reading education Eaculty at Feorbia -Latc'vniversity and the
W - - . «

“Atrlanta SLIOOIS personnel whe hdve been working together in this program

conclxde( that the derivation of 'a workable set of performancc anectives_

for fieid=Yased reading'education is a process whiCh'hq its very nature

cannot become static. Changes in the perspnnel invplved. in materials and

space available, and even in the particuldr quarcet ot the school year in

. . ’ - I . ) " .
which a-field-based course is taking place, create variance in the labor-

- - 9
-

atory situation in vhich the undersraduates students find~thcmsolves, and

rhus influence which objectives are appropriate at that time. Differences

in the students themselves likewisc intluence thxs. hCertain general in-

°truct10na1 objectives may be relatively constant across quarters and

RrOLpS ot students, but specific objectives or deaignation of acceptable
hav1ors which relate ‘to the general objectivee are ‘not appropriately

.

pre-determined This accoun&s for tha fact’that‘it would probably be of

“~

_limited yalue to recount in this paper ‘the specified block objectives of

.

ever. the most recent quarter, Just as it is inappropriate, though they are

dvailable, to send of f for a set of mail-order objectives for field- based

reading educatlon. laculty who wish. to work Jointlv with the public

.echools, in a relationship in which they assist--them in the very dif‘icult

job they have to do, and seﬁure at the ~same time relevant settings for

)
o . ¢

unJcrbraduate students reading euucation, must be willing to accept the

'. -

"iresponSLbility for continued review of, and ‘work bn, performance objective
L]

.

Shirley M, Jamcs




s ' L BT o v A_',v_- Shirley M. James
t' R SR ' o IR pagq nine’

- or their students."They muet be wxlling to adJust the objgctives on. Fhe o
. ba is. o£ short ang !ong term feedback from the classroom teachets and btudents .
2 v . ¥

. P . o .Q . .- . . N . ,..‘.

1EVG'ved whiIe it is a slow and somewhat“tediou, process, it eems that
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